CHANGES WITHIN THE ORGANIZATION





		Organizations do not change for the sake of it.  They change because they are part of a broad development process and have to react in accordance with the changes, constraints, requirements and opportunities in the environment in which they operate.  They are continually obliged to adapt to the environment in which they exist and operate.  Not only that, they too bring about changes in the environment by developing and offering new products and services and applying new technologies which become dominant and widely used.  Consequently, they modify both the national and international environments alike. 





		Changes within the organization may affect any aspect or factor:  



Changes in the basis of the organization.  For instance, in the nature and level of business done or services offered, in sources of financing, in international operations, in the diversification of activities or association with other enterprises, etc.



Changes in tasks and activities.  For example, in the type of products or services offered, in the market served, in customers and suppliers, etc.



Changes in the technology used.  For instance, in the equipment tools, materials and energy used, in technological processes and/or in office technology.



Changes in structure and processes.  For example, in the organization of work, supervision and decision-making procedures, information systems.



Changes in the organization's culture.  For example, in tradition and values, informal relations or management styles.



Changes in individuals.  For instance, management and employees, their skills, attitudes, motivations, performance and efficiency in their work.



Changes in the organization's performance.  For example, in financial, economic and/or social aspects, in how the organization relates to the environment and fulfils its role, how it takes advantage of new opportunities, etc.



Changes in the organization's image in the eyes of both business circles and society.





Personal Change:



     		The human dimension is fundamental in any organizational change, since it is the personal behaviour of the enterprise's management, technical personnel and other types of employee which determines what organizational changes can be made and what real benefits may be expected of them.



		This is because organizations are first and foremost human systems.  People have to understand, and be willing and able to implement, changes which at first sight may appear purely technological or structural but will in fact affect them in one way or another.



		Alongside organizational changes, people too must change:  they must acquire new skills, absorb more information, perform new tasks, improve their attitudes as to how things should be done within the organization.  A change in values and attitudes is essential.  There will probably be no real change unless there is a change in attitudes.



		It is important to recognize that this requirement applies to the entire personnel, starting with the top manager.  Anyone who wants his subordinates and colleagues to change must be prepared to analyze and modify his own behaviour, work methods and attitude!  This is the golden rule for organizational changes.





How do People Change?:



		Many attempts have been made to describe the process using models, but no such description has been exhaustive or fully satisfactory.  In particular, different people change in different ways and each individual has different skills which affect his desire and ability to change.  The culture in which a person has grown up and been educated strongly influences the way in which that person changes.



		Social scientists tend to agree that the concept developed by Kurt Lewin as to how people change offers a useful sequential model.  It considers 3 stages called "unfreezing", "changing" and "refreezing".



		The "unfreezing" stage occurs when an unstable situation produces a certain amount of anxiety or dissatisfaction.  Conditions which aggravate this stage usually include a greater than normal amount of tension reflecting the obvious need to change.  If information sources are lacking, for instance, usual contacts and normal routines evaporate and the level of self- esteem among people diminishes.  In many cases the prior conditions for change are present long before it is decided to do anything.  In other cases the need for change goes unperceived and has to be explained so that the "unfreezing" stage can occur (e.g. by clarifying what will happen if the organization does not change). 



		The "changing" stage, or movement by change, is the central stage of the model, when managers and employees start to practice new relations, methods and forms of behaviour.  This sub-process of change involves 2 elements:



  -  Identification, when those affected test the proposed changes by following the external motives handed to them by management or consultants



  -  Assimilation, when individuals convert the general objectives and principles of the change into specific personal targets and rules.  This part may be very difficult and normally requires a considerable effort on the part of those who are changing, as well as by the authorities (internal or consultants) helping in the process of change, for converting external motives into internal (specific and personal) reasons for accepting the changes proposed.



		The "refreezing" stage occurs when the individuals who are changing verify the change through experience.  This stage requires a guiding and supportive environment (e.g. approved by the manager responsible) and is usually accompanied by an increase in self-esteem as a result of the sense of achievement derived from work well done.  During the first part of this stage a continuous reinforcement of the required behaviour is recommended in the form of rewards, bonuses, etc.  This will accelerate the process.  Later, intermittent or periodical reinforcement will be needed to prevent the recently-acquired behaviour patterns from evaporating.



		Change within an individual occurs at different levels, i.e. in his knowledge (information concerning the change, an understanding of the reasons for it, etc.), in his attitudes (acceptance of the need for change, both rationally and emotionally), and in his behaviour (acting as a support for implementing changes).



		The relationship between changes within people and organizational changes is illustrated below.  4 levels of change are shown:  (1) changes in knowledge; (2) changes in attitude; (3) changes in individual behaviour; and (4) changes in the behaviour of groups or of the organization as a whole.  The diagram also shows the different degrees of difficulty and time involved.



		It is essential to realize that changes within the environment affect the people within an organization.  The environment is not something people leave behind them when they enter the enterprise.  They bring it with them when they come to work.  Changes occurring in the environment may make it easier or harder to change the people working in the enterprise.  A frequent problem is that individuals who are simultaneously exposed to many changes and tensions, both at work and in their social and family lives, cannot absorb them all and may even break down.  Then again, certain changes in the environment, e.g. an increase in fresh information and communication in all areas of life, tend to facilitate changes to be planned and implemented by the company management.
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RESISTANCE TO CHANGE



		The history of mankind tells us that man is outstandingly adaptable and adjusts to change by accepting it generally as a natural fact of life.



		Why then is change in people the stumbling-block in organizational changes?



		Why is change such a difficult word for so many people? 



		People resist change and try to avoid any which affect their present job description, working conditions, workload or the personal power base which their post gives them.  This is understandable.  However, major resistance may arise even if the proposed change is neutral or beneficial to the persons involved. 



		The most important reasons for this appear to be:





1.  Lack of conviction about the need for          change�If people are not properly informed and the purpose of the change has not been explained to them, they will tend to see the present situation as satisfactory and the effort to change as unnecessary.

��2.  Annoyance with imposed change�People do not like to be treated as passive objects.  They resent changes that are imposed and on which they have been unable to express their views.

��3.  Dislike of surprises�People do not like to be kept in the dark without knowing what changes are being prepared.  Management decisions to make major changes are badly accepted if they come as a surprise.

��4.  Suspicion of the unknown�Basically, people do not like uncertainty and prefer an imperfect present to an unknown and uncertain future.

��5.  Resistance to face unpopular aspects�Managers and others often try to avoid uncomfortable realities and unpopular action, even when they know that they cannot entirely be avoided.

��6.  Fear of failure and inability to adapt�Many people doubt their ability to adapt to change or to maintain and improve their output in a new work situation.  Some may feel insecure and doubt their ability to make the effort to learn new skills.

��7.  Upsets in relations, habits and practices�Organizational changes may render previously well-established and well-known working methods and associated practices obsolete, including familiar relationships which may be destroyed.  This can lead to considerable frustration and unhappiness.

��8.  Lack of respect for or trust in the persons promoting the change�People distrust changes proposed by managers whom they do not trust or for whom they have no professional respect, or proposed outsiders (e.g., consultants) whose competence and motives are unknown or not properly understood.

��





		Some of these causes of resistance to change have their roots in human nature itself.  However, they are strengthened by experience (e.g. positive or negative consequences of past changes).  People who have experienced a large number of unnecessary changes (e.g. frequent but futile reorganization) or have been adversely affected by changes presented as beneficial, tend to be highly suspicious of future changes.



		This is most important, since the causes of the problems producing resistance to change are often related to other factors, e.g. a poor choice of new technologies or of the organizational conditions affecting their application.  In such cases resistance to change is simply a symptom and the causes must be discovered and eliminated.



		Unfortunately, those most in need of change are the ones who most resist it.  This applies not only to individuals (managers and workers) but also to groups, organizations and communities. 
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HOW ARE CHANGES GENERATED

AND IMPLEMENTED WITHIN ORGANIZATIONS?



1.   Unplanned Changes:



		A good number of natural changes due to evolution occur within every organization.  A typical example would be the ageing of equipment and people, both of which have negative impacts and problematic aspects such as the need to repair, replace and modernize equipment or to replace managers who have lost their drive and leadership.  They also offer positive aspects such as technical and managerial experience acquired over years of practice.



		Such changes are made independently of the company's will.  They cannot really be planned but they can and should be considered when planning the future organization.  It is always possible to work out plans for anticipating and eliminating the negative consequences of changes due to evolution.



		A large number of unplanned changes does not reflect a natural change due to evolution.  Such situations arise because organizations have to react to new circumstances.  For instance, a strike may oblige the organization to increase salaries.  This type of change is reactive or adaptive.  The organization has not planned it and often has not seen the need for it until too late. Nevertheless, the organization makes the change in response to events or trends which may be threatening it or, conversely, which may be holding out an unexpected opportunity.





2.   Planned changes:



		It is a sign of bad management if the organization confines itself solely to making unplanned changes.  When this occurs, it is usually a demonstration of unwillingness to look ahead and prepare the organization to react to future opportuni- ties or constraints at the proper time.



		Planning cannot entirely rule out unplanned changes.  However, it does help the organization to prepare for those changes which can be foreseen, thus reducing the number of situations in which undesirable changes have to be made in an atmosphere of crisis or panic.



		What is more, the planning of changes enables the organization to create the future (e.g. through technological development or the introduction of new products or services) and to establish and achieve useful development objectives.









		Planned changes must therefore be pre-emptive and some of the questions which have to be considered would typically include the following:



*  What changes are occurring in the environment?  What implications will they have for our organization?



*  What changes must we make in order to achieve our development objectives, increase our productivity and expand our market, etc.?



*  What undesirable changes will occur in our organization if steps are not taken in time to anticipate and avoid them?



*  What types and number of changes are we capable of handling? 



*  What types and number of changes can our people absorb and tolerate?



*  Should we implement the changes in stages?



*  What relationship will there be between the different changes we want to implement?  How will matters be coordinated?



*  What programme and time-frame should we set ourselves for implementing the changes?





		The last question is crucial.  Both the organization and individuals can absorb only limited numbers of changes over a given period of time, and their absorption capacity is not necessarily the same in different countries, organizations and/or individuals.  A careful spacing of changes is one of the main factors to be borne in mind with administering a change.  Indeed, it is critical for planning changes.





3.   Imposed changes:



		Within organizations, a large number of changes are imposed by management (the enterprise's authority).  This frequently causes resentment, unhappiness and demotivation, particularly if those affected by the changes feel they should have been consulted or at least informed in advance.  Changes that are initiated from a position of power and imposed may prove volatile and be reversed if the originator is removed or no sanctions and disciplinary measures are applied.



		It cannot be said that all imposed changes are bad.  Emergency situations do arise in which discussion is impossible and any delay in the decision might prove suicidal.  Many administrative and regulatory measures may affect many people but are of so little importance that lengthy discussion and consultation would be unwarranted.





		Then again, imposed changes are considered more effective when they involve "dependent" personnel rather than independent persons with powers of initiative.



		Generally speaking, the inclination to impose changes is highly influenced by culture, education, access to information and other factors.



		A manager must think twice before deciding to impose a change and must do so only when he is firmly convinced that there is no alternative, for instance when he finds it impossible to gain the support of his own group and believes the change to be inevitable.  Even so, he will also have to face the problem of explaining why he decided to impose the change.





4.   Participative changes:



		People of different cultures and organizations do not react in the same way to changes imposed as a fait accompli without prior discussion and consultation.  However, participative changes secure a more uniform reaction.  People want to know what changes are being prepared and be able to participate in and influence those which affect them.  Managerial staff are becoming increasingly convinced of this fundamental condition and reacting to it by adopting a participative process for defining changes.



		Although a participative process is slower, takes more time and effort and is more costly than an imposed change, it is considered more lasting (permanent).  What is more, a participative process helps the organization (authorities) to take advan- tage of people's experience and creativity, something they cannot do in the case of an imposed change.



		There are different levels and forms of participating in the process of change, depending on the nature and complexity of the change itself, on the maturity, consistency and motivation of the group and on management-staff relations.



		At the first level, the manager(s) or consultant informs the staff involved of the need for the change and the specific measures that are being prepared.



		At the second level, consultations on the changes are held.  These include such aspects of the identification of the need for change and a review of how the staff may react negatively to the measures proposed.  Suggestions and criticism are invited and the authorities may reconsider their plans for change as a result.



		At the third level, the organization (authorities) seek to involve the staff actively in the planning and implementation of the change by inviting them to participate in the definition of what must be changed and how, and in implementing the changes agreed upon.  This is normally done through work meetings, task forces, special committees, etc.





5.   Negotiated changes:



		In many situations, changes require negotiation.  This occurs when 2 or more individuals or groups jointly discuss the measures to be introduced and the benefits and costs to the parties involved.  Compromises may be reached which none of the parties regards as ideal.  However, there is an increased likelihood of support from the parties involved and therefore of the agreement being implemented.



		So, there are changes which require negotiation between the authorities and the staff associations representing employees.  This type of change may be determined by law, by collective bargaining or by any other type of formal or informal agreement.



		Management and consultants must be particularly alert to the usefulness of dialogue with workers and staff representatives, not only in cases explicitly covered by law but in preparing any other change which may affect the interests of company staff and for which support from the staff associations is essential.







THE PARADOXICAL NATURE OF CHANGE:





Contraction vs. Expansion



Recession vs. Innovation



Losses vs. Opportunities



Adaptation vs. Leadership





Changes Within the Organization
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