Week 4 - Discussion 1 
Approach to Change Management
Define and compare the change management concept with the contingency approach. Drawing from this week’s lecture and readings (below)
1. Provide a specific example for the contingency approach. 
2. How might cultural barriers and communication constraints affect the change process?

Week Four Lecture
Once the change has been decided and all driving factors have been determined, it is then the implementation process that takes the focus. Change management and action steps required are critical to successful outcomes. This week we look at the vision of the organization and the implementation of strategic change initiatives.
Kotter (1996) is a foundational author in the conversation of change management. His eight- step change management model is probably the most noted and quoted dialog for change implementation. Within this model we are reminded that there are specific actions that must be considered for change to be meaningful and ultimately sustainable. Developing the need for urgency and ensuring that the initiative meets the vision of the organization will help facilitate ownership by staff and ultimately embed the change in the culture. Each change initiative warrants its own model for success. What works in one situation may not necessarily work in another. However, without properly designed change models and an indicated process there quite possibly will be gaps in the implementation that could cause the initiative to fail. A collaborative effort throughout the organization promotes the concept of importance and inclusion. Cingoranelli (2003) believes that good communication is the key to a successful change process. It is alleged that the message of change must be communicated by the leader no less than seven times before most people will begin to believe that change is taking place or understand the concept of the change initiative itself. Being mindful of the individual perceptions of the change, the leader must refrain from presenting the lofty pie-in-the sky concept and make the change pertinent to those whose role it will be to make it work.
Change is multidimensional and requires a framework from both the constructive aspect and a personalized psychological dynamic (Rusly, Comer, & Sun, 2012). Change readiness is pivotal to the overall outcomes.  Change readiness comes through precise and logical communication with all shareholders and stakeholders of the change effort.  Understanding the context of change is important to being able to identify the gaps of continuity and sustainability. Managers who ignore the underlying factors that individuals use to process change will find themselves playing catch-up down the line.
Even with the most successful model used for the implementation, there are times that a change process may appear to be successful but over time it becomes apparent that it was not sustainable. Each organization has a culture and moves in a fluid motion. If the culture and individual behaviors are not taken into account during the change process then the outcome may not follow the model. It is important for the leader to understand the individual personalities and behaviors, the culture of the organization, and necessary components for maintaining change.
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Capability Do the individuals involved have the necessary skills and knowledge?

Capacity Does the organization have the resources to implement more change?
Readiness What is the degree of acceptance of or resistance to change?
Power What is the power of the change manager relative to other stakeholders?

‘These eight context factors can be either constraints (e.g., shortage of time, low capa-
bility) or enablers (e.g., broad agreement on need for change, powerful change manager).
The point is that the design of the change implementation process should be influenced by
the nature of those context factors. Hope Hailey and Balogun (2002, p. 161) identify the
six design options summarized in table 10.10.

Design Options  Meaning

Type The scope and speed of the proposed change

Start point Top-down, bottorm-up, a combination, or pilot sites and pockets of
good practice

style From coercive to collaborative, varied by staff group and phase of
change

Target Focus on changing outputs, behaviors, atitudes, and values

Interventions  Levers and mechanisms: technical, political, cultural, education,
communication

Roles Responsibilty for implementing: leadership, change tearms, exter-
nal faciltation

As well as offering a diagnostic approach to understanding context, and identifying the
range of options, Hope Hailey and Balogun (2002, p. 154) also argue that the Kaleidoscope
“encourages an awareness of one’s own preferences about change and how this limits the
options considered.” In other words, the change manager who adopts a director image
may use the kaleidoscope in a manner quite different from the manager adopting the nav-
igator image.
‘The aim of this framework, therefore, is to trigger a questioning approach to the context
informed approach to choosing design options. There is no mechanistic way o
particular configuration of design choices from the results of an analysis of the

context. As with all of the approaches in this chapter, the change manager’s local knowl-
edge and informed judgement are key to choosing the contextually appropriate change
design from the wide range of options available, as Hope Hailey and Balogun (2002,
p.163) explain:

Understanding the contextual consiraints and enablers is key to understanding the type of
change an organization is able (o undertake as opposed (0 the type of change it needs o
undertake, and therefore what sortof change path i required. Similarly, understanding the
contextual consiraints and enablers s central (o making choices bout starpoint and style.
More paricipative change approaches require greater skill in faciliation, a greater readiness
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nge from those participating, more time, and therefore, often, more funds. Choices
about the change target and interventions may obviously be affected by the scope of change,
butalko by, for example, capacity. Management development interventions can be expensive
and may not be accessible to organizations with limited funds. In reality choosing the right
options is about asking the right questions and exercising change judgemen.

The argument that “the best approach” depends on context is an appealing one. Con-
tingency approaches, however, are not beyond criticism. First, the idea of “fitting” change
implementation to a particular type of change in a given context may be casier (o explain
in theory than to put into practice. As the change Kaleidoscope implies. the change man-
ager needs considerable depth and breadth of understanding of the change context in
order to make informed judgements. Second, contingency approaches are more ambig-
uous and difficult to explain than the simpler “off the shelf” competition from check-
lists and stage models. Third, contingency approaches require a degree of behavioral
flexibility, especially with regard to style, with which some senior managers may be
uncomfortable if they lack the necessary capabilites. Fourth, if managers adopt different
approaches at different times and in different conditions, will this weaken their credibility
with staff? Finally, is everything contingent? Are there no “universals” when it comes o
organizational change?
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Understand and apply contingency approaches to change management.
We presented four contingency approaches:

* Where tostart? (Gardini et al., 2011)

* The change leadership styles continuum  (Tannenbaum and Schnidt, 1958)
* The Stace-Dunphy contingency matrix  (Stace and Dunphy, 2001)

« The change kaleidoscope (Hope Hailey and Balogun, 2002)

Contingency approaches argue that change implementation should take into account
the attributes of the organizational context concerned. However, these approaches dif-
fer with regard to the contingencies—the key factors—that the change manager needs
o consider. For example, “where to start?” argues that change should begin with the
“pivotal roles,” where changes will have the biggest impact on the behavior and per-
formance that s of concern. Those “pivotal roles™ will vary from one change initiative
to another. The styles continuum suggests choosing a change leadership style based on
considerations of available time, use of available expertise, and staff commitment. A
dictatorial approach to management in general, and to change management in partic-
ular, probably runs counter to most management beliefs. However, the Stace-Dunphy
contingency framework suggests that, where change s vital, time is short, and consen-
sus s unlikely, a dictatorial approach is more likely to be effective. The most elaborate
of these models, the change Kaleidoscope, identifies cight sets of organizational context
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factors and six sets of change implementation design options. The design options, this
approach argues. need to reflect the context diagnosis.

It may seem obvious to argue that “the best approach” depends on the context. How-
ever, this idea of “fitting” change to the setting is easier to explain in theory than to put
into practice. A detailed diagnosis of the context takes time and requires considerable
Tocal knowledge and insight. A contingency approach also demands flexibility in style
from change leaders and managers, who may in some instances be required to move
out of their “comfort zones.” and inconsistent behavior may weaken management cred-
ibility. Our two final questions are: is everything contingent in this area. and are there

no universals in organizational change?
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Contingency Approaches to Change Management

Dawson and Andriopoulos (2014) are not alone in noting that there are no universal
prescriptions for how best to manage change. This has led to the development of con-
tingency approaches, which argue that the best way to manage change depends on con-
textual and other factors. In this section, we will explore four contingency approaches:
where o start?, the change leadership styles continuun, the Stace-Dunphy contingency
matrix, and the Hope Hailey-Balogun change kaleidoscope.

Where to Start?

The problem has been diagnosed. and appropriate organizational changes have been
agreed. What to do next? Where to begin? Veronica Hope Hailey and Julia Balogun (2002,
p. 158) discuss this briefly in their contingency model (explained in the following pages).
arguing, “Change can start from top-down, bottom-up, or some combination of the two,
oras another alternative, be developed from pockets of good practice. Should change be
implemented throughout the organization simultancously, or can it be delivered gradually
through pilot sites?” The change manager is thus faced with a range of options

Adopting a novel approach to the question of where {0 start, Marco Gardin et al. (201 1)
argue that change should begin with those staff whose contributions will have the most
ant impact on the aspects of performance that need to change. Identifying those
“pivotal roles” is vital, but this is not always obvious. They reached this “pivotal roles™
conclusion from experience with a large European retail bank. This bank, with 6,000
branches, faced increasing competition from more “customer-friendly” local banks. To
deal with this threat, management developed a new organizational model, which reduced
central supervision and control and gave branch managers more autonomy 1o tailor their
marketing, promotions, and offering to their local areas. The new model was communi-
cated quickly to all staff, and the way in which the new roles would work was explained.
“Top management did this through road shows, memos, intranet articles, and by publishing
the new organization charts. Everyone received the same information, and the changes
were all to happen a the same time.

Reviewing progress a few months later, however, most staff had not changed their
working practices. In particular, the branch managers were still using the previous struc-
ture and procedures because they were afraid of making mistakes or annoying more senior
staff. The regional supervisors were meant to act as coaches to the branch managers, but
‘many did not have coaching skills, and many branch managers did not have the skills
10 run their own branches and make their own decisions. Realizing that they had tried
10 change too much at the same time, top management decided to focus on those who
could deliver the change the fastest. The regional managers, perhaps, or the branch super-
visors? Neither of those groups qualified: they had no impact on daily branch activities,
could therefore not affect results, and had little credibility with frontline staff. The branch
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managers themselves had the greatest influence on the outcomes of the planned changes
becau:

« their work had direct and significant impact on the revenue stream;
+ they were connected with many other groups across the organization;
« they could decide how people got things done.

Tn other words, the branch managers combined managerial impact with local control,
but they lacked the skills and attitudes to drive change quickly. The change implementa-
tion plan was redesigned, now focusing initially on the 6,000 branch managers. The train-
ing designed specially for them began with their role in the new organizational model,
and it covered commercial skills, credit and asset management capabilities, quality and
customer satisfaction principles. and other skills such as managing people, communica-
tions, and conflict resolution. Only when the branch managers were ready—six months
later—did the bank start to work with other staff and supervisors, with different programs
designed for different roles. This time the results were much better. Eighteen months later:

« the number of products sold per branch rose by 15 percent;

+ the time spent making eredit decisions fell by 25 percent;

« branch relationship managers were spending 30 percent more time with customers due
to the streamlined process;

+ customer responses to marketing campaigns doubled. with a national survey showing a
20 percent improvement in customer satisfaction;

« knowledge sharing and mutual support increased, and the bank became more receptive
o ideas from frontline staff.

Gardini et al. (2011) conclude that change is more likely to be successful if implemen-
tation has two key components. First, start with the “pivotal people,” whose work is clos-
est o the activities that need to be improved. Second, design a comprehensive program
with clear and meaningful goals, linking those in pivotal roles with the changes that the
rest of the organization has to make. This question of “where to start?” is not addressed
explicitly by the checklist, stage model, or processual approaches. This of course is not the
only contingency affecting the appropriate mode of change implementation.

The Change Leadership Styles Continuum
One of the oldest contingency approaches addresses the question of change mana
ment style, which can range over a continuum from autoeratic to democratic (Tan-
nenbaum and Schmidt, 1958, p. 96). The cultures—or, at least, the management
textbooks—of developed Western economies have endorsed more participative
approaches to change management, for which evidence has long established the ben-
efits (¢.g., Coch and French, 1948). Those who are involved in the design and imple-
mentation of change are more likely to contribute to its success than those on whom
change has been imposed. However, the change manager should be aware of the range
of choice available with regard to style, and of the disadvantages and advantages of
these (table 10.7). For example, * people without participation is quick and
decisive (but may cause resentment, and does not capture staff ideas). On the other
hand, “inviting participation” increases commitment and access to useful information
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TABLE 10.7

Change Management Styles—Disadvantages and Advantages

Style
Tel

Tell and sell

Consult

Disadvantages Advantages
May cause resentment Quick, decisive, unambiguous
Does not use staff experience and ideas  Management in full control

May be seen as cosmetic, especially il Selling can be fairly quick
consequences for staff are negative and ~ Management remains in control

serious
Time-consuming More information, better decisions
Resentment f staff views are then Staff commitment higher if views have
ignored influenced decisions

Time-consuming Usesall available information

Logistics can be problematic Should lead to better decisions
Conflcts with concept of management  Higher commitment from staff who
accountability share ownership of the decision-making
Management lose some control over process

outcomes

TABLE 10.8
Seale of
Change

(but is time-consuming and involves a loss of management control). In a crisis where a
rapid response is required. “inviting participation” can be damaging. In an organization
that values the knowledge and commitment of its staff, the resentment caused by “tell-
ing” them about planned changes can also be damaging. Choice of change management
style thus needs to reflect the context

The Stace-Dunphy Contingency Matrix

However, participative approaches o change management have also been challenged
by the work of two Australian researchers, Doug Stace and Dexter Dunphy (Stace
and Dunphy, 2001). Their approach begins by establishing a scale of change. from
“fine-tuning” to “corporate transformation” (table 10.8; ssessing Depth
of Change™ model, chapter 1, figure 1.1). They then identify four styles of change
(table 10.9; see also table 10.7).

Plotting scale of change against style of change produces the matrix in figure 10.4.
‘This identifies four strategies: participative evolution, charismatic transformation, forced
evolution, and dictatorial transformation. Figure 10.4 also advocates the use of different
change management styles depending on the attributes of the context. Stace and Dunphy

Fine-tuning Refining methods, policies, and procedures, typically at the level of
the division or department

Incremental  Distinct modifications to strateges, structures, and management

adjustment processes, but not radical enough to be described as strategic

Modular Restructuring departments and divisions, potentially radical, but at

transformation the level of parts of the organization and not the whole

Corporate Strategic change throughout the organization, to structures, sys-

transformation _tems, procedures, mission, values, and power distribution
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TABLE 109
Styles of
Change

FIGURE 10.4
‘The Stace-
Dunphy Contin-
‘gency Approach
to Change
Implementation

Collaborative Widespread employee participation in key decisions

Consultative  Limited involvement in setting goals relevant o areas of responsibility
Directive The use of authority in reaching decisions about change and the future
Coercive ___Senior management impose change on the organization

(2001) thus argue that participative strategies are time-consuming as they expose conflic
ing views that are difficult to reconcile. Where organizational survival depends on rapid
and strategic change, dictatorial transformation is appropriate;

Perhaps the toughest orzanizational change program in Ausiralia in recent years has been
the testructure of the New South Wales Police Force. The person leading that restructure and
playing a classic Commander role is Police Commissioner Peter Ryan. Ryan was appointed
from the United Kingdom to stamp out corruption in the force and modemnize it In his

‘own words, he initally adopted a management style that was *firm, hard and autocratic,

and it had 10 be that because thatis what the organization understood.” (Stace and Dunphy,
2001, p. 185)

Once again, we have a contingency perspective that argues that, while collabora-
tive-consultative modes will work well under some conditions, there are circumstances
where directive-coercive modes of change management are likely to be more appropriate

Incremental change Transformative change
Seate of change: strategies. stratogies
Styte of change: Participative evolution Chorismatic ransfomation
Collaborative— | Use when the orgarization | Use when the organization needs.
consulative modes | needs minor adjustment fo major acjustments to meet
meet environmental environmental conditons, where
conditions, where time Is there i It time for
available, and where key | participation, and where there is
interest groups favor change | supportfor radical change
Forced evolution Dictatorial transformotion
Directive—coercive | Use when minor adjustments | Use when major acjustments are.
modes are required, where tme & | necessary, where there s no time
available, but where key | for partcipation, where there is
interest groups oppose change | o intemal support for srategic:
change, but where thisis
necessary for sunval
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and effective. In particular, where major changes are necessary for survival, where time
is short, and where those affected cannot agree on the changes, then dictatorial transfor-
‘mation may be the necessary choice of style. Inviting participation under those conditions
would take time and would be unlikely to produce any agreement.

The Hope Hailey-Balogun Change Kaleidoscope

a Hope Hailey and Julia Balogun (2002; Balogun, 2006) also advocate a
nsitive approach Lo the design and implementation of change. Their frame-

work identifies the characteristics of the organizational context that should be taken

into consideration when making change implementation design choices. They describe

this framework as “the change Kaleidoscope,” shown in figure 10.5 (based on Hope

Hailey and Balogun, 2002, p. 156).

FIGURE 10.5
The Change Kaleidoscope
Organizational change.
Context factors: o onti
enablers and constraints (T
Timing Whattype of change i reauired?
Scope Where shoud we sar?
Need for continty
Diversty of attudes Whatimplementation syie willwe use?

Capabilty of tose involved
Capaciy of the organization
Readiness for change

Power of the change manager What change implementation roles are needed?

What targets are we aiming for?

What intervention swategies will be appropriate?

The argument that change implementation should reflect the organizational context is
nota novel one, but Hope Hailey and Balogun argue that other contingency models focus
0n 100 narrow a range of factors such as type of change, time frame, the power of the
change manager, and the degree of organizational support for change. The cight context
factors in the change kaleidoscope are:

Time Depending on urgenc

of the change?

Scape How narrow or broad is the scope of the change agenda?

Preservation s there a need to maintain a degree of continuity on some dimensions,

some areas?

Diversity Are the atiitudes and values of those affected i
subcultures?

ilar, or are there diverse





