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“Resistance to change may be active or passive, overt or covert, individual or organised, aggressive or timid……… and on occasions totally justified.” 
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Executive Summary.

Sadly most significant change fails to meet the expectations and targets of the proposers. The failure is given the catch all name “resistance” Yet resistance can be principled and creative as well as from vested interest. Top management is frequently unreasonable in its expectorations and time scale forgetting the process it went through when it decided to make the change.

An effective change manager will prepare an organization for change in the early stages of project definition and stakeholder review by taking managers through a similar sales process and responding to their apparent resistance: the “creative conflict.” 
This process is likely to improve the project definition and buy in. It will also ensure that it is clear the moment resistance becomes “vested interest.” 

It is unrealistic to expect an independent change manager to tackle vested interest resistance but the change director can use his or her intervention as  a signal to the organization – such interventions should be few but telling.
An independent Change Manager is a cross between a foil and a lightning conductor –the foil ensuring that positive energy is deflected to the right place. The lightening conductor removing negative energy from the organization”

Why does change fail?
Resistance is a key element in why change fails. 

A recent formal survey of 120 government transformation programmes survey by NX Consulting identified that:  

· 15% achieved their objectives

· A further 20% failed to achieve their objectives but were nevertheless regarded as satisfactory

· 65% unsatisfactory.

A subsequent discussion forum on www.ecademy.com identified 7 key reasons why change fails. (The list is virtually identical to one made by Kotter at Harvard 15 years ago).
1. The organization had not been clear about the reasons for the change and the overall objectives. This plays into the hands of any vested interests. 

2. They had failed to move from talking to action quick enough. Leads to mixed messages and gives resistance a better opportunity to focus 

3. The leaders had not been prepared for the change of management style required to manage a changed business or one where change is the norm. “Change programmes" fail in that they are seen as just that: "programmers". The mentality of "now we're going to do change and then we'll get back to normal” causes the failure. Change as the cliché goes is a constant; so a one off programme which presumably has a start and a finish doesn't address the long term change in management style. 
4. They had chosen a change methodology or approach that did not suit the business. Or worse still had piled methodology upon methodology, programme upon programme. One organisation had 6 sigma, balanced scorecard and IIP methodology all at the same time.

5. The organization had not been prepared and the internal culture had 'pushed back' against the change

6. The business had 'ram raided' certain functions with little regard to the overall business (i.e. they had changed one part of the process and not considered the impact up or downstream) In short they had panicked and were looking for a quick win or declaring victory too soon. 

7. They had set the strategic direction for the change and then the leaders had remained remote from the change (sometimes called 'Distance Transformation') leaving the actual change to less motivated people. Success has many parents, failure is an orphan.
Very few organisations will manage all 7!  However any one in isolation will make the change programme inconsistent and aggravate resistance

Organisational Issues

Over complex governance can make change unnecessarily complex. A survey of public sector organizations identified the following factors.
1. Initiative and change imposed by Government

2. A large number of stakeholders

3. Other methodologies imposed

4. Change management by ticking boxes

5. Layer upon layer of initiatives
In general the private sector has an easier time with change with greater room to manoeuvre.  Whatever the organisation, it is essential that the management vision and focus prevails or it will end up reactive,

·  solely there to implement government directives or 

· at the mercy of the stakeholder who is currently shouting loudest
The change manager: specification, role and output
The managers involved in the change, even when the have the skill set, are often too close to run an effective and fair process. There is a case for an independent either from a different part of the organisation or outside it.  Typically such a manager will meet the following specification:
· Independent of the change (need not be external to the organisation)

· Objective

· Understanding of organisation’s methodologies and culture

· Able to relate change to overall strategy

· Determined yet flexible
The Change Manager will normally be asked to fill the following roles.
· Project management

· Communications management 
· Methodology management.

· Central point of contact

The Outputs

· To ensure that “creative conflict” not turned into resistance

· To identify and get agreements for changes in programme 

· To enable initial change to be achieved

· To develop culture and capability able to continue change and extract full benefits

· To ensure that management emerges with higher authority and credibility
	Case Study 1: The computerised invoicing system

A story about change and how a change manager might have made a difference.

1. They implemented the computerized invoicing system and it functioned well, They all had access to the computer system ... BUT

2. They still printed 5 copies of each invoice: one for the customer, one for the sales guy to file, one for the sales manager to file, two for accounts (one filed numerically, one alphabetically). 

3. Guess where the staff went when they had an invoice query? 

The consequences.

1. Virtually no benefits of the change achieved (very few cost savings, it wasn’t faster, It certainly wasn’t more accurate,)

2. Other change programmes notably, the EDT programme with customers had to be delayed

How had this happened

1. The staff were clearly insecure about the change (possibly they didn’t believe it would work).

2. Their resistance took the form of wanting to play safe

3. Allowing them to play safe rendered the change useless.

The alternative

The change methodology should have brought their fears into the open and managed them (if necessary changing an aspect of the programme) e.g.

· Give them a greater role in signing off the computerised system

· Greater training

· An informal working group tackling issues arising once the system was live

· Whatever happens it had to stand firm against designing the system (and stationery) around 5 copies




Key First Steps

The key first steps to such a project and had they been done effectively the staff concerns in the case study would have been identified.

1. Project definition (with clearly defined benefits) If the organisation had got these right a lot would follow logically and some resistance would be defused. In the invoice story, the company can’t have defined the benefits fully or they would have realised the consequences of manual corrections (in 5 places) on  a computerised system

2. Project methodology In my view the methodology will be tweaked in the light of the project definition

3. The stakeholder survey. A proper stakeholder survey should bring the concerns into the open and the project will be improved if they are addressed with respect.

Project definition and methodology
This step is necessary to the project (especially in a regulated industry):
· To ensure the project is realistic

· To ensure it is  consistent with overall strategy

· To ensure it is consistent with other initiatives

· To ensure reasonable expectations

How to defuse resistance

· Communicate the project’s priority. 

· Identify what is being stopped or “deprioritised” to make way. (Essential for management’s credibility.
	Case Study 2:  The HR Directive
1. An organisation recently had to implement directives on HR, risk management, health and safety and environmental management.

2. The management used words like “key”,  “vital”  “beacon status” etc They imply  a very high priority

3. Staff paid lip service to priority but did not believe management especially as

· Insufficient resources allocated

· They had been there before

Consequences.

1. Poor implementation

2. Poor implementation on other changes as staff had an excuse not to do more important (but difficult) things




A possible project definition
A company director defining the project for Government directive involving HR might communicate priority

1. Phase1. Do sufficient to satisfy legislation or at least put company into (say) 4th decile or above if benchmarked. (Translation: keep me out of trouble, and a perfectly reasonable objective!)
2. Implement in manner consistent with our current plans to develop HR systems. 

3. Phase 2 will be tackled as holistic part of our HR strategy. For example the organisation might have a project integrating staff and payroll records the following year and incorporate parts of this directive (on monitoring diversity) into that project

But above all:
Defuse Resistance: stop something.

1. Trust your team and believe that they are working at 80% capacity. They can up it to 120% in bursts but not indefinitely. Also you might be able to give them the tools and leadership to work smarter but that they are working pretty hard. If they are working at significantly below this you have problems that should take priority over this particular change

2. Therefore something has to give

3. If nothing is stopped staff will set priorities

· They may be arbitrary

· They have all sorts of excuses and opportunities for effective resistance.

· You will have difficulties in monitoring what is happening

To summarise if there is something the organisation must do but you do not see it as an opportunity 

1. be upfront, 

2. scale the programme and 

3. manage expectations
The Stakeholder Survey
The stakeholder survey should be an important tool in winning buy in. Providing it is not used cynically. Private Eye recently appeared under the impression that consultation on bendy buses took place after they had been ordered. Ideally it will:
· Manage expectations

· Communicate “what’s up for grabs” and what is key to programme

· Identify (and prioritise) likely resistance

There will inevitably be resistance at this stage. It can be diffused effectively if the management undertakes the following:
· Open on potential downsides

· Documents reasons for resistance

· Publishes review showing how the issues likely to cause resistance are being addressed

	Case Study 3. Stakeholder Survey multi site Government Scientific Research Institute

The issue

1. Reduced need for research from Government

2. Government moving to bigger range of suppliers

3. Institute had failed to win sufficient profitable third party business

4. Rationalisation of sites not carried out

5. Buyers reluctant to buy a site if all others kept open

Stakeholder review used questionnaires and meetings where the issue of redundancies was raised

1. Answered by saying they were almost certain (at least 20% possibly more)

2. Identified that best option for their minimisation was scaling down a site prior to its sale.

3. Identified benefits of co operation in the change management process

4. Identifying support needed for losing site to justify co operation.

The outcome

1. A surprisingly high level of trust in the process

In short encourage management to express concerns and place responsibility on them to do cost/benefit on their proposed solutions



Creative Conflict and Resistance:

An objective change manager has the tools and experience for handling “Creative Conflict”
· Identify and document

· Review and cost ways of addressing differences

· Compare with original proposal

· Change or agree to differ

· Identify resistance likely to arise

Realistically the change manager can play a valuable role in the creative conflict phase, getting issues into the open and identifying what changes would satisfy the potential resistors and whether they are in the interests of the programme. Some changes he/she will be authorised to undertake others will need the change director’s sanction. At this stage resistance is for “principled reasons”  

For example a regional buyer losing some discretion and power under a new procurement system will object but will focus on flexibility of local supply etc and the need to maintain relations with long standing trusted suppliers. The change manager will encourage that manager to produce proposals/recommendations on his views. After all, someone who is going to lose power is entitled to put the best case for retaining it. If that person then fails to carry the day, she/he will have difficulty in changing basis of resistance. Once the team has acknowledged the issue and made a decision further resistance is “vested interest”  

However vested interest will take place in ways that are a function of the organisation’s culture, the character of the individuals, and a series of implied favours and obligations that the change manager can know little about. However it is essential that this resistance is in the open rather than secret. It is then up to the change director to resolve it. After all she or he knows the company, people and culture and sanctions in a way independent change manager cannot. In short only the change director has the political intelligence and tools to handle it and after all will have to live with the consequences.

A wise senior manager will ensure that such interventions are few but telling, seen to be fair and ideally should unite the majority in favour of the change. Machiavelli remains the best advisor on this issue.

Conclusion

· Resistance can be healthy (a pearl can result)

· Unknown, unanticipated, unquantified, unaddressed resistance will always be dangerous. 

· A badly thought out process and implementation will always result in resistance

· An independent change manager can bring the independence, experience, and objectivity to manage resistance.

· A successful change is essential in creating a change culture
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