Chapter 5 Organizational Development and Change

Chapter Overview

The organizational development (OD) tradition is a practitioner-driven intervention-oriented approach to effecting organizational change via individual change, with view to increasing effectiveness. It is implemented within a problem-solving model, places a heavy accent on survey-based problem diagnosis and subordinates people to a vision of the future. Commitment-based strategies of effecting change assume that the impetus for change must come from the bottom up, whilst compliance-based strategies involve the creation of behavioural imperatives for change. 

Various ‘employee involvement’ strategies are reviewed, but there is little evidence for their effectiveness either as a means of securing commitment or enhanced performance, or as a means of leverage for change. Culture is assumed to be the primary vehicle for change within the OD tradition, although the relationship between culture and the change process is ill understood. Finally, the assumptions underpinning team development, and its implementation, are critically examined. 

The organizational culture literature itself is fraught with epistemological debate. Practitioners are interested in management by measurement and manipulation of culture. Theoreticians of culture, however, aim to understand the depth and complexity of culture. Unresolved issues remain regarding how to define culture, the difference between culture and climate, measurement/levels of analysis, and the relationship between organizational culture and performance. 

Interest in corporate identity is relatively recent, and is mainly driven by marketing and strategic management considerations. More psychological approaches to the analysis of corporate identity include an interest in how corporate identity is reflected in the identity and self-esteem of employees, and the implications of this for managing organizational change.

The classic OD approach to organizations and organizational change has been somewhat ‘side tracked’ today in favour of ‘knowledge management’, where knowledge and its creation is seen as critical to organizational sustainability and competitive advantage in today’s constantly changing global economy. Knowledge management raises issues about the potentially highly complex relationship between structure, technology and people. The dangers of a too tightly coupled understanding of the relationship between organizational structure and technology are highlighted. 

Chapter Thought Bytes and Examples

	‘Diagnostic’ organizational methods

	Questionnaires and other instruments (for example, The Managerial Grid)

Data is ‘canned, anonymous’, economical and readily analysed, but not itself conducive to creating the kind of ‘personal involvement and discussion necessary to ‘changing hearts and minds’. 

Interviews

This involves the skilled and impartial elicitation of opinion and sentiment on a wide range of subjects, including personal concerns that are rarely aired. However, they are time-consuming and labour-intensive to analyse. 

Sensing

This involves unstructured group interviews designed to explore group issues, concerns, needs and resource requirements. Sampling members from different parts of an organization affords the OD researchers a ‘feel’ for the whole. Alternatively, it can be used to identify problems and concerns pertaining to one particular subsection. Sensing generates rich data and people come away feeling that they have been listened to. However, people will not disclose their real concerns if there is no trust.

Polling

A group is ‘polled’ by questionnaire, or a structured ‘round robin’ exercise, on issues or agendas otherwise unspoken (for example, interpersonal conflict, the future of the group and its place in the organization). Full and balanced involvement of all members is essential to ensure ownership of the results. It is important that the results are followed-up rather than left ‘open’ and unaddressed.

Collages

Individuals or groups prepare collages on a theme (for example, my feelings about the team or the organization). If a single collage is produced by a group it can elicit deep but burning issues for discussion. Fun, but at first might not be taken seriously. 

Drawings

One or more members of a group make a drawing about an aspect of the organization or organizational life. Common themes are identified, discussed and posted on flip-charts. Can unearth issues otherwise ‘buried alive’ (p.157) – for example, interpersonal conflict, inappropriate competition. Must be framed by clear objectives. 

Physical representation of organizations

Group members ‘sculpt’ themselves physically according to some issue of worry to them (for example, cliques, inappropriate influence, competition). Can yield dramatic results, creating strong motivation for improvement but must be sensitively managed.


	Diversity management – do not conflate national boundaries with cultural boundaries

	National boundaries are often inappropriately used as surrogate definitions of culture. However, the ‘nominal’ and impoverished use of culture in this sense stems from a lack of a theoretical framework for investigating culture at a broader level. It is common to use Hofstede’s (1980) work to describe cultural variation based on national differences. He identified (based on data from over 116,000 employees of IBM across 40 countries) four cultural dimensions: power distance (the degree to which members accept an unequal distribution of power); avoidance of uncertainty (the degree to which members are able to cope with ambiguous or anxiety-provoking situations); individualism–collectivism (an emphasis on striving and initiative versus belonging and following) and masculinity–femininity (the relative extent to which members value traits conventionally associated with masculinity and femininity). Some multi-national corporations like IBM have responded to the diversity issue by seeking to create a homogenous and unifying culture transcending national boundaries. Other organizations allow cultural differences to flourish, seeking only to exert financial regulation and control.




	Predicting behaviour – a misleading enterprise?

	Myers (1993) argues that predicting behaviour is almost impossible because it is influenced by so many individual, situational and chance factors. However, if we look at average behaviour over a long period of time then the influence of attitudes is more apparent. For instance, knowing someone’s attitude towards an organization poorly predicts whether he or she will stay behind to finish an assignment, because many other things also influence this such as family circumstances, mood, feeling and so on. However, organizational attitude does predict quite well the total quantity of ‘extra-mile’ behaviours demonstrated by someone over time. The influence of attitude on behaviour is thus not something that is evident in any one isolated act.

Conditions that improve the predictive accuracy of attitudes are described below.

General versus specific attitudes
Azjen has found that the correspondence between attitudes and actions is high in studies where measured attitude is directly relevant to the situation. To change organizational behaviour through persuasion, we should therefore seek to alter attitudes towards specific organizational or job factors and practices .

Attitude Potency 

When people operate by habit, there is little or no reflection engaged. Attitudes are likely to be brought especially to mind in non-familiar situations. Evidence shows that attitudes guide behaviour if they come to mind. Self-conscious people who are highly self-aware are usually well in tune with their own attitudes. High self-consciousness is associated with consistency of words and actions.


	Central route strategies to changing attitudes

	An effective communicator cares not only about the content of the message, but also about how their audience is likely to react to it. The following strategies can be used:

1. Know the audience, identify and address the ‘issues’ of concern to them. Get into the mind of the audience and keep them on their toes.

2. Make people feel responsible for evaluating the message and allow them to draw their own conclusions from the ‘facts’ presented.

3. Participative vs confrontational style: a participative style that involves people is more likely to elicit ownership of the issue(s) at stake than a dogmatic and argumentative style, presenting only one side of the story.

4. Repeating the message with examples and case -studies.

	Level of organizational impact evaluation

	It is common within the OD evaluation literature to apply the Kirkpatrick (1959) hierarchy of ‘impacts’: initial reactions, attitude/perceptual changes, behavioural changes, and organizational changes.

Initial reactions

Many OD intervention evaluation studies begin and also end with ‘testimonial’ types of assessment, from participants.

Attitudinal/perceptual changes

Most published studies measure attitude/perceptual change (for example, team cohesiveness, leadership styles, organizational climate, job satisfaction). The use of questionnaires constructed specifically for the purpose of each particular evaluation is common, thus undermining meaningful cross-study comparison. Studies also rarely provide details of scale reliability and validity, even for established measures.
Behavioural changes

Some studies document changes in ‘behaviour’ (for example, turnover, absenteeism). Reliability and validity statistics are rarely provided, making it difficult to judge the stability of findings at this level of analysis.
Organizational changes

Studies rarely examine the impact of OD intervention on organizational effectiveness.


Chapter Case Studies
Case Study 5.1: British Airways Unveils New Identity

The story of British Airways is described as one of the most widely used inspirational accounts of changing culture (Grugulis & Wilkinson, 2002). British Airways brought together thousands of people in the shape of a globe to create a compelling image for one of its television commercials, and more recently imposed a giant model of Concorde on Times Square. According to BA, the company’s new identity was ‘based on what is believed to be the largest consumer research exercise in the history of the travel industry’. It was introduced through ‘what is believed to be the world’s largest satellite corporate television broadcast’ using 13 satellites, transmitting pictures from almost 25 different places to 126 locations in 63 countries across five continents. According to CEO Bob Ayling, ‘Some people abroad saw the airline as staid, conservative and a little cold’ – characteristics used to describe Britain as a whole. ‘We need a corporate identity that will enable us to become not just a UK carrier but a global airline that is based in Britain,’ said Ayling. ‘The identity we unveiled is that of a global, caring company, more modern, more open, more cosmopolitan, but proud to be based in Britain.’ However, it is now well known that the whole enterprise was a big flop (Grugulis & Wilkinson, 2002).
Case Study 5.2: Traditional ‘Top Down’ Organizational Change via Culture Change using the Unfreezing–Refreezing Model

Engineering culture change is becoming an increasingly popular (and lucrative) role for occupational and organizational psychologists. Whilst myriad obstacles to change exist in a typical organization, many writers have attempted to provide the practitioner/manager with advice on how to achieve a successful change in a company’s culture. All of these assume a perspective on culture as a measurable and manageable aspect of an organization

The culture change literature also assumes a direct link between culture and performance, which is as yet merely a hypothesis rather than an established fact. These assumptions need to be taken into consideration when reviewing ‘recipes’ for culture change. Cummings and Huse (1989), for example, suggest implementation and careful management of the following stages:

Clear strategic vision:
Have a clear view of the direction and purpose of the proposed change. Often, this will be embodied in the organization’s mission statement. This should be a clear and precise statement of operationalizable and achievable goals.

Management commitment:
Top management must be committed to change and must be seen to be committed. Only top management have the power to make changes in the values and deeper structures of the organization.

Symbolic leadership:
Senior managers must behave in ways that are consistent with the new culture, for example, management by walking about, and so on.

Supporting organizational changes:
Changes to organizational structure, reporting procedures, management styles, organizational processes, etc, are likely to be required.

Changing organizational membership:
Bringing in new organizational members who subscribe to the required new organizational values and practices is likely to consolidate and ‘freeze’ the change. Existing organizational members, it should be mentioned, can be encouraged to buy into the change through consultation, training and development, ensuring visible senior management commitment, and so on.

Organizations are becoming increasingly concerned with their effectiveness within the marketplace. The reasons for this derive largely from the advent of widescale use of information technology (IT), and the increase in service orientation for many industries. As a result, companies have begun to:

· outsource non-core and peripheral activities;

· shed layers of middle management as they strive to be more competitive;

· become increasingly concerned with production/profits than with their staff;

· frequently restructure and downsize;

· become involved  in acquisitions of competitors and in amicable mergers.

Such wide-ranging changes have enormous potential implications for the workforce and for the managerial staff responsible for them. As such measures have grown in popularity, so interest has increased in their influence on the ‘soft’ aspects of organizational life, such as worker attitudes and organizational ‘culture’. Culture, in this context, has been described as: 

(a) a pattern of basic assumptions, (b) invented, discovered or developed by a given group, (c) as it learns to cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, (d) that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore (e) is to be taught to new members as the (f) correct way to perceive, think and feel in relation to those problems.(Schein, 1990)

The relationship between such a construct and the hard external reality of continuous organizational change is embodied in the study and implementation of OD, defined as:

A systematic effort applying behavioural science knowledge to the planned creation and reinforcement of organizational strategies, structures and processes for improving an organization’s effectiveness. (Huse and Cummings, 1985)

OD has become a vital component in the management of change for many organizations, and has resulted in the increased employment of external (and, increasingly, internal) ‘change agents’, responsible for planning, implementing and evaluating organizational changes.

The following model is an example of how many cultural change programmes are pursued using a variety of methods. The model assumes that:

· the change agent has zero knowledge of the company prior to commencement of the project;

· the cultural change to be effected is company-wide;

· the change agent has been requested to assist in effecting the change by senior management;

· the budget for the programme is large and the timescale relaxed;

· replacing managerial staff is outside the remit of the change agent.

Clearly, these assumptions may, in some cases, not be accurate for all change management projects.

The basic model is as follows:
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The portion of the above model which directly addresses the process of culture change is based on Lewin’s (1951) ‘unfreezing–change–refreezing’ model of change, the detail of which forms part of the following discussion. Each of the above stages contains a variety of substages, some of which are effected directly by the change agent and others of which are achieved through the training and empowering of management to communicate the prescribed changes to the organization. Each of the above stages will be discussed in detail below, including, where appropriate, consideration of particular issues which must be attended to at each stage.

Stage 1: Dialogue with senior management/decision-makers

This stage of the process is primarily concerned with establishing a functional relationship with the management staff proposing the cultural change programme. Ideally, this should include the following:

· Establishing a contractual agreement (legal and psychological) that management must take ownership of the change process, and that any input by the change agent will be purely in facilitating and informing that process.

· Establishing single points of contact within the Human Resources department, any other departments of relevance and within senior management for the reporting of progress and requesting of information.

· Establishing the nature and perceptions of the problem through asking questions:

· What do they perceive as the problem(s)?

· What do they expect to gain from cultural change?

· What measures/steps have already been taken to improve the situation?

· Where is the company now?

· Where should the company be?

· What do they expect from the change agent?

· What alternative solutions to the problem have been discussed/rejected?

· Provision of basic company information required for the subsequent cultural audit.

· Agreement of information to be gathered through the cultural audit, and agreement that the process of data collection will be promoted by management whenever possible.

· Identification of any specific problems which may present themselves during the cultural audit/any later stage of the project.

It should be noted that, throughout the project, dialogue with management should be continuous, through appointed contacts within the organization, to ensure that the project remains focused and that additional information can be transmitted from change agent to management and vice versa as easily as possible.

Stage 2: ‘Cultural audit’

Assuming the full agreement and support of senior management, a cultural audit is conducted, which should attempt to access and analyse the following data sources:

· Staff attitudes and perceptions of the existing culture (via questionnaires and structured interviews). Anonymity of respondents should be guaranteed to facilitate candid responses. Dimensions of interest may be selected depending on initial discussions with management, but should include: psychological climate; level of teamwork/conflict; supervision/management; role/goal ambiguity/clarity; information flow; nature/depth of support, and so on. These data should provide a means of bypassing ‘managerial rhetoric’ likely to have been obtained during Stage 1, in order to tap into the ‘true’ culture of the organization.

· Staff views on how things should/could be changed (via questionnaires and structured interviews). This will promote a sense of ‘involvement’ for staff at an early stage in the change process.

· Company information, including:

· financial data;

· external market situation;

· human resources data, for example, performance appraisals, absenteeism/turnover figures, and so on;

· company procedures;

· other factors identified in initial dialogue with management as being ‘problematic’

· Organizational structure, including:

· ‘type’ of management structure;

· communication processes/lines;

· position of company within overall corporate structure.

It should be noted that prior to this stage, management may be required to provide some introductory information to staff in order to facilitate the data collection process. Without this, activities of the change agent may be treated with suspicion and may result in obstruction of the audit, or in biased (and therefore useless) self-report responses to questionnaires/interviews, if staff are suspicious/nervous about the anonymity of responses. This may be especially evident in an existing culture based on ‘fear’ and on directive, authoritarian management.

Stage 3: Inception report

On the basis of analysis/interpretation of data from Stage 2 and of discussions conducted in Stage 1, an inception report should be produced and discussed with management, to ensure that details and focus are accurate and appropriate. The report should:

· identify the principle characteristics of the company (as detailed above);

· identify the major driving forces and restraining forces prevalent in the company (Umstat, 1988);

· identify any practical resistance to change;

· identify the principle affective components of the workforce, that is, attitudes, beliefs, and so on.

Stage 4: Action plan

On the basis of the inception report and on the initial discussions with management, an action plan is developed in order to crystallize the proposed cultural change in terms of goals and objectives. Should the ‘fit’ between management’s identified problems, aims and objectives and the results from the inception report be poor, it may be necessary to suggest alternative solutions to those proposed by management, and point out results from the cultural audit of which management were unaware. For example, Snyder (1988), in an example from a cultural change which took place in Lockheed during the early 1980s, points out that technical barriers were presenting the most significant barriers to performance within a particular factory, and that reduction of these barriers was likely to be far more important to increasing production than the prevailing culture of the organization. Ultimately, the change agent and management must agree on definition of the problem and on the objectives for cultural change. This agreement should take the following form:

· recommendations to management on the basis of agreed information obtained during stages 1-3;

· actions for key staff members – unanimous support is crucial here.

Emphasis is on the role of management in achieving cultural change – management must take ownership.

Stage 5: Management training

Assuming that support for the action plan has been secured, a series of briefing sessions/seminars/training sessions are conducted with key management staff, that is, those people who are crucial to the successful adoption and acceptance of the proposed changes. These training sessions typically comprise:

· explanation of process of cultural change (as illustrated in the flow chart above);

· emphasis on the importance of empathy, communication and participation with workers;

· explanation of key aspects of process for management, including:

· clear articulation of desired visions and associated practices;

· translation of vision into memorable reality, for example, ‘attack the problem, not the person‘ (Snyder, 1988);

· endorsement of top management and ‘modelling’ by management, resulting in, for example, ‘vicarious learning’ (Bandura, 1969) through meeting workers, ‘spreading the word’, and so on;

· Building a new team, if necessary, to reinforce the new values/approach;

· engaging in symbolic acts, for example, team/company presentations, changing uniforms to symbolize team spirit, and so on;

· explanation of proposed goals and aims to be achieved through change and how these will impact on the organization and, ultimately, on organizational performance, that is, translation of a ‘soft’ process into ‘hard’ financial results;

· training management in ‘transformational’ leadership skills, and in the understanding of group processes and group dynamics.

 Stage 6: ‘Unfreeze’ the organization

By Stage 6, this process, as envisaged by Lewin (1951), should be well underway. Management, with the assistance of the change agent, now take responsibility for the following, in order to prepare the organization for change:

· application of the principles learned during Stage 5 in order to make the organization aware of the need for change;

· ensuring that a climate of openness is developed between management and staff, regarding aims and consequences of proposed changes, by:

· presenting the change programme to workers (and ensuring that this is pitched correctly);

· adopting an open door policy;

· increasing the visibility of management in the workplace;

· encouraging participation of workers through seminars, workshops, and so on;

Note: facilitating an atmosphere of openness may be difficult to achieve, especially if the previous climate has been one of distance and conflict between management and staff.

· highlighting threats to the organization if change does not take place, while encouraging workers to believe that change is possible and desirable (Schein, 1987);

· ensuring a climate of participation is developed by involving staff, especially influential supervisory staff, and so on, by involving them early in the change process;

· Promoting worker ownership of the change by encouraging participation (to allow internalization by workers of new values).

Stage 7: Commence the change

Management, with the assistance of the change agent, will typically begin the change process, by:

· communicating aims:

· explaining goals and objectives to the workforce;

· retaining openness and willingness for discussion;

· building expectations for success;

· utilizing methods such as:

· presentations/seminars;

· workshops for team and skill building;

· training/retraining programmes, following job analysis, especially if the change involves technical considerations;

· continuous modelling of the change by senior/middle management .

Stage 8: Reinforce the change and ‘refreeze’ the organization

In order to effect a transition of values, norms and working practices, management is expected to:

· systematically reward adoption of new working practices;

· systematically punish adherence to old directions (while retaining useful aspects of the old system);

· promote adoption of required behaviours through:

· incentive programmes (remuneration);

· staff presentations concerning progress and feedback with the change programme;

· provision of personal counselling to workers who require it;

· implement new rituals and artefacts, for example, new uniforms, and so on.

Stage 9: Evaluation

The initial post-change evaluation is usually conducted by the change agent, in consultation with management. The evaluation sets initial agreed aims and objectives against the current, post-change situation, and typically comprises criteria such as:

· behaviours (observational/absenteeism or turnover figures);

· performance ratings (peer/supervisory);

· financial/production (turnover/profit/production/sales/market share);

· worker attitudes and satisfaction.

Results from this evaluation should be presented to management, summarizing: 

· areas where change has been successful;

· recommendations for areas for improvement and suggestions as to how improvements could be achieved using in-house resources;

· unsuccessful elements of the programme compared against original objectives;

· areas requiring monitoring;

· suggested rolling evaluation programme.

Stage 10: Close down

At this final stage, the change agent should explain the following to management:

· Cultural change is an ongoing process which is evaluated and monitored on a continuous basis. Not undertaking this may result in a slow slide back into the ‘old methods’.

· This involves:

· presentations to staff on feedback and progress, both with change and with market success;

· provision of personal counselling;

· climate of openness and trust;

· ‘management by objectives’ and ‘management by walking about’, if possible.

The above model describes a staged process for effecting a cultural change within an occupational setting. Clearly, different industries will require emphasis to be placed on different aspects of the culture, which would need to be built in to the programme. It is also clear that in the case of many organizations, internal politics may present the greatest barrier to cultural change – the above model assumes that agendas of management and staff are stated openly, and that subversive or sabotaging behaviours are minimized. In practice, such factors may require drastic measures such as replacement of staff or disciplinary procedures. However, through preparing adequately for cultural change, entering into a continuous dialogue with management, ensuring management support for proposals and objectives and by providing the necessary human resources support during the change process, a change agent can prove a valuable facilitator to the organizational development of companies requiring significant cultural, and other, change.
Case Study 5.3: Culture Change at Chrysler

 (Source: ANSOM, February 1994 – David A. Zatz)

Many companies have turned themselves around, converting imminent bankruptcy into prosperity. Some did it through financial gimmickry, but the ones who have become stars did it by changing their own culture.

Few remember that companies like British Airways or Volvo once had a poor reputation. That’s a credit to their drastic changes in customer (and employee) satisfaction, quality, and profits. 

The underlying causes of many companies’ problems are not in the structure, CEO, or staff; they are in the social structure and culture. Because people working in different cultures act and perform differently, changing the culture can allow everyone to perform more effectively and constructively. This applies to colleges and schools as much as it applies to businesses.

In the early 1990s, Chrysler had terrible customer service and press relations, with a history of innovation but a present of outdated products. Its market share was falling, and its fixed costs and losses were high. Bob Lutz, the president, wanted Chrysler to become the technology and quality leader in cars and trucks – a clear, globally applicable vision. A program of cultural change, Customer One, was built around it. 

The results were impressive: overhead was cut by $4.2 billion in under four years, the stock price has quadrupled, and the company reversed its slide into bankruptcy and became profitable. A completely new and competitive line of cars or trucks has appeared each year since. New engines produce more fuel economy and power as new cars provide more comfort, performance, and space, and the dependence on a former partner (Mitsubishi) is being phased out. They did this with the same people, but working in different ways. 

Training, visions, and culture

Customer One is designed for "dramatically [changing] the business culture." The multi-million dollar effort is, according to training director Thomas Marinelli, "a complete cultural change in the way our dealers do business....`Whatever you do, do it with the customer in mind first, and the ancillary benefits will follow.’" 

Involvement of people

In four years, 4600 ideas have been solicited from suppliers; 60 percent were used, saving over $235 million. Customers were also called in during ‘virtually every stage’ of the development of new models, to provide suggestions (rather than just ratings of what they liked). One designer was sent to photograph the interiors of about 200 pickups, to see where cups, maps, and so on were being stored, so they could tailor the interior of the new trucks to the needs of the drivers. Chrysler has also been listening to customers who write to the company; the designers even respond to some letters by phone. 

Rather than have a small number of people control new products, Jeep/Truck product manager Jeff Trimmer said planners are ‘speaking out for customer wants and needs in the initial stages ... and working along with each of the various functional groups ... The role becomes more advisory.’ Everyone who will be involved participates to ‘harness the best ideas and creativity’. 

Even the assembly line workers are included; with the new Ram trucks, they were working with engineers six months before production started. Mechanics are consulted early, to help prepare the cars and trucks for real-life maintenance. 

Product teams follow vehicles through their development to identify systems and process issues. ‘Today, we feel we have a lot more facts, and more of a groundswell of information that comes from groups of people who know exactly what we’re trying to do,’ reported Robert Johnson of Dodge Trucks. 

Agreeing on objectives

One change that helps to keep projects pure is setting down objectives clearly, at the beginning. Core objectives are agreed on at the beginning by all parties; because ‘Everybody agrees up front and we stick to the plan’ (Bernard Robertson, Jeep/Truck team), there are no last-minute changes in focus, which can result in expensive disasters (such as the Corvair, Vega, and Fiero). Because everyone is involved in setting goals, they take responsibility for living up to them. 

Learning

Changes in the way cars were made began with help from Honda, which developed a successful line-up in 20 years, generally using its own technology. Fourteen young engineers were told to learn how Honda designed cars; Bob Lutz and engineering chief Francois Castaing then reorganized their departments into Honda-style teams. 

Since then, Chrysler changed its teams by learning from its achievements and mistakes. ‘We do a “what went right, what went wrong” analysis at various points,’ said James Sorenson of the Jeep/Truck Team. ‘And we transmit this information to the other platforms.’ Pilot vehicles in the new Ram program were ready 13 months ahead of time. The number of improvements made each year, even to cars about to be discontinued, has increased dramatically each year since Customer One started, as learning has spread. 

Emphasis of quality

Most people like building a quality product. It’s natural to want one’s labors to produce something of quality and beauty. That might be one reason why workers tend to support quality efforts, if they see them as being sincere. 

Chrysler’s steps to improve quality started with calling in customers, suppliers, mechanics, and assembly line workers early in the design process. They continue by surveying all customers and basing dealer incentives on quality and support. The dealership rating process has been examined and improved at various points, to make sure their customer satisfaction index is valid and reliable. Complaints are followed through, and negative surveys are returned to dealers for resolution (however, many dealers do not follow through on this valuable feedback). 

Pitfalls

Cultural change is neither easy nor foolproof. It can take time – at least one year, more likely between three and six years – and it takes effort and vigilance. A great deal of patience and long-term support is needed. Communication may be key, as small successes are used to support larger efforts. Sometimes, it is necessary to start changing small parts of an organization first, later expanding efforts. Chrysler did this by starting with their engineering teams and moving on to other areas.

The proponents of change must carefully model the behavior they want to see in others. If they do not send a consistent message and keep that message clear and dominant over time, cultural change may be seen as just another fad.

Frequently, change becomes harder when the organization starts to turn around. At Chrysler, the pace of change dropped off dramatically when profits started to appear regularly. The result is that the corporation is rated about average in dealer satisfaction; some new models, particularly the Neon, were plagued with minor problems when they were introduced; and many new customers have become alienated from the company again. Complacency is an ever-present danger when changes start to take effect. 

Appendix 11 Likert’s Link-Pin ‘Participation’ Model

Likert (1961) offered a model of the effective organization on the basis of which much of what we currently call OD is founded. Likert focused in particular on the structure of the organization, advocating that the most effective structure is one comprised of participative workgroups, each linked to the organization as a whole through overlapping memberships. Working from a HR perspective, he believed that supportive workgroups were a critical source of need satisfaction and as such provides the source of all organizational potential and success.

Likert described clusters of style characteristics known as ‘systems 1, 2, 3 and 4’ referring to ‘exploitative authoritative, benevolent authoritative, participative consultative and participative group management’ systems respectively (Likert, 1961: 97–118). Likert argued that system 4, describing participative group management was the most appropriate insofar as it could most effectively harness employee motivation and commitment. The intervention format derived from this conceptualization of organizations is described below (derived from Klein, 1976):

· diagnosis by survey of the dominant schema operating in the organization, using the ‘cluster’ idea;

· intervention designed to shift behaviour towards ‘system 4’;

· post-intervention survey so ascertain shifts in perceived management style;

· performance measurement.

The concept of ‘participation’ is central to the Likert approach to intervention, geared to involving employees in decision making and affording them a sense of responsibility and control without the need to make fundamental changes to the basic conditions of work. The contemporary popularity of ‘quality circles’ is a case in point. 

The fashion of ‘participation’ can also be traced in part back to the experiment conducted by Lippitt and White (1939) on the consequences for morale of different styles of leadership. This indicated the superiority of the democratic approach. The discourse of democracy that swept across post-war America nurtured this finding, and any form of authoritarian method met with resentment and opposition. The problem of output regulation and control was in part exacerbated by this cultural imperative to be democratic, and can be said to have spawned attempts to control the workforce in more subtle (‘manipulative’) supposedly more ‘humanistic’ ways.

The assumption thus took hold that work motivation could be increased by changing the style of the manager or leader into one characterized as ‘democratic’. In distinguishing between two contrasting sets of management models (McGregor, 1960), theory x became equated with the principles of scientific management whilst theory y was equated with the principles of HR thinking. The distinction became infused with value judgements such that theory y became the universally prescribed ‘ideal’ with theory z being the approach to both avoid and disparage. These assumptions were upheld irrespective of the structural conditions of the organization.
Appendix 12 Formulation and Analysis of Merger with Implications for Intervention

Introduction to Merger Scenario

A merger can be defined as: The combining of two or more entities through the direct acquisition by one of the net assets of the other, either friendly or hostile, for cash or for stock.’ It is often expected that the merging of organizations will result in an increase in profitability due to there being an increase in efficiency and economies of scale. However, the reality is often a different matter, with mergers resulting in lower productivity, higher levels of absenteeism and a higher accident rate. In both the USA and the UK, between 50 and 80 percent of organizational mergers are regarded as unsuccessful financially (Marks & Mirvis, 2002). Of all mergers regarded as failures, ‘employee problems’ are estimated to be responsible for between a third and a half.

The present merger involves a large corporation with two other (smaller) corporations and can be termed a horizontal merger, as all three corporations operate in the same market. This merger involves the re-integration of people, which contrasts with, say, the conglomerate merger, which pertains to merger only at the administrative and financial level between otherwise unrelated firms. Within a merger between related firms, integration is necessary to prevent the duplication of functions and will require the re-organization of operations and work groups. 

The author is assuming that the large corporation is the acquiring firm and the two smaller corporations the acquired, and that the companies will absorb each other culturally speaking. This merger could therefore be viewed as a traditional organizational ‘marriage’ in which there will be wide-scale change with the acquired firms adopting and becoming absorbed into the procedures, practices, philosophy and culture of the acquiring firm.  

Conceptualization of the merger scenario

Merger can be conceptualized by drawing upon two theories of identity: social identity theory (SIT) (Tajfel, 1972) and process identity theory (IPT) (Breakwell, 1986). This is only a partial conceptualization, focusing on the people side of mergers. To add weight to this formulation, notions of cultural integration will also be drawn upon.

Identity is to do with meaning, the meaning you give yourself, and is tied to different aspects of your experience. Organizational identity, is organization specific, and can be defined simply as ‘an individual’s perceived oneness with the organization.’ (Ashforth & Mael, 1989: 23). SIT proposes that individuals classify themselves and others into a variety of social categories, one of which is organizational membership. Identity is divided into personal identity (abilities, interests, psychological traits, and so on) and social identity (salient group classifications). Organizational identity is a form of social identity (as the organization can be viewed as a social category/grouping) in which the distinctiveness of an organization’s values and practices (in comparison to other organizations) increases a person’s tendency to identify with their organization. Identifying with one’s organization serves to enhance an individual’s self-esteem.

IPT assumes there are a set of processes that underpin identity, namely, self-esteem (feeling of worth and value), self-efficacy (perceived ability), self-evaluation (monitors self-esteem and self-efficacy), distinctiveness (from others) and continuity (across time). Relating both SIT and IPT to the merger scenario:

· According to SIT, the re-organization of operations and work groups, as a result of the merger, could potentially pose a threat to the employees’ social identity. Therefore, a merged company can be understood to imply a new organizational identity involving, in effect, that employees are required to abandon their old social identities and accept a new one. In this instance, workers from the acquiring organization (usually superior in success terms) may fear that their social identity may be diluted or undermined by the acquisition of companies they perceive to be inferior to their own. Workers from the acquired companies (usually weaker in success terms) may on the other hand feel stripped of their identity, feeling exposed, insecure and unclear of their location and significance within the merged organization. If employees reject the new organizational identity, clinging on to those identities with which they are most comfortable and familiar, the merged companies might fail to integrate.

More specifically:    

· In accordance with both SIT and IPT, the merger may pose a threat to positive distinctiveness (at the work group level and the organizational level). The acquired firms are more likely to fear a loss of distinctiveness perceiving (somewhat realistically) the merger as requiring them to be absorbed within the larger firm.

· According to IPT, continuity (between the past, present and future) at the organizational level of identity is also under threat. Employees from all three companies will feel this threat as they begin to lose their sense of continuity over time.

· Threats to organizational identity can also occur through challenges to self-esteem and self-efficacy (Breakwell, 1986). This may be more evident with employees from the larger (stronger) firm fearing their success will be undermined by the weaker ‘inferior’ companies. 

Whereas identity is to do with meaning, culture can be understood to pertain to the way this meaning is lived and breathed, the way identity is enacted. The symbols and shared meaning of an organization’s culture are assimilated over time by organizational members and therefore become an important part of organizational identity (Buono, Bowditch, & Lewis, 1985). The merger process attempts to integrate different organizational cultures hence, a merger can be viewed as a threat to cultural distinctiveness (Buono et al., 1985). Members of the acquired companies may have to abandon their existing culture and adopt the culture of the acquiring firm. Success of the merger depends in part on their willingness to do this and on perceptions regarding the nature of their existing culture and the attractiveness or superiority of the acquirer’s culture. 

Key social psychological issues at stake

Group conflict

By definition, a merger scenario will heighten the salience of issues pertaining to organizational and personal identity by the very fact that it is concerned with the redefinition of the organizational groups and their boundaries. Employee’s awareness of the in-group (own organization) and out-group(s) (the two other organizations) will be heightened, which may lead to in-group favouritism (in order to maintain a positive social identity and to protect their self-esteem). The acquiring firm may be more likely to express in-group favouritism in order to emphasize their distinctiveness and superiority over the acquired firms. Conflict in the form of in-group/out-group biases has been shown in a merger between two banks when, for example, many workers blamed people from the ‘other’ bank for failures in group outcomes and credited people from their ‘own’ bank for successes (Buono et al., 1985). Due to the high degree of integration involved in this merger, the more change that is needed, the greater the threat to positive distinctiveness and hence the greater the degree of conflict that can potentially arise.

General conflict

A general form of conflict can also occur due to the differing cultures of these corporations, the employees’ perceived loss of autonomy, and a general ignorance regarding the other corporations concerns. The uncertainty and ambiguity often associated with the pre-merger phase can lead to subsequent conflict during integration, when things start to become clearer for employees. Employees in all three corporations may start to contest decisions made to do with the merger, feeling that they contradict their own interests.

Culture shock and negative expectations

The absorb pattern of cultural integration to be undertaken means that the two acquired organizational cultures will in effect disappear as their employees are absorbed and incorporated into the acquiring organization. The workers may not realize the extent to which their organization’s culture influences their work behaviour. This can result in a feeling of shock due to suddenly working in a different organizational ‘world’ which, in turn, can influence how the workers respond to the merger and may interfere with the entire running of the newly merged company. The cultural integration to be undertaken may engender negative expectations (derived from whatever information is available to the employees) regarding relations between the three corporations (contact conditions), and how the employees will be treated by the merged organization’s management (organizational support). Employees from the two acquired firms are more likely to have lower, more negative expectations than those from the acquiring firm regarding power and job security. The negative expectations felt by the acquired employees may result in increased feelings of threat and lower levels of commitment to the merged organization, which can affect the success of the merger. 

Intra-organizational cohesiveness 

The aforementioned threats to cultural distinctiveness and identity may increase intra-organizational cohesiveness resulting in a resistance to change. Members from the same pre-merger organization (in-group) may become very cohesive (closing ranks from out-group members) in the merged organization in an attempt to retain their distinctiveness. This will affect the level of collaboration and cooperation with colleagues from different pre-merger companies, and hence hinder development of organizational citizenship behaviour. 

Stress and anxiety

The loss of identity, threats to positive distinctiveness, and difficulties with cultural integration, may engender stress in employees. Stress may also occur as a result of the present merger due to lack of security and unclear promotion prospects, a lack of communication, work overload (due to voluntary and involuntary turnover), and work-related anxieties spilling over into the workers home lives (Cartwright & Cooper, 1992). According to the transactional model of merger stress individuals may negatively appraise the merger situation by perceiving it as potentially threatening, whereas others may perceive the merger as a challenging opportunity. In line with the identity model utilized here, it could be argued that the greater the degree of threat to identity and positive distinctiveness, the more likely negative appraisal of the merger situation will occur. Experiencing the merger as stressful is likely to occur with negative appraisal. The resulting stress and anxiety could lead to absence, lateness, turnover and a decrease in productivity, all of which negatively affect the merger’s success (Cartwright & Cooper, 1992).  
Turnover

The integration of operations and work groups implies that redundancy for some employees (from all three firms) is inevitable. Voluntary turnover will also occur. Methods that bring about voluntary turnover in smaller corporations involved in a merger are often used by the larger corporation involved, which is applicable to the present merger. This will affect the attitudes and behaviour of the surviving employees from the two acquired firms and also increase the prevalence of future voluntary turnover. 

Practical Implications for Ensuring a Successful Merger

From the conceptualization and identification and discussion of key issues the following need to be addressed:

· From the conceptualization:

· organizational identity;

· positive distinctiveness;

· continuity;

· self-esteem and self-efficacy;

· cultural integration.

· From the key issues:

· group conflict and general conflict;

· culture shock;

· negative expectations;

· commitment;

· intra-organizational cohesiveness;

· stress and anxiety (that is, through negative appraisal);

· redundancy/turnover.

The above list enables several practical implications to be deduced.

Re-establish sense of continuity

Employees need to be given a sense of past and future, they need to have a notion of end time and not just a sense of stability. Detailed information about why the merger is happening, what the merger will entail, and the timeline involved should be provided, along with information regarding what the new organization’s long-term plans will be.

Establish organizational identity for the NEW organization

The new organization needs to be seen by its members as: 

· distinctive;

· prestigious;

· competitive.

Define the new organization in terms of distinctive and enduring characteristics. Stress the distinctiveness of the organization’s values and practices in relation to comparable organizations, hence providing the new organization with a unique identity. To enable members to identify with the new organization, make it appear prestigious. Identify how the new organization is ‘bigger and better’ than comparable firms as a result of combining the good qualities from all three pre-merger companies. The salience of the new organization can be heightened by making the organization appear to be in competition with other organizations (or merely make employees aware of other organizations). By introducing a ‘common enemy’, the employees of the ‘other’ organization may be viewed as an out-group by the merged organization employees, who may then begin to regard one another as a single in-group. Identifying with one’s organization can in itself lead to the enhancement of self-esteem as well as support for and commitment to the new organization and its culture.

Out with the old, in with the new …

As well as the new organization being seen as distinctive, prestigious and competitive, removing symbols of previous identities and imposing new identification symbols is a key implication to ensure merger success. By the manipulation of symbols (that is, traditions, rituals, metaphors) individuals’ membership in the organization can be made salient and can provide powerful images of what the new organization represents. Symbols of an organization are also one aspect of organizational culture, therefore, by imposing new symbols, this may be a step towards employees understanding and internalizing the culture of the new organization.

From ‘them & us’ to ‘we’… a collaborative workforce

This is more of a specific implication than that mentioned above regarding organizational identity, and is to do with reducing conflict and increasing cooperation and collaboration between members from the pre-merger companies. The Common In-group Identity Model (Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993) suggests that to reduce bias and it will be necessary to recategorize the group members’ mental representations of separate groups (‘them’ and ‘us’) to a one-group representation (‘we’). This can be done by making the boundaries between the three organizations less salient through introducing equal status contact and mutual respect by stressing to employees the notable, outstanding qualities of the other organizations and employees involved. This will also reduce the threat to self-esteem and self-efficacy by making employees less likely to feel their status/worth/ability will be undermined by an ‘inferior’ organization. Informal interaction and communication between employees from the three firms should also be implemented in order to individuate out-group members. By transferring employees between the three corporations or more specifically, moving the merged workgroups to a new location or giving them new names, situational cues in the work setting, that may be associated with pre-merger group membership, will be eliminated. These, as well as continual reassurance about preserving professional distinctiveness, and creating clearly specified super-ordinate goals, will hopefully result in an organization where there is cooperation and collaboration (see Brown, 1996).

Turn the negative into positive (or at least reality)

The negative expectations (due to cultural integration) and negative appraisals of the merger situation (which may lead to stress) can be addressed by presenting realistic merger previews (RMPs) (Cartwright & Cooper, 1992). The implications here are similar to the continuity solution regarding supplying information to employees; however, the proposed content is slightly different. The RMPs should provide information regarding what one can expect the ‘new’ organization to be like, stressing aspects of organizational support (how they will be treated by the merged organization) and what the contact relations will be between employees from the three pre-merger companies.  This will enable employees to make realistic cognitive appraisals which in turn may reduce the level of stress experienced and the level of threat, and may even increase subsequent levels of commitment towards the merged organization.

Successful cultural integration

The implications for ensuring as smooth as possible cultural integration include employees perceiving the new culture as more attractive and superior to their old one. This can be done by supplying employees with culture-relevant information (which alone can reduce culture clash issues), stressing the superior nature of the newly integrated culture, and preferably indicating that there will be an increase in autonomy and employee participation (more attractive).  

Reduce merger stress

The above implications (re-establishing identity, distinctiveness and reducing the difficulties with cultural integration) are likely to have some effect in reducing the stress experienced during the merger. To effectively reduce the stress experienced by the employees, specific stress interventions should be matched to different phases of the merger implementation. For example, in the early stages there should be open communication, followed by stress management workshops, and individual counselling during the middle stages. In the final stages, an integration team should be set up with managers from all three corporations (to increase feelings of fairness and also the feeling that they have an influence on the changes that will result from the merger).

Turnover & the surviving employees

The problems identified regarding turnover (both voluntary and involuntary) imply that career advice and retraining opportunities should be made available to those leaving the organization. This not only provides the remaining employees with information about the organization’s values but also how fairly employees will be treated in the future.

Limitations to the Social Psychological Approach to Mergers

There are, however, a few limitations to the social-psychological approach to mergers that need to be pointed out, including the lack of comprehensive theory. At present, research tends not to be theoretically driven with regards to merger processes and outcomes. Also, much of the literature has focused on just one process variable or outcome of mergers (for example, culture or commitment), however, no two mergers are the same and variables found to be important in one merger situation may not be so in another. Therefore, in evaluating processes and outcomes, the specific objectives and goals of each merger need to be considered. Measures of the many constructs investigated are also limited by the problem of general agreement in definition (for example, there is no one accepted definition of culture). The psychometric properties of the measures themselves may also be questionable. Studies have used case-study approaches and others have used student samples, yet this questions the reliability and validity of findings and generalizability to employees, respectively. More research is also needed into the long-term effects of a merger (once change has been implemented).

Conclusion

It is clear that a merger is not something that happens merely to organizations, but something that happens to people in the organizations. It is necessary for people implementing mergers to focus on the human side as much as the financial side. Hopefully then we may see a decrease in the number of failed mergers. 
Appendix 13 Some Change Management Tools 

Key Working Assumptions within an Appreciative Inquiry Approach to Change Management

1. People respond to their map of reality and not to reality itself. We operate and communicate from those maps. Change begins with a change of map. 

2. Human behaviour is purposeful though we are not always conscious of what purpose is.

3. All behaviour has a positive intention. Our behaviour is always trying to achieve something valuable for us. A person is not their behaviour. Our intention or purpose is not the action itself. What may appear to be a negative behaviour is only because we do not see the purpose.

4. People make the best choice they can at the time. No matter how self-defeating, bizarre or unacceptable the behaviour, it is the best choice available to that person at the time given their map of the world. Give them a better choice in their map and they will take it.

5. People work perfectly. No one is wrong and nothing is broken. It is a matter of finding out how they/it functions so that it can effectively be changed to something more constructive and desirable. 

6. The meaning of a communication is the response you get. This may be different from that you intend. There are no failures in communication, only responses and feedback. Every experience can be used. If you are not getting the result you want, do something different. 

7. We already have all the resources we need or we can create them. There are no un-resourceful people only un-resourceful states.

8. Modelling successful performance leads to excellence. If one person can do something, it is possible to model it and teach it to others.

9. If you want to understand, act. The learning is in the doing

10.  Build on what is going well and working okay rather than what is wrong or problematic: be aware of amplifying the problem by making an issue of it and using the language of dysfunction (principles of appreciative inquiry) so use positive language (what works, what we are doing well, what we could do more of or better). Language influences reality so we can reframe reality with the words we use. The envisioned organization or future reality must be perceived as attractive and something with which people can identify and move naturally towards. Some practical ways of doing this are given below.

Language as a source of change

Appreciative inquiry highlights the power of language in framing our perception and experiences of the world. This is a potentially very powerful tool in itself for generating change. Change the language, and change the way reality is perceived. This also extends to the way we ‘categorize’ the world. Problems of inter-operability (diversity management) are not directly traceable to differences per se, but the way these differences are used and managed by people in the way they interact and communicate on a daily basis. These differences are not fixed realities – they are interpretations of reality. Thus, gender differences and other categorical differences signified by terms like ethnicity and sexuality are not fixed indisputable realities but important sources of identification and are thus strategic resources from which to draw in the sense-making process. 

Differences are fundamentally self-referential (that is, self-defining, self-protective, self-expressive). Understanding self and identity processes are critical to understanding how differences are interpreted and managed. These processes are inextricably linked with group considerations and are at work in everyday interaction and communication practices. Understanding this is one key to leveraging immediate change.
For instance, if difference is talked about in categorical terms (recognizing diversity across groups – gender, ethnicity, sexuality and so on), the identities evoked by this will be amplified (and accordingly also, stereotypical assumptions and attributions will be made). If, on the other hand, differences are talked about and addressed at the individual level (for example, by valuing the individual and explicitly recognizing individual differences), categorical differences will become less salient and people will act accordingly on this basis. This does not deny the reality or validity of categorical differences, it merely de-emphasizes them in favour of an appreciation of ‘individuals’. To this extent, a meritocratic system can thrive in which individuals are appreciated irrespective of their category memberships and identities. 

When we appreciate individuals, we accept that they will define themselves in many different ways, with reference to many different categorical or role identities. Recognizing this diversity of self-representation is to some extent more important than recognizing diversity across individuals because the latter puts people into boxes, whilst the former acknowledges that there is no one box in which any one person can be slotted. Diversity management practices can thus to some extent both simplify differences and perpetuate false differences, rather than regarding diversity as a concept to illuminate and herald individual differences. There is no substitute for getting to know the individual as an individual with a unique personal history and profile. 

How can your organization move beyond the language of categories to the language of individuals? How can individual differences be applauded and nurtured whilst also being appropriately and realistically contained within organizational frameworks? 

How does your organization talk about and address difference? To what extent does this perpetuate false differences? 

How are categories used in explanations of organizational events? What stereotypes, images, ‘stories’ and assumptions abound in association with difference? What kind of language is embedded in our policies and guidelines that unwittingly focus our attention on differences that are otherwise not relevant to the way we go about our business? How do assumptions about category differences impact on perception and behaviour? 

Merely reflecting on the language we use to describe, explain and organize situations can be sufficient to illustrate the power of language to frame perception and action. 

Conversation for change

True change comes about naturally and constantly through people in their attempt to make sense of their experiences. This involves dialogue. Change cannot be imposed, it must be generated through people in the course of their everyday interaction. An increasingly common and highly effective strategy for facilitating transformational change is to simply get people in conversation with each other about the kind of organization they wish to work for, about what works well and how to take this forward. Companies like BP, IBM, ICL, and BT have all successfully used ‘conversation for change’, rolling out change through the creation of forums designed to get people from different levels of the hierarchy, across different functions/departments and division, and geographical, even national divided, talking to each other about organizational practices. Conversation opportunities are created through informal and formal (staged) means, all with the purpose of engaging people from all parts and levels of the company in discussing, envisioning and translating rhetoric into their everyday reality. For example, an aspired to organizational image of ‘valuing diversity’ can be unpacked (made sense of) in focus group discussions and translated into real everyday job terms. 

Visualization and the use of metaphor 

Visualization is a strategy used by athletes to project themselves into a game, to mentally simulate themselves performing at their best and, ultimately, to represent their win. Visualization can be self-fulfilling, because it creates a positive mind-set in which people come to appreciate the authorship of their own success and because it affords mental rehearsal and preparation for difficult situations. Visualization involves a projection of self into the future and creates a self-fulfilling ‘story’ with a particular (positive) ending in which self takes ownership of the success process. It encourages goal setting (setting specific achievable and realistic targets or milestones) and as such has a focusing and energizing effect. 

The same strategy can be used to create the momentum for change (and success) in organizational terms. People can be encouraged (as part of a group exercise) to visualize the future of the organization in desirable and attractive terms, projecting themselves into it and mentally rehearsing the practicalities of what this would mean in practice. In so doing, a self-fulfilling process is sparked. One way of helping this process along, is to use metaphor. Metaphors can capture the essence of something in simple, concrete terms, and, as such, are easy to engage with and internalize as a way of thinking and seeing. Metaphors can also constrain and limit, so they need to be selected carefully and unpacked to identify their energizing potential within a visualization exercise. 

When attempting to generate a change-inducing ‘story’ metaphor, decide on the outcome that you want the metaphor to achieve (or agree, in a group setting, the desired outcome). The outcome must express the needs and desires of the group (that is, it must be something with which the group can collectively identify and invest in). There are no right or wrong meanings to metaphors. No matter how much people might ask you to tell them the ‘meaning’, this is your meaning, not theirs. 

Metaphors may be single words, expressions or stories. Common metaphors are: ‘being in the firing line’, ‘aiming at the target’, ‘I need to overcome his objections’, ‘business has died down’, ‘steaming ahead’. Metaphors express experience, and also perpetuate it, through behaviour that is congruent with this.

Metaphors projected into the future can be grounded with reference to ‘stories’ about what has worked well in the past (appreciative inquiry), thereby retaining a sense of continuity from past, present to the future. Moreover, the metaphor can be grounded in meaningful practical terms and is easier to engage with. 

Force-field analysis

The assumption behind force-field analysis is that there are always going to be various tensions to deal with in association with change, tensions in particular that arise from conflicting pressures to move one way rather than another. Kurt Lewin described these conflicting pressures as ‘push and pull’ factors. Push factors constitute the drivers of change, whilst pull factors constitute the inhibitors. For example, a key driver for change underpinning diversity management initiatives is a legal imperative on companies to demonstrate that they are abiding by Equal Opportunity legislation. Another driver is the increased plurality of society combined with the need for front-line behavioural synergy. An inhibitor, however, in this instance, would be deeply ingrained stereotypes about people who belong to particular categories or groups. Kurt Lewin argued that in any situation of planned change, it is essential to map the push and pull factors (of all types and at all possible levels of analysis) to get a handle on the field. By mapping the field in this way, sources of potential resistance can in principle be pre-empted or addressed, and the natural drivers of change can be milked.

In identifying the push and pull factors it is useful to categorize them as ‘legal’, ‘environmental’, ‘economic’, ‘technological’, ‘people’, and so on. Under ‘people’, one way to start the process is to identify all of the stakeholders and to perform a ‘stakeholder’ analysis. Who are stakeholders and what are their interests? What might their role be in the process of change?

Appendix 14 Knowledge Management

· First generation – focus on timely information provision for decision support and in support of business process re-engineering (BPR) initiatives. Like BPS, it failed to deliver on is promised benefits.

· Second generation – tacit-explicit knowledge conversion – content management.

· Third generation – requires a clear separation of context, narrative and content management and challenges the orthodoxy of scientific management. Complex adaptive systems theory is used to create a sense-making model that utilizes self-organizing capabilities of the informal communities and identifies a natural flow model of knowledge creation, disruption and utilization. However, the argument from nature of many complexity thinkers is rejected given the human capability to create order and predictability through collective and individual acts of freewill. 

Knowledge is seen, paradoxically, as both a thing and a flow requiring diverse management approaches.

The assumptions underpinning knowledge management is that there are inherent uncertainties of systems comprised of interacting agents. Physical and biological models do not take into consideration the uniquely human capacities of freewill, awareness and social responsibility. Knowledge management is about engaging human complexity in its many manifestations, including the ancient collective and emergent patterns of narrative, ritual, negotiation of identity and truth, self-representation and knowledge exchange. 

The Paradoxical Nature of Knowledge

Some of the basic concepts underpinning knowledge management are now being challenged. Knowledge is not a thing (awaiting to be discovered through scientific investigation), or a system, but an ephemeral, active process of relating. If one takes this view, then no one, let alone a corporation, can own knowledge. Knowledge itself cannot be stored, not can intellectual capital be measured, and certainly neither of them can be managed. The ‘thing’ metaphor of knowledge is the underpinning of the content mgt tradition of knowledge management. In third-generation knowledge management, knowledge is managed as a flow, requiring attention to context and narrative rather than content.

The question about the manageability of knowledge is not just academic. Organizations have increasingly discovered that the tacit and explicit distinction tends to focus on the container, rather than the thing contained. Three heuristics illustrate the change in thinking required to manage knowledge:

· Knowledge can only be volunteered – it cannot be conscripted for the very simple reason that I can never truly know if someone is using his or her knowledge. I can know I have complied with a process or a quality standard. Yet to some extent, managers have been trained to be conscripts not volunteers.

· We can always know more than we can tell, and we will always tell more than we can write down – the nature of knowledge is such that we always know, or are capable of knowing more than we have the physical time or the conceptual ability to say. I can speak in five minutes what it would otherwise take two weeks to get round to spending two hours writing it down. The process of writing something down is reflective knowledge; it involves both adding and taking away from the actual experience or original thought. Reflective knowledge has high value, but is time-consuming and involves loss of control over its subsequent use.

· We only know what we know when we need to know it – human knowledge is deeply contextual, it is triggered by circumstances. In understanding what people know we have to recreate the context of their knowing if we are to ask a meaningful question or enable knowledge use. To ask someone what he or she knows is to ask a meaningless question in a meaningless context, but such approaches are at the heart of the mainstream consultancy method.

The three heuristics partially support our view of knowledge as an ‘active process of relating’. However, it does not mean that we abandon second-generation practice, merely that we recognize its limitations.

Philosophers have long seen paradox as a means of creating new knowledge and understanding. Physicists breaking out of the Newtonian era had to accept that electrons are paradoxically both waves and particles: if you look for waves you see waves, if you look for particles you see particles. Properly understood knowledge is paradoxically both a thing and a flow; in the second age we looked for things and found things, in the third age we look for both in different ways and embrace the consequent paradox.

Culture is key to the flow of knowledge within an organization. Culture is the way in which humans provide standards for deciding what is what can be, how one feels about it, deciding what to do about it and for deciding how to go about doing it. Such cultures are tacit in nature, networked, tribal and fluid. They are learning cultures because they deal with ambiguity and uncertainty originating in the environment, or self-generated for innovative purposes. We need to transfer knowledge to new members, in both society and the organization, knowledge that has painfully been created at cost over previous generations. The mechanisms for learning are very different from those for teaching. In the case of teacher there is little ambiguity between teacher and taught. In learning, such ambiguity is often a precondition of innovation. The costs and scalability are also different. In the case of teaching, the population of taught can be large, varying to some degree with the level of abstraction; reliability, scalability and economies of scale are both realistic and sensible. Learning is more about providing space and time for new meaning to emerge, research facilities are not cheap and not all employees can realistically be provided with space of learning, as opposed to the application of what can be taught.

Diversity over Time and Space

Cynefin (kun-ev’n) is a Welsh word with no direct equivalent in English. As a noun it denotes a habitat, as an adjective, acquainted or familiar, but this does not do it justice. Sinclair (1998) says it ‘describes a relationship: the place of your birth and of your upbringing, the environment in which you live and to which you are naturally acclimatised’. It differs from the Japanese word ‘Ba’ denoting a ‘shared space for emerging relationships’, in that it links a community into its shared history – or histories – in a way that paradoxically both limits the perception of the community while enabling an instinctive and intuitive ability to adapt to conditions of profound uncertainty. In general, if a community is not physically, temporally and spiritually rooted, then it is alienated from its environment, and will focus on survival rather than creativity and collaboration. In such conditions, knowledge hoarding will predominate and the community will close itself to the external world. If the alienation becomes extreme, the community may even turn in on itself, atomizing into an incoherent babble of competing self-interests. Critically, it emphasizes that we never start from a zero base when we design a knowledge system, all players in that system come with the baggage, positive and negative derived from multiple histories. 

Four open spaces or domains of knowledge can be envisaged, all of which have validity within different contexts. They are domains not quadrants as they create boundaries within a centre of focus, but they do pretend to fully encompass all possibilities. 

	Common-sense making
	

	Informal interdependent

Social networks
	Professional logical

Communities of practice, known membership and objectives

	Uncharted innovative

Temporary communities
	Bureaucratic structured

Coherent groupings




Distinction between Complex and Complicated

An aircraft is a complicated system; all of its thousands of components are knowable, definable and capable of being catalogued, as are all of the relationships between those components. If necessary, it can be taken apart and examined to discover the nature of the components and their relationships. Cause and effect can be separated and by understanding their linkages we can control outcomes.

Human systems are complex; a complex system comprises many interacting agents, an agent being anything that has identity. We all exist in many identities. As we fluidly move among identities, we observe different rules, rituals, and procedures unconsciously. In such a complex system, the components and their interactions are changing and can never be quite pinned down. The system is irreducible. Cause and effect cannot be separated because they are intimately intertwined. Two examples make this clear:

· Consider what happens in an organization when a rumour of reorganization surfaces; the complex human system starts to mutate and change in unknowable ways; new patterns form in anticipation of the event. On the other hand, if you walk up to an aircraft with a box of tools in your hand, nothing changes.

· A feature of a complex system is the phenomenon of retrospective coherence in which the current state of affairs always make logical sense, but only when we look backwards (post hoc rationalization). The current pattern is logical, but is only one of many patterns that could have formed, any one of which would be equally logical.

Organizations tend to study past events to create predictive and prescriptive models for future decisions based on the assumption that they are dealing with a complicated system in which the components and associated relationships are capable of discovery and management. This arises from Taylor’s application of Newtonian physics to management theory in the principles of scientific management (SM). Subsequently, a whole industry has been built between business schools and consultancies in which generalized models are created from analytical study of multiple case histories. SM served well in the revolutions of total quality management and BPR and continues to be applicable in the domain of the complicated. However, just as Newtonian physics was bounded by the understandings of quantum mechanics, so SM has been bounded by the need to manage knowledge and learning.

The second distinction is between a complex system comprising many interacting identities in which one cannot distinguish cause and effect relationships but can identify and influence patterns of interactivity and a chaotic system in which all connections have broken down and are in a state of turbulence or eternal boiling. It is dangerous to confuse complex and chaotic. In the complex domain, we manage to recognize, disrupt, reinforce and seed the emergence of patterns; we allow the interaction of identities to create coherence and meaning. In a chaotic domain, no such patterns are possible unless we intervene to impose them; they will not emerge through the interaction of agents.

What to one organization is chaotic, to another is complex and knowable. In the chaotic domain, the most important thing is to act; then we can make sense and respond.

The Knowledge Spiral

The law of requisite variety is well understood in ecology; if the diversity of species falls below a certain level then the ecology stagnates and dies. Excessive focus on core competence, a single model of community of practice or a common investment appraisal process are all examples of ways in which organizations can destroy variety. 

Dependence on Informal Networks

A mature organization will recognize that informal networks are a major competitive advantage (For example, ‘swarming’ – like bees in a hive). 
Appendix 15 Newcomer Socialization

New organizational recruits represent a particular type of employee to an organization, often displaying high expectations, motivation and a desire to achieve within their new role. However, the initial perceived psychological contract between employees and employing organization may alter markedly during the early period of tenure for newly recruited staff (Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994). The fulfilment of new recruits’ expectations of the workplace and the organization is fundamental to maximizing satisfaction, commitment levels, desire to stay with the company and job performance. Whilst later researchers have questioned the size of relationship between met expectations and these work-related outcomes, there is general agreement that an employing organization fulfilling contractual obligations and expectations will lead to more positive outcomes for new recruits(Anderson, 2001). 

it can be argued that hasty establishment of psychological and employment contracts at the outset of an individual’s tenure within an organization are largely responsible for subsequent feelings of disillusionment and possible attrition, suggesting provision of adequate job-relevant information as a possible mediator of this outcome.

Becoming an Organizational Member

The infusion and maintenance of strong corporate cultures begins with selection and training. At Southwest Airlines, for instance, only prospective employees who fit with the culture are hired. In companies such as Procter and Gamble, Daft describes the process of acculturation: ‘new employees are assigned minor tasks while they learn to question their prior behaviours, beliefs and values. Through extensive training, new recruits constantly hear about the company’s transcendent values and overarching purposes, about watershed events in the company’s history, and about exemplary individuals – the heroes.’

The way in which an individual becomes a fully integrated member of the organization is ordinarily addressed as an issue of socialization. Hebden (1986) talks of socialization as the infusion of organizational culture within newcomers (the ‘transmission of culture‘), as does Simpson (1967)  that is, ‘learning the cultural content (skills, knowledge, ways of behaving) of a role and self-identification with the role which leads to internalization of certain values and goals’. Socialization has been studied from a number of different perspectives and conceptual orientations including, for example, information gathering approaches (for example, Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992), cultural approaches (for example, Hebden, 1986), and social identity approaches (for example, Ashforth & Mael, 1989). 

Schein (1971) describes socialization as individual movement within and between organizations. Whenever an individual crosses an organizational boundary (for example, moving from one rank to another) he or she is re-socialized to learn or construct a public self around the requirements of their changing roles. The focus of this model is, however, on structural and strategic aspects if socialization to the neglect of the cognitive and affective side of becoming an organizational member. 

Socialization into a profession or organization may take place through informal and/or formal channels. Formally, induction courses may be run for new organizational recruits, which ‘sell’ the organization’s identity and culture through the company mission statement, provision of company literature (often branded and communicating the ‘flavour’ of the organization through specific use of language, phrasing and style) and via training. Informal channels of socialization may include: observation of existing workers; initiation rites (where a recruit is tested by employees); ‘buddying’ or ‘mentoring’; and being corrected for mistakes and organizational faux pas at the outset of one’s tenure.

The socialization process thus results in: specifications for behaviour (the appropriate rules and norms to follow); change in attitude (to reduce cognitive dissonance resulting from mismatch between one’s own attitudes and those of the group); and, if professional socialization, active internalization of ideologies, values and norms representing that profession.

Until recently, it has been assumed that the individual is a passive recipient of socialization practices regulated and controlled by a socializing agent. Nowadays, however, it is common to acknowledge that the recruit takes a proactive role in the socialization process via mechanisms such as ‘self-to-prototype matching’ (Setterland & Niendethal, 1993) and anticipatory self-stereotyping. For example, Niendethal and colleagues have shown that individuals seek out situations they believe to be self-defining and in which they receive self-verifying feedback. Individuals imagine the typical person found in a particular situation then compare the defining traits of the prototypes with those of him- or herself and select the product, situation or institution associated with the greatest similarity between the self and the prototypic person-in-situation (Setterland & Niendenthal, 1993: 269–270). 

However, it is important to recognize that selection and internalization of prototype value sets may result in an idealized (and not realistic) perception of the group (and the self) during the socialization process. Thus, ‘reality shock’ may occur upon the realization that their stereotypical behaviours, norms and values are not consistent with reality. The mechanisms that may be used to reduce cognitive dissonance in such situations have been little studied. It is possible that such knowledge- and experience-based matching is under a constant review process, and is subject to change on a continuous basis over time, as suggested by Moreland and Levine (1982).

Research has demonstrated a clear link between perceived socialization experiences and commitment (Meyer, 1997: 197). Research has tended to rely heavily on the six-dimensional classification scheme of Van Maanan and Schein (1986). The dimension most strongly associated with commitment is ‘investiture versus divestiture’, which reflects the ‘degree to which newcomers received positive (‘investiture’) or negative (‘divestiture’) support after entry from experienced organizational members’ (. Investiture is found to be more strongly predictive of commitment that divestiture. 

One potential problem with ‘instilling commitment’ is its consequences for employee inclination to be innovative. Another problem associated with the use of socialization practices to instill commitment is the tendency to focus on the form (that is, processes, practices), rather than the content (that is, messages) of commitment, and on organizationally initiated rather than employee-initiated (for example, information seeking) socialization strategies. 

Commitment may also arise from the provision of training, although this is more of a knock-on consequence of training rather than an intended consequence. Research shows that commitment may result from perceptions of training efforts, as opposed to the training experience itself (Meyer, 1997). Commitment can, in turn, increase motivation to participate in training.

It is commonly expected that perceived provision for, and actual upward progression, will have a positive impact on employee commitment. Recent research indicates that this assumption should be qualified with reference to considerations of justice – that is, whether promotion procedures are perceived to be fair. The implication of this for organizations is the need to convey clear messages to employees about promotion opportunities and in particular how promotion decisions are made (Meyer, 1997: 200).

Within this context, the psychological contract has been seen both as a potential mediator of disillusionment in new recruits to organizations, and as a metaphor for career structure and development. Baker and Berry (1987) cited improved entry-level career counselling, combining dissemination of job-relevant information and recruit self-assessment in the pursuit of increased self-knowledge as resulting in improved person–job/organization match and an improved psychological contract between employee and employer. Feller (1995) discussed ways in which employment counsellors could assist clients in planning and taking action to enhance personal competitiveness in a workplace undergoing major structural change, using the psychological contract construct as a useful descriptor of that change process.

�Change text in all boxes to initial capital for first word only. Change ‘organisation’ to ‘organization’.





