Sustaining Change versus
Initiative Decay

Learning objectives

By the end of this chapter you should be able to:

Understand the causes of initiative decay—threats to the sustainability of

change.

Distinguish between change initiatives that are “blameworthy,” and should

LO11:1
LO11:2
not be sustained, and those that are “praiseworthy.”
SoBRPFE) Identify and apply actions that can contribute to the sustainability of change.
LO11.4

Understand the pitfalls that can arise when seeking to sustain change.
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ovement Evaporation

onin Initiative Decay and Impr

Your reorganization was implemented successfully. Significant benefits were achieved.
Revisiting the initiative some months later, however, you find that the new working
practices and increased performance levels appear not to have been maintained. Things

u started. How did this happen? Unfor-

| have gone back to where they were before yo ‘
ful initiatives can decay, leading to “the

tunately, this is a common story. Even success
improvement evaporation effect” as the gains are lost.

For many organizations, it is a strategic imperative to embed, to have “stickability,”
to maintain changes and their contribution to performance. This chapter focuses on the
problems of sustaining change and on the practical steps that can be taken to increase the
probability that changes once implemented will endure, that they will become institution-
alized and regarded as normal practice. This is not a ncw problem, having been famously
identified by Kurt Lewin (1951) as the need to “refreeze’” behavior once change has taken
place. The attention of practicing managers and academic researchers has focused on the

first two stages of his model, “unfreezing” and “moving.” The problems of refreezing, or

sustaining change, are less well understood. There may be a widespread assumption that,
if changes have been successful, they will automatically be sustained. That assumption,
however, appears often to be incorrect. Paradoxically, for the change manager, sustaining
changes may in some instances present a more difficult challenge than implementing them
in the first place.

Sustainability implies that new working methods and performance levels are main-
tained for an appropriate period, or that new practices and processes are routinized until
they become obsolcte. What are the causes of initiative decay? What steps can be taken
to increase the probability that changes will be sustained and become embedded in the
organization as routine practice? As we have explored in other chapters, what is consid-
ered to be achievable with regard to sustaining change ; anaging ¢
is understood. The views ofiusluinabilily frim eufh ﬁ;ﬁil;d;focnhzgw e

| ag ge management are
summarized in table 11.1.

TABLE 11.1
Images of Managing and Sustaining Change
Image View of Sustainability
Director It is the responsibility of the change manager to design the change process and direct

others to comply, to ensure that planned objectives are achieved.

Navigator The gl'wan.ge manager designs the change process to fit the context, recognizing that
modifications will be required and that the outcome may not be as intended

! Caretaker Chan m i i

. ge outcomes will be determined primarily by context

i : u

| agement intervention. e al factors, and not by man-

' Coach The change manager’s main role i
: s to help others to develo iliti
achieve the intended outcomes of the change. s

Interpreter The change manager develops understanding of the meaning and significance of
changes and what will count as successful outcomes, € I e

Nurturer Change outcomes are in constant flux, and are largely beyond management control
rol.
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Momentum Busters

Robert Reisner (2002) examines the U.S. Postal
Service, which, during the 1990s, “transformed
itself from the butt of sitcom jokes into a profit-
able and efficient enterprise” (p. 45). By 2001,
however, morale and performance were low, and
losses were predicted. Why was the transformation
not sustained? Reisner (vice president for strate-
gic planning) blames three “momentum busters”:
the indifference of senior managers, who regarded
some aspects of strategy as a “distraction”; resis-
tance from trade unions, whose role and voice
had been marginalized; and inability to steer fund-
ing through a budget process that favored tradi-
tional initiatives over innovations. Innovation was
also stifled by governance constraints. What one

Chapter 11 Sustaining Change versus Initiative Decay 357

competitor, UPS, achieved, the Postal Service could
not have initiated without a prior hearing process
before the Postal Rate Commission, and major
structural changes would have required congres-
sional sanction. The situation was exacerbated by
a weak economy, problems with e-commerce, and
terrorist assaults on the American postal service.

Reisner’s (2002, p. 52) conclusion is optimistic:
“Despite the limits to any transformation effort,
accomplishing meaningful change in even the larg-
est, most complex, and tradition-bound of arga-
nizations is achievable.” However, the leadership,
organizational, and contextual causes of initiative
decay need to be addressed in order to sustain
these changes (Buchanan et al., 2005).

We have to recognize that management may have no direct control over many of the
factors that can jeopardize the sustainability of change. That does not mean, however, that
it is not possible to anticipate and to counter those factors in some manner.

For changes to “stick,” they must “seep into the bloodstream,” become “the new
norm,” “baked into the organization” or, as Kotter (2007, p. 103) observes, accepted
as “the way we do things around here.” That is, it must become an integral part of the
organizational culture, or what has also been described as the “mind-set” of the orga-
nization’s members (Lawson and Price, 2003). This means that new structures, pro-
cesses, and working practices are no longer seen as “change,” with all the emotional,
political, and operational connotations that accompany that term. Unless this happens,
change may prove to be just a passing diversion, a temporary disruption. However, as we
explored in chapter 5, culture change is not a straightforward process. As Lou Gerstner

(2002, pp. 182 and 187) once said, referring to his leadership of the successful transfor-
mation of IBM:

I came tc.) _see, in my time at IBM, that culture isn't just one aspect of the game—it is the
game. Vision, strategy, marketing, financial management—any management syStcm in
fact—can set you on the right path and can carry you for a while. But no enterprise—,—
whether in business, government, education, health care, or any area of human endeavor
will succeed over the long haul if those elements aren’t part of the DNA. , -
What you can do is create the conditions for transformation. You can pr'o‘vide incentiv
You can define the marketplace realities and goals. But then you have to trust, In fact. in ﬁ:e

end, l‘l‘lan‘dgcment dOC‘sn'l Change Culturc Managcn’\en‘ inv'[ S Wi i S f §
> . 1es '.hc Orkfo
ll ' rce Its Cl to Change

What are the main threats to the sustainability of chan i S
. At s - P ge? David Buchanan ;
identify the “top ten"” factors that can lead to initiative decay: Sl et‘u\j‘. 000,
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1. The initiators and drivers move on. Managers who have been successful at imple-
menting change may be more interested in moving on to the 1.1<.3xt changc‘ challengj
than in staying around for a period of relative stablh_ty. .ln addition, e?cpe‘nenced an
successful change agents may be sought by other divisions or organizations, which
have other novel change agendas to progress. It can be difficult to turn down promo-

tion opportunities such as these.

Accountability for development has become diffuse. The 1'esponsil?ility for driving

change is normally (but not always) clear, with formal change or project mzfnagement

roles. often accompanied by steering groups, task forces, and implementation teams.

Once the changes are in place and operational, those individuals and groups retum.to

their normal roles. There are change managers, but organizations tend not to appoint

“sustainability managers.” Just who is accountable for ensuring that the changes are

now embedded, that they become the new norm, is often unclear.

3. Knowledge and experience with new practice are lost through staff turnover. Change
initiatives that involve new skills and knowledge are usually supported by staff train-
ing and development programs. Everyone who is going to be affected will be invited
to attend these programs, creating a “critical mass” of participants for training ses-
sions. However, as individuals subsequently leave and are replaced, it may be difficult
to repeat those development sessions for small numbers of participants. The knowl-
edge that is lost when staff leave is therefore not replaced.

4. Old habits are imported with recruits from less dynamic organizations. Linked to
factor 3, new recruits bring with them habits and working practices from previous
employers. Once again, they are unlikely to be offered retraining, but instead expected
to learn new practices “on the job.” by observation. The likelihood of initiative decay
thus increases with the numbers of new recruits.

]

S The issues and pressures that triggered the initiative are no longer visible. As we
discussed in chapter 3, organizations usually change in response to a combination of
internal problems, external environmental challenges, and new opportunities. Those
triggers, however, may not be durable; the problems are solved, the challenges are
addressed, the opportunities are developed. The rationale for change can thus fade
with the triggers, and again lead to initiative decay.

6. New managers want to drive their own agendas. For personal satisfaction, visibility, and
reputation, newly appointed managers often want to appear to be innovative and energetic
and to “make a mark” on their new organization. This means enhancing their careers by
designing and 1n}plem§nt1ng t'heu‘ own c'hafn.ge initiatives. Continuing with work that was
started by others is less interesting and satistying, and could limit one’s promotion prospects

7. Powerful stakeholders are using counter-implementation tactics to block progress
Sucu-:sst'ul implementation does not always silence the powerbrokers. They ma);
remain in post, and if they did not welcome the changes, they may wait for opportu-
nities to undermine the changes. This becomes easier if factor 1 applies; the initiators
are no longer there to protect their changes.

8. T/ze Pump-priming funding runs out. Many changes are allocated additional fund-
ing in order to support the implementation costs. This can include the temporar
appointment of specialist staff or external consultants, and the cost of trainin roy
grams to provide new skills and knowledge. As those resources are consumed, aﬁdptht-a :
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temporary appointments and the training come to an end, support for the changes 1s
weakened, and initiative decay becomes more likely.

9. Qther priorities cone on stream, diverting attention and resources. Most organizations
today do not suffer a shortage of internal and external pressures for change. As other
urgent problems and opportunities arise, the focus inevitably shifts away frO{n past
pressures and the changes that those prompted. If those past problems have indeed
been addressed, then it may be appropriate for attention and resources to move to more
urgent issues. However, this will generate problems if the shift in focus to new priori-
ties simply recreates the situation that past changes were implemented to address.

10. Staff at all levels suffer initiative fatigue, enthusiasm for change falters. The experi-
ence, or the perception, of “too much change,” successtul or not, can threaten sustain-
ability by generating a desire to “get back to normal.” Initiative decay can result when
management do not pay attention to the pace and timing of the changes that staff are
expected to deal with, and generate burnout and initiative fatigue by attempting to
drive too many changes too rapidly (Abrahamson, 2004).

Initiative decay can be caused by many factors, at different levels of analysis. Several
of those factors may be operating in a given context at any one time. In the absence of
proactive management steps to address those factors, initiative decay, and not sustained
change, may be the norm.

Praiseworthy and Blameworthy Failures

The failure of an intended change is not always a problem that needs to be solved. A
change can fail because it was inappropriate for some reason. Mitchell Marks and Rob-
ert Shaw (1995) argue that “productive failure” is valuable, if an organization has the
capacity to add the learning from such experiences (o its store of knowledge rather than
to conduct a witch hunt to find who to blame. A learning organization treats occasional
failure as natural and as an opportunity to develop better understanding and to improve
future performance. Marks and Shaw also argue that an organization may gain more in
the long term from a productive failure than from an “unproductive success”—a change
that has gone well, but nobody quite knows why: “We must be doing something rightc."
Some changes, if they do not meet their intended goals, must therefore be allowed to
decay. Most organizations, however, do treat such “failures” harshly. Those who were
responsible may even be punished in some manner, and perhaps find that their career
opportunities have become more limited. In chapter 3, we discussed the work of Amy
Edmondson (2011, p. 50), who describes a spectrum of reasons for failure (table 11.2)
from blameworthy at one extreme, to praiseworthy at the other. Not all of these failure
modes concern change, but those that do are more likely to be praiseworthy.
o T, bue thamal oy, THASE T ekl 8ttty OB
) 0 potentially wasteful:

W'hen 1 ask executives 10 consider this spectrum and then to estimate how many of o

fulli.ures in their organization are truly blameworthy, their answers are usually i:s'i 1 ;C
digits—perhaps 2% to 5%. Bul when [ ask how many are treared as hlun‘leworlh. l(ﬁ : oo
(after a pause or a laugh) 70% to 90%. The unfortunate consequence is that m'-my. f: '(l:y Sd-y
unreported and their lessons are lost. (Edmondson, 2011, p. 50) R
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Productive Failure at McDonald’s

| In 2001, McDonald’s opened two four-star Golden e§tale management, tiie McD?na[d’[s bLa;c;i's:mply
Arch hotels in switzerland. They were distinctive, didn't work wiien appliled toa oull;-s .ar ro.fessor
' with a 24-hour McDonald’s restaurant attached, and Howei/er, international mar ettr:ngdfcmon e
rooms with a patented curved wall, arch-shaped Sstefan Michel (2_007) .ar'gijfas .that e "
McDonald’s to pilot this initiative was not as bizarre

headboards, and 2 cylindrical, see-through shower : e Dok
(that was partially in the bedroom). The idea had as it seemed. For example: (1) diversifying into hotels

been proposed by the McDonald’s Switzerland gave McDonaId‘s.a chance to .test thia n;ultlhbllh:,;l;
| chairman, Urs Hammer, in response to a push from dollar restaurant |ridU5tf)’i (2) it require wld? . (3)
* the parent company for diversification and new ideas. a relatively small investment for McDona : SI‘[ .

The hotels were not 2 financial success. There the damage to the McDonald’s brand was limi ed
~ were problems with the interior design (lack of through the use of the name Golden Arches, an

: privacy in the shower) and the phrase “golden restricting the experiment to Switzerliand; and
d operations were

arches” is not associated with McDonald’s in  (4) the losses on real estate an .

German-speaking countries (it also didn’t help that insignificant in relation to the overall McDonald’s

“arch,” when pronounced by German speakers, business. Most significantly, the ventur.e v.vas a

sounded like a vulgar German word for posterior). statement of support for entrepreneurlai Idf:;
as trea

Also, and more importantly, although the restaurant within the company, and the outcome W ;
venture made use of many of the company’s core as an important, and relatively inexpensive, learning

' competencies in areas such as franchising and real  experience (based on Michel, 2007).

ABLE 11.2

\ Spectrum of Reasons for Failure

‘Reason Description !
Deviance An individual chooses to violate a prescribed process of practice.
' Inattention An individual inadvertently deviates from specifications. |
' Lack of ability An individual doesn’t have the skills, conditions, or training to execute a job.
:;Pfocess inadequacy A competent individual adheres to a prescribed but faulty or incomplete *
¢ process. 4§
Task challenge An individual faces a task too difficult to be executed reliably every time.

Process complexity A process composed of many elements breaks down when it encounters
novel interactions.

Uncertainty A lack of clarity about future events causes people to take seemingly reason-
able actions that produce undesired results.

Hypothesis testing  An experiment conducted to prove that an idea or a design will succeed fails

Exploratory testing  An experiment conducted to expand knowledge and i [
/ ge and investigate a possibil-.
ity leads to an undesired result. : Aoy

Aq;ioma-sgnjd -<—--——-—> Ayriomawo)q

_ Changes that fail can therefore be valuable, discouraging further experiments of tl
kind and revealing what adjustments may be necessary in order to make the m:xl. '0 .
schessfui. To build such a learning culture, experimentation should be encot *“(;cmpl
failures (including near misses) need to be detected and subjected to unrar::{l‘siis' tui:l:!t
alysis the
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looks beyond the obvious. It is also necessary to avoid making the “fundamental attribu-

: e i - . 5
tion error.” which means blaming individuals and ignoring the context in which they wen

working (Ross, 1977).

Based on experience at a ¢
pp. 52-53) describes five practices for building a “psyc
which to learn from failures:

Frame the work accurately. People need a shared understanding of the kinds of failures

that can be expected to occur in a given work context (routine prqduction, complex

operations, or innovation) and why openness and collaboration are important for sur-
facing and learning from them. Accurate framing detoxifies failure.

Embrace messengers. Those who come forward with bad news, questions, concerns, or

mistakes should be rewarded rather than shot. Celebrate the value of the news first and

then figure out how to fix the failure and learn from it.

3. Acknowledge limits. Being open about what you don’t know, mistakes you've made,
and what you can’t get done alone will encourage others to do the same.

4. Invite participation. Ask for observations and ideas and create opportun?t?es for p‘ec_)ple
to detect and analyze failures and promote intelligent experiments. Inviting participa-
tion helps defuse resistance and defensiveness.

5. Set boundaries and hold people accountable. Paradoxically, people feel psychologi-
cally safer when leaders are clear about what acts are blameworthy. And therer must
be consequences. But if someone is punished or fired, tell those directly and indirectly
affected what happened and why it warranted blame,

hildren’s hospital in Minnesota, Edmondson (201.1,
hologically safe environment” in

1.

(]

Will adopting such a “soft” and “understanding” management approach to tailures
make staff more careless, and encourage more mistakes? Edmondson (2011, p. 55) argues

Sustaining Successful Change Means Permanently

Changing Mindsets

to explain that story to all of the people involved in
making change happen, so that their contributions
make sense to them as individuals” {p. 33).

Emily Lawson and Colin Price (2003) argue that the
success and sustainability of change relies on people
thinking differently about their jobs, and not just on

persuading them to change the way they work. This
is particularly the case with fundamental changes to
organization cuiture, for example, from reactive to
proactive, from hierarchical tc collegial, from intro-
spective to externally focused. There are four condi-
tions for the necessary change in mindsets.

First, those who are affected by a change need to
understand the purpose, and agree with it, There is
no point in management telling people that things
must be done differently: “Anyone leading a major
change program must take time to think through
its ‘story’—what makes it worth undertaking—and

Second, reward and recognition systems need to
be consistent with the new behaviors. Third, staff
must have the necessary skills, and be given time
to absorb new information, to link that to existing
knowledge and to apply it effectively in practice.

And finally, “they must see people they respect
modelling it actively” (p. 32). We all tend to model
our behavior on “significant others” and especially
those in influential positions. Management at all lev-
els thus become role models, and must “walk the
walk” if mindsets are to change (p. 35).
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i i i i i : inev-
that a failure to encourage experimentation, combined with a failure to learn from the ln' ;
: itable mistakes, poses greater risks to oreanizational change and cffectiveness. Change 11}111-
't [ Dy o & \_' ; - | w 4 .
tiatives that do not work cannot be sustained. However, if management want to :lusit:afil t
S ideas f ' 5 iseworthy failures
ceneration of further new ideas for change, then those who develop prais y

should be recognized and rewarded, and not blamed and punished.

I8 Actions to Sustain Change

What actions will increase the probability that change will be sustaincd? No's.pecnﬁc
set of steps can guarantee success, but awareness of the th}'eatsf Fo s'ustamal’)lhty. can
lead to timely and effective responses. Action to secure sustainability is often identified
as the final point in the “change recipes” that we discussed in chapter 1'0. For example,
“institutionalize new approaches” is step 8 in John Kotter’s (2007) eight-step model
of transformational change. However, sustainability depends not just on wh.at happe.:ns
after implementation, but also on the cumulative effects of decisions and E.ICUO.I‘].S during
the change process. In other words, it is more effective to plan for sustainability from
k the beginning than to regard this as an issue that can be left until a later stage. o

| Here are eight sets of actions that should be considered when designing a change 1ni-
tiative, in order to build sustainability into the process from the beginning, or at least from

an early stage.

Reflecting on his experience of the “momentum

- busters” that derailed transformational change

~ in the U.S. Postal Service, Robert Reisner (2002,

. pp. 51-52) identifies “four hard lessons” for

~ organizations undertaking a major change initiative
in a turbulent economic environment:

1. Don’t miss your moment

We missed numerous market opportunities that
competitors such as UPS seized. Furthermore,
we let pass at least two chances to capitalize
on high morale and momentum within the
Postal Service, moments that provided the
best opportunity to overcome organizational
resistance to change

2. Connect change initiatives to your core business
Most of the innovative programs we launched
to boost revenue existed at the fringes of our
business. And we never established a path for
them to migrate to the heart of our operations.

3. Don’t mistake incremental improvements for
strategic transformation

Busting the Momentum Busters

[OJur tremendous success in improving delivery
times, which we enthusiastically celebrated,
blinded us to the need for strategic change. For
a time, we slipped into complacency, ignoring
our competition and challenges and declaring
ourselves the winner in a race with ourselves,

. Be realistic about your limits and the pace of change

[l]n a change initiative, it is important to
identify which obstacles are in your control
and which aren’t. Some of what we wanted
to do may simply not have been possible,
at least at the time. . . . While some of our
constraints—our regulatory framework, if not
our very size and complexity—are specific to
us, every organization has limits of one kind or
another. It may seem heretical to say so in the
can-do environment of American business, but
sometimes you need to accept those limits. A
failure to acknowledge that you sometimes can‘t
do certain things can breed discouragement and

cynicism, ultimately undermining those change
initiatives that are achievable,

Scanned with CamScanner




Chapter 11 Sustaining Change versus Initiative Decay 363

Redesign Roles N
Oreanizational change. particularly where new structures, processes, and le.chnologleb
;m_: involved, often leads to the redesign of existing roles and to the creation of new
ones. However, these role changes may be critical dimension of the process, and
not just a product of change. Michael Beer et al. (1990) arguc t.hut most chapg_e
programs do not work because they focus on attempts 1o change ulufudes and beliefs
by introducing new perspectives. The assumption that undcrpl'ns Elns approach, that
changes in behavior will follow changes in attitudes, is in their view fundamcqlall.y
(lawed. The causal arrow. they suggest, runs in the opposite direction. Behavior 1s
influenced by the context in which people find themselves—by their respunsibili'lics‘
relationships, and roles. In short, first redesign roles, which require new bchuv}ors.
and attitude change will then follow. It is difficult to revert to past behavior with a
new formal role definition, which is one of a network of similarly redesigned roles.
Sustainability is not guaranteed by this approach, but it is significantly encouraged.

Redesign Reward Systems
Beer and Nohria (2000, p. 267) also observe, There are virtually no fundamental changes
in organizations that do not also involve some chunges in the reward system.” This is
one consequence of redesigning roles and responsibilities. Anne Fisher (1995, p. 122)
cites the example of Integra Financial, a $14 billion (in assets) bank holding company
that was formed through a merger. In order to reinforce the company’s commitment to
a teamwork initintive, management implemented a sarefully designed evaluation and
reward system, “to discourage hot-dogging, prandstanding, filibustering, and other ego
games” und to ensure that “the best team players get the goodies.” Fisher (1995, p. 122

also notes, “One thing that you cun count on: Whatever gets rewarded will get done.” This
also means that whatever is not rewarded (such as pre-change working practices) will not
get done. Chunging the reward system can thus contribute significantly to sustainability by
removing the financial motivation to return to old behaviors,

Rewards should also include public recognition of behaviors that are consistent with
the desired chunge: this both reinforces individual behavior and sends strong signals to
others. The opposite also applies: management [ailure to respond to behavior that is in
direct opposition to the change undermines the credibility of the program. Lack of action
in this respect can increase rapidly the rate of initiative decay, The organization’s pay
system can thus support or derail a change initintive, ’

Link Selection to Change Objectives
Stall selection, and promolion processes, can be subtle but powerful ways in which
to embed and sustain assumptions and values—to change and ﬁ\ maintain tl;e
()rgu‘nizutlun's culture. As with the rewards system, uppuhﬁments and pr(xll;()tio 3
particulurly to key and influential roles, have symbolic significance in sign ll'm\:
whcl!wr top management really support a change, or not, A siaglc inappro 31‘;'\%* :: i‘“b
appointment during the change process cun quickly derail all the imple *l “' g ~U'\NT
that has already been undertaken. IR o
To support organizational chunges with selection, & number of organizations hav
adopted “values-based recruitment” systems, which seek to select staff \\‘hx‘:- ~( £ '“-“e
attitudes, und values support what the organization is trying to achieve Fc;Lt:l|:‘x§;;1L;z
. Xi of
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Jonathan Rapping (2009) describes a values-based recruitment, training, and mentoring
program for selecting and developing public defenders to represent poor clients in criminal
cases in Georgia. Poor defendants often have problems finding lawyers, who then refuse to
visit them in jail. To change this (raditional culture, recruitment and selection changed to
emphasize values relating to enthusiastic and loyal representation, advocating the client’s
cause, studying and preparing the cuse, and communicating with the client.

Triggered by failures in quality of social care in the United Kingdom, Jacqui Goode
(2014) describes a values-based recruitment toolkit to help employers to find people
with values appropriate to working in this sector. This toolkit includes sample job
advertisements. an online personality profiling questionnaire, and suggested values-based
interview guestions such as: “What excites you about working in adult social care?” and
“Can you give an example of where your understanding of what another person may be
going through has helped you to develop your compassion for that person?” and “Tell me
about a time when you have ‘gone the extra mile’ at work.” The answers to these kinds of
questions reveal candidates’ behavior and their values with regard to care and compassion.

Walk the Talk

This is a well-known cliché. However, senior management can seriously jeopardize
the sustainability of change if their words and actions are interpreted by employees as
signalling, “We don’t really mean it In other words, if the top team does not support
this change, why should we? Little is more damaging to the credibility of a change
program than a lack of consistency between the statements and behaviors of the change
advocates. Even if management did not mean to send negative signals, “unintentional
hypocrisy™ can be equally damaging (Fisher, 1995).

One indicator of consistency concerns changes in management practices that are clearly
aligned with the goals of the change. For example, who is praised and promoted and why?
Is management enthusiastically advocating teamwork while still rewarding individual
performance? Where are resources—finance, staffing, expertise—being allocated? The
commitment of resources to an initiative in such a way that to withdraw would be extremely
costly conveys unambiguous management support (as Alan Lafley did—see box). All of
these management decisions and actions have symbolic as well as tangible effects. Edgar
Schein (2010) argues that managers signal what is important by what they systematically pay
attention to. “Communication” is not confined to conversations, meetings, presentations, and
emails, but includes all management actions—and omissions—that send signals concerning
goals and priorities (and we have also to recognize that those signals may or may not be
interpreted in the manner that management intended).

Alan Lafley’s Moment of Truth

Early in his time as chief executive at Procter &
Gamble, Alan Lafley had to decide whether to
approve a major marketing effort to launch several
new products. This would require significant com-
mitment of funds, and P&G had just missed earnings
:argets two quarters in a row. But Lafley had been

working hard communicating the message that
innovation was P&G’s lifeblood. Lafley describes his
response: “So we locked arms and we went ahead.
I had to make choices like these to convince P&G
managers we were going to go for winning” (Gupta
and Wendler, 2005, p. 4).
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cts of Initiative
alue of having many change agents in an organi-
Jation. and not just the ysual small elite team, arguing that vision and strategy should
be communicated ‘1 a manner that creates buy-in and attracts 4 growing “yolunteer
army’” (p. 52). From their four-year study of organizational change in six corporations,
Michael Beer ct al. (1990) conclude that in encouraging change, the most effective
senior managers specified the general direction in which they wanted the company 10

move and left the details of specific changes to be decided “‘closer to the action,” lower
They found thal change was more likely to become embedded
d when they developed for themselves the

cal circumstance.

Encourage Voluntary A
John Kotter (2012) emphasizes the v

down the organization.
if those at the operational level were supporte
specific changes that they believed appropriate for their lo

Measure Progress
A focus on measurement is important for two reasons. First, metrics and milestones arc

fundamental to tracking the progress of change. highlighting the need for any corrective
action. Second, what gets measured can significantly affect how people act, because
nxgusuremenl signals the importance of that aspect of performance. Less attention is
paid to dimensions of performance that are not measured. From a survey of the change
experiences of over 2.000 executives, Giancarlo Ghislanzoni et al. (2010, p. 8) found that
two of the top five procedures used by organizations whose changes had been successful
were “defining detailed metrics for reorganization’s effect on short- and long-term
progress against them” and “using detailed plans, split into
workstreams with milestones for delivery and someone accountable for reaching each.”
Progr.es?‘ measurement is thus important both for implementation and for sustainability.
‘]l. is important to choose appropriate metrics (see “Change Metrics: The Continental
Airlines Exgeriencc”}. David Nadler (1997) argues that organizations should carry out a
comprehensive progress check on major change initiatives within six months after they
h':m’j begun, and then annually thereafter. These checks should use a combination of quan-
n-latwe performance measures, attitude surveys, focus groups, and interviews withq'n li
\’l'dll‘dlb. Kanter et al. (1992) suggest that two kinds of measures are particulalﬂ h ]l ful-
First. results measures: How will we know that we have achieved our objeclives?,’ Se . ud.
process measures: How will we know that we are doing what is necessar t. ‘ ‘fff’” :
tihose ot?jectives, and how plans may need to be adjusted? The Price Wate;hgus(:: ‘(lérhzﬁv:
ntegration Team (1995) argue that a balanced set of performance measures should inc]ud%z:

performance and assessing

« Leading measures, which reveal the immediate results of a new initiative h
- . . b4 . <ot H H ‘
changes in processing ime, of time-to-market for new products e
« Lagging measures, such as financiz :
2ging sures, E ial performance, and i
; ) cot
time to become apparent pmlsimagts Rl ks
) 4 d STT H i i 1
Internal measures, focusing on intra-organizational processes and efficienci
. e : e : iencies
{L :jel:nal measures, 5uF:h as the perspectives of stakeholders, customers, and suppli
and how the organization compares with benchmark competitors e
« Cost-based measures, that are directly financial
o Non-cost measures, such as market share and brand image
Exercnse 11 .1' asks you to apply these measures Lo a current change |
zation. or one with which you are familiar. Do all of these measu i
! casures apply? If n
7 It not, why not?
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chapter 11

Celebrate en Route

of those who are involved expect

rewarded. A lack of clear evidence of
resisted the change. Skepticism concerning the value of the change may thus be increased by
delays in demonstrating the be nefits. However, it is often the case that some tangible benefits
can be identified at an carly stage in the process. John Kotter (2012, p. 52) thus argues that
one of the “accelerators” of change is 10 celebrate significant short-term wins. Celebrating
the early benefits, even il they are relatively small in scale. recognizes and rewards those who
are involved, strengthens the credibility of the program, and helps to weaken the skepticism.

Months or years can pass before the outcomes of a change initiative are fully realized. Most
y see convincing evidence that their efforts are being
‘success strengthens the views of those who initially

:elebrating success at Sandvik

kandvik Materials Technology produces advanced
| nd ceramic materials, and employs over 8,000

in 50 production and 30 sales units across the
\vorld. When a change program focusing on business
processes Was introduced, some of Sandvik's units
soon achieved very significant improvements. People
lirom these units then visited other units, in particular
those where there was skepticism about the change.
These visits spread knowledge of successes and
helped people in other units see what improvements

could be achieved through the change initiative.
Later, when a key financial target was reached, this
was acknowledged by having a photograph taken of
the Sandvik management team standing on top of
pile of gravel. However, according to sandvik pres-
ident Peter Gossas, “When we looked at the photo
we thought, ‘Yes, success should be celebrated but
hey, this is the wrong message.’ S0 we added five
bigger piles to symbolize mountains we have yet to
climb” (Ahlberg and Nauclér, 2007, p- 3).

. Change Metrics The Continental Airlines Experience

E’:When Gordon Bethune became chief executive
- of Continental Airlines in 1994, it had been losing
| money for most of the previous decade, had a debt-
to-equity ratio of 50 to 1, and had served some
- time in Chapter 11 of the federal bankruptcy code.
- During this period, Continental had emphaSiZEd
ompeting on the basis of cheaper fares than its
Major compelitors. However, although it achieved

b
:
4]
-

In addition, the links between changed systems and working practices and organi-
zational performance should be made clear. Staff who have to work out those links for
themselves may not make accurate assumptions. And successes, if they are effectively pub-
licized and widely understood, can act as catalysts for further changes (see “Celebrating
Success at Sandvik™). A further implication of the focus on celebrating “en route™ con-
cerns the allocation of resources to priority areas, those areas that need the most urgent
attention may provide the best opportunities to demonstrate clear and immediate benefits,
which can then be celebrated as short-term wins. Failure to establish those priorities at an

early stage in the change process may be a direct cause of change failure.

the lowest cost per available seat mile (of the major
airlines), it also had the lowest revenue per available
seat mile and a loss overall. Bethune reflects on this
situation:

| firmly believe that what you measure is what
you get. This is an example of a company that
said that It couldn’t compete with the big boys
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unless it was able to have cheaper fares. That set
the culture and mind-set. So, we had a culture
that said, “Cost is everything.” That's the Holy
Grail. We even had pilots turning down the
air-conditioning and slowing down airplanes to
save the cost of fuel. They made passengers hot,
mad and late. That's a dysfunctional measure,
a measure some accountant dreamed up who
does not understand our business.

Bethune responded by investigating what factors
most influenced passengers’ level of satisfaction with
airlines. This revealed that on-time performance
was the most significant factor. Unfortunately, at
the time of Bethune’s arrival, Continental ranked
10th of the 10 largest U.S. carriers on this criterion.
Nonetheless, Bethune changed the core metric used
inside Continental to on-time performance:

We use that measure for two reasons. One

Chapter 11 Sustaining Change
were paid to all staff each month that Conttnentél
was ranked in the top 5 of the 10 largest U.S. carri-
ers for on-time performance. The cost of the bor‘aus
payments was more than covered by the reduction
in the amount—that had risen to $6 million per
month—that Continental had been paying to put
passengers on other airlines, put them up in hotels,
bus them across town, and so forth.

The next month, March 1995, we wound up in
first place. We had never been in first place in
60 years. | mean, Continental, the worst com-
pany in America for the last 20 years, is first place
in “on time” which is a metric everyone kind of
understands.

By 1996 (and again in 1997), Continental had
won the . D. Power & Associates award for cus-
tomer satisfaction as the best airline for flights of
500 miles or more and was in the top three in terms

versus Initiative Decay 367

of fewest customer complaints and lost baggage.
From 1995 to 1998, Continental’s market capitaliza-
tion rose from $230 million to $3 billion.

Source: Copyright © 1998 by Joel Kurtzman. Used with permission
of the author.

because it is the single most vital sign of a func-
tioning airline, and two, it's ranked by our Gov-
ernment and we can’t screw the metrics.

To reinforce the centrality of this factor, a new
system of rewards was established in which bonuses

Fine-Tuning

Despite careful advance planning, most change initiatives do not unfold as anticipated.
The need for corrective action is to be expected. Making timely modifications in the
light of experience will normally be more effective than attempting not to deviate from
plan. Problems arise for two main reasons. First, by definition, the implementation
of change always involves doing something new, something that has never been done
before. A particular type of change program may of course have been implemented in
another division, or another organization—but that change will always be new here, in
this organization, in this division, at this time, for these reasons, with those resources,
affecting our staff. In other words, chungc management always involves “building
the plane as you fly,” and it is not surprismgnﬂ' parts fall off. Second, organizational
changes are multifaceted, affecting many different factors that are themselves inter-
linked. Tt is therefore difficult to anticipate all of the “knock on™ effects or “ripples™
that a change in one area will have clge\fvhe're. .

For the change manager, this means udjlusl'mg and I:t:ﬁmng aspects of the implementation
process without this being seen as an admission of failure. This can be difficult in practice,
because “we have learned from experience” can al'so t?c descri_bed as “you made mistakes in
the planning.” This can be addressed by communicating the fine-tuning in terms of consis-
tency with the original goals. As we huve nnlcc‘l f.‘lh"(‘\\.fl‘lel"t, part of the change management
responsibility is 10 help others (o nm.kc ..scns‘c o'l w!mt is h.tppenmg. to shape find i pstell s
story, and to explain that (he core principles that lie behind the change remain intact,
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fine-Tuning at Ford :

In 1995, Ford Motor Company introduced a series  individuals both ir.\side the company animt't:tee
of changes 10 the way the company designed and financial community. As a fe_sul.t, when the tl .
manufactured its cars and trucks. This involved  came to announce the modifications (e.g., cONSO

changing from an existing functional structure, idating further from five to three ve‘:h1c|e cente'rs),
consolidating activities into five vehicle centers, and the company paid a lot of attention to making
using a reduced number of platforms for its vehi- ~ sure that the further changes were presented as a
cle range. After a year and a half, senior manage- refinement, that is, a logical adjustment completely

ment decided to make modifications in light of the  in keeping with the spirit and intent of the original

initial exp.erience. However, the changes had been change (Nadler, 1997).
viewed with some skepticism by some groups and

—

In this section, we have discussed eight sets of actions to consider when designing a
change initiative, in order to build sustainability into the process from the beginning, or
at least from an early stage. These include redesign roles, redesign reward systt.an-\:‘:. ‘}“k
selection to organizational objectives, walk the talk, encourage voluntary acts of initiative,
measure progress, celebrate en route, and fine-tuning. Finally, based on a study by Daf“d
Buchanan et al. (2007) of the UK National Health Service, one of the largest employing
organizations in the world, table 1 1.3 summarizes key sustainability “actions and cau-
tions.” This research emphasizes that sustainability relies on local management judgement
and on two main forms of action: preventive maintenance and developmental maintenance.
Preventive maintenance involves action to sustain the status quo, to keep new working

[Sustainability Actions Sustainability Cautions 1

efine what “sustainability” means in your context: Do not defer sustainability planning, as some e
a static or a dynamic perspective, and what modes of development and change implementation

will damage sustainability o
Identify the factors (contextual, temporal, Do not expect changes to survive because they are
organizational, political) that affect the sustainability now working; staff leave, resources are reallocated,
of new methods in your context novel ideas become familiar 6

etermine what combination of factors can " Do not ignore the risk factors: if you are unable 3]
vou control and adjust in order to increase the to sustain successful changes, that will reduce the
probability of sustaining change probability of other sites adapting the approach and .

will jeopardize future changes e
_i_?;;l\/lonitor the support conditions and implement an Do not allow efforts to sustain change to block the
| appropriate mix of preventive and developmental development of othes good ideas :
émaintenance ; ; e  Erb A

& Allow or encourage changes to decay when they | i Do";not"Withdfa‘_\ni'_pre\(éhtive and dévélbbrr{ent.a"l Gl
“no longer fit the context or when petter methods mamteﬂn.a\p‘ce as long as you wish the approach to
. become available i _SUSta‘nEd ‘ i 2 JAATEREER

i MO

% ,LSuurcc: Based on Buchanan €t al. (2007).
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ractices operating as i
p €s operating as intended, to m

mental maintenance

Chapter 11

URlL‘f [(}) “\ld“] dn in] )
S . Tove : ajec
Preventive m"‘i“lcn-m{; ‘k ?u.mAm trajectory, to exceed expectation, to meet higher targets.

and builds on the benetits.

@i® Words of Warning

- —

"

It can be difficult to manage sustainabili
. 1anage Suste f after 91 che a hae - . !
atentill G Th 1o, i bt:t,n susm:nab!ht.y after a‘changg has been successfully imple-
ek DY » itmay be too late. Building sustainability into a change initiative from
» (Y Yy ' - - . . . . = .
¢ Lylnmn;, provides no secure guarantees, but it is more likely to be an effective
approach. However, there are a number of further factors about which the change man-

ager needs to be aware.

Expect the Unanticipated

Most change initiatives will generate unantici
between the changes and outcomes arc controllable and predictable (w
Unanticipated consequences may be positive
example, staff may demonstrate greater levels of e
ing the changes work than was initially anticipated
ssing times may be cut more dramatica
¢ limited than expected, causing disruption
ay be minimal. Unanticipated outcomes
in complex change processes, the unexpecte

planned: proce
may be mor
materialize; time savings m
a sign of munagement failure;

expected. No amount of careful prepl

The change management challe
occas
ilience and improvisation.

unexpected, which, on some
requiring combination of res

a new aircraft
asing the
uters

Federal Express (FedEx) introduced
routing system with the intention of incre
Productivity of its pilots. Mare powerful comp
::::;(‘Velopmmm in scheduling al_gom.hms made
dreg i fe"?'b‘f’, the estimated savings in l‘llt‘ hun-
the S T' millions of dollars made it attractive, and
m[epﬁ o h_"d a record of supporting _me.\sures

Nded to improve competitive efficiencies.
However, things didn’t work out as planned.
pn;r:l:: system produced flight plans that mquirgd
Undery, k(""“ the ime zones of two hemispheres,
Allanli(duv, back-to-back trans-Pacitic -mui lr.ms;
o 'haﬁ ights, and spend hours lmvel.hnq by lan¢
ge aircralt. Efforts by FedEx to improve the

nge is tore
ions, may be carly warnings of more se¢

Unanticipated Consequences at F

pated consequences, unless the links

and support the change process. For
athusiasm and commitment to mak-
- cost savings may be higher than
lly. On the other hand, support
and delay; cost savings may not

anning is likely to overcome this.
spond in timely and appropriate ways to the

working of the new system failed to produce any
improvement, but the company persisted with the
new system. In response, the pilots’ union, despite
having a reputation for compliance with manage-
ment requirements, threatened a work stoppage it
the system was not abandoned. Then, having taken
this stance, their demands extended to a substan-
tial wage increase, fewer flying hours, and improved
retirement benefits.

faced with the prospect of a strike by the
pilots—which would have been the first pilot strike
in the company’s history—FedEx management
relented, and the new scheduling system was aban-
doned (from Pascale et al,, 2000).

.
~—
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RS e _Lt predetermined targets and objectives. Develop-
uing to adapt the changes to local circumstances in

hich is rare).

are not necessarily
d is to be

rious problems,




Sy stdiiting Change versus Initiative Decay

geware the Limitations of Measurement

;‘;;mﬁr jrf:ll\r:sn;(t)i]:n;::a;vs({:i:SOJPg things (online -custonller satisfaction,
< ner square foot, stock turnov - "‘“ely be reflected in traditional measures
(sales per square , over, market share). The credibility of a new idea may
be threatened if it does not succeed on established criteria. However, in some circum-
stances, a change may b‘_’ regarded as successful even where the intended aims have not
been met—-sqch = a major process redesign initiative that achieved few of the intended
goals but Wh'Ch_mc"eased the organization’s receptiveness to and capacity for further
changes. Assessing the effectiveness of change is therefore complex and challenging.
«Premature measurement” can also create problems. As discussed earlier, celebrating
short-term wins can be valuable, but measuring the overall success of a change initiative
should be related to the timescale over which benefits are expected to be delivered. A
focus on short-term gains and quick fixes can weaken the persistence that is often required
in order to achieve gains that develop over a longer period. In addition, organizational
change rarely flows in a linear fashion, and the outcomes tend to be shaped by the combi-
nation and interaction of multiple factors. At times, change may appear to be progressing
hile at other times, it may appear to have stalled. In some instances, performance
may deteriorate before it improves, as people learn how to adjust to and work Witl:l new
structures, systems, procedures, and practices. This initial dip followed by an uptick 1n
n as the “J-curve” (figure 11.1). This s also known as (Rosabeth
“Everything can look like a failure in the middle”

rapidly, W

performance is know
Moss) “Kanter's Law,” which states that

(Kanter, 2009).

VRE11.1 A
Jeurve

Original performance level

Performance

—>

Time

The shape of the J-curve, and the timescale over which. it operates, will ot("i course vary
from one setting to another (performance may not dip in some cases, an‘_dnmy neve]:r
recover in others). Assessment of how well a change IS progressing must const er not only

which metrics to apply. but also (he timing of those mcusure.mel.]ES.. The J-cur‘ve c‘an l?e
helpful in managing the expectations of others, with regard (0 justifying a deterioration in
performance, and also explaining the raté at which the benefits of the change are likely to

become apparent.
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I%e © Fre€mature Declaratign of Vict

Embedding and Sustaining organization cy| ory

of time—years in some cases, For any tran flUre Change can take
advises tl.w change manager to “never let uS’l rl]:;tm?dl Lh‘mge' I
declare \'1ct91'y 100 soon.” In other words ce,lebrqt) carning
victory. Until a change is firmly e ’ ate the win

mbe e
ing; practices will Eemain ossbl, i élrciegl,dthi P0§81b111ty of a return to previous work-
. : ¢ € significa
hoping that the change will not succeed, anc{ that I% ;;E;?ﬂm numbers of people who are

who feel Ul’i’b‘ way may not make their views known. An:i vI!;letE;Est?hnTmall’: F-r,r.ms?
AR lla'n e des:crlbe those who display support in public (“they will no::l af:(llnsmvill:]:(:rlllz
agree with everything that you say”) but are resentful of the change and are waiting for the
opportunity to return to the “old ways” of working to which they remain committcgd.

a considerable amount
ohn Kotter (2012, p.52)
from experience; and don’t
s, but do not declare overall

Beware the Escalation of Commitment

Itis impo.rtant to recognize that not all proposed changes are going to be beneficial. If
a change 1s not producing the desired outcome, then this may be a “praiseworthy fail-
ure,” which it would be wise to discontinue. However, it is also wise to guard against
the understandable tendency of the advocates of this change to argue that failure to
deliver is due to insufficient funding and that more time is needed to demonstrate the
benefits. If those arguments are accepted, then further resources will be allocated to the
initiative, creating an “escalation of commitment.” Barry Staw and Jerry Ross (2004)
identify four factors that can lead to escalation:

1. Project determinants. Commitment is likely to increase where the lack of progress is
considered to be due to a temporary problem, or where additional funding is considered
likely to be effective, or where the relative payoff to come from additional investment is
considered to be large.

2. Psychological determinants. “Sunk costs are not sunk psychologically.” Escal_ation can
result from self-justification biases in which having been personal!y res.pon.s‘lble for a
decision can lead to continued commitment in order to try to avoid being associated
with losses. _ . ;

3. Social determinants. Escalation may occur as those most closely identified with a proj-

an altempt to revive it and thereby save face b){ ‘l‘mt being
associated with a failure, This response is encouraged by the ?)‘n‘stcnce of. the h'efo
effect,” or the “special praise and adoration fnr‘tnanagers who : 'bnzi)k()zo thzl(l)"gg;uns in
the face of opposition and seemingly bleak odds. (SUJW'und RQ‘-‘» paly P ‘ i‘

4. Organizational determinants. Orgﬂ“imtio'“‘! umts are likely to res‘j"f t‘}?e d&dnto?“‘e‘]‘t
of a project that is seen as central to their identity. Staw and Ross cite f ‘:x“‘m[_)t;
of Lockheed's L1011 Tri-Star Jet program, arguing that the compia.n‘y‘ pe”“;! e
this project for more than a decade, despite huge "’Sse-‘""“"d !)re( ‘(;'l“_’trt‘_s t ;1}:‘: t‘;"“‘
unlikely to earn a profit—because t0 abandon it would h'a\./e rl“:"”g ? r:(n S LSy
were simply a defense contractor and not, as they preferred to believe, a pioneer in

commercial aircraft.

ect commit more resources in

How can escalation of commitment be avoided? Mark Keil and Ramiro Montealegre

(2000) identify the following advice:
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Don’t ignore negative

feedback

ack or ext

gon ! ernal =
Hire an external assessor to prov pressure.

Don’t be afraid to w

ide an i i
N independent view op progress
symbolic value in th .

ithhold furtt
at it is a faj ;Er resources/funding; as well as limiti :
_ irly emphatic signal that A7l osfies, 1has

e R ”
Manage impressions. Frame the “de-escalation”

Prepare your stak . ina way that saves face.
e y '"tl\eholders. because, if they shared the initial belief ;
e change, their reaction to ihial belief in the r

ationale for
be to resist.

an : .
an announcement of the abandonment of the change may

Look for o iti instituti
orojectis nzl:zréunétl&;.sd tot deinstitutionalize the project; that is, to make clear that the
. a central defining feature of the izati
. : e organization, so that “stepping back”
Ay " ‘ ' g 3 stepping back” does
ply any weakening of commitment to the central mission of the organization

Dipankar Ghosh (1997) suggests three further steps that can help to reduce the escala-

" . : :
fl::dgf csr_nmltm.ent. First, unambiguous feedback on progress reduces escalation. Where
ack is ambiguous, the tendency to filter information selectively can lead to escala-

l_lon b)t those who are already committed to the change. Second, regular progress reports,
including explanations for deviations from budget. If progress reports are not a require-
ment, then they will not necessarily be requested before further resources are committed.

Sustainable Organizat

Jeffrey Pfeffer (2010) argues that, in order to build
sustainable organizations, we need to treat human
sustainability as seriously as we do environmen-
tal and ecological concerns. Organization policies
and management practices influence the human
and social environment and affect employee well-
being in various ways: provision of health insurance,
effects of layoffs, working hours and work-life bal-
ance, job design and stress, income inequalities,
organization culture, and emotional climate:

Companies that do not provide health insur-
ance, lay people off, pay inadequate wages, and
have work arrangements that stress and over-
work their employees also impose externalities
that others pay for even as they save on their
own costs. (p. 42)

However, “green management,” which is con-
cerned with environmental awareness, energy effi-
ciency, and carbon emissions, has not been matched
by a parallel focus on employee welfare, ”evgn
though that might be an interesting and informative

| . —

indicator of what companies are doing about the
sustainability of their people” (p. 36). Actions affect-
ing the physical environment are more visible:

You can see the icebergs melting, polar bears
stranded, forests cut down, and mountaintops
reshaped by mining, and experience firsthand
the dirty air and water that can come from com-
pany economic activities that impose externali-
ties. Reduced life expectancy and poorer physical
and mental health status are more hidden from
view. Even the occasional and well-publicized act
of employee or ex-employee violence has multi-
ple causes and is often seen as aberrant behavior
outside of the control and responsibility of the
employer. (p. 41)

Pfeffer proposes a research agenda to explore
the implications of “human sustainability” policies
on both employee welfare and organizational effec-
tiveness. What steps is your organization taking to
address human and social sustainability? What fur-
ther action would be desirable, and why?

|
4
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