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Component Description 

Topic 

Introduction 

 

Organizational strategic change is required for organizations to react to the market.  

Leaders of organizations understand that they must embrace different strategies to respond 

to the needs of the market.  These changes result in new processes both internal and external, 

which address a strategic need. Internally, through the process of introducing a new 

Information Technology (IT) system or process, a user forms a perception about the new IT 

system.  Improper management of user perceptions at best lead to unhappy users, at worst 

leads to failed strategies. 

Management’s identification and understanding of end user’s and mid-management 

leadership’s perceptions of IT systems is required to adjust user perceptions by applying 

such resources as “[c]onstant technical support and individual training…” (Adams, 2006, p. 

152).  Focusing on targeting the treatment of individuals or pockets of user perception 

without blanketing the organization with training and technical support allows an 

organization to effectively deal with user perceptions in a scientific manner.  Action early in 

the System Development Life Cycle (SDLC) on negative user experiences assures that 

experiential anchors of past IT implementations are not transferred to the current IT, and that 

the plan management embraces is for early success (Martinko, Henry, & Zmud, 1996).  An 

understanding and definition of early indicator signs leading to negative user acceptance of 

an IT system is required for management to react to the negative user perception.  The result 
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of this research is to gain an understanding of how to identify the signs of user perception 

and appropriate management of user perceptions before they become pervasive and 

ingrained in an organization’s culture. 

Problem / 

Opportunity 

Statement 

 

Organizations introduce new IT systems or processes to address a strategic need.  

Manipulation of user perceptions of new strategically introduced IT is a measurable variable 

(Chen, & Lou, 2002).  According to Martinko, Henry, and Zmud (1996), “…there is a clear 

need to validate and demonstrate the relative efficacy of using an attributional approach to 

explain, predict, and alleviate the negative impacts of individual’s reactions to information 

technologies” (p. 326). Identifying the signs and acting on these signs early in the SDLC, 

before user perceptions become pervasive within an organization’s culture is one goal for 

this research.  The proposed research study will identify the signs of negative user 

perceptions of IT systems.  Through the identification of signs of negative user perception of 

IT systems, an exploration of the timing and methods used to intervene to modify user 

perceptions is a complimentary focus of this research. 

Purpose 

Statement  

 

Organizations need the ability to modify users’ perception of strategically placed IT 

to increase user acceptance of new IT systems.  Understanding and interpreting the signs 

users’ exhibit leads to the ability to manage the situation.  The goal is to enhance user 

perception quickly, and increase user acceptance of strategically introduced IT systems.  The 

results from this research will present practitioners and scholars with tools to identify the 

signs leading to the modification of user perceptions.  Application of this research should 

increase the acceptance rate of new IT systems through better understanding of managing 

user perceptions through identifying signs of user perception. 
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Conceptual / 

Theoretical 

Framework 

 

 

Figure 2.  A visual portrayal of the conceptual framework for this research. 

Leadership mandate strategic changes within an organization reflected in the business 

strategy that the IT strategy supports.  The result is strategically mandated IT systems or 

changes.  Users within the organization have perceptions of these activities.  The derived 

views are from many domains of influence, which result in how users perceive the new 

strategically mandated IT system or change.  User perception of the new IT systems affects 

user acceptance that ultimately changes how the system is used.  The system use determines 

the effectiveness of the business strategy. 

Management / 

Research 

Questions 

 

Management dilemma:  The need exists to have users accept and use strategically 

important IT systems, allowing the system to be used and exploited to the fullest extent 
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possible for the organization to gain the desired effects. 

Management Question:  What can management do to ensure that users accept a 

strategically important IT system and ensure that the user perceives the system favorably, 

ultimately leading to acceptance and use? 

 Research questions:  (1) What are the signs, which users present, indicating negative 

user perception of new IT or processes?  (2) What intervention methods have been applied to 

the signs defined from question 1?  (3)  When did the signs appear and when were they acted 

on? 

Investigative questions: 

1. Describe the factors that cause user perceptions to be tainted towards an IT system. 

2. How effective are factors that modify user perceptions of an IT system? 

3. To what degree do leadership requirements on introducing new IT systems affect 

user perceptions of new systems? 

4. How do leadership requirements on introducing new IT systems affect user 

perceptions of new systems? 

5. How effective is user perceived usefulness of IT in determining user acceptance of 

an IT system? 

6. What effect does communication of new IT system modify user perception, 

acceptance, and use of strategically introduced IT? 

7. How does communication affect user perception, acceptance, and use of IT? 

8. Is there a difference in system use of strategically introduced IT systems between 
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organizations that have a reward system that influences user acceptance, and 

organizations that do not have a reward system that influences user acceptance? 

Literature 

Review / 

Current 

Understanding 

of the 

Phenomena 

 

Workers within an organization are presented with technology to manage the 

organization’s data.  One belief is that workers comply with change because it is mandated 

(Davenport, Jarvenpaa, & Beers, 1996).  Management has a myriad of choices to facilitate 

user acceptance of IT systems, ranging from laissez-faire controls to strict controls 

mandating user accept and use the new IT.  Users of an IT system on one hand might simply 

accept a new system because it is mandated.  On the other hand, even if the system is 

mandated users might reject the new IT system.  Management of an organization cannot 

leave these investments of new IT to choice and must pave the way for user acceptance.   

One method to gain user acceptance of new IT systems is to market through 

education the new IT system.  Davenport, Jarvenpaa, and Beers state that management “… 

offered, marketed, or communication the new designs through education rather than forcing 

them [IT systems] on those who performed the knowledge work” (p. 60).  However, 

organizations are complex consisting of many different users of IT, which only complicates 

the marketing effort.  Even in institutions where the diversity is minimal, user perceptions of 

IT are drastically different.  For instance, in an organization where the makeup consists 

primarily of two separate groups, the views of the same IT system is different, and even 

within each group, different components of the software system were liked or disliked at 

different levels  (Abuhamdieh & Sehwail, 2007). 

Ethnography has been used to study the cultural essence of a software issue within an 

organization (Nocera, Dunckley, & Sharp, 2007).  Through ethnographic methods, Nocera, 

Dunckley, and Sharp determined that technological frames, which are the view a population 
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holds about technology, have two types of elements.  The first technological frame is 

knowledge, assumptions, and expectations, and the second technological frame is practices 

and coping strategies (Nocera, Dunckley, & Sharp, p. 158).  Just as two different groups 

have multiple levels of viewing the same IT system, different views of technologies have 

multiple frames from which they present themselves to the same population, which further 

complicates the perceptions of any given user. 

Numerous studies have presented information on what management should do to 

intervene when a problem is identified concerning user acceptance of an IT system 

(Martinko, Henry, & Zmud, 1996) (Sherif, Zmud, & Browne, 2006).  Martinko, Henry, and 

Zmud offer some indications as to interventions which management can use to manage users 

and the acceptance of IT systems.  Specifically, pre-introduction of the IT system includes 

cue differentiation, immunization, panning for success, selection, and self-determination.  

Post-introduction of IT system include attributional training, modeling, imagery, and system 

redesign (Martinko, Henry, & Zmud, p. 324).  While these help managers understand what 

to do when an issue is discovered, it does nothing to help the manager understand that an 

issue exists with user acceptance of an IT system.  Nor do these references link the signs a 

user community presented to a specific successful intervention. 

Martinko, Henry, and Zmud, (1996) presented a view of top down control, whereas 

Sherif, Zmud, and Browne (2006) present a view of peer-to-peer control to support IT 

innovation (p. 340).  From their perspective, conflict arises between those whom the users 

perceive as creating the software, and between those who use the software.  Supporting this 

view is Jasperson, Carter, & Zmud, (2005) who state that researchers should  “…apply 

research designs that enable them to discover, identify, and account for salient interventions 



Research prospectus 7 
 

Brian D. Otte © 2008 

Component Description 

directed at all work system elements associated with the focal IT application” (p. 545).  

Martinko, Henry, and Zmud present research, which states that management intervention 

during the introduction of “disruptive” IT systems, and presents a model to apply for 

application.  The interventions mentioned by Martinko, Henry, and Zmud leave management 

to identify the signs of user acceptance or rejection of the IT system, and the appropriate 

interventions must be chosen by management as opposed to linking the signs of user 

acceptance to specific interventions.  

Successful organizations do not pick IT systems arbitrarily.  For instance, Olson 

(2006) states “As many business leaders in the technology industry already know, 

technological superiority can be the key to establishing an early competitive advantage” (p. 

33).  Aligning IT strategy with the business strategy involves evaluating IT as a portfolio, 

recognizing that IT can enable or hinder a business strategy through the portfolio IT offers 

(Ward & Peppard, 2002, p. 198).  Therefore, the selection and implementation of strategic 

IT systems is important to realize a competitive advantage sought by business leaders 

through the introduction of strategic IT systems. 

Venkatesh (2000) details that control, intrinsic motivation, and emotions are anchors 

that determine early perceptions about a system (p. 342).  These determinates are factors 

which feed into the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM).  There is no indication for 

managers to understand how these determinates manifest themselves or what managers 

should be cognizant of during system implementation ready to react with appropriate 

methods. 

Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, and Davis, (2003) continue to refine the understanding of 

user acceptance detailing eight models of user acceptance which include: 
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• Theory of reasoned action 

• Technology acceptance model 

• Motivational model 

• Theory of planned behavior 

• A model combining the technology acceptance model and the theory of planned 

behavior 

• Model of PC utilization 

• Innovation diffusion theory 

• Social cognitive theory (p. 425). 

This research helps managers understand when specific social influences are effective and 

when they are less likely to be as effective, but does nothing to aid the manager in 

understanding the pulse of users who actually use the new IT system.  Venkatesh, Morris, 

Davis, and Davis discuss their theory which identifies causal antecedents stating: 

Future research should focus on integrating UTAUT with research that has identified 

causal antecedents of the constructs used within the model (e.g., Karahanna and 

Straub 1999; Venkatesh 2000; Venkatesh and Davis 2000) in order to provide a 

greater understanding of how the cognitive phenomena what were the focus of this 

research are formed (p. 470). 

This call for research indicates a need to understand what determines the actions.  This has 

value for managers and scholars.  However, managers have a need to see and understand 
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what is going on in the organization, and to manage the environment for success. 

Strader, Ramaswami, and Houle (2007) analyze user acceptance of IT systems from 

a negative perspective.  The manifestations of perspectives allow a manager to view what is 

occurring within the organization and then act on the signs of user acceptance of 

strategically important IT systems.  However, the linking of signs to specific actions is not 

provided.   

Stratton (2006) investigated user emotions of an IT system within an organization.  

Emotions are what people hold about a system, and may be viewed as determinates of user 

actions, where Stratton suggests “…emotions and misbehaviors may exists in a feedback 

system where acts of misbehaviors have both affective antecedents and consequences” (p. 

9).  This suggests that emotions are one of the antecedents to the signs of user acceptance.  

In the cases presented by Stratton, the signs are misbehaviors.  However, research has 

indicated only some of indication of the variety of signs users present drawn from 

managerial perceptions indicated in Strader, Ramaswami, & Houle (2007) and through user 

misbehaviors from Stratton (2006). 

Most of the research have presented a view from IT system implementation success 

or failure and worked backwards attempting to understand the precedents of the next step.  

This research attempts to understand the signs users exhibit that determine user acceptance 

or rejection of an IT system.  The effective management of the environment based off the 

signs users present allow an IT system introduction to exist in a controlled environment 

where success is managed. 

Methodological 

Approach & 

Research Design 

 

An ontological assumption would research these socially constructed multiple 

realities within their locales (Capella, 2007).  A qualitative research design allows the 
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researcher to discover the dimensions that are difficult to measure quantitatively.  Some of 

these dimensions are presented by Swanson and Holton (2005) discussing individuals and 

groups of people stating “[o]nly by observing, and communicating with them face-to-face, 

can we understand the meaning-making apparatuses that individuals bring to, and create 

from, a dynamic stream of events” (p. 225).  Qualitative research designs, such as Grounded 

Theory, provide the system for capturing a clearer picture representing this information. 

This research is inductive, in that there is a vague notion of signs of user acceptance 

and the specific intervention measures management has available, and the research will be 

conducted qualitatively.  Goede and de Villiers (2003) suggest that Grounded Theory is 

“…not persons or organizations that are sampled but rather incidents and events” (p. 212).  

Research has presented on the explaining a model of user resistance (Martinko, Henry, & 

Zmud, 1996), and also presented a vague notion concerning the intervention measures 

available (Sherif, Zmud, & Browne, 2006).  However, limited research is available 

describing a framework encompassing all of the signs of user acceptance and specific 

intervention measures available. 

Grounded Theory is the best-suited qualitative research design for exploring these 

questions as it seeks to answer a rich description of user acceptance of strategically 

introduced IT systems.  The theory also explains the phenomena and ultimately “…derives 

theories that are grounded in (based on) reality” (Capella, 2007, slide12).  A method detailed 

by Goede and de Villiers (2003), which they label “A three-phase method of comparison 

using GT” (p. 216) will be used within the sample to develop a theory that describes the 

signs users presented, managements interpretation of those signs, and actions from past 
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instances of integrating strategically important IT.  According to de Villiers (2005) “[t]he 

four criteria for a well-constructed grounded theory within a substantive area are:  Fit… 

Work… Relevance… [and] Modifiability” (p. 117).  The result of the research is to deliver a 

theory, which addresses what de Villiers describes as fit, work, relevance, and modifiability. 

Sources of 

Information & 

Measurement 

Plan 

 

Ethnography requires that the “[i]interviewer and participant collaborate in a field-

setting participant observation and unstructured interview” (Cooper & Schindler, 2008, p. 

176).  The data collection procedures entail recording interviews and field notes of 

observations.  This research is interested in determining the signs of user acceptance, and 

effective methods to intervene quickly to persuade positive user perception leading to 

acceptance of new strategically implemented Information Technology. 

Similar to the methods employed by Stratton (2006), the researcher would be 

immersed within the organization to elicit the information through interviews and 

observations.  The focus of the research includes mid-management and end users.   

The proposed research is interested in the signs of user perceptions of a recently 

introduced IT system.  Ethnography is the appropriate qualitative design as it presents the 

researcher the opportunity to observe the signs of users, “…where the behavior being 

observed occurs” (Cooper & Schindler, p. 703).  The nature of this research is to understand 

the meaning, within organizations, of human behavior and the manifestation of the signs that 

human behavior creates when a new IT system is introduced.  Swanson and Holton (2005) 

suggest that the multiple layers of human behavior “…cannot be captured except through 

naturalistic methods such as ethnography” (pp. 292-293).  Ethnographic methods will enable 

the research to paint a vivid picture of the signs that manifest themselves in response to user 

perceptions of Information Technology systems. 
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Data Collection 

Plan 

 

The credibility of data gathered through an interview is derived from the interviewer 

ensure that the information gathered is rich and formative and the research goals of the 

project are being met (Swanson & Holton, 2005, p. 249).  Interviews are interactive 

requiring honest responses to questions.  While the interviews are unstructured in nature, 

Cooper and Schindler (2008) suggest that an interview question hierarchy be used which 

entails discussing a broad issue, narrowing to one topic, narrow that topic, leading to a 

narrowing of the topic (p. 172). 

Bruce (2007) uses a variety of methods in research, which increases visibility into the 

process of conducting grounded theory research.  Some of the methods that Bruce used for 

data collection are detailed as inventory and survey, focus group interviews, and one to one 

interviews.  The specific method detailed here deals with focus group interviews.  Bruce 

used three groups of six participants (Bruce).  Bruce cites Kruger, detailing that this is less 

than recommended, but according to Bruce “…it proved to be more effective for purposeful 

interaction combined with opportunities for each participant to speak at length about their 

experiences” (p. 9). 

The interview questions will utilize a variety of projective techniques provided by 

Cooper and Schindler (2008) such as sentence completion, cartoons and empty balloons, 

laddering or benefit chain, and a variety of imagination exercises (pp. 173-174) (see 

Appendix C).  This will follow the method of going from broad scope to specific details of 

specific instances.  As this is a grounded theory interview, “…each subsequent interview is 

adjusted based on the findings and interpretations from each previous interview, with the 

purpose to develop general concepts or theories with which to analyze the data” (Cooper & 

Schindler, p. 176).  The assumption is that the prescreen questions and selection process 
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have resulted in participants who have been involved with the introduction of 

implementation of new strategically introduced IT systems.  Some initial interview questions 

and probes from the suggestions made by Cooper and Schindler have given insight into 

eliciting information from interview participants (see Appendix C). 

Cooper and Schindler (2008) present factors that influence participant contributions 

during group interviews that will aid the researcher (p. 180).  After the information is 

collected, and nearly at 90 minutes the interview will conclude thanking the participants and 

assuring that their information is valuable and important.  There will be approximately three 

rounds of interviews, similar to the methods employed by Bruce (2007). 

Data Analysis 

Plan 

 

Stratton (2006) detailed the data analysis procedures as stating that he “…analyzed 

sentence-by-sentence utilizing open-, axial- and selective coding strategies” (p. 77).  Straus 

and Corbin (1998) define the process of open coding as “data are broken down into discrete 

parts, closely examined, and compared for similarities and differences” (p. 102).  Axial 

coding presented Stratton with the beginnings of categories that “…became apparent during 

the first coding process” (p. 77).  Selective coding is the process where Stratton “…focused 

the analysis on specific categories and mined the data to clarify definitions and relationships 

among the codes and categories” (p. 77).  The data entry portion of the qualitative data 

analysis will follow the methods provided Swanson and Holton (pp. 233-263, 2005) 

Stratton (2006) identified two areas of validity concerning credibility and 

transferability.  According to Trochim (2006), credibility in the qualitative realm is 

analogous to internal validity, and transferability is analogous to external validity.   A 

validity concern involves the transferability of this research.  One method to increase 

credibility, which was used by Stratton, allows the informants to review the content of the 
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coded notes.  This method ensures that the researcher received and understood the 

information that the informant discussed.  According to Trochim, “…the participants are the 

only ones who can legitimately judge the credibility of the results” (para. 3).  This is the 

method, which is suggested to ensure credibility within this research. 

Specific strategies to increase dependability validity include using systematic 

procedures, following Straus and Corbin’s (1998) grounded theory methods, and seeking 

peer review on the iterative process between data and theory.  Similar to the method Stratton 

uses to achieve confirmability validity by allowing the informants to review the analyses (p. 

171), informants will also be employed in this research.  Transferability is left to the reader 

of the research as suggested by Trochim. 

Significance / 

Potential 

Contributions 

This significance of this research is grounded in the failure rate of new IT systems 

and the expense of implementation of new IT systems.  Addressing the expense of 

implementation of new IT systems, Hoffer, George, and Valacich (2008) citing Dorfman and 

Thayer state that “…maintenance costs account for 40 to 70 percent of system development 

costs” (p. 18).  One reason maintenance costs are so high is that users experience problems 

with the new system.  Problems discovered later in the development process are more 

expensive and require more time to fix than if they are discovered earlier in the process (Wu, 

1992).  Users typically are the first to understand the functional issues with a new software 

product, and if management can understand the signs of user acceptance or rejection of the 

new system early in the rollout of the new system, costs can be maintained and minimized. 

Hoffer, George, and Valacich (2008) cite Lucas, who suggests that system use and 

user satisfaction are some factors that indicate a successful IT system.  Pekkola, Kaarilahti, 
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and Pohjola (2006) list a key aspect to the success of a software implementation project by 

stating “One person, unaware or unmotivated, could easily spoil the whole situation and 

atmosphere by having a negative impression of the process” (p. 26).  Therefore, 

management needs the ability to interpret, understand, and act on the presented signs of 

users during the implementation of an IT system.  Both cost and successful implementations 

of IT systems are justification for conducting this research. 

Ethical 

Considerations 
This research will be working closely, through ethnographic means, with participants 

within their organization.  Ethical considerations for their well-being are of utmost 

importance.  To protect the participants all interviewee’s will be given an informed consent 

form (see Appendix B).  This informs the participant about the research, contact 

information, and the voluntary nature of the research. 

The implications for providing informed consent, confidentiality, privacy, and 

anonymity stem from the belief that research participants should be treated with honesty, 

trusted, and respected (Protecting, n.d.).  To that end, research participants need to know that 

they are part of a research study, and can freely choose not to participate.  The participant 

needs to trust the researcher, which gives the researcher special responsibility to ensure that 

the trust is mutual and ethically based.  The researcher must ensure, as a top priority that the 

principle of beneficence or do no harm is upheld at all times.  The American Psychological 

Association discusses beneficence with respect to psychologists, which is just as applicable 

here, stating “…seek to safeguard the welfare and rights of those whom they interact 

professionally and other affected persons…” (p. 3).  This should guide the researcher in 

making decisions about informed consent, confidentiality, privacy, and anonymity. 

Expected 

Outcome 
This research is intended to serve at least three audiences.  Primarily, the audience is 
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academia, with the hope that once the signs of user acceptance or rejection are identified, the 

next step in the research will be to understand the complete set of mechanisms available to 

an organization with which to fully manage the user experience with respect to 

implementation of IT systems. 

The second audience for this research is managers and developers to use to 

understand and forecast the direction an IT system is taking in the implementation process.  

With this information, the expected outcome is that management will employ what tools it 

has available to manage users’ perceptions and ensure that the IT system is accepted and 

used by the user community. 

The third audience is the organization from which the research is conducted.  Ideally, 

an organization will benefit from the research by understanding where the implementation 

process could have gone smoother by recognizing some of the signs of user perceptions, 

which lead to acceptance of IT systems.  This, of course will benefit the organization only 

on future projects, but nonetheless will benefit the organization. 

Personal 

Reflections & 

Insights 

One problem with the research prospectus is the limited literature review conducted.  

Many other authors have contributed to this area of user involvement in the SDLC.  Some 

have covered the topic at the same level as Venkatesh.  Therefore, although much 

information about the subject has been accumulated the information is by no means 

anywhere near complete.  Another concern about this research is the appropriateness for a 

dissertation topic at Capella.  This area deserves additional research. 
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Appendix A 

Institutional Review Board Application 

Institutional Review Board 

225 South 6th Street, 9
th

 Floor  ♦  Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402 

Institutional Review Board  

Application Instructions 
 

The purpose of the Institutional Review Board (IRB) review and approval process is to ensure ethical treatment and 

protection of human research participants and/or their records.  This provision is in compliance with the policy of Capella 

University (Policy 02.08: Use of Human Participants/Subjects in Research) and with the principles and guidelines of the 

federal (45 CFR 46) and state governments as well as relevant professional societies and organizations (e.g., American 

Education Research Association, Academy of Management, American Counseling Association, and American 

Psychological Association). 

 

If the proposed research involves animals or another type of research, learners should contact the school’s IRB reviewer 

before completing the IRB Application. 

 

&OTE: All of the required and additional Collaborative IRB Training Initiative (CITI) modules must be 

completed before you submit this application. 

 

Directions for Completing the Application 

 

&OTE: If you are using any version of MS Word except version 2003, you should copy, paste, and save all 

information and text entered on this IRB Application document in a separate Word document.  This 

backup document may be necessary to avoid possible data loss. 
 

1. Fill out all of the items on this form completely.  Boxes [ ] may be checked by simply clicking in the appropriate 

square. 

2. If an item does not apply to your proposed study, please type N/A in the field. 

3. Attach the appropriate supporting documents in the order in which they are addressed in the application. 

4. Use the checklist on the next page to make sure that you assembled all the required materials. 

5. For more detailed instructions about completing this form, please consult the Ethics & Compliance page of the 

Research Center site.  

6. To insert a signature or additional pages, please see the instructions on page 8. 

7. Submit this application as a Word document; do not convert it to a different file format (e.g., PDF). 

8. Once the application and all supporting documents are complete, send them as e-mail attachments to your mentor or 

supervisor.  Please do not submit a handwritten form.  Scan all hard copies of the supporting documents, and attach 

them according to your school’s requirements. Your mentor or supervisor will submit the forms to the appropriate 

IRB reviewer. 

 

IRB Application Contents 

• Completed Application Checklist 

• Contact Information 

1.  Project Information 

2.  Funding 

3.  Research Summary 

4.  Description & Selection of Participants 

5.  Risks/Benefits Analysis 

6.  Confidentiality, Privacy, and Anonymity 

7.  Use of Records 

• Signature Pages 

• Consent/Assent Form Checklists 
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Completed Application Checklist 
Use this form to verify that the application is complete. 

Done Items 

 All items answered (Use &/A when an item is not applicable.) 

 Contact Information for the Learner/Researcher and Supervisor 

 1. Project Information 

 2. Funding 

 3. Research Summary (See contents list within the section.) 

 4. Description and Selection of Participants/Sample/Population (Respect for Persons & Justice) 

 • Number of Participants 

 • Age range 

 • Location of participants and relationship of the researcher to the participants 

 • Special characteristics of participants 

 • Sampling type 

 • Participant recruitment 

 • Initial contact 

 • Participant inducements 

 5.   Risks/Benefits Analysis (Beneficence) 

 • Participants’ and/or treatment group’s activities 

 • Control group activity (if applicable) 

 • Risks or discomforts 

 • Benefits 

 • Compensation for risks, if any 

 6.   Confidentiality, Privacy, and Anonymity of Data 

 7.   Use of Records 

 Signatures 

 • Learner or Researcher 

 • Supervisor or Mentor 

 • Provost or Designee 

 Consent/Assent Checklists 

 Application Attachments (Use &/A or  when an item is not applicable.) 

 • Approval from institution housing participants 

 • Approval from institution housing records 

 • Assent form for minor participants (see checklist) 

 • Checklist for extracting information from files or records 

 • Consent form for parent/guardian/adult participant (see checklist) 

 • Cover letter for mailed consent/assent form 

 • Cover letter for mailed questionnaire 

 • Waiver of Signed Consent (see checklist) 

 • Instrument(s) to elicit responses from participants 

 • Questions to be asked during interviews 

 • Script/letter/e-mail message to recruit participants 

 • Other __________________________________________________ 

 Action: Forward to school designee to review for approval 

      Date of action ______________________________________ 
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Institutional Review Board Application 
225 South 6th Street, 9

th
 Floor  ♦  Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402 

 

 

When this IRB Application is completed, it must be submitted with the research proposal or prospectus for the 

next stage of review. The provost or designee gives final approval.  

 

Researcher’s &ame: Brian D. Otte 

Affiliation to Capella: 

 Learner   

 Core Faculty    

 Adjunct Faculty   

 Consultant   

 Directed Employee/Agent   

 Independent contractor  

 Other (specify):       

Address: 919 Fremont Street 

City, State Zip Code: Kiel, Wisconsin  53042-4821 

Telephone &umbers: Work:  (920)980-1182                                           Home:  (920)894-4013 

Email Address: Brian.Otte@verizon.net  

School and Specialization: School of Business and Technology 

Degree Program: PhD. Information and Technology--General 

Date: 9/9/2008 

 

Completion Date of IRB (CITI) Modules: 09/10/2008 

Completion Date of Additional Modules: N/A 

Specify Optional Modules Taken: N/A 

 

Research Supervisor’s &ame: Dr. Mentor 

Affiliation to Capella: 

 Mentor    

 Instructor  

 Practicum/Internship Supervisor   

 Staff Supervisor   

 Other (specify): N/A 

Title: N/A 

Address: 1 Anytown 

City, State Zip Code: Juno, Alaska, 99212 

Telephone &umbers: Work:  1-555-5555                                           Home:  N/A 

Email Address: Dr.Mento@juno.AK 

Provost’s &ame: Dr. Karen Viechnicki 

1.  Project Information 

Project/ Prospectus Title:  

An investigation of the signs users present during the implementation of Information Technology systems:  

Understanding the precursor to system implementation failure 

Beginning Date of Project: 9/1/2009 

Ending Date of Project: 8/31/2010 

This application is for: 

(Check one box.) 
  Use of human participants in research (including record review) 

  Use of animal subjects in research (including record review)* 

  Other type of research      * 

 

*Learners who propose this type of research must consult with their mentors and contact the School’s IRB reviewer before completing this 

application. 
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2.  Funding 
Is this research funded by an internal or external agency? 

 Yes        

 Name of Sponsor:       

Address:       

Contact Person:        

Contact’s Phone Number:       

Contact’s Email Address:       

Title of Grant/Grant 

Number: 

      

 &o  Explain how the costs of research will be covered. 

Researcher out of pocket. 

 

 

3.  Research Summary 
• State your research topic and purpose. 

• Discuss your research questions/hypotheses. 

• Describe your research design and methodology. 

• Explain your rationale for using human participants and/or their records. 

• Describe your data collection procedure(s) and instrument(s) to be used. 

• Describe how the data will be analyzed and the results interpreted. 

• If the research does not involve the use of human participants or their records, indicate the alternative data 

collection or generation strategies. 

• Please use language that can be understood by a person unfamiliar with the area of research. 

SUMMARY TEXT 

Insert your summary in the field below.  (See the checklist above to verify that you have completed all 

requirements for it.  For content expectations, please consult the Ethics & Compliance page of the 

Research Center site.) 

 

Organizational strategic change is required for organizations to react to the market.  Leaders of organizations 

understand that they must embrace different strategies to respond to the needs of the market.  These changes 

result in new processes both internal and external, which address a strategic need. Internally, through the 

process of introducing a new Information Technology (IT) system or process, a user forms a perception about 

the new IT system.  Improper management of user perceptions at best lead to unhappy users, at worst leads to 

failed strategies. 

 

 Research questions:  (1) What are the signs which users present indicating negative user perception of new IT 

or processes?  (2) What intervention methods have been applied to the signs defined from question 1?  (3)  

When did the signs appear and when were they acted on? 

 

This research will use ethnography in a grounded theory manner.  There is a vague notion of intervention 

measures management has available and will be conducted qualitatively.  Goede and de Villiers (2003) suggest 

that Grounded theory is “…not persons or organizations that are sampled but rather incidents and events” (p. 

212).  Research has presented on the explaining a model of user resistance (Martinko, Henry, & Zmud, 1996), 

and also presented a vague notion concerning the intervention measures available (Sherif, Zmud, & Browne, 

2006).  However, limited research is available describing the signs of user acceptance and specific intervention 

measures available. 
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Grounded Theory is the best-suited qualitative research design for exploring these questions because in addition 

to seeking a rich description of user acceptance of strategically introduced IT systems the theory also explains 

the phenomena and ultimately “…derives theories that are grounded in (based on) reality” (Capella, 2007, 

slide12).  A method detailed by Goede and de Villiers (2003), which they label “A three-phase method of 

comparison using GT” (p. 216) will be used within the sample to develop a theory that describes managements 

interpretation of signs, and actions from past instances of integrating strategically important IT.  According to 

de Villiers (2005) “[t]he four criteria for a well-constructed grounded theory within a substantive area are:  

Fit…Work…Relevance… [and] Modifiability” (p. 117).  The result of the research is to deliver a grounded 

theory, which addresses what de Villiers describes as fit, work, relevance, and modifiability. 

 

Human participants are required to understand what signs user elicited, and any management actions that 

occurred to enforce or counteract those signs.  If management action was taken, an understanding from the end-

user and management as to the effectiveness of the action is also to be understood. 

 

Data collection procedures will occur through an interview process and will include notes and both audio and 

video recordings.  The primary data collection device will be the interview and the primary data collection 

device will be a video recorder, with notes and audio recording being a backup medium.  

4. Description and Selection of Participants/Sample/Population 

(Respect for Persons and Justice) 
A.  &UMBER of participants: 

15 Males 

15 Females 

B.  AGE RA&GE of participants: 

18 Youngest Participant 

70 Oldest Participant 

C. 1.  LOCATIO&(S) of participants—Check all that 

apply.   

C.  2.  RELATIO&SHIP TO THE 

PARTICIPA&TS 

Check &O or YES if you have a personal or 

professional relationship with the participants 

in the specified location.  If YES, please 

explain. 

LOCATIO& &O YES (PLEASE EXPLAI&.) 

 Business/organization           

 Daycare/pre-school*          

 Elementary/secondary school*          

 In-patient hospital or clinic          

 Internet-based research*          

 Jail/prison*          

 Laboratory/biomedical research*          

 Learner-researcher’s workplace*          

 Military unit          

 Outpatient facility          

 Secondary data source or records-based research*          

 University/college          

 Urban/community setting          

 Veteran’s Administration*          

 Other special settings/agencies (specify name,          
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location and the setting, etc.):   

D.  SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS of participants (Check all that apply.): 

 Adults with no special characteristics 

 
Capella University learners, faculty, and/or staff 

(Requires approval from Capella’s Office of Assessment and Institutional Research [AIR])                    

 Children/minors (under 18)* 

 Culturally or medically vulnerable groups* 

 FDA-regulated research* 

 Outpatients/in-patients* 

 Pregnant women and/or fetuses* 

 Prisoners* 

 Research involving animals* 

 Soldiers or military personnel 

 Veterans 

 Workers/employees* 

 Other special characteristics (specify the unique characteristic[s]):       

 

*Additional CITI module(s) is/are required of BOTH the learner and the research supervisor/mentor. 
 

   Description and Selection of Participants/Sample/Population 

(Respect for Persons and Justice - Continued) 

Specify the type of sampling you plan to use (e.g., 

convenience; purposeful – critical case, 

extreme/deviant case, homogenous, intensity, typical 

case; random – simple, stratified, systematic, etc.) and 

your rationale for choosing it. 

A simple random sampling of volunteers will be used.  

If more than 30 volunteers exist than a Stratified 

random sampling of volunteers from an organization 

which implemented a strategically important 

Information Technology System.  The intent is to get a 

variety of perspectives from the organization. 

Describe how participants will be identified and 

selected for recruitment.  Include all comparison 

(treatment and control) groups. 

 

Users who were part of the initial system roll-out, and 

initial users who are identified through the organization 

as being initial users will be asked to volunteer for the 

surveys. No control group is needed for this research. 

Describe the specific process by which you will obtain 

the participants’ informed consent/assent.  (Attach all 

supporting materials/documents for the informed 

consent/assent process.) 

Informed consent will be obtained by presenting an 

informed consent form, where the users will read and 

sign. 

Explain who will make the initial contact with 

participants, and how the contact will be made.  (If not 

applicable, type N/A in field.) 

 

The initial contact will be through an organizational e-

mail of organizational respondents identified 

asking for their cooperating into the study. 

Will participants receive inducements before or 

rewards after the study?  If yes, then describe the 

specific inducement and/or reward. 

 

  No 

  Yes       

ATTACHME&TS (IF APPLICABLE) 

If your research is conducted through external organizations, associations, or agencies, written 
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documentation of approval/cooperation from each agency (e.g., business, school, hospital, clinic, agency, 

web-board owner, prison, etc.) must accompany this application. 

 

You must attach the following documents if they apply to your study: 

• Documentation of approval from the outside agency’s IRB reviewer. 

• Both the letter requesting permission sent by the researcher to the organization and the letter 

granting access and permission from the organization on the agency or organization’s letterhead. 

• Recruitment information (e.g., advertisement, bulletin board notices, recruitment letters)—attach 

examples of information as they will appear to potential participants. 

 

5.  Risks/Benefits Analysis (Beneficence) 

Describe the activities participants (in the treatment 

group) will be asked to do.  Provide specific 

procedures and expected duration. 

 

 

The participants will be asked to participate in at least 

3 separate interviews, lasting from 30 to 90 minutes. 

If some of the participants are in a control group, 

describe in detail the activity planned for that group. 

(This information must be included in the 

consent/assent forms.) 

 

 

N/A 

Describe any reasonably foreseeable risks or 

discomforts to the participants. 

 

 

 

Depending on the participants view, participating in the 

research means that they are not working.  It is 

forseeable that the organization might require the 

participant is required to complete their normal 

workload, in addition to conducting the interviews.  A 

request with the organization will be to have the 

participants workload transferred during the interviews 

so that a "pile" or work is not waiting for the 

repsondents when they return from the interview.  

Additionally, specific schedule of slow times show 

ameliorate this problem. 

 

Risks/Benefits Analysis (Continued) 

Explain any benefits to the participants or to others that 

may reasonably be expected from the research. 

 

 

 

Benefits to the participants are participating in the 

research, which means that they are not at their desk 

working. 

During the course of data collection, what provisions 

will you make to ensure the participants’ safety (e.g., 

how often will you review data to monitor participants’ 

safety)? 

 

The interviewee's are free to leave at any time, and the 

interviewee will be assured that the information given 

is kept confidential. 
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If the research involves more than minimal risk, what 

compensation and/or medical treatments will be 

available to the participants? 

 

 

Interviews will be conducted will the interviewer free 

to terminate the interview at any time.  Additionally, 

emergency contact numbers are available at the 

reception area.  

Does your proposed study involve deception of any 

kind?   

If yes, please explain the following: 

a. The nature of the deception. 

b. Your rationale/justification for using it, and 

c. How you plan to debrief participants. 

  No 

  Yes       

 

 

6.  Confidentiality, Privacy, and Anonymity of Data 

Describe the provisions you will make to establish and 

maintain confidentiality of data. 

 

 

The data collected will be kept confidential.  All notes 

will be ascribed with a number which is assigned to 

the interviewee by the interviewer.  

Where will the data be stored and for how long?  What 

precautions will you take to ensure data security? 

 

 

 All tapes, and notes will be kept in script control, and 

will travel offsight.  The researcher will keep these 

items in strict control at all times. 

Who will have access to whatever media (e.g., 

audiotape, paper, digital recording, videotape, and/or 

computer files) are used to record the data? 

 

The interviewer researcher 

How long will the media be retained? It is required 

that data be stored for a minimum of seven years after 

publication of results (such as a dissertation).  

 

Once the data is transcribed, the media will be 

destroyed. 

If data will be destroyed, describe the secure method 

for destroying the materials while maintaining 

confidentiality. 

 

 

Iron Mountain will be contracted to destroy the 

electronic media and paper notes. 

Describe the provisions you will make to ensure the 

privacy and anonymity of the research participants. 

 

 

The research participants will be assigned a 

interviewee number, which is the only method which 

they will be referred to in the research.  One copy, 

known only to the research and kept in a secure 

offsight location, will link the interviewee to their 

identity. 
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7.  Use of Records 

If using existing data or records (e.g., e-mail address 

list, postal address list, telephone number list, patient 

charts, student grades), describe the sources of the 

data and your means of access to the data. 

N/A      

If participants are chosen from records, indicate who 

approved use of the records.  (If not applicable, type 

N/A in field.) 

 

N/A 
 

If records consist of medical, student, or other private 

information, provide the protocol for securing consent 

of the participants (or their parents/guardians) in the 

records and approval from the custodian of the 

records.  (If not applicable, type N/A in field.) 

N/A 

If appropriate, specify how Standards for Privacy of 

Individually Identifiable Health Information (the 

Privacy Rule) under the Health Insurance Portability 

and Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA) have been 

observed. See the National Institute of Health Web 

site for more information on the HIPAA Privacy Rule.  

(If not applicable, type N/A in field.) 

N/A 

ATTACHME&T(S) 

ATTACH both the letter requesting permission sent by the researcher to the organization granting 

access to the records and the letter granting access and permission from the organization.  Please note 

that the letter granting access must be printed on the agency or organization’s letterhead. 

 

Inserting Signatures or Additional Pages 

 

SIG&ATURES 

1.  With the Word document open, go to View > Toolbars > Forms.  The Forms toolbar will appear. 

2.  On the Forms toolbar, click the padlock icon to unlock the form (the last icon on the toolbar). 

3.  Move the cursor to the shaded text fields.  Delete the fields. 

4.  Paste the signature in place of the text fields. 

5.  Lock the form again by clicking the padlock icon. 

 

ADDITIO&AL PAGES 
1.  With the Word document open, go to View > Toolbars > Forms.  The Forms toolbar will appear. 

2.  On the Forms toolbar, click the padlock icon to unlock the form (the last icon on the toolbar). 

3.  Move the cursor to the bottom of the last page of the application. 

4.  Press Ctrl + Enter to create a page break. 

5.  Insert (paste) the documents in their correct order. 

6.  Lock the form again by clicking the padlock icon. 
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Signature of Researcher 

As a researcher (e.g., learner, adjunct or core faculty member, consultant, directed employee/agent, independent 

contractor), you certify the following: 

• The information provided in this application form is correct and complete. 

• You will seek and obtain prior written approval from the committee for any substantive modification in the 

proposed study. 

• You will promptly report to your supervisor any unexpected or otherwise significant adverse events in the 

course of this study. 

• You will report to the supervisor and to the participants, in writing, any significant new findings that develop 

during the course of this study that may affect the risks and benefits to participation in this study. 

• You will not begin any research-related interactions with the participants until final written approval is 

granted. 

• You understand that this research, once approved, is subject to continuing review and approval by your 

supervisor. 

• You will maintain records of this research according to supervisory guidelines. 

• Substantive change requires submitting an IRB Application Revision with the previously approved 

application. The revision is a totally new application form with attachments.  

 

If these conditions are not met, approval of this research could be suspended. 

Signature of the Researcher: 

 

Signature:  Brian D. Otte                                               Date:  03SEP2008 

 

 

 

Signature of Supervisor 

As a supervisor (e.g., mentor, instructor, practicum supervisor, internship supervisor, staff supervisor), you 

certify the following: 

• The information provided in this application form is correct and complete. 

• You will review and provide prior written approval to your supervisee for any substantive modification in 

the proposed study. You will inform the committee members appointed to oversee the research and its 

results. 

• You will receive reports from your supervisee about any unexpected or otherwise significant adverse 

events in the course of this study. You will inform the committee members appointed to oversee the 

research and its results. 

• You will review research records maintained by your supervisee until the final written document is 

produced and approved by you and the oversight committee. 

• You will inform the oversight committee about the progress of your supervisee from the development of 

the research questions through the prospectus/proposal, IRB application, data collection, writing of the 

results, and completing the documentation of the research.  

• You will contact the lead subject matter expert (e.g., chair of the specialization, faculty director) if 

additional review is needed. 

• You will make sure that this application has been completed by your supervisee, including all 

accompanying attachments, before signing your name for approval. 

• You assume responsibility for ensuring that the research complies with federal and state regulations as 
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well as Capella University policies regarding the use of human participants in research. 

 

If these conditions are not met, approval of this research could be suspended. 

Signature of the Supervisor: 

 

Signature:                                                      Date:        

 

Title:                                      

 

 

Signature of Provost or Designee 

As provost or designee, I acknowledge that this research is in keeping with the standards set by the Capella 

University and assure that the researcher has met all requirements for review and approval of this research. 

Signature of the Provost or Designee: 

 

Signature:                                                      Date:        

 

 

Informed Consent Form Checklists 

If the proposed research necessitates obtaining the participants’ informed consent or assent, you must 

attach the consent/assent form you intend to give to the participants and/or their parents or guardians.  

The consent/assent form must include all of the relevant information from the appropriate list below. 

 

&OTE:  Please check with your mentor/supervisor regarding any additional information he/she wants 

you to include on your consent documents. 

 

Use the Informed Consent/Assent Checklist on the left if the proposed research requires obtaining the 

signature(s) of the participant and/or the parent or guardian.   

 

Use the Waiver of Signed Consent Checklist on the right if the proposed research does &OT require the 

signature of the participant and/or parent or guardian. 

Informed Consent/Assent Document Waiver of Signed Consent 

  1. Name of researcher 

  2. Title of researcher 

  3. Location of researcher 

  4. Reason for conducting research 

  5. Title of research project 

  6. Reason person was selected to participate 

  7. Explanation of how person was selected to participate 

  8. Description of what participant is to do 

  9. Length of time participation will take 

10. How anonymity of participant will be protected 

11. How data collected will be kept confidential 

 1. Name of researcher 

  2.  Title of researcher 

  3. Location of researcher 

  4. Reason for conducting research 

  5. Title of research project 

  6. Reason person was selected to participate 

  7. Explanation of how person was selected to participate 

  8. Description of what participant is to do 

  9. Length of time participation will take 

10. How anonymity of participant will be protected 

11. How data collected will be kept confidential 
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12. Benefits to the participant, including any rewards 

13. Risks to the participant, including protections from those risks 

14. Assurance of voluntary participation 

15. Assurance that withdrawing from the research has no 

consequences 

16. Request that participant print name. 

17. Request that participant sign name and date signature. 

18. Make provision for the participant to receive a copy of the form. 

19. Provide the name of the researcher and contact information for 

questions or concerns. 

20. Provide the name of the supervisor and contact information for 

questions or concerns. 

21. Provide the name of Capella University as a contact for questions 

or concerns using the designated IRB reviewer’s contact 
information. 

22. Print the form on letterhead of the organization authorizing the 

research, or use the header of Capella University, 225 South 6th 
Street, 9th Floor, Minneapolis, MN 55402. 

23. Refer to the person as participant rather than subject. 

12. Benefits to the participant, including any rewards 

13. Risks to the participant, including protections from those risks 

14. Assurance of voluntary participation 

15. Assurance that withdrawing from the research has no 

consequences 

16. Provide the name of the researcher and contact information for 

questions or concerns.  

17. Provide the name of the supervisor and contact information for 

questions or concerns.  

18. Provide the name of Capella University as a contact for questions 

or concerns using the designated IRB reviewer’s contact 

information.  

19. Print the form on letterhead of the organization authorizing the 

research, or use the header of Capella University, 225 South 6th 

Street, 9th Floor, Minneapolis, MN 55402.  

20. Refer to the person as participant rather than subject.  
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Appendix B 

Informed Consent Form 

 
Capella University, 225 South 6th Street, 9th Floor, Mineapolis, M&  55402. 

 

 

Research title:  An investigation of the signs users present during the implementation of Information Technology systems:  Understanding the precursor to system 
implementation failure 

 

Researcher:  Brian D. Otte   Title:  Learner (PhD. student) at Capella University 
Location:  919 Fremont St. Kiel, WI 53042. Research location:  At your facility 

 

The purpose of the study. 
This research is interested in understanding your recent implementation of a new Information Technology system recently installed at your business location.  User 

reactions and management reaction to the process of bringing the system online are also of interest.  The goal is to understand the signs of user’s acceptance, and 

management’s reaction to those signs. 
 

You are invited to participate in this study as you were identified as playing a key role in implementing this new Information Technology.  You are requested to attend 

at least three recorded interviews, which will last between 60 and 90 minutes within the next few months.  During the interview, you will be asked questions about the 
new system and your feelings and understanding about the process. 

 

There are no foreseeable risks to the individual. 
 

Potential benefits to the individual or others. 

Your participation in this study will not affect you but future implementations of strategic Information Technology systems might benefit from the information gathered 
within these interviews 

 

Alternatives to the research protocol. 
There are no alternatives to the research protocol.  Interview methods are the only methods employed. 

 

The extent of confidentiality protections for the individual. 
The extent of confidentiality protections will be extensive.  First, you will be assigned an interviewee number, which is the only thing linking you to the interview data.  

Second, a strict chain of control custody will be in place for the recorded interview media.  The media will be removed each night, and stored offsite.  Once the data has 

been transcribed, Iron Mountain will securely destroy all media on which the interviews are stored. 
 

To help us protect your privacy, we have obtained a Certificate of Confidentiality from the National Institutes of Health. With this Certificate, the researchers cannot be 

forced to disclose information that may identify you, even by a court subpoena, in any federal, state, or local civil, criminal, administrative, legislative, or other 
proceedings. The researchers will use the Certificate to resist any demands for information that would identify you, except as explained below. 

 

The Certificate cannot be used to resist a demand for information from personnel of the United States Government that is used for auditing or evaluation of Federally 
funded projects or for information that must be disclosed in order to meet the requirements of the federal Food and Drug Administration (FDA). 

 

You should understand that a Certificate of Confidentiality does not prevent you or a member of your family from voluntarily releasing information about yourself or 
your involvement in this research. If an insurer, employer, or other person obtains your written consent to receive research information, then the researchers may not use 

the Certificate to withhold that information. 

 
No voluntary disclosures will be made without your explicit consent. 

 

Compensation in case of injury due to the protocol. 
While there is no direct compensation to helping in this research, future implementations may go smoother with your help.  There is no risk to you by participating, 

however, if you feel that you have been harmed in any way in the research, please feel free to call Dr. Mentor my supervisor at Capella University, whose information is 
listed below, or Capella University directly. 

 

Contact information for questions regarding the study, participants’ rights, and in case of injury. 
Contact information for Researcher:  Brian D. Otte Supervisor:  Dr. Mentor 

e-mail:  Brian.Otte@verizon.net  Supervisor e-mail:  Dr.Mentor@capella.edu 

phone:  (920)980-1182 or (920)894-4013 
 

The conditions of participation, including right to refuse or withdraw without penalty. 

Your signature means that you understand the information presented, and that you want to participate in the study.  You understand that participation is voluntary, and 
you may withdraw from the study at any time. 

 

 
 

Print name:     Sign name:    Date: 
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Appendix C 

A sample interview protocol derived from Cooper and Schindler (2008). 

 

1. The first user perception I noticed with the introduction of the last IT system was…. 

2.  
3. Perform ladder or benefit chain.  Cooper and Schindler (2008) state that “Participants are asked to 

link functional features to their physical and psychological benefits, both real and ideal” (p. 174).  

Elicitation of survey participants for pictorial representations of their understanding of the signs of 

user perceptions and how that affects their own perception. 

4. Imagination exercises:  Imaginary universes 

a. Negative world 

i. Effects on self 

ii. Effects on others 

iii. Manifestation of effects 

iv. Visualization of effects 

b. Positive world 

i. Effects on self 

ii. Effects on others 

iii. Manifestation of effects 

iv. Visualization of effects 

c. Reverse perspectives 

i. Past experiences of effects on self 

ii. Past experiences of effects on others 

iii. Past experiences of manifestations of effects 

iv. Past experiences of visualizations of effects 

d. Ambiguities and paradoxes 

i. What if all users view was negative? 

ii. What if all users view was positive? 

iii. What can we learn from experiences? 
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Appendix D 

 

Memorandum of Understanding that requests permission to conduct research at facility. 

 

 
225 South 6

th
 Street, 9

th
 Floor, Minneapolis, MN, 55042 

 

Memorandum of Understanding 

 

To:    Special Industry, One Special Place, Anytown, USA, 55512. 

Telephone:   1-920-555-1212 

Attention:  Roberta Smyth, CEO and owner. 

 

From:   Brian D. Otte, Learner at Capella University. 

Contact information: 919 Fremont Street, Kiel, WI, 53042-4821 

Telephone:  1-920-894-4013 

e-mail:   Brian.Otte@verizon.net 

 

The title of this research study is: An investigation of the signs users present during the implementation of Information Technology 

systems:  Understanding the precursor to system implementation failure 

 

Reason for conducting the study:  This research will attempt to answer the following questions:  

1. What are the signs which users present indicating negative user perception of new IT or processes? 

2. What intervention methods have been applied to the signs defined from question 1? 

3. When did the signs appear and when were they acted on? 

 

Your organization was selected as a source for people and data because of a recently implemented Information Technology system. 

 

Your organization is specifically being asked to take part in an ethnographic study.  Thirty participants will be selected to be 

interviewed to understand the implementation of the IT system from users and managers perspectives.  There will be three rounds of 

interviews.  All participants will take part of the first round of interviews, which will last less than 90 minutes.  The specific method 

will utilize focus group interviews with approximately six interviewees in each session, for five sessions. 

 

A second round of interviews will be conducted, after the first round of interviews have been transcribed, and will require ten 

participants and will last approximately 90 minutes each.  This round of interviews will occur approximately thirty days after the first 

round.  The specific method will utilize focus group interviews with five interviewees in each session, for two sessions. 

 

The third round of interviews will be conducted, approximately thirty to sixty days after round two interviews are complete, and will 

utilize nine interviewees.  This round of interviews will last approximately 90 minutes each.  The specific method will utilize focus 

group interviews with approximately three interviewees in each session, for three sessions. 

 

The selection criteria will determine integral users and managers within the organization who participated in the implementation of the 

recent IT system at your organization.  If all members who participated in the implementation are available and willing to participate, 

a random drawing will be conducted from the pool of available candidates.  If the minimum threshold of interviewees are not met the 

numbers of required interviewees will also be adjust accordingly, and no random sampling methods will be utilized.  

 

The potential benefits and risks of participating in the study of BOTH the organization and to those people or records to which access 

is being granted. 

There are no potential benefits from participating in the study for the people other than the potential camaraderie of explaining a 

shared experience through the focus group interviews.  The risks to the individual participants are carefully managed through 

informed consent and great concern for the ethical well being of the participants. 

 

The potential benefits to the organization are an in depth understanding of your organization during the implementation of an IT 

system.  The direct benefits to your organization include the ability to use the information, which will be directly relevant to your 

organization, for future software implementations.  The risks for the organization include the time, which the interviewers need to 

participate in the interviews, is time, which is not productive.  The risks to the organization are mitigated through careful design of the 
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research, informed consent and great concern for the privacy and adherence to high ethical standard to protect the organization’s well 

being.  

 

Data collection strategies will ensure the privacy of the interview and the interviewee.  Although the interview will be tape recorded, 

the tapes will be taken off sight daily, and stored in a secure location.  The tapes will be transcribed as soon as practical and then 

destroyed by a professional firm.  The interviewee will be anonymous after the transcription, as a private key will only identify them.  

A link will be kept in a locked safe. 

 

The actions of the researcher will consistently by for the ethical well being of the interviewee and the organization’s best interest.  

Participation in this research is voluntary and the organization may withdraw permission without negative consequences at any time.  

 

The interviews will be conducted during working hours at the organization.  A conference room is needed for the sole use of the 

interview process, and all interviews will take place within Conference room.  No out of pocket expenses are to be incurred (except 

the use of Conference room).  Costs incurred by the researcher include all interview materials required. 

 

Please draft a letter granting permission and acknowledge this Memorandum of Understanding.  Please send the signed letter, which 

acknowledges this letter and grants permission for the study to: 

 

Brian D. Otte 

919 Fremont St. 

Kiel, WI  53042-4821 

 

The Capella University contact at the School of Business and Technology is 1-888-CAPELLA, Ext. 5370. 

  

My mentor is Dr. Mentor who can be reached at 1-888-CAPELLA, Ext. 5399.  The e-mail is Dr.Mentor@capella.edu. 

 

My contact information is Brian D. Otte at 1-920-894-4013.  My e-mail address is Brian.Otte@verizon.net. 

 

 

Researcher Printed Name: _______________________________ 

 

Researcher Signed Name: _______________________________ Date: ___________ 
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Appendix E 

 

Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) course completion history and curriculum report. 

 

 

 


