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Foreword






There is nothing so practical as a good theory. 

Kurt Lewin1



All models are wrong, some models are useful. 

George Box2



In 25 years since the first edition of this text was published, the world has changed considerably. In 1992, the VCR still ruled supreme, the DVD recorder was merely an interesting concept and the idea of streaming films and TV programmes over the internet had not even been thought of. Indeed, the internet was in its infancy and there was no effective way of undertaking a web search, even if there was anything worth searching for; Google was not launched until 1998. The only way to obtain digital music was in the form of a CD. Steve Jobs would not launch the iPod and iTunes until 2001. The first iPhone did not appear until 2007. Needless to say, there were no social media – MySpace was launched in 2002, LinkedIn followed in 2003, and then Facebook in 2004, with Twitter making its appearance in 2006. Even the ubiquitous Amazon did not make its first tentative appearance until 1994. Therefore, much of what we now rely on for work and play, and which we take for granted, did not exist in 1992.

At a macro level, there have been equally big changes since 1992. Three very obvious examples of this are the emergence of China as an economic power to rival the United States (Bajpai, 2016); the advent of an integrated global economy that is facilitating not only the free movement of goods, services, finance and people, but also local markets becoming global markets and previously protected markets and industries being opened up to fierce competition (Burnes, 2009a; Rodrik, 2012; Stiglitz, 2013); and last though not least, the recognition that climate change is now the biggest threat facing the planet and that creating a sustainable future will require significant action by governments, consumers and most of all organisations (Benn et al, 2014; Bonini and Bové, 2014).

The year after the first edition of this text was published, Hammer and Champy (1993: 23) declared that ‘change has become both pervasive and persistent. It is normality’. Many people thought this was something of an exaggeration, but now most people would see this as a statement of the blindingly obvious. Certainly, when in 2008, McKinsey & Company’s (2008: 1) Global Survey of organisational transformation concluded that ‘organizations need to change constantly’, no one blinked an eye. Likewise, McKinsey’s 2015 Global Survey (Bughin et al, 2015), which concluded that to stay competitive organisations would need ‘continuous experimentation’ and ‘bigger changes faster’, seemed merely to be confirming what the majority of managers believe: that the magnitude, speed, impact and especially unpredictability of change are greater than ever before.

Undoubtedly, the period since the publication of the first edition of this text has seen organisations having to cope with massive swings in their fortunes. The period began with a global recession and was followed in the mid-1990s by a takeover and merger boom of unprecedented proportions (Burton et al, 1996; The Economist, 1998; Warner, 1997). The period leading up to the new millennium saw the dotcom boom. This was rapidly followed by the dotcom collapse, in which companies previously valued in billions of dollars suddenly became worthless – see the Marconi case study in Chapter 12 (Bryce, 2002; Cassidy, 2002; Cellan-Jones, 2003; Kaplan, 2002; Sirower, 2003). This period also saw the bankruptcy of Enron and the exposure of fraud on a massive scale by its leaders – yet another reminder of the fragility and unpredictability of organisational life. It was the spectacular collapse of companies such as Enron, which had grown rapidly and collapsed equally rapidly, that led the American investment guru Warren Buffett to make his now famous remark: ‘It’s only when the tide goes out that you see who has been swimming with their trunks off.’

Nevertheless, after the first two years of the new millennium, the world economy began to recover. Then came the 2008 credit crunch, which began with the sub-prime scandal in the United States and quickly spread across the world (Clark, 2008; Doran, 2008; Hutton, 2008a). Not only did this lead to the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression of the 1930s, but it also appeared to challenge decades of economic orthodoxy about the benefits of free-market competition (Hutton, 2008b). Since then, however, the financial sector seems to have reverted to type by fighting regulations designed to prevent a repeat of the 2008 credit crunch while at the same time awarding ever-bigger bonuses (Alloway, 2013; Guthrie, 2013). Then in 2016, just when many organisations thought they could look forward to a period of relative stability, along came Brexit – the UK vote to leave the EU – which has left organisations and markets across the globe struggling to understand and adjust to what Brexit might mean for them (Campbell and Inagaki, 2016; Hartford, 2016). Nevertheless, probably the most significant, disruptive and, to most people, welcome recent event was the outcome of the December 2015 Paris UN Conference on Climate Change, which signalled that sustainability had reached the top of the political agenda (Hasina, 2016). The consequences for organisations of pursuing sustainability will be significant, far-reaching and, in many cases, unpredictable. Yet, as post-Paris developments such as the banning of ozone-depleting coolants and the reduction of carbon emissions by airlines have shown, some organisations appear to be making strenuous efforts to achieve the UN’s sustainability targets, although other industries, such as shipping, seem more reluctant (Harvey, 2016; Miliman, 2016; Vidal, 2016).

As can be seen, even in the relatively short period since the publication of the first edition of this text, organisations have had to cope with many significant, very different and often contradictory challenges. These range from globalisation, sustainability, growth, mergers and acquisitions, and the emergence of new technologies and new competitors, to falling markets, depressed economies, de-mergers and consolidations, and the collapse of some customers, suppliers, competitors and even the financial institutions which lend them money. It is the experience of organisations struggling to cope with events such as these, year in and year out, that underlies McKinsey & Company’s claim that organisations need ‘bigger changes faster’ (Bughin et al, 2015). Yet McKinsey (2008) also found that only a third of organisations managed change successfully.

This brings us to the purpose of this text – Managing Change. Although organisational change would not be considered particularly important if products and markets were stable and organisational change was rare, it would be considered even less of an issue if it were easily managed and success could be guaranteed. Alas, it is not just McKinsey which has found substantial evidence that managing change successfully is extremely difficult. Over the years, there has been a continuous stream of examples of change projects that have gone wrong, some disastrously so (see Brindle, 1998a; Burnes and Weekes, 1989; Bywater PLC, 1997; Chancellor, 2015; Chatterjee, 2007; Chua and Lam, 2005; Cummings and Worley, 1997; Gilbert et al, 2014; Howarth, 1988; International Project Leadership Academy, 2016; Kanter et al, 1992; Kelly, 1982a, 1982b; Kotter, 1996; Ojiako and Maguire, 2008; Robert Half, 2016; Stace and Dunphy, 1994; Stickland, 1998). Indeed, like McKinsey, two of the most respected commentators in the field of organisational change, Beer and Nohria (2000), claim that nearly two-thirds of all change efforts fail, while other leading management consultancies, such as Bain & Co. (Senturia et al, 2008) and Deloitte (Gilbert et al, 2014), also claim the general failure rate is around 70 per cent.

Although these seem implausibly high rates of failure, studies of particular types of change initiatives appear to reach similar conclusions. For example:

Culture change: A study of major European, Asian and North American companies by Bain & Co. found that the failure rate for culture change initiatives was a shocking 90 per cent (Rogers et al, 2006).

Computerisation: The micro-electronics revolution of the 1980s, which saw the rapid expansion of computers and computer-based processes into most areas of organisational life, was the subject of a great many studies. These found that the failure rate of new technology change projects was anywhere between 40 and 70 per cent (AT Kearney, 1989; Bessant and Haywood, 1985; McKracken, 1986; New, 1989; Smith and Tranfield, 1987; Voss, 1985). Nor do the problems in this area appear to be teething troubles limited to the 1980s (Goulielmos, 2003). In 1998, for example, the UK government had to admit that its £170 million programme to replace the computer system that holds the National Insurance records of everyone in the country was in such a mess that the system had collapsed, throwing its social security system into turmoil (Brindle, 1998a, 1999). Similarly, in 2007, one of the main reasons given for BA’s Terminal 5 fiasco was the failure of its computerised baggage-handling system (Done and Willman, 2008). In 2012, the US Air Force announced that it had scrapped an Expeditionary Combat Support System (ECSS), which it had begun developing in 2004 and had cost $1 billion (Charette, 2012).

Total Quality Management (TQM): The move by Western organisations to adopt TQM began in the United States in the mid-1970s (Dale and Cooper, 1992). In the United States, one of the founders of the TQM movement, Philip Crosby (1979), claimed that more than 90 per cent of TQM initiatives failed. Studies of TQM in European countries found a failure rate of 70 per cent or higher (AT Kearney, 1992; Cao et al, 2000; Cruise O’Brien and Voss, 1992; Dale, 1999; Economist Intelligence Unit, 1992; Nwabueze, 2001; Patwardhan and Patwardhan, 2008; Whyte and Witcher, 1992; Witcher, 1993; Zairi et al, 1994).

Business Process Re-engineering: This was hailed as ‘the biggest business innovation of the 1990s’ (Mill, 1994: 26). However, successful BPR initiatives seem rare (Cao et al, 2001; Tarokh et al, 2008). Bryant (1998) cites a reported failure rate for BPR initiatives of 80 per cent, Breslin and McGann (1998) put the failure rate at 60 per cent, while Bywater (1997) puts the figure at 70 per cent. Even the founding father of BPR, Michael Hammer, acknowledges that in up to 70 per cent of cases, it leaves organisations worse off rather than better off (Hammer and Champy, 1993).

We should, of course, be wary of extrapolating from a few studies and assuming that they cover all organisations and all situations. Certainly, there is evidence that some of the studies and assertions regarding the rate of change failure may be less than robust (Burnes, 2011a; Hughes, 2011). Even so, the available evidence, both hard and anecdotal, does seem to suggest that many organisations do struggle when seeking to implement change. The striking factor about the four types of change discussed above is that there is a plethora of information, advice and assistance that organisations can and do call upon in planning and executing change, and yet they still fail. This is perhaps why managers consistently identify the difficulty of managing change as one of the key obstacles to the increased competitiveness of their organisations (Chancellor, 2015; Dunphy et al, 2003; Gilbert et al, 2014; Hanson, 1993; IBM, 2008; Industrial Society, 1997; Robert Half, 2016; Senturia et al, 2008; Worrall and Cooper, 1997).

To many, this must seem paradoxical. On the one hand, there is now more advice on how to manage change than ever before. On the other hand, the failure rate of change initiatives is astronomical. The two quotations from Lewin and Box at the beginning of this Foreword hold the key to this paradox. What almost everyone would like is a clear and practical change theory that explains what changes organisations need to make and how they should make them. Unfortunately, what is available is a wide range of confusing and contradictory theories, approaches and recipes. Many of these are well thought out and grounded in both theory and practice; others, unfortunately, seem disconnected from either theory or reality. Also, although change theory requires an interdisciplinary perspective, each of the major approaches tends to view organisations from the disciplinary angle of their originators – whether it be psychology, sociology, economics, engineering or whatever – which can result in an incomplete and unbalanced picture. So, regardless of what their proponents may claim, we do not possess at present an approach to change that is theoretically holistic, is universally applicable and can be practically applied. Nevertheless, we do know that, to paraphrase George Box, while all change theories are partial, some theories are useful. This means that for those wishing to understand or implement change, the prime task is not to seek out an all-embracing theory but to understand the strengths and weaknesses of each approach and the situations in which each can best be applied.

There can be few who now doubt the importance to an organisation of the ability to identify where it needs to be in the future, and how to accomplish the changes necessary to get there – although there is a great deal of dispute about how difficult or possible this is. Some might assume that managers do not need to understand organisation theory, strategy theory, change theory, leadership theory or any other theory in order to manage and change their organisations; but this would be to underestimate the extent to which managers and others in organisations are influenced, assisted or potentially misled by theory. Increasingly, managers are exhorted to adopt the teachings of the latest management guru. As Part 2 of this text will demonstrate, and as Mintzberg and Quinn (1991: xii) observe:

One can, however, suffer not just from an absence of theories, but also from being dominated by them without realizing it. To paraphrase the words of John Maynard Keynes, most ‘practical men’ are the slaves of some defunct theorist. Whether we realize it or not, our behavior is guided by the systems of ideas that we have internalized over the years. Much can be learned by bringing these out into the open, examining them more carefully, and comparing them with alternative ways to view the world – including ones based on systematic study, that is, research.

These ‘systems of ideas’ – or organisation theories, as they are more commonly called – are crucial to change management in two respects. First, they provide models of how organisations should be structured and managed. Second, they provide guidelines for judging and prescribing the behaviour and effectiveness of individuals and groups in an organisation.

To understand why and how to change organisations, it is first necessary to understand their structures, management and behaviour. As Mintzberg and Quinn indicate, in many organisations there is no clear understanding of these theories. It follows that choices with regard to the appropriateness of particular structures and practices, the way they are chosen and implemented, are founded on limited knowledge and perhaps false assumptions. Change cannot hope to be fully successful under these circumstances. On the contrary, a full understanding of these theories is necessary if informed choices are to be made when instigating and implementing change. For this reason, theories will be examined critically in relation to each other, and also in comparison with how organisations actually operate, as opposed to how theorists suppose them to. The aim is not to provide a ‘hands-on’ practical guide to organisational change – though readers should find this text useful in that respect as well. Rather, the intention is to allow those who study and carry out organisational change to make their own judgments about the benefits, applicability and usefulness of the approaches on offer.

The key themes underpinning the text are as follows:


	There is a need to understand the wider theoretical and historical context within which organisations operate and the pressures and options they face for change.

	Organisational change cannot be separated from organisational strategy, and vice versa.

	Organisations are not rational entities per se, although those who manage them strive to present their deliberations and decisions as being based on logic and rationality.

	There is a strong tendency to present the various approaches to change as being limited in number and mutually exclusive. However, in practice, the range of approaches is wide, and they can be and often are used either sequentially or in combination.

	The appropriateness of each of the available approaches is dependent upon the type of change being considered and the constraints under which the organisation operates, although these constraints and objectives can themselves be changed to make them more amenable to an organisation’s preferred approach to change or style of management.

	Organisations and managers can and do exercise a wide degree of choice in what they change, when they change and how they change.



The text is organised into four parts.

Part 1: Introduction to change management: fundamental questions for organisations discusses five key questions that organisations need to address in order to create the conditions for successful change. These are as follows: Why do we want to change? Should we focus on individual, group or system change? Will there be resistance and, if so, where from? Are we ready for change? Who will manage the change process? and What are the frequency and magnitude of the changes required in order for us to survive?

Part 2: The rise and fall of the rational organisation provides a comprehensive review of organisation theory and behaviour. It shows that organisation theory is primarily concerned with control, especially in terms of shaping and controlling human behaviour in organisations. It shows that organisation theories are also, implicitly or explicitly, theories of change. Chapter 2 deals with the development of organisations from the Industrial Revolution through to the early years of the twentieth century, when the first fully fledged organisation theory, the Classical approach, appeared. This is followed in Chapter 3 with reviews of the next two organisation theories to appear: the Human Relations approach and Contingency Theory. Chapter 4 examines the most influential contemporary approach to structuring and managing organisations: Culture-Excellence. Chapter 5 examines what have been seen as the two main alternatives to Culture-Excellence – the Japanese approach and the organisational learning approach. The chapter concludes by examining the case for sustainability and its implications for organisations and approaches to managing them. Chapter 6 sets the review of organisational theories in a wider context by reviewing the postmodern, realist and complexity perspectives on organisations. Chapter 7 examines the importance and implications of culture, power and politics. Chapter 7, and Part 2, conclude that, by accident or design, organisation theories attempt to remove choice from organisations by specifying what they need to do in order to be successful. However, the review of culture, power and politics, together with evidence from the earlier chapters, shows that managers do have a wider scope for shaping decisions than much of the organisation literature suggests. This theme of managerial choice is continued in Part 3.

Part 3: Understanding change comprises four chapters. Chapter 8 examines the dominant approaches to strategy, and the main tools and techniques available to organisations for its development and implementation. In particular, it draws attention to the differences between the Prescriptive and Analytical schools of strategy and highlights the importance of the relationship between organisational strategy, organisational change and managerial choice. Chapters 9 and 10 review the two dominant approaches to organisational change: the Planned/Organization Development approach and the Emergent approach. These chapters show that both approaches have their strengths and weaknesses and that neither separately nor in combination do these approaches cover all change situations. Chapter 11 goes beyond the Planned and Emergent approaches to develop a framework for change that relates the various change situations organisations face to the range of approaches to managing change on offer. Chapter 11 concludes Part 3 by arguing that, although organisations face significant constraints on their freedom of choice, these constraints can be influenced and changed in order to allow organisations to choose the particular approach to strategy and change that best suits them.

Part 4: Managing choice comprises the concluding three chapters of the text. Chapters 12 and 13 combine the insights and perspectives from Parts 1, 2 and 3 to create a Choice Management–Change Management model of organisational change. This model, which comprises three interlinked processes – choice, trajectory and change – provides an understanding of how managers and organisations can and do exercise choice and manage change. Given the importance attached to the role of managers in developing strategy and managing change, Chapter 14 reviews what managers do and how they do it. In particular, the role of leadership and management development is examined and related to approaches to change management. The chapter and the text conclude that, as managers have considerable choice over what to change and how to change it, a considerable responsibility lies on their shoulders. How organisations change and develop has enormous consequences, not just for their employees and owners but for society at large. In order to minimise social fragmentation and exclusion, and the destruction of the natural environment, managers need to act in the broader interests of all their stakeholders – employees, shareholders, themselves and the wider community.



The seventh edition

Since the publication of the sixth edition, I have received many helpful comments and suggestions for improving and developing this text, both from my students and colleagues at the University of Stirling and from readers and users elsewhere. I am very grateful for these, which have contributed to the updating and restructuring of this seventh edition. The main changes are as follows:


	All the chapters have been updated to reflect developments in the field since the sixth edition.

	There are 21 new case studies.

	A new Chapter 1, which provides an Introduction to Change Management, has been created by moving and re-writing the previous Chapter 8.

	The previous Chapter 3 on new paradigms has been re-written and split into two new chapters (4 and 5).

	A new section on the implications of sustainability has been added at the end of Chapter 5.

	The two previous chapters on strategy have been re-written and condensed into a new Chapter 8.

	A list of useful websites has been added at the end of each chapter to provide additional information on issues covered in the chapter.







______________


1 Lewin (1943/4: 169).

2 Quoted in Box and Draper (1987: 424).
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  Introduction to change management

  Fundamental questions for organisations




  Learning objectives

  After studying this chapter, you should be able to:

  
	understand why organisations undertake change;

	define organisational effectiveness and how this relates to organisational change;

	appreciate the difference between individual, group and system change;

	appreciate the nature of resistance to change and how it relates to commitment and readiness for change;

	be aware of the change agent’s role and skills; and

	discuss the frequency and magnitude of change in modern organisations.

  




  CASE STUDY 1.1

  Minimal change can be best option: Why Berlin snack bar resisted change

  The story. Konnopke’s Imbiss is probably Berlin’s most famous snack bar. Set up in 1930 in Prenzlauer Berg, a then working-class district, it has become legendary for its currywurst, a Berlin speciality of fried sausage served with ketchup, chilli sauce and curry powder. By 2010, it had been run in the same location for 34 years by Waltraud Ziervogel – who took over from her father, Max Konnopke, who started the business and ran it until 1976. The snack bar had two branches – the original at the Eberswalder Strasse subway station and another in the suburban district of Pankow.

  The challenge. Until the Berlin Wall came down in 1989, customers at Konnopke’s Imbiss were mostly workers who called in during the morning or at lunchtime, or families. But by the turn of the century that had changed, as Prenzlauer Berg had become a hip neighbourhood of young, affluent freelancers, tourists and partygoers. Then, in 2010, Ms Ziervogel learned that the snack bar would have to close for a year because of nearby construction work on a subway station.

  Strategic considerations. The proposed disruption offered an opportunity for some fundamental rethinking about the positioning and marketing of Konnopke’s Imbiss, not to mention the business model. Should it move to a spot with even more tourists and potential customers? Should it have a healthier menu? Other questions included whether to raise prices, extend the opening hours (the snack bar often had to turn away customers when it closed at 8 pm) and even whether it should sell merchandise or start franchise operations. Received wisdom on strategy and marketing would have recommended changes on many if not all of the classic ‘four Ps’: product, price, place and promotion. The new, affluent locals and the tourists could easily afford higher prices, while later opening hours and a more comfortable location would be in line with their expectations on service quality. The same would be true of more healthy options on the menu. At 74, Ms Ziervogel also had to consider potential succession planning and her children, Mario and Dagmar, who, respectively, worked at the original and the suburban location.

  What happened. During the construction work, the snack bar operated from a small stand just 100m away. Despite being offered a substantial sum of money by city authorities to move away permanently, and potentially attract even more customers at one of the tourist hotspots, Ms Ziervogel declined. She decided to rebuild her stand in exactly the same place with almost the same 1960s look and feel, save for a refurbished, bigger seating area and a slightly different outward appearance. The menu remained unchanged, as did the opening hours and the prices. Ms Ziervogel resisted all temptations to modernise her business. After the reopening, the queues patiently waiting for a currywurst every day were as long as ever.

  Key lessons. In sticking to the same modus operandi, Ms Ziervogel understood three important issues. First, many customers – especially tourists, who make up 90 per cent of its customers – care about ‘authenticity’. By not radically changing, Konnopke’s positioned itself as Berlin’s most authentic snack bar. Second, as owner and manager, Ms Ziervogel had clear opinions about how to run her business, what to focus on and how to lead people. Too much change simply would not have fitted her or the culture of her business. Third, successful businesses need to carefully balance and align different elements such as strategy, formal organisation, critical tasks, people and culture. Substantial changes in any of the ‘four Ps’ would have required the rearranging of these elements in order to maintain their equilibrium. For instance, increasing the price from €3.20 to something nearer the €17 charged by some five-star hotels would have required different processes, people and organisational culture.

  [image: ] Source: The Financial Times, 1 May 2012, p. 12 (Etzold, V, and Mueller, U),
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  Introduction

  The received wisdom in much of the business world for the last 30 years has been that change has to be fast, large-scale and transformational if organisations are to survive (Hammer and Champy, 1993; Jorgensen et al, 2014; Kotter, 1996; Levy and Merry, 1986; McKinsey & Company, 2008; Parker et al, 2016; Peters, 2006; Peters and Waterman, 1982).

  However, as the story of Konnopke’s Imbiss (Case study 1.1) shows, this does not always have to be the case; sometimes incremental change which does not disturb the essence of a successful business is what is required. As Etzold and Mueller (2012: 12) state, ‘successful businesses need to carefully balance and align different elements such as strategy, formal organisation, critical tasks, people and culture’. In order to create the conditions for successful change, organisations have to address five fundamental sets of questions:

  
	Why do we want to change?

	Should we focus on individual, group or system change?

	Will there be resistance, and, if so, where from? How can we gain employee commitment? Are we ready for change?

	Who will manage the change process? Do they have the appropriate skills?

	What are the frequency and magnitude of the changes required in order for us to survive?

  




  Why change?

  In the Foreword to this text, we discussed the failure rate of change initiatives. We can dispute whether or not the failure rate is 70 per cent, we can dispute whether or not some types of change are more difficult to undertake than others, and we can also dispute whether or not some organisations are better able than others to achieve successful change. However, what seems beyond dispute is that managing change is one of the most problematic tasks organisations undertake. If this is so, why is it that change initiatives seem to be increasing both in frequency and magnitude (IBM, 2008; Jorgensen et al, 2014)?

  In Chapters 2–7, we will examine the development of the main approaches to running organisations which have emerged since the Industrial Revolution. As we will show, these have been developed to deal with the problems organisations perceive they face in surviving in an increasingly hostile world. For private-sector organisations, these problems tend to come under the heading of ‘competitiveness’; in the public sector, they are often given the soubriquet of ‘value for money’; whereas in the third sector, they can be covered by a wide variety of terms, most of which can come under the banner of the ‘care, health and well-being of society’. However, one term embraces all these different reasons for change – ‘organisational effectiveness’. Whether we are dealing with a bank seeking greater profitability; the UK Government department responsible for energy and climate change which seeks to ensure that the country has secure, clean, green and affordable energy supplies; or a hospice wanting to provide better care for sick children, they are all looking to become more effective in what they do.

  Nevertheless, as Rollinson (2002: 468) states:

  ‘Effectiveness’ is one of the most frequently used (and misused) words in discussing organisations. There is no universally accepted theory of organisational effectiveness. Neither is there a universally accepted definition and set of criteria that allows the effectiveness of an organisation to be measured.

  Pick up any book on management, organisational behaviour or indeed anything to do with organisations, and sooner or later, the term ‘organisational effectiveness’ will be used. It tends to be deployed as a form of measure against which to compare the appropriateness of whatever is being discussed, whether this concerns people, systems or strategy.

  The surprising thing is not that the term ‘organisational effectiveness’ is used so often, but that so few writers seek to explain what they mean by it. Some people appear to consider that the term is so readily understandable that there is no need to define it, while others take the opposite view – that it is so difficult to explain that they will not even try. However, as Ideas and perspectives 1.1 shows, there are those who have attempted to grasp the essence of the term.

  Though there are some commonalities in the definitions given in Ideas and perspectives 1.1, there are also many differences. For example, Barnard’s ‘common purpose’ is not the same as Drucker’s ‘economic characteristics’. Nor is Mullins’ ‘doing the right thing’ the same as Schein’s ‘capacity to survive’. In reviewing the topic, Robbins (1987) notes that in the 1950s, organisational effectiveness tended to be defined as the degree to which an organisation achieved its goals. However, this definition raised more questions than it answered: for example, whose goals? Organisations have multiple stakeholders – shareholders, managers, employees, customers, suppliers and even society at large. They all have goals for and expectations of the organisation (Jones, 2001). This is why those studying organisational effectiveness now prefer to take a multi-goal–multi-stakeholder perspective (Oghojafor et al, 2012; Rollinson, 2002). However, this does not eliminate the ‘whose goals?’ question. Although some goals and some stakeholders are compatible, others are not (Cameron, 2005). For example, when a government announces plans to build a new road, some, such as road haulage groups, may support the decision and others, such as people who live near the proposed new road, may oppose it.


IDEAS AND PERSPECTIVES 1.1

Organisational Effectiveness



The test of effectiveness is the accomplishment of a common purpose or purposes.

(Barnard, 1938: 60)



Effectiveness focuses on opportunities to produce revenue, create markets, and to change the economic characteristics of existing products and markets.

(Drucker, 1977: 32)



[Effectiveness is] … the degree to which an organisation attains its short- and long-term goals, the selection of which reflects strategic constituencies, the self-interest of the evaluator and the life stage of the organisation.

(Robbins, 1987: 51)



[A] system’s effectiveness can be defined as its capacity to survive, adapt, maintain itself, and grow, regardless of the particular functions it fulfils.

(Schein, 1988: 231)



Effectiveness can be considered in terms of profitability, in terms of the pursuit of organisational goals (at whatever cost), or in terms of quality of life for those involved.

(Huczynski and Buchanan, 2001: 561)



Effectiveness is concerned with impact – does the service achieve its intended purpose?

(Doherty and Horne, 2002: 340)



Effectiveness is concerned with ‘doing the right things’.

(Mullins, 2002: 233)



… effectiveness involves achieving measurable progress toward specific outcomes.

(Mitchell, 2012: 332)



Ultimately, an organisation is effective if it continually meets its goals.

(Oghojafor et al, 2012: 103)



… effectiveness … is the achievement of the required objectives set by the organization.

(Amin and Naqvi, 2014: 25544)





  Even if we focus on the goals of just one group, say senior managers, we often find a wide range of opinions over what an organisation’s goals are or should be (Smith, 2014). Some managers will stress that the goal should be increased profitability but argue about whether this is short term or long term; others will argue for market share or market growth; many will stress share price and dividend payments; and some will advocate measures of effectiveness which promote their own goals or self-interest (Oghojafor et al, 2012; Pfeffer, 1992).

  There have been many studies of organisational effectiveness, but the fact that criteria as diverse as product quality, absenteeism, profit, stability, motivation and communication were used to define effectiveness shows how difficult the concept is to define (Robbins, 1987). The problem appears to be that many researchers focus on whether the goals being pursued are appropriate and the degree to which they are achieved (Oghojafor et al, 2012; Rollinson, 2002). They do not ask how organisations structure and organise themselves to achieve their goals. Yet, if we look at studies of other types of effectiveness, such as managerial effectiveness, they focus not on what is achieved but on how it is achieved (Yukl, 2002). Take perhaps the most popular book on managerial effectiveness, Stephen Covey’s (1989) The Seven Habits of Highly Effective People. Covey emphasises not goals as such, but the skills and competences managers need to develop in order to achieve their own and their organisation’s goals. Similarly, the Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English (1978: 350) defines effectiveness as:

  the ability or power to have a desired effect.

  Like Covey’s work, this definition of effectiveness focuses on the process by which an outcome is achieved. Handy (1993), in looking at organisational effectiveness, is one of the few writers who have sought to identify the factors or variables which affect the achievement of goals, including leadership, reward systems and organisational structure. He points to the need to see these variables and factors not as isolated features of organisational life, but as parts of organisation theories, i.e. consistent and coherent approaches to structuring and running organisations (see Part 2 for a review of organisation theory). Burnes (1998a) and Sowa et al (2004) support Handy’s view, arguing that organisational effectiveness stems from the approach that organisations adopt towards how they are structured and run. This can be seen in Case study 1.1, where the effectiveness of Konnopke’s Imbiss in meeting its customers’ needs and so remaining successful came from the snack bar’s unique alignment of ‘processes, people and organisational culture’ and not from the goals it set for itself. Therefore, the achievement of an organisation’s goals depends on the appropriateness of the way it is structured and run. It follows that, as Cameron (2005: 293) observes, ‘organizational effectiveness lies at the center of all theories of organization’. From this perspective, the six chapters in Part 2 of this text will cover the main theories and perspectives on organisational effectiveness, while the four chapters on strategy and managing change in Part 3 will address how organisations choose and implement their approach to effectiveness.

  However, a word of caution: this does not mean that the process of developing, selecting and implementing measures to improve effectiveness is straightforward and linear. As Part 3 will demonstrate, strategy and change interact in a dynamic and non-linear fashion. It is as true to say that change drives strategy as it is to say that strategy drives change. Indeed, a more realistic view would be that the relationship between recipes for organisational effectiveness, strategy and change is messy, iterative, unclear and ambiguous. Even the change management field itself is far from straightforward, as the remainder of this chapter will show.






  Individual, group or system change?

  Change management is not a distinct discipline with rigid and clearly defined boundaries. Rather, the theory and practice of change management draw on a number of social science disciplines and traditions. For example, theories of management education and learning, which help us to understand the behaviour of those who manage change, cannot be fully discussed without reference to theories of child and adult psychology. Neither can these be discussed without touching on theories of knowledge (epistemology), which is itself a veritable philosophical minefield. Having said that, it has long been recognised that organisational change tends to focus on the achievement of one of three types of outcome – individual change, group change and system change (Katz and Kahn, 1978). Each of these has its advocates as to which is most important. For example, Maslow (1943) and the early Human Relations school focus very much on the importance of individual motivation and behaviour (see Chapter 3). Lewin (1947a, 1947b) and Schein (1988), while recognising the importance of individual behaviour to overall organisational performance (see Chapter 9), argues that modifying group behaviour is the best way to improve performance. Senge (1990), however, takes a systems approach to improvement (see Chapter 5). He sees the interconnectedness of organisational life as being the most important factor and, therefore, change has to start from this perspective. It is not that supporters of these three forms of change ignore the other two, but rather that they see their form as being the lynchpin that holds the others together. This can be seen from examining the three schools of thought that form the central planks on which change management theory is built:

  
	the Individual Perspective school;

	the Group Dynamics school; and

	the Open Systems school.

  


The Individual Perspective school

The supporters of this school are split into two camps: the Behaviourists and the Gestalt-Field psychologists. Behaviourists view behaviour as resulting from an individual’s direct interaction with their environment. They maintain that human beings are simply the sum of their parts, and that the individual parts can be identified and the causes of behaviour related to individual external stimuli (Deutsch, 1968). Gestalt-Field psychologists, meanwhile, challenge this view, arguing that an individual’s behaviour is derived from the totality of coexisting and interdependent forces that impinge on them and make up the field or life space in which the behaviour takes place (Lewin, 1942). They believe that individuals function as whole, total organisms who are capable of understanding the forces which make up their life space and changing them so as to amend their behaviour (Burnes and Cooke, 2013; French and Bell, 1984).

In Behaviourist psychology, all behaviour is learned; the individual is the passive recipient of external and objective data. Among the earliest to work in the field of conditioning of behaviour was Pavlov (1927). In an experiment that has passed into folklore, he discovered that a dog could be ‘taught’ to salivate at the ringing of a bell, by conditioning the dog to associate the sound of the bell with food. Arising from this, one of the basic principles of the Behaviourists is that human actions are conditioned by their expected consequences. Behaviour that is rewarded tends to be repeated, and behaviour that is ignored tends not to be. Therefore, in order to change behaviour, it is necessary to change the conditions that cause it (Skinner, 1974).

In practice, behaviour modification involves the manipulation of reinforcing stimuli so as to reward desired activity. The aim is to reward all instances of the wanted behaviour, but to ignore all instances of the unwanted behaviour (because even negative recognition can act as a reinforcer). This is based on the principle of extinction: a behaviour will stop eventually if it is not rewarded (Lovell, 1980). Not surprisingly, given the period when it emerged, the Behaviourist approach mirrors in many respects that of the Classical school of organisation theory (see Chapter 2), which portrays organisations as machines and human beings as mere cogs who respond solely to external stimuli.

For Gestalt-Field psychology, change is a process of gaining or amending insights, outlooks, expectations or thought patterns. In explaining an individual’s behaviour, this group takes into account not only a person’s actions and the responses these elicit, but also the interpretation the individual places on these. As French and Bell (1984: 140) explain:

Gestalt therapy is based on the belief that persons function as whole, total organisms. And each person possesses positive and negative characteristics that must be ‘owned up to’ and permitted expression. People get into trouble when they get fragmented, when they do not accept their total selves … Basically, one must come to terms with oneself, … must stop blocking off awareness, authenticity, and the like by dysfunctional behaviours.

Therefore, from the Gestalt-Field perspective, behaviour is not just a product of external stimuli; rather, it arises from how the individual uses reason to interpret these stimuli. Consequently, the Gestalt-Field proponents seek to help individuals and groups in an organisation to learn about themselves and, through this change, their understanding of themselves and their work context, which in turn, they believe, will lead to changes in behaviour (Smith et al, 1982). In the change field, the most prominent exponent of this approach was Kurt Lewin, whose work will be extensively examined in Part 3 of this text. The Behaviourists, meanwhile, seek to achieve organisational change solely by modifying the external stimuli acting upon the individual.

Both groups in the Individual Perspective school have proved influential in the management of change; indeed, some writers even advocate using them in tandem. This is certainly the case with advocates of the Culture–Excellence school (see Chapter 4), who recommend the use of both strong individual incentives (external stimuli) and discussion, involvement and debate (internal reflection) in order to bring about organisational change.

This combining of extrinsic and intrinsic motivators owes much to the work of the Human Relations movement, which (especially through the work of Maslow, 1943) stresses the need for both forms of stimuli in order to influence human behaviour. While acknowledging the role of the individual, however, the Human Relations movement (see Chapter 3) also draws attention to the importance of social groups in organisations, as does the Group Dynamics school.




The Group Dynamics school

As a component of change theory, this school has the longest history (Schein, 1969); as will be shown in Chapter 9, it originated with the work of Kurt Lewin. Its emphasis is on bringing about organisational change through teams or work groups, rather than through individuals (Bernstein, 1968). The rationale behind this, according to Lewin (1947a, 1947b), is that because people in organisations work in groups, individual behaviour must be seen, modified or changed in the light of groups’ prevailing practices and norms.

Lewin (1947a, 1947b) postulated that group behaviour is an intricate set of symbolic interactions and forces that not only affects group structures, but also modifies individual behaviour. Therefore, he argued that individual behaviour is a function of the group environment or field, as he termed it. This field produces forces and tensions, emanating from group pressures on each of its members. An individual’s behaviour at any given time, according to Lewin, is an interplay between the intensity and valence (whether the force is positive or negative) of the forces impinging on the person. Because of this, he asserted that a group is never in a ‘steady state of equilibrium’ but is in a continuous process of mutual adaptation which he termed ‘quasi-stationary equilibrium’.

Therefore, according to the Group Dynamics school, attempts to bring about change by focussing on the behaviour of individuals are likely to prove ineffective. The individual in isolation is constrained by group pressures to conform. The focus of change must be at the group level and should concentrate on influencing and changing the group’s norms, roles and values (Cummings and Worley, 2005; French and Bell, 1999; Smith et al, 1982).

Norms are rules or standards that define what people should do, think or feel in a given situation. For the Group Dynamics school, what is important in analysing group norms is the difference between implicit and explicit norms. Explicit norms are formal, written rules which are known by, and applicable to, all. Implicit norms are informal and unwritten, and individuals may not even be consciously aware of them. Nevertheless, implicit norms have been identified as playing a vital role in dictating the actions of group members.

Roles are patterns of behaviour to which individuals and groups are expected to conform. In organisational terms, roles are formally defined by job descriptions and performance targets, although in practice they are also strongly influenced by norms and values. Even in their work life, individuals rarely have only one role. For example, a production manager may also be secretary of the company’s social club, a clerical officer may also be a shop steward, and a supervisor may also be the company’s safety representative. A similar situation exists for groups. A group’s main role may be to perform a particular activity or service, but it might also be expected to pursue continuous development, maintain and develop its skills, and act as a repository of expert knowledge for others in the organisation. Clearly, where members of a group and the group itself are required to conform to a number of different roles, the scope for role conflict or role ambiguity is ever-present. Unless roles are both clearly defined and compatible, the result can be sub-optimal for the individual (in terms of stress) and for the group (in terms of lack of cohesion and poor performance).

Values are ideas and beliefs that individuals and groups hold about what is right and wrong. Values refer not so much to what people do or think or feel in a given situation; instead, they relate to the broader principles that lie behind these. Values are a more problematic concept than either norms or roles. Norms and roles can, with diligence, be more or less accurately determined. Values, however, are more difficult to determine because group members are not always consciously aware of, or can easily articulate, the values that influence their behaviour. Therefore, questioning people and observing their actions is unlikely to produce a true picture of group values. Nevertheless, the concept itself is seen as very important in determining, and changing, patterns of behaviour.

The Group Dynamics school has proved to be influential in developing both the theory and practice of change management. This can be seen by the very fact that it is now usual for organisations to view themselves as comprising groups and teams, rather than merely collections of individuals (West, 2012).

As French and Bell (1984: 127–9) pointed out, the importance given to teams is reflected in the fact that:

the most important single group of [change] interventions … are team-building activities, the goals of which are the improved and increased effectiveness of various teams within the organization…. The … team-building meeting has the goal of improving the team’s effectiveness through better management of task demands, relationship demands, and group processes…. [The team] analyzes its way of doing things, and attempts to develop strategies to improve its operation.

In so doing, norms, roles and values are examined, challenged and, where necessary, changed.

Nevertheless, despite the emphasis that many place on groups within organisations, others argue that the correct approach is one that deals with an organisation as a whole.




The Open Systems school

Having examined approaches to change that emphasise the importance of groups and individuals, we now come to the systems approach, which seeks to view and understand the organisation in its entirety. This approach, which will be further explained in Chapter 3, sees organisations as composed of a number of interconnected sub-systems. However, the Open Systems school does not see organisations just as systems in isolation; instead, it views them as ‘open’ systems. It sees them as open in two respects. First, they are open to, and interact with, their external environment. Second, they are open internally: the various sub-systems interact with each other. Therefore, internal changes in one area affect other areas and in turn have an impact on the external environment, and vice versa (Buckley, 1968; Cole, 2001). It follows that any change to one part of the organisation system can have an impact on other parts of the system, both internal and external, and, in turn, on its overall performance (Mullins, 2002; Scott, 1987). The Open Systems school’s approach to change is based on a method of describing and evaluating these sub-systems, in order to determine how they need to be changed so as to improve the overall functioning of the organisation. The objective of the Open Systems approach is to structure the functions of a business such that, through clearly defined lines of coordination and interdependence, the overall business objectives are collectively pursued. The emphasis is on achieving overall synergy rather than on optimising the performance of any one individual part per se (Cummings and Worley, 2015; Mullins, 1989). As Fernandez and Rainey (2006: 173) state: ‘Managerial leaders must develop an integrative, comprehensive approach to change that achieves subsystem congruence.’

Miller (1967) argues that there are four principal organisational sub-systems:


   	
The organisational goals and values sub-system. This comprises the organisation’s stated objectives and the values it wishes to promote in order to attain them. To operate effectively, the organisation has to ensure that its goals and values are compatible not only with each other, but also with its external and internal environments.

   	
The technical sub-system. This is the specific combination of knowledge, techniques and technologies which an organisation requires in order to function. Once again, the concern here is with the compatibility and appropriateness of these in relation to an organisation’s particular circumstances.

   	
The psychosocial sub-system. This is also variously referred to as organisational climate and organisational culture. In essence, it is the fabric of role relationships, values and norms that binds people together and makes them citizens of a particular miniature society (the organisation). It is influenced by an organisation’s environment, history and employees as well as its tasks, technology and structures. If the psychosocial sub-system is weak, fragmented or inappropriate, then instead of binding the organisation together, it may have the opposite effect.

   	
The managerial sub-system. This spans the entire organisation. It is responsible for relating an organisation to its environment, setting goals, determining values, developing comprehensive strategic and operational plans, designing structure and establishing control processes. This sub-system has the responsibility for consciously directing an organisation and ensuring that it attains its objectives. If the managerial sub-system fails, so does the rest of an organisation.



Over the years, different researchers have placed the boundaries of these sub-systems in different places and proffered their own labels (Cummings, 2005; Miller, 1967; Scott, 1987). However, there is general agreement that the main sub-systems are the ones that cover leadership, people, structure and technology (Cummings and Worley, 2015; Huczynski and Buchanan, 2001; Mullins, 2002). Regardless of the definition and labelling of sub-systems, the Open Systems approach is concerned with understanding organisations in their entirety; it attempts to take a holistic rather than a particularistic perspective. This is reflected in the fact that it sees change from an organisational rather than an individual, group or sub-system perspective (Burke, 1980; Senge, 1990; Stickland, 1998).

Though the Open Systems perspective has attracted much praise, attention has also been drawn to its alleged shortcomings (Bryant, 2002; Stickland, 1998). Butler (1985: 345), for example, while hailing it as a major step forward in understanding organisational change, points out: ‘Social systems are extremely dynamic and complex entities that often defy descriptions and analysis. Therefore, one can easily get lost in attempting to sort out all the cause-and-effect relationships.’ Beach (1980: 138), in a similar vein, argues that Open Systems theory:

does not comprise a consistent, articulated, coherent theory. Much of it constitutes a high level of abstraction. To be really useful to the professional practice of management, its spokesmen and leaders must move to a more concrete and operationally useful range.

Despite these criticisms, the level of support for this approach, from eminent theorists such as Burns and Stalker (1961), Joan Woodward (1965) and Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), is formidable. This is why, as will be explained in Chapter 3, it has proved so influential. In looking at the three schools that underpin change management theory, four major points stand out:


   	First, with the exception of the Behaviourists, these schools of thought stand, generally, in sharp contrast to the mechanistic approach of the Classical approach towards organisations and people (see Chapter 2). Furthermore, in their approach to individuals, groups and organisations as a whole, they form a link to the newer organisational paradigms discussed in Chapters 4 and 5. Indeed, it might be possible to go further and say that these three schools provide many of the core concepts of the new paradigms, especially in respect of teamwork and organisational learning. If this is so, the claim (by, among others, Kanter, 1989; Senge, 1990) that these new forms of organisation constitute a radical break with the past should be reconsidered.


   	Second, the three theoretical perspectives focus on different types of change – individual, group and system. In most cases, each of these forms of change will focus on distinct outcomes and, in all probability, will need to be managed differently. It follows that any approach to managing change can be classified by whether or not it is applicable to all or only some of the types of change covered by these perspectives.

   	Third, although each school can be seen as an independent and distinct approach to change, they are not necessarily in conflict or competition. Indeed, one could well argue that they are complementary approaches. The key task, which will be examined in more detail in Part 3, is to identify the circumstances in which each is appropriate: does the problem or the objective of change lie at the level of the organisation, group or individual? Can any of these levels be tackled in isolation from the others? This can be illustrated using the Konnopke’s Imbiss case at the beginning of this chapter. Konnopke’s Imbiss faced change owing to its temporary closure and possible relocation. However, it recognised that its success/effectiveness came from its unique blend of ‘processes, people and organisational culture’ – i.e. its entire system, not just parts of it. Therefore, its priority in dealing with the enforced change was to maintain the integrity of its system, but Konnopke’s Imbiss also recognised that any change in ‘processes, people and organisational culture’ had to be consistent with and support the overall system.

   	Last, the Open Systems perspective has a valid point in claiming that change at one level or in one area should take into account the effect it will have elsewhere in the organisation, and vice versa. Whether the perspective adopted is organisation-wide or limited to groups and individuals, in the final analysis, what is it that is being changed? The answer, surely, is the behaviour of individuals and groups, because organisations are, as the proponents of these three perspectives on change admit, social systems. To change anything requires the cooperation and consent, or at least acquiescence, of the groups and individuals that make up an organisation, for it is only through their behaviour that the structures, technologies, systems and procedures of an organisation move from abstract concepts to concrete realities. This may be why Schein (1988: 12) observed ‘that all organizational problems are fundamentally problems involving human interactions and processes’. However, from a systems perspective, the receptivity or not of individuals and groups to change results not so much from their innate response to change, but more from the nature of the organisation and its sub-systems. This can be seen by looking at resistance and commitment to change.








  What about resistance?

  The prevailing view in the organisational change literature appears to be that employee resistance to change is innate, pervasive, irrational and dysfunctional (Dent and Goldberg, 1999; Ford et al, 2008). Indeed, many see resistance as the main reason for the failure of so many change efforts (Bateh et al, 2013; Maurer, 1996; Waddell and Sohal, 1998). Peiperi (2005: 348) defines such resistance as:

  active or passive responses on the part of a person or group that militate against a particular change, a program of changes, or change in general.

  Consequently, it is argued that for change to be successful, change agents have to anticipate and overcome employee resistance (Bateh et al, 2013; Kreitner, 1992; Palmer, 2004). Even if we put aside evidence that managers may be more resistant to change than employees (O’Toole, 1995; Smith, 1982; Spreitzer and Quinn, 1996), there are still two serious problems with this view, namely that it assumes: (a) that resistance is always wrong, and (b) that resistance arises from within the individual (Ford et al, 2008). Taking point (a) first, as Ford et al (2008) note, this view assumes that those who initiate and manage change are neutral parties who are acting in the best interests of the organisation and its stakeholders. However, as noted in the earlier discussion of effectiveness, organisations have many stakeholders, and it is unwise to assume that they all share the same interests. Nor should we assume that the managers who initiate change are necessarily pursuing the organisation’s best interests rather than their own (Burnes and By, 2012; Pfeffer, 1992; Storey, 2004).

  Stickland (1998) identifies a number of different forms of resistance, including situations where resistance plays a constructive role in the change process. This is because resistance can signal that the proposed change may be ill thought out, not radical enough, wrong or even illegal. In this latter respect, consider the revelations which came out of the case of the Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation Trust Public Inquiry (2013). This found that some staff tried to resist changes to care practices – changes which may have caused the deaths of hundreds of patients – but their resistance was suppressed by managers (Campbell, 2013; Elliott, 2015). The ability of managers to suppress legitimate resistance is the main reason why, in 2016, the Bank of England launched an initiative to encourage employees of financial service organisations to resist and report illegal or unethical practices (Grant, 2016). Therefore, resistance should not always be seen as wrong or disloyal. As Maurer (1996: 57) maintains: ‘Resistance keeps people in organizations from attaching themselves to every boneheaded idea that comes down the pike.’ Weisbord (1987) takes an even more positive view of resistance, arguing that it is a ‘valuable passion’ that can become a constructive force for organisational renewal.

  Moving on to point (b), that resistance arises from within the individual, it is noticeable that Stickland (1998) does not see his various forms of resistance as arising from employees, but from conflicting or incompatible objectives within the organisation: i.e. he sees resistance as a product of the system and not of the individuals who make up the system. While this may run counter to many writers’ and managers’ assumptions, there is strong support for this view. After a series of scandals over payment protection insurance (PPI), the rigging of LIBOR and other financial irregularities, Barclays Bank commissioned Anthony Salz to conduct an independent review of its values, principles and standards of operation. The Salz Review (2013) found that, when faced with the incompatibility between following the company’s ethics policy and selling PPI, the latter won out, as the following extracts from the Review show:

  We enquired about the role played by sales incentives. We were told that there were schemes designed to encourage staff to sell PPI. One example we noted was that in 2009 a sales person would earn two and a half times more commission for selling a loan with PPI compared to a loan without PPI. (57)

  Some interviewees observed, and our analysis of relevant minutes confirms, that the Barclays Board did not give as much attention to the culture, values and business practices developing in the Group as, with the benefit of hindsight, these matters are now recognised to deserve. (113)

  The idea that resistance arises from within the system and not the individual is not new. Kurt Lewin, who pioneered the study of organisational change, made the same point (Burnes, 2004c). As noted above, Lewin saw the behaviour of individuals and groups as deriving from the totality of coexisting and interdependent forces in their field or life space. If an individual or group appears to resist change, this arises from the balance of forces in their field, i.e. the nature and state of the organisation. This was demonstrated by two of Lewin’s colleagues, Coch and French (1948), in what was probably the first, and one of the most widely cited, academic articles to address resistance to change. Their research showed that resistance arose not from personality factors but from the balance of forces which impinged on the individuals concerned. In order to overcome resistance, Coch and French modified the driving and restraining forces which influenced how employees responded to change. In their case, they changed the management system of the organisation from one where change was imposed to one where participation became the order of the day (Burnes, 2015).

  Dent and Goldberg (1999) showed how, since the 1950s, the concept of resistance has moved from being seen as an organisational shortcoming which requires system changes to overcome it, to one which arises from individual and group self-interest and/or their psychological make-up. The core argument is that resistance is part of human nature; we are innately programmed to resist change and defend the status quo (Coghlan, 1993a; Diamond, 1986; Maurer, 1996; Oreg, 2003; Piderit, 2000). Consequently, a key role of change agents is to overcome resistance by showing us the error of our ways (Palmer, 2004). In addition, Heath and Heath (2011) argue that resistance is the product of entrenched behaviour patterns. Although the notion that human beings are programmed to resist change appears to have become the received wisdom (Dent and Goldberg, 1999; Oreg et al, 2011), there have been a number of studies by leading academics which support the systems view of resistance. For example, Senge (1990) sees resistance as arising from incompatible goals within the system, and Beer et al (1993) advocate changing the organisational context in order to overcome such obstacles to change. Kotter (1995) also sees resistance as being generated by obstacles in the total system. This continuing interest in the systems approach to resistance reflects not just the influence of Lewin but also the rise of newer perspectives on organisational life that view organisations as complex social systems (Burnes, 2004b, 2005).

  Therefore, we appear to be faced with something of a dilemma. On the one hand, there is strong evidence that resistance occurs due not to the psychological propensities of individuals but to the nature of the organisation where resistance occurs, i.e. forces within the system. On the other hand, there is equally strong evidence that resistance does arise from an individual’s psychological make-up (Buchanan and Boddy, 1992). However, the individual and systemic views of resistance need not be seen as contradictory. If we take the view that organisations are social systems, it is not contradictory to see resistance as arising from the interplay between the characteristics of the individual and the characteristics of the organisation (Dent and Goldberg, 1999; Ford and Ford, 2010; Pardo del Val and Martínez Fuentes, 2003; Schein, 1996). An examination of the following four theories of resistance provides substantial evidence for this view. They have been chosen for three reasons. First, they span the period since the Coch and French article appeared and, as such, indicate how the resistance debate has developed. Second, in their own right, they were seen as important contributions to the resistance debate. Lastly, they each make a distinct contribution to our understanding of resistance to change.


Theory 1 – Cognitive dissonance

In seeking to understand why and how resistance arises, the theory of cognitive dissonance has proved extremely influential (Burnes and James, 1995; Gawronski, 2012). It was developed in the 1950s by Leon Festinger (1957) and is still very widely cited. Cognitive dissonance states that people try to be consistent in both their attitudes and behaviour. When they sense an inconsistency either between two or more attitudes or between their attitudes and behaviour, people experience dissonance; that is, they feel frustrated and uncomfortable with the situation, sometimes extremely so (Jones, 1990). Peters (2012) refers to such change situations as ‘paradoxes’, where staff are put in the stressful position of having to pursue two mutually exclusive objectives at the same time.

In order to reduce the severe stress that high levels of dissonance can occasion, individuals will seek to re-establish a balance between their attitudes and behaviour by changing the strength of the driving or restraining forces. It is unlikely that dissonance can ever be totally avoided, but where the elements creating the dissonance are relatively unimportant, the pressure to correct them will be low. Where the issues involved are perceived by the individual to be significant, however, the presence of such dissonance will motivate the person concerned to try to reduce the dissonance and achieve consonance, by changing either their attitudes or behaviour to bring them into line (Robbins, 1986; Smith et al, 1982). For example, a nurse asked to adopt care practices that they see as unsafe for patients is likely to find this very stressful. In order to reduce the stress, they may revert back to the old ‘safe’ practices. Similarly, a salesperson who has been trained to treat customers in a friendly fashion might find it stressful to be asked to take a more aggressive approach to customers. In this case, however, they might change their attitude to customers based on the prospect of increasing their sales commission and pleasing their employer. This may involve a process of cognitive restructuring, which is unlikely to be free from difficulties for the individual concerned (Mahoney, 1974). However, as Festinger (1957) pointed out, in addition to trying to reduce the dissonance, people will actively resist or avoid situations and information that would be likely to increase the dissonance, which is to say, they will resist paradoxical situations brought about by incompatible organisational objectives. Since the emergence of the theory of cognitive dissonance in the 1950s, it has been developed and refined (see Cooper and Fazio, 1984; Fazio et al, 1977; Jones, 1990).

Applying principles of cognitive dissonance to organisational change, it can be seen that, if an organisation embarks on a change project that is decisively out of step with the attitudes of those concerned and/or its own values, assumptions and practices, it will meet with resistance unless those concerned change their attitudes (Burnes and James, 1995). On the other hand, where the level of dissonance occasioned by proposed changes is low, attitudinal adjustments will be minor and potential resistance negligible. As Burnes and Jackson (2011) found when they explored the issues of values and change, where the proposed change and the way it was managed broadly aligned with the values of the change recipients, it was accepted; and where it did not, it met with resistance. Therefore, the level and type of involvement should be geared to the level of dissonance that any proposed changes may provoke. This shows that how change is managed plays an important role in whether individuals resist or accept change.




Theory 2 – The depth of intervention

This approach was developed in the 1970s and 1980s by leading figures in the field of change management (Burnes, 2015; Cummings and Worley, 2009). Schmuck and Miles (1971) sought to address resistance by examining the way change agents manage change, with a particular focus on the issue of employee participation. They concluded that the level of employee involvement required in any change project is related to the psychological impact of the change on the people concerned. Huse (1980) explored this relationship further. Incorporating earlier work by Harrison (1970), Huse categorised change interventions along a continuum based on the psychological ‘depth’ or impact of the intervention on the individuals concerned, ranging from the ‘shallow level’ to the ‘deepest level’. The greater the depth of the intervention, Huse argued, the greater the impact on the individual’s psychological make-up, values and personality, and the greater the need for a deeper level of participation if successful behaviour change is to be achieved.

Huse’s argument was that it is necessary to link levels of participation to the types and psychological impact of proposed changes if resistance is to be avoided or minimised. This appears to explain why in some cases, where the psychological impact is shallow, participation can be dispensed with or minimised, whilst in others it is vital. It does not, however, explain why major and rapid attitudinal changes can be achieved without a great deal of employee participation.

In terms of the debate between those who see resistance as arising from an individual’s psychological make-up and those who see it as being more system or context based, the Depth of Intervention theory offers two interesting insights. First, it supports the view that resistance can be moderated by the way that it is managed, i.e. by the level of participation, which very much aligns with Coch and French’s findings. Indeed, an analysis of 60 years of change studies found that:

As a rule, change recipients who experienced high levels of participation tended to report higher readiness and acceptance of change, appraised change as less stressful and exhibited overall support for the change (Oreg et al, 2011: 491).

Second, resistance appears to be moderated by the nature of the change intervention itself, i.e. the degree to which it challenges an individual’s psychological make-up. This is corroborated by Burnes and Jackson’s (2011) work on the relationship between values and organisational change. In essence, this theory shows that when the forces driving change come into conflict with strong forces restraining change, organisations need to adopt an approach to change which enables those involved to reflect on the continuing appropriateness of their attitudes and behaviours. This is consistent with Lewin’s view that change is a learning process (Burnes, 2004c).




Theory 3 – The psychological contract

A complementary explanation for employees’ acceptance of or resistance to change is offered by the notion of the psychological contract, which has proved to be highly influential and widely cited (Guest et al, 2010; Wellin, 2007). The term was originally coined by Argyris (1960), but it gained widespread attention only in the 1980s and 1990s, mainly through the work of Rousseau (1989, 1995). As Schein (1988: 22–3) explains:

The notion of a psychological contract implies that there is an unwritten set of expectations operating at all times between every member of an organization and the various managers and others in that organization…. The psychological contract implies further that each role player, that is, employee, also has expectations about such things as salary or pay rate, working hours, benefits and privileges … and so on. Many of these expectations are implicit and involve the person’s sense of dignity and worth…. Some of the strongest feelings leading to labor unrest, strikes, and employee turnover have to do with violations of these aspects of the psychological contract, even though the public negotiations are often over the more explicit issues of pay, working hours, job security, and so on.

On one side of the psychological contract are the expectations of employees, including factors such as pay, hours, promotion prospects, training, etc. On the other are employer expectations, including work effort, commitment, loyalty, responsibility, etc. (Rousseau, 1989, 1995). When both sets of expectations are congruent, relative stability prevails; but if employers attempt to bring in changes which affect the balance of forces, resistance and conflict may arise.

We can certainly see why, for example, the employees of a public-sector organisation with a public-sector ethos might feel as though their psychological contract had been violated if they were suddenly told they were to be transferred to the private sector – particularly as such a change might represent a considerable threat to their job security. However, in other instances, similarly radical change might not produce a significantly adverse reaction from staff. The reason offered by proponents of the psychological contract for this would be that in these cases, staff recognised the need and justification for the changes and therefore the legitimacy of the need to change their psychological contracts. Therefore, although the notion of the psychological contract might appear to support the argument that resistance arises from the individual’s psychological make-up, it is in effect about the context in which the individual is situated and the forces that impinge on them.

If the organisation, either wittingly or unwittingly, changes or violates one part of the psychological contract without renegotiating the contract, in effect, it puts individuals in a situation where the organisation is making conflicting demands on them. However, if the individuals can see why the contract needs to be changed, and if this leads to a new psychological contract which aligns the demands on them, they are unlikely to resist the changes. The psychological contract also has a strong affinity with the concept of organisational-procedural justice, which refers to the perceived fairness of policies and procedures used as the basis for decision-making (Cohen and Keren, 2008; Colquitt et al, 2001; Cropanzano et al, 2001). It has been shown that where employees perceive either the process or outcome of change to be unfair, they may resist it (Komodromos, 2013; Novelli et al, 1995; Wooten and White, 1999). Once again, this resistance arises not from the individual per se, but from situations where organisations create a conflict between their espoused values of rationality and fairness and actual practices which employees see as unfair and irrational.




Theory 4 – Dispositional resistance

Although this is the most recent of the four theories, the rigour of its development and testing has resulted in its being no less influential (Oreg et al, 2008). The concept of dispositional resistance to change was developed by Oreg (2003) and focuses on the individual as the main source of resistance rather than wider organisational factors. Oreg’s research showed that individuals varied in the degree to which they were psychologically ‘disposed’ to accept or resist change. Consequently, individuals ‘who are [highly] dispositionally resistant to change are less likely to voluntarily initiate changes and more likely to form negative attitudes toward the changes they encounter’ (Oreg et al, 2008: 936). He constructed a resistance to change (RTC) scale to measure ‘an individual’s tendency to resist or avoid making changes’ (Oreg, 2003: 680). The RTC is designed to measure the personality factors that Oreg identified as influencing resistance to change. These are: routine-seeking; emotional reaction to imposed change; cognitive rigidity; and short-term focus (Oreg, 2003). Oreg and his collaborators confirmed the validity of the RTC scale in different situations and nations (Oreg, 2006; Oreg et al, 2008). Oreg et al (2009) also showed that dispositional resistance can even influence an individual’s choice of occupation.

Oreg’s work rejects the notion that all human beings are programmed to oppose change, but it does show that some individuals with a high dispositional resistance will be predisposed to resist change. However, Oreg also found that an individual’s reaction to change can be moderated by their relationship to the change agent; that is, those individuals with a positive view of the change agent would be less likely to resist change regardless of their level of dispositional resistance (Oreg and Sverdlik, 2011). This indicates that context, the nature of the system, also plays a part in determining whether or not an individual will resist change. Research by Michel et al (2013) also supports the notion that dispositional resistance is moderated by contextual factors, such as the role of the change agent and the way in which they manage the change process.

In exploring the issue of resistance to change, we have drawn on four complementary ideas: dispositional resistance, depth of intervention, cognitive dissonance and the psychological contract. This has given rise to three important findings:


   	Resistance to change is not uniform among human beings. Instead, it varies according to a person’s level of dispositional resistance. Those with a low level of dispositional resistance will be predisposed to accept change, and those with a high level will be predisposed to reject it.

   	An individual’s level of dispositional resistance does not necessarily predict their actual level of resistance to any particular change initiative. Instead, it will be moderated by the context and the nature of the change. For example, if a change challenges deep-seated beliefs and values, even individuals with a low level of dispositional resistance are likely to reject it. However, where the change is consistent with values and beliefs, even individuals with a high level of dispositional resistance would be likely to accept it. The Konnopke’s Imbiss example is a case in point. There was little resistance to the proposed changes because they were consistent with and intended to maintain the organisation’s values and beliefs. However, had Konnopke’s Imbiss proposed significant changes to its ‘formal organisation, critical tasks, people and culture’, these would probably have met with considerable resistance. This would not be because of the individuals’ psychological make-up per se, but because they would be torn between the organisation’s existing values and its new way of working. As such, the resistance would have arisen from conflicting objectives in the system rather than through any characteristics of the individuals concerned. Of course, had Konnopke’s Imbiss been in a crisis, which it was not, radical change could have been viewed as favourable.

   	A further factor that is likely to affect the level of resistance is the way the change is managed, both in terms of the management style of the change agent and the degree of involvement of those affected (Buchanan and Boddy, 1992; Burnes and Jackson, 2011; Hon et al, 2014). It is generally assumed that employee involvement allied to a participative style of leadership are essential for successful change (Oreg et al, 2011). This general rule of involvement has to take account of the context of the change situation and the type of change being proposed. In many cases, it will be necessary to convince staff, through a process of constructive engagement, of the need to challenge their existing beliefs, behaviours and expectations and to renegotiate their unwritten ‘contracts’ with the organisation. In some instances, the legitimacy of existing beliefs, behaviours and expectations may already have been undermined because the organisation is experiencing a crisis (the restructuring of many financial institutions owing to the ‘credit crunch’, for example). In such situations, it might be that cultural and behavioural change can be quickly achieved without the need for elaborate involvement techniques. This is because those concerned can see that the old attitudes and ways of behaving are no longer appropriate, and unless major or radical changes are made, their jobs or even the entire organisation may cease to exist.



Of course, the reverse may also be the case. Organisations seeking to bring about small changes to structures or tasks might find they meet greater resistance than they expected because they underestimate the psychological importance employees attach to these existing arrangements. Therefore, approaches to change, including the level of employee involvement, have to be tailored to the change context rather than being applied unthinkingly. In order to undertake this ‘tailoring’, managers and change agents have to understand the nature of the existing situation and its readiness for change.

Armenakis et al (1993: 681) define readiness as:

[an individual’s] beliefs, attitudes, and intentions regarding the extent to which changes are needed and the organization’s capacity to successfully undertake those changes.

They argue that the reason so many change initiatives meet resistance is because organisations have not evaluated their readiness for change and/or taken the steps necessary to create a readiness for change. In particular, they draw attention to the role of contextual factors in creating readiness. Such factors include effective leadership, a good relationship between managers and employees, organisational commitment, a positive communication climate, a coherent change strategy that is aligned with the organisation’s cultural values and communicated to and debated with those involved, the organisation having the resources necessary to implement the change, a high level of employee participation in change, and the availability of change agents with the necessary change skills (Fitzgerald et al, 2007; Jones et al, 2005; McMillan and Connor, 2005; Oreg et al, 2011; Rafferty et al, 2013; Weiner et al, 2008). This latter point, the importance of the change agent’s role, is highlighted by many writers who see them as playing a crucial role not just in managing the change initiative, but also in assessing an organisation’s readiness for change (Amiot et al, 2006; Dent and Goldberg, 1999; Ford and Ford, 2010; Ford et al, 2008). Consequently, in the next section, we will examine the role of the change agent.






  Who are the change agents?

  Whether we are dealing with change at the individual, group or organisational level, whether we perceive change as incremental or continuous, and whatever perspective we are viewing it from, change has to be managed: someone has to take responsibility for ensuring that change takes place. Whether this person is a team leader, facilitator, coach or even a dictator, there is usually one individual who bears the responsibility of being the change agent. Such people are referred to by a variety of titles – change consultant, change practitioner, project manager, etc. For simplicity’s sake, we shall use the title ‘change agent’.

  The concept of the change agent originated with Kurt Lewin and has been extensively developed by the Organization Development (OD) movement (see Chapter 9). Over the last two or three decades, as different perceptions of change have emerged, so different perceptions of the role of the change agent can also be identified. Caldwell (2003) notes that we have seen eulogies to the ‘heroic’ change leader capable of transforming organisations, calls for line managers and functional specialists to become change agents, and the increased popularity of internal and external management consultants as ‘catalysts’ for change. However, rather than clarifying the role and competencies of the change agent, these developments appear to have made the picture more confused.

  One of the strengths of the Lewin–OD approach to change is that it provides a blueprint for the behaviour and attributes of change agents who, in turn, are buttressed and supported by a host of tools and techniques for analysing organisations and managing change (Cummings and Worley, 2015). The Lewin–OD approach sees the change agent as playing a mainly neutral-facilitating role and working with a transparent and ethical agenda to help those involved to identify the options and make their own choices (French and Bell, 1995). Indeed, the twin issues of trust and choice have been shown over the years to be crucial to establishing a positive environment in which change can take place (Carpenter, 2013; Oreg et al, 2011; Vakola, 2013).

  An essential task of the change agent is to establish the level of readiness for change. Vakola (2013) argues that an organisation’s readiness needs to be assessed at the macro, meso and micro levels. It includes factors such as a well-supported strategic plan, an environment of trust, favourable group norms, and training programmes and appraisal procedures which promote flexibility among staff. This is why OD-influenced change agents begin establishing the organisation’s readiness for change by mapping out the field in which the change takes place, i.e. they examine the readiness for change not just of those who are the target of the change but of the entire system (Burnes and Cooke, 2013). They seek to identify factors at the individual, group and organisational levels which will either hinder or promote change, such as sensitivity to pressures for change, dissatisfaction with the status quo, the degree of trust and shared beliefs between employees and managers, and the availability of resources to support change, including knowledge, skills and the availability of substantial management time (Cummings and Worley, 2001; Holt and Vardaman, 2013).

  As Chapter 10 will show, newer perspectives on the role of the change agent see change as an open-ended, complex, continuous and political process, and a normal part of everyday life in organisations. Consequently, it must be seen as an increasingly important part of every manager’s role rather than a specialist activity driven by an expert (Clarke, 1994). The drawback with this perspective is that it can deflect attention from or even ignore the specialist skills necessary to manage the different types of change, whether this is done by a manager or by a change specialist. It is also the case that, despite the advice offered to change agents by the OD movement, there has been relatively little empirical research on the nature and effectiveness of their role (Hartley et al, 1997). Buchanan and Boddy (1992: 27) provide one of the few studies which sought to analyse the skills needed to be a successful change agent. In particular, they draw attention to the change agent’s need to:

  support the ‘public performance’ of rationally considered and logically phased and visibly participative change with ‘backstage activity’ in the recruitment and maintenance of support and in seeking and blocking resistance…. ‘Backstaging’ is concerned with the exercise of ‘power skills’, with ‘intervening in political and cultural systems’, with influencing and negotiating and selling, and with ‘managing meaning’.

  Buchanan and Boddy suggest a model of the expertise of the change agent which identifies the skills and competences necessary to achieve successful change. Their model begins by listing the diagnostic skills required to identify, in effect, the organisation’s readiness for change and plan the change initiative accordingly. These diagnostic skills include the ability to categorise the nature of the organisation on a spectrum of rigid to organic, and to determine whether and where it is moving along this scale and how this will impact the nature of the change initiative. They also include an understanding of critical events in the organisation’s past and how these will affect expectations of and attitudes towards change. Buchanan and Boddy’s model then goes on to list 15 competences under five clusters: goals, roles, communication, negotiation and managing up. The first element deals with ‘sensitivity’ to the context within which change is taking place. Once again, Buchanan and Boddy are emphasising that the change process begins with the change agent identifying the organisation’s readiness for change. What emerges from their work is a picture of the change agent as a highly skilled and well-trained political operator who has not only an in-depth knowledge of change processes and tools but also the personal qualities and experience to use them both in the open and, especially, behind the scenes.

  Weick and Quinn (1999) contrast the role of the Buchanan and Boddy-type change agent with that of the OD-type change agent. They see the OD change agent as acting as the prime mover – the person who makes the change happen. They point out that, although traditionally focused on small-group change, OD change agents have become increasingly involved in large-scale change projects, such as culture change, where they:

  

  abandon several traditional organizational development (OD) assumptions. Large-scale interventions rely less on action theory and discrepancy theory and more on systems theory; less on closely held, internal data generation and more on gathering data from the environment and sharing it widely; … less on individual unit learning and more on learning about the whole organization; … less incremental and more fundamental in terms of the depth of change.

  (Weick and Quinn, 1999: 374)


  
  Consequently, as new types of OD interventions emerged in the 1980s, change agents were required to develop more innovative and creative skills in order to achieve successful change (Mirvis, 1988). One important result, Weick and Quinn (1999: 374) argue, is that the quality of the change agent’s argument has become less important than the language they use: ‘Language interventions are becoming a crucial means for agents to create change.’ Indeed, whether change agents are operating from an OD perspective or not, they argue that the appropriate use of language by change agents is crucial when dealing with larger-scale, open-ended, continuing and complex change. Weick and Quinn (1999: 381) maintain that in such situations, the change agent ceases to be a neutral supporter of those involved and instead becomes a ‘prime mover’ whose role ‘becomes one of managing language, dialogue, and identity … and … the most powerful change interventions occur at the level of everyday conversations’. Drawing on the work of Ford and Ford (1995), Weick and Quinn (1999: 381) assert that under these conditions, agents bring about change through a combination of five forms of language or speech acts: ‘assertives or claims, directives or requests, commissives or promises, expressives that convey affective states, and declarations that announce a new operational reality’. Like Pettigrew (2000), Weick and Quinn do not see the change agent as a neutral facilitator but as an active manager of the change process with their own agenda, which they seek to promote or impose by managing and shaping the perceptions of those concerned. However, in so doing, they fail to acknowledge the potential damage this does to the change agent’s ability to build trust with, and create genuine choices for, change recipients.

  Buchanan and Boddy (1992: 123) also draw attention to the ‘prime mover’ role of change agents, especially in terms of their creative ability to undertake the ‘social construction of the process of change’:

  Expertise does not simply involve the mechanical deployment of diagnostic tools, competences and stereotyped solutions, but involves also the innovative and opportunistic exploitation of other dimensions of the organizational context.

  In an article entitled ‘Grace, magic and miracles’, Lichtenstein (1997) investigated this side of the change agent’s role further by examining the work of three leading change practitioners: Peter Senge, William Torbert and Ellen Wingard. In the article, the three consultants each described their approach to change and the theories which underpin it. They also described how, in applying their approaches, it was insufficient just to follow the steps laid down. Success required the consultants to overcome major obstacles and, in so doing, to adopt novel and experimental methods. Senge, Torbert and Wingard use terms such as ‘grace’, ‘magic’ and ‘miracles’ to describe the moment of breakthrough, the point where serious obstacles were overcome and genuine progress made. In fact, what they describe is the ability of the change agent to recognise the need to depart from the ‘script’ and to experiment with the unknown in order to make progress. Just as Buchanan and Boddy (1992) identified the need for change agents to be able to present and utilise the rational face of change, while being adept at the less rational ‘backstage’ skills, so Lichtenstein (1997: 407) concluded that:

  there is a logical framework that produces rational actions in the first stages of an intervention effort. However, at a critical threshold it is non-linear logic and spontaneous felt action – grace, magic and miracles – that actually supports organizational (and personal) transformation.

  Drawing on the work of cultural anthropologists, Schuyt and Schuijt (1998) also use the analogy of the change agent as a magician. They point out that magicians, witch doctors and medicine men in non-Western cultures use symbols and rituals to smooth the various transitions in life cycles: birth, puberty, marriage and death. In the same way, Schuyt and Schuijt (1998: 399) ask, are not consultants and change agents ‘also, in a certain sense, magicians who guide and structure important transitions through the use of rituals and symbols?’ These rituals and symbols have a number of key functions: to establish the change agent’s credentials, to prepare the participants mentally for change, to guide them through the transition, and to reinforce the ‘participants’ feeling that they are taking part in a controlled and well-managed process of change … but ultimately the crux is to reduce the client’s uncertainty’ (Schuyt and Schuijt, 1998: 405).

  The argument of many commentators is that, in the modern world, the multi-faceted and multi-level nature of change means that it cannot be left to a few experts or a few managers, but that change is everyone’s job (Clarke, 1994; Gilley et al, 2001; Markus and Benjamin, 1997). In contrast, what the work of Buchanan and Boddy, Lichtenstein, Schuyt and Schuijt and, indeed, the OD movement would seem to argue is that the more complex the change process, the more difficult it is to achieve, and the greater the need to utilise the skills and experience of a specialist change agent. The conclusion they draw from this is that there is a ‘one best’ type of change agent who possesses a generic set of high-level competences that can be employed in any situation.



IDEAS AND PERSPECTIVES 1.2


Caldwell’s models of change agent


   	Leadership models where change agents are senior managers responsible for identifying and delivering strategic/transformational change.

   	Management models where change agents are seen as middle-level managers/functional specialists who have responsibility for delivering or supporting specific elements of strategic change programmes or projects.

   	Consultancy models where change agents are external or internal consultants who can be called on to operate at any level.

   	Team models where change agents are seen as teams that operate at various levels in an organisation and which are composed of the requisite managers, employees and consultants necessary to accomplish the particular change project set them.



Source: Caldwell (2003).





  While recognising the need for specialist change agents, Caldwell (2003) takes issue with Buchanan and Boddy et al. He argues for a contingency model of change agency which recognises that different change situations require different types of change agent. From an extensive literature review, Caldwell identifies four models of change agent (see Ideas and perspectives 1.2). These four different models highlight the difficulty, not to say the impossibility, of attempting to construct a generic change agent who can operate in any situation.

  The type of change agent identified by Buchanan and Boddy may fit into some of these models, but not all of them. Similarly, the OD-type of change agent may fit into some of these models, but not all of them. What Caldwell has done is to direct academics and practitioners away from both the ‘it’s everyone’s responsibility’ and the ‘one best way’ schools and towards identifying the behaviours and competences necessary for each type of change situation. This, of course, highlights the need to identify the different types of change situation. Crucial to this, as the next section will show, is to understand the frequency and magnitude of change in modern organisations.




  Change: how often and how much?

  Many leading commentators take the view that organisations are changing at a faster pace and in a more fundamental way than ever before (IBM, 2008; Jorgensen et al, 2014; Kanter, 2008a; Kotter and Rathgeber, 2006; McKinsey & Company, 2008; Parker et al, 2016; Peters, 2006). These commentators judge the present level of organisational change to be unprecedented, although – as Part 2 of this text will show – the history of the past 200 years could well be characterised as successive periods of unprecedented change. Obviously, an understanding of whether organisational change is to be a continuing feature or a one-off event, whether it is on a small or large scale, and whether change is fast or slow, plays a key role in judging the appropriateness of particular approaches to managing change. It is, therefore, important to go beyond the tabloid-like headlines thrown up by popular management writers such as Tom Peters (1997a):



  Destruction Is Cool! (p. 35)

  WOW! is the answer. (p. 309)



  We need to examine the main models of organisational change that are currently being promoted and also recognise that there are strong disagreements about the nature and pace of change that organisations experience. In this respect, three current models are prominent in the literature.


The incremental model of change

Advocates of this view see change as being a process whereby individual parts of an organisation deal incrementally and separately with one problem and one goal at a time (see Figure 1.1). As managers respond to pressures in their local internal and external environments in this way, over time, their organisations become transformed, hopefully for the better. Miller and Friesen (1984: 222) explain that:

The incrementalist perspective on change has been around a relatively long time. It stems from the work of Lindblom (1959) and Cyert and March (1963), and was further developed by Hedberg et al (1976) and especially Quinn (1980b and 1982). Quinn argues that strategic change is best viewed as ‘muddling through with purpose,’ using a continuous, evolving and consensus building approach.

Pettigrew et al (1992: 14) add that: ‘The received wisdom therefore is that change will take place through successive, limited and negotiated shifts.’ Although Quinn (1980b, 1982) and others have marshalled considerable support for the incrementalist perspective from Western sources, the pre-eminent exemplars of incremental change have been Japanese companies (Hamel and Prahalad, 1989). As will be described in Chapter 5, Japanese companies have an enviable track record of achieving fierce competitiveness through pursuing incremental change year in, year out. Dunphy and Stace (1992) also advocate this approach for Western companies, arguing for a form of managed incrementalism that avoids both the stagnation engendered by fine-tuning and the brutality associated with rapid corporate transformations. However, Mintzberg (1978) argues that, although organisations do go through long periods of incremental change, these are often interspersed with brief periods of rapid and revolutionary change. Indeed, given the turbulence of the last 30 years, some writers have argued that it is now the periods of stability which are brief and the revolutionary change periods which are long, at least in Western firms (Pettigrew et al, 2001; Weick and Quinn, 1999). Not surprisingly, this has led to an increased interest in how organisations move between periods of stability and instability.
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   Figure 1.1 Incremental change






The punctuated equilibrium model of organisational transformation

As shown in Figure 1.2, this somewhat inelegantly titled approach to change:



depicts organizations as evolving through relatively long periods of stability (equilibrium periods) in their basic patterns of activity that are punctuated by relatively short bursts of fundamental change (revolutionary periods). Revolutionary periods substantively disrupt established activity patterns and install the basis for new equilibrium periods.

(Romanelli and Tushman, 1994: 1141)



The punctuated equilibrium model is associated with the work of Miller and Friesen (1984), Tushman and Romanelli (1985) and Gersick (1991). The inspiration for this model arises from two sources: first, from the challenge to Charles Darwin’s gradualist model of evolution in the natural sciences – Steven Jay Gould (1989), in particular, mounted a case for a punctuated equilibrium model of evolution – and second, from the assertion that while most organisations do appear to fit the incrementalist model of change for a period of time, there does come a point when they go through a period of rapid and fundamental change (Gersick, 1991). Orlikowski (1996: 64) notes:

Punctuated discontinuities are typically triggered by modifications in environmental or internal conditions, for example, new technology, process redesign, or industry deregulation.
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   Figure 1.2 Punctuated equilibrium



Though this view began to take hold in the 1980s, it is by no means new. In the 1970s, Greiner (1972a) observed that as organisations grow, they go through long periods of evolutionary change and short, sharp bursts of revolutionary change. Indeed, Lewin made a similar observation in the 1940s (Lewin, 1947a; Kippenberger, 1998a). However, as even Romanelli and Tushman (1994: 1142) admit: ‘Despite the growing prominence and pervasiveness of punctuated equilibrium theory, little research has explored the empirical validity of the model’s basic arguments.’ Also, research which has looked at the theory suggests that punctuated change can ‘destroy competence and appropriateness and so lead to eventual collapse’ (Sastry, 1997: 266). In addition, just as the incremental model is criticised for assuming that organisations operate in or go through periods of stability, so too is the punctuated model. The assumption of both is that stability is the natural or preferred state for organisations (Orlikowski, 1996). However, there are some who believe that continuous change is or should be the norm, and this has led them to reject both the incremental and punctuated models of change (Brown and Eisenhardt, 1997).




The continuous transformation model of change

The argument put forward by proponents of this model is that, in order to survive, organisations must develop the ability to change themselves continuously in a fundamental manner (see Figure 1.3). From this perspective, Weick and Quinn (1999: 366) argue:

Change is a pattern of endless modifications in work processes and social practice. It is driven by organizational instability and alert reactions to daily contingencies. Numerous small accommodations accumulate and amplify.

This is particularly the case in fast-moving sectors such as retail, where, as Greenwald (1996: 54) notes: ‘If you look at the best retailers out there, they are constantly reinventing themselves.’ Brown and Eisenhardt (1997: 1) maintain:

For firms such as Intel, Wal-Mart, 3M, Hewlett-Packard and Gillette, the ability to change rapidly and continuously, especially by developing new products, is not only a core competence, it is also at the heart of their cultures. For these firms, change is not the rare, episodic phenomenon described by the punctuated equilibrium model but, rather, it is endemic to the way these organizations compete. Moreover, in high-velocity industries with short product cycles and rapidly-shifting competitive landscapes, the ability to engage in rapid and relentless continuous change is a crucial capability for survival.
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   Figure 1.3 Continuous change



The underpinning rationale for the continuous transformation model is that the environment in which organisations operate is changing, and will continue to change, rapidly, radically and unpredictably. Only by continuous change and adaptation will organisations be able to keep aligned with their environment and thus survive. Although this view has many adherents, two groups are its main promoters. The first is the Culture–Excellence school (see Chapter 4). This group, especially Tom Peters (1997a, 1997b) and Rosabeth Moss Kanter et al (1997), has been arguing for a continuous transformation model of change since the early 1980s. However, as shown in Chapter 4, they provide little solid empirical evidence to support their view. Indeed, research has shown that the success of leading European companies which have remained in business for more than 100 years can be partly attributed to their conservatism about change; they seldom make radical changes (Stadler, 2007).

The second group consists of those who seek to apply complexity theories to organisations (Wheatley, 1992b). As described in Chapter 6, complexity theories are concerned with the emergence of order in dynamic non-linear systems operating at the edge of chaos: in other words, systems that are constantly changing and where the laws of cause and effect appear not to apply (Beeson and Davis, 2000; Haigh, 2002; Wheatley, 1992b). Order in such systems manifests itself in a largely unpredictable fashion, in which patterns of behaviour emerge in irregular but similar forms through a process of self-organisation, which is governed by a small number of simple order-generating rules (Black, 2000; MacIntosh and MacLean, 2001; Tetenbaum, 1998). Many writers have argued that organisations are also complex systems which, to survive, need to operate at the edge of chaos and have to respond continuously to changes in their environments through just such a process of spontaneous self-organising change (Hayles, 2000; Lewis, 1994; Macbeth, 2002; MacIntosh and MacLean, 1999, 2001; Stacey, 2003; Stickland, 1998). In applying this perspective to the computer industry, Brown and Eisenhardt (1997: 28) found:

The rate and scale of innovation … was such that the term ‘incremental’ seemed, in retrospect, stretched. Yet it was not radical innovation such as DNA cloning, either…. Similarly, managers described ‘constantly reinventing’ themselves. This too seemed more than incremental (i.e., unlike replacing top managers here and there) but also not the massive, rare, and risky change of the organizational and strategy literatures. And so we realized that we were probably looking at a third kind of process that is neither incremental nor radical and that does not fit the punctuated equilibrium model.

The problems with this perspective are that (a) it is not clear that we can readily apply theories from the physical sciences to the social sciences, as demonstrated by the fact that even proponents of its use in the social sciences are equivocal on this point; and (b) there have been few empirical studies which provide strong evidence to support the complexity view (Burnes, 2005; Portugali, 2012; Stickland, 1998).

In examining these three perspectives on change, we can see arguments for the incremental model, arguments for the punctuated model and arguments for the continuous change model. We can also see arguments against all three. Does this mean that all three are wrong? Certainly, to the extent that they can claim to be universal theories which cover all organisations and situations, they all appear to be wrong. However, they also appear to offer a good explanation for the behaviour of some organisations and for some situations. For example, Konnopke’s Imbiss was established in 1930 but appears to have changed little over the intervening 80 or so years, and the changes which have taken place certainly seem to fit the incremental model rather than any other. There is also good evidence that many leading and successful European companies tend to fit this model (Stadler, 2007). We can also find empirical evidence of this sort for the punctuated equilibrium model, the prime example being the banking industry. The 2008 financial crisis precipitated the banking industry into a short period of crisis and massive change (Stiglitz, 2010). However, after this, it settled down basically to business as usual, thus providing a good illustration of punctuated equilibrium (Blumenthal, 2012; Lashinsky, 2012). Similarly, evidence exists for the continuous change model, especially in high-technology companies operating in fast-moving markets, or those where a convergence of the digital, social and mobile spheres is necessary to meet customer expectations (Deeds and Hill, 1996; IBM, 2012, 2015). Apple is one of the prime examples of a company that has produced breakthrough products time after time (Blumenthal, 2012; Lashinsky, 2012). In so doing, it has transformed itself from a manufacturer of innovative, although niche-market, computers into not only the biggest music and phone retailer in the world, but also the richest (Kopytoff, 2015). However, as the work of Eisenhardt (2013) implies, not all companies operate in the sort of high-velocity environments that the likes of Apple do.

Therefore, what we appear to have is not three universal theories, but three situational or contingency theories which apply to different organisations in different situations at different times. The implications of this for managing change are that first, organisations have to identify their situation, and second, they then have to choose how to respond to it. Although many organisations react to events or seek to fit themselves to their situation, it is clear that some organisations and leaders seek to shape their situation to fit how they want to operate, whether in an incremental, punctuated or continuous change mould (Blumenthal, 2012; Etzold and Mueller, 2012; Lashinsky, 2012; Stadler, 2007).






  Conclusions

  In this chapter, we have sought to address five fundamental sets of questions which organisations need to address before embarking on change:

  
	
Why do we want to change? In addressing this question, it was shown that, in the face of internal and external opportunities and threats, organisations change in order to become more effective at achieving their goals, and that effectiveness is derived from factors such as processes, people and organisational culture.

	
Should we focus on individual, group or system change? Organisations are social and technical systems which require individuals and groups to work together effectively if the system is to achieve its goals. When problems, opportunities and challenges arise, the key task for those responsible for maintaining the system is to decide where the focus of the response lies. Depending on the situation, the main focus of the response will be at the individual, group or system level, although these levels cannot be seen in isolation from each other.

	
Will there be resistance, and if so, where from? How can we gain employee commitment? Are we ready for change? These are three interrelated questions and, in some ways, can be best answered last first. If an organisation is ready for change, employees will already be prepared to change, commitment will come readily and resistance – if any – will be minimal. Alternatively, if it is not ready for change, gaining commitment may be difficult and resistance can be expected. Resistance will not result from employees’ innate aversion to change per se but from the nature of the change and the way the organisation manages it, which may give rise to incompatible forces within the system.

	
Who will manage the change process? Do they have the appropriate skills? The answer to the first question rather depends on the type of change. Just as some illnesses are best dealt with by general practitioners and some by specialists, so it tends to be the same with change initiatives. Incremental changes which are wholly within one area might best be dealt with by the manager/supervisor in that area. Meanwhile, initiatives which span more than one area and are of a more complex nature might require a specialist change agent. In both cases, however, it depends on the skills of the person leading the change process. Some managers may be experienced at managing change, while some change agents may be limited in the range of change situations they can manage.

	
What are the frequency and magnitude of the changes required in order for us to survive? For some organisations, incremental and infrequent adjustments to their activities will be sufficient for them to remain in business. For others, anything but frequent and large-scale change will result in their being overtaken by competitors and put out of business. However, this is not just a case of organisations scanning their environment, recognising the forces for change and acting accordingly. As will be argued in Chapter 7, organisations can exercise choice in terms of markets, products and other key pressures. As with Konnopke’s Imbiss, these choices can minimise the need for change or, as with Steve Jobs and Apple, they can initiate a process of continuing and radical change. Organisations and those who manage them are not always at the mercy of market forces: sometimes they are the ones who create and control those forces.

  

  The answers to the above questions provide the rationale for the contents and structure of the rest of this text. Part 2 addresses organisation theory. After all, if we do not understand the nature of organisations and the range of alternative organisational forms, how can we possibly decide whether more appropriate organisational arrangements exist and should be pursued? Part 3 examines the theory and practice of strategy and change management. Whether organisations pursue incremental, punctuated or continuous change, they will need to have some overall frame of reference for judging what to change and when to change it. Despite the many perspectives on the approach to and efficacy of strategy, for most organisations, strategy provides the basis on which to assess their current performance and future direction and priorities for change. As Part 3 also shows, there is no one, perfect approach to change that works in all circumstances. For example, an organisation seeking to bring about transformational change is likely to require a different approach to change than one seeking incremental change. Similarly, an organisation which is unused to and unready for change is likely to require a different approach to one which is ready and where change is the norm. Therefore, the four chapters in Part 3 examine the main approaches to strategy and change and identify the situations in which they can most appropriately be used. Last but not least, Part 4 discusses the importance of choice and leadership in bringing about change. Choice lies at the heart of the change process – what to change, when to change and how to change. The responsibility for managing the choice process, and facilitating change, lies with an organisation’s leadership, whether that be centralised or delegated, autocratic or democratic. The text ends by showing how the different elements of choice, change and leadership fit together and can be understood.






  
TEST YOUR LEARNING



  

Short discussion topics



The purpose of these is to enable students to check and reflect on the topics. The discussions should last for no more than 5–10 minutes. Depending on the length of the lecture, there could be one, two or three such discussions in a session.

The following are five suggested topics which address issues raised in this chapter:


   	What is the best measure of organisational effectiveness?

   	Give examples of individual, group and system changes.

   	Should change agents use political skills to get their job done?

   	What factors should an organisation use to gauge its readiness for change?

   	The Konnopke’s Imbiss example is an anomaly. The age of incremental change is dead.






Class debates

The purpose of class debates is to enable students to explore a topic in depth by setting up a ‘for and against’ debate. The class can be split into two, with one half asked to research the ‘for’ case and the other the ‘against’ case. Individuals can then be chosen at random to introduce their side of the debate. Alternatively, two individuals for each side can be told in advance that they will be introducing the debate. The length of such debates depends on the time available, the size of the class and their enthusiasm for the topic. However, less than 30 minutes is probably too short and more than 60 minutes probably too long.

The following are three suggested topics which address issues raised in this chapter:


   	The focus of change should always be on overall organisational effectiveness.

   	Human beings are naturally predisposed to resist change.

   	Change is a specialist activity.






Essay questions


   	Critically discuss the difference between cognitive dissonance and dispositional resistance. What are their implications for employee involvement and choice?

   	To what extent and why do you agree with following statement: Whatever the apparent objective, change is always about individual behaviour.








  Suggested further reading

  The following articles provide further information on and insights into the topics discussed in this chapter.

  Brown, SL and Eisenhardt, KM (1997) The art of continuous change: linking complexity theory and time-paced evolution in relentlessly shifting organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 4(1), March, 1–34.

  Burnes, B (2015) Understanding resistance to change – building on Coch and French. Journal of Change Management, 15(2), 92–116.

  Caldwell, R (2003) Models of change agency: a fourfold classification. British Journal of Management, 14(2), 131–42.

  Dent, EB and Goldberg, SG (1999) Challenging resistance to change. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 35(1), 25–41.

  Schein, EH (2002) Models and tools for stability and change in human systems. Reflections, 4(2), 34–46.

  Sowa, JE, Selden, SC and Sandfort, JR (2004) No longer unmeasurable? A multidimensional integrated model of nonprofit organizational effectiveness. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 33(4), 711–28.




  Websites

  The websites listed here provide additional information on issues covered in this chapter. However, they are only indicative of the wide range of information that is available on the internet. You should be prepared to carry out your own searches in order to locate the material required for your specific needs.

  http://www.tavinstitute.org/

  The Tavistock Institute is a not-for-profit organisation. It is one of the UK’s oldest and most respected organisations offering research and consultancy in the field of organisational change.

  http://www.ntl.org/

  The NTL Institute is a non-profit international organization that seeks to apply behavioural science theories to organisation and leadership development.

  http://www.kingsfund.org.uk/

  The King’s Fund deals specially with health service issues and organisations, but much of its work is applicable to change in general. Like the Tavistock, it is a highly respected not-for-profit organisation offering research and consultancy in the field of organisational change.


CASE STUDY 1.2

Managing fast and slow in a world that keeps accelerating

When it comes to competitive emailing, Sir Martin Sorrell, chief executive of marketing services group WPP, sets the bar high. Send him an email and he will probably reply within minutes. When your boss sets the pace of work at warp speed, you will be expected, presumably, to match their haste. Jamie Dimon, chief executive of JPMorgan Chase, routinely tells his employees that their success depends on replying to emails the same day.

But is fast always good in running a business? What do you need to do slowly? And how can you simultaneously manage fast and slow? We have no choice but to match our own pace of work to the demands of a superfast globalised business world, argues Sir Martin. ‘You have to be responsive; you shouldn’t attempt to fight it or slow the pace down.’

The increasing emphasis on short-term results from global investors demands speedy action. ‘It’s better to have a suboptimal decision on Monday and take advantage of being the first or second mover, than to take the time to gestate and have a superior decision on Friday,’ he says. Though he enjoys the pressure to keep up with instantaneous communication, he laments its attendant superficiality. ‘Things are done quickly without as much thought as may be advisable,’ he says.

Tamara Heber-Percy, co-founder of boutique travel business Mr & Mrs Smith, agrees that the relentless acceleration of technology has made every second count. ‘If your app doesn’t load in four seconds, then that customer is gone,’ she says. The feeling of needing to be constantly on your toes has been exacerbated by social media, she adds.

‘We are indeed under pressure to do things more quickly and many of us work hard to answer every request as fast as possible,’ says Julian Birkinshaw, professor of strategy and entrepreneurship at London Business School. ‘The dominant rhetoric is of accelerated change,’ he says. ‘And because the rate of change in the outside world is perceived to be getting greater, the assumption is that we should do so on the inside, too. Sometimes this creates problems, for example email traffic for its own sake.’ Every business needs both fast and slow, he adds; the problem comes when there is too much of one and not enough of the other. ‘There are two different speeds underlying any business but some organisations default to fast and some to slow. You have to go out of your way to change that speed.’

Ms Heber-Percy has learnt first hand the merits of both fast and slow management. Established in 2003, Mr & Mrs Smith has 110 employees and three offices worldwide. Like any new venture, it started at an adrenalin-fuelled pace but has slowed as it has matured.

‘With this amount of people relying on you, you can’t go at the breakneck speed of a start-up,’ says Ms Heber-Percy. Decisions need to be well thought out because the business can no longer afford to make the kind of mistakes – especially technical ones – that a start-up might tolerate. ‘Slow makes fast happen,’ she says. ‘We do things fast but well for our customers because the technology has been well thought out. We can surface the right information at the right time.’ Regularly stepping back from the fray means serious thought can be given to the strategic direction of the business. One of Ms Heber-Percy’s regrets is that the company did not create an advisory board sooner. She and her colleagues were reluctant to take on advisers from the very industry they were trying to disrupt but, ‘it should have been about slowing down and listening to people who have experience’, she says. Time-consuming mistakes could have been avoided.

Sarah Wood, co-founder and chief operating officer of UK marketing technology company Unruly, agrees that business should not always be done as quickly as possible. ‘We’re a high-growth business but it’s not a 100 metre sprint, it’s a marathon,’ she says. ‘There are moments when you need to do fast but planned agility is paramount.’ This means that, like Ms Heber-Percy, Ms Wood regularly takes time with her co-founders to plan and build business structures that allow rapid and tactical decision making.

Finding the right speed for a business at any given point is difficult. While start-ups are in danger of burning out or missing big strategic opportunities because they cannot slam on the brakes, many large companies, mired in bureaucracy, are too slow to innovate.

‘In terms of managing fast and slow, it is challenging indeed, as my inclination is always to want things to be done fast; however, some things just take time,’ says Dessislava Bell, founder of UK sportswear company Zaggora. Ms Bell says her company’s speed is dictated by the customer. If customers are waiting for a response or a product is running out, she expects immediate action. ‘Other stuff, like strategy planning, does take longer and is something that should not be rushed,’ she says.

Speed control is often about managing the short term and the long term. In 2008, Unruly’s founders decided that half the business’s time would be spent on immediate client opportunities, and half on projects with more distant horizons. Ms Wood admits it created conflict within the business, not least with the sales team. ‘It is always difficult to turn down revenue,’ says Ms Wood, ‘but there is always a balance to be struck. You have to take the time to think slow in order to move fast.’

Another area in which managers should consciously incorporate different paces is people development. ‘If people are happy you will get the most out of them,’ Ms Heber-Percy says, but this only works if you spend the time to get to know them. ‘Certain people need more space and time to do things.’ She regularly organises days out of the office for various teams, most recently an away day for the tech team, who rarely leave their desks. Ms Wood advises taking the time to hire properly: ‘It’s very time consuming to move people out of the business.’ Ms Heber-Percy also helps give her team slow time to do a job properly by protecting them from some of the business’s pressures. ‘As a manager, you need to take the plunge and have the confidence to push back. Rushing never really pays off.’ But there are, of course, times when the focus and speed created by time pressure are desirable. Ms Heber-Percy’s current bugbear is meetings, which she is determined to speed up. ‘They have too many people, are too long and suck the life out of you,’ she says.

Bigger, longer-established companies must also focus on setting the right pace. Does Sir Martin, for all his talk of the primacy of speed, ever make sure he tempers the pace in his working life? ‘Yes I do – on planes and holidays and weekends,’ he replies.

Miranda Kennett, an executive coach at First Class Coach, advises businesses to: Establish your ‘golden time’ and then police it. When is your brain sharpest? What do you do at that time? Before a meeting, take three minutes to consider its purpose, the order of the agenda and how much time will be allocated to each point. Use a slower pace for creativity. It is difficult to achieve excellence on demand. Use ‘slow time’ for employee development. Take time to really listen to what is going on so you can help. This is not time-consuming but time-releasing.



Questions


   	Discuss the merits of the following statement by Sir Martin Sorrell: ‘We have no choice but to match our own pace of work to the demands of a superfast globalised business world.’

   	How can you simultaneously manage fast and slow?

   	Tamara Heber-Percy argues that: ‘Slow makes fast happen.’ What does this mean? Illustrate your answer with examples from the real world.

   	If ‘speed control is often about managing the short term and the long term’, what does this mean and how can it be achieved?

   	How could you establish your own ‘golden time’ and what benefits might you achieve?



[image: ] Source: The Financial Times, 15 January 2015, p. 12 (De Vita, E).
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