Problem Scenario

Our case study is set in Byfield College, a successful business college in the South of England.  

The college runs 38 different courses and caters to 1000 students.  

George Boon, the Director of the college has been in post for just over a term.  

He has just called Jane Hacking, the Section Head of the central admin office into see him as he has just seen a situation in her department that has caused him concern.

George:  
Thank you for coming into see me Jane.

I wanted to talk to you as I was approaching your office this

morning and was alarmed to here much shouting and laughter.

Numerous students and staff milling about

It was very untidy – students tripping over piles of files

Jam doughnuts suspended from the ceiling on pieces of string

Explanation?

Jane:

It’s my Birthday



We usually have cakes on a Monday morning –



Its become a type of social ritual which has gone on for years



High spirits tolerated as long as work gets done



Good for morale

George:
It may be good for morale but it portrays an unprofessional image and that’s something we can do without.  


The office handles a lot of confidential documents –


You can’t tell me that kind of “open house” is good for security.


I’m no killjoy, but this kind of behaviour has got to stop.

This demonstrates 2 very different perspectives of the situation and different expectations.  If unresolved this could lead to conflict in the future. This does transpire.
During the summer vacation, George Boon commissions a formal systems analysis of the admin office and is alarmed to find out that the office has been functioning at more than 20 per cent beyond its theoretical maximum for the past six months.  He is also aware that the college will be offering more courses and will take on more students next terms.  Based on the formal systems analysis, he works out a new system for the administrative office.  

When the staff return in September, he calls them all to a meeting and gives them a short presentation of the new system which they should put into operation straightaway.  However, within four weeks, complaints about the central admin office start to reach the director, the absence rate within the department increases by 40% and new system collapses. 

Aims and objectives 
The subject of this presentation is the management of change. In particular, we will focus on how change is perceived by the individual.  
We will present a formulation of the problem and will examine some models/theories which we feel may contribute to our understanding.  We will then suggest an intervention strategy and finally, how we will evaluate its success.

Formulation of the Problem

We have been called in by George following the collapse of the new system.  He suspects that the Manager, Jane, has deliberately sabotaged his efforts and that her team are “working to rule”.  He can’t understand their reaction and has asked us to intervene.  We ask to meet with Jane separately to help us formulate our intervention.  

Having spoken to both parties we find that George’s new system was imposed without consultation with Jane or her team.  Jane explains that theirs is a huge coordinative role and that the old structure allowed them to tackle these demands together. Her staff feel that the new system is too rigid and they feel isolated from each other.  In their view the old system worked better and they are very unhappy.  Jane is worried about her team and upset.  She feels the change is unfair as her dept. was rated the most efficient and enjoyable department in last year’s staff survey.  

George is concerned about the team’s ability to adapt to the increased pressure of rising student numbers an ever changing environment.

Following our meetings, it is apparent to us that Jane & George are embodiments of theoretical polar opposites, George is Tayloristic and task-focussed.  This was illustrated by some of the language he used:

“I also saw the new system as an opportunity to bring the office in line, with my vision of a professionally run business college.”

“I thought that the new system should help Jane control her staff.”

Jane, on the other hand, seemed to hold views, which were consonant with the Human Relations movement.  She is more people-oriented and is primarily concerned with the satisfaction of her staff.  Again this was apparent in her language:


“I actually feel rather proud the team style, I try to ensure its 
participative and supportive...”


“OK sometimes there maybe outbreaks of playfulness but its good for 
staff morale”

Jane was running a happy ship but there are some real issues to be addressed here?  George is concerned with these real issues but his assumptions have lead him to a misdiagnosis of the problem and hence an inappropriate intervention.

As we have seen from Lynne’s M20 lectures and those of M5, neither Taylorism nor the Human Relations perspectives in isolation provide adequate frameworks for understanding organizational behaviour and change.   The sociotechnical systems theory or STS, gives equal consideration to both the task and the people aspects and the interaction between the two.  By using this model as a tool we suggest that both can be addressed within a new system – creating a win-win strategy.  This Model is also particularly pertinent to implementing change in a team environment, in that unlike the JCM it is not solely concerned with individual jobs but on maximizing group work. 

In addition, we propose to consider the staff reactions through the concept of the psychological contract.  Whilst there are a number of perspectives and theories that would be relevant in to this case study - identity processes, self-efficacy and organisational justice theories for example.  We argue that the concept of the psychological contract provides a framework for understanding the reciprocal employment relationship and the often intangible influences on behaviour.  This has important implications for the management of change.

The Psychological Contract

We would like to start by giving you a neat definition of what is meant by the psychological contract  – however, this is proved difficult because the main writers in this field, Rousseau, Herriot and of course Lynne Millward, conceptualise the psychological contract in slightly differing ways.  

In terms of analysing our case study, we have decided to use Lynne’s integrative approach to look at different aspects of the employment relationship underpinning the psychological contract, which is according to Rousseau, is  

“an exchange agreement between employer and the employee.”

Integrative Approach

In summary, Lynne’s approach considers


The form of the exchange: 

(describing the way in which the employee interacts with the organisation)


The content (or perceived terms) of the exchange 

(This takes into account both organisational and personal factors in the employment deal)


The Process of the exchange 

(the interplay of the ‘wants’ and ‘offers’ on the part of the employee and the organisation).

For the purposes of this presentation, we will concentrate on the form and the process of the psychological contract, these being most relevant to our case study.

Forms of the Psychological contract

The psychological contract is influenced by nature of the relationship between the individual and the organization.  Although contracts can take an infinite number of forms, we focus on the distinction made between transaction and relational contracts.  Transactional terms are exemplified by “a fair day’s work for a fair day’s pay” and are short-term, monetary exchanges.  We argue that George’s contract with the organisation could well be transactional.  For example, it is quite common now within the public sector for senior appointments to be for fixed terms and to be performance focussed.  There is a more short-termist view taken by the individual and emotional investment is low.   In view of this, it may well be that George may be using his appointment to the college as a stepping stone onto becoming director of a larger or more prestigious college.

Relational contracts, on the other hand focus on open-ended relationships involving considerable investments by employees and the employer with staff looking to their organisation to provide security, training and career development etc in exchange for loyalty and commitment. 

We further argue that the staff in Jane’s team are most likely to have a relational contract form.  For example, we know that the staff have worked for the College for a number of years, are on permanent contracts and previously enjoyed their jobs and their working relationships with their team members.  We have assumed that their job is important to their social identity as we know that the staff are held in high esteem by both the academic staff and the students.  

The Process of the exchange

Here we focus on what Herriot, Hirsh and Reilly (1998) refer to as

 “…the interplay of the ‘wants’ and ‘offers’ on the part of both employees and the organisation alike.  A psychological contract is said to be afforded by a match between what is wanted and what is on offer, for both parties in the exchange.  It is unlikely that a perfect match will simply happen.  The process of contracting requires negotiation…”

Why does that help us in understanding:  We are arguing that appreciating the nature of psychological contract the staff have with the college and an understanding their perceived wants and offers leads us to understand why the staff have reacted to the situation.  We are argue the nature of their contract is primarily relational in nature and in the past, there will have been significant emotional investment.  This means that they are likely to react more strongly to a situation that brings that investment into question.  By understanding the wants and offers, we can establish that the staff will have developed expectations about how they should be treated and what is expected from then in return.

Prior to George’s arrival, there will have been an ongoing process of negotiation in order find a match between the wants and expectations of the staff (the expectation to be consulted about changes to their job role etc).  This could be termed the ‘old deal’.  George, in attempting to implement changes without consultation (a new deal), has made no attempt to negotiate a fit between the new ‘offers’ and the existing wants and expectations.  We therefore argue that this situation, as exemplified by the break down in the new system, increase in absence rates and the general unhappiness experienced by the staff, has led to a breach of the psychological contract.

Any intervention must therefore recognise that a “new deal”  – i.e. changes to working practices and systems cannot be imposed.  In order to facilitate to restore harmonious working relations, a new deal must be negotiated by the involvement and participation of those affected.

Before we go on to look at how to use the psychological contract in our intervention we will take a look at the STS.

Sociotechnical Model
The Sociotechnical systems (STS) approach to job design originated at the Tavistock Institute, during the 1950’s.  Cooper & Foster (1971) defined it as:


“based on the simple fact that any work system requires both a technology 
and a work relations structure.”

These two aspects are inextricably linked and so systems design needs to consider both aspects as well as their inter-relationship.  Just to remind you, technical aspects can include the intangibles like procedures, ideas and methods.  Because of George’s Scientific Management orientation, his job redesign and implementation focussed on the technology; examining ways of using structures and procedures to improve efficiency.  

The STS approach tries to optimize the social factors as well as the procedural elements.  We will use the STS as a tool in the reinvention of the central records function, in order to tackle some of the very real issues they are facing.  To recap these were:

· that the team is already handling a work-load which is 20% beyond it’s capacity.  This has serious implications for stress levels and therefore sickness absence.  

· There is an imminent increase in course and students numbers and there is currently no budget for additional staff.

We need to take a closer look at the STS to see how it can help us in this scenario.   Like the Psychological Contract, it has evolved over time but we have found that it was most coherently articulated by a set of principles described by Cherns (1976, 1987).  Because of time pressures, we’ll deal with some of the principles in greater detail, where we feel they particularly relevant.
Principles of Sociotechnical Design
1. Compatibility - This requires the process of system redesign to be compatible with the desired objectives.  In our initial meeting with George, one of his primary concerns was that the records office were rather set in their ways and would find it difficult to adapt to the demands of an increasingly commercial college environment.  

In order to continuously adapt to its environment, the team will need to make full use of the creative capacities of its members.  The STS suggests this is best achieved through participation, so a participative design is essential.  Meaning that the Central Records Office staff should be given the opportunity to be instrumental in designing the jobs that they perform.  

2. Minimal Critical Specification - which stipulates that methods of working should be minimally predetermined for the team members.  So, “while it may be necessary to be quite precise about what has to be done, it is rarely necessary to be precise about how it is to be done.” (Cherns, 1987).  Thus we should identify what is essential but specify no more than is necessary.  

This approach, contrasts starkly to that adopted by George who designed a minutely specified structure and allocated highly detailed job descriptions.  Strictly applied rules inhibit adaptation and even action in some cases.  The STS Model suggests that it is a mistake to over-specify a role because by doing so options are closed.

3. The SocioTechnical criterion

This involves identifying key unanticipated events which would critically affect outcomes.  If they can’t be eliminated, these “events” need handling at the source.  So this relates to self-regulation, allowing people to inspect their own work and learn from their mistakes. 

4. Multifunctionality
Traditionally organizations involved people performing highly specialized jobs.  The disadvantage of this system is that specialisation reduces flexibility.  In an environment with fluctuating demands and limited resources, i.e. a small team, like this one a more multi-skilled approach is essential. In these scenarios it becomes more adaptive and efficient for each member of the team to possess functional overlap.  

5. Boundary location

In any organization, departmental boundaries are drawn, and they tend to be used to group people and activities on the basis of either

· Technology

· Territory

· Time

George’s divides the team using of Technology boundaries, i.e splitting them into individual units which deal with different degree courses.  Whilst this seems to be pragmatic and defensible to George, it has erected boundaries which are interfering with the sharing of information and limiting social interaction. 

6. Information flow - suggests that those who need resources should have access and authority over it.  This relates to empowerment.

7.  Support Congruence - states that the systems of social support should reinforce the behaviours which the organizational structure is designed to elicit.
8. Design and human values - states that an objective of organizational design should be to provide a high quality of work.
9. Incompletion - recognizes the fact that redesign needs to be an iterative process and not just a once and for all change.  So jobs and processes will be subject to ongoing modification; adapting to fluctuating environmental demands.

Summary
The key to socio-technical design is that stages of the analysis, preparation and implementation need to be the property of the people in the organization whose working lives the design actually affects.  
The principles we are concentrating in our intervention are:

· The importance of compatibility between the system and the organization’s objectives.  If you want flexibility and creativity you need a participative system.

· Minimal specification is key - George needs to be less deterministic. 

· Allow for functional overlap in teams with limited resources and shifting demands

Intervention
Firstly the intervention takes into account both at the individual and team.

It starts informally after our very first meeting with George, Jane and the team.  It becomes apparent to us that George is rather idiographic in his perspective and is struggling to appreciate how his assumption that he knows best, may be instrumental in exacerbating the situation.  We have to influence him, helping him achieve a balance between task and people orientation, by emphasizing the benefits. Without this it is unlikely that he would agree to the next steps of our intervention.

1. Rep Grid interviews will be carried out with all members of the team including Jane, and George.  This will make the psychological contracts explicit and help us understand their assumptions, expectations and perceived obligations.  We’ll need to deal with this evidence sensitively, couching it first with George so that he understands the other perspectives and the need to rebuild bridges.  This will achieve his buy-in for the focus groups to follow and a shift towards a more participative style. 
2. Focus Groups evidence from the rep grid exercise will be used to develop shared understandings of the expectations and obligations.  This will open up channels of communication, and identify gaps between wants and offers and in so doing facilitate a sense of procedural justice.  The evidence will be used to ensure that any new system tries to incorporate elements which are deemed “must have’s” by both parties, and give due consideration to the “nice to haves.”
3. Workshop. We need to be pragmatic - a new system is urgently required.  We are going to suggest a participative approach of minimal determination.  Thus George will ONLY specify objectives, boundaries and constraints and then involve all staff members in a workshop to develop the new system.  Lynne used this approach in the “words and sentences” exercise, i.e. defining the imperatives etc. and then allowing the teams to develop their own processes and structure.  We propose to use the same strategy to maximize engagement with the change process and ownership of the problem and the solution

We will act as facilitators with Jane, in this process, which will signal a transition towards a more semi-autonomous or self-managing team.

4. Forum.  Prior to the planned implementation, the team will hold a Forum with the key stakeholders (academic staff, student reps, George etc.) in order to:

· Gain additional ideas

· Address issues which may have been overlooked

· Get “buy-in” across the organization

5. Formal Review

The new system will be reviewed formally once it has been running for 1 semester.

6. Coaching with Jane.  

The facilitation of change requires a change agent, in some respects it is beneficial if this role is held by an external party.  Whilst Suzi and I will provide this resource, we will suggest that we work with Jane, providing her with coaching as an internal change agent.  This will empower Jane and teach her facilitation skills which will be essential to her new role in the more self-managed team.  It is also consonant with the new participative system.
Evaluation
The evaluation process is difficult in that the new system will be designed and implemented by the team with us acting as process facilitators and resources of specialist knowledge.  However it is likely that the success of our interventions are likely to be measured by George in terms of:

· Decrease in sickness absence

· Decrease in complaints 

· No increase in attrition rates

· Confirmation of satisfaction via staff survey.

Summary
OK to sum up we want to leave you with one final sound bite, that

“The process of change is likely to be as important as the shape of the new structure” (Tannenbaum et al, 1996 p.523)

Any questions?

Appendices

What is Contract violation?


“In the strictest sense, violation is a failure to comply with the terms of a contract….It begins with the perception of a discrepancy between relied upon outcomes (e.g., expectation to be consulted about major job change) and the actual outcome (job changes imposed)…The more suddenly an adverse outcome occurs, the more negative the likely reaction will be. (Staff didn’t know anything about the changes until the first day of term!).

Research conducted by Robinson and Rousseau (1994) into types of violations found that the management of change appeared frequently amongst the reasons for violation the psychological contract.  The main reason given for this was that “employees [were] not asked for input or given notice of changes…”

To understand how events are experienced as violations, it is necessary to take into account the perspective of the victim and the behaviour of the perpetrator”

In taking the perspective of the victim, we know the staff feel aggrieved because their expectation to be consulted has been violated.  This has occurred because changes have been imposed without a process of negotiation.

In looking at the behaviour of the perpetrator, we see that George did not only not give the staff any warning that he was reviewing their job roles, he did not involve them in the process or even ask for their opinions before implementing change.  In fact, the only time he communicates the changes in job role is on the first day of the new term.  By not communicating, he misses the opportunity to provide mitigation with regard to the need for change.  The fact that the college will be taking on extra courses is a reality and had they been consulted, the staff may have appreciated that there was a real need for change.  Instead, they are left to sense of the situation.  Instead of being praised for the fact that they had been working at 20% above maximum capacity for the last 6 months, instead their previous good work and reputation has been bought into question, their existing understanding of their work situation is now threatened and lack of opportunity to participate had led to ambiguity and anxiety.
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