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ABSTRACT 

 Onboarding new technology systems can be a difficult venture for individuals and 

organizations to accomplish. Many new data systems fail when implemented for a variety of 

reasons. Most research on the topic of technology acceptance have focused on individual factors 

on why a person uses technology, and there are a variety of theories to explain the variance of 

technology use. The purpose of this dissertation was to use a mixed method approach to examine 

how community organizations can benefit from using a Positive Deviance approach to 

technology onboarding. Many organizations onboard new technologies and adapt their 

workflows with minimal issues, while some struggle greatly with the same process. The 

quantitative and qualitative approaches outlined below are attempts to understand why this 

variation exists, and how to emphasize the strengths of the organizations that successfully 

implement technology. 

 A mixed-methods approach was used to answer two research questions: first, what major 

organizational cultural differences exist between organizations that utilize IRIS versus those that 

do not? And second, in organizations that utilize IRIS effectively, what aspects of organizational 

culture do staff perceive? While the quantitative results from the first research question yielded 

no significant differences between engaged and non-engaged organizations, the qualitative 

themes that emerged from the interviews are rich with recommendations for discerning what 

organizations can be fertile soil for implementation of the system. Participants identified four 

major themes that can direct the growth of the IRIS network: Person-centered, Community 

Partnerships, Growth Mindset, and Flexibility. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Implementing a new technology is perennially a difficult task for organizations. Every 

year, trillions of dollars are spent on the development and implementation of new information 

technology systems (Lippert & Davis, 2006). The development of these systems involves 

countless hours of work in addition to a massive amount of money, as time is spent on 

development, training, implementation, and constant adaptation. Disturbingly, approximately 

50% of these systems fail to meet expectations (Lippert & Davis, 2006). This results in a huge 

loss of productivity as well as forfeiture of funds that are associated with the systems and their 

implementation.  

Early researchers posited that individual resistance to change was the variable that 

explained much of the failure to implement new information systems (Keen, 1981). Naturally, 

many researchers saw this resistance as a barrier that needed to be removed. Others, however, 

saw it as an opportunity to learn more about user discomfort with systems, and why it might exist 

(Marakas & Hornick, 1996). In reviewing various articles about resistance to change in the 

Information Technology field, Lapointe and Rivard (2005) found that this “resistance to change” 

was studied as an all-encompassing latent construct, and exclusively on the individual level. 

They posited that not only should resistance be split into several smaller categories, but that 

resistance to change could also be found at an organizational level, where social dynamics play a 

large part. 

 Onboarding a new technology in an organization will always face complex and 

unforeseen challenges. New database systems disrupt existing routines and require users to re-

learn a new system, a new workflow, and a new way of working together in an organizational 
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setting. Top management support, available resources, and prior experience with innovation are 

all important factors in the success of implementing a new information system in an organization 

(Edmondson, 2003). Beyond just concrete supports and an easy learning curve when it comes to 

a new system, which highlight the typical trials in most onboarding attempts, an organization’s 

“shared perception” about the benefits and the risks could be just as important (Edmondson, 

2003). 

Theories regarding Technology in New Settings 

 There are many theories that have been constructed across various disciplines to help 

explain how technology implementation is achieved. Schollville and Titler (2015) outline several 

of these different theories. Social Technical Theory (also called Socio-Technical Theory) focuses 

on the interplay between the organization, the employees, the hardware and software, and the 

task at hand. It is closely aligned with action research (Mumford, 2006). The technical system is 

understood as separate from the social system, but there is contact between all the different areas. 

This figure from Schollville and Titler (2015) illustrates the relationship between the many 

systems at work in technology implementation from a Social Technical perspective: 

Figure 1. Social technical theory. 
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Social Technical Theory focuses on the interplay between the social element and the 

technical element in onboarding new technology. The cornerstone of the theory is that the social 

and technical elements must “fit” together, and that this fit is achieved by a design process 

aiming at the joint optimization of the social and technical subsystems (Cartelli, 2007). An 

organizational system maximizes performance only if the interdependency of the subsystems is 

recognized. Hence, any planning of a new system must aim at the achievement of superior 

results by ensuring that all the subsystems are working in harmony. 

 One of the major critiques of Social Technical Theory is that it is more a philosophy than 

a methodology (Mumford, 2006). This makes it flexible in its application, but it often contributes 

little when it comes to actual grounded research. Though many proponents of it use it to explain 

that the social element of technological onboarding is important, it often falls short when used in 

research because of its lack of methodological specificity. 

Another theory used to explain the variance in technology implementation is Complexity 

Theory (Schollville and Titler, 2015). Complexity Theory focuses on the things that are 

understandable in what can often be a host of differences and unexplainable phenomena when it 

comes to technology onboarding. The theory focuses not only understanding the parts of 

implementation that contribute to the whole but by understanding how each part interacts with all 

the other parts (Turner and Baker, 2019). Proponents of this theory suggest that individual causal 

research in complex systems is basically futile, and that a comprehensive approach is required to 

account for the unpredictability found in complex systems; researchers see it as a means of 

simplifying seemingly complex systems (Manson, 2001). This figure from Turner and Baker 

(2019) shows how Complexity Theory is fundamentally about making sense of chaos when it 

comes to the variety of factors at work in implementing a new system: 
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Figure 2. Complexity theory. 

 

One major critique of Complexity Theory is that it is not a unified theory at all, but a smattering 

of different theories that have no real unity (Manson, 2001). There is a slightly different 

definition in each article that speaks about it. There has lately been a renewed interest in 

Complexity Theory, according to Turner and Baker (2019). However, similar to Social Technical 

Theory, it is more of a philosophical approach than a research approach. 

 Another common theory to help explain technology implementation theory is General 

Systems Theory. General Systems Theory focuses on what can be understood, and especially 

focuses on how adaptation leads to stability (Lai & Huili, 2017). Originating in biology, this 

theory has also served to help explain how technology implementation necessitates a variety of 

adaptations to succeed, similar to how an organism might need to adapt to a new ecosystem. The 

focus in General Systems Theory is the feedback that occurs as a result of any outputs of a 

change. As more and more organizations implemented technology and data informed decision-

making, General Systems Theory became a much more common way to study and improve 

organizations and the technology they used. Even though there were already studies which 

focused on the link between technology and organizations in the period before the 2000s, it 

became much more evident and widespread in the current century (Lai & Huili, 2017). 

Organizations and employees consistently adapt to new technology systems, sometimes in an 
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unpredictable manner (similar to how species adapt unpredictably in many cases). For example, 

if there is an update to a database system requiring certain new fields, one might expect that the 

adaptation employees would start filling in that required field. However, in many cases, 

personnel find a workaround instead, putting an empty space or a period in that required field, 

thereby avoiding entering anything meaningful at all. This figure from Marcketti, Niehm, and 

Fuloria (2006) illustrates the different factors at work in inputs and outputs are constantly 

measured up against one another through feedback: 

Figure 3. General systems theory. 

 

 

General Systems Theory has a large amount of overlap with Complexity Theory, in that it dives 

deeper into the “unexplainable” in order to make some sense of how organizations and 

technology solutions are enmeshed, though General Systems Theory focuses more on feedback. 

Just like the previous theories mentioned, it is largely a philosophy, and not a research paradigm.  

 Perhaps the most influential model of technology implementation is the Technology 

Acceptance Model (TAM). Unlike the previous theories, the TAM is viewed as a more concrete 
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research paradigm that has been tested numerous times (King & He, 2006). This theory, 

originally posited by Fred Davis, was found to explain about 40% of the variance of technology 

usage on the individual level. It has been examined, evaluated, and adapted, but the general 

elements have remained the same. The TAM focuses on social influences on the individual, the 

processes of learning a new technology, and the perception of how useful or relevant a 

technology is (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000).  

 The theory was originally derived from the Theory of Reasoned Action developed by 

Ajzen and Fishbein (1980). The TAM focuses specifically on how the individual user adapts to a 

new technology system, focusing on what motivates individuals to use a new technology. In 

creating the theory, Davis (1986) found that three major factors were responsible for the 

motivation to use a new technology: perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, and attitude 

toward using. These factors were influenced by outward variables occurring in the organization 

like how the individual wanted to be viewed by others and how well-demonstrated the use of the 

technology was in trainings (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000).  

Figure 4. Technology acceptance model. 

 

 The TAM has not avoided criticism, however. Many researchers posit that the TAM has 

been used more than it has actually been researched (Chuttur, 2009). Others say that the results 
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of uses across different spectrums of technology are largely inconsistent (Legris, Ingham, & 

Collerette, 2003). Finally, it has been shown in meta-analyses that the TAM is often bound by 

specific contexts, and its generalizability is lacking (Turner et al., 2010). These criticisms seem 

to converge on the problem of context. Though some settings seem to correspond with the 

findings of Davis’s Technology Acceptance Model, there is a lack of external validity in many 

organizational contexts. 

A Different Approach 

 An ecological perspective may help to understand the behavior of individuals in social 

settings. An ecological approach focuses on the environment rather than just individual behavior 

(Lounsbury & Mitchell, 2009). The ecological approach has been very influential in 

investigating phenomena such as the social determinants of health. The implementation of data 

systems, many of which are health-focused, can also benefit from this similar “big-picture” 

approach. Whereas implementation research is often focused on specific health settings like 

hospitals, there is often a lack of external validity in research findings (Lobb & Colditz, 2013), 

especially when applied to settings outside of large hospitals with well-trained medical staff. 

 One approach that is more ecological is the idea of Positive Deviance (Smith, 1975). The 

idea of positive deviance came about in the 1970s in the field of public health and was 

championed by Jerry and Monique Sternin. Typically, when one thinks of deviance, it has a 

negative connotation. In positive deviance, however, researchers focus on the variance oriented 

in a positive way. Positive deviant behavior is a practice that confers advantage to the people 

who already practice it compared with the rest of the community (Marsh et al., 2004). Because 

the behaviors and traits already exist in the setting, they are affordable, acceptable, and 

sustainable.  
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Figure 5. Positive Deviance. 

 

 

 In the 90s, researchers were able to reduce child malnutrition by 74% in Vietnam by 

studying the practices of families whose children were well-nourished (Sternin, 2002). Positive 

deviance is fundamentally about studying the practices or traits of individuals that are already 

successful. Because the solutions already exist in a community, the solutions are always 

applicable within that setting. The positive deviance approach has been used in a variety of 

healthcare settings for quality improvement, so that hospitals and clinics who serve patients are 

able to best learn from the most successful healthcare delivery systems in their respective fields 

(Bradley et al., 2009). Once these practices are understood, they can be disseminated to others 

within that field, serving as a community-based solution to an existing problem. 

 For example, a 2010 study by Marra et al. examined handwashing practices between 

hospital wings. Researchers met with healthcare workers in the hospital and asked for examples 

of nurses and doctors who had the best handwashing practices. They asked for tips and examples 

of how to best wash one’s hands. The healthcare workers who exhibited more passion about 

reducing infection rates and had great handwashing techniques were asked to create short videos 

on proper techniques for handwashing. These videos along with educational materials were 

distributed to the east wing of the hospital, treated as the experimental group, while no 

intervention was given to healthcare workers in the west wing, which was the comparison group. 
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Researchers then recorded handwashes and infection rate in the two wings, and in the east wing, 

where positive deviance interventions had been enacted, the amount of handwashing was nearly 

double that of the west wing, and infection rate was nearly half (Marra et al., 2010).  

 Other studies utilized a positive deviance approach from a quantitative angle in public 

health and positive health outcomes (Babalola, Awasum, & Quenum-Renaud, 2002; Barbosa et 

al., 2017). Many of these studies focus on bridging the gap between minority and majority health 

outcomes using a mixed methods approach. In Barbosa et al.’s study, researchers used both focus 

groups and surveys to determine what attributes separated Black American mothers who 

breastfed longer than four months from those who did not. It was found that women who 

breastfed for more than four months had more schooling, higher income, higher self-efficacy, 

and greater comfort breastfeeding in public, among other predictors (Barbosa et al., 2017). Once 

these findings were discovered, researchers who focus on the intervention were able to focus on 

these things in their education to young pregnant mothers, increasing the likelihood of a longer 

period of breastfeeding time, which can lead to many health benefits over the lifespan (Binns, 

Lee, & Low, 2016). 

 Though Positive Deviance was originally developed in the 1970s, then fell out of favor in 

research circles, it has recently re-emerged as a way of studying deviance between groups and 

individuals and can even be utilized to examine how big data is used (Albanna & Heeks, 2019). 

This graphic from Albana and Heeks shows the increase in the use of Positive Deviance as a 

research paradigm, especially in its use internationally. The darker line is the actual use of the 

Positive Deviance paradigm, and the lighter line represents the predicted trend of use over the 

same amount of time. 
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Figure 6. Increase in use of positive deviance. 

 

 Positive deviance is increasingly being used to study organizations, not just the behavior 

of individuals (Mertens et al., 2016). In organizations, there is a paradigm shift that must take 

place to look at deviance in a positive way. In most studies of positive deviance, individual 

outcomes are the focus. For example, in the breastfeeding study by Barbosa et al. (2017), the 

outcome was whether the mother breastfed four months; researchers then were able to examine 

the behaviors and traits that those mothers exhibited. In an organizational setting, the outcomes 

are often clear, but the behaviors are not since behavior is typically seen as an individual 

characteristic. In a technology implementation context, the outcome of whether a technology is 

implemented successfully can depend on a variety of factors which may be difficult to measure, 

since an organization as such does not have behaviors. So how, then, are factors in an 

organization studied? 

 Organizational Culture (Schein, 1985) has long been studied in the fields of Management 

and Organizational Psychology. Organizational Culture can be defined as “A pattern of shared 

basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of external adaptation and 

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

taught to new members as the correct way you perceive, think, and feel in relation to those 
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problems” (Schein, 1985). Though the idea originally appeared in the 1970s, it wasn’t until the 

1980s that researchers began to look at Organizational Culture as something that could be 

studied and understood as something additional to looking at individual variables (Hatch, 1993). 

 In Schein’s (1985) model, there are three layers to organizational culture: Assumptions, 

Values, and Artifacts. “Assumptions represent taken-for-granted beliefs about reality and human 

nature. Values are social principles, philosophies, goals, and standards considered to have 

intrinsic worth. Artifacts are the visible, tangible, and audible results of activity grounded in 

values and assumptions” (Hatch, 1993).  

 Though it was popular early on in the 80s and 90s, organizational culture was often 

dismissed by researchers as more of a “fad” than a serious research paradigm (Chatman & 

O’Reilly, 2016). As a science, it was scattered with many different definitions across domains. 

Because of this lack of specificity, it waned in popularity, as researchers argued about 

“organizational climate” versus “organizational culture” as terms to be used as the standard. But 

in recent years, Organizational Culture has begun to be re-examined as an important factor in the 

behavior of individuals and organizations as a whole (Elsbach & Stigliani, 2018).  

 There have been a variety of approaches to studying organizational culture, both 

qualitative and quantitative. In reviewing the variety of full questionnaires about Organizational 

Culture, Jung et al. (2009) discovered over 70 different surveys that researchers had developed to 

study Organizational Culture. Other approaches are qualitative only, as researchers were hesitant 

to limit the study of an organization’s culture to pre-defined scales (Chatman & O’Reilly, 2016). 

 Organizational Culture has recently been applied to technology, but almost exclusively 

limited to medical settings involving electronic health records and other medical technology 

(Mandal, 2017). In their discussion, Chatman & O’Reilly (2016) recommend a close alliance 
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between the study of culture and looking at outcomes in an organization. Positive Deviance 

accomplishes just this, and it is investigated in a mixed-methods way, casting a wide net to 

determine if any common organizational measures, as well as measures related directly to change 

and technology, are able to find differences between organizations relating to the outcome of 

technology adoption. 

 This study fills another gap in the literature as well; the technology studied herein is 

largely used by non-medical organizations. This is valuable for two reasons. First, medical 

technology can be largely complex. This results in a variety of other factors which may 

complicate onboarding. By focusing on a simpler technology system, those confounds can be 

minimized. Second, healthcare workers that use medical technology can experience interference 

when using new database systems (Castillo, Martínez-García, & Pulido, 2010). That is to say that 

their experience with other data systems can harm or help the adoption of a new system, often in 

an unpredictable way. By using a technology that is rather new and unique, this potential 

problem will be minimized. 

The Integrated Referral and Intake System 

 In Sedgwick County, Kansas, many social service organizations use the Integrated 

Referral and Intake System (IRIS) to send and receive referrals to each other. This program, built 

by the University of Kansas’s Center for Public Partnerships and Research was designed to help 

facilitate “warm handoffs” between organizations. A warm handoff is when agencies 

communicate with each other to enroll a client in services, rather than putting the burden of 

obtaining services on the client. This leads to an easier workload for clients to manage, since 

they do not have to go out by themselves and seek and find services for the different needs they 

have. 
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Figure 7. IRIS logo 

 

 IRIS is also unique in that it follows up on referrals made automatically. When a referral 

is accepted by an organization a referral is made to, the original referring organization receives a 

notification. This ensures that referrals are being followed through on and makes a referring 

organization’s work easier by automating this follow-up process. Instead of having to track down 

the status of a referral manually, a case manager can be automatically notified that a client is 

enrolled in another service. 

 IRIS ensures client privacy, and each organization enters into a data agreement when it 

joins the network. There is a very short training, as IRIS itself is not a cumbersome or difficult 

system to learn. It is, however, a new step in an organization’s current referral workflow. Some 

organizations onboard IRIS and start using it immediately with great effect; they send more 

referrals than they did before and spend far less time on tracking down whether their clients were 

enrolled in services since they are notified automatically. On the other hand, many organizations 

are intrigued by the opportunities the new system provides, but after they sign up, become non-

users. In the IRIS system, organizations are defined as “not engaged” if they fail to either send or 

receive a referral in a month. One single referral may seem like a small goal to achieve, but in 

practice, organizations seem to approach using the tool in a bimodal way; either they use IRIS to 

make referrals, or they don’t use it at all.  

As of March 2022, there were 69 organizations in the Sedgwick County IRIS network. Of 

these 69 organizations, most are not engaged for long periods of time. This means that they make 
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and/or receive at least one referral a month. Using the approach of Positive Deviance, I will 

investigate the aspects of the active organizations. This will be a simultaneous mixed-method 

approach to capture how organizations document the positive traits they are currently utilizing.  

Research Questions 

1. What major organizational cultural differences exist between organizations that utilize 

IRIS versus those that do not? 

2. What aspects of organizational culture do staff perceive that come from organizations 

that utilize IRIS effectively? 

CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Participants 

 Participants for this study were recruited from the IRIS Sedgwick County network. This 

network is made up of organizations in the county that refer clients to each other using the IRIS 

system. There are Maternal and Child Health organizations, Health Service organizations, 

Behavioral Health organizations, Family Support organizations, and other different types of 

social service organizations involved. As of March of 2021, there were 69 organizations 

officially in the network. Since the IRIS designation of “engaged” is that either an organization 

sends or receives a referral in a given month, and the process of gathering data was about a four-

month period, researchers were primarily interested in organizations that were engaged that 

whole period of time. In other words, the group that was investigated for Positive Deviance, both 

from a quantitative and qualitative perspective, was made up of organizations that were defined 

as “engaged” for the whole four-month period. 
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Sample Characteristics 

 There were 140 total respondents on the survey, though this included those who simply 

clicked on the link and did not progress into the survey. After eliminating the responses that did 

not progress into the survey, there were 99 total responses. Consistent with the makeup of many 

social service organizations, the sample was overwhelmingly female. 

Table 1. Sex. 
Sex Frequency Percent 
Female 84 84.8 
Male 8 8.1 
Missing 7 7.1 

 

Researchers also asked for race and ethnicity in separate questions. Though Hispanic individuals 

can be classified as racially white, it is better from a research standpoint to keep the groups 

separate (Pimentel & Balzhiser, 2012).  

Table 2. Ethnicity and race. 
Ethnicity and Race Frequency Percent 
Non-Hispanic White 58 58.6 
Hispanic White 21 21.2 
Non-Hispanic Asian 3 3.0 
Non-Hispanic Pacific Islander or Native 
Hawaiian 

1 1.0 

Non-Hispanic Black or African American 7 7.1 
Non-Hispanic American Indian or Alaskan 
Native 

3 3.0 

Missing 11 11.1 
 

 Because turnover is a frequently cited problem in the social services (Cho & Song, 2017), 

researchers recorded the amount of time spent at an organization. The average number of years 

from the 99 participants was 5.8 years spent at an organization, but with a standard deviation of 

7.1 years. This is because of some outliers displayed below, including one individual who had 

been at her organization for 30 years. 
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Figure 8. Length of time at organization. 

 

 

 Researchers also observed the education level of the participants. Overall, the education 

level was higher than the average population, with over one-third of the respondents reporting a 

master’s degree or higher education. 

Table 3. Education. 
Education Level Frequency Percent 
High School Diploma or GED 6 6.1 
Some college but no degree 16 16.2 
Associate’s (2-year) degree 6 6.1 
Bachelor’s (4-year) degree 29 29.3 
Master’s degree or higher 37 37.4 
Missing 5 5.1 

 
Participants also had a mean age of 41.5, with a standard deviation of 11.8.  

Procedure 

The Institute for Human Subjects at Wichita State University approved this project. 

Researchers recruited individuals from organizations to participate via email from these 69 

organizations to collect survey responses. For the qualitative interviews, participants were 
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recruited by emailing supervisors from the eight organizations that had the most sent and 

received referrals.  

Measures 

Quantitative Measures 

A total of nine scales were given to employees of network organizations to investigate 

organizational differences. Since the research has not studied organizational aspects in-depth 

from a positive deviance framework, researchers were largely interested in what organizational 

cultural differences engaged organizations have versus organizations who are not engaged. Since 

the topic of interest was organizational differences, researchers decided to cast a wide net and 

test common organizational cultural measures. The survey was administered via the Qualtrics 

survey program. 

First, researchers utilized five scales from the “Culture and Total Quality Management 

Measure” created by Zeitz, Johannesson, & Ritchie, (1997). The scales taken from this measure 

include Social Cohesion (e.g., “People at my organization enjoy their coworkers”), Innovation 

(e.g., “Creativity is actively encouraged at this organization), Challenge (e.g., “This organization 

requires me to do many different things at work, using a variety of skills and talents”), Trust 

(e.g., “I trust my coworkers to do what is in the best interest of the organization”), and Use of 

data. There has been some validation work on this scale by Das, Paul, & Swierczek (2008), who 

state that the scale has very good construct validity, though without providing supporting 

numbers. 

Schriber & Gutek (1987) created a Time-At-Work Questionnaire from which researchers 

drew two scales. These scales measured the organization’s Future Orientation (e.g., “This 

organization invests in the future”) as well as the organization’s Coordination of Work (e.g., 
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“People have to work together to get the job done”). One scale from Hwang et al.’s (2017) 

Technology Acceptance in Mandatory Adoption Environments Survey that measures 

Implementation Climate was utilized. This scale includes statements like “In this organization, 

there is not a big push to use IRIS,” measuring whether the organization advocates for the 

implementation of technology. 

At the request of one committee member, researchers also added a Technology Capacity 

scale from the TCC group (Connolly et al., 2003). The internal consistency of the scales is listed 

below.  

Table 4. Scales to be utilized. 
Scale Author Number of 

items 
Alpha coefficient 
in previous 
studies 

Alpha coefficient 
in the present 
study 

Social Cohesion Zeitz et al. 3 .76 .77 
Innovation Zeitz et al. 5 .84 .69 
Trust Zeitz et al. 4 .71 .83 
Communication Zeitz et al. 4 .82 .86 
Use of data Zeitz et al. 5 .78 .84 
Implementation 
Climate 

Hwang et al. 5 .90 .82 

Future Orientation Shriber & 
Gutek 

4 N/A .81 

Coordination of 
work 

Shriber & 
Gutek 

3 N/A .65 

Technology 
Capacity 

TCC Group 7 N/A .77 

 
While some scales had poor internal consistency, because they were pre-existing scales, and 

because the number of items was relatively low, researchers decided to keep them in their current 

form, instead of removing items to raise the alpha coefficient. 

Qualitative Measures 

 Consistent with the approach to study positive deviance, researchers interviewed 

individuals from organizations who were “engaged” over the entire four-month duration of data 



19 
 

collection. This means that the organization made and/or received at least one referral a month 

each of those four months. There was a total of nine organizations that qualified based on this 

description, but one was not able to be interviewed for an extended period of time, and so there 

were a total of eight interviews conducted. Seven of these individuals were female, and one 

male, and each came from a different organization that was “engaged” for the four-month period.  

Table 5. Organization descriptions of interview participants. 
Participant Organization Description 

1 Pregnancy Resource Organization 
2 Perinatal Care and Case Management Organization 
3 Organization that helps clients obtain Insurance 
4 Family Support Organization: childcare, training, etc. 
5 Organization that helps families obtain food 
6 Pregnancy Education Organization 
7 Medical organization for low-income families 
8 Pregnancy Organization providing mental health services 

 

Participants were asked about their organization culture and how it related to IRIS using the 

following prompts: 

1. In what ways, if at all, does your organization use data in its decision-making? Has this 

affected the use of IRIS at your organization? 

2. How has the culture of your organization influenced how new changes, like technology 

and data systems, are utilized? 

3. In what ways has your organization communicated about other new changes? 

4. How did management at your organization communicate the adoption of IRIS? 

5. What is it about your organization that has made the implementation of IRIS a success? 

Researchers conducted eight interviews, interviewing a participant of the “engaged” 

organizations on the local IRIS network. The interviews were transcribed using the Otter web-
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based software and checked for accuracy. The average length of time for an interview was 21 

minutes.  

Data Analysis 

Quantitative Data Analysis: Research Question 1 

 In order to measure the relationship between the various scales measuring different 

elements of Organizational Culture and the hypothesized dependent variable of engagement with 

IRIS, researchers ran a series of correlations between the individual scores on the measures and 

engagement (coded as 0 or 1). To see if there was a any predictive power for all the different 

measures combined with engagement, researchers conducted a Discriminant Analysis to see if 

the scales could “discriminate” between members from engaged and non-engaged organizations.  

Qualitative Data Analysis: Research Question 2 

As a guide, researchers primarily followed the six-step process of thematic analysis 

outlined by Braun & Clarke (2006), but adapted to a team of coders, instead of one individual. 

Table 6. Steps to thematic analysis. 
Step Description of activity 

1 Become familiar with the data 
2 Generate initial codes 
3 Search for themes 
4 Review themes 
5 Define themes 
6 Write-up 

 

The lead researcher first uploaded each of the transcriptions of the interviews to the Otter 

transcription tool, then read through each interview and corrected anything that was transcribed 

incorrectly. Each interview was then transferred to a Word document, and identifying 

information was removed. In performing this, the lead researcher followed step 1, becoming 

familiar with the data. 
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To limit the bias of one researcher, there were three different researchers that coded each 

interview. First, researchers generated initial codes based on the first two interviews. They then 

met after analyzing interviews one through four of the interviews using the initial codebook to 

determine if additional codes were needed, and to make sure that they were coding similarly. 

This process is laid out by Richards and Hemphill (2018), who state that “each member of the 

research team reads two to three different data transcripts (e.g., field notes, interviews, reflection 

journal entries) and codes them into generative categories.” This followed step 2 of Braun and 

Clarke’s (2006) process. After this meeting, researchers coded interviews four through eight, 

then met to determine if they had coded similarly. Table seven shows the codes established. 

Table 7. Codebook 

Code Definition 

Number of 
respondents who 
mentioned (out of 8) 

Total 
number of 
mentions 

Accountability 
At this organization, supervisors review the work that 
individual employees perform. 

4 4 

Funding  My organization records data to support requests for funding.  4 6 
Service 
improvement 

The organization uses data and trends to enhance services to 
clients. 

7 10 

Service 
brokering 

The organization acts as a gateway to help clients obtain 
other necessary services. 

4 5 

Efficiency 
This organization is looking for ways to make workflows 
more efficient and easier.  

7 15 

Collaboration 
The organization communicates and collaborates with other 
organizations. 

8 17 

Size 
A characteristic of my organization that contributes to its 
culture is its size. 

5 7 

Client-centered 
We are very focused on helping clients and meeting their 
needs and help them to obtain services they need. 

6 12 

Persistence We put effort into getting into contact with our clients.  2 6 

Team-oriented This organization has employees that work together well.  6 9 
Casual 
communication 

My organization uses "unofficial" means of communication 
(e.g., texting). 

4 4 

Diverse 
communication 

My organization communicates in a variety of different 
ways. 

8 10 

Open-minded 
This organization is willing to try new things and listen to 
ideas. 

4 7 

Top-down 
In this organization, leaders make decisions and 
communicate that decision to frontline staff. 

8 12 

Adaptability 
This organization adapts and pivots based on needs and 
circumstances. 

2 2 

Point-person There is one person who specializes in referral coordination. 2 2 
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Inter-rater reliability was calculated based on the agreement of coding in interviews four 

through eight (when coders coded totally independently) yielding a Cohen’s kappa of .79, which 

is considered substantial (McHugh, 2012). Once every interview was coded, and inter-rater 

reliability calculated, researchers discussed themes based on the codes, following steps 3, 4, and 

5 of Braun and Clarke’s (2006) steps. After analyzing the eight interviews, researchers were able 

to determine four over-arching themes that emerged from the variety of answers that respondents 

gave. The lead researcher wrote up the themes, following step 6 of Braun and Clarke (2006). 

CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Quantitative Results: Research Question 1 

To answer the first research question, whether there were any major differences in certain 

organizational cultural measures between organizations who were engaged in IRIS versus those 

that were not, researchers first correlated the nine different tested measures of individuals with 

the engagement or non-engagement of the organizations.  

Table 8. Correlations with engagement. 
Measure R p 
Social Cohesion -.092 .367 
Innovation -.174 .084 
Trust -.204 .043 
Communication -.141 .167 
Use of Data .116 .257 
Implementation Climate -.012 .909 
Future Orientation -.134 .185 
Coordination of Work -.090 .377 
Technology Capacity .190 .059 

 

 The only measure that demonstrated any statistical significance was the measure of Trust 

between coworkers, which was a negative correlation, and a p-value of .043. The only positive 
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correlation that approached significance was the measure of Technology Capacity at an 

organization, with a p-value of .059.  

 The measures are highly correlated with each other as well, and this may increase the 

likelihood of Type I error when performing multiple univariate analyses.  

Table 9. Intercorrelations of items 1-5. 

 
Social 

Cohesion Innovation Trust Communication Use of Data 
Social Cohesion 1 .524** .573** .519** -0.022 
Innovation .524** 1 .579** .741** .274** 
Trust .573** .579** 1 .647** .265** 
Communication .519** .741** .647** 1 0.198 
Use of Data -0.022 .274** .265** 0.198 1 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 10. Intercorrelations of items 6-9. 

 
Implementation 

Climate 
Future 

Orientation 
Coordination 

of Work 
Technology 

Capacity 
Implementation Climate 1 .405** .276** 0.174 
Future Orientation .405** 1 .422** .255* 
Coordination of Work .276** .422** 1 .208* 
Technology Capacity 0.174 .255* .208* 1 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

To determine if the different measures could distinguish between employees from 

engaged organizations versus those from disengaged organizations with a multivariate equation, 

researchers conducted a Discriminant Analysis to determine if the scales could discriminate 

between these two types of employees. There was no significance to the discriminant equation 

(Wilk’s λ = .885, p = .281). 

Qualitative Results: Research Question 2 

To answer the second research question and learn what aspects of organizational culture 

staff perceive in organizations that utilize IRIS effectively, researchers conducted eight 
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interviews of frontline staff from eight different engaged organizations. After analyzing the 

interviews, researchers were able to determine four over-arching themes that emerged from the 

variety of answers that respondents gave. Table eleven outlines the summary of identified 

themes. 

Table 11. Summary of themes  
Theme (Codes) Description Example(s) Count 

Person-centered 

 Client-centered 
 Team-oriented 
 Persistence 

 

The 
organization is 
extremely 
focused on 
individuals 
and their 
thriving, 
whether 
employees or 
clients. 

“We honestly are very client driven, I think we are such a, 
like a client-centered organization, and everyone that I 
have worked with thus far, is wholeheartedly interested in 
the benefit of the client.” -Participant 2 

“We email, call, text, clients; just figure out as many ways 
that we can get ahold of them...we do everything that we 
can to connect with our clients and with the other 
organizations.” -Participant 1 

27 

Community 
Partnerships 

 Collaboration 
 Service 

Brokering 

The 
organization 
forges 
relationships 
with other 
organizations 
and commonly 
works with 
them. 

“I think it's been successful for us because we can present it 
as well, this is another program that's going to help you 
know, get guidance but also help your pregnancy be 
successful.” -Participant 5 

“The experience also makes you feel more aware, and it 
even helps with the process of remembering what the 
referral is, you know, and like what, who you talked to. And 
it's, it's like inherent networking. You know, like I remember 
this name from this organization. This is who you have to 
talk to, you know?” -Participant 2 

22 

Growth Mindset 

 Accountability  
 Funding 
 Effectiveness 
 Open-minded 
 Size 
 Top-down 

 

The 
organization 
looks toward 
the future and 
actively works 
for its own 
growth and 
betterment. 

“It's hard for me to compare this culture because I've done 
a lot of different things. And never have I had the help and 
sharing of ideas and open-mindedness generally that I have 
here.” -Participant 3 

“As for the culture of the office itself, with having three 
people on staff, and then one practicum student, it's really 
small . So we're, we're very tiny, but we're mighty.” 
 -Participant 8 

51 

Flexibility 

 Casual 
Communication 

 Diverse 
Communication 

 Adaptability 
 Service 

Improvement 

The 
organization 
adapts and 
responds to the 
modern world 
and to current 
challenges. 

“We track all incoming calls from consumers, clients, 
providers, and everyone who contacts us and we do discuss 
in a general way, what was being questioned or what was 
the problem and what was the outcome, how we got there, 
how we can get there again, because the things that we 
discuss are generally things that are recurrent. And then 
once you find a good solution to it, tell everybody.” -
Participant 4 

 

26 
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Table 11 (continued). 
  “We have team meetings, and then we have one-on-ones with the 

director. And then, you know, since we're so small, we just shoot 
each other emails or texts, we just try to really keep everybody in the 
loop.” -Participant 7 

 

 These themes are listed in the order in which they were identified by the researchers. 

Though certain themes have higher counts of mentions when the various codes under that theme 

are grouped together, the first theme of Person-centered was what was immediately identified in 

the various interviews. It was clear that most of these participants came from organizations that 

highly valued people, whether it was clients or members of the team. Six of the eight 

organizations mentioned how client-centered their organization was. For example, one 

participant stated that individuals at her organization “honestly are very client driven, I think we 

are such a, like a client-centered organization, and everyone that I have worked with thus far, is 

wholeheartedly interested in the benefit of the client.” Another participant stated that he had 

never worked with people who are “genuine in that they're all here with the same purpose to help 

people and just all day every day.” This is not entirely surprising, but when many in social 

services experience burnout and compassion fatigue (Thomas, 2013), it is encouraging to hear. 

One participant noted that he and his coworkers were “all here with the same purpose—to help 

people just all day every day.” Unfortunately, this was not something that was tested in a 

quantitative way, as other organizational cultural scales were used. 

 Another frequently mentioned aspect of the theme of Person-centered was how team-

oriented participants acknowledged their organization as being. Three-quarters of interview 

participants mentioned this trait, with statements like “Our team is very hands on and together. 

We're kind of a tight-knit little group. We look out for each other, we help each other” and “It's 

just a different culture. So, I have to remind myself that when you're not getting paid the big 
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bucks, not that social workers ever do. But like, but I love the people I work with…I'm really 

blessed.” This team-oriented approach is an important piece of onboarding a new technology 

system, as it requires communication and teaching within an organization. Just like the previous 

dimension of client-centered, this was not tested with quantitative measures. 

 Researchers identified a second major theme of Community Partnerships. Every 

participant mentioned collaboration with other organizations at least one time, with 17 total 

mentions. One participant called IRIS “inherent networking,” and another mentioned that if there 

was a need a client had, “Okay, well, I can hook you up with this. I can tell you [what 

organization] can help you.” 

Every single participant interviewed mentioned collaboration with other organizations as 

an integral part of their workflow. IRIS allows this collaboration between organizations, and 

even requires it, as it is a referral network system. This is an important trait to emphasize in 

network expansion—the organizations that don’t often work with other organizations don’t 

really have a place on the network, as they won’t really utilize the system in the first place. 

Organizations that fit on the network are organizations that are ready and willing to share clients 

with organizations, and, in keeping with the first qualitative theme, care about their betterment 

and positive outcomes.  

 Two of the interview participants also noted that the IRIS system often ran through one 

individual in their current workflow, which researchers coded as having a “point-person.” While 

this mention was found in a minority of respondents, it should be noted that this particular 

workflow is valuable for using IRIS some of the time. Instead of training an entire staff and co-

managing the system, these two organizations mentioned that part of the success of IRIS was that 

there was one person who fully managed it.  
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 Growth Mindset was the third theme identified. This theme encompasses a wide variety 

of codes that all relate to an organizations future orientation and desire to expand their influence 

and help of people. Half of the respondents mentioned how open-minded their organization was. 

When bringing on a new technology system, this open-mindedness is extremely important. 

However, this was not reflected perfectly in the quantitative analysis, as the measure of 

Innovation was not significantly different between engaged versus non-engaged organizations. 

While open-mindedness and innovation are not the same construct, the Innovation scale did ask 

survey participants to rate their organization on an agreement Likert scale with statements like 

“Creativity is actively encouraged at this organization.” In the interviews, one participant stated 

that he had never “had the help and sharing of ideas and open-mindedness generally that I have 

here.” Five participants also explicitly mentioned the small size of their organization, with quotes 

like “we're very tiny, but we're mighty.” Because of quotes like this, researchers put the code of 

“size” under the Growth Mindset theme, since the small size of organizations was connected 

with the large outreach potential of the organization in the minds of the participants. 

Interviewed staff from engaged organizations largely identified different aspects about 

the organization’s view toward the future. In the quantitative measures, the scale of Future 

Orientation was tested to see if there was a difference between engaged and non-engaged 

organizations, but the growth that many of the participants identified wasn’t about the 

organization growing in size, per se, but in terms of influence, and, ultimately, the number of 

clients served and quality of service. It is interesting to note that although many of the 

organizations mentioned the size of their teams, they didn’t say anything explicitly about 

expanding the number of employees. Rather, they emphasize the clients served. One participant 

mentioned that their organization used data to “[figure] out how we can best serve moms, which 
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communities we really need to hit and get a hold of… we've gotten more and more in depth, 

we're wanting to start doing data for like race as well, just to see any disparities that we find.” 

 The same participant identified that data was used to receive grant-funding, but even this 

was connected to service improvement. She said, commenting on the work of a co-worker, “She 

goes through the data and figures out like how we can best use the data to receive funds, and see 

how we can help moms in different areas.” Even when speaking about funding, the goal of that 

funding is to help those the organization serves.  

 Researchers also identified the code of “top-down” as part of the theme of Growth 

Mindset. With many decisions at the organization, but especially related to IRIS, interview 

participants identified that the management at the organization was not afraid to make decisions 

and to pass that decision down to employees. When asked why IRIS had been successfully 

implemented at her organization, the participant responded, “I'd say just like my boss 

implementing it and being like, hey, this is going to be a really big…this is going to be really 

good for us.” This particular participant noted that it was the influence of the supervisor that was 

the reason IRIS was used so well at that organization. Another noted the same thing, responding 

to the same question with, “I really think it has to do with supervisors pushing it.” This gives a 

good direction to proponents of IRIS, or any new system—that engaging supervisors and 

decision-makers is of the utmost importance.  

 Finally, researchers grouped several codes under the theme of Flexibility. All eight 

participants mentioned how their organization communicates in a variety of different ways, such 

as meetings, messenger applications, email, and trainings. Several participants mentioned that 

communication was casual, and supervisors would often text employees, and have group texts. 

One participant mentioned that her office’s group text “gets out of hand.” This reflects a 
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comfortable, casual relationship that many individuals perceive at the organizations they come 

from. While this was not duplicated in the quantitative scale of social cohesion, it is possible that 

more research into the warm relationships at organizations would shed more light on the 

importance of this particular theme. There was also one code, namely, “point-person,” that didn’t 

particularly fit under one theme, but is still denoted in the codebook, since it could be relevant to 

future research, and may be helpful in how organizations utilize IRIS practically. 

 In summary, there were no meaningful differences in the measures of organizational 

culture between organizations that were engaged in IRIS versus those that were not. However, 

there were many results from the qualitative interviews conducted that might lead organizations 

to emphasize certain organizational traits when approaching engagement with IRIS from a 

Positive Deviance perspective.  

CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

 The lack of substantial results in the quantitative analysis would seem to indicate a strong 

possibility that there were not any meaningful differences between the organizational culture 

from engaged versus non-engaged organizations in IRIS. Only one measure, Trust, exhibited a 

significant correlation, and had a Bonferroni correction been implemented, this would have not 

been the case. This also means that the marginally significant variable, Technology Capacity, is 

likely not meaningful as well. Though Albanna and Heeks (2019) recommended a Positive 

Deviance approach to technology and data, the first research question, asking what differences 

exist between engaged and non-engaged organizations, did not address this gap that Albanna and 

Heeks (2019) try to push toward. The lack of substantial differences could easily reflect a real 

lack of difference in organizations, indicating that individual-focused paradigms like the 
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Technology Acceptance Model of Venkatesh and Davis (2000), as well as the other research that 

focuses on individual characteristics, account for the variance in engagement with technology.  

It is important to examine the demographic variables that were collected, it is possible 

that this sample is biased by the fact that a large majority of respondents had been at their 

organizations for two years or less. And since the last two years have been tumultuous in the 

work environment due to the global pandemic, these employees may not have an accurate 

conceptualization of what their work culture is like regularly. The growing literature on the 

effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on workplace culture has shown that many workers were 

lonely and burnt out at a much higher rate than usual (Giorgi et al., 2020). This may have 

invalidated many or all of the scales, but especially inherently social measures like Social 

Cohesion, Communication, and Trust. The reality is that the COVID-19 pandemic dramatically 

altered life for a great many individuals. 

 The qualitative analysis is richer in its content. Researchers identified four major overall 

themes with the responses given: Person-centered, Community Partnerships, Growth Mindset, 

and Flexibility. Each one of these themes appeared strongly in many of the interviews conducted. 

From a Positive Deviance perspective, these themes can be focused on in spreading IRIS to 

different organizations who are interested in implementing it. Positive deviant behavior is a 

practice that confers advantage to the people who already practice it compared with the rest of 

the community (Marsh et al., 2004). Because the behaviors and traits already exist in the setting, 

they are affordable, acceptable, and sustainable. So what can proponents of IRIS do when 

cultivating organizations to successfully onboard the system? 

 Many of the studies on Positive Deviance don’t even bother to look at organizations with 

less-than-ideal outcomes at first. Instead, researchers focus solely on the organizations that are 
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positively deviant, focusing on the traits and behaviors that they have, and then sharing these 

traits and behaviors with organizations that do not have the positive outcome (in this case, 

engagement with IRIS). This does not mean that the non-engaged organizations do not have 

these characteristics. Rather, this use of the Positive Deviance approach focuses on the engaged 

organizations alone. A follow-up study to this one could look at both types of organizations and 

the themes that emerged, but would need to do so from a quantitative perspective.  

 The qualitative interviews provide direction for IRIS in two aspects. First, the themes and 

codes found in the interviews can be a roadmap of what types of organizations to target. Large 

organizations with multiple divisions have historically been a problem to onboard locally, but if 

implementers focus on organizations that are small in size, flexible, and client centered. These 

make the perfect organizations to come onto the IRIS network. 

 It would also be very valuable to target organizations that already work with other 

organizations in the community, since Community Partnerships was one of the major themes that 

participants identified. Organizations that view themselves as “one-stop shops” that don’t often 

refer out or coordinate work with other organizations won’t fair as well in a referral sharing 

network. Half of the respondents mentioned a component of IRIS that researchers coded as 

“service brokering.” That is to say that interviewed participants explicitly recognized the value of 

the system was in the usefulness of being able to connect people to other services quickly and 

easily. Especially in an urban location where there are many services to help people, being a 

“broker” of services can be an important resource in and of itself.  

 Secondly, the themes can be used to help organizations that are struggling with IRIS to 

onboard more effectively. There are many organizations that sign onto the network, then quickly 
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become disengaged. There could be many reasons for this, but to learn them would have been 

another study entirely.  

 For example, two of the participants interviewed indicated that part of the reason for their 

success on IRIS was that they had one single person who coordinated incoming and outgoing 

referrals. This might not work in every single case, but it is something that can be offered when 

an organization is struggling with trying to integrate the system into its workflow.  

 Another example where this can be used is the code of “top-down” that researchers 

identified. All interviewees noted in some way that it was a supervisor or manager who 

originally bought in to IRIS and was able to communicate that effectively to the personnel below 

him or her. Many explicitly stated that the buy-in of the supervisor was the reason for IRIS’s 

success. This can serve as a direction on who to contact when onboarding IRIS organizations—

the buy in of supervisors and managers is extremely important.  

 Hand-in-hand with the top-down aspect of IRIS onboarding can be the importance of 

accountability for these organizations. Half of the interview participants noted that accountability 

was important at the organization, and IRIS helps with this aspect. In IRIS, every referral that is 

sent and accepted is seen at the organization level, not at the individual level. This leads to 

transparency and accountability. And individual accountability isn’t even the only IRIS feature. 

Because people can download community level reports, it is easy to see whether or not referrals 

are being made on the network level. 

 Another thing that could be stated as a positive aspect of IRIS and create buy-in is the 

improvement it brings to organizations. This can be true in two ways that were stated in the 

interviews. First, researchers identified the code of efficiency in many of the interviews. IRIS is a 

system that makes the referral and coordination of care process much more efficient. Secondly, 
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the code of service improvement was also something that was mentioned by almost every single 

participant. Because IRIS tracks data of who is referred and, by extension, who is served, it is 

easier to identify gaps in service and areas for improvement. This is even more true when 

considering many of the organizations are very small, and do not have a person on staff fully 

dedicated to evaluation or performance improvement.  

 Overall, applying a Positive Deviance approach to the use of IRIS in the network can 

help grow the network in both organizations that are targeted, as well as by helping those 

organizations that are struggling with adaptation to the new system. Organizations need to be 

person-centered, community-oriented, interested in growth, and flexible to use IRIS to its true 

potential. 

Limitations 

 This study had a number of limitations, and being largely exploratory, these will define 

the future directions for this work. The limitations begin with very common problems like the 

reliance on self-report measures. While self-report measures are often criticized, the same 

complaints apply in organizational settings because an individual is reporting on organizational 

culture, and individual employees might want to answer in a socially desirable way (Donaldson 

& Grant-Vallone, 2002). 

 There are also many limitations related to the sample. Individuals self-selected by 

responding to the survey, and so there could be a response bias occurring in many instances. The 

sample was also overwhelmingly female (85%), but this does reflect a real difference in social 

service organizations. A majority of survey respondents had worked in their current organization 

for two years or less, and this could influence how organizational culture was perceived by 
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employees especially during the last two years in a pandemic, where many individuals worked 

from home. In this situation, organizational culture could be radically different from normal. 

 Another limitation was the possible confound of having multiple organizations filtered 

into a dichotomous variable and treated for all purposes as one organization. The difficulty in 

this particular sphere of researching social service organizations is that many of them are very 

small. From a statistical standpoint, it would be difficult to find any meaningful difference when 

one group had an N of three or even anything less than 10. To counter this, researchers made 

artificial groups of those that came from organizations that were engaged in IRIS for the four-

month period versus those who were not, and so many elements that could have been different 

between groups could have been lost due to differences in individual organizations.  

Another limitation that researchers identified was the disconnect between the qualitative and 

quantitative elements of the study. There are a variety of ways of conducting a mixed method 

design; and in this case, the data gathering was simultaneous. This meant that the qualitative and 

quantitative designs did not line up as well as originally thought. For example, to answer the first 

research questions, what major organizational cultural differences exist between organizations 

that utilize IRIS versus those that do not, there were nine different scales tested that were in 

effect hypothesized to be different between engaged versus non-engaged organizations. 

However, in the qualitative element, interviewed participants identified largely different 

elements than what the quantitative survey investigated.  

 It would have been more beneficial to research had the qualitative element been 

conducted, and then quantitative measures picked that aligned more closely with the identified 

themes. For example, every single interview participant identified collaboration with other 
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organizations as an important element of their organizational culture, but no scale for this was 

present in the survey. 

Future Directions 

 The lack of significant quantitative results should not sway researchers from performing a 

similar study in the future. A closer alliance between the quantitative and qualitative portions of 

the study should be the first step in a similar research design. In fact, one could simply perform a 

quantitative study with a survey design instead, following closely the themes that were present in 

the interviews. In other words, instead of the nine scales researchers used, that were simply 

possibly different based on hypothesis, another study could examine open-mindedness, 

collaboration, client focus, adaptability, top-down management style, and other factors that were 

found in the themes identified by participants.  

 Another possibility would be to combine individual characteristics and organizational 

characteristics into one study. An overwhelming majority of technology acceptance research has 

focused on individual characteristics and perceptions. For example, the Technology Acceptance 

Model has accounted for around 40% of variance in technology use in certain settings 

(Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). If these individual characteristics were combined with 

organizational characteristics, or, more accurately, perceptions of organizational culture, the 

percent of variance explained could be much higher. 

 Because of the confound of having multiple different organizations filtered into two 

groups, another future study might focus on only two different organizations, or two segments of 

one organization, compared to each other. Other studies on Positive Deviance that used 

quantitative methods followed this model (Marra et al., 2010; Babalola, Awasum, & Quenum-

Renaud, 2002; Barbosa et al., 2017). This would eliminate the error that would inevitably occur 
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due to combining the many different groups with large amounts of individual organizational 

differences into one.  

 Because of the way that self-report measures can vary, another future direction respective 

to the organizational cultural piece alone would be the addition of multiple tests of organizational 

cultural measures over time. While this current study examined reliability from an internal 

consistency standpoint, a good test-retest reliability would ensure that perception of 

organizational culture would not change based on a bad day at an organization. 

 Finally, one might follow other studies that use a Positive Deviance approach more 

closely, and simply focus in the first part on the organizations who are engaged with a 

technological system. Then, after the elements of the engaged organization are shared and 

implemented, test to see the effect. This would be a pre-post design that could account for much 

of the variability in organizations, as well as individuals and their perceptions of their 

organizational culture, leading to more statistical power because the variability in individuals can 

be accounted for from pre- to post-survey. 

Conclusion 

 Though the answer to the first research question remains undetermined, the interviews of 

the employees of organizations who are engaged with IRIS shed light on many of the aspects of 

organizational culture that may play a role in how IRIS was implemented successfully at their 

respective organizations. Positive Deviance is a framework that focuses on affordable, 

acceptable, and sustainable practices to make communities and organizations better. The 

agencies that were engaged with IRIS were committed to their clients, to each other, to their 

growth, and to flexibility. From a Positive Deviance approach, these qualities can be highlighted 

in future discussions surrounding the implementation of IRIS in different organizations 
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throughout the community, and throughout the country, as the referral network continues to 

expand.  
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Appendix A: Administered Survey 

Start of Block: Default Question Block 

 
Q1  
  
      
 Consent Form – Technology Adaptation in Organizations  
   
Purpose: You are cordially invited to participate in a study of Sedgwick County organizations 
that utilize the Integrated Referral and Intake System (IRIS).  
  
 Participant Selection: You were selected as a possible participant in this study because you are 
a current employee of one of these organizations. You may not use IRIS, or may have never 
even heard of it, but since we are interested in your organization as a whole, please take the 
survey anyway! 
  
 Explanation of Procedures: If you decide to participate, the survey is completed online via the 
Internet using Qualtrics. The survey should take no more than 10 minutes to complete! 
  
 Confidentiality: Your information will be kept confidentially in the Qualtrics database. To ensure 
confidentiality, identifying information will be deleted before any data is shared. 
  
 Discomfort/Risks: There could potentially be some personal discomfort with the content of 
certain questions. You will be evaluating your experience of your workplace culture, which may 
not always be totally healthy. 
  
 Benefits: You may benefit by knowing you have assisted in providing accurate information 
regarding the culture of your organization, which can be used to promote the betterment of 
organizations as whole, especially as it relates to the use of a new technology.  
  
 Payment to Subjects: No monetary payment will be offered to participants.  
  
 Refusal/Withdrawal: Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. If you agree to participate in 
this study, you are free to withdraw from the study at any time. 
  
 Contact: If you have any questions about this research, you can contact Thomas Skinner at 
thomas.skinner@sedgwick.gov, or Rhonda Lewis at rhonda.lewis@wichita.edu. If you have 
questions pertaining to your rights as a research subject, or about research-related injury, you 
can contact the Office of Research and Technology Transfer at Wichita State University, 1845 
Fairmount Street, Wichita, KS 67260-0007, telephone (316) 978-3285.  
  
 By selecting “Yes” below, you are indicating that 
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 1) You have read (or someone has read to you) the information provided above, 
 2) You are aware that this is a research study, 
 3) You have voluntarily decided to participate,   
4) You are at least 18 years of age. 
  
 If you would like to download and/or print this consent form, click here: Consentform  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip To: End of Survey If      Consent Form – Technology Adaptation in Organizations   Purpose: You are 
cordially invited t... = No 

End of Block: Default Question Block 
 

Start of Block: Block 2 

 
Q2 Please indicate which organization/program you work for: 

▼ Associate's in Women's Health (1) ... Other (49) 

 

 

 
Q3 Approximately how long have you been at your organization? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Block 2 
 

Start of Block: Block 1 

 
Q4 Rate to what extent you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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People at my organization enjoy their 
coworkers. () 

 
Coworkers at my organization are like a 

family. () 
 

Problems exist between coworkers at my 
organization. () 

 
I trust my coworkers to do what is in the best 

interest of this organization. () 
 

 
 

 

 
 
Q5 Rate to what extent you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
We are encouraged to make suggestions at 

work. () 
 

People in my organization are encouraged to 
try new and better ways of doing their work. () 

 
Creativity is actively encouraged at this 

organization. () 
 

Innovators (those who come up with new 
ways of doing things) are the people who get 

rewarded at this organization. ()  
Trying new ways of problem-solving is 

discouraged here. () 
 

People around here stick to the old, 
established ways of doing work. () 

 
In my organization, managers make important 

decisions without consulting employees. () 
 

 
 

 

 
 
Q6 Rate to what extent you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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People know exactly what is expected of them 
at this organization. () 

 
My supervisor shows complete trust in 

employees' ability to perform their jobs well. 
()  

Employees feel free to discuss problems or 
negative feelings with their supervisors. () 

 
People are able to speak their minds at this 

organization without fear of retaliation. () 
 

 
 

 

 
 
Q7 Rate to what extent you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Management here does a good job of 

communicating with employees. () 
 

This organization gives recognition for 
outstanding performance. () 

 
There is poor communication between 

departments at this organization. () 
 

Upper management is good at communicating 
plans and goals. () 

 
If there is a conflict here, it is usually resolved 

satisfactorily. () 
 

 
 

 

 
Q8 Rate to what extent you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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At this organization, we use things like tables, 
charts, and statistics to check on the quality 

of our work. ()  
My organization collects data on our work. () 

 
This organization looks at data to track work 

improvements. () 
 

We keep records or charts measuring the 
quality of our work displayed at this 

organization. ()  
My organization collects data on the amount 

of time projects take. () 
 

 
 

 

 
Q9 Rate to what extent you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
People at this organization don't really care 
about the successful implementation of new 

technologies. ()  
In this organization, there is a big push to use 

technology that is available to us. () 
 

People put a lot of effort into making new 
technologies a success here. () 

 
New technology implementation is a top 

priority here. () 
 

 
 

 

 
 
Q10 Rate to what extent you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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This organization invests in the future. () 
 

Planning for the future is important here. () 
 

Doing things right is better than doing things 
fast. () 

 
It is better to make a bad decision quickly 

than a good decision slowly at this 
organization. ()  

 
 

 

 
Q11 Rate to what extent you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
To get the job done, it is important for each 

person at this organization to coordinate with 
others. ()  

People work as a team here. () 
 

Teamwork is not very important here. () 
 

When completing a task, I often feel that 
others don't put in their fair share of work. () 

 
 
 

 

 
Q12 Rate to what extent you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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People at my organization have the ability to 
use functioning computers. () 

 
My organization uses computer software to 

keep financial records. () 
 

My organization keeps records on the number 
of families enrolled/served through programs. 

()  
My organization keeps records on referral 

sources of service recipients (i.e., referred by 
another agency). ()  

My organization uses an electronic method of 
tracking. () 

 
My organization keeps records on service 

recipients' outcomes. () 
 

My organization keeps records on the types 
of services provided to individuals/families. () 

 

 
 

End of Block: Block 1 
 

Start of Block: Demographics  Base/Universal 

 
Q13 What do you like best about the organization you work for? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q14 If you could, what would you do to improve your organization? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q15 What is your year of birth? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q16 What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you have 
received?  

o Less than high school degree  (1)  

o High school graduate (high school diploma or equivalent including GED)  (2)  

o Some college but no degree  (3)  

o Associate degree in college (2-year)  (4)  

o Bachelor's degree in college (4-year)  (5)  

o Master's degree  (6)  

o Doctoral degree  (7)  

o Professional degree (JD, MD, DPT, etc.)  (8)  
 

 

 
Q17 Are you required to use IRIS by your supervisor? 

o No  (1)  

o Yes  (2)  
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Q18 How comfortable would you say you are, in general, with technology? 

o Extremely uncomfortable  (13)  

o Moderately uncomfortable  (14)  

o Slightly uncomfortable  (15)  

o Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable  (16)  

o Slightly comfortable  (17)  

o Moderately comfortable  (18)  

o Extremely comfortable  (19)  
 

 

 
Q19 How problematic is staff turnover at your organization? 

o Extremely Problematic  (1)  

o Problematic  (2)  

o Slightly Problematic  (3)  

o Not Problematic at all  (4)  
 

 

 
Q20 Are you Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino or none of these? 

o Yes  (1)  

o None of these  (2)  
 

 

Display This Question: 

If Are you Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino or none of these? = Yes 
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Q21 Are you Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino? 

o Spanish  (1)  

o Hispanic  (2)  

o Latino  (3)  
 

 

 
Q22 Choose one or more races that you consider yourself to be: 

 White  (1)  

 Black or African American  (2)  

 American Indian or Alaska Native  (3)  

 Asian  (4)  

 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  (5)  

 Other  (6) ________________________________________________ 
 

 

 
Q23 Which description best describes you? 

o Manager/Supervisor  (1)  

o Front-line staff  (2)  
 

 

 
Q24 What is your sex? 

o Male  (1)  

o Female  (2)  
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Q25 Is there anything else you'd like us to know? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Demographics  Base/Universal 
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