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Abstract 

 For this study, the changing of an organizational culture is analyzed for best practices in 

initiating a Lean Six Sigma quality focused program. The paper demonstrates that a cultural 

change is imperative for best outcomes in a Lean Six Sigma quality program. This paper also 

demonstrates that preparing a culture for a large change, like a Lean Six Sigma implementation, 

is crucial for successful outcomes. An organization must first analyze, with the competing values 

framework, the status of the current state of the organization. As a body of work previously has 

been performed on the competing values framework, this is the tool which is recommended.  

Implementing Lean Six Sigma enables a company to many benefits. The benefits include 

improved cost and monetary, customer satisfaction, and quality outcomes. Companies as notable 

as Motorola and General Electric have realized these benefits after implementing Lean Six 

Sigma, as the study illustrates. 

Six Sigma does have some perceived downsides as well.  Six Sigma has been deemed as 

too difficult and costly to implement. Although this could be a fair assessment, careful planning 

improves outcomes and more than compensates companies for implementing Lean Six Sigma. 

There is also a common belief that Six Sigma is utilized best in the manufacturing world. This is 

simply not true. Lean Six Sigma is utilized in industries across the spectrum from hospitals, 

banking, insurance, and IT. The paper shows that these perceived downsides may be remediated 

with both careful planning and/or further analysis.  

  Also identified is the value of a strong, supportive, and engaging leadership structure for 

successful outcomes in a Lean Six Sigma implementation. The study further shows the 
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importance of a strong education and robust communication plan. Leadership also is encouraged 

to share quick wins found with the implementation to solidify support.  

 Lastly, and most critical in nature, a management must make employees across the 

organization feel secure with the change. Should heed not be paid, the chance for structural 

inertia is possible. Also, at great risk is the employees feeling a break in the psychological 

contract. Having a multitude of ways in which an employee feel supported is also critical to 

ensure that affective, cognitive, and behavioral resistance does not occur.  
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Introduction 
 

This paper is focused on the importance of changing an organizational culture for an 

enterprise to become quality-focused, such as with a Six Sigma management and quality 

program. This study ultimately shows the negative effects of not preparing a culture for this type 

of change as well as relate the best practices for any organization wishing to implement a new 

Six Sigma program. This study also disputes the notion that implementing a Six Sigma program 

will lead to necessary cultural change. As demonstrated in this paper, a culture must first be 

prepared for a huge organizational change, such as Six Sigma. 

This study is being conducted utilizing previously published materials on the subject 

matters at hand. Research data and statistics will be reviewed in detail as part of this effort. The 

topics reviewed for this study are:  

• Six Sigma Programs  

• Organizational Culture  

All materials utilized will be from peer reviewed publications or from other scholarly 

sources. Additionally, all authors will be accredited or recognized in their respective fields to 

ensure that only valid, reliable sources are utilized. The history of both Six Sigma and the studies 

of organizational culture will also be examined through the lens of current schools of thought.  

The analysis of the research will be utilized to demonstrate why it is integral to a 

successful Six Sigma implementation effort for a culture to be prepared and changed (as will 

most commonly be the case). The best and worst practices will also be evaluated based upon 

existing scholarly research. As part of this examination, the theory that implementing Six Sigma 

ultimately leads to a culture change also will be examined (Bisgaard, 2007, p. 33). 
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Statement of the Problem 
 

The common idiom, the best laid plans often go awry, can be used much too often in 

modern business. Although businesses make great strategic plans, oftentimes they do not make 

the most important of plans first – changing a culture. When a company fails to make needed 

sustainable cultural change in support of strategic plans, those strategic plans ultimately might 

fail or be less successful than would otherwise be the case. An undertaking which generally 

requires a successful organizational cultural change is to implement a new Six Sigma quality and 

management system enterprise wide.  

An organizational culture can be called the personality of an organization. Goodman, 

Zammuto, and Gifford (2001) stated that a culture, “permeates the entire existence of an 

organization and provides its distinctive character” (p. 59).  Just as with the personalities of 

human beings, every culture is unique. Some cultures embrace change and new methods of 

operating; however, for cultures which do not, the culture must change for an organization to 

transition successfully to a Six Sigma or quality focused organization. Curran (2002) advised in 

this regard, “I believe in the old truism ‘culture eats strategy for lunch every time.’ In other 

words, culture is omnipotent. Culture can kill the best strategic plan” (p. 257). Just as a 

personality of an individual might influence how they react to a change, the culture will too.  

Six Sigma was started in the 1980s at Motorola (Chakraborty & Tan, 2013, p.141) which 

enabled Motorola to save considerable money. According to Jaeger (2003) Motorola saved over 

11 billion dollars by 2003. Other companies were soon to follow such as General Electric, 

Honeywell, and Lockheed-Martin (Chakraborty & Tan, 2013, p.141). It remains clear as to why 

an organization wishes to adopt a Six Sigma quality and management centric organization – the 

potential financial results. Eckes (2001) stated that General Electric saved over three billion 
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dollars after their Six Sigma implementation from 1995 to 2001 (p. 1).  George (2003) speaks as 

to the benefit that Lean Six Sigma bestows upon service organization (instead of just the 

traditional manufacturing organization); he noted the importance of this as over “80% of the 

GDP in the United States” are comprised by service organizations (p. 1). Dragoi, David, and 

Boldea (2011) further touted the benefits of Six Sigma, “Since the success of Six Sigma is 

directly linked to monetary outcomes, it generates real-world results” (p. 241).  As globalization 

and competition increases, companies look to cut costs in order to improve their bottom line. As 

of 2011, 22% of companies in the United States had some sort of Six Sigma program in place 

because companies know of the possibility of this quality program (Yahia, 2011, p. 84). In fact, a 

Six Sigma program could be the assistance an organization needs to succeed. Finally, it is also 

important to note that Six Sigma is utilized for much more than the traditional manufacturing 

sector.  

Purpose of Research 
 
 The ultimate intent of this study is to evaluate the current body of knowledge regarding 

culture changes and preparing an organization for a new quality-focused enterprise, e.g. with a 

new Six Sigma program. This study enables organizations to most effectively prepare for a 

culture change, and thereby improve the odds of a successful implementation of a new quality 

program. Far too often companies do not prepare culturally for big strategic changes such as seen 

with a new Six Sigma program. As demonstrated through this study, culture trumps strategic 

plans; this paper also assists organizations in remediating some of these risks.  

 The paper also disputes the school of thought that initiating a Six Sigma program will in 

and of itself be able to change a culture (Bisgaard, 2007 p. 33). This school of thought does not 
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account for having a culture which will even accept Six Sigma initially. This paper supports what 

Atkinson (2014) so clearly stated:  

It must be remembered that change is fundamentally a cultural issue, and unless we 

address the core OD issues of how to create the appropriate culture and leadership style 

to create significant change the application of the myriad of Lean techniques and 

advanced statistical use will only prove partially successful in changing organizations for 

the future. (p. 17) 

Significance of Research  
 

The significance of this paper and research lies in the power of the study to demonstrate 

the importance of changing a culture in order to have a successful quality focused organization. 

All too often companies look upon culture as an enemy of strategic plans (Hanson & Melnyk, 

2014, p. 23). This is not the case at all.  

The paper also demonstrates the significance of a successful change effort making an 

organization quality-focused (like in a Six Sigma enterprise). Juran and Godfrey (1999) shared 

regarding the cost of poor quality, “The cost of poor quality consists of all costs that would 

disappear if there were no deficiencies—no errors, no rework, no field failures, and so on” 

(Section 2.4).  

The cost of poor quality to an organization can be vast. Kondic, Miletic, and Bojanic 

(2016), regarding the cost of poor quality, reported, “These costs rarely represent a small 

percentage of the total operating costs as they are known to reach as much as 20% of total costs 

in some systems” [emphasis added] (p. 469). Factors which contribute to costs of poor quality 

include “repair, rework, scrap, service calls, warranty claims and write-offs from obsolete 

finished goods” (Prashar, 2014, p. 103). Schiffauerova and Thomson (2006) discuss the 
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intangible costs that a company must consider when evaluating the costs of poor quality (p. 663). 

For example, the damage to a company reputation and lost sales must be quantified in order to 

determine the truest costs of poor quality. 

Literature Review 
 

This literature review contributes to the field of change management – specifically 

regarding changing a culture in preparation for an organization becoming a quality-centric 

organization. This study further allows readers to expand their knowledge on the importance of 

having an open, change-oriented culture first before initiating a huge undertaking like a new Six 

Sigma program. The study examines a comprehensive list of sources which have contributed to 

the understanding of this field of study.  

Furthermore, this literature review will reference both Six Sigma and Lean Six Sigma. 

Although Lean and Six Sigma started as two different types of quality efforts, during the 1990’s 

they became “integrated” (Laureani & Antony, 2012, p. 275). Munro, Maio, Nawaz, Ramu, and 

Zrymiak (2008) support this when they say, “Today, the demarcation between Six Sigma and 

lean has blurred” (p. 5). Lastly, George (2003) devotes chapter 2 of his Lean Six Sigma for 

Service to this topic. George stated that lean is about maximizing speed while improving quality 

which can only be accomplished when utilizing both Lean and Six Sigma (p. 21). Thusly, as they 

are mostly considered one quality program, both the terms Six Sigma and Lean Six Sigma will 

both be utilized interchangeably in the study. 

Understanding of Culture  
 
 Kotter (2012) says that, “Culture refers to norms of behavior and shared values among a 

group of people” (p. 156). Knapp (2015) supports this thought when she conveyed, “culture can 

be defined as the assumptions and beliefs shared by organization members, which influence how 
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staff perceive, think and act” (p. 856). Schein (1985, 1992, as cited in Maroofi, Nazaripour, & 

Maaznezhad, 2012) said regarding culture that it is a manner of thoughts and beliefs which a 

group grew after finding a problem (p. 84). Schein further posited that a culture develops as the 

group then teaches new members how to approach problems in the “correct way” going forward 

(as cited in Maroofi, et al., p. 84). Curran (2002) stated, “If culture is the sum of our values, 

rights, and rituals, culture is reality” (p. 257). Thus, all transformative changes need to consider 

the current cultural state before implementation initiates.  

Harrison (1972, 1986) teaches about the four differing types of cultures – “power, role, 

task/achievement and person/support” (as cited in Hayes, 2014, p. 415). Hayes defines the power 

culture as one where there is centralized power with a leader who can “satisfy or frustrate others 

by giving or withholding rewards and sanctions” (p. 416). Additionally, a power culture has 

resources which are not distributed equally, behaviors which are determined by the past, and are 

anticipatory based upon the desires of the centralized power (Hayes, p. 416). I feel that a power 

culture is not one which would be conducive to a successful Six Sigma implementation due to 

the difference in power structure.  

The role culture is very different. The roles themselves are more important than the actual 

employees who work in those roles (Hayes, 2014, p. 416). Also, communication between 

employees located in different silos is limited, and instead things are coordinated at the top of the 

hierarchy (Hayes, p. 416).  Lastly, in a role culture a process is more important than the 

actualized outcomes (Hayes, p. 416).  Although processes are important in Six Sigma, I feel that 

a role culture also would not be the most effective for implementation due to the hierarchical and 

siloed nature of this culture.  
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A task/achievement culture is one which appears to be all about the results and 

completing the task at hand (Hayes, 2014, p. 416).  These organizations are adaptable in that they 

easily form or disband project teams and groups as needed (Hayes, p. 416).  This organizational 

culture also is one which has mutually valued goal, and individual contributors have control to a 

higher degree over the work they perform (Hayes, p. 416).  The task/achievement culture does, 

however, have control retained with top management (but not over work processes themselves) 

(Hayes, p. 416).  I personally feel that this is a culture which would do well with a Lean Six 

Sigma program due to the adaptability and the ease in which project teams are formed and 

disbanded.  

Lastly, the person/support culture is one where constraints on are the least of any of the 

cultures (Hayes, p. 416).  This culture is one which is characterized by a trust between both 

individual contributors and the organization itself is mutual (Hayes, p. 417). Employees feel that 

the company will fulfill more than basic requirements of employment to ensure support when it 

is needed (Hayes, p. 417). The members of this culture also feel very valued, and structure is 

what is minimally required to complete the job (Hayes, p. 417). Due to the trust and support an 

employee feels in this culture, I think this also would be a good fit for a Lean Six Sigma 

program.  

Culture profiling helps identify the current state of the culture of an organization. A 

company needs to perform culture profiling to determine in which culture the organization 

currently resides for an optimal intervention (Hayes, 2014, p. 425). As a Lean Six Sigma 

intervention is considered a transformational change, culture profiling is appropriate.  

Competing Values Framework. Maroofi, et al. (2012) extensively studied culture and 

Six Sigma implementations in their study utilizing the competing values framework. The 
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competing values framework was originally created by Quinn and Kimberly in 1984 (Maroofi, et 

al., p. 85).  The competing values framework is based upon four quadrants – internal and external 

and control and flexibility (Maroofi, et al., p. 85). Thus, in the competing values framework, an 

organization is judged on the spectrum of internal and external focus and then on the 

organization’s flexibility or stability.  

Per Berrio (2003), the competing values framework can be used to profile the culture of 

an organization (para. 4). The culture profile can be demonstrated by determining the 

enterprise’s culture characteristic that is dominant. The found types in each of the quadrants are 

Group, Hierarchical, Rational, and Development (Maroofi, et al., p. 85). Maroofi, et al. share 

regarding the differing cultural quadrants, “Group culture focuses on flexibility and internal 

maintenance, developmental culture highlights flexibility through growth, creativity, and 

adaptation to the external environment. Rational culture puts a focus on the external 

environment, and hierarchical culture highlights stability and internal organization” (p. 85). It is 

important to notice that Maroofi, et al. confirm that it is uncommon for an organization to sit 

squarely in one quadrant (p. 85). Instead, most organizations are some mix of the four culture 

types.  

Maroofi, et al. (2012) completed a study comparing where a culture was on the cultural 

values framework when compared to five factors – “work force management”, “quality 

information”, “Six Sigma rule structure”, “Six Sigma structured procedure”, and “Six Sigma 

focus on matrics” (p. 93). The study finds that the group culture is important for quality 

management (Maroofi, et al., p. 93). Knapp (2015) also demonstrates that the group and 

development cultures correlate positively with a Lean Six Sigma implementation and 

management support specifically. Knapp continues, “Our results indicate that hospital managers 
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implementing a Lean Six Sigma initiative would be well served to use an approach and strategies 

that are consistent with group and developmental cultures” (p. 858). Conversely, the hierarchical 

culture is found to be the “least influential for implementing Six Sigma practices” (Maroofi, et 

al., p. 93). Therefore, a change leader would be encouraged to promote Lean Six Sigma in group 

or developmental cultural type for successful program implementation.  

Changing Culture. Culture can be sticky and notoriously hard to change; before 

preparing for the change, it is imperative to recognize the risk associated with changing a culture. 

Jacobs, Arjen, and Christe-Zeyse (2013) commented that, “organizational change is a risky 

strategy, as it is often related to the violation of an organization’s core cultural values and, 

potentially, the organization’s identity” (p. 775).  Hanson and Melnyk (2014) noted that the more 

an organization has had success in the past, the harder it is going to be to change it (p. 22). Kotter 

(2012) talks about how those who have not adhered to cultural norms being punished by the 

larger group (p. 156). Furthermore, Kotter discusses that change efforts, which have been 

undertaken at high costs and time, likely will fail without being “anchored firmly in group norms 

and values” (p. 157). Thus, a culture must be ready for any quality centric program, such as Lean 

Six Sigma, for the deployment to be successful.  

History of Quality 
 

Lean Six Sigma did not come about in a vacuum. It was simply the next step in a long 

sequence of quality advances and changes which led us here. The ASQ (n.d.) posited, “The 

quality movement can trace its roots back to medieval Europe” (para. 1). Quality then 

transitioned over time to the factory system originating in Great Britain (ASQ, para. 3). Through 

the second great war, the United States drove quality utilizing sampling techniques to ensure 

supplies met military standards and offered training courses in statistical process control (ASQ, 
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para. 8). After WWII, the Japanese helped drive the next leap in quality with one of the founding 

fathers of the modern quality movement – W. Edward Deming (Dragoi, et al, 2011). Deming’s 

influence on Japan and quality as a whole is vast.  

 Edward Deming went to Japan in the 1950s, and he changed the world of quality forever 

(Shinkle, 2007, para. 1). Per ASQ (n.d.), “[Deming] had become frustrated with American 

managers when most programs for statistical quality control were terminated once the war and 

government contracts came to an end” (para. 15). Deming introduced his now famous 14 points 

(Shinkle, para. 15). The points included novel thoughts, such as “break down barriers between 

staff areas”, “improve constantly and forever every process for planning, production, and 

service”, and “put everybody in the company to work to accomplish the transformation” (Kubiak 

& Benbow, 2015, p. 2-3). Deming strongly believed in the need for management to take 

responsibility for quality issues. Shinkle quotes Deming as saying, “The hourly employees aren’t 

responsible. Management is responsible for 85% of the quality problems in this country” (para. 

27). The ASQ says, “Japanese manufacturers focused on improving all organizational processes 

through the people who used them” (para. 18). ASQ further imparted that the results of this focus 

led to Japan having lower cost and higher quality products (para. 18). Deming’s work became 

known as Total Quality Management (TQM) which was a precursor to Six Sigma (Dragoi, et al., 

2011, p. 238). As Dragoi, et al. posited, “Total Quality Management (TQM) approach focused on 

the organization … with an emphasis on teams, processes, statistics, continuous improvement, 

and delivering products and services that meet and exceed customer expectations. Six Sigma is a 

disciplined extension of TQM” (p. 238). Essentially, Deming’s work in Japan led to Japan 

becoming quality leaders and the “made in Japan” label to become synonymous with quality 

(Shinkle, para. 20).  
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 Another pioneer of the modern quality movement was Joseph Juran. Juran also went to 

Japan in 1954, and he says that the leaders of Japanese industry were all in attention (as 

compared to in the United States of America where his audiences were in positions related to 

quality and engineering) (Juran, 1993, para. 10). Juran developed the Juran trilogy which was 

comprised of “three managerial processes—quality planning, quality control, and quality 

improvement” (Kubiak, 2015, p. 3). Juran (1993) perfectly illustrated the issues with the US 

industrial thinking when he related how he tried to implement a plant-wide process improvement 

effort at Western Electric (para. 17). Juran was turned down because the inspection department 

was not responsible for process improvement (para. 18).  In comparison, Juran related how Japan 

led a quality revolution. Juran writes, “In their postwar anxiety to change their quality reputation, 

Japanese companies evolved means of measuring customer satisfaction, competitive quality and 

performance. These measures contributed to CEO decision making” (para. 26).  

 Juran and Deming both eventually changed the culture of quality in the United States of 

America. By the 1980’s, Deming’s work was brought to the attention of American companies. 

Ford brought Deming in and listened to his thoughts (Shinkle, 2007, para. 26).  Ford established 

the tagline “quality was job one” and was able to turn their operations around (Shinkle, para. 26). 

Thus, started the beginning of a new American age of quality.  

 Motorola would go on to establish what is now known as Six Sigma and process 

improvement, and the culture of quality would never be the same. Motorola, and Bill Smith, are 

considered the creators of Six Sigma (Parker, 2012). General Electric, however, would become 

known as the company that perfected Six Sigma by connecting it to compensation of executives 

and company performance results (Parker).  

History of Lean  
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 Before the combining of Lean and Six Sigma into one comprehensive quality 

management system, Lean started independently as a war on waste and a way to improve speed 

and efficiency (George, 2003, p. 24). Henry Ford, in 1913, introduced the world to the first 

iteration of lean by creating the “first ‘flow’ production line to assemble Model T Fords” (Hayes, 

2014, p. 393). Sakichi Toyoda, even earlier than Henry Ford, “invented a loom that 

automatically stopped if a thread snapped” (Hayes, p. 393). Other machines that could perform 

self-checks for defects were invented and became trademarks of the lean processes. The Toyota 

Production System (TPS), under Taiichi Ohno and Shigeo Shingo, pioneered the concept of lean 

management (Arnheiter & Maleyeff, 2005, p. 9). TPS also is credited with developing the just-

in-time method of production (Arnheiter & Maleyeff, p. 9).  

Six Sigma Explained 
 
 Six Sigma is called different things to different people. Some refer to it as just as a 

quality improvement effort. Others call it a total business management tool. And still others 

noted that it is a toolkit of a vast array of tools available for the practitioner to utilize as is most 

effective. But fundamentally, Six Sigma focuses on process inputs to control process outputs (or 

Y is a function of X) (Antony, Frenie, Kumar, & Cho, 2007, p. 300). By controlling for the 

inputs, it was supposed, then the outputs could also be controlled.  

 Quality Program. Six Sigma is fundamentally a quality program. This quality program 

became famous at Motorola and General Electric (Parker, 2012). The program was considered 

revolutionary as it is “a fact-based, data-driven philosophy of improvement that values defect 

prevention over defect detection” (Kubiak & Benbow, 2015, p. 9). Kubiak and Benbow also 

noted that a Lean Six Sigma program “drives customer satisfaction and bottom-line results by 

reducing variation, waste, and cycle time” (p. 9). Munro, et al. (2008) commented, “Six Sigma is 
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a structured and disciplined process designed to deliver perfect products and services on a 

consistent basis” (p. 4). Dragoi, et al. (2011) observed, “Six Sigma is about practices that help 

the company eliminate defects and always deliver products and services that meet customer 

specifications” (p. 236). Undoubtedly, a program with such an emphasis on defect reduction 

would be considered a quality program first.  

As a quality program, Six Sigma utilizes the DMAIC model (define, measure, analyze, 

improve, and control) to improve existing processes (Huq, 2017, p. 10).  Antony and Banuelas 

(2002) stated, “The definition phase entails the definition of the problem and the definition of 

critical quality characteristics which are most important to customers” (p. 21). Antony and 

Banuelas additionally conveyed that the measure phase is where “the most appropriate output 

quality characteristics to be improved and establish what is unacceptable performance or a defect 

for such characteristics” (p. 21). Next, the Six Sigma practitioner would gather baseline data 

measuring the baseline for the current state of the process (Antony & Banuelas, p. 21). The root 

cause of the issue causing the issues or errors in the process is located during the analyze phase. 

(Antony & Banuelas, p. 21). The practitioner, during the improvement phase, then works “to 

reduce the defect rate or number of defects using simple but powerful statistical 

tools/techniques” (Antony & Banuelas, p. 21). Finally, during the control phase of DMAIC, the 

practitioner must work to control the gains which have been made in improving the process 

(Antony & Banuelas, p. 21).  

Management System. Lean Six Sigma is no longer considered, however, just a quality 

methodology. It is now considered a “comprehensive management system” (Arnheiter & 

Maleyeff, 2005, p. 5). Eckes (2001) shared, “First and foremost, Six Sigma is a management 

philosophy”. This management philosophy encourages quality but also appears to give strategic 
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direction of the company. George (2003) posited this thought when he stated that business 

leaders no longer would simply call for a “10% improvement in results” (p. 22). Instead, George 

argued that leadership would, “support Lean Six Sigma efforts so people can study and improve 

the processes that produce the results” (p. 22). Essentially, this is a management system that 

encourages growth in employees and a focus on input which thereby result in quality 

improvements.   

 Statistical Measure.  Six Sigma is, at its most basic level, a measurement of process 

performance. Sigma is a Greek letter which is used in statistics to represent standard deviation, a 

way of measuring the variation in a process (Dragoi, et al., 2011, p. 237). A process which has a 

Six Sigma level of quality is a process which is only producing 3.4 defects per a million 

opportunities (Yahia, 2011, p. 79). In other words, a Six Sigma level process is close to perfect.  

 Toolbox. Lean Six Sigma is also considered a toolbox. The range of tools which are 

available to the Lean Six Sigma practitioner is vast.  As Antony, Gupta, Vijaya, and Gijo (2018) 

related, “organizations initially realized LSS as an effective tool kit with a collection of problem 

solving tools for process improvements” (p. 1036).  Tools in this tool kit range from deeply 

statistical in nature, such as control charts and hypothesis testing. The other end of the tool kit 

spectrum of Lean Six Sigma brainstorming tools, such as cause and effect and affinity diagrams.  

Six Sigma Benefits 
 

There is a myriad of benefits which authors noted that Six Sigma efforts brings to an 

organization. As Pamfilie, Petcu, and Draghici (2012) expressed, “Lean Six Sigma is a business 

improvement methodology that aims to maximize shareholder value by improving quality, 

speed, customer satisfaction and costs” (para. 13). Dragoi, et al. (2011) observed, “With Six 

Sigma, the manager can eliminate most errors, reduce the costs, and better satisfy the company’s 
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customers” (p. 237). These benefits are the reason so many companies have embraced Six 

Sigma.  

Monetary benefits. Six Sigma is renowned for the benefit it can bring to a company 

financially. As global markets become more competitive, it makes sense to say that costs are of 

more vital importance than ever before. Accordingly, Antony and Banuelas (2002) asserted,   

“companies such as Texas Instruments, Allied Signal… Kodak, General Electric, Sony, etc. have 

claimed great savings as a result of the implementation of Six Sigma projects” (p. 20). Jaeger 

(2003) says that General Electric has saved over 8 billion. The cost reductions from removing 

errors and decreasing the cost of poor quality are unimaginable. Antony, et al. (2007) calculate 

that a change of .5 sigma level improvement (from 3.5 to 4) could improve yield of the process 

by 99.38%, and “this would bring significant financial returns to the bottom line of any 

organization engaged in continuous improvement programs such as Six Sigma” (p. 296). 

Additionally, the non-quantifiable value brought to the high level of quality delivered to the 

customer must be factored into this analysis.  

Quality benefits. The benefit to the quality of a process which utilizes Six Sigma can be 

immense. Motorola averaged a 5.6 Sigma rating as of May 2003 (Jaeger, 2003). In other words, 

Motorola's processes produced only 21 defects per every million opportunities (DPMO). This is 

astronomical in comparison to most corporation’s processes. Ravichandran (2006) stated that 

corporations are considered “industry average” if they have a sigma rating of a 3 – or 67,000 

defects per a million opportunities (p. 974). Experts says that it is estimated that most companies 

today operate at two to three sigma levels of performance which can generate an average of 

308,000 defects for a million opportunities (Eckes, 2001, p. 1; Antony, Frenie, Kumar, & Cho, et 

al., 2007, p 300). Sometimes, though quality is more important than just customer satisfaction - 
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think of a surgeon operating on a patient or a pilot landing a plane with 300 souls aboard. In 

these circumstances, Six Sigma can play a huge importance. The Commonwealth Health 

Corporation, considered a pioneer in Six Sigma healthcare, considers Six Sigma as integral to 

performing better (Thomerson, 2002, p. 300). This is vital across the medical field as hospital 

errors cause longer stays and cost about $17 billion annually, per Gowen, McFadden, and 

Settaluri (2012, p. 134). Ultimately when lives are on the line, a program like Lean Six Sigma 

enables better performance.  

Customer Satisfaction. A business without customers is like a beach without sand – not 

a business or a beach. Thusly, anything that a business can do to attract new customers and retain 

old ones, gives them a competitive advantage. Antony, et al. (2007) notice that one of the key 

benefits to a Six Sigma program is increased customer satisfaction (p. 298). George, Rowlands, 

and Kastle (2004) discuss the importance of listening to the customer by utilizing voice of the 

customer data (p. 12). George, et al. further inform about the importance of delighting the 

customer (p. 11). Obviously, keeping customers satisfied is a very large benefit of Six Sigma. As 

Kubiak, et al. reported regarding retaining of customers, “Many organizations recognize that it is 

far easier and less costly to retain than attract new ones” (p. 31). George (2003) speaking of Six 

Sigma stated the need to understand your customers and how this knowledge should be utilized 

to make strategic decisions (p. 70). Making customer satisfaction a key tenet of an organization’s 

operations, like with Lean Six Sigma, can only be an advantage in today’s competitive 

environment.  

Competitive Advantage. An organization who has deployed Six Sigma successfully is 

unequivocally going to have an advantage over their competitors who have not. As 

Schiffauerova and Thomson (2006) affirmed, “companies promote quality as the central 
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customer value and consider it to be a critical success factor for achieving competitiveness” (p. 

647). Obviously, any organization who is demonstrating higher quality and a focus on customer 

satisfaction allows themselves to have a competitive advantage.  

Six Sigma Disadvantages or Drawbacks 

 Although the benefits for Six Sigma are plentiful, there are certainly downsides to 

implementing a Lean Six Sigma program in your organization. Some of the risks or concerns 

associated with Six Sigma are valid. These risks, however, can be mitigated with the appropriate 

planning and implementation. Other concerns or risks are not truly valid at all.  

Difficult to Implement. Six Sigma has been considered as difficult to implement – most 

especially for mid-sized and smaller companies. One of the main reasons this is considered 

difficult for smaller firms is the significant cost of implementation. As Davis (2003) stated, when 

a small or mid-sized company goes to implement Six Sigma, “[they] learn that the traditional Six 

Sigma implementation approach can require millions of dollars in investment” (p. 20). 

Sreeedharan and Raju (2016) also noted this concern in their study, “the adoption of LSS in 

small and medium enterprises is not widespread because of the implementation cost” (p. 450). 

Having a high cost to implement assuredly is a detriment to implementing Lean Six Sigma. 

Eckes (2001), however, contended that companies are paying much more with costs associated 

with poor quality (p. 76). As Antony, et al. (2007) stated, “it is already a proven fact that the 

benefits obtained from six sigma [sic] implementation outweigh the investment costs” (p. 297). I 

think, therefore, that with careful planning costs may be controlled for smaller sized firms. For 

example, hiring one Master Black Belt – the highest possible qualification in Six Sigma – could 

account for most of the training costs and program development.  
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Beyond costs, Atkinson (2014) noted that Lean Six Sigma is “perceived as applying 

overly rigorous and time-consuming methodologies” (p. 12). As Antony and Banuelas (2002) 

share, when General Electric first rolled out Six Sigma to the organization, employees were 

“very uneasy at the thought of having to learn statistics” (p. 21).  This perception leads an 

organization to determine that the implementation is not worth the investment of time and energy 

to enact a Lean Six Sigma program. Pamfilie, et al. (2012) found in their study on service 

organizations, regarding their level of concern in embracing Lean Six Sigma, that the biggest 

drivers of concern are:  

• Difficulty in defining the processes,  

• Leaders lacking confidence in successful outcomes of projects, and  

• Low involvement from employees (p. 194).  

Utilizing the pareto principle, these are the vital few elements of fear which must be addressed in 

order to ensure successful implementation.  

Employee Impact. Sometimes improvement efforts might cause unintended 

consequences. This is especially true in circumstances where the Six Sigma implementation was 

not well thought out. Thus, one potential impact is to employee morale. Eckes (2001) tells that us 

that “what is not understood is resisted” (p. 43). Eckes further stated that with careful planning 

and implementation, 80% of those resistors can become supporters (p. 35). We can construe 

from this that 20% of resistors will remain resisters no matter how carefully planned or executed 

an implementation. These “hard-core resistors” try to convert others to their way of thinking 

(Eckes, p. 50). In a successful implementation, however, these 20% will eventually become 

ineffectual and leave the company - willingly or unwillingly (Eckes, p. 50-51). Obviously, it is 

important to mitigate these hard-core-resistors in order to limit the influence of their negativity.  
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Six Sigma Failures.  Netherton (2012) shared that “nearly 60 percent of all corporate Six 

Sigma initiatives fail to yield the desired results” (p. 23). Per Haney, McCarthy, Viniak, 

Richardson, and Myers (2019), this is closer to 70 percent (p. 41). This is obviously a 

considerable downside to rolling out Six Sigma in an organization. The implementation will 

cause the company money, and if there are no sustained improvements to show for this money, 

that is simply just wasted resources. Companies get into Lean Six Sigma because they have seen 

the historical success of Motorola and General Electric; however, if there are no quick wins to 

build upon, as Kotter (2012, p. 129) instructed is important in change management, the Lean Six 

Sigma plan could be doomed to failure before it even fully has been implemented.  

Hampering Creativity.  There is a school of thought that the structure built into a Lean 

Six Sigma quality program might inhibit creativity. For example, Eichel (2008) shared that 

senior managers have been frustrated in the past when it comes to applying both the rigor of a 

statistically based program like Lean Six Sigma while also pursuing innovation (p. 27). Eichel, 

however, thinks that Lean Six Sigma can actually be, “a vehicle for generating new ideas, 

solutions, products, and processes” (p. 23). Eckes (2001) also believes that instead of hindering 

creativity or innovation that the converse is true (p. 84). Eckes maintained, “Six Sigma will 

provide those whose creativity has been hampered by inefficiency and bureaucracy to flourish 

through either process improvement or process design” (p. 84). This concern, regarding 

innovation and creativity, appears to be for naught.  

For Manufacturing.  Many people have said anecdotally that Lean Six Sigma appears to 

not be applicable for a service environment. It is true that Lean Six Sigma initially was created 

for a manufacturing environment such a Motorola, General Electric, Honeywell, and Lockheed 

(Chakraborty & Tan, 2013, p.141). Due to the nature of its inception, many examples used in Six 
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Sigma literature is based upon manufacturing (George, 2003, p. xi). Nonetheless, a service 

environment is ripe for improvement from Lean Six Sigma. George stated that the “costs of 

services are inflated by 30-80% wastes” (p. x). Eckes (2001) also stated that every sector has 

challenges in implementing (even manufacturing) (p. 80). Antony, et al. (2007) commented, 

“currently the popularity of six sigma in service organisations [sic] is growing exponentially, 

especially in banks, hospitals, financial services, the airline industry, and utility services” (p. 

295). Chakraborty and Tan (2013), however, avowed that when service environments utilize 

Lean Six Sigma, they are less likely to use the more statistical tools than their manufacturing 

counterparts (p. 156). Pamfilie, et al. (2012) argued though “Due to the ever fiercer competition, 

leadership based on Lean Six Sigma can be a solution for service organizations to become 

competitive on international markets” (p. 195). Essentially, Lean Six Sigma is more than 

appropriate for both the service and manufacturing sectors.  

Preparing a Culture for Change  
 
 “It is generally accepted that failures in quality improvement programs are not because of 

basic flaws in the principles of quality concepts, but are due mainly to lack of competency in 

implementing the system”, Huq, Aghazadeh, Jajjar, and Hafeznezami (2010) related regarding 

Six Sigma implementation (p. 106). Pamfilie, et al. (2012) stated, “Resistance to change at all 

levels in an organization surrounding Lean and Six Sigma improvement projects can be 

extremely high”. Huq (2017) stated that there is a “hole” in Six Sigma literature regarding 

implementation and determining if an organization is prepared (p. 10).  Knapp (2015) furthered 

this thought, “without considering culture and without creating an organization-wide 

empowerment atmosphere combined with accountability, Lean Six Sigma will be merely a rote 

by-the-numbers activity performed by disinterested employees” (p. 855).  Thus, it appears 
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obvious that prepping a culture for a new continuous improvement framework, such as Six 

Sigma, must occur for the effort to succeed. The literature reflects many differing philosophies 

and thoughts regarding how experts think this preparation should occur.  

 Critical to a Lean Six Sigma program being started successfully, is having full and 

committed management support. Noack (2014) asserted, “the reality is that unless key people 

within the organization start to think and do things differently, most improvement efforts won't 

be effective. Or they'll work in the short term, but won't be maintained” (para. 2). Some noted the 

importance of leadership in having a successful Six Sigma implementation, in particular. Snee 

(2003) stated, “Integrating Six Sigma into everything you do begins with your organization's 

leaders. They must work together as a team.” (p. 76). Pamfilie, et al. (2012) also shared this 

philosophy (p. 187). Laureani and Antony (2012) found in their study that management 

commitment is rated as the highest critical success factor for a Lean Six Sigma implementation 

(p. 280). Without this committed and dedicated top down support, I feel an implementation effort 

ultimately will be doomed.  

 Although related, leadership style of the manager(s) driving the change also is critical. 

Interestingly, Laureani  and Antony (2012) found leadership style to be particularly important to 

a successful Six Sigma implementation (p. 282). Hayes (2014) stated, “There is growing 

evidence that ‘what leaders do’ can have a powerful effect on follower behaviour [sic] and the 

success of change initiatives” (p. 168). Kotter (2012) in his seminal work on change efforts noted 

that vision is “a central component of all great leadership” (p. 70). Highs and Rowland noted that 

there are five behaviors which are integral for a leader to successfully execute change (as cited in 

Hayes, p. 168). These changes are identifying the case for making the change, basing the change 

upon a deep understanding of the problems, attaining commitment via engagement of others, the 
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development of plans which are effective, and lastly supporting and growing the skill of those 

involved in the change effort (Hayes, p. 168).  Trice and Beyer (1991) also noted, “The major 

difference between leadership that produces cultural innovations from that which maintains 

existing cultures appears to be the nature of the vision and mission that the leader 

communicates” (p. 165). Eckes (2001) also discussed the necessity of a charismatic leader in 

order to drive a Six Sigma effort (p. 186). Eckes stated, “I have yet to meet a successful Six 

Sigma executive who doesn’t have charisma” (p. 186). Hayes supports this notion when he says, 

“charismatic and transformational leadership are positively associated with a range of important 

organizational outcomes” (p. 179). Obviously, a leader’s ability to sway and persuade allows an 

easier transition for the organization to Lean Six Sigma.  

Literature also cites the necessity of good communication in order to make the changes 

stick. Without communicating the vision and strategy behind the change, the change might be 

doomed. Knapp (2015) discussed the necessity of communication for a successful change effort 

(p. 861). Communication is also considered a key tenet of the Kotter change method (Kotter, 

2012, p. 87). Kotter stated, “a vision is unleashed only when most of those involved in an 

enterprise or activity have a common understanding of its goals and directions (p. 87). Kubiak, et 

al. (2015) reported clearly while referencing a Six Sigma implementation effort specifically, 

“Effective communication is essential to success” (p. 16). As stated earlier, employees fear what 

they do not understand and thus communication is key to this understanding.  

An important characteristic as demonstrated in the study performed by Knapp (2015) is a 

culture with collaborative leanings. Knapp cites the importance of employee training in leading a 

successful Six Sigma initiative (p. 861). Knapp further detailed the import of involving as many 

employees as feasibly possible in the implementation effort. McManus (2020) also supported the 



CHANGING THE CULTURE  23 
 

theory that employee learning is imperative for success (p. 18). As Arnheiter and Maleyeff 

(2005) declared, “Six Sigma preserved the concept that everyone in an organization is 

responsible for the quality of goods and services produced by the organization” (p. 6). Antony, et 

al. (2018) were proponents of training of employees (section 2.5). Fundamentally, robust training 

furthers the understanding of employees across the organization, which then equates to less fear. 

Culture Comes First (not Six Sigma) 
 
 Some argue that culture changes follow an implementation of Six Sigma (Smith & 

Blakeslee, 2002). Noack (2104) referring to Lean implementation stated, “Over time, new habits 

develop, which eventually evolve into traditions that help sustain a culture of continuous 

improvement”. Bisgaard (2007) strongly appears to believe culture comes after a successful Six 

Sigma integration (p. 33). Bisgaard clearly stated the “approach rarely works” when focusing on 

culture first. Pamfilie, et al. (2012) also appear to support this thought as they stated that the Six 

Sigma model has previously shown “significant importance” and “power” in bringing 

organizational change to the culture and vision of employees (p. 187).  I, however, do not agree 

with this school of thought. Canning and Found (2015) argue that, “attitudinal and behavioural 

[sic] resistance are factors of motivation, habit, selected perception and insecurity, which in turn 

are formed from issues that include perceived control and perceptions of loss” (p. 275). They 

extrapolated further by stating, “individuals, who feel less confident about their role going 

forward, or feel that the changes will have a negative effect on the business, are less likely to 

support change” (p. 275). Arnheiter and Maleyeff (2005) contended that for an “effective 

implementation” there must be a cultural change in the organization (p.  6).  

 Eckes (2001) also clearly demonstrates this thought in his work. Eckes asserted that the 

equation Q x A = E clearly demonstrated this (p. 3). The Q in Eckes’ equation stands for quality, 



CHANGING THE CULTURE  24 
 

the A for acceptance, and the E is the measurement of success of a Six Sigma implementation. 

Eckes stated that if a company works very hard and attains a Q rating of 9 (which would be quite 

good on a 10-point scale) an A rating of 2 would only equal 18 for E (on a scale of 0 to 100). A 

company could redouble their efforts for the Q rating and still only go no higher than 20 for the 

E factor with an A rating of 2 (Eckes). This example clearly demonstrates the necessity of 

acceptance in order to achieve true success in Six Sigma.  

  
Theoretical Framework 

Resistance to Change  
 
 Affective, Cognitive, and Behavioral Resistance. Resistance to change is omnipotent it 

seems across organizations. Resistance to a new quality effort is no different. Forsell and Åström 

(2012) related, “Resistance to change has affective, cognitive, and behavioral components that 

create a psychological resistance to making a change in particular situations or overall changes in 

one’s life, and often appears in psychotherapy and/or when organizational alterations are 

underway”. Therefore, these interrelated resistances must be remediated.  

Affective resistance involves an individual’s emotional reaction to a change initiative 

(Chung, Su, & Su, 2012, p. 737). Schiffer (2011) noted, “The greater the appraisal of change as 

stressful, the greater the likelihood of resistance, particularly affective resistance, such as anger 

or fear” (p. 10). If affective resistance is what one feels about a change, cognitive refers to how 

one thinks about the change (Chung, et al., p. 737). Behavioral resistance is aptly named as it is 

the behavioral action to the change (Chung, et al., p. 737). There is obviously a relationship 

between affective, cognitive, and behavioral resistance. If one has an affective resistance 

response to a change (i.e. fear), then that therefore might impact cognitively what the person 

thinks about the change (Chung, et al., 2012, p. 738). One could then construe that what one 
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feels, and thinks, about a change would then impact their behavior to the change (Chung, et al., 

p. 738). As, Chung, et al. stated, “Employees' negative feelings about organizational change 

induce negative thoughts, which in turn lead to an intention to behaviorally resist the change” (p. 

743). To diminish future negative behavior, a change leader needs to address the affective and 

cognitive perceptions of the change.  

Obviously, having a viable Six Sigma quality and management program involves many 

changes in an organization. Chung, et al. (2012) asserted, “before and during any change, 

organizations should pay attention to employees’ feelings and communicate with them to reduce 

their intention to resist” (p. 743). Throughout the literature reviewed, the necessity of good and 

thorough communication has been established and Chung, et al.’s study furthers those thoughts.  

Chung, et al. (2012) also noted that cognitive flexibility has a negative correlation with 

affective, cognitive, and behavioral resistance (p. 743). Chung, et al. shared that the two main 

characteristics of cognitive flexibility are “insight and self-reflection” (p. 743). The authors 

urged for future change endeavor success, organizations should do two things – foster cognitive 

flexibility in staff and make a concerted effort to hire individuals who have demonstrated the 

characteristics of cognitive flexibility, insight, and self-reflection (p. 743). I think this is a best 

practice for any organization but particularly so for one pursuing Six Sigma implementation.  

Psychological Contracts. Hayes (2014) said that psychological contract is the 

relationship that an employer and an employee enter in which both parties have perceptions of 

obligations owed to each other (p. 234). Hayes cites examples of the expectations of the 

employee from the employer to be as varied as “be treated fairly and with dignity” and 

employees “have an opportunity to learn and develop” (p. 234). Sjoerd van, Schalk, and Freese 

(2013) contend, “Psychological contract fulfillment is furthermore an important indicator for the 
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quality of the employment relationship” (p. 1072). Sjoerd van, et al. further noted that 

transformational changes (such as those found in the implementation of a quality focused 

organization) are correlated with diminishment of fulfillment of organizational obligations. 

Although not certain, an impending Six Sigma initiative could certainly be viewed as a violation 

of the psychological trust as it would be considered transformational.  

Sjoerd van, et al. (2013) also shared that the impact of change is an important factor 

regarding the psychological contract. A Lean Six Sigma change requires employees to be versed 

in a whole new school of thought with a strong statistical component. The thought of a lot of 

statistical analysis and the knowledge required for this work could frighten many employees who 

have not previously been trained in these skills.  Eckes (2001) acknowledges that implementing a 

Lean Six Sigma program is transformational, but he stated that the transformational nature of the 

change is due to basing business decision on data instead of the “gut feelings” people would 

previously rely upon (p. 77). As established during the literature study, an organization would be 

very well served to train employees across the organization to reduce this fear of the unknown.  

Another aspect that plays into the psychological contract is the fear of mass layoffs. 

Layoffs break the psychological contract between the employee and employer, as employees feel 

a sense of loss of trust.  Turnley and Feldman (1998) clarify, “Managers who perceive their 

organizations are likely to renege on future obligations should be less likely to remain loyal to 

their employers and more likely to search for alternative jobs” (p. 76) [emphasis added]. Thus, 

when a company starts to discuss how much processes will be improved and how much 

productivity will go up, it is quite natural that employees might construe from this that there will 

be layoffs in the organization which risks a breach in the psychological contract.  
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Attachment theory. Some scholars theorize that resistance to change starts in the 

formative years of a child in the form of attachment theory (Forsell & Åström, 2012, p. 2). 

Richards and Schat (2011) explained, “Attachment theory posits that individuals possess an 

innate tendency to seek proximity to others in times of need and that individuals develop 

different proximity-seeking strategies based on early experiences” (p. 169). Grady and Grady 

discussed in their work that the collective effect from the individual onto the organizational by 

measuring “Loss of Effectiveness” (p. 210). Grady and Grady (2013) further stated that the aim 

of this attachment behavior is to “maintain proximity to or connections with the preferred 

attachment figure” (p. 212).  

Grady and Grady (2013) discussed how the “loss of stability” associated with a change at 

work can lead to organizational behaviors such as negatively impacting productivity, morale, 

motivation, and conflict (p. 209). Richards and Schat (2011) concur when they argue, 

“Attachment anxiety was uniquely associated with fewer citizenship behaviors directed at the 

organization, higher levels of both instrumental and emotional support seeking, and increased 

intentions to quit” (p. 178). Grady and Grady importantly related that attachments do not have to 

be focused on the individual or the group but instead can be focused on the inanimate (p. 207). 

Inanimate objects of attachment assuredly might be on a process, how things have always been 

done, or even a particular piece of software. Obviously, then I must construe that it is very 

feasible that a major change like the implementation of a new quality-centric culture – such as 

Lean Six Sigma – could very easily lead to the attachment anxiety detailed above. Obviously, 

controlling this anxiety is paramount to happy, successful employees.  

During a huge undertaking like the implementation of Lean Six Sigma, it is important to 

meet the support needs of individuals. Grady and Grady (2013) affirmed in this regard, “If the 
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organization cannot sustain a support mechanism during a change initiative… then it does not 

provide the basic security needed by the individuals and groups of which it is comprised to 

maximize the potential for success” (p. 221). Richards and Schat (2011) importantly argued, 

however, that there are two types of individuals impacted by the attachment theory – those with 

attachment anxiety and those with attachment avoidance (p. 179). The practical implications to 

these differing types, per Richards and Schat, is that there is not a one-size-fits-all solution (p. 

179). This is due to negative relationship found between anxiety avoidance and those seeking 

support. Thus, Richards and Schat noted, “Providing multiple types of support (e.g., 

informational, instrumental, emotional) and ensuring that accessing them is voluntary may help 

to prevent unintended negative consequences” (p. 179). Thus, these negative consequences must 

be considered and remediated as much as possible with elective collaborative education and 

robust communication.  

 Inertia Theory. Hannah, Carroll, and Polos (2007) study the implications of ecology’s 

theory of structural inertia (pp. 231-255). Essentially, this theory stated that a change to an 

organization’s core features poses a hazard to an organization’s status as an ongoing entity (p. 

231). The theory stated that the “conditions at time of founding must shape organizations” and 

then “strong inertial forces must keep organizations from changing (some of) their imprinted 

feature values” (Hannah, et al., p. 231). In other words, there is a positive correlation - the longer 

an organization has been an ongoing entity, the greater the inertia. (Hannah, et al, p. 231). 

Although a concern, one can certainly see evidence where longevity of a company had no 

negative correlation with successful Six Sigma implementation (as evidenced by General 

Electric).  
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Hannah, et al. (2007) contend that there are four types of processes which can lead to 

delay or failure of change in the organization (p. 233). The four process types are “institutional 

processes, involving identities and the ‘moral’ character of structural arrangements”, “structural 

processes, including the consequences of intricacy and viscosity”, “political processes, involving 

interest-group politics” and “learning processes, involving feedback over time” (Hannah, et al., 

p. 233). Hannah, et al. also noted that the process types are listed in order of most difficult to 

change to least difficult. As a change to Lean Six Sigma would probably be considered structural 

in nature, the organization will have to work hard to ensure that no structural inertia occurs. As 

the point of a Lean Six Sigma implementation is to improve the bottom line, structural inertia 

would be completely at odds with that goal.  

Recommendations 
 

Proposal for Culture  
 
As discussed throughout the course of this paper, in order to have the most successful 

Lean Six Sigma implementation, there are certain steps which are fundamental. It is imperative 

to note though that regarding changing a culture, there is no one magic, best way to create a 

successful change (Jacobs, et al., 2013, p. 776). Instead, these are suggestions for best practices 

which will enable an organization to have the best chance of success. No change effort is ever 

guaranteed to work (as any statistical review of success rates of change efforts will show); this 

blueprint, however, allows for a greater chance for success.  

The most important aspect of preparing a culture for change is first baselining where the 

organizational culture currently resides. Utilizing a competing values framework to do this 

evaluation is recommended. The main benefit to this method of measuring where the current 

culture resides is owed to the previous research performed on both the competing values 
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framework and Lean Six Sigma (Maroofi, et al., 2012). Maroofi, et al.’s existing work found 

clear correlations between cultural types and multiple Six Sigma practices. Knapp (2015) and 

Maroofi, et al. both found the group culture type to be particularly beneficial to a Lean Six 

Sigma implementation. George (2003) echoed this when he says, “the first step when planning a 

Lean Six Sigma initiative should be an environmental scan or readiness assessment, a gathering 

of information to uncover all the critical issues that may impact how you design and implement 

your program” (p. 186). When the cultural type is measured, the organization can then properly 

plan to make changes to the culture to get to the type which is most conducive to the Six Sigma 

practices which are most desired for that organization.  

A further recommendation resides with the leadership and management team. It is 

indisputable that most of the literature points to the importance of a very supportive and 

committed leadership team. A Lean Six Sigma implementation thus needs to start at the top and 

be communicated and pushed down into the organization. This follows the fundamental change 

management taught by Kotter (2012) and Hayes (2014). A best practice for a successful change 

initiative is to have advocate(s) who have enough weight (or charisma) to lead the 

implementation efforts. From the literature, we know that a dynamic, engaging leader(s) is more 

likely to achieve the kind of acceptance across the organization which will be necessary for 

success. Both Eckes (2001) and Hayes (2014) spoke strongly of the benefit of having a 

charismatic promoter for a change management effort (p. 186) (p. 179). Kotter, however, relates 

that there is danger involved in thinking that there needs to be only one “single larger-than-life 

person” (p. 53). Instead, Kotter cites the necessity of having a guiding coalition (p. 53). As 

Kotter stated regarding the abilities of just one person that they are not, “able to develop the right 

vision, communicate it to large numbers of people, eliminate all the key obstacles, generate 
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short-term wins, lead and manage dozens of change project, and anchor new approaches deep in 

the organization’s culture” (p. 53). Thus, I think having a guiding coalition (as Kotter 

recommends) who are charismatic, persuasive, and respected across the organization is critical.  

The literature further demonstrates that Lean Six Sigma must be aligned with the overall 

organizational strategy (Antony, et al, 2018, section 2.1;). Antony, et al. (2007) shared, “the 

analysis of the study has shown that linking six sigma [sic] to the business strategy is the most 

critical success factor” (p. 304). Without linking strategical decision to the Lean Six Sigma 

efforts, I feel ultimately would lead to failure.   

Next, an organization must feel a sense of importance behind the need for the changes 

which are being socialized throughout the organization. Lean Six Sigma is not an easy transition 

for many to make, and thus both threats and opportunities for future growth potential must be 

shared widely. Eckes (2001) asserted that threats are a good short-term motivating factor for an 

organization (p. 21). I think, however, it is even more important to share those opportunities for 

long-term motivation. As Eckes says, “On the flip side of the threat coin are the opportunities 

that help to drive the longer term need for change” (p. 21). Walker and Soule (2017) feel that 

even more important than a sense of urgency is to appeal to a deeper desire to change. Walker 

and Soule stated, “To harness people’s full, lasting commitment, they must feel a deep desire, 

and even responsibility, to change. A leader can do this by framing change within the 

organization’s purpose — the “why we exist” question” (para. 6). Heath and Heath stated 

regarding successful change, “For individuals’ behavior to change, you’ve got to influence not 

only their environment but their hearts and minds” (Chapter 1).  In my opinion, communication 

is the ideal way to do this.  
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Accordingly, communication from the guiding coalition is a critical must-have for 

success. As stated throughout, a change initiative like Lean Six Sigma must be socialized widely 

across the organization so everyone has some sort of familiarity with the general concepts. This 

also means that the change must be embedded into all aspects of the company, i.e., linked to 

performance appraisals, the corporate goals, etc.). Antony and Banuelas (2002) concur, 

“Companies that have been successful in managing change have identified that the best way to 

tackle resistance to change is through increased and sustained communication” (p. 22). From all 

of my review, I feel that communication is the biggest key to fostering and driving a Lean Six 

Sigma change.  

We also know that people fear what they do not understand. Therefore, Yahia (2011) 

advises that employees be motivated to attain knowledge on the Lean Six Sigma methodology 

and classes should be available to all who desire to take them (p. 79). Eckes also cites the 

importance of knowledge throughout the organization to ensure cultural acceptance of Lean Six 

Sigma. If fear of the unknown is a driver of failure, then employees need to learn at least the 

general principles of Lean Six Sigma for successful implementation.  

It is imperative that the communication includes the message that Lean Six Sigma is not 

being rolled out in order to trim the number of employees. Dragoi, et al. (2011) share, “the Six 

Sigma mindset considers the company and its people as assets, rather than as costs” (p. 240). 

This is critical to the understanding of Lean Six Sigma implementation. The guiding coalition 

must share that Lean Six Sigma is all about making productivity gains so that employees can 

then focus on value-add activities for their customers. The right communication allows an 

organization to ensure that first, there are less people who fell threatened, and thus are less likely 

to feel that the psychological contract has been broken or will be broken in the future.  
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Lastly, the leadership team must share widely any early successes found with the 

implementation of Lean Six Sigma. Another key element of change management theory from 

Kotter (2012) is attaining early wins and sharing them widely (p. 121). By demonstrating that 

Lean Six Sigma can be successful at the organization, employees will be more positively 

influenced regarding this quality and management program.  

Conclusion 
 

This study focuses on creating a Lean Six Sigma quality focused program, and the 

changing of an organizational culture for best outcomes of the implementation. This study has 

shown unequivocally with peer reviewed sources and citations that the culture change must 

occur for a Lean Six Sigma quality program to be enacted successfully.  

Lean Six Sigma has demonstrable strengths which enable an organization to improve 

monetary outcomes, customer satisfaction, and quality improvements. When Six Sigma is 

implemented properly, there are drastic changes which can occur. Firstly, the cost of poor quality 

can be reduced greatly. Prashar (2014) stated that when a company reaches a six-sigma – or 

world class – level of quality, the cost of poor quality can be reduced to less than 10% of sales 

(para.1). When you compare this to the 30% of sales it would cost an organization who has 

attained a three-sigma level of quality, that difference is vast (Prashar, para. 1). Motorola and GE 

have saved $11 billion and 8 billion respectively (Jaeger, 2003). The success around quality 

increases is just as impressive. Motorola’s quality rose to a level once considered inconceivable, 

5.6 sigma (Jaeger). Customer satisfaction levels which are improved is another facet of a 

successful Lean Six Sigma implementation.  

Although there are downsides to any changes one makes in life – even Six Sigma – these 

may be remediated by careful planning or with further analysis. Lean Six Sigma can be difficult 
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to implement; that is a true assumption. Nonetheless, the eventual rewards if done properly can 

more than compensate for the difficulties.  

Six Sigma also is not utilized only for manufacturing, as is commonly thought. Instead, 

Lean Six Sigma is utilized in hospitals, banking, insurance, and IT. Regarding hospitals, Knapp 

(2015) says, “Hospital managers implementing effective quality and process improvement 

initiatives, such as Lean Six Sigma, will more likely improve overall performance, reduce costs 

and reduce medical errors” (p. 863). Essentially, any business which is not in the manufacturing 

sector can consider Six Sigma.  

  Preparing a culture for a huge undertaking, like Lean Six Sigma implementation, is 

imperative for success. The first and most important aspect of this preparation is to evaluate 

where the organization currently resides on the competing values framework. This tool is 

recommended as there is a body of work which has previously examined culture with the 

competing values framework and have identified the most helpful culture type – group – for 

implementing Lean Six Sigma. A company would be well served by utilizing this framework to 

profile their culture and make necessary changes to their culture, so it is more prepared for 

embracing Six Sigma.  

 A strong, supportive, and engaging management/leadership structure is also encouraged 

for Lean Six Sigma success. Having this support from the top down helps foster support across 

the organization, especially when paired with a strong education plan and a healthy 

communication which frequently voices the support of leadership. Leadership also is encouraged 

to share quick wins found with the implementation to solidify support.  

 Management must also make employees across the organization feel secure with this 

change. It is critical to the success of the implementation that there is as little structural inertia as 
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possible and employees do not feel that the psychological contract is being broken. Having 

multiple ways to make employees feel supported is also critical to ensure that affective, 

cognitive, and behavioral resistance does not occur.  

Lastly, future study specifically on the impact of affective, cognitive, and behavioral 

resistance for Lean Six Sigma implementation is needed. We need this for a comprehensive 

understanding of how these types of resistance will impact Lean Six Sigma specifically. This 

will allow further, better Lean Six Sigma implementations in the future.  
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