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1.Introduction

Change is all around us and its impact is felt in every facet of life, both in the
work place as well as in the personal sphere. The management of change is
now commonly viewed as a complex and difficult area, worthy of special
attention and study from both theoretical academic and practical management
viewpoints. Given that change is here to stay, learning to effectively manage
and understand change and to be aware of the opportunities it presents, is
essential to adapting to the rapidly evolving environment that we all find
ourselves in. The ability of an organization or individual to manage change
more effectively than competitors is a distinct competitive advantage.

Research in the field shows that most managers spend more time doing than
thinking and supports the notion that “most managers are profound believers
that Hamlet could have done what was necessary much more quickly, had he
not spent so much time talking about it” (Winter,1996). This report will present
the methodology and results from a phenomenological study into managing
personal change through a job change.

1.1. Background to the project

In this section | briefly outline what my project notion is and my
reasoning in arriving at that notion. | have not referred to literature in
presenting my reasoning. Instead | have presented my reasoning in
the knowledge that the remainder of the thesis demonstrates the
notion in action (with links to literature) and identifies needed changes
to it.

The background of my project was a promotion within the same
company that necessitated relocation from one city to another, and
also a change in job focus. Whilst both jobs remained in the technical
domain, the first was rooted in quality management and improvement
at a plant level, whereas the second involved specialized technical
consulting across the whole organization. My notion was that a study
of this change could improve my personal situation as well as my
understanding and management of personal change. My notion was
also that | would be able to experientially learn how to improve my
practice of managing change in general.

Experiential learning is particularly relevant here as the situation was
of such a nature that change was deadline driven initially, and then
performance driven. My personal experience suggested that this is
typical of many management situations involving change. However,
unlike many management situations, this approach formalized learning
from experience, producing an increasingly critical approach to
thinking and providing alternatives to existing ways of thinking about
problematic situations of change.

The period of study was from the notification of my appointment to.
approximately 6 weeks after commencing my new job, a total of ten



weeks. The aim of the study was to examine (using Ethnographic
Research and Action Research methodology) the issues and
processes that | went through in the change. Following this, personal
learning was captured (Appendix 3 and summarized in Chapters 3)
and, to explain this phenomena within a Systems Thinking framework,
causal relationships and a model have been proposed (Chapter 7).
The aim has not only been to successfully make the change but to
understand it so that future management practice involving change will
be improved.

The study involving Action Research (AR}, a qualitative research
paradigm that is described in the following chapter. An impersonal,
objective approach to research is understandable where researchers
seek to observe and report understanding or change from a position
external to the system. However, Action Research demands a greater
emphasis on the subjective however because it includes reflection on
personal practice to understand and improve it (Dick, 1995;Carr and
Kemmis 1986). Others have written about researchers and their
research in such a way that recognizes the linkage between them.
Morgan (1983, p405) for instance submits that, “the position | have
adopted hinges on the argument that the process of knowing
(researching) involves a process of forming and transforming, and that
in knowing our world, we also form and transform ourselves”. Frost
(1989) similarly expresses his interpretation of his activities as “| do
know that most of what | have written and published is an authentic
representation of what | feel and believe is me”.

I have chosen the same path as | recognize that my personality as
well as my personal reflections have contributed to the direction and
shaping of my research. | have been both the subject and the object of
my own research, and consequently this report is more personalized
than would normally be experienced with a different type of research
methodology.

1.2. The structure of the thesis

Five chapters follow this introductory chapter. In the remainder of this
chapter | present a brief view of what change is (from a Systems
Thinking paradigm) and why understanding of it is important to
management.

In Chapter 2 | discuss my methodology . | begin by examining the
foundational philosophy, which then leads to qualitative research
paradigms. From this | justify the methodology chosen with respect to
the rigour of the research process, and the chapter concludes with a
description of the chosen methodology.

In Chapter 3 | present a summary of results and learnings from the
three main Action Research cycles, including the smaller cycles that
make up the main cycles. The detail of the results is presented in
Appendix 3.

Chapter 4 examines three models of the process of change as it
relates to the individual, taking views of change from a neutral stance
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{(Lewin), and negative perspective (Kubler-Ross) and a positive
outlook (Connor).

Chapter 5 examines the inter-relationships between the emergent
Action Research findings presented in the earlier chapters. Based on
these findings and in conjunction to the knowledge contained in the
three models of change, | propose a model towards understanding
how to manage effective job change.

Chapter 6 concludes the thesis with a reflection on the research
process followed.

1.3.Change - what it is and why it is pervasive

The original meaning of the word “change” is derived from the old
French word “changer” which was a term for “bend” , or “turn” like a
tree or a vine searching for the sun. The idea that the only constant is
change has been a truism of life since at least the time of Heracleitus,
circa 500B.C. (Senge, 1999). | have adopted a view that change is a
process of moving from one ‘steady’ state to another and that thisis a
feature of complex adaptive systems such as organisations,
relationships, economies etc.

In my approach to this thesis and to understand change better, | have
used a “Systems Thinking” paradigm which has fundamentally
influenced my methodology as well as how | have sought to make
sense of the research data. Realising that our thinking (not only what
we think, but how we think and the concepts we think with) influences
our actions, “Systems Thinking is a relatively new way of approaching
and managing complexity. Rather than dealing with a reductionist
paradigm which many in the 19" and 20" centuries have lived with ,
where everything is taken apart to see how each component works,
Systems Thinking tries to identify what the larger, integrated picture
is. Systems Thinking is more concerned with identifying the system,
understanding how the component parts interact and how the entire
system can be optimised, rather than the operation of the component
parts. Beer (1972) identifies systems as having the following
characteristics:
¢ They are complex — they have more detail than the given observer
can possibly deal with. In addition, all the parts of a system must
be present for the system to operate optimally ,and must be
arranged in a specific way.
e They are dynamic — they are changing in their behaviour or
structure or both
* They are probabilistic — there are important elements whose
behaviour is at least partly random
e They are integral — they act in some important sense as a unity. In
this regard
* They are open ~ they are embedded in an environment which
affects them and which they affect.
When examining systems , the observer sees events. These events can
then be expressed as “patterns” by the observer and the patterns in turn
can reveal the underlying structure of the system. It is clear , however,
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that the structure of the system is not the thing that is directly observable
and that the observer is the one who ascribes meaning to it. This is the
approach that | have used in my Action Research ~ the events are
gathered in a valid way, they are analysed for patterns, and finally
structure emerges which , once understood, can lead to a better
understanding on the management of the defined system.

Ashby (1964) has identified three basic laws of systems:

Law 1: Self organising: “Complex systems organise themselves - the
structural and behavioural patterns in a complex system are primarily a
result of the interactions among the system parts”. In recognising this,
the features of this first law are that systems seek stable positions
(basins of stability) and in order to change a system, sufficient energy
has to be applied to move it out of one basin of stability into the next.

Law 2: Feedback: “The output of a complex system is dominated by the
feedback and, within wide limits, the input is irrelevant.”. This is one
reason why so much has been studied and written about the process of
change. Complex social systems tend to resist change (the notion of the
basin of stability) and they can “absorb” a lot of changing input without
the output being changed due to the effective feedback loops that
maintain stability.

Law 3: Requisite variety: “Given a system and some regulator of that
system, the amount of regulation attainable is absolutely limited by the
variety of the regulator”. In the management situation, the job of
managing is always more complex than the regulator(the manager), and
to be effective, the key is to know which part or parts of the system when
regulated will give the best results from the entire system.

Given the above views, it is clear that change is a response to changing
conditions, but what “triggers” change? From a managerial perspective
and one that is relevant in the context of managing job change, a useful
model to explain what triggers change has been proposed by Gleicher
(cited by Buchanan,1892):

Change occurs when: KxDxV>C
Where:

K = Knowledge of the first practical steps to initiate change
D = Dissatisfaction with the status quo

V = Desirable vision of the future

C = Cost of movement / change

This concept of change triggering is further discussed in Chapter 7.
Change then, as | have defined it in a Systems Thinking view, is the
process of moving or being disturbed from one steady state basin to
another. This is accomplished by observing the cybernetic laws of self
organising, feedback and requisite variety control.



1.4. Change - Relevance to management research and practice

..."we may discover why “change” is better defined as “learning’...and
that planned change might be better conceptualised as “managed
change” - E. Schein (1996)

In an environment where change is continuous, managers need to
learn how to leamn. This learning comes not so much from the specific
detail of solving problems, but learning about the processes they
employed that ultimately led to success. This has direct relevance to
managerial effectiveness as managers can use Action Research to.
learn how to take effective action by reviewing and interpreting their
experience in order to identify what it is they have learnt.

Why do some organisations which employ so many intelligent people
continue with their strategies which are obviously not working or fail to
take actions which are clearly called for, or repeat their mistakes over
and over? What we learn in a formal sense during the time of formal
education represents only a small fraction of the average life span. For
many, formal learning is completely over before their organisational life
even begins. So from an organisational point of view, the amount and
type of learning that takes place during the person’s working life is of
critical importance, and most of this will be as a result of experience
and informal reflection. If we "learn” things that are unhelpful or untrue
from an experience, or fail to learn anything at all, then our
effectiveness is diminished and our potential is not achieved.

In the same way, at a collective level, the process by which the
organisation allows itself to learn from experiences or avoids such
learning is an important determinant of its capacity to adapt or grow, or
stagnate and atrophy. Although managerial experience has been, and
will continue to be an important source of learning for all of us,
something more organised is needed if we are to deliberately increase
the amount and quality of learning that takes place in organisations.

With so much of managerial time used to respond to the changing
environment, and the fact that the manager is concerned with
achieving results through people, the understanding and management
of personal change is vital. This understanding applies equally to the
manager as it does to the people who are being managed — all are
part of the same on-going change experience.

In this introductory chapter | have given the background to my
research , explained the basics behind System Thinking and
positioned the understanding, nature and management of change in
the context of its importance to an organisation. In the following
chapter | explain and justify my selection of Action Research as a valid
research methodology in my investigation of managing a job change.



2. Methodology

In this chapter | recount my reasons for choosing the methodology of Action
Research and the methods used.

2.1. Underlying philosophy

All research, whether quantitative or qualitative, is based on some
underlying assumptions about what constitutes ‘valid’ research and
which research methods are appropriate. Ostwald (cited by Peterson,
1998), the scientist and philosopher wrote" all realities influence our
practice and that influence is their meaning for us". This empirical
attitude in philosophy was built on by C.I. Lewis (1929) and marked a
shift from fixed principles, closed systems and theoretical absolutes
towards concreteness and adequacy, towards facts, towards action.
Lewis, who espoused a theory of Pragmatic Knowledge, used the
following building blocks to construct this theory:

Content of Awareness: Our initial perception of the world is through
our five senses, dreams and imagination and this is the raw data for
our immediate experience. We assess this information based on its
intrinsic value to us allowing us to act or respond to the experience.
We cannot assume, however, that each individual "senses" a given
presentation in exactly the same way.

Conceptual Knowledge: To avoid sensory overload we must impose
order from chaos, and this is done by classifying information into
general concepts about expected properties and relationships. Our
concepts must be rational and consistent but they do not have to
match reality. Useful concepts, built with unambiguous operational
definitions, allow us to create testable hypothesis. Whilst we can be
certain about our concepts and definitions, we can clearly be mistaken
how we apply them.

Empirical Knowledge: Empirical knowledge, as described by Lewis,
allows us to develop and modify a system of rules and relationships
that allows us to predict future outcomes.

Our beliefs and judgements are based on past experiences and
probable outcomes and we believe a current set of 'inputs' when they
are consistent with concepts developed from past experience. Every
time new results support our predictions, our confidence in that belief
increases, however, a single test can invalidate our beliefs! For this
reason, we can never be completely certain of our beliefs since
confirmation occurs in a finite number of trials.

Lewis then framed a “theory of pragmatic knowledge” that says "a
statement, conveys knowledge if it predicts future outcome, with the
risk of being wrong, and that it fits (without failure) observations of the
past”. Similarly, Lewis defined rational prediction as "requiring theory
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to build knowledge through system revision and extension of theory
based on comparison of prediction with observation"

Theory then, leads to prediction that in turn gives meaning to our
experience. To copy an example of success, without understanding it
with the aid of theory, may lead to disaster. Similarly, experience
alone, without theory, teachers management nothing about what to do
to improve quality and competitive position and performance, nor how
to do it.

Lewis’s Theories of Pragmatic Knowledge

Raw data input

Content of Awareness

Raw perception of the

world through a filter

of intrinsic value and
emotional impact

|

Conceptual Knowledge

Interpret input from
raw perception using
concepts about how we
believe the world
works

Empirical knowledge

Use rules to predict
future outcomes
Form and revise beliefs
and judgements based
on weight of evidence

Achieve new experience with the action perceived value

Fig 1: A simplified view of Lewis’s Theory of Pragmatic Knowledge

Many qualitative research methodologies have their roots in
pragmatism, a term first introduced to philosophy by C. S. Peirce in
1878 (Herzberger,1981). The term is derived from the Greek word
"pragma" meaning action, from which our words "practice" and
"practical" come. Peirce asserted that our beliefs are really rules for
action. To attain perfect clarity in our thoughts of an object, we need
only consider what conceivable effects of a practical kind the object

may involve i.e. what sensations we expect from it, and what reactions

we must prepare for. Our conception of these effects whether

immediate or remote, is then for us the whole conception of the object,

so far as that conception has positive significance at all

(Kemmis, 1988).



2.2. Paradigms in Qualitative Research

Guba and Lincoln (1989) suggest four underlying “paradigms” for
qualitative research: positivism,post positivism, critical theory and
constructivism whilst O’Brien (1998) proposes a three fold
classification which is the one adopted here. While these three
research epistemologies are philosophically distinct (as ideal types), in
the practice of social research these distinctions are not always so
clear cut. There is considerable disagreement as to whether these
research “paradigms” or underlying epistemologies are necessarily
opposed or can be accommodated within one study(Ward, 1999).

2.2.1. Positivist Paradigm

The main research paradigm for the past several centuries has been
that of Logical Positivism. This paradigm is based on a number of
principles, including: a belief in an objective reality, knowledge of
which is only gained from sense data that can be directly experienced
and verified between independent observers. Phenomena are subject
to natural laws that humans discover in a logical manner through
empirical testing, using inductive and deductive hypotheses derived
from a body of scientific theory. Its methods rely heavily on
quantitative measures, with relationships among variables commonly
shown by mathematical means. Science may therefore improve its
knowledge of reality by an incremental process. The methods of
science allow us to reach agreement on the nature of the world, and to
have some confidence in our shared perceptions when they are
developed through science. Positivism, used in scientific and applied
research, has been considered by many to be the antithesis of the
principles of action research (Susman and Evered 1978, Winter 1989).

2.2.2. Interpretive Paradigm (Constructivism)

Over the last half century, a new research paradigm has emerged in
the social sciences to break out of the constraints imposed by
positivism. With its emphasis on the relationship between socially-
engendered concept formation and language, it can be referred to as
the Interpretative paradigm. This paradigm holds that we do not
experience the world directly. We filter it through our senses, and
through the frameworks and assumptions we use to make sense of it.
Containing such qualitative methodological approaches as
phenomenology, ethnography, and hermeneutics, it is characterised
by a belief in a socially constructed, subjectively-based reality, one
that is influenced by culture and history. Nonetheless it still retains the
ideals of researcher objectivity, and researcher as passive collector
and expert interpreter of data.

2.2.3. Paradigm of Praxis

Though sharing a number of perspectives with the interpretative
paradigm, and making considerable use of its related qualitative
methodologies, there are some researchers who feel that neither it nor
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the positivist paradigms are sufficient epistemological structures under
which to place action research (Lather 1986, Morley 1991). Rather, a
paradigm of Praxis is seen as where the main affinities lie. Praxis, a
term used by Aristotle, is the art of acting upon the conditions one
faces in order to change them. It deals with the disciplines and
activities predominant in the ethical and political lives of people.
Aristotle contrasted this with Theoria - those sciences and activities
that are concerned with knowing for its own sake. Both are equally
needed he thought. That knowledge is derived from practice, and
practice informed by knowledge, in an ongoing process, is a
cornerstone of action research. Action researchers also reject the
notion of researcher neutrality, understanding that the most active
researcher is often one who has most at stake in resolving a
problematic situation. It is within this paradigm of praxis that | have
positioned my thesis.

2.3. Qualitative (pragmatic) research methodologies

Just as there are various philosophical perspectives which can inform
qualitative research, so too are there various qualitative research
methods. A research method is a strategy of inquiry which moves from
the underlying philosophical assumptions to research design and data
collection. The choice of research method influences the way in which
data is collected and the research is conducted. Examples of
qualitative methods include Action Research, Case Study research,
Ethnographic research, Grounded theory, Soft Systems Analysis.

At the heart of all these qualitative investigative enterprises has been a
focus on “practice as enquiry” (Newman,1996). Schon sees this as
being conducted principally to inform and change on-going practice,
and occurs when the practitioner reflects both while engaged in action
and subsequently on the action itself (Schon, 1983). In the concept of
the reflective practitioner Schon has provided an individual, self
directed, experience-based professional learning and developmental
process for the practitioner. This concept represents Schon’s
interpretation of the developmental path and characteristic of
professional expertise, which had previously been defined by using the
traditional ‘technocratic model’ as a paradigm (Bines,1992). The use of
the technocratic model developed from a belief that professional
problem solving can be mastered singularly through the habitualised
and rigorous application of a proven discipline of knowledge, theories
and techniques

2.4. Determining a methodology

Dick (1995) and Pation (1990) cite a range of research methodologies
available for inquiry in social situations. They each agree that
surfacing ontological and epistemological assumptions are the primary
steps in determining the choices available from which to select a
methodology to use in inquiry.

In this regard, an ontology represents a particular view of reality held
about the situation in question, and two positions are normally taken.
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The first is that there is one reality and it is observable by an inquirer
who has little if any impact on the object being observed. The second
is that reality consists of an individual’s mental constructions of the
objects with which they engage, and that the engagement impacts on
the observer and the situation being observed.

Whereas ontological assumptions concern the nature of reality,
epistemology relates to how such assumptions can be known. The
epistemology is the relationship assumed to be present between the
“knower” and what is known or being sought to be known. It deals with
assumptions about truth and non-truth. Burrell and Morgan (1979)
suggest that the relationship can derive from accepting that knowledge
can be either viewed as objectively knowable, or in contrast, only
subjectively knowable. Adherents of the constructivist paradigm would
assert that it is impossibie to separate the inquirer from the inquired
into, whilst those following the positivist paradigm would assert that it
is possible to maintain an “objective” approach and that the
researcher’s values can be excluded. Checkland (1991) notes that
researchers rarely identify their assumptions when making choices
about methodology.

With those comments in mind, the | have made the following
assumptions in setting a foundation for a methodological choice:

Ontologically, | recognised that the reality of inquiring into managing
change is my personal interpretation of what is occurring and that |
have an impact on the situation being observed;

Epistemologically | assumed that whilst some information acquisition
can come from others it is only by experiencing the learning in person
that valuable knowledge is generated at a personal level.

On the basis of these assumptions, | was able to identify the features
of a methodology what suited my inquiry:

» |t had to allow me to deal with a social situation where |, as an
individual, could interpret the meariing of the experiences that |
was having,

¢ [t had to allow for the fact that these interpretations would be
emerging as more experience accumulated,

¢ |t need to provide me ways of understanding how | interpreted and
responded to experiences, and finally

e it needed to provide ways of modifying the world or taking action in
it.

My choice of Action Research as the preferred approach to my work
reflected the necessity to accommodate these features.

2.5. Action Research — a Methodological overview

Action Research (AR) as the name suggests, is a methodology that
has the dual aims of action and research .The focus of this particular
work is based on:
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Action - to effectively manage a job change

Research — to enhance understanding of the dynamics of change that
will improve my own (and others) management practices regarding job
change, and more generally in the area of change management.

Action research is known by other names, including participatory
research, collaborative inquiry, action learming and emancipatory
research, but all are variations on a theme. There has been
considerable debate as to whether or not Action Research and Action
Learning are different ideas and, for the purpose of this report, Action
Research will include the principles of Action Learning. Included under
this banner is also the term of “Action Science” ((Argyris and
Schon,1974(cited by Dash 1997, p 9)).

Kurt Lewin was one of the pioneers of the Action Research
perspective in general and he made considerable progress using
group research to resolve social and organizational problems, rather
than for the resolution of solely theoretical issues (Dash 1997).

Dash makes the distinction that Action Learning is the technique of
extracting the requisite knowledge for a particular situation and then
applying it to an existing issue. Action Research, however, not only
focuses on resolving an issue, but also adding to the body of
knowledge. Action Learning, as pioneered by Revans (1982) is a
process of learning new ideas, skills and attitudes through work or
other behavioral situations. It is about learning from doing, from taking
action.

Revans, as the 'father'; of Action Learming, coined the expression:
Learning = P+Q

Where P was programmed (or taught) knowledge and Q was
questioning. Kolb (1984) further refined this idea of learning to be the
process whereby knowledge is created through the transformation of
experience. He describes experiential learning as a process involving
four adaptive learning modes. These are concrete experience,
reflective observation, abstract conceptualisation and active
experimentation. In his model the four modes occupy two dimensions
on which dialectically opposed orientations are positioned. Learning
emerges from transactions to resolve dialectic tensions between the
modes. The dialectically opposed orientations are concrete experience
(apprehension) and abstract conceptualisation (comprehension), and
reflective observation (intention) and active experimentation
(extension). It is from this background that Action Research has
emerged.

2.6. Action Research : A definition:

“Action Research...aims to contribute both to the practical
concerns of people in an immediate problematic situation and
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to further the goals of social science simultaneously. Thus,
there is a dual commitment in action research to study a
system and concurrently to collaborate with members of the
system in changing it in what is together regarded as a
desirable direction. Accomplishing this twin goal requires the
active collaboration of researcher and client, and thus it
stresses the importance of co-learning as a primary aspect of
the research process." (Rapoport, cited by Hopkins, 1993).

“AR is a form of self-reflective enquiry undertaken by participants
in social situations in order to improve the rationality of (a) their
own social practices, (b) their understanding of these practices,
and (c) the situations in which the practices are carried out.”
(Kemmis, cited by Hopkins,1993).

“AR...is the systematic study of attempts to improve ...practise by

groups of participants by means of their own practical actions and

by means of their own reflection upon the effects of those actions.”
(Eddbutt, cited by Hopkins, 1993).

Action Research projects are typically grounded in the reality of the
individual’s job and organization and look at the issues of concern to
both the individual and the organization. Because of this, traditional
research is not appropriate. Traditional research is a process where,
typically, a research starts with a hypothesis, collects data to test that
hypothesis, interprets the data and reaches a conclusion - a research
centered approach.

Action Research contains elements of traditional research but collects
data and seeks solutions or conclusions relevant to the situation -a
problem / issue centered approach. To achieve action, AR is
responsive. It has to be able to respond to the emerging needs of the
situation. It must be flexible in a way that some research methods
cannot be . The researcher studies the problem systematically and
ensures the intervention is informed by theoretical considerations.
Much of the researcher’s time is spent on refining the methodological
tools to suit the exigencies of the situation, and on collecting,
analyzing, and presenting data on an on-going, cyclical basis. Action
research also distinguishes itself from applied research because AR
involves the generation of situation —specific knowledge, not merely
the application of some pre-existing knowledge.

Action research is based on experiential learning and typically this is a
cyclical process. At its simplest it consists of two stages:

Action —p reflection
But in order to learn effectively a typical cycle will be:

Action —® review —® plan —® action
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intend Review

-/

Fig 2: The Basic learning cycle

Action is informed by intuitive theories. Critical review and planning
are informed by conscious theories and assumptions. These theories
are derived deliberately from recent experience and are used to plan
the next experience (Dick, 1994).

This cycle is probably best described by Kemmis (1988) which is
clearly very similar to the Deming PDSA (plan, do, study, act) cycle
(Deming,1993) and is shown in Fig 3 below.

/y Plan
Reflect \Acion
K@bserve ‘/

Fig 3: The Action Research cycle (Kemmis, 1988)

Another way of visualizing the cycles is shown in Fig 4 below:

Initially an exploratory stance is adopted, where an understanding of a
problem is developed and plans are made for some form of
intervention strategy (the reconnaissance and general plan)

Then the intervention is carried out (the Action in Action Research)
During and around the time of the intervention, pertinent observations
are collected in various forms (monitoring the implementation by
observation).

The new interventional strategies are carried out, and the cyclic
process repeats, continuing until a sufficient understanding of (or
implementable solution for ) the problem is achieved (reflection and
revision).
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CYCLE 1

CYCLE 2

Figure 4: A representation of the on-going Action Research cycles
(Maclsaac, 1995)

This can be viewed in a slightly move mechanistic fashion as in Fig 5
below which highlights the decision points encountered when conducting
Action Research.

Dol

What outcomes do [ still want these Yes
wish to achieve? No outcomes?
Act
What actions do I think
will achieve the outcomes?
Did
achieve the
No Yes

desired
outcomes?

Fig 5: A Flow diagram for Action Research
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Susman (1983) gives a more elaborate view of the cyclical process
and distinguishes five phases to be conducted within each research
cycle. Initially, a problem is identified and data is collected for a more
detailed diagnosis. This is followed by a collective postulation of
several possible solutions, from which a single plan of action emerges
and is implemented. Data on the results of the intervention are
collected and analysed, and the findings are interpreted in light of how
successful the action has been. At this point, the problem is re-
assessed and the process begins another cycle. This process
continues until the problem is resolved.

DIAGNOSING

Indentifying or
defining a problem |

ACTION

SPECIFYING NI
LEARNING PLANNING o

" Considering |
Indentifving genera alternative courses; |
findinas .

EVALUATING

Studving the
onsequences of an

TAKING ACTION

Selecting a cour
of action

Fig 6: The five phases of Action Research as proposed by Susman
(1983) \

2.7.Principles that guide Action Research

Winter (1996) provides a comprehensive overview of the six key
principles:

2.7.1. Reflexive critique

An account of a situation, such as notes, transcripts will make
implicit claims to be authoritative, i.e., it implies that it is factual
and true. Truth in a social setting, however, is relative to the teller.
The principle of reflective critique ensures people reflect on issues
and processes and make explicit the interpretations, biases,
assumptions and concerns upon which judgements are made. In
this way, practical accounts can give rise to theoretical
considerations.

16



2.7.2. Dialectical critique

Reality, particularly social reality, is consensually validated, which
is to say it is shared through language. Phenomena are
conceptualised in dialogue, therefore a dialectical critique is
required to understand the set of relationships both between the
phenomenon and its context, and between the elements
constituting the phenomenon. The key elements to focus attention
on are those constituent elements that are unstable, or in
opposition to one another. These are the ones that are most likely
to create changes.

2.7.3. Collaborative Resource

Participants in an action research project are co-researchers. The
principle of collaborative resource presupposes that each person’s
ideas are equally significant as potential resources for creating
interpretative categories of analysis, negotiated among the
participants. It strives to avoid the skewing of credibility stemming
from the prior status of an idea-holder. It especially makes
possible the insights gleaned from noting the contradictions both
between many viewpoints and within a single viewpoint.

2.7.4. Risk

The change process potentially threatens all previously
established ways of doing things, thus creating psychic fears
among the practitioners. One of the more prominent fears comes
from the risk to ego stemming from open discussion of one’s
interpretations, ideas, and judgements. Initiators of action
research will use this principle to allay others’ fears and invite
participation by pointing out that they, too, will be subject to the
same process, and that whatever the outcome, learning will take
place.

2.7.5. Plural Structure

The nature of the research embodies a multiplicity of views,
commentaries and critiques, leading to multiple possible actions
and interpretations. This plural structure of inquiry requires a
plural text for reporting. This means that there will be many
accounts made explicit, with commentaries on their contradictions,
and a range of options for action presented. A report, therefore,
acts as a support for ongoing discussion among collaborators,
rather than a final conclusion of fact.

2.7.6. Theory, Practice, Transformation

For action researchers, theory informs practice, practice refines
theory, in a continuous transformation. In any setting, people’s
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actions are based on implicitly held assumptions, theories and
hypotheses, and with every observed result, theoretical knowledge
is enhanced. The two are intertwined aspects of a single change
process. It is up to the researchers to make explicit the theoretical
justifications for the actions, and to question the bases of those
justifications. The ensuing practical applications that follow are
subjected to further analysis, in a transformative cycle that
continuously alternates emphasis between theory and practice.

Action Research is clearly a qualitative tool and is also empirical i.e. it
is responsive to the evidence. Because of this, the evidence must be
used critically. The quality of evidence can be increased by the use of
multiple sources of data within the cycle of investigation. One of the
advantages of Action Research is that it is a methodology whose
flexibility allows both learning and responsiveness.

2.8. Criticisms of Action research:

The methodology of Action Research within the general paradigm of
action —orientated research is not without its detractors. Some of the
criticism suggests that the “classical “ notion of scientific research,
such as ‘knowledge’, ‘justification’ etc. has been abandoned and there
is a lack of methodological rigour. Elliott cited by Dash (1997 )
suggests that “the fundamental aim of action research is to improve
practice rather than to produce knowledge”. This , he contends, leads
the serious question of the autonomy of research. In addition, the
descriptive language used to relate situations is a lot more problematic
than the “language of variables" associated with physical sciences.
Another concern is that AR , without an intellectual framework in terms
of which learning will be defined, will be indistinguishable from mere
action (Checkland, 1991).The role of the researcher is another
criticism of AR, where what enters the research process is subject to
judgement and negotiation.

2.9. How AR can achieve high levels of rigour

Most conventional research methods gain their rigour by control,
standardization, objectivity, and the use of numerical and statistical
procedures. This clearly sacrifices flexibility during a given experiment
- if you change the procedure in mid stream you don't know what you
are doing to the odds that your results occurred by chance. In Action
Research, standardization defeats the purpose. The virtue of AR is its
responsiveness as it allows the improvement of action and research
outcomes through a process of iteration. As in many numerical
procedures, repeated cycles allow you to converge on an appropriate
conclusion. Action Research is clearly a qualitative tool and is also
empirical i.e. it is responsive to the evidence. Because of this, the
evidence must be used critically. The quality of evidence can be
increased by the use of multiple sources of data within the cycle of
investigation. One of the advantages of Action Research is thatitis a
methodology whose flexibility allows both learning and
responsiveness.
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The benefits of AR are often cited as being responsive and flexible
and the following explains how AR can simultaneously achieve high
levels of rigour:

A scientific claim is an assertion, not a fact. What makes it scientific is
that, in the words of Phillips (1987) quoting Dewey (1938) ,it is
“warrantable”. In the course of a typical AR or change programme,
many assertions must be made. The difficulty is to make them
adequately warrantable.

An assertion is an interpretation of evidence. The evidence is drawn
from the data in the study, and from the literature. To be warrantable
the interpretation must have been reached only after attempts to
exclude other interpretations. Further, it must account for the evidence
as well as, or better than, the alternative interpretations.

The interpretation can only be as good as the evidence on which it is
based. The evidence therefore must be an adequate sample of all the
evidence which might have been collected.

In a typical action research format, Dick (1994) presents the following

scenario:

o Firstly, at each cycle, the researcher may try to disconfirm the
emerging interpretation. The use of many short cycles allows more
change to disconfirm.

e Secondly, at each cycle, the methods used can be critiqued and
refined.

e Thirdly, data collection and interpretation can be included in each
cycle, and so can be tested in later cycles.

e Fourthly, divergent data may be specifically sought out. This
increases the chance that any piece of data or interpretation will be
challenged by other data.

e Fifthly, literature can be used as a further source of possible
disconfirmation. The researcher who has deliberately sought
disconfirming literature, and failed to find it, has a more warrantable
assertion than could otherwise be claimed.

e Lastly, the planned changes which emerge from the action are
derived from the data and interpretation. That change offers a
further opportunity for disconfirmation.

In a complex situation, where flexibility and participation are required,
Dick (1997)claims that AR meets the threats to research methodology
better than any convention research methods.

| believe Action Research provides the features (section 2.4) | sought
in a methodology because:

e My experience would be a “real world” concrete social situation in
which variables would be impossible to control,

e The cycles of action and reflection provided for data collection and
interpretation
19



¢ The reflection phases enabled me to determine in what way | could
seek disconfirming evidence and challenging data,

¢ Its cyclic nature enables me to identify and implement action that
will lead to further learning,

o |t provides flexibility to respond to emergent situations and permits
me to use my data to choose further action (which will further
improve the clarity of the system under inquiry).

By accepting these features, | recognize that | will not be able to
control some variables that may give better precision to planned
outcomes. In addition, | will be unable to replicate my action plans, and
that | will be developing outcomes that ,certainly initially, will have local
rather than universal relevance.

2.10. Data collection methodology

In doing action research | had to find a method of data collection as
well as a way to improve the quality of my reflection. We are all
familiar with the use of conversations and observations as a way of
acquiring information about our organizations, the way we work and
how we interact with colleagues and friends. This type of observation
forms the primary data collection strategy in the selected research
methodology called ‘ethnography”.

Ethnography is interactive research which requires the systematic
observation and recording of processes as they occur naturally in the
selected site of the research. There are common strategies employed
by ethnographers such as artifact collection , interviews , and
participant observation. It is the latter methodology that | have chosen,
where the researcher is purposefully acknowledging their role as a
participant in the unfolding sequence of events and actions.

The ethnographer systematically works at deriving meanings of
events, by seeking to understand people’s construction — their
thoughts and meanings, feelings, beliefs, and actions as they occur in
their natural context.

During the time of my study, a daily ethnographic research journal
was kept in which | documented the significant issues and decisions
taken during the day, and the results of the decisions taken previously
that that been translated into action (Appendix 1). Ethnography
emphasizes the observation of details of everyday life as they naturally
unfold in the real world (Trochim,1997). This process of planning,
acting and reviewing formed the basis for exposing learnings during
the process. Learnings that emerged during the reflective cycles were
then incorporated into the next cycle of action and reflection.

The use of an ethnographic journal is recommended by a number of
researchers in qualitative research design. Maxwell (1996) advocates
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the use of memo’s to include reflections on ideas and courses of
action. Miles and Huberman (1994) regard this form of data recording
as an essential technigue for qualitative analysis. They do not just
report data but tie together different pieces of data into a recognizable
form, and as such become an important “ sense making” tool . Corbin
(cited by Sankaran, 1997)remarks that there is “no other way than field
notes and reflections for the analyst to keep account of developing
theory and to compare and verify findings as he or she proceeds”.

After the conclusion of the period of research the Ethnographic
research diary was systematically evaluated. To surface the various
distinct learnings a technique of Affinity Diagrams was employed
where individual learnings were clustered into similar themes, which
formed then formed the basis for underlying structure of the system
that | was observing.

2.11. Summary

In this chapter | outlined the ontological, epistemological and human
nature assumptions that led to my choice of action research as the
methodology. | explored the match between the features | sought and
action research as my chosen methodology. | concluded the chapter
by describing the method of action research including some criticisms
as well as why | believe it has sufficient rigour as a valid research
methodology. The following chapter reflects a summary of the
learnings from the period under study and reflects three distinct
phases or cycles of learning;

¢ Pre-change management

e Post-change management

e Learning to use change opportunities

The first two cycles contain learnings that are roughly in chronological
order, and the third reflects a more holistic view of the change
experience. The focus has deliberately been around managing change

in the work context, and only where | have thought it necessary, have |
included aspects outside of the work place.
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3. Action Research Learnings

The following three sections summarise the Action Research process and
the emergent learnings that are documented in Appendix 3. To better
understand the three main AR cycles, they are shown diagrammatically in
Fig 7 below. The figure shows how the major cycles of planning, acting,
observing and reflecting link together in the three main cycles. The more
detailed AR cycles within each major cycle are presented in the following
two chapters.

Cycle 3
-a system in change is easier -change helps more change
to change -change brings opportunities
-the correct number of anchors -change can be viewed in a
will enable optimal change positive or negative light
Planning
-implement changes a.s.a.p
Acting after the need is identified
--changes implemented -maintain the momentum of
-high leverage anchors s
identified and used 8
Cycle 2
Cycle 1

Fig 7: An overview of the operation of the three main Action Research cycles.
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3.1.Cycle One

Figure 8 below summarises the Action Research process and
emergent learnings from the start of the notification of change to the
time of leaving the old job. The ‘specified learnings’ are detailed in
Appendix 3.

/” Dlainesi E—— Reeq

problem - how to effectively
Plan +

move 1o a hew job |
start working on action I e i 111 1.1.2; 1.1.3
items to make the move A o
Reflect *_\.\ Observe / evaluate

| think there are key ‘drivers’ a great many issues emerge
that need to be identified. *sense of chaos
ethe system has become very noisy
stendency to ‘paralysis’ because of
choice

Action
started with what [
thought was important

|—> Specify learnings b 12"122

Reflect Observe / evaluate
Plan *a new ‘social’ contract forming eparalysis broken
«identify key drivers epersonal performance levels improved. "OK to defer urgent but not important
138ues

involve family full
vy *seeing working relationships change

sreflecting on previous performance in
job

Action

scritical issues identified
epurposeful action taken Specify learnings »
deadlines set | >
Reflect
erelationships are changing and reforming

echange brings bias for action
sthere is a need 1o close out effectively

1.23;124

Observe / evaluate
*my change has put others into
‘change’
eIssues surfaced that were not
adequately discussed before
*Team members surfaces their
individual concerns

Plan
*need to manage relationships

Actlon
*consciously worked on

identified relationships |—> Specify learnings ——————P> 1.33;13.4;135
estart relationships with new job
Reflect 4'—‘\

Plan *many relationships affected
«a sense of ‘job death’
*I’m being sensitized to future
job issues

*Must bave professional job
handover
*Potential problems must be
ticipated

Observe / evaluate
erelationships between team members
change
time pressures mount

Action

key issues documented
seXplicit communication of sensitive
issues that would not be confused

Fig 8: Details of the first Action Research Cycle
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3.2.Cycle Two

This cycle deals with the Action Research process from the time of
commencing the new job until the end of the research period.

Diogrords ~ —
/' problem- howto move into
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stat by unerstanding pew b | - Sy ions 211;212213;214 |

e Mo Relt  €—————_ Chorve/ evabte
eInfarmmtion has a shart half life stendency torevert to old suppart
*key people need to be identified structures
*1ust feam to acquire knowledge rpidly -rmmllyaiegmzadpow-
epower hierarchies exist and can be managed
mmnghn»{ecglsmucalﬁr

1 mj
espoke to numeraus people re job expectatiens—

sstarted 0 set up perscnal netwarks :
o ‘pmfvlennps —>  221;222223224 |

Rt ———
sexpeciations need to be surfaced expliatty
ethis is a good tirre to disass ‘sacred coms’ a / evaet

mﬁmm;;:qjeuymmm&e : wd -
3 epecpie hold preconceived
expectations of what you should do
2 «first inpressicns are inpartait

Spelyleaming ————— [ ERERA2

Reflect ——_

Ba a of stahility is necessary for effective perforance
“there is a ‘honeynoon” period which can be explatted Chserve/ evluate
sthere are some things that cannct be
dhanged
eroutines beoane established
3

Fig 9: Details of the second main Action Research cycle
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3.3. Cycle 3

During the overall process of job moving and relocation, several elements
were observed that, when understood, could enhance any change process.
In many ways, this third Action Research cycle was strongly reflective in
nature and so ran in parallel but in the ‘opposite’ direction to the first two
cycles.

Cycle3 | —

=
N\

Cycle 1 Cycle 2

—_——

Diagnosis
/ﬁ what are the success factors
in managing job change
Plan . . —_ >
implement change as soon | P Specify learnings 311
as possible after need Reflect €————

identified sEffective implementation of change Observe / evaluate

occurs when action is taken timeously echange seems easier to

sthere is an opportunity to keep implement
change momentum going *it is easier to change a system
1 that is already in change

Action
*made a conscious effort o
introduce change as soon as

poseble __|_> Specify learni ngs"—> 3.1.2,3.2.1;3.22:323
Reflect —

*Emargence of the idea of 'stability anchors'
schange is maintained by introducing more Observe / evaluate

Plan
*to assist change,

look fo introduce change . _ *Awareness of personal behaviour
change on a reguiar schange brings the opportunity to consider change
different views on how to do things othere seem to be factors
2 (anchors) that provide constancy

in a sea of change

Action
sintroduce change on
an on-going basis

Fig 10: Details of the third Action Research Cycle.
The following chapter examines three different general models of change, and

these together with the above learnings provide the basis for a model towards
understanding and managing job change.
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4. Models of change

| this chapter | will examine three models of change that are widely
referenced in literature as a starting point from which | can position my own
model of managing a job change. It is clear that the majority of work
published is situated at a method or methodological level of understanding
change. There is a proliferation of work on how to mange change through
various action steps and how to implement the change viewed from various
paradigms, many in the area of problem solving. Methodologies such as
Soft Systems Methodology (Checkland,1981), Interactive Planning (Ackoff
1981), Critical Systems Heuristics (Ulrich,1983) and Client Led Design
(Stowell, 1994) are some of the more common approaches to the issue to
change management. However, only a few authors deal with understanding
the process of change at a more fundamental level.

4.1.Lewin’s model of Change
Perhaps the best known and enduring model of change is that

proposed by Kurt Lewin (1951,1952). He proposed that there are three
basic elements to change , as shown in Fig 19 below.

Refreezing

Changing
(Reframing)

Unfreezing

Fig 11: Lewin’s Theory of Change

In the “Unfreezing “ stage, Lewin proposes that all forms of change start
with some form of dissatisfaction or frustration generated by data that
disconfirms our expectations or hopes. In order to become motivated to
change, we must accept the information and connect it to something we
care about. The disconfirmation must arouse what has been called
“survival anxiety” or the feeling that if we do not change we will fail to
meet our needs or fail to achieve some goal or ideals that we have set
for ourselves.

What typically prevents us from accepting the disconfirming data and
causes us to react defensively is a second kind of anxiety which is called
“learning anxiety”. This is the fear of losing our effectiveness, our self-
esteem and maybe even our identity by admitting (to ourselves and
others) that something is wrong or imperfect and requires the entering of
a learning or change phase.. Adapting poorly or failing to meet our
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creative potential often can look more desirable than risking failure and
loss of self esteem in the learning process. Dealing with the learning
anxiety, then , is the key to dealing with change. Effective change
management becomes the ability to balance the amount of threat
produced by disconfirming data with enough psychological safety to
allow the change target to accept the information, feel the survival
anxiety, and become motivated to change

e Changing (or Re-framing)
Once the person experiencing change has become unfrozen (i.e. is
motivated to change) they have opened themselves up to new
information. This new information may be acquired by identification
with some role model (something that is aspired to) or ,in the
absence of a role model, by learning through a trial and error process
based on scanning the environment for new concepts. Once the
learning of new behaviour has been seen to be effective, it must be
“refrozen” in order for the change to remain stable.

e Refreezing
The new behaviour must be to some degree congruent with the
beliefs and behaviours of the person going through he change. If this
is not the case, it will simply set off rounds of disconfirmation that
often leads to unlearning the very thing one has learned.

4.2. Conner Model

This is the only model of change that could be found that dealt with the
notion of change as having the quality of being ‘positive’.

Hopeful
Realism
Informed
pessinism
Check out Informed
(leaving) optimism
Uninformed \
oplimism Completion

~ =

Fig 12: The Connor Model of Managing Positive responses to Change
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At the beginning of the change process, Connor (1992) asserts that
there is the phase of ‘uninformed optimism’ which is characterised by
a naive enthusiasm based on insufficient data. After a period of time,
the quality and amount of data increases and there has been time to
reflect on both the meaning of the change as well as what the latest
data ‘means’. At this point ‘informed pessimism’ sets in as there may
be significant costs that were not expected.

At this point, Connor warns that there is a real danger of the decision
to ‘check out’ or leave the process. This may be manifest as taking
action to get out of the change process altogether, or the
manifestation of superficial calm which covers undiscussed conflict
and resentment. Even with the notion of positive change, this is
clearly the area of resistance to change which has so often been
referred to in change management processes.

Once this phase has been managed through, ‘hopeful realism’ is
reached where there is true understanding of the costs of the change
together with what the perceived benefits will be. This gives way to
‘informed optimism’ that the change is achievable and in fact a great
deal has already been accomplished, and finally the change can be
regarded as complete.

4.3. Kubler-Ross Model for managing negative responses to change

This is based on the work by Kubler-Ross (1970) and is frequently
referred to as the ‘grief cycle’ and is frequently mentioned by change
management experts when modelling the responses to change that is
typically referred to as ‘negative’.

|
&
C
£
g
=
N
Immobilization
Fig 13: The Kubler- Ross Model of Managing Negative responses to
Change
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Once the news of (negative)change has been communicated the first
reaction is shock, with the person literally immobilised in the capacity
to take action , decisions etc. because the nature of the change is
may be so unreal that it can’t readily be comprehended. Following
this, is the stage of ‘denial’ where there is avoidance of the issue and
a reluctance to deal with the change issue.

As the reality of the change is reflected on and the implications that it
carries are realised, there is a phase of frustration may become
openly manifest as open hostility to others , whether involved in the
change or not. As the reality sets in, a new phase of ‘bargaining’
commences as people begin negotiating ways to minimise the impact
of the change. Once the bargaining has failed, there is the onset of
‘depression’ as the person comprehends that the change is both real
and permanent and there is not going to be any alternative than to go
through the change process.

After this ‘reality check’, there is the start of a learning process,
where the person accepts the change and starts to explore ways how
to succeed under the new conditions. As the learning experience
matures, the new learned behaviours are fixed in place and a sense of
stability returns.

4.4. Surfacing the key elements

Checkland (1991) in his description of Soft systems Analysis (which is
a methodological approach to understand the various systems at work
in a complex social environment) uses a “CATWOE” checklist to
confirm that the definition of the system is complete. CATWOE is a
mnemonic which stand for the various aspects of the definition of the
system that should be checked.

In this instance, three relevant models or systems of change have
been presented from literature. It is my intention to filter’ these models
through CATWOE to distill out the essence of the systems referred to
in the models and to see how closely this approximates my experience
of change.

C stands for ‘customer of the system’ and in this context it means
those who are on the receiving end of whatever it is that the system
does, be they beneficiaries or victims.

A stands for actors, meaning those who carry out the activities
envisaged in the system being referred to.

T is the ‘transformation process’ , or what the system does to the
inputs to the system to change them into outputs

W stands for Weltanschauung or worldview. This forces one to be
explicit about the way in which the system is viewed

O stands for ‘owner’ of the system, and identifies those who have
sufficient power over the system to cause it to cease to exist.

E stands for ‘environmental constraints’ , or what are those elements
that constrain a system that you have taken as a given.
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Customer

Lewin — this could be the owner of the system such as the manager
wanting to introduce change in order to achieve a specific objective, or
it could be the individual who initiates change so that they will be the
beneficiary.

Connor — the customer here is generally the individual who is driving
change , and the reason is so that they will be ‘beneficiaries’ of the
change. '

Kubler-Ross — the customer is the individual involved in the change
process, and the general view is that the customer is the ‘victim’ in the
situation.

Actor

Lewin - this could be individual directly involved in the change process
or could be those people who are the recipients of the change
process. For example, a manager who initiated a change process,
may have subordinates who are actors in the process.

Connor — again this could be the individual concerned in the change
process, or could be those people who both influence and are
influenced by the person going through he change process.
Kubler-Ross - the individual, as per the customer

Transformation

Lewin — the transformation is from one steady state to another. This
move is made possible by the ‘unfreezing’ of one situation, a
reframing, and then the ‘refreezing’ to form a new steady state.
Connor - the transforming of a system that essentially receives
‘dissatisfying’ data inputs to one that receives ‘satisfying’ data inputs.
Kubler-Ross — the disrupted equilibrium of a system is transformed to
one that is sufficiently stable to allow the system to operate.

Worldview

Lewin — given sufficient motivation, change will be initiated. The
motivation aspect is a construct of the person initiating the change,
and not everyone receiving the same data inputs will arrive at the
same degree of motivation for change.

Connor — change is basically selfish, and we change in order to get a
better deal for ourselves. We can opt out of a change process if we
perceive that it is not going the way we want it, or it takes too much
effort to change. This suggests that the person in change can go ‘back
to the beginning’.

Kubler-Ross — Change happens, and we are unwilling recipients of a
probabilistic system.

Owner

Lewin — in most cases, this is also the customer of the process.
Connor — the individual involved. Implied in this model is that the
person going through change can ‘opt out’ of it.

Kubler-Ross — In many cases there is no owner. Once the disruptive
change has occurred or been initiated, the customer has no option but
to go through the process until completion. In some cases, for
example, organisational re-structuring, the owner could be the
executive of the company or the change process.
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These three models represent quite different perspectives of the

process of change. | would propose that the common feature in all of

them is that change is a disruption to a system, and the process that
then ensues is one geared at restoring a sense of stability (Lewin =
refreezing, Connor = completion, Kubler-Ross = acceptance). The
three models were chosen to represent three different perspectives of
the mechanism of change:

e Lewin: This is a fairly neutral stance which does not really apply a
‘value’ to change that could be perceived as ‘good’ or ‘bad’

e Connor: This is explicitly directed at managing response to change
that is generally perceived to be ‘good’ or ‘positive’. In my particular
experience reported here, my perception of the change happening
to me was ‘positive’.

¢ Kubler-Ross: The view is definitely ‘negative’ or that the change
encountered was never designed or desired.

Whilst the above models do have some features in common with the
action research findings described by my research, | believe that they
do not adequately explain the some of the systemic issues of change.
The following chapter deals with how | have constructed my own
model towards the better understanding and managing of (personal)
job change.
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5. Towards a model for managing job change

This chapter builds on the findings of the Action Research cycles (which
largely reflect events and my interpretation of the emergent patterns) in an
attempt to understand the underlying structure. From a Systems Thinking
point of view, the understanding of the structure will provide the real
benefit in improving the practise.

Causal loop diagrams (CLDs)(Goodman et al.,1997) have been used
extensively to analyse qualitative data, and they are particularly useful to
examine and explain phenomena that are inter-related and happening at
the same time. In short, this is a useful Systems Thinking tool to
understand and expose the workings of the system under review. Shibley
(1998) provides a useful template for constructing CLDs: firstly, the data is
gathered (in this case by ethnographic research) and assumptions are
surfaced and acted upon (the Action Research methodology). A “story’ is
then constructed using the key variables and these are then linked and
looped together as necessary where relationships are seen to occur.
Common practise dictates that variables that support another variable are
designated with an ‘s’ on the diagram, and those that oppose are shown
with an ‘0’. By considering the various relationships and loops, reasons for
why the system behaves as it does can be revealed.

5.1. Causal Loop Diagram 1 (Pre-change)

This CLD considers the pre-change system and is based on the first
maijor cycle of the action research. The CLD starts with the news of
the decision to implement change, rather than the process leading up
to change and those events that cause change to be triggered.

After the notification of change there is a vast increase in the normal
amount of variety concerning the level of decision making that a
person normally faces. There has to be some mechanism to deal with
this heightened level of variety and as revealed in the AR, there then
followed a period of reflection where the positive and negative
aspects of the change are considered (appendix 1.1.1). The positive
elements promote the desire for change, whilst the negative ones
counteract this and the nett effect of the combined loops either helps
or hinders the change process. This is a personal reflection process
and when the positives outweigh the negatives, then the overall move
is supported. Should the negative out weigh the positives, then ,
depending on the nature of the change, there will be tendency to get
out of the change process ( go back to the old system), and should
this not be possible, then the change process will be conducted with a
very unwilling participant. In the context of this AR, the positives
outweighed the negatives and so there has not been direct
experience of a negative response to change and only possibilities
have been considered (appendix 3.1.1).

Once the change is underway , key drivers are sought that will
leverage the change. Once again these are highly personal (AR
learning appendix 1.1.2) but their presence is important for the
change process. If these are ineffective, they reduce personal
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performance, which both impacts the team performance, as well as
increasing the amount of variety. This particular loop emphasises that
if drivers are poorly identified, then the number of issues actually
increases which impeded the effective introduction of change.

The identification of key drivers then leads to a number of reinforcing
loops involving personal performance, effectiveness of
communications, team and business performance. These in turn help
reduce the number of issues to be dealt with (reduce variety) and so
the change process becomes easier.

The CLD clearly reflects the notion in the AR (appendix 1.3.3) of one
change affecting many others, with both individuals and teams having
to adjust to changes in the system. In addition, the importance of
managing relationships, effective communication and quality of a
handover are shown by their role in loops that promote both individual
and team performance as well as business performance.
Communication effectiveness has implications at a business as well
as a domestic level and it must be recognised that whilst the study
has tended to focus on work-place events, in reality these cannot be
separated from the life of the individual as whole. The implications of
change on an individual clearly impact a lot more areas than just in
the work-place, but this was not the focus of this research.

The overall output of the system depicted by CLD1 could be
measured in a number of ways, but | propose the three most
important ones are:

e Variety reduction: Faced with uncertainty, the most natural thing
we do is to try to predict the future. This is true for the person who
is the direct subject of the change, as well as for the others who
are influenced to a greater or lesser extent by the change. In many
ways, the reducing of variety and the identification of key drivers
are ways of reducing uncertainty of the whole system. In addition,
communication activities such as finding more about the
environment where the change is leading to, and discussing and
making plans for managing once the person has gone, are all
behaviours geared at trying to make the future more certain.

¢ Team performance: A successful management of change when a
person leaves a team is when the performance of the team is not
negatively impacted. This means that the team performance is
maintained both before and after the person leaves.

e Personal performance: a well managed change process will
minimise the impact on the person prior to the change being
implemented and will provide an effective platform to launch from
once the change has been implemented.
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Fig 14: Causal Loop Diagram 1 — derived from the first major Action
Research Cycle
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5.2. Causal Loop Diagram 2 (Post-change)

The initial impact of the change being implemented is that there is a
dramatic lowering of the requisite knowledge levels by the individual
because they have entered a new system

0
o )
Resistance to retum

f’ Knowledge Iewedge base
<S

Personal performance

S
Managed power structures
S
Effective relationships
S
S
Effective communication
0
(0) Resistance to change
by others

Fig 15: Causal Loop diagram 2 — derived from the second major Action
Research Cycle
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Initially ,because of the low requisite knowledge levels, there is a
tendency to return to the old system where knowledge schemes were
well understood (AR appendix 2.1.1). This is not helpful and as the
knowledge of the new system increases, so does the resistance to
returning to old schemes, and this loop eventually becomes of little
significance.

| have proposed that knowledge levels have a direct and profound
effect on personal performance based on the results from the Action
Research. The various facets of personal performance in turn affect
how well important power structures are managed, driving effective
relationships, which both aids personal performance and also
knowledge levels. This is a very important reinforcing loop which is
vital to optimise for change to be effectively managed.

In a similar manner, the importance of relationships and
communication is essential to manage the ‘resistance to change’
brought about by the arrival of a new person in the team who brings
with them actions and behaviours that others need to adjust to. The
consequence of weak managed power structures and a poor
knowledge base is shown in the CLD as having a direct effect on
resistance to change, which in turn opposed the improving level of
personal performance.

Given the system depicted in CLD 2 | would propose that the critical
outputs of the system described are as follows:

o Stability of the system: this has two components, namely the
person undergoing the change and the system that has been
joined. The person who has experienced the change is seeking to
find a stability level that will promote personal performance.
Similarly, the system that has been impacted by a new person
joining must regain a measure of stability in order to function
effectively. If the person joining causes serious and on-going
disruption, the system will not have an effective output until a
measure of stability is restored.

¢ Personal performance: in managing personal change, the main
goal must be to drive personal performance to desired levels as
quickly as possible. There are several contributors to this such as
overcoming resistance to change by others, effective relationships
and achieving requisite knowledge levels. These are, however,
critical inputs to achieve the main output.

5.3. Proposed: A model for managing personal job change

Whilst the Causal Loop Diagrams are useful to demonstrate the
relationships between the findings of the Action Research, they do not
in themselves integrate the whole experience of managing a job
change. In this section | present my proposal for a model to explain
the necessary elements and processes underlying a successful job
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change, using the three models of change presented earlier as a
source of evidence to support my claim.

In arriving at this model , | have formulated my reasoning around the
Toulmin argument model (Paul, 1993), and the relationship between
the argument components is shown in Fig 16 below.

Evidence S¢ | Claim
Since, under th(:sxgonditions,
Warrant Qualifiers

Fig 16: The Toulmin Argument model

The components of the argument are made up as follows:

o Claims: these are disputable statements that are the focus of the
argument and in my case this will be a model and its components
to explain a certain research phenomenon.

o Evidence: This is information and data that is offered to support the
claim. These are the outcomes of my Action Research .

e Warrants : These are authoritative works, common knowledge or
reasoning and inferences that connect the evidence to the claim. in
most cases | have used the three models of change as the base for
my warrantable assertions. In some instances, however, | have
used the absence of information as a warrant i.e. | have sought
disconfirming information and not found it.

o Qualifiers: these are hedging statements that indicate limits to the
claim and thereby enhance its validity.

The structure of my argument is therefore given the evidence that |

have presented, and since there is warranted support , under certain

qualified conditions, | am making a cfaim.

Claim:

This model is qualified in that it is not proposed as a general model for
change, but rather one to promote understanding and practice in a job
change situation.

My own experiences with using Action Research clearly revealed that
there were two distinct phases when dealing with the management of
personal job change. The first (revealed in the first cycle of AR)had to
deal with the pre-change management which consisted of setting
future direction, closing out the current position and dealing with the
complexity that the arrival of change had brought. The second phase
(second AR cycle) dealt with the implementation of the change and
how to adapt to the changed environment in an effective manner.

In making this claim, | acknowledge that the process leading up to the
decision to change is a vital part of the whole experience of change,
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and | have explicitly included it as part of the pre-change process.
Lewin has described it as a stage in itself, and then he proposes two
following stages which are similar in nature and content to the stages
that | am proposing. In the context of a job change, | would propose
that there are ditferent driving forces for each part of the model:

The first part is deadline driven, which means that everyone (in
CATWOE terms, the customer, actors and owner) knows that at a
particular point in time the change event will happen. This means that
there is a fixed period of time to accomplish the necessary outputs.

The second part is performance driven, meaning that the person who
has gone through the change is expected to reach normal
performance levels as soon as possible. There is no fixed deadline for
this, but as performance usually has a strong link to remuneration, this
is a key factor in expediting this part of the change process.

A model describing my claim is shown below. Whilst | have decided to
represent it in a circular arrangement, it must be noted that the return
to stability is in a different place from where the change was initiated,
and so could possibly be represented as a spiral rather than a closed

loop.

External environment

Ky

/ Stability

Managed relationships

Post-change

Effective action

Acquire knowledge

Pre- change

=

Change precipitated

Variety management

Managed relationships

Change implemented

Fig 17: A proposed model for managing job change effectively
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5.3.1.

5.3.2.

5.3.3.

Stability

In almost any situation, there is a sense of disruption that is felt
when change is proposed. During the action research phase,
this phenomenon was recorded and it had a marked effect in
leading to a heightened degree of 'noise’ in the system. This
idea is supported by Lewin who ,when describing how a system
must do certain things to change, he describes the status quo as
being ‘frozen’, and in order to change it must be ‘unfrozen’.
Clemson (1984) refers to this characteristic of a system as the
‘basins of stability’ principle where complex systems have basins
of stability separated by thresholds of instability. It is a
characteristic of complex systems that they ‘self organise’ and
that they seek stable levels that require them to use as little
energy as possible to function . | would propose that, within a
systems thinking framework, that change is the moving from one
basin of stability to another, and that it is best accomplished
when a minimum amount of energy is used to effect the move.

Change precipitated

What causes a stable system to change? As indicated on the
model, there is a constant impact from the external environment.
In a job situation these impacts are many and varied, but
combined they lead to a force for change. In my own situation,
personal dissatisfaction with my job content was providing a
driving force. Lewin recognises this as ‘survival anxiety’ and
Gleicher has proposed a change formula (section 1.3) that
suggests that change occurs when dissatisfaction exceeds the
cost of making the change.

Variety management — or managing the chaos.

The decision to change (or when change is announced) causes
a large disruption to the stable system , and ways need to be
found to restore the system to stability. | would propose that
during the early parts of this phase is where the perception and
weighing up of the news of change occurs. My AR findings
(appendix 1.3.1) reveal my initial positive reaction to the news of
change which was tempered a bit later by the reflection on what
the ‘cost’ of this change was going to be. This is the same
finding as the first two stages of the Connor model. In the same
way the number of issues that emerge can be extremely difficult
to manage. In my ressarch findings | noted “...(change)
introduced a paralysis of action due to the vast number of things
to be done”. This is a pattern similar to that in the Kubler-Ross
model, where reception of news of change (in this case negative
news) causes an immobilisation. Ashby (1964) talks about the
‘Requisite Variety’ law for systems which basically states that
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5.3.4.

5.3.5.

regulation of a system is dependent on the variety of the
regulator (in this case, how much complexity a person can
handle ) and the channel capacity between the regulator and the
system (how much information of the system can be received at
any one time). Given that change introduces a vast amount of
variety, and many reactions indicate that we are incapable of
handling this variety without doing something differently, |
propose that variety management is a critical part of change
management.

Relationships managed

During the process of preparing to leave one job situation and
move to another, there were many relationship changes taking
including closing relationships, opening new ones and modifying
existing links between team members. From the position in the
CLD my Action Research has identified that the importance of
relationships is to drive team performance and communication
effectiveness which in turn is linked to reinforcing loops
supporting both personal and business performance.

None of the other change models | have examined have this
element of managed relationships in them, and yet , given the
important role, | would contend that this is a vital element for
successful change management in a job situation.

New knowledge

Once the planned change event has been put into practice (i.e.
in this case the move to the new job) the consequence of the
change is to dramatically lower the knowledge set of the
individual, and to function effectively, this must be restored to
effective levels as soon as possible.

In CLD 2 the increase in knowledge levels is critical in driving
personal performance and in fact helps drive down resistance to
change and supports effective relationships. Lewin recognises
the importance of this phase of change management during his
‘changing ‘stage which is characterised by the opening up of the
individual to new information and the active experimentation to
acquire the requisite knowledge in the environment. Similarly,
Connor refers to this in the ‘informed optimism’ stage where
information is sought that will support the change, and Kubler-
Ross identifies a ‘testing ‘ stage. This testing stage is an
exploration of the new system to find out information that will
allow the person to cope in the changed environment, and is all
about acquiring relevant information. | would therefore claim that
this is a critical phase in the management of a new and changed
work environment.
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5.3.6.

5.3.7.

5.3.8.

A particular approach at this time in the change process is to ask
the ‘dumb questions’ which are those that either everyone else
fears to ask (political ‘sacred cows’) or those that are fine for a
newcomer to ask but would not be expected of a more
experienced person. Pullen (1996) suggests that " in too many
companies it is still not all right to be seen asking for help,
especially in the case of the senior executives who are expected
to know it all already’. From a managerial role of seeing
someone into a new job, it is important to provide early effective
action which will result in the employee becoming effective
quicker. Part of this includes listening — identifying the unspoken
issues, assumptions, identifying power structures etc.

Actions

In moving into a new job, it is clear that you will be assessed by
what actions you take and these need to be effectively executed.
The importance of personal performance is well illustrated in
CLD2 and is a main pivotal point of several interacting loops.
The learnings from the AR (appendix 2.2.2 , 2.2.3, 2.2.4 and
3.1.1) all support this view. Lewin supports this view that the
behaviours (actions) of the individual are critical to the success
of the change process.

From a practical application point of view, there are possibly two
issues here — one is to make an early impact, the second is not
to rush into decisions without all the information. However, once
the need for change has been recognised and the action
required is clear, then the action must take place as soon as
possible to gain the maximum benefit.

Managed relationships

As with the pre-change part of the model where relationships
were determined to vital to ensuring and effective change, so the
post-change phase also has a heavy emphasis on relationships.
Clearly, in an organisation, individuals never work in a vacuum
unconnected to fellow employees, and the management of inter-
personal links or relationships is essential to become effective.
From a systems thinking viewpoint, a person joining a new
system will both cause disruptions to that system, and the
system will then seek to restore a level of stability. Implicit in this
is the creation of relationship links and balances. As with the
earlier claim regarding managed relationships, | was unable to
find either confirming or disconfirming data from literature.

Stability

The final stage of a change is the recovery to a position of
stability. Lewin refers to this as the ‘refreezing’ stage with the
notion that the learnings gathered from the new position after
change are firmly fixed in place. This means that the results of
the change remain stable. Similarly, Kubler-Ross speaks about
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an ‘acceptance’ phase where there is a sense that the new
status quo has been instituted and accepted , and Connor
speaks of ‘completion’ where levels of pessimism have returned
to pre-change levels. As noted earlier, | would emphasize that
the return to stability is not the old stability, but a new place of
stability. From a systems thinking view point this is the idea of
moving a system from one basin to another — stability is returned
but this is now in a different ‘location’.

» Stability anchors — central to the model of managing effective
job change is a notion of ‘stability anchors’ . This is a
proposal that emerged from my AR fairly early on in the AR
cycle and that was able to be tested a few times during the
subsequent AR cycles. Throughout the process of change,
and at every stage, there is a great deal of variety that needs
to be managed. In fact, the sense can be that everything is in
a state of change, which can lead to the kind of
immobilisation reported in 5.3.1. My findings were that if
certain key factors can be identified as being ‘constants’ that
were not changing, then these could act as ‘anchors’ during
the process of change. The value of these anchors is that
they provide constancy of purpose and significantly reduce
the amount of chaos that surrounds the change process. In
my particular case, examples of these were the securing of
accommodation and schooling at my new location.

5.4. Model Reflection

In reflecting on the proposed model towards understanding and
managing job change better, certain questions need to be answered:

How is it different to the other models?

In order to examine differences and similarities | have “filtered’ it
through the CATWQOE analysis to reveal my underlying assumptions
and to seek disconfirming information from the three models of change
previously examined.

Customer - As with the Lewin model, | consider the customer in
my model to be either the person directly undergoing the change
process, or at another level, it could be the manager (an by further
implication the organisation) benefiting from a good leaving or
joining process.

Actors — | would consider those people that the customer (the
person going through the change) influences or is influenced by to
be the main actors. This is probably in direct contrast to the Kubler-
Ross model where the individual going through the change process
is the actor as well.

Transformation — In agreement Lewin with my model refers
directly from moving from one steady state to another. Both Connor
and Kubler-Ross make the inference of a steady state.
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Worldview — in describing the model as a spiral | am proposing that
the change process is mostly driven by the person going through
the change (as per Connor), that the change process is not
reversible (unlike Connor, and similar to Kubler Ross).

Owner — in most cases, this would be the person going through the
change, or it could be the recruiting manager.

Environment — | have assumed that the model has direct
applicability in an organisational context, and that the organisation
itself is in a reasonable degree of stability (i.e. it is possible to build
relationships based on mutual trust).

My model looks at the factors that initiate a change from a steady
state, and by reference to the supporting causal loop diagrams,
reveals underlying structures.

Is it useful? | would argue that this model's usefulness derives
from several factors: firstly it has emerged from a researched
process involving active experimentation rather than a purely
theoretical approach, secondly | believe that the techniques
employed support the ‘validity’ of the information (in as much as it
is my personal construct) and thirdly, it is referenced against other
well known models of change. | ‘know’ that by going through an
active learning experience where | have formally captured my
learnings, that my next experience of managing job change will be
improved through use of this model. | would further propose that
the model has application in a general sense of job change
management because of the Systems Thinking approach to
examine fundamental structures as well as the inclusion of some
points from other change management models.

Is it better than the other models?

Unlike the other models reviewed, this model is specific in the area
of managing job change, and it does not offer a general approach
to change management (although there are several principles
which have wider applicability). Given that it is more specific to the
situation, | would further argue that it is better than the other
models because it examines the underlying structures that go a
long way to explain why certain behaviours and actions cause the
effects that they do. The power to explain with reference to
underlying systems goes a lot further than presenting the patterns
which other models offer. To a degree, this could allow a degree of
prediction to occur as to what would happen next in a particular
system.

In conclusion, | believe that the proposed model is useful and relevant
in better understanding and managing the process of a job change, and
to a degree, change in a more general sense. The next chapter
concludes this thesis with an overall reflection on the research process.
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6. Conclusion

As | described in the introductory chapter to Action Research, the purpose of
the research has been two fold: firstly to manage the Action which was
essentially the situation | was in regarding a job move, and secondly to
Research the move to improve understanding of the process. This has direct
organisational relevance as managers are changing roles much more
frequently than in the past. Pullen (1996) cites a survey that shows that in one
third of companies, half of all senior managers had changed roles in the last
two years. This trend is likely to continue. Corporate flexibility is essential and
s0 the successful management of these role changes will be critical to sustain
and grow dynamic organisations.

The choice of Action Research was in many ways driven by the research
question in hand — the situation of a job change demanded responsiveness
during the research project and this was a major benefit over more
conventional research methods. Action Research is often perceived as being
‘local’ in nature, with the outcome having relevance within the context of the
particular situation this means that outcomes are not usually extended other
than where conceptual generalisations are appropriate. | would suggest that
whilst the specific outcomes definitely had only local relevance, the
examination of the underlying structures and systems relating to change
provides a base to improve future practices concerning the management of
change.

In going through the Action Research cycles and watching learnings emerge
that changed my behaviour during the research phase ,the question of validity
of the research was always front of mind. The issue of validity of this action
research is important when reflecting back on the research and presentation
of findings. | would propose that the purpose of action research is not to
“prove” anything, but to better understand a situation so that both personal as
well as others practice, can be improved. In order for this to be achieved the
process and findings need t0 be subjected to certain questions; |s the
explanation comprehensible? Are the assertions sufficiently supported by
evidence? Does the explanation live in the sense of containing an evaluation
of past practice and an intention to create something better of the future?

As | discussed in presenting my methodology, | recognise that my responses
to the various situations that | have been through and my sense of making
sense of these (or ‘knowing’) is an interpretative act. | have attempted to
‘validate’ my interpretations by referencing to others interpretations (a bit like
creating intersecting sets in a Venn diagram) and that these shared
interpretations reflect ‘communal’ interpretations as so support a stronger
claim to ‘knowledge’. When immersed in the Action Research phase, | had to
keep asking myself at what point of the cycle was | in, and in what way were
improvements in my practices being demonstrated?

| believe the Systems Thinking approach to this work has added greatly to the
usefulness of the research. It has not only assisted in improving the situation
(the actual job change), but has improved my practice (of managing change in
general) and has revealed much about underlying structures and interactions.
The cybernetic laws as described by Ashby in Chapter 1 proved fundamental
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in providing the explanatory power to the systems at play. The principles of
self organising systems was well demonstrated in my leaving of one team and
joining another — the results were not as a result of a purposeful management
interaction, but were the result of the interaction of a great many systems.
That systems seek a level of stability, is a key factor in the operation of my
proposed model. Similarly, the law concerning feedback is well demonstrated
through the use of CLDs and illustrates how systems can absorb a lot of
inputs with their outputs not necessarily affected much (which partly explains
why change is often resisted — the system simply ‘buffers’ attempts to change
it). The law of requisite variety also plays an important part in my model
through the idea of stability anchors. These anchors are ‘variety reducers’
which help the system to cope when there is a large increase in the inputs to
the system.

This study has revealed much learning about the overall nature and
management of change, as well as behaviours and patterns that can be
worked on to improve the overall effectiveness of change. The key themes
that have emerged are that there is a period of leaving (pre-change
management) and period of joining (post-change management), and there are
many opportunities that arise in the workplace environment (mainly) to
enhance the effectiveness of change.

The learning experiences presented here reflect the process of change as
experienced by myself, and no attempt has been made to validate the ideas
through other investigative methods. The knowledge acquired, however, will
be useful in two regards: It has allowed me to construct a framework to help
me better understand the mechanism of change, and this will allow me to
improve my management practices by improving my own responsiveness to
change, as well as leading others through the process more effectively.
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Introduction

This ethnographic research diary covers a period of change in my working life
involving a change in job (within the same companyj), but necessitating a
relocation to another city. The period under review basically covers one month
before the move (from the time that it became clear that | had the new job) to
approximately six weeks after the start of the new position (i.e. covers the
management of change from the conclusion of one job and the
commencement of another). The focus has deliberately been around
managing change in the changing job environment, and only where | have
thought it necessary have | included aspects outside of the work place.

The context is that | originally came from one area of technical expertise
(brewing /production), moved into the quality / world ¢class manufacturing
environment, and the new position was a senior position back in the brewing
area in the head office.
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Fri 30/5

I was informed of my successful appointment to the Head office position
late in the afternoon. I've had no real time at work to digest the implications
but my first impressions are very positive due to the personal need that
I've felt for quite some time now to move into a bigger, more stimulating
job.
Aware that the news will be received with mixed feelings by the family and
that | will have to communicate this as positively as possible .A difficult
domestic situation will only make the move into the new job that much
more difficult.
Informed of the appointment by my manager (B) and still have to speak to
my new boss in Jhb (A) to try to sort out some details around timings etc.
Reflection of the news is raising plenty of questions all at the same time
e What will be the impact on the family
» Logistically how will the change in job and location be done and how will
this fit in with both domestic and work arrangements
The initial impression is that there is an overwhelming amount of things to
consider and do, and not sure what to do first. This change is really good
news for me and I'm very upbeat about the prospects of the new job ...the
issue of re-location does not really worry me that much.
Reflecting later, I've decided to concentrate on the few important issues
that are short term and a couple of longer term ones, and then accept that
things will unfold. | will deal with those issues when the time arises...just
the sense that | can’t deal with everything at the same time, and the fact
that I'm making decisions / actions on a few issues gives me the sense
that I'm moving forward.

Monday 3/5

I'm finding that I'm viewing everything with a “new “ vision and the activities
and patterns that | am so familiar with now take on a new meaning now
that there is a definite ending in sight, and a new future (although this is
somewhat unclear at this stage!). I'm feeling charged up and looking
forward to the next few weeks even though there is a lot to be done.

This positive feeling I'm recognizing as being due to the fact that I've
wanted a change and the move will be very good for me personally. I'm
aware that the issues of change here are positively based (mostly) and
experiences of change would probably be different (opposite??) if the
change had negative consequences. Thought...hence the importance from
a managerial point of view to look for the positive issues in change and to
sell these!

I've decided to communicate the decision to accept the job and move to
Jhb with the rest of my team today. Communication with issues like this
has been as issue in the past in the Co. with information “leaking’ out
rather than being announced and leading to rumours and unhappy people.

Meeting with the team went fine and they were pleased that they were the
first to know. They did not really ask too many questions and | did not get
“how does this affect me” although | anticipate that | will get more of this
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later on, especially from some team members. |'ve asked them not to
discuss the issue with others at this stage (not all divisional feedback
completed).

The regular dept meeting today had a different feel and some of the action
items now had a clear imperative to be completed by the time that | am
going to leave. It seems that the impending change has given a focus that
wasn't there before and whilst my departure date is not finalized, some
priorities have clearly emerged.

Thought...is this possibly a personal management weakness? In this case
the deadline is absolute and cannot be changed...should | not treat all
deadilines like this so | can be more resolute at achieving them?

Tues 4/5

Phoned A and discussed the details of the move. Wants me up at the end
of the month, so | will have to move fairly quickly on a number of issues. |
have learnt from other moves not to assume anything and so asked plenty
of questions as to how | should go about the logistics of the move and also
got a copy of the relocation procedures from HR so that | did things by the
book. I've also seen how others have made things complicated for
themselves because of not understanding the “rules” of relocating and |
don’t want to fall into the same trap.

Asked A if there was anything that | should be doing before coming up
from a work point of view so that | could start to get things prepare so |
could hit the ground running. He seemed a bit unclear at this stage and so
I'm basically going to do my own thing. A is clear that he has put a new
team in place and wants to do things a bit differently from the way that they
have been done in the past. | suggested that he get the team together
before we arrive in Jhb so that we can start to align the thinking and come
with a shared vision. He thought it a good idea but date still to be

arranged.

Last two days have been a bit unreal with the positive aspects of the new
job dominating the thinking and discussions with others, but today was a
bit of a stock take. The positives were all there and I'd thought them
through, but the down sides were now starting to come through and I'm
finding myself into a more balancing thought process where certain things
that | will be giving up will be off-set by the gains. It is becoming clear that
there are definitely compromises and not everything is a gain and there
are certainly some losses. In some cases the losses can be regained but
other s will be gone forever, and replaced by some new gains.

Moving into new area of uncertainty is not too daunting and generally
feeling quite secure in the idea of change. One of the concern areas is that
I've been out of the mainstream of brewing for a while now and my initial
concerns are around:

» Do | have the latest technology knowledge?
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e How much have | forgotten (that | quickly refresh)

¢ How easy will it be to get back into working relationship with some of the
people that I've not had direct dealing with for the past few years?

o Decided that the first two issues were the main ones, and intend to get
some reading done in the next couple of weeks, and if possible, to
spend some time in the plant looking particularly at the filtration
operation as this is an area that A has indicated that he may want me
to concentrate on for the group.

Wed 5/5

spent some time with B discussing possible replacements for me. He

wants to look at an AA appointment and so I'll need to use contacts in

industry to see if | can find a suitable candidate. Interesting that when | had

written up the job advert to see how the job had grown over time. Thought

that in future | should review my status quo more regularly.

Meetings with suppliers today who were appraised of my impending

departure. They raised numerous queries re succession and continuity

plans which | couldn’t really answer at this stage, but clearly this will have

to be addressed in the near future (both this area of suppliers and probably

others as well).

I'm finding the news of my departure is galvanizing a number of people

into action:

¢ Shop stewards who have been dragging their feet on a grading issue
suddenly want to discuss / resolve the issues after months of silence.
My feeling on this is to treat the approach as a normal request and
process it thru the regular scheduled meetings...if | have moved by the
time a decision is required, my replacement can do the necessary
work...I'm not rushing thru an issue like this.

¢ |'ve had requests today for training input from various depts. | will see
what time pressures will allow me to complete.

¢ |n the last couple of days I've had personal approaches from various
members of staff in the dept looking for input and direction around
issues like career development, skills development etc. It is not that
these issues are not discussed formally in the dept, but there seems a
more personal approach now that they know I’'m going!

Thurs 6/5

General discussion with Z today re the implications of change. My moving
is creating what he perceives to be an opportunity for him, and he wants to
apply for the position. My personal view is that he is not ready for the
position and should ideally work in another plant first. He is also
traditionally quick on the “what’s in it for me” and | thought it best to have
this conversation early rather than later.

| discussed with B what he had in mind with regard to replacing me, and
he also shared my feelings on Z. He now wants me to go ahead and
include looking outside to find my replacement.
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It is clear that the filling of my position is going to take a while. | require
some one to “caretake” the day to day issues and hence it is vital that Z is
prepared to operate in this mode.

Had a long discussion with Z re what my plans were, and what needed to
happen in the dept over the next while, especially once | had moved. Made
it clear to Z that the re-appointment was going to take some time and that |
expected him to act in my position (as normal with leave etc). | made
explicit that the recruiting process would be done along the standard
divisional procedures. I've seen it many times before that when a person
moves on there are often inter-personal conflicts because of poor
communications and what was NOT said, so | was particular in being on
the level and not raising any false expectations.

For the first time, | really discussed my long-term (3-5 year) plans and
philosophies for the dept with Z to ensure continuity of ideas. Whilst quite a
bit had obviously been discussed at goal setting sessions etc, this was the
first time that | explicitly articulated my ideas with someone else in the
dept.. Comment: it was a pity we had to work together for so long before
having this discussion in this kind of depth and detail! Definitely a personal
learning for me for me for next time...spend some time on a regular basis
discussing the broader thoughts that shape the day to day activities.

Got the feeling that quite a few of the activities over the past few days
were a preparation for “job death”...putting affairs in order, arranging a
smooth hand over, discussing things that often assumed but never
articulated, getting ready to cut ties!

14/5 Friday

Had an informal meeting with one of the head office personnel...almost
corridor talk. He is one of the more experienced consultants in the dept.
that I'm moving to and so understands the job requirements / context of
the consulting job that | am moving in to. He told me that “you will have
sufficient lee way to plough your own furrow” — the general sense
conveyed was that there was quite a bit of political interference in
achieving certain goals, that this was a problem to him, and so he avoided
the issue and did what interested him! This sounds like a total
misalignment of organisational goals — I'm not too comfortable with this. It
could be that he operated like this with his previous manager, and that now
he has a new manager (A) he is not comfortable with someone telling him
what/ how to do things (going thru a change process himself?). What is
clear is that it seems that there is more freedom to get on and do things at
head office but feeling a bit uneasy about the idea that you just get on with
something that you feel interested in. | will have to address this, as | prefer
to work in a more openly defined environment.

Spent quite a bit of time making arrangements to travel to Jhb next week
to see schools and to arrange some accommodation. Change is clearly
happening and impacting on both a personal and work level and the two
can't be separated.

Why do | want to make the trip? Suppose | am trying to anticipate the
future by looking ahead (reduce the uncertainty /fear of the
unknown??)The idea certainly seems good - i.e. if you can reduce the
level of uncertainty, then the process of change will be that much easier.
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Mon 17/5

| decided to request Z to start running my meetings now (especially the
weekly dept meeting). | wanted to see what he would do and how he
would perform when he was in the leadership position, and | will steer as
necessary (am | being too controlling??). Interesting that he took complete
ownership and started to run things his own way. | think that the
knowledge of my going has given him the confidence to do some things
that he had been wanting to do / say for some time but he had never
raised / voiced the issue before (change has created a new environment
where things can be tried out?).

Several other members of the team clearly have issues over this change
with AK leading them and a couple of direct comments were made in the
meeting that they rejected some of Z’s approaches in doing things “his
“way in the dept.. Thought - the issue of change clearly has a future
component (which | am concerning myself with mostly) but also a “here
and now” component (which are new issues that have arisen as a result of
the impending change)

| had to steer several issues in the meeting today around the “friction”
issues that Z seemed to generate. | don’t know how this will work out but |
will speak to Z later and give him suggestions re managing the team...he
is battling with the difference between team leadership autocratic
leadership styles...both he and the rest of the team will have to do some
adjusting!

| am aware that time is now a major issue and it looks like that | may not
get everything done by the time that | leave. Time seems to be
compressing as the date for departure draws closer and I'm finding I'm
under increasing pressure to complete tasks etc/.

I've spent quite a bit of time trying to get the software project that I've been
working on completed. | will be disappointed if | do not have this finalized
by the time that | leave as there has been a lot of effort put in and | do not
think there are the competencies in the region to complete the job if | leave
it half done :

Tues 18/5

the last few days have seen quite a few instance where | have been
“closing off’ personal contacts with key people who | interfaced with both in
the region (SAB) and outside the company. P've also almost decided that
certain people will remain useful as contacts to me in the next position that
I'm in and so I've tried to ensure that | will be able to maintain contact.

| had discussions today with various external suppliers in terms of my final
departure and ensuring continuity of operations here. The reactions have
always been positive and I’'m sure that my own staff will get the support
required. | am conscious that | must leave with everything running well and
capable of being sustained. To this end, I've spent quite a bit of time
ensuring that filing etc id fully up to date and that computer files are in
good order / updated.

I've been conscious of the need to think forward to my final day of work
here and not to just drop things. | know that |1B wili want a formal handover
list and | need to get this into shape in good time. Other issues that need
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attention will be issues of personnel, farewells, and a smooth dept hand
over in relation to all other depts.

I've organized to go up to Jhb later in the week to prepare the way for the
move. | need to address the perceived critical areas on the personal level
- schooling and somewhere to live where the family will feel positive. At
this stage of the change, I'm feeling the most pressure on the personal
level rather than the work front (for future, recognize that these two
elements and inextricably linked and that | cannot behave like a
schizophrenic and deal with the issues separately). I've decided to take the
kids on the trip to help them with the anticipated move.

Thought...involve all key stakeholders in the plans for change. If this is not
done, one person could become a major stumbling block.

Wed 19/5

I've been finding that motivation on the job and to complete things is
becoming a major issue. I'm consciously keeping enthusiasm going in the
dept, as a breakdown in momentum will take a lot more work to restore it.
However, I'm personally feeling demotivated and just want to close out the
existing job and move on. I'm not initiating new things, I'm winding up old
things, handing over routine items and basically working myself out. I've
had a reasonable amount of notice for this change and any more time
would really have been a problem

Thought: in managing change, the right balance must be found for giving
adequate preparation time for change vs. giving too much notice which
can lead to boredom, disinterest, demotivation and that would be
counterproductive to others who are not directly involved with the change.

The trip to Jhb is organized for tomorrow. I'm preparing a list of things to
do and sequence of tasks to accomplish. Thinking about logistical issues
of the move has raised many questions and generally few answers.
Generally, my own level (as well as family level) of uncertainty and
apprehension has risen and hopefully this trip will address most of the
issues. Again, I'm aware that for the change to be successful | have to
satisfy both the work environment as well as the domestic environment.

Thurs 20/5

Trip to Jhb. This generally went well. Saw schools etc and started the
process of accommodation hunting. The process has generally raised a
whole new set of questions. On reviewing this situation, it became
apparent that many issues are contingent on the outcome of a few basic
decisions, and that it was those vital few decisions that needed to be
addressed first. Once those were done, the next set of issues would unfold
(unfolding vision??)

There was the sense that we would not have all the answers and that it
was going to be necessary to live with a degree of uncertainty. This was
OK as long as there were a few “anchors” such as the house and the
schooling sorted out.
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Thought: the capacity for change could be enhanced by a couple of good
anchors that provide a degree of stability These anchors may change over
time but when they are there they allow change in a lot of other areas i.e.
not gverything needs to be in a state of change. It may be important to
identify the important anchors, manage those and they allow the other
‘non anchored” issues be free to be changed. (high stability in continuous
change?)

Spoke to A again today about the possibility of getting the new team
together before we actually start to get some shared / common vision. He
still wants to get this done but | time will be too short now.

Mon 24/5

This is the start of my last week on the job here. | am acutely aware of the
deadline and | need to ensure that there is closure on a number of
outstanding items. This would be a lot easier if | was doing a face to face
hand over with my successor but as I've known for some time, this is not to
be, and | will have to document as much as possible.

There seems to be a general collapse of time and the closer the deadline
approaches, the le