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Abstract
This thesis outlines my contribution to knowledge. I have
· established a common ground in the field of organisational change;
· further developed change readiness theory;
· expanded understanding of organisational change in higher education;
· explicitly linked organisational change to leadership and ethics and reimagined the understanding of leadership.
[bookmark: _Hlk3991926][bookmark: _Hlk6840128][bookmark: _Hlk6907034][bookmark: _Hlk6860071][bookmark: _Hlk6864200][bookmark: _Hlk6841097]Further developing my contribution to leadership as a utilitarian consequentialist process - emphasising the consequences of any action, and on achieving the best possible outcome for the largest number of people/stakeholders - I am conceptualising the Telos Leadership Lens through which existing leadership theory and practice can be reframed and further developed with a focus on doing (utilitarian consequentialism) rather than being (virtue ethics) and establish leadership as the shared pursuit of delivering on purpose rather than as a relationship between leaders and followers. The Telos Leadership Lens is supported by three principles:
1) [bookmark: _Hlk6864948]Leadership is a verb;
2) Leadership is the shared pursuit of delivering on purpose;
3) Purpose to be driven by internal goods such as sustainable development.

2

Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Scope
[bookmark: _Hlk6906813]Revisiting the seminal work of Burns (1978) and Rost (1993), both highlighted the lack of a clear school of leadership - theoretical or practical - and without such a school of thought they argued we do not know what we are studying nor how to practice it. Further exploring this challenge, Rost (1995) stated there are almost as many leadership definitions as there are leadership scholars and practitioners. He even went as far as stating that most of what has been written about leadership is suggesting leadership to be good management (Rost, 1995). Outlining that we need both leadership and management for society and organisations to prosper and survive, he also argued they are vastly different concepts (see Table 1 below).
	Leadership

	Management

	An influence relationship.

	An authority relationship.

	Done by leaders and collaborators (previously referred to as followers).

	Done by managers and subordinates.

	Involves leaders and collaborators intending real changes in an organisation.
	Involves coordinating people and resources to produce and sell goods and/or services in an organisation.


	Requires that the intended changes reflect the mutual purposes of the leaders and collaborators.

	Requires coordinated activities to produce and sell the goods and/or services that reflect the organisation’s purpose.



Table 1: Leadership vs Management (Adapted from Rost, 1995).

[bookmark: _Hlk6919274]Of course, much has happened in the field of leadership since Burns (1978) and Rost (1993; 1995) published their work, but utilising Rost’s (1993:3) framework of categorising leadership theory as either peripheral elements (“traits, personality characteristics, ‘born or made’ issues, greatness, group facilitation, goal attainment, effectiveness, contingencies, situations, goodness, style, and above all, the management of organizations – public and private”), content (“what leaders need to know about a particular profession, organization, or society in order to be influential in it”), or the essential nature of leadership (What is leadership?), it can be argued that the majority of leadership theory and practice still fall within his two first categories (cf. Kempster et al., 2011; Yukl, 2012).
Looking ahead, there are scholars and practitioners making headway towards addressing the fundamental question of what is leadership. For example, Fairhurst and Uhl-Bien (2012) and Clarke (2013) have explored leadership as a relational process engaging with exchange mechanisms. Although developments of shared and distributed leadership represent a move towards focusing on what is leadership (Pearce & Conger, 2002; Avolio et al., 2009; and Sweeney et al., 2018), Manheim (2017) concludes that these developments are still immature and tend to be leader-centric in their approach, focusing on the relationship between leaders and followers. 
Another developing concept is that of responsible leadership (Maak & Pless, 2006; Jackson & Parry, 2011) where views of stakeholder engagement (Maak et al., 2016) are expanded upon to include societal considerations. Moving the focus from a relationship between leaders and followers to leaders and stakeholders and acknowledging the purpose of leadership in terms of serving a ‘common good’ (Maak & Pless, 2006) and good dividends (Kempster et al., 2019), this is an important step away from an exclusive focus on profit maximisation (Scherer & Palazzo, 2008). However, there remain considerable differences in terms of the concept’s definition and scope (Clarke et al., 2018), and there is still an overall focus on the relationship between leaders and non-leaders (stakeholders).
These developments represent a real opportunity to reframe leadership discourse in support of addressing the challenges faced in the 21st century. However, the individual initiatives, remaining persistently leader-centric, may be perceived as competing alternatives only appealing to smaller congregations. Consequently, the mainstream leadership theory and practice remain dominated by a neoliberal focus on leaders rather than leadership, and thus leaves considerable scope for further development (cf. Barker, 1997; 2001; Kempster et al., 2011; Yukl, 2012). 
[bookmark: _Hlk6856521][bookmark: _Hlk512535850][bookmark: _Hlk6856800]Emerging from my work on organisational change and leadership as a utilitarian consequentialist process (Published work 2 and 6) is a new theoretical lens in support of the further development of leadership orthodoxy (conceptualised and introduced in chapters 9 and 10). Coined the Telos Leadership Lens, it lends its name from MacIntyre’s (2004) Aristotelian definition of Telos as an overarching and ultimate goal of contributing to the good of humankind. However, I divert the notion of Telos from MacIntyre’s (2004) focus on virtue ethics – and hence the focus on individual leadership traits – to one of utilitarian consequentialism emphasising the consequences of any action, and on achieving the best possible outcome for the largest number of people/stakeholders. 
[bookmark: _Hlk496957327]Intended to be an inclusive theoretical lens of interest to a wider community of leadership scholars and practitioners, the Telos Leadership Lens consists of three principles which may be applied to existing theory and practice. Principle 1: Leadership is a verb. Decoupling the activity from any person and role, the Telos Leadership Lens focuses on action and process; Principle 2: Leadership is the shared pursuit of delivering on purpose, with purpose defined as the pursuit of a worthy idea and activity, the outcome of which goes beyond any individual and individual organisation; and Principle 3: Purpose to be driven by internal goods (common good). 
I argue that by adopting these principles, existing leadership theory and practice can be reframed and further developed with a focus on doing (utilitarian consequentialism) rather than being (virtue ethics) and establish leadership as the shared pursuit of delivering on purpose rather than as a relationship between leaders and followers.
1.2 Aims and objectives
[bookmark: _Hlk6918866]Setting out to contribute to the further development of leadership theory and practice in general, I do not intend my work to be a contribution to the development of ethical leadership, nor to be categorised as a contribution to any other specific and singular theory or practice. This includes critical leadership studies (CLS) (cf. Gabriel, 1997; Lipman-Blumen, 2005; Fairhurst, 2007; Sinclair, 2007; Banks, 2008; Nye, 2008; Collinson, 2011).  Although fully acknowledging the contribution of CLS scholars - indeed, my own work challenge traditional leadership power dynamics, relationships and identity constructions - my overall focus is on leadership as a verb, and on the notion of purpose. Hence, it is essential to place my contribution at the centre of leadership theory and practice rather than at the periphery.
[bookmark: _Hlk4840250][bookmark: _Hlk3992083]As such, my research aim is to conceptualise a new theoretical lens – the Telos Leadership Lens - through which existing leadership theory and practice can be reframed and further developed with a focus on doing (utilitarian consequentialism) rather than being (virtue ethics) and establish leadership as the shared pursuit of delivering on purpose rather than as a relationship between leaders and followers (see chapters 7, 8, 9 and 10).  
Step 3: Explore organisational change challenges in a specific sector (higher education)

Step 2: Further explore the role of change readiness and resistance

Step 1: Critically review the organisational change literature to establish common ground



Step 5: Conceptualise new theoretical leadership lens (The Telos Leadership Lens)

Step 6: Future development of leadership theory and practice through the application of the Telos Leadership Lense 
Step 4: Refocus from change management to leadership and reimagine leadership with an ethical focus






[bookmark: _GoBack]
Figure 1: Research programme



Organisational change and leadership being intrinsically linked (Published work 2 and 6), the research programme (see Figure 1) commenced with an early focus on organisational change management and an objective (1) to map the field in order to provide fellow scholars and practitioners with a critical overview and common ground for future research and practice (see chapter 2). This was followed by an objective (2) to further explore the role of change readiness, partly by critically investigating some tenets of change resistance (see chapters 3 and 4). A further objective (3) was to explore the specific organisational change challenges in a specific sector – higher education (see chapters 5 and 6). Emerging from this study was the notion that one of the practical challenges surrounding organisational change today is that we too often treat is a simplistic phenomenon that can be managed rather than recognising it as the complex phenomenon it is which requires leadership. Consequently, the wrong diagnosis informs the wrong prescription resulting in poor prognosis. Hence, objective (4) was to move away from a focus on management and further explore, develop and reimagine the role and our understanding of leadership with an emphasis on ethics (see chapters 7 and 8).
My research is mainly conceptual, and whilst focusing on conceptualising new theory and reinterpreting existing ones, an integral part of my approach is to develop concepts that are both relevant and applicable. In my early research I did as many others and focused on peripheral elements such as traits and characteristics (see for example Published work 4) and content (see for example Published work 3 and 9). However, having matured as a researcher I find myself increasingly drawn to focusing on the essentials often represented by more philosophical questions such as what is organisational change; what is leadership; what is ethics; what is the link between change, leadership and ethics; what is purpose; and how is purpose linked to leadership (see for example Published work 2 and 6, and chapters 9 and 10). 
An essential part of my approach is to rediscover and explore seminal work often forgotten, misinterpreted or even misrepresented (Published work 2, 3 and 6). By doing so my intention is to avoid developing theory and practice on a foundation of translations, interpretations and assumptions made by others. Unfortunately, all too often new research only serves to reinforce accepted but nevertheless unfounded ‘truths’ in the field of leadership studies (Rost, 1993; 1995; Barker, 1997; 2001) - a situation comparable to investing in extending a house built on unsound foundations.
With reference to empirical research and questions regarding epistemology (theory of knowledge) and ontology (nature of being), I have grown to embrace the interpretivist research paradigm (world view) which is mainly qualitative and inductive (although I have collaborated on work based on the positivist research paradigm). As such, I do not set out to deal with truths nor do I normally set out to test hypothesis (although this was done in Published work 4 in collaboration with other colleagues). Furthermore, I do not claim my findings and contributions to be objective or generalisable.  Rather, I acknowledge, accept and expect that as human beings we experience different realities – indeed, that realities are subjective. Hence, my approach is about understanding and interpreting meanings in human behaviour. My approach is not about predicting human behaviour.
1.3 Contribution to Knowledge
The purpose of this thesis is to contribute to the further development of leadership theory and practice through the conceptualisation of a new theoretical lens. Based on the seven articles making up the main body of the thesis, my contribution to knowledge, theory building and practice to date has been outlined in Table 2 below and is further discussed in sections 1.3.1-1.3.4.
Note: Due to my role as editor-in-chief of Journal of Change Management I have not included any reference to articles published in this outlet when discussing my contribution to knowledge.

	Contribution to knowledge 

	Outline of contribution

	Established a common ground in the field of organisational change (1.3.1)

	[bookmark: _Hlk6992955]My provision of a critical review of organisational change (Published work 2) has created both an acknowledged high-quality introduction to the field, and a common ground for future research and practice. This work has been identified as seminal reading through its inclusion in books edited by Duman and Beinecke (2015), Wood (2010), and Price (2009).



	Further developed change readiness theory (1.3.2)
	The Published work 3, 4 and 9 contributes to the emerging focus on organisational change readiness by emphasising the essential role of collegiality (see below and section 1.3.3 for further information). Furthermore, Sung et al. (2017) utilises this work on change readiness when reflecting on the moderating role of dispositional resistance to change, and Shimoni (2017) refers to it when exploring what is resistance to change.


	Expanded understanding of organisational change in higher education (1.3.3)
 
	Through my Published work 3 and 9 I have contributed to a deeper understanding of organisational change in higher education. Based on this work, Tight (2014) makes the case for both collegiality and managerialism within HE, and Waring (2017) refers to the work as a call for the return to collegiality in support of organisational change in the sector. 



	Explicitly linked organisational change to leadership and ethics and reimagined the understanding of leadership (1.3.4)

	[bookmark: _Hlk7022334]My Published work 2 and 6 make explicit links between organisational change, leadership and ethics making way for a reimagined understanding of leadership. Sharif and Scandura (2014) identify my contribution as one of few making the link between leadership and change, and Reid and Dold (2018) identify the work as only one of two contributions in the field providing substantial summary on the seminal work of Burns (1978), including the importance of purpose.




[bookmark: _Hlk6847630]Table 2: Contribution to knowledge



1.3.1 Established a common ground in the field of organisational change
As an early career researcher with an interest in organisational change, I established that many scholars and practitioners set out to address similar challenges utilising different approaches and organisational languages. As a result, I observed a less than ideal situation where individuals that could have worked together in order to further develop the field together are not - they are often operating in vacuums. 
Rather surprisingly, my first publication (Published work 14) was extraordinarily well received when judged by citations, and the two key contributions acknowledged by colleagues were (1) a robust introduction to the field; and (2) a clear encouragement of further research on organisational change.
The work has been identified as seminal reading through its inclusion in books edited by Duman and Beinecke (Change Leadership, 2015), Wood (John P. Kotter, 2010), and Price (The Principles and Practice of Change, 2009), the latter book being a core textbook on the Open University Business School undergraduate course Making it Happen (60 credits). In praise of the book, Professor Sims (Director, Centre for Leadership, Learning and Change, Cass Business School at time of publication) wrote “This is a very valuable collection for giving students access to many of the best known papers on organizational change of recent years. As always, the papers turn out to be more subtle, nuanced and interesting than the very digested versions that most of us are aware of, and this book will give all of us, students and academics, a chance to acquaint or re-acquaint ourselves with the originals” (statement obtained from book back cover).

1.3.2 Further developed change readiness theory
As with so many other scholars and practitioners with an interest in organisational change, I had an early tendency of focusing on change resistance - typically perceived as something negative that must be managed (Published work 14). One contribution made with this focus in mind was to reveal that dispositional resistance to change does not moderate relations between change characteristics and commitment to change (Published work 4). Sung et al. (2017) utilised this work when reflecting on the moderating role of dispositional resistance to change when exploring employees’ responses to an organisational merger. Furthermore, Shimoni (2017:262) leans on the work when stating that “an individual’s dispositional resistance is always moderated (e.g., constructed) by change agents’ management style and by the change acceptors’ involvement in the change process.”
My contribution to understanding the importance of collegiality in increasing change readiness within higher education is further explored below in section 1.3.3.
1.3.3 Expanded understanding of organisational change in higher education
Through my work I have contributed to a better understanding of the factors driving organisational change in higher education; the notion of change for the sake of change; the rise of managerialism; and the importance of collegiality (Published work 3, 9). Referring to Published work 9, Winter (2009:129) quote us when stating that “A recurrent managerial challenge will be how to achieve more administrative efficiency when facing a ‘demoralised workforce with a lack of trust in, and commitment to, academia as a whole’ (By, Diefenback and Klarner, 2008, p. 32)”. Acknowledging collegiality as part of the answer, Waring (2017) refers to our work as a call for the return of such working conditions and practices, with Kligyte and Barrie (2014) stating that facilitating for such collegiality is of much greater importance now than ever before because of the diversity of international higher education. Furthermore, drawing on my work suggesting a collegiality/managerialism hybrid model to HE management (Published work 3), Tight (2014) suggests that collegiality or managerialism is indeed a false dichotomy. 
 1.3.4 Explicitly linked organisational change to leadership and ethics and reimagined understanding of leadership
Organisational change is often perceived as a phenomenon to be managed rather than led. This is perhaps exemplified in its simplest form through our choice of words when referring to change management (e.g university courses and book titles) rather than change leadership. In my opinion as a scholar and practitioner this is a situation of making the wrong diagnosis which in turn informs the wrong prescription resulting in poor prognosis. 
In my Published work 2 and 6 I make explicit links between organisational change, leadership and ethics. These links are then paving the way for a reimagined approach to leadership. Sharif and Scandura (2014) identify my contribution as one of very few making the explicit link between leadership and change, and they refer to our work when stating that “Ethical leaders tend to plan organizational change before implementing it so that the change is transparent and ethical (Burnes and By, 2012)” (2014:188). Furthermore, Reid and Dold (2018), in their extensive review of the field, state that my work is one of only two contributions providing substantial summary on the seminal work of Burns (1978), including the importance of purpose.
Also, Hohn (2014:528) refers to this contribution to knowledge when problematising the role of MBA programs in undermining ethics when stating that “Burn[e]s and By (2012, p. 241) even go as far as to claim that there is now ‘an almost cult-like belief in leaders as heroic, larger-than-life, charismatic figures who have enormous self-belief and commensurate egos…”
1.4 Challenge to organisational orthodoxies
In addition to the specific contributions to knowledge outlined above, my work also challenges organisational orthodoxies as outlined in Table 3.

	Organisational orthodox

	Challenge

	1) There are leaders and then there are employees;

	Most leaders are hired and can be fired and are hence also employees by definition. We are all on the same team, just with different roles and responsibilities (Published work 6);


	2) Leaders provide leadership;



	Many leaders do not provide leadership, and many who do provide leadership do not necessarily perceive themselves as leaders (Published work 2, 6);


	3) Leaders are change agents and other employees are typically resisting change;
	Everyone - including formal leaders - can simultaneously (a) initiate one change; (b) support a second; and (c) resist a third. Formal leaders do not have any more monopoly on change agency than other employees have on what is commonly perceived as negative resistance (Published work 2, 6);


	4) Change resistance must be avoided/managed;
	(1) Labelling something as change resistance is a highly subjective act and may simply refer to someone offering a different opinion, someone simply asking a question, or someone challenging what has been proposed/done with the best interest of the organisation and those they serve at heart. As such, ‘resistance’ is required in any organisation where dialogue, learning, search for best solutions, innovation and entrepreneurship is required (Published work 13);

(2) Organisations should focus on building change readiness rather than demolishing change resistance (Published work 13).




Table 3: Challenge to organisational orthodoxies 



1.5 Impact through practitioner outlets


In addition to disseminating my work in academic articles and books, I find it increasingly important to utilise practitioner outlets, one being the recent interview with Organisations Entwicklung, and another the Change Management Review Blog. Although not a great supporter of lists promising success, in the former example I was encouraged to present my knowledge and advice on organisational change and leadership in the format of a such list (see Figure 2 below). Together with the rest of the interview, it was published in the biggest German language organisation development (OD) and leadership practitioner outlet.


	10 steps towards successful leadership


	1) Have a clearly defined organisational purpose (answer the questions: who are we - what are we here to do – where are we going/who are we not – what are we not here to do – where are we not going)


	2) Establish clear priorities (when everything is a priority nothing is…)


	3) Live and breathe a culture of US rather than «US & THEM»

	4) Provide everyone with trust, support, focus and control over what is their clearly defined job (don’t ask everyone to do everything as nothing will get done)


	5) Be proactive rather than reactive – dare to be first!


	6) Focus on building change readiness rather than on demolishing change resistance


	7) Embrace and expect decision making, [calculated] risk taking and learning


	8) Ensure structure supports purpose and culture (avoid bureaucracy and a tail-wagging-the-dog approach)


	9) Acknowledge that continuous change management does not equal continuous change


	10) Penalise rather than reward individual opportunistic behaviour which carries negative [medium to long term] consequences to the organisation and its stakeholders (what we do is for the organisation as a whole)




Figure 2: By’s 10 steps towards successful leadership

[bookmark: _Hlk518721898]1.6 Outline

Consisting of 10 chapters, this thesis is made up of two distinctive parts. First, in chapters 2-8, the focus is on my research journey and contribution to knowledge to date. Second, the thesis culminates in chapters 9 and 10 with the conceptual development of a new theoretical lens through which existing leadership theory and practice can be reframed and further developed. This latter part - designed as a future-looking discussion and reflection of my work to date - is a direct continuation of the former part, neither of which could have been conceived or written without the inspirational thoughts, ideas and philosophies of a range of scholars, in particular Lewin (1939; 1943; 1946; 1947a; 1947b), Burns (1978), Rost (1993; 1995), Barker (1997; 2001) and Kempster et al. (2011).
[bookmark: _Hlk517184028]Chapter 2: Organisational change management: a critical review 


By, R. T. (2005)
Journal of Change Management, 5(4), pp. 369-380


(Published work 14)


[bookmark: _Hlk517181936]This chapter is derived from an article published by Journal of Change Management in 2005







[bookmark: _Hlk3994465]2.1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk4842960]This chapter is based on my very first article publication back in 2005. It initiates my contribution to knowledge through critically exploring what is the field of organisational change, suggesting that theories and concepts currently available are often contradictory, based on assumptions, and mostly lacking in evidence. The chapter presents a link between perceived high organisational failure rates, and the lack of a rigorous change methodology, and as such encourages further research to be undertaken. 

By, R. T. (2005). Organisational Change Management: A Critical Review. Journal of Change Management. 5(4), pp. 369-380.

[bookmark: _Hlk519691377]Note: According to Google Scholar this article has been cited 1323 times (as of 24.04.2019)


2.2 Chapter article
Please see next page.
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2.3 Summary
This chapter has presented the results of a critical literature review in the field of organisational change management. Its intention has been to establish a baseline in the field through comparing and contrasting existing theory and terminology.  In doing so, it has established that some of the challenges facing academics, practitioners and students with an interest in organisational change and its management are that much of the theories and concepts available are (1) often based on assumptions, (2) contradictory, and (3) lacking in evidence. As such, it presents a strong justification for further research in the field.











Chapter 3: The limitations of dispositional resistance in relation to organizational change


Michel, A., By, R.T. and Burnes, B. (2013)
Management Decision, 51(4), pp. 761-780


(Published work 4)


[bookmark: _Hlk517182165]This chapter is derived from an article published by Management Decision in 2013







[bookmark: _Hlk3994666]3.1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk4846291]This chapter tests the moderating role of dispositional resistance in achieving organisational change. It sets out to critically evaluate Oreg’s (2003) postulation that an individual’s dispositional resistance to change can act as a predictor of whether they are more likely to accept or resist change. The findings presented within this chapter reveal that dispositional resistance to change does not moderate relations between change characteristics and commitment to change. The chapter argues that an individual’s actual level of resistance to change may vary from their level of dispositional resistance because of variables such as group norms and the way change is managed.

Michel, A., By, R.T. and Burnes, B. (2013). The limitations of dispositional resistance in relation to organizational change. Management Decision, 51(4), pp. 761-780.

Note: According to Google Scholar this article has been cited 81 times (as of 24.04.2019)
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3.3 Summary
This chapter sat out to explore the role of resistance to change in achieving organisational change through testing the moderating role of dispositional resistance. By further evaluating Oreg’s (2003) hypothesis that an individual’s dispositional resistance to change can act as a predictor of whether they are more likely to accept or resist change, the findings presented suggest this is not necessarily the case. The picture is much more complex as this chapter argues that an individual’s true level of resistance to change will be influenced not only by their level of dispositional resistance but also by variables such as group norms and the way change is managed.










Chapter 4: Ready or not…


By, R.T. (2007)
Journal of Change Management, 7(1), pp. 3-11


[bookmark: _Hlk517182378](Published work 13)


This chapter is derived from an article published by Journal of Change Management in 2007







[bookmark: _Hlk3994994]4.1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk4954618][bookmark: _Hlk516303720]This chapter provides a critical evaluation of Armenakis et al.’s (1993; 2002) original concept of organisational change readiness, which in many ways is an alternative perception to what others refer to as change resistance (See Chapter 3). It complements the original framework by suggesting a fourth change message conveying strategy (implicit communication). Furthermore, the chapter promotes a stronger emphasis on continuous change management, and the link between change readiness and successful organisational change. It goes on to argue that change management should focus on performance rather than conformance, and that when boiled down, there are only two overarching approaches to organisational change management: the conscious and the unconscious. The former advocating continuous change readiness, not necessarily continuous change. 

By, R.T. (2007). Ready or Not… Journal of Change Management. 7(1), pp. 3-11.

Note: According to Google Scholar this article has been cited 31 times (as of 24.04.2019)
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4.3 Summary
With reference to Armenakis et al.’s (1993; 2002) concept of organisational change readiness, this chapter complements the original framework by introducing ’implicit communication’ as a fourth change message conveying strategy. Progressing from this concept, it suggests that fundamentally there are only two overarching approaches to organisational change management: the conscious and the unconscious - the former advocating continuous organisational change readiness, not necessarily continuous organisational change. 











Chapter 5: Getting organizational change right in public services: the case of European higher education


By, R.T., Diefenbach, T. and Klarner, P. (2008)
Journal of Change Management, 8(1), pp. 21-35


[bookmark: _Hlk517182637](Published work 9)


This chapter is derived from an article published by Journal of Change Management in 2008







[bookmark: _Hlk4072778]5.1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk4955298]This chapter further develops the Conscious and Unconscious Change Management model first introduced in Chapter 4. With a focus on the higher education sector, it suggests that not all change is initiated for the right reasons – the right reasons being defined as the sector’s contribution to the further development of society through knowledge generation and transfer. The chapter suggests that an expanding audit culture and increasing levels of managerialism have resulted in an environment encouraging opportunistic behaviour such as cronyism, rent-seeking and the rise of organisational psychopaths, resulting in change for the sake of change, wasteful use of resources, a disheartened and exploited workforce, as well as political and short-term decision-making. 

By, R.T., Diefenbach, T. and Klarner, P. (2008). Getting organizational change right in public services: the case of European Higher Education. Journal of Change Management. 8(1), pp. 21-35.

Note: According to Google Scholar this article has been cited 94 times (as of 24.04.2019)
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[bookmark: _Hlk4076799]5.3 Summary
Continuing from Chapter 4, this chapter further developments the Conscious and Unconscious Change Management model. With a focus on the higher education sector, it refers to ethical questions of right and wrong when observing the motivation for much of the organisational change initiated. Defining right reasons as those enabling the sector’s contribution to the further development of society through knowledge generation and transfer the chapter suggests current changes - exemplified by expanding audit cultures and increasing levels of managerialism - have allowed for an environment conducive to opportunistic behaviour such as cronyism, rent-seeking and the rise of organisational psychopaths. As a result, we observe political and short-term decision-making, change for the sake of change, wasted resources, and a disheartened and exploited workforce. 







[bookmark: _Hlk517183555]Chapter 6: The changing face of English universities: reinventing collegiality for the 21st century


Burnes, B., Wend, P. and By, R.T. (2014) 
Studies in Higher Education, 39 (6), pp. 905-926


[bookmark: _Hlk517183052](Published work 3)


This chapter is derived from an article published by Studies in Higher Education in 2014







[bookmark: _Hlk4076011]6.1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk4956808]This chapter continues the focus on changes taking place in the HE sector, specifically the English university system. It argues that the development driven by successive governments cutting university funding and compelling them to behave more like businesses than educational institutions can be dysfunctional for both managers and other staff. As an alternative to this dysfunctional centralism, the chapter puts forward an alternative based on a twenty-first-century reinvention of collegiality which is compatible with rapid decision-making at the university centre and effective execution of change at the departmental level.

Burnes, B., Wend, P. and By, R.T. (2014). The changing face of English universities: reinventing collegiality for the 21st century. Studies in Higher Education, 39 (6), pp. 905-926.

Note: According to Google Scholar this article has been cited 57 times (as of 24.04.2019)
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6.3 Summary
Continuing the focus on organisational change occurring within the higher education sector this chapter makes the case that successive governments’ cuts to university funding and compelling the sector to behaving more business-like may result in a dysfunctional situation for both managers and other staff. Presenting an alternative to this perceived dysfunctional centralism, the chapter introduces an approach based on a twenty-first-century reinvention of collegiality, combining effective execution of change at the departmental level with the required centralised decision-making at the university centre.











[bookmark: _Hlk517183501]Chapter 7: Leadership and change: the case for greater ethical clarity


Burnes, B. and By, R.T. (2012)
Journal of Business Ethics, 108(2), pp.239-252


[bookmark: _Hlk517183201](Published work 6)


This chapter is derived from an article published by Journal of Business Ethics in 2012






7.1 Introduction
This chapter explicitly moves my focus from organisational change management to leadership. Acknowledging that organisational change and leadership are inseparable phenomena, it addresses the relationship between ethics, leadership and organisational change through adopting a utilitarian consequentialist perspective. Introducing the concept of Virtuous and Vicious Change Cycles, it argues that all approaches to organisational change are rooted in a set of values, some of which are more likely than others to result in ethical outcomes. The chapter puts forward the hypothesis that those adopting particular approaches to leadership are required to provide greater ethical clarity about their choice in order to achieve sustainable and beneficial change. 

Burnes, B. and By, R.T. (2012). Leadership and Change: The Case for Greater Ethical Clarity. Journal of Business Ethics, 108(2), pp.239-252.

Note: According to Google Scholar this article has been cited 153 times (as of 24.04.2019)
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7.3 Summary
Acknowledging that organisational change and leadership are intrinsically linked, this chapter has explicitly moved my focus from organisational change management to leadership. Exploring the relationship between ethics, leadership and organisational change through adopting a utilitarian consequentialist perspective, the chapter develops the concept of Virtuous and Vicious Change Cycles. Furthermore, it hypothesises that in order to achieve sustainable and beneficial organisational change, those adopting particular leadership approaches are required to provide greater ethical clarity about their choice. 










[bookmark: _Hlk517183434]Chapter 8: Reimagining organizational change leadership


Burnes, B., Hughes, M. & By, R.T. (2018)
Leadership, 14(2), pp. 141-158


(Published work 2)


This chapter is derived from an article published by Leadership in 2018








8.1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk6307096][bookmark: _Hlk6837492]This chapter aims to set out a new path for leadership. Reflecting on a situation where after three decades of organisational change and leadership discourse leadership is still in crisis, the chapter introduces an alternative to the current orthodoxy. In doing so, it challenges the current change and leadership orthodoxies based on the work of Bass (1985) and Kotter (1995; 1996) and introduces leadership as a utilitarian consequentialist process based on the seminal work of Lewin (1947a & b) and Burns (1978).

Burnes, B., Hughes, M. & By, R.T. (2018). Reimagining organizational change leadership. Leadership, 14(2), pp. 141-158.

Note: According to Google Scholar this article has been cited 16 times (as of 24.04.2019)
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8.3 Summary
This chapter further develops my focus on organisational change and leadership. Observing that after three decades of organisational change and leadership discourse the field of leadership is still in crisis, it introduces an alternative to the current orthodoxy founded on the work of Bass (1985) and Kotter (1995; 1996). Based on the seminal work of Lewin (1947a & b) and Burns (1978) the chapter reframes leadership as a utilitarian consequentialist process as an alternative to status quo.













Chapter 9: Conceptualising a new theoretical leadership lens
9.1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk6837984]Further developing my contribution to leadership as a utilitarian consequentialist process - emphasising the consequences of any action, and on achieving the best possible outcome for the largest number of people/stakeholders (Published work 2 and 6), and organisational change for ‘good’ and the ‘right’ reasons’ (Published work 3 and 9), I coin the Telos Leadership Lens which principles are currently not covered by any one single theoretical lens, framework, concept or theory. Through its application, I argue that existing leadership theory and practice can be reframed and further developed with a focus on doing (utilitarian consequentialism) rather than being (virtue ethics) and establish leadership as the shared pursuit of delivering on purpose rather than as a relationship between leaders and followers. 
Although adopting the notion of Telos - a word traditionally linked to virtue ethics and hence traditional leadership traits (Rost, 1995) - as an overarching and ultimate goal of contributing to the good of humankind, the Telos Leadership Lens stipulates that the importance of leaders in the traditional sense is secondary to that of leadership, and that such leadership must provide meaning, consistency, certainty and sense through an unwavering purpose in an otherwise volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous world. 
In order to conceptualise this new theoretical lens, I first explore purpose and explicitly link this concept to leadership. Second, I provide an outline of the Telos Leadership Lens with its three principles (Implications and recommendations for future research are provided in chapter 10). 
9.2 Exploring the role of purpose
From my work on leadership as a utilitarian consequentialist process emerges an overarching emphasis on purpose (Published work 2, 3, 6 and 9). Damon, Menon and Bronk (2003:121) defines purpose as “…a stable and generalized intention to accomplish something that is at once meaningful to the self and of consequence to the world beyond the self”.  Expanding on this, McKnight and Kashdan (2009:242-243) suggest that 
“Purpose is a central, self-organizing life aim that organizes and stimulates goals, manages behaviours, and provides a sense of meaning. Purpose directs life goals and daily decisions by guiding the use of finite personal resources. Instead of governing behaviour, purpose offers direction just as a compass offers direction to a navigator; following the compass (i.e. purpose) is optional. Living in accord with one’s purpose, however, offers that person a self-sustaining source of meaning through goal pursuit and goal attainment. Furthermore, purpose is woven into a person’s identity and behaviour as a central, predominant theme…Purpose is at the highest level of analysis and provides some degree of centrality in a person’s identity…” 
[bookmark: _Hlk499897747]Purpose is about a personal search for meaning and a desire to make a difference to matters beyond that of the individual (Damon, Menon and Bronk, 2003) (Note: To Make A Difference = to be MAD is a strap-line I actively use when disseminating my work in university lectures, public lectures and when talking with practitioners). According to McKnight and Kashdan (2009) the concept of purpose exists as either religiosity, spirituality or meaning. Frankl (2004) proposes that purpose is at the very core of what makes a good life as it provides meaning, fulfilment and sense. He goes as far as suggesting that happiness emerges from loyalty to a worthy purpose, and that without feeling connected to such a worthy purpose, individuals will be unhappy. This point is illustrated in more popular literature by Ove in ‘A Man Called Ove’ (Backman, 2014:12) who somewhat frustrated reflects on his previous managers: “What do they know about waking up on a Tuesday and no longer having a purpose?” 
McKnight and Kashdan (2009) differentiate purpose from meaning, suggesting that the former does not necessarily drive the latter. Rather, meaning contributes to the development of purpose, and once developed, a sense of purpose drives meaning. In their own words: “purpose and meaning have a temporal, bidirectional relationship” (McKnight & Kashdan, 2009:243). Reker et al. (1987:44) further explore purpose in relation to meaning, and state that “Meaninglessness has been recognized as a modern day malaise that, if left unresolved, can lead to symptoms of anxiety, depression, hopelessness, or physical decline.” 
Savolaine and Granello (2002) suggest that if an individual’s sense of meaning is intact it is less likely that uncertainty will arise or indeed persist. They argue that meaning can counterbalance discouragement and support existing positive behaviour and the initiation of new ones. Furthermore, they propose that “It often takes an additional element of motivation to begin a new activity, and a sense of purpose or meaning could be a deciding factor. This could happen by mentally associating the target behaviour to an element of higher purpose” (Savolaine & Granello, 2002:181). An example of such higher purpose is illustrated by Dale (1991, in Neck & Milliman, 1994:9) in the story about a reporter visiting a construction site: 
The “reporter asked three brick masons what they were doing. The first answered gruffly, “I’m laying bricks.” The second replied, “I’m earning a week’s pay.” But the third mason said enthusiastically and with obvious pride, “I’m building a cathedral.”
[bookmark: _Hlk486022033]McKnight and Kashdan’s (2009:249) work on purposeful living provides several hypotheses of interest to leadership and organisation studies: 
· people pursuing a purpose ought to be less susceptible to avoidance behaviours such as procrastination compared to those merely goal-directed;
· purpose motivates people to persist rather than quit in face of difficult situations;
· purpose enhances rebound capacity through more efficient resource allocation;
· the refractory period following any stressful event will be shorter for those with purpose;
· people who live with a purpose will be less prone to illness and report fewer symptoms even when ill;
· stress and satisfaction will be dictated by the level of congruence between purpose and the opportunity to fulfil that purpose;
· purposeful living produces longer-term, durable benefits as compared with nonpurposeful living.
Not only do these hypotheses support the importance of purpose, they also suggest that having clear and aligned purpose between organisations and organisational members (including leaders) may very well support sustainable success. However, although Kempster et al. (2011) believe purpose to be intrinsic in all human beings, McKnight and Kashdan (2009) believe purpose may not be available to every person. Just as much as “A person who is unable to grasp abstract concepts might find it difficult to generate a purpose since purpose requires insight, introspection, and planning” (McKnight & Kashdan, 2009:243), it can be argued that an organisation can be as unable to generate and sustain a purpose.
[bookmark: _Hlk485906391][bookmark: _Hlk497993766][bookmark: _Hlk499897864]Anchored to the work of Burns (1978), Rost (1993; 1995), Damon, Menon and Bronk (2003), MacIntyre (1984; 2004) and Kempster et al. (2011), purpose can be defined as the pursuit of a worthy idea and activity, the outcome of which goes beyond the individual and the individual organisation. Such a definition suggests that corporate and societal purposes are not necessarily mutually exclusive but inclusive – that what is good for society at large should be what is good for organisations and individuals within them. Charles E. Wilson, former president of GM is often misquoted as having said that “What is good for General Motors is good for America”. What Wilson actually said when questioned by the US Senate Armed Services Committee on January 15th, 1953 before being approved as President Eisenhower’s Defence Secretary on January 23rd that same year was that “…for years I thought what was good for our country was good for General Motors, and vice versa. The difference did not exist” (Chicago Tribute, 1953). 
[bookmark: _Hlk491421315][bookmark: _Hlk485905880]9.3 Leadership as purpose
[bookmark: _Hlk512678923]owever, wHAlthough scholars and practitioners seem to agree on the importance of clear organisational direction, the current position of purpose in leadership studies is one of all-too-often-being-taken-for-granted (Kempster et al., 2011). Burns’ (1978:3) notion that “…leadership is nothing if not linked to collective purpose…”, and Rost’s (1993) definition of leadership clearly linking it to purpose, have gone rather unnoticed in leadership theory and practice. Addressing this situation, Kempster et al. (2011) - drawing on the work of MacIntyre (2004) focusing on the notion of Telos - added Leadership as Purpose to Grint’s (2005) existing framework of Leadership as Person; Results; Position; and Process. With Telos in mind, MacIntyre (2004) conceptualised internal and external goods. Whilst internal goods refer to a common good, to what is good for the whole community, society, nation, and globe, and focuses on areas of for example education, health, equality, preventing war, saving lives, sustainable development etc., external goods are exemplified by seeking to increase power, influence, money and status as ends in themselves. 
Also focusing on the notion of purpose, Collins and Porras (2005) first identified purpose beyond profit as the single common denominator explaining the sustained success experienced by what they identified as enduring great companies back in 1994. Emerging from their longitudinal study of 18 private sector organisations was a philosophy of purpose and profit, their ‘magical’ word being and rather than the dictatorial or. With few exceptions, their recommendation to focus on organisational purpose beyond profit is yet to be adopted, developed, explored or even acknowledged in mainstream leadership studies. 
Drawing on their longitudinal study, they propose that great companies have a core ideology based on purpose and core values (Published work 6). Defining purpose as “The organization’s fundamental reason for existence beyond just making money – a perpetual guiding star on the horizon; not to be confused with specific goals or business strategies” they also outline core values as “The organization’s essential and enduring tenets – a small set of general guiding principles; not to be confused with specific cultural or operating practices; not to be compromised for financial gain or short-term expediency” (Collins & Porras, 2005:73).
[bookmark: _Hlk513888702]The same year as Collins and Porras’ 10th anniversary edition was published, Chouinard, founder and owner of the outdoor apparel company Patagonia, provided an example of core values and enduring purpose (2005, in Chouinard, 2016): Patagonia exists to do no harm to the environment. Indeed, the company’s purpose was later refined to state that it is to do good and contribute towards decreasing the environmental crisis. Introducing his very own 10th anniversary edition, Chouinard (2016:1) stated that “Patagonia exists to challenge conventional wisdom and present a new style of responsible business”. Although being a private sector organisation, seeking to generate profit, growth and expansion are not core values to the business (Chouinard, 2016).
However, Patagonia and organisations like it are still the exception to the rule, as Kempster et al. (2011) argue that organisational vision, mission, objectives and targets are typically concerned with corporate purposes with the aim to deliver external goods. They argue that 
“Purposes that are pronounced in dominant leadership discourses reflect objectives, mission and vision. Aligned to the delivery of these forms of purposes are discourses oriented towards performance management in the form of key performance indicators, action plans and a balanced score card. The outcome is the production of external goods and practices oriented to the production of these external goods” (Kempster et al., 2011:322). 
Further developing this line of thought they argue that leadership practices in all sectors have “…succumbed to the corrupting influence of money, status and power “(Kempster et al., 2011:323). Such behaviour has arguably not only catalysed but cemented leadership into becoming looking-after-yourself-ship (Published work 9, 13). The continuous strive to deliver on reward-triggering, short-term targets as measured by KPIs, BSC or ROI, will arguably result in what is important but more complex to measure, and inconceivable to deliver on in the short-term becoming less important to decision-makers. Such leadership behaviour may very well have a devastating effect on wider goals such as sustainable development, education, avoiding wars, improving health, avoiding starvation and malnutrition, freedom, fighting poverty and social improvement, not to mention the sustained success or even survival of organisations. 
As suggested by Frankl (2004), MacIntyre (2006), Collins and Porras (2005), and Kempster et al. (2011), a worthy purpose based on internal goods aiming at contributing to the good of humankind, can lead to happier individuals with a clearer sense of meaning and fulfilment, and sustained corporate success. Purpose can be about what best serves the interests of the human condition, and it can be beautiful (Ladkin, 2008). Based on this understanding of purpose there is a strong business case to be made for establishing stronger links between leadership and contributing towards a common good purpose such as for example sustainable development.
9.4 Introducing the Telos Leadership Lens 
In my opinion, one of the core challenges restraining the further development of leadership theory and practice is the relentless leader-centric focus on the relationship between leaders and followers (or similar concepts such as stakeholders and collaborators). This focus is to be found in both leadership orthodoxy and main contenders. Despite their criticism of the leader-centric orthodoxy, both Burns (1978) and Rost (1993; 1995) actively contributed to this sustained focus through their own definitions. Whilst Burns (1978:19) defined leadership as “…leaders inducing followers to act for certain goals that represent the values and the motivations – the wants and the needs, the aspirations and expectations – of both leaders and followers”, Rost (1993:102) defined leadership as “an influence relationship among leaders and followers who intend real changes that reflect their mutual purposes.” However, he later replaced the word ‘followers’ with ‘collaborators’ because he had “given up on the concept of followers as hopelessly irredeemable, that is, inherently industrial in denotation” (Rost, 1995:133). 
I argue that for leadership theory and practice to develop in order to meet the needs of a modern and sustainable society, we must stop defining the phenomenon as a relationship between leaders and followers (or similar concepts) and instead replace it with an overarching focus towards delivering on purpose, or Telos if you like. Hence, I borrow MacIntyre’s (1984; 2004) notions of Telos and internal and external goods, arguing that internal goods can be clearly linked to utilitarian consequentialism and external goods to egoistic consequentialism (Published work 2 and 6). 
[bookmark: _Hlk6837399]Referring to MacIntyre’s (1984) work as virtue ethics, Rost (1995:140) argues that “The major transformation needed is to replace the individual frame embedded in virtue ethics with a communal frame”. Hence, although adopting its name from Aristoteles and MacIntyre’s (1984; 2004) work, the Telos Leadership Lens clearly differentiates itself virtue ethics. Informed by my work on leadership as a utilitarian consequentialist process, the Telos Leadership Lens focuses on doing whilst virtue ethics focuses on being (Jonsson, 2011; Knights & O’Leary, 2006). Whilst utilitarian consequentialism emphasises the consequences of any action, and on achieving the best possible outcome for the largest number of people/stakeholders (Published work 2 and 6) - or maximisation of goodness in society (Knight & O’Leary, 2006) - virtue ethics focuses on a person’s (or agent’s) virtues of mind and character (Knights & O’Leary, 2006). According to Knights and O’Leary (2006: 130) “…virtue-based ethical systems centre on the agent, the character and dispositions of persons…” As such, virtue ethics supports the current leader-centric leadership orthodoxy with its focus on individuals’ skills, traits and characteristics, and Rost (1995:140) argues that “virtue ethics is not sufficient for the postindustrial world. A holistic, large group, organizational, community, global approach is needed.” 
[bookmark: _Hlk500084214]In response to this, the Telos Leadership Lens acknowledges the act of leadership as a shared responsibility not to be abdicating from. As opposed to the dominant leader-centric orthodoxy, Telos is a leadership-centric theoretical lens, and its principles are outlined in Figure 3 below. These principles address Kempster et al.’s (2011:318) concern that the omission of discussing purpose in the context of leadership studies has “profound implication for practicing leaders”, and Yukl’s (2012) concern that few current leadership theories engage in any wider societal accounts of leadership.
	Principle 1
	Leadership as verb.
Leadership is about doing, process, and action rather than being, relationship, role and function. It is a verb rather than a noun, and a shared responsibility who is no ones’ prerogative, and which no one should abdicate from. 

Leadership and followership as simultaneous, interdependent and equal activities which can be performed simultaneously.


	Principle 2
	[bookmark: _Hlk500167784]Leadership is the shared pursuit of delivering on purpose.
[bookmark: _Hlk518660980]Purpose is defined as the pursuit of a worthy idea and activity, the outcome of which goes beyond the individual and the individual organisation. 

[bookmark: _Hlk500232159]Purpose and core values set out in support of such should not be compromised for financial gain or short-term convenience. It is what should not change in a changing world, but rather provide meaning, consistency, certainty and sense through an unwavering common good purpose in an otherwise volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous world. It should be the engine of proactive, innovative and risk embracing change. Organisational mission, vision, targets and behaviour amongst all employees, including leaders must align to organisational purpose and core values.

Whilst purpose is not to be confused with specific business strategies, goals or targets, core values are not to be confused with cultural or operating practices.


	Principle 3
	[bookmark: _Hlk500167825]Purpose driven by internal goods.
Internal goods being what is good for the whole community, society, nation, and globe, focuses on areas of for example sustainable development, education, health, equality, preventing war, saving lives etc. This in contrast to external goods exemplified with seeking to increase power, influence, money and status as ends in themselves. As a result, purpose must go beyond profit, but rather than jeopardising profit there is evidence to suggest that a clear purpose beyond profit supports sustainable profit when referring to private sector organisations. 

The focus is on utilitarian consequentialism, emphasising the consequences of any action and on achieving the best possible outcome for the largest number of stakeholders, rather than virtue ethics with its focus on individual virtues of mind and character (traits).




Figure 3. The Telos Leadership Lens (informed by Burns, 1978; Rost, 1993; 1995; Barker, 1997; 2001; MacIntyre, 1984; 2004; Collins and Porras, 2005, Crevani et al., 2010, and Kempster et al., 2011)


Although based on the purpose-focused leadership tradition established by Burns (1978) and Rost (1993; 1995), I diverge from their focus on the roles of leaders and followers, and the relationship between the two - a focus they share with both current leadership orthodoxy and main contenders. Furthermore, I strongly disagree with Rost’s (1995) view of leadership as a relationship, where any definition must include his four essential elements of (1) The relationship is based on influence; (2) Leaders and collaborators are the actors in this relationship; (3) Leaders and collaborators intend real changes; and (4) The changes the leaders and collaborators intend reflect their mutual purposes (see Table 5 below).  
Suggesting a move away from a leader-centric, relationship-obsessed view of leadership, the Telos Leadership Lens further acknowledges leadership and followership as interdependent and equal activities undertaken simultaneously by every individual involved in the process of leadership. Some may perform more leadership than others, but all perform followership (as in following a person, purpose, idea or conviction). Depending on context, there will be different leadership/followership configurations, but leadership and followership remain everyone’s societal and organisational responsibility. 
9.5 Summary
[bookmark: _Hlk6909592]In further developing my contribution to leadership as a utilitarian consequentialist process, I have conceptualised the Telos Leadership Lens based on the principles of (1) Leadership is a verb; (2) Leadership is the shared pursuit of delivering on purpose, with purpose defined as the pursuit of a worthy idea and activity, the outcome of which goes beyond any individual and individual organisation; and (3) Purpose to be driven by internal goods such as sustainable development. 
Through the application of these three principles the Telos Leadership Lens can help reframe and further develop existing theory and practice with a focus on doing (utilitarian consequentialism) rather than being (virtue ethics) and establish leadership as the shared pursuit of delivering on purpose rather than as a relationship between leaders and followers.
Implications of the application of the Telos Leadership lens and recommendations for future research are further explored in chapter 10.



Chapter 10: Implications and recommendations for future research
10.1 Implications
When problematising the field of leadership one main challenge stands out, and that is one of definition: what exactly constitutes leadership (Burns, 1978; Rost, 1993; 1995; Barker, 1997; 2001)? This challenge can be further broken down into sub-challenges. First, there are almost as many leadership definitions as there are scholars and practitioners (Rost, 1995). Second, most leadership theories and definitions are either emphasising peripheral elements (“traits, personality characteristics, ‘born or made’ issues, greatness, group facilitation, goal attainment, effectiveness, contingencies, situations, goodness, style, and above all, the management of organizations – public and private”) or content (“what leaders need to know about a particular profession, organization, or society in order to be influential in it”) rather than emphasising the essential nature of what is leadership (Rost, 1993:3). Third, leadership is often mistaken for management and power (Burns, 1978; Barker, 1997; 2001). Fourth, leadership seems to be accepted as the relationship between leaders and followers (see for example Rost, 1995). Fifth, much of the excellent work currently challenging status quo seem absorbed by issues of  power dynamics, relationships and identity constructions (se for example Avolio et al., 2009; Clarke, 2013; Clarke et al., 2018; Fairhurst & Uhl-Behn, 2012; Kempster et al., 2019; Maak & Pless, 2006; Maak et al., 2016; Manheim, 2017; Pearce & Conger, 2002; Sweeney et al., 2018) rather than on what constitutes leadership.
I suggest we can no longer afford continuing down this rather aimless path. Failing to change the direction of travel, we will all too soon find ourselves tirelessly repeating the observations of the past that the field of leadership is still in crisis (see for example Burns, 1978; Rost, 1993; 1995; Barker, 1997; 2001; and Burnes and By, 2012, Published work 6).
[bookmark: _Hlk499902345]By conceptualising the Telos Leadership Lens, my intention is to contribute to the process of further developing the overall leadership discourse by suggesting a new direction of travel. I suggest that by applying this new theoretical lens, existing leadership theory and practice – main contenders as well as orthodoxy - can emphasise their development with a focus on doing (utilitarian consequentialism) rather than being (virtue ethics) and establish leadership as the shared pursuit of delivering on purpose rather than as a relationship between leaders and followers. 
The intention is not for my work to be categorised as a contribution to the development of any one particular theory or practice, that being ethical leadership, critical leadership studies or any other singular concept. Elements of what I am proposing is of course already included in existing theories. For example, ethical leadership puts an emphasis on the ethics of what, how and why leaders do what they do (Jackson & Parry, 2011), but the theory is very much leader-centric focusing on the leader-follower relationship. 
Table 4 below outlines how the application of the Telos Leadership Lens may help reframe future leadership development. I am not suggesting that the lens is the answer to the problem. Rather, I suggest it may provide scholars and practitioners with some clear principles to guide their future work and practice. By doing so the lens has the potential to point leadership development efforts in a new direction, helping the field becoming unstuck.  
	
	Current Leadership orthodoxy
	Applying the Telos Leadership Lens

	Leadership definition
	According to Rost (1995), one of the problems in leadership theory and practice is the great number of different definitions. 

Leadership is typically defined as a noun: the hierarchical role or position of being a leader; leading and influencing followers.

	Leadership as a verb: The shared pursuit of delivering on purpose.



	Relationship vs 
Action 

	Focus on being (leader-centric); The relationship between leaders and followers (stakeholders; collaborators etc). 

Leadership as the prerogative of formal/ordained leaders. 


Leaders are important/special/limited numbers.


Leaders differentiated from and privileged over followers.


	Focus on doing (leadership-centric); Leaders emerging from the action of leadership.


Leadership as a shared activity and responsibility not to be abdicated from.

The importance of leaders is secondary to that of leadership. Leaders are not important - Leadership is.

Leadership and followership as simultaneous, interdependent and equal activities which can be performed simultaneously. 


	Role of Purpose
	Rarely defined. Mission statements often linked to the pursuit of external goods such as increasing power, influence, money and status as ends in themselves.


	Purpose becomes the focal point of leadership. Defined as the pursuit of a worthy idea and activity, the outcome of which goes beyond the individual and the individual organisation.

Focus on internal goods such as sustainable development, education, health, equality, preventing war, saving lives, world peace.


	Ethics

	Often emphasising virtue ethics with a focus of defining the individual’s virtue of mind and character as a positive trait that makes someone a good human being (or not).

	Utilitarian consequentialism emphasising the importance of consequences of any action, and on achieving the best possible outcome for the largest number of people/stakeholders.


	Role of education
	Focus on leader-centric training (skills) and development (traits and characteristics). 
Ordaining the chosen few. Elite activity. 



Moulding ‘leaders’ based on Great Man Theory and more recent incarnations of this theory. 



Focus on short-term profit and efficiencies.

	Focus on leadership-centric education acknowledging leadership as a shared responsibility not to be abdicated from. Not an elite activity restricted to business schools.

Focus on common/greater/internal good – on achieving what is good for society (the greatest number of people), planet, and sustainable profit.



Table 4. Applying the Telos Leadership Lens (informed by Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985; Rost, 1993; 1995; Barker, 1997, 2001; Yukl, 2012; Published work 2 and 6)

I fully acknowledge that the existing leadership related terminology may prove an added challenge in the further development of theory and practice. Whilst the word ‘leadership’ with its leader-centric connotations may very well keep reinforcing the current orthodoxy, the word ‘followership’ can be perceived as weak or even submissive. Although Rost (1995) suggests replacing the word ‘followers’ with ‘collaborators’ there is still a leader-centric focus on leadership as a relationship. Furthermore, synonyms suggested for the word ‘collaborators’ includes ‘traitors’, ‘turncoats’, spies’, agents’, and ‘grasses’ – words hardly more positive than ‘followers’ nor conducive of anyone wanting to undertake the activity.  Hence, further focus on words, language and terminology facilitating for the application of the Telos Leadership Lens could prove essential. Having said that, an increased focus on doing and purpose rather than being and relationships may quickly replace the current relational focus, and new words referring to such a relationship may therefore prove irrelevant in the future.   
The Telos Leadership Lens does not suggest a move towards anarchy or non-hierarchical structures as there will still be a requirement for formal leaders whose task is to perform leadership as defined by the Lens (the shared pursuit towards delivering on purpose). Consequently though, no-one is either or, nor is leadership the prerogative of a small number of ordained individuals, as the Telos Lens suggests we have a much larger pool of people who can contribute to leadership than what the current orthodoxy tends to suggest. 
To further emphasise the main implications of applying the Telos Leadership Lens to existing theory and practice, I provide Table 5 below comparing Rost’s (1995) understanding of leadership as first introduced in chapter 1, with that promoted by the Telos Leadership Lens.
	Rost’s essential leadership elements

	Leadership when applying the Telos Leadership Lens


	An influence relationship (being).

	The shared pursuit of delivering on purpose (doing).


	Done by leaders and collaborators.

	Done by everyone. Leadership is a shared activity and responsibility not to be abdicated from.



	Involves leaders and collaborators intending real changes in an organisation.

	Involves leadership and followership as simultaneous, interdependent and equal activities which can be performed simultaneously. 



	Requires that the intended changes reflect the mutual purposes of the leaders and collaborators.

	Requires a purpose, defined as the pursuit of a worthy idea and activity, the outcome of which goes beyond the individual and the individual organisation.




Table 5: Rost’s Leadership vs Leadership applying the Telos Leadership Lens (Adapted from Rost, 1995).


10.2 Recommended future research agenda
By providing a clear definition moving the leadership focus away from being to doing and linking this doing to a clear notion of purpose, I suggest the Telos Leadership Lens provides existing and new leadership theory and practice with an opportunity to further develop in a meaningful way. Having said that, this new theoretical lens goes beyond the challenge of leadership. It implies further interdisciplinary work is required in order to explore and re-establish how we socialise our children and our children’s children in support of them dealing with current and future environmental, societal and organisational challenges. Some fields that spring to mind in addition to leadership and ethics are sustainable development, education, language, psychology, equality and diversity, innovation and entrepreneurship, politics, finance, and accounting to mention a few. 
We may already be the lost generation - lost to the current leadership indoctrination stipulating leadership as a relationship between leaders and followers without a clear common good purpose. In support of future generations, I argue that the Telos Leadership Lens’ principles are included as an integral part in education at all levels and subject areas. The overarching focus in future research should be on purpose – what are we setting out to achieve (Further short-term profit maximisation? Survival of planet and humankind? Equality cradle to grave)? Only when we have further explored what can we move on to how – how do we deliver on what we are setting out to achieve? Although we are currently observing a growing environmentalist movement (for example Greta Thunberg and Extinction Rebellion at time of writing up this thesis) and political rhetoric has changed, it can be argued that action has not. As Greta Thunberg argues, we will only solve a crisis when we treat it like one.
I suggest that leadership can no longer be studied and practiced in isolation, nor can it only be researched and taught in business schools. If we agree that leadership is about doing rather than being, then (1) we should all be made aware of this responsibility from the earliest age, and (2) we need to develop/facilitate for the ability for us all to do together.
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Abstract

Reimagining organisational change leadership requires revisiting the seminal work of Kurt Lewin
and James M Burns. Being the 20th century’s most influential organisational change and leadership
scholars, both radically reimagined their respective fields. However, often misinterpreted, mis-
understood and even misrepresented, their true recommendations were largely ignored. In this
article, we discuss why this is so. Despite three decades of transformation and organisational
change leadership discourse, leadership is still in crisis. Working towards an alternative to the
current orthodoxy, we reimagine organisational change leadership as a utilitarian consequentialist
process.
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Introduction

This process [leadership] is essentially a shared experience, a voyage through time, with benefits
to be gained and hazards to be surmounted by the parties involved. A leader is not a sole
voyager, but a key figure whose actions or inactions can determine others” well-being and the
broader good...The leadership process is therefore especially fraught with ethical challenges.
(Hollander, 1995: 55)
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Organisational leadership and change go hand in hand, and one is nothing without the
other. While on the one side leadership research and practice has experienced an increased
scrutiny of ethics, change research and practice has arguably experienced the opposite with a
worrying decline in support for ethical approaches (Burnes, 2014; Burnes and By, 2012;
Dunphy et al., 2007; Gopalakrishnan et al., 2008; Jones et al., 2000; Stiglitz, 2010; Storey,
2010). When reimagining organisational change leadership as an ethical process, we adopt a
utilitarian consequentialist approach, which posits that the value of an action is dependent
not on its intent, but its consequences for the majority of stakeholders (Blackburn, 2008;
Kaler, 2000a; Pettit, 2003). Given that organisations and those who formally lead them tend
to be judged by their achievements rather than their intentions, an ethical consequentialist
approach is highly appropriate.

Over the last 20 years or so, there has been a substantial increase in both individual
consequentialism and illegal practices by formal leaders. Although it is not inevitable that
the two go together, in many instances this does seem to have been the case (Burnes and By,
2012). We argue that one of the major reasons for this is the concomitant rise and wide-
spread acceptance of a misinterpreted approach to transformational leadership, which has
allowed formal leaders an enormous degree of freedom to act as they see fit and to reward
themselves for the privilege (Burnes and By, 2012; Jenkins, 2016; Storey, 2010). We maintain
that this is neither desirable nor inevitable, but arises from the lack of transparency regard-
ing the role of leaders and the absence of effective internal and external scrutiny of their
actions. What is required for the betterment of not only individual organisations and their
stakeholders, but for society at large is an approach to change leadership that promotes
openness, allows employees at all levels including management and formal leadership to
challenge actions based on individual consequentialism and enables stakeholders to hold
their formal leaders accountable for their actions and inactions.

All leadership approaches are underpinned by a set of values (By and Macleod, 2009;
Burnes and Jackson, 2011). Some, such as Lewin’s Planned approach to change, built on his
Four Pillars of Field Theory, Group Dynamics, Action Research and the Three-Step Model
of Change, openly promote ethical behaviour. Others, such as the often referred to Emergent
approach to change, are much less transparent and have more ambiguous ethical founda-
tions (Burnes and By, 2012). The challenge with today’s progressive organisational change
leadership orthodoxy is that the past is largely forgotten or at best misrepresented in the race
towards unknown futures (Burnes and Cooke, 2012). Kotter (1996: 186) in Leading Change,
the most cited change leadership publication when gauged by Google Scholar (Hughes,
2015), concludes that *...I can say with some authority that people who are making an
effort to embrace the future are a happier lot than those who are clinging to the past’.
Furthermore, he declares his irritation with corporate history, acknowledging that cleaning
up historical artefacts creates an even longer change agenda, but that purging of unnecessary
interconnections ultimately makes transformations much easier (Kotter, 1996). We do not
share Kotter’s (1996) belief in ‘historical cleansing’ (see Hughes, 2016 for further discussion).
In reimagining organisational change leadership, we remember great social scientists and
those contributions we fear have been misunderstood or distorted with the passage of time.
We share Ciulla’s (2008) belief that leadership studies require a fusion of horizons in which
we interpret the past to understand the present in order to be applied to the future. In this
conceptual article, we begin to reimagine organisational change leadership as informed by
the work of Lewin (1947a, 1947b) and Burns (1978), rather than the writings of Bass (1985)
and Kotter (1995, 1996).
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First, we explore the challenge of organisational change leadership. Second, we look at
organisational change leadership as an ethical process. Third, we revisit the writings of
Lewin (1947a, 1947b) and Burns (1978) who together offer a vision of reimagined organisa-
tional change leadership. In Kotter (1996) terminology, we °...cling to the past...’, and our
unashamedly appreciative historiography is the antithesis of historical cleansing. In discus-
sion, we reflect upon why potential contributions of Lewin (1947a, 1947b) and Burns (1978)
have largely been misrepresented and why the prescriptions of Bass (1985) and Kotter (1995,
1996) became the orthodoxy that has endured for so long. Fourth, we reimagine what an
approach to organisational change leadership might have looked like if Lewin (1947a,
1947b) and Burns (1978) had collaborated on developing an organisational change leader-
ship model informing both theory and practice. In standing on the shoulders of these two
giants, we continue their work by offering a more utilitarian consequentialist approach to
organisational change leadership philosophy an approach which is more suitable to the
challenges faced by organisations and individuals in the 21st century, especially those con-
cerning organisational and environmental sustainability (Savitz and Weber, 2014). The neo-
liberal values which have driven organisations and shaped leadership behaviour in the 20th
century are no longer appropriate. In a world where organisational values need to promote
the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) People, Planet and Profit (Elkington, 1999; Savitz and
Weber, 2014) leaders are required to change radically what they do and how they do it.
Given that most organisations struggle just to achieve their economic objectives, the changes
required to meet the TBL challenge are formidable. If they are to be achieved, organisations
will have to go far beyond the relatively limited and tokenistic stance taken to initiatives such
as Corporate Social Responsibility and adopt a more utilitarian consequentialist approach
to running their organisations (Lund-Thomsen and Lindgreen, 2014). This will require fun-
damental changes to both internal and external relationships and practices, which pose
significant challenges for leaders and to prevalent models of leadership. In order to create
more utilitarian consequentialist organisations, leaders themselves will have to adopt a more
utilitarian consequentialist approach to leading, managing and changing their organisations
(Burnes and By, 2012; Burnes and Cooke, 2012; Burnes and Jackson, 2011). Therefore,
reimagining organisational change leadership is essential to how organisations will operate
in the future.

The challenge of organisational change leadership

Whilst Burns (1978: 2) suggested that ‘Leadership is one of the most observed and least
understood phenomena on earth’, Diaz-Saenz (2011) regards transformational leadership as
the single most studied and debated idea within leadership studies over the last three dec-
ades. However, transformational leadership has wrongfully been interpreted as the trans-
formation of subordinates (Haslam et al., 2011) rather than the organisational and societal
transformation as intended by Burns (1978).

In terms of transforming organisations through leadership, it is Kotter’s (1995, 1996)
writings which have been the most influential if gauged by Google Scholar citation counts
(Hughes, 2015). However, despite the frequency of citations, Kotter’s (1995, 1996) accounts
of leading have been widely criticised as portraying employees as resistors; ignoring ethics
and power; focusing too much on a linear sequence of steps; ignoring the benefits of incre-
mental change; downplaying history limiting learning; over-stressing leadership and com-
munications; under-stressing the influence of organisational culture; and displaying a limited
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understanding of success and failure (Hughes, 2015). Parry (2011), in his contribution to The
SAGE Handbook of Leadership, highlighted the lack of rigour within the change leadership
literature:

Leadership and organizational change are inextricably intertwined. However, ‘organizational
change’ has become an interest for organizational consultants more so than for empirical
researchers. There are many more books and articles on practitioner or conceptual scholarship
than on theoretical or empirical scholarship. Much of the practitioner work is case study-based,
and anecdotal and not rigorous in its conduct. (Parry, 2011: 57)

Parry (2011) acknowledged the prevalence of practitioner literature which masked the
lack of anticipated theoretical and empirical work. Ford and Ford (2012) in The Leadership
of Organization Change: A View from Recent Empirical Evidence, reviewed all organisation
change leadership academic peer-reviewed articles identifying 27 articles between 1990 and
2010, subsequently excluding certain articles resulting in a final tally of 14 articles. They
assessed the contributions made by these articles and concluded that:

We find, the available research equivocal and incomplete regarding both what constitutes effect-
ive leadership and the impact of change leaders” approaches, behaviors, and activities on change
outcomes of any type. (Ford and Ford, 2012: 22)

However, if we examine this issue through the lens of the average employee rather than the
formal leader who is all too often subtracted from the notion of an employee, a different
picture emerges. A number of studies over the years have pointed to the role of employee
involvement and choice as key factors in change initiatives (Burnes, 2014). The clearest evi-
dence for this comes from Oreg et al.’s (2011) article Change Recipients’ Reactions to
Organizational Change: A 60-Year Review of Quantitative Studies. Oreg et al.’s (2011) meta-
analysis did not specifically look at the leadership of change, but they did conclude that:

As a rule, change recipients who experienced high levels of participation tended to report higher
readiness and acceptance of change, appraised change as less stressful and exhibited overall
support for the change...Participation during the change process was also linked with the
experience of positive emotions, a greater understanding of the meaning of change, realizing
possible gains associated with the change and greater involvement in implementing behavioral
changes...In addition, participation contributed to change recipients’ sense of competence,
improved interpersonal trust, and increased attachment to the organization. (Oreg et al.,
2011: 491)

Oreg et al. (2011) found that employee participation was related to perceived procedural
justice and trust in those leading change. Taken together, their findings can be seen to link
successful change to the participative-democratic-ethical approach to change developed
by Lewin and promoted by Organization Development (OD) practitioners (Burnes and
Cooke, 2012).

Therefore, while Parry (2011), Ford and Ford (2012) and Hughes (2015) challenge the evi-
dential basis of many of the claims made for change leadership, others, notably Oreg et al.
(2011) and Burnes and Cook (2012) do argue that the Lewin/OD approach to change leadership
does have empirical and theoretical support. The real challenge lays in the notion that many
believe to be on the right track with the current organisational change leadership orthodoxy.
However, we believe the orthodoxy itself is flawed, and that an alternative is required.
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Organisational change leadership as an ethical process

In both private and organisational lives, we judge the appropriateness of our own actions
and those of others based on our ethical beliefs, i.e. what we judge to be good or bad
behaviour, what we see as right or wrong (Jones et al., 2000). As Wines (2008: 484) com-
mented: ‘At bedrock, those who profess ethics believe that human beings are autonomous
moral actors capable of making meaningful choices’.

Pettit (2003) and Wood-Harper et al. (1996) note that writers on ethics can be divided into
two philosophical groupings: consequentialists and non-consequentialist. Consequentialists
take a teleological perspective on ethics, maintaining that ethical values must be actively
promoted and judged on their outcomes rather than intent. Hence, the consequentialist
stance seems to be most closely in line with how organisations and their formal leaders
are judged, i.e. not by what they set out to achieve but by what they actually achieve. For
example, those world leaders who signed up to the Paris climate change deal in December
2015 will be judged not by the fact that they signed the deal but by whether or not it achieves
the positive outcomes it promises (Hamilton, 2016). Similarly, after the Deep Water Horizon
disaster (Goldenberg 2010), BP is not being judged by its intentions to reform its practices,
but by the outcomes of those intentions. In the same way, after the 2008 financial crisis
(Wearden et al., 2008), we judge the financial institutions not by their promises to behave
better in the future but by the results of those promises.

Thiroux and Krasemann (2007) note that ethical consequentialism is further divided
into three main subsets. First, altruistic consequentialism originates with the work of the
philosopher Auguste Comte, who was writing in the 19th century. He described altruism as
the impartial pursuit of the welfare of others (Blackburn, 2008; Comte, 1875). From this
perspective, leaders could be expected to sacrifice their own interests if not aligned to the
interests of the overall majority of stakeholders.

Second, individual (egoistic) consequentialism originates from philosophical writings of
Thomas Hobbes who, working in the 17th century, argued that human nature is based on
the egoistic pursuit of self-interest (Jones, 1980). For those who support this variety of
consequentialism, an action is ethical if it produces the best results for the individual who
takes that action. Thus, leaders are acting ethically if they pursue their own self-interest.

Third, utilitarian consequentialism, though developed by Bentham (Goldworth, 1983;
Mertens and Dhillon, 1999), Mill (2002) and Sidgwick (1981), it is Bentham’s definition of
utilitarianism that tends to hold sway: “... of the various possibilities open to us in any given
case, we ought to choose that which will produce the greatest happiness (i.e. pleasure) to the
greatest number’ (Jones, 1980: 368). In terms of leadership, this challenges the narrow self-
interest profit at any price philosophy of the neo-liberals who have dominated organ-
isational thinking for the last 30 years or so (Stiglitz, 2010). Instead, utilitarianism is much
more aligned with the thinking of the sustainability movement, which seeks to promote the
TBL philosophy of People, Planet and Profit (Savitz and Weber, 2014).

Applying the utilitarian consequentialism approach, leaders can still pursue their
own self-interest, but this must be aligned with those of the majority of the stakeholders,
including the needs of the wider society. This utilitarian ‘greatest good for the greatest
number’ perspective is most closely associated with the 18th and 19th century philosophers
and social reformers Jeremy Bentham (Goldworth 1983), John Stuart Mill (2002) and Henry
Sidgwick (1981).
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In contrast, non-consequentialists adopt a deontological perspective on ethics, maintain-
ing that while ethical values are important, ethical behaviour should be judged by intent,
ie. what those involved intended to happen and not by what actually happened
(Wood-Harper et al., 1996). This view is most closely associated with the philosophers
John Locke (1958) and Immanuel Kant (1873), writing in the 17th and 18th centuries,
respectively.

In considering organisational change leadership, we take a utilitarian consequentialist
perspective, looking to see if leadership behaviour achieves the greatest good for the majority
of stakeholders rather than the few (Kagan, 1992).

Remembering Lewin and Burns

Knowledge — what counts as ‘true’ — is the property of particular communities and thus that
knowledge is never neutral or divorced from ideology. (Grint, 2008: 109)

In this section, we remember the work of two eminent scholars who together could have
shaped our approach to organisational change leadership. However, possibly for the reasons
Grint (2008) intimates, their work never became the orthodoxy. Although the writings of
Lewin (1947a, 1947b) and Burns (1978) were decades apart and they drew upon very differ-
ent academic disciplines, in combination they offer a means to reimagine organisational
change leadership.

Remembering Lewin

Lewin (1890 1947) has been acknowledged as the intellectual father of the Planned approach
to change (Schein, 1988) and the founder of the OD movement, which is still, arguably, the
most influential approach to organisational change (Burnes, 2004, 2007; Burnes and Cooke,
2013). Lewin had a strong commitment to resolving social conflict. This originated with the
anti-Semitism he experienced as a Jew growing up in Germany in the early 20th century. In
1933, when Hitler came to power, Lewin moved to the USA. The racial, religious and
industrial strife he found there acted as further spur to his commitment to addressing
social conflict. Out of this came Lewin’s three major contributions to OD:

e His Four Pillars of Planned change comprising Field Theory, Group Dynamics, Action
Research and the Three-Step Model of Change (Burnes, 2004, 2007).

e Showing how psychological experiments designed to study group behaviour in the labora-
tory could be utilised in the real world (Dent, 2002; Highhouse, 2007).

e A set of radical values. As Mirvis (2006: 77) commented, ‘OD was birthed with utopian
aspirations. Democracy and freedom were central to Lewin’s work’. For Lewin, over-
coming social conflict, whether it be religious, political or industrial, went hand in hand
with the diffusion of democratic participation throughout society, including organisations
(Lewin, 1936, 1943, 1946; Marrow, 1969).

Burnes and By (2012) made a strong case for the Planned approach to change having a
greater emphasis on ethics than the Emergent approach. For Lewin, trying to achieve change
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through coercion or trickery was both unethical and ineffective. Instead, he argued for an
ethical approach to change that promotes honest dialogue and full participation. Lewin’s
approach to change was based on Gestalt psychology and promoted individual and collect-
ive learning as being essential to successful change (Lewin, 1942; Rock and Palmer, 1990).
Through learning about themselves and their situation, change participants at all organisa-
tional levels understand why they behave as they do and are enabled to judge what is and
what is not appropriate behaviour (Bigge, 1982). Thus, from Lewin’s Gestalt perspective,
change and learning are intertwined and form a cyclical sequence of iterations that allow
participants to understand and change their situation in such a way that it becomes
self-sustaining (i.e. safe from regression).

Lewin was initially concerned with identifying solutions to societal problems such as
racism, but acknowledged that his approach could be applied to organisational challenges
(Burnes, 2007). Then, as now, the vast majority of organisational challenges revolved around
the human side of the organisation, which is what his Planned approach to change was
designed to address (Burnes, 2004; Marrow, 1969; Schein, 1988). Lewin saw the collabora-
tive nature of Planned change, with its emphasis on everyone affected by the proposed
change being involved, as an effective way for organisations to identify the root cause of
a challenge and jointly attend to it.

Remembering Burns

Burns’ (1978) Leadership was exceptionally well received within the leadership studies com-
munity (see Bennis 1982, book review), and both critical and more mainstream leadership
scholars (Evans et al., 2013; Gill 2011) still frequently cite the book. In writing Leadership,
Burns (1978) was troubled by the actions of formal leaders, but equally the inaction of those
studying leadership, suggesting “the crisis of leadership today is the mediocrity or irrespon-
sibility of so many of the men and women in power, but leadership rarely rises to the full
need for it. The fundamental crisis underlying mediocrity is intellectual. If we know all too
much about our leaders, we know far too little about leadership” (Burns, 1978: 1). We would
argue that despite three decades of transformation and change leadership discourse, leader-
ship is still in crisis.

Burns championed an increased role for followers in leadership theory and practice.
He emphasised dissensus echoing the creative destruction of innovation theorists
(with Burns even citing Joseph Schumpeter). Burns (1978: 454) believed that ‘con-
flict unifies people just as it divides them’ and suggested that ‘it would probably be
better for most organisations, including corporations, unions, and university faculties,
for dissensus to be built into their structures” (Burns, 1978: 453). This view disrupts the
unitary beliefs of human resource departments and strategic planners characterising
today’s organisations. Burns’s (1978) emphasised leadership as a symbiotic relationship
between leaders and followers. In beginning to reimagine organisational change leadership
we see a bridge between Burns’ (1978) vision and Oreg et al’s (2011) findings that
employee participation is related to perceived procedural justice and trust in those leading
change.

In seeking to further explain the respective contributions of Lewin and Burns to organ-
isational change leadership, their contributions are compared and contrasted in Table 1.
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Introduction

Change management has been defined as ‘the process of continually renewing an
organization’s direction, structure, and capabilities to serve the ever-changing
needs of external and internal customers’ (Moran and Brightman, 2001: 111).
According to Burnes (2004) change is an ever-present feature of organisational
life, both at an operational and strategic level. Therefore, there should be no
doubt regarding the importance to any organisation of its ability to identify
where it needs to be in the future, and how to manage the changes required
getting there. Consequently, organisational change cannot be separated from
organisational strategy, or vice versa (Burnes, 2004; Rieley and Clarkson,
2001). Due to the importance of organisational change, its management is
becoming a highly required managerial skill (Senior, 2002). Graetz (2000: 550)
goes as far as suggesting ‘Against a backdrop of increasing globalisation,
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Table 1. Comparing and contrasting the contributions of Lewin (1947a, 1947b) and Burns (1978).

Compare and contrast

Lewin (1947a, 1947b)

Burns (1978)

Academic discipline
Focus/motivation

Essential pillars/

ingredients

Managerial focus
Values/ethics

Psychology

Helping the disadvantaged
and disenfranchised

|. Field theory

2. Group dynamics

3. Action research

4. Three-step model

Not interested

Strong

Political science

A belief in leadership transforming
societies and institutions

|. Symbiotic/collective relationship
between leaders and followers
2. Distingushing transformational
from transactional leadership

Not interested

‘Moral leadership emerges from and

always returns to the fundamental
wants and needs, aspirations, and
values of the followers!
(Burns, 1978: 4)

“Leadership is dissensual: that is,
without conflict (peacefully

Resistance understood in
terms of field theory

Understanding resistance
to organisational

change (later translated into managed) we would all be
force field analysis) and trapped in a false utopian
seen as arising from the dream” (Bennis, [982: 204).
organisational context and
the way change is managed.
Commendations Intellectual father of applied International Leadership

behavioural science Association — Lifetime
(Schein, 1988), and founder
of the Organization

Development movement (OD)).

achievement award winner
(International Leadership
Association, 2008)

Comparing Lewin and Burns

The following discussion is organised around the comparisons summarised in Table 1.
Lewin’s (1947) contribution to the Planned approach to change was informed by his psych-
ology background. While Burns (1978) is remembered for his contribution to leadership, his
background was in political science and he had a keen interest in American political history.
Both scholars were interested in change as a means of making a positive difference to
people’s lives and in the wider society, although in a broader sense than organisational
change. Lewin (1947) was an advocate for the disadvantaged and disenfranchised, and
Burns (1978) believed that leadership processes could transform societies and organisations
in the best interests of the majority, rather than the minority.

Although the writings of Lewin frequently feature as part of the curricula in Business and
Management schools, his main focus was on resolving social conflict and helping the dis-
advantaged in society rather than being primarily aimed at managers and management
students. In Leadership, Burns (1978) makes reference to management (17 references),
although he more frequently refers to administration (27 references). However, his
focus was not upon managers or leaders, but rather leadership at the organisational and
societal levels.
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Burns’ (1978) Leadership drew attention to the differences between transformational and
transactional leadership a distinction which also lays at the heart of Bass’ (1985) concep-
tualisation of leadership. However, Burns’” and Bass’ visions of transformational leadership
differ considerably. Burns (1978: 4) stresses that “moral leadership emerges from, and always
returns to the fundamental wants and needs, aspirations, and values of the followers’. For
Burns (1978), transformational leadership occurs when people engage with others so that
leaders and followers raise one another to higher levels of motivation and morality.
Therefore, morality was integral to Burns® depiction of transforming leadership and, like
Lewin, he saw democracy and participation as fundamental to the success of organisational
change. Many argue that this emphasis upon morality and participation is missing
from Bass® conception of transformational leadership (see Carey, 1992; Simola et al.,
2010). This has resulted in leading writers on leadership, such as Yukl (1999) and Storey
(2010) questioning the utility of transformational leadership as popularised by Bass.

Dent and Goldberg (1999: 25) note that the concept of ‘resistance to change’ arose from
Lewin’s work and that he ‘introduced the term as a systems concept, as a force affecting
managers and [other] employees equally’. Lewin’s view of resistance to change, which is
based on his concept of Field Theory and Gestalt psychology, stresses that context is crucial
in shaping individual actions (Burnes and Cooke, 2013). Lewin’s (1947a, 1947b) Field
Theory maintains that individual and group behaviour is shaped by a complex field of
forces that generates a ‘quasi-stationary equilibrium’. For Lewin, behavioural change only
occurs if the forces in a field change. As Burnes (2015: 100) maintains, Lewin’s view was that
‘The way to change the forces in the field to achieve a desired outcome is not to attempt to
impose change, but to encourage participative decision-making’. Burns’ (1978) belief in
leadership as dissensual and conflict unifying people is intriguing and ahead of the times
in which he was writing. Indeed, it is refreshing to see resistance to organisational change
engaged with creatively and positively even as a potential resource.

Misrepresenting Lewin and Burns

‘While the historiography of change management (Cooke, 1999) and leadership (Grint, 2008)
has been critically questioned, it offers a means to understand how the contributions of
Lewin (1947a, 1947b) and Burns (1978) have been misrepresented.

Cooke (1999) regarded the construction of change management as a political process
whereby the dominant ideologies of the day tend to ignore, undermine or reshape research
and practices that do not fit with their narratives. From the 1970s onwards, we have seen
how the rise of neo-liberalist and free market ideologies have provided a fertile ground on
which transformational leadership has grown. In reverse, from the 1940s, we saw how Cold
War America, with its fear of communism, proved inhospitable to Lewin’s more collabora-
tive-democratic approach to change, which tended to be subsumed by a more individualistic-
managerialistic approach (Burnes and Cooke, 2012). This is why, as Cooke (1999)
illustrated, many accounts of the work of Lewin (1974a, 1974b), Collier (1947, 1963) and
Schein (1988) have sought to depict their work in a way that reflects a managerialist para-
digm. However, such depictions diverged from the scholars’ original intentions.

For Cooke (1999), historiographical processes work through our knowing of the past,
being constructed through identifying some events as significant, and, by implication, others
as not, giving these events particular meaning. In terms of leadership, Grint (2008) criticised
the tendency of leadership researchers going ‘forward to the past’. Instead, Grint (2008)
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advocated going ‘back to the future’ in order to discover how those futures are constructed
by decision makers, and consider the persuasive mechanisms that decision makers use in
making situations more tractable to their own preferred forms of authority.

In reimagining organisational change leadership, our ambition is to avoid going ‘forward
to the past’ in terms of progressive accounts of organisational change which serve to main-
tain the status-quo orthodoxy in the name of changing. Instead, we chose to go ‘back to the
future” in order to remember Lewin’s (1947a, 1947b) and Burns’ (1978) contributions and
begin to understand how these contributions have been misrepresented in constructing a
particular form of organisational change leadership. In terms of the historiographical pro-
cesses Cooke (1999) highlighted, we are offering a different historical narrative underpinning
reimagined organisational change leadership.

Misrepresentation of Lewin

As Pettigrew (2000) notes, the debate between the Planned and Emergent approaches to
change has served to direct attention towards the importance of change, but it have also
raised misleading dichotomies, paradoxes and contradictions. Certainly, some of the attacks
on Lewin’s work in general and the Planned approach in particular have misrepresented his
work (Burnes, 2004). For example, Kanter et al.’s (1992: 10) portrayal of Lewin’s Three-Step
Model of Change as seeing ‘organisations as an ice cube’ is not only a misunderstanding of
that model but also a failure to realise that Lewin never advocated using any one of his Four
Pillars in isolation from the others (Burnes, 2015). The baseless ‘battle’ between the Planned
and Emergent approaches is also misleading in that much of it is based on the assumption
that there is a one right way to change, something Lewin never claimed (Burnes, 1996).
Neither did Lewin suggest that there ever is an end-point to the process of change. Hence, his
reference to quasi-stationary equilibria (Lewin, 1947a: 13): ““Change and constancy are rela-
tive concepts; group life is never without change, merely differences in the amount and type
of change exist.” In fact, the Emergent approach, being a collection of different change
theories presumably disagreeing with the Planned approach, is in itself abundant as the
flawed assumptions it is based upon have been invalidated (Burnes, 2004). There is simply
no need to further debate Planned versus Emergent approaches.

Many scholars and practitioners criticising Lewin’s work fall short when it comes to
providing evidence of an understanding of his theories. Indeed, in some cases, they fail to
provide any evidence of having even read Lewin’s work, referring to an oversimplified
understanding of only one of the Pillars, namely the Three-Step Model (Burnes, 2004). It
is of course easy to criticise what one does not understand, though, to be fair, Lewin’s
writing were not always as easy to understand as they might have been, as even his friends
acknowledged (Marrow, 1969). In his quest for scientific respectability, he attempted to
adopt physics with its mathematical rigour as the underpinning ‘paradigm science’ for his
Field Theory, making it over-complicated and somewhat impenetrable to both scholars and
practitioners (Burnes and Cooke, 2013). However, when stripping away Lewin’s maths from
his theories, and revealing the Gestalt underpinnings, a clear, useful and integrated approach
to change emerges.

As Burnes and Cooke (2012, 2013) have shown, Lewin’s work, and the OD field in
general, has experienced something of a renaissance and global growth over the last
10 years or so. Partly, this is because there is now a better understanding of the work, but
also because its values are seen as aligning better with the major challenges facing




image103.jpeg
Burnes et al. 151

organisations in the 21st century, especially the need to promote ethical and sustainable
behaviour.

Misrepresentation of Burns

Three decades later, what Burns (1978) was proposing still appears radical, but despite
commendations, what he was proposing has largely been ignored. Instead of symbiotic
relationships between leaders and followers, we have ‘strong’ and individualistic leaders
making ‘tough’ decisions apparently in the best interests of everyone. Instead of leadership
embracing dissensus, resistance is depicted as something that leaders have to overcome.
Instead of appreciating the power of discourse and the socially constructed nature of lead-
ership language, psychological accounts of leader traits, competencies and capabilities are
obsessed over (see Fairhurst, 2008 for further discussion). While followers were at the heart
of Burns’ (1978) approach to leadership, this never became the orthodoxy. Uhl-Bien et al.
(2014) in their review of followers and followership believed that they had been given short
shrift in leadership studies.

However, the greatest failing is in how the misinterpreted transformational leadership has
been attributed to Burns (1978). What he was seeking to achieve was transformation of
societies and institutions through moral leadership informed by followers, not primarily the
transformation of subordinates as depicted in transformational leadership (see Bass, 1985).
Downton (1973) originally coined the phrase transformational leadership in Rebel leader-
ship: Commitment and charisma in the revolutionary process. Unsurprisingly, Downton’s
(1973) contribution is rarely acknowledged within leadership and organisation studies ortho-
doxy. It was Burns’ (1978) differentiation between transformational and transactional lead-
ership which brought transformational leadership to the mainstream of leadership and
organisation studies. Burns (1978) in emphasising moral leadership emerging from and
always returning to the fundamental wants and needs, aspirations and values of followers
offered a handbrake on strong leadership agency. This handbrake might have limited lead-
ership excesses in financial institutions believed to have fuelled the 2008 global financial
recession (see Knights and McCabe, 2015; Tourish, 2013). Unfortunately, the version of
transformational leadership which became the leadership and organisation studies
orthodoxy was transformational leadership as envisaged by Bass (1985):

More quantity is no longer enough; quality must improve dramatically. Leaders may help in
bringing about a radical shift in attention. For instance, groups oriented toward traditional
beliefs will be shifted so that they come to value modern approaches. The contextual framework
may be changed by leaders. (Bass, 1985: 4)

This quotation is taken from one of Bass® (1985) earliest accounts of transformational
leadership in Leadership and performance beyond expectations. He referred to this book as an
‘initial statement’ and ‘preliminary scaffolding’. In dedicating it to Burns, he acknowledged
that he was indebted for his original ideas about transformational and transactional lead-
ership. It is important to acknowledge that in this early exposition, Bass (1985: 183) made a
strong case for moral leadership in stating that ‘the well-being of organizational life is better
served in the long run by moral leadership’. However, the managerialism of this version of
transformational leadership was evident within the earlier indented quotation and the title
of the book. More worryingly, Bass (1985: 74) wrote that ‘the coercive, bullying, stem
winding, browbeating, aggressive, combative leader can sometimes obtain remarkable
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transformations’ of subordinates (see Tourish and Pinnington, 2002 and Tourish, 2013 for
further critiques of transformational leadership). Critical commentators have questioned the
morality of the form of transformational leadership subsequently promoted (see Carey,
1992; Yukl, 1999 and Simola et al., 2010 for further discussion and Khanin, 2007 for
contrasts between Burns and Bass).

Organisational change leadership reimagined

While not primarily writing about organisational change leadership, Lewin and Burns posi-
tively imagined utilitarian futures which benefitted the majority, rather than the minority.
They believed that societies and organisations could be transformed into something better
than the status quo. However, a mythical leadership narrative potentially explains why
leadership orthodoxy has been so resistant to change, generating a mythological story of
leadership which has been told over and over again and everyone seems to believe
(Rost, 1993). Drawing on Edelman’s (1971) symbolic theory of rewards, Rost showed
how leadership research and scholarship was traditionally being presented (see Table 2).

Rost (1993) regarded the mythological leadership studies narrative (Table 2) as restricting
alternative conceptualisations of leadership and imprisoning leadership researchers in an
outdated and misleading paradigm (see also Gemmill and Oakley, 1992; Kelly, 2014). The
sad irony within the mythological leadership studies narrative which Rost (1993) highlighted
is that Lewin (1947a, 1947b) sought change for disadvantaged groups and Burns (1978) as a
political scientist wanted to see societies and institutions transformed, yet leadership theory
and practice itself appear unable to change. The present leadership mythology may even
prevent the utilitarian societal improvements and developments both Lewin and Burns were
seeking to achieve.

Imagining discursive, ambiguous and culturally informed organisational change leader-
ship is challenging. In terms of transforming organisations through leadership, Hughes
(2015) identified Kotter (1995, 1996) as the most cited scholar, and the concept of trans-
formational leadership has been described as the most debated idea in the field of leadership
studies over the past 30 years (Diaz-Saenz, 2011). There are reasons to be sceptical about
Kotter’s (1996) eight leadership steps towards successful transformation (Hughes, 2015), and
within the current leadership orthodoxy, transformational leadership is primarily concerned
with the transformation of subordinates, not as often literally interpreted organisational
transformation through leadership (Haslam et al., 2011). Moreover, the rewards from
this approach are heavily geared towards formal leaders often at the (high) cost of

Table 2. The mythological leadership studies narrative (based on Rost, 1993).

|. The organised study of leadership has been effective.

2. Our understanding of leadership has been enhanced by leadership
researchers, which is what such scholars are supposed to do.

3. As such, both researchers and practitioners can take comfort from our
increasingly erudite appreciation of leadership.

4. As a consequence, this better understanding of leadership will help make
organisations more productive and, in the end, the United States and the world
a better place to work and live.
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other stakeholders. Indeed, others, as the 2008 financial crisis demonstrated, are often dis-
proportionately disadvantaged. From a consequentialist perspective, one of the main criti-
cisms of the transformational approach is that it encourages individual rather than
utilitarian consequentialism. Whatever the merits of this approach in the past, in a world
in which sustainability is required for survival, the pursuit of individual consequentialism
will be disastrous for all of us, including our leaders. If, as Grint (2000) suggests, leadership
is primarily rooted in and a product of the imagination, then the future survival of the planet
requires us to reimagine leadership not as the selfish pursuit of individual or group gain, but
the collective commitment to building sustainable organisations and societies (see Table 3).

The first column in Table 3 is an intentionally caricatured depiction of how we might
currently imagine organisational change leadership. The contrast with the caricature helps to
reimagine organisational change leadership in the second column which is informed by the
readings of Lewin (1947a, 1947b) and Burns (1978) featured here. We offer no references in
support of either column, instead favouring the creative playfulness of imagining (Wright
Mills, 1959).

Organisational change leadership reimagined is concerned with broader interests of ethics
and what is in the interest of the wider society and organisations within it, rather than
narrow sectional and individual interests of leaders. Organisational change leadership reim-
agined emphasises the collective and collaborative and no longer exclusively masculine
agency of leaders working with followers and collaborators, rather than the agency of
‘strong’ and individualistic leaders. Distributed leadership agency offers greater ethical safe-
guards than the current platitudes and rhetorical mission and value statements organisations
so proudly promote. Organisational change leadership reimagined regards the views and
opinions of all organisational members as informative and dissensus as creative, rather than
depicting such people as resistors who have to be overcome. Organisational change leader-
ship reimagined draws upon multiple academic disciplines and their interrelationships,

Table 3. Organisational change leadership reimagined.

Current organisational change
leadership

Reimagined organisational change
leadership

Stakeholders
Agency
Ethics

Role of dissensus

Academic disciplines
Differentiations

Role of research

Narrow interests groups, powerful
guiding coalitions

Strong, individualistic and masculine

Rhetorical platitudes geared towards
individual consequentialism

Resistance to organisational change
as something which has to be
overcome

Management and Organisation studies

Leadership differentiated from
management and privileged
over management

Meaningful research findings illusive and
conducting research problematic

Broad interests of society and
institutions

Collaborative/collective, non-gendered

Moral leadership through leader/
follower engagement geared
towards utilitarian consequentialism

Responses of subordinates informative,
dissensus is creative

Interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary
Leadership and management as

interdependent

Action research
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rather than privileging the contribution of leadership, management and organisation studies.
Organisational change leadership reimagined regards leadership and management as inter-
dependent and is suspicious of the current fashionable privileging of leadership as superior
to management. Organisational change leadership reimagined through engaging with all
organisational members opens up opportunities for action research so that participants in
change can be part of processes of researching and changing, bringing to an end the search
for empirical findings to support the spurious dominant orthodoxy.

Conclusions

In this article, we have set out to identify a utilitarian consequentialist organisational change
leadership orthodoxy as an alternative to the status quo. We related this to the work of
Lewin (1947a, 1947b) and Burns (1978) who dared to dream of an approach to organisa-
tional change leadership that in Bentham’s words (Jones, 1980: 368) is all about enabling ‘the
greatest good for the greatest number’. Through their polemical writings, and in Lewin’s
case his actual practice (Burnes, 2004), both Lewin and Burns encouraged others to share
their dream which in essence is what organisational change leadership is all about. In
creatively reimagining organisational change leadership, we have shared their philosophies
and celebrated their contributions. However, organisational writing about leadership
‘... maintains a specific set of practices and discourses in place the basic power relations
network on which ‘leadership’ has been constituted and re-constituted’ (Calas and Smircich,
1991: 569). In reimagining organisational change leadership, it is ironic how resistant to
change the status quo has been. Once again, Calas and Smircich, (1991: 568) were ahead
of us when suggesting that for leadership ... the more things change, the more they remain
the same.”
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deregulation, the rapid pace of technological innovation, a growing
knowledge workforce, and shifting social and demographic trends, few would
dispute that the primary task for management today is the leadership of
organisational change.”

Since the need for change often is unpredictable, it tends to be reactive,
discontinuous, ad hoc and often triggered by a situation of organisational crisis
(Burnes, 2004; De Wit and Meyer, 2005; Luecke, 2003; Nelson, 2003). Although
the successful management of change is accepted as a necessity in order to survive
and succeed in today’s highly competitive and continuously evolving environment
(Luecke, 2003; Okumus and Hemmington, 1998), Balogun and Hope Hailey
(2004) report a failure rate of around 70 per cent of all change programmes
initiated. It may be suggested that this poor success rate indicates a fundamental
lack of a valid framework of how to implement and manage organisational
change as what is currently available to academics and practitioners is a wide
range of contradictory and confusing theories and approaches (Burnes, 2004).
Guimaraes and Armstrong (1998) argue that mostly personal and superficial
analyses have been published in the area of change management, and according
to Doyle (2002) there is even evidence to suggest that with only a few exceptions
existing practice and theory are mostly supported by unchallenged assumptions
about the nature of contemporary organisational change management.
Edmonstone (1995: 16) supports this observation when stating ‘many of the
change processes over the last 25 years have been subject to fundamental flaws,
preventing the successful management of change’.

Even though it is difficult to identify any consensus regarding a framework for
organisational change management, there seems to be an agreement on two
important issues. Firstly, it is agreed that the pace of change has never been
greater then in the current business environment (Balogun and Hope Hailey,
2004; Burnes, 2004; Carnall, 2003; Kotter, 1996; Luecke, 2003; Moran and
Brightman, 2001; Okumus and Hemmington, 1998; Paton and McCalman,
2000; Senior, 2002). Secondly, there is a consensus that change, being triggered
by internal or external factors, comes in all shapes, forms and sizes (Balogun
and Hope Hailey, 2004; Burnes, 2004; Carnall, 2003; Kotter, 1996; Luecke,
2003), and, therefore, affects all organisations in all industries.

While there is an ever-growing generic literature emphasising the importance
of change and suggesting ways to approach it, very little empirical evidence has
been provided in support of the different theories and approaches suggested
(Guimaraes and Armstrong, 1998). The purpose of this article is, therefore, to
provide a critical review of theories and approaches currently available in a bid
to encourage further research into the nature of organisational change with the
aim of constructing a new and pragmatic framework for the management of it.
In order to do so the article has adopted Senior’s (2002) three categories of
change as a structure with which to link other main theories and approaches.
These three categories have been identified as change characterised by the rate
of occurrence, by how it comes about, and by scale. Although total quality
management (TQM), business process re-engineering (BPR) and other change
initiatives embrace several of these characteristics (Balogun and Hope Hailey,
2004; Pettinger, 2004) this article will concentrate on the main characteristics
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Wright Mills C (1959) The Sociological Imagination. New York: Oxford University Press.
Yukl G (1999) An evaluation of conceptual weaknesses in transformational and charismatic leadership
theories. The Leadership Quarterly 10: 285-305.
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of change and not on individual change initiatives. Finally, the article identifies
some areas for further research.

Change Characterised by the Rate of Occurrence

The early approaches and theories to organisational change management
suggested that organisations could not be effective or improve performance if
they were constantly changing (Rieley and Clarkson, 2001). It was argued that
people need routines to be effective and able to improve performance (Luecke,
2003). However, it is now argued that it is of vital importance to organisations
that people are able to undergo continuous change (Burnes, 2004; Rieley and
Clarkson, 2001). While Luecke (2003) suggests that a state of continuous
change can become a routine in its own right, Leifer (1989) perceives change as
a normal and natural response to internal and environmental conditions.

Table 1 identifies the main types of change categorised by the rate of occurrence
to be discontinuous and incremental change. However, different authors employ
different terminology when describing the same approach. While Burnes (2004)
differentiates between incremental and continuous change, other authors do not.
Furthermore, to make it even more confusing, Grundy (1993) and Senior (2002)
distinguish between smooth and bumpy incremental change.

Grundy (1993: 26) defines discontinuous change as ‘change which is marked by
rapid shifts in either strategy, structure or culture, or in all three’. This sort of rapid
change can be triggered by major internal problems or by considerable external
shock (Senior, 2002). According to Luecke (2003) discontinuous change is
onetime events that take place through large, widely separated initiatives, which
are followed up by long periods of consolidation and stillness and describes it
as ‘single, abrupt shift from the past’ (Luecke, 2003: 102).

Advocates of discontinues change argue this approach to be cost-effective as it
does not promote a never-ending process of costly change initiatives, and that it
creates less turmoil caused by continuous change (Guimaraes and Armstrong,
1998). Nelson (2003: 18) states that ‘Change cannot be relied upon to occur at
a steady state, rather there are periods of incremental change sandwiched
between more violent periods of change which have contributed to the illusion
of stability once assumed to be the case.’

Table 1. Change characterised by the rate of occurrence 1

Balogun and

Hope Hailey Burnes Grundy Luecke Senior
Type of change (2004) (2004) (1993) (2003) (2002)
Discontinuous v e v
Incremental '
Smooth incremental 4 v
Bumpy incremental v v
Continuous v v
Continuous incremental v

Punctuated equilibrium v v
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Although the discontinuous approach to change is still employed in recent
change initiatives (Duncan ef al., 2001) there seems to be a consensus among
contemporary authors that the benefits from discontinuous change do not last
(Bond, 1999; Grundy, 1993; Holloway, 2002; Love ef al., 1998; Taylor and
Hirst, 2001). According to Luecke (2003) this approach allows defensive beha-
viour, complacency, inward focus, and routines, which again creates situations
where major reform is frequently required.

What is suggested as a better approach to change is a situation where organi-
sations and their people continually monitor, sense and respond to the external
and internal environment in small steps as an ongoing process (Luecke, 2003).
Therefore, in sharp contrast to discontinuous change, Burnes (2004) identifies
continuous change as the ability to change continuously in a fundamental
manner to keep up with the fast-moving pace of change.

Burnes (2004) refers to incremental change as when individual parts of an
organisation deal increasingly and separately with one problem and one objective
at a time. Advocates of this view argue that change is best implemented through
successive, limited, and negotiated shifts (Burnes, 2004). Grundy (1993) suggests
dividing incremental change into smooth and bumpy incremental change. By
smooth incremental change Grundy (1993) identifies change that evolves slowly
in a systematic and predictable way at a constant rate. This type of change is
suggested to be exceptional and rare in the current environment and in the
future (Senior, 2002). Bumpy incremental change, however, is characterised by
periods of relative peacefulness punctuated by acceleration in the pace of
change (Grundy, 1993; Holloway, 2002). Burnes’ (2004) and Balogun and
Hope Hailey’s (2004) term for this type of change is punctuated equilibrium.

The difference between Burnes’ (2004) understanding of continuous and
incremental change is that the former describes departmental, operational,
ongoing changes, while the latter is concerned with organisation-wide strategies
and the ability to constantly adapt these to the demands of both the external and
internal environment. In an attempt to simplify the categories, Luecke (2003)
suggests combining continuous and incremental change. However, it can be
suggested that this combination makes it difficult to differentiate between depart-
mental and organisation-wide approaches to change management. Therefore, for
the purpose of this article Table 2 suggests a combination of the above-mentioned
change characteristics.

Table 2. Change characterised by the
rate of occurrence 2

Type of change

Discontinuous change
Incremental change
Bumpy incremental change
Continuous change

Bumpy continuous change
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Smooth incremental change has been deleted from the list as it is seen as an
outdated approach to change (Grundy, 1993). Furthermore, Burnes’ (2004) and
Balogun and Hope Hailey’s (2004) punctuated equilibrium model has been
merged with Grundy’s (1993) bumpy incremental change model as they both
are describing the same approach. Furthermore, Table 2 distinguishes between
incremental change and continuous change to enable the differentiation between
operational, on-going changes, and strategies implemented throughout the
whole organisation to enable it to constantly adapt to the demands of both the
external and internal environment. Bumpy continuous change is suggested as an
additional category with the assumption that just as there will be periods of
relative serenity punctuated by acceleration in the pace of change when it
comes to operational changes (Grundy, 1993; Senior, 2002), the same can
arguably be the case for organisation-wide strategies.

Change Characterised By How It Comes About

When characterised by how change comes about, there are several different
approaches, as identified in Table 3. However, the literature is dominated by
planned and emergent change (Bamford and Forrester, 2003). Even though
there is not one widely accepted, clear and practical approach to organisational
change management that explains what changes organisations need to make and
how to implement them (Burnes, 2004) the planned approach to organisational
change attempts to explain the process that bring about change (Burnes, 1996;
Eldrod II and Tippett, 2002). Furthermore, the planned approach emphasises the
importance of understanding the different states which an organisation will have
to go through in order to move from an unsatisfactory state to an identified
desired state (Eldrod II and Tippett, 2002).

The planned approach to change was initiated in 1946 by Lewin (Bamford and
Forrester, 2003), who was a theorist, researcher and practitioner in interpersonal,
group, intergroup, and community relationships (Eldrod II and Tippett, 2002).
Lewin (1946 in Burnes, 2004) proposed that before change and new behaviour
can be adopted successfully, the previous behaviour has to be discarded.
According to Lewin (1952 in Eldrod II and Tippett, 2002) a successful change
project must, therefore, involve the three steps of unfreezing the present level,
moving to the new level and refreezing this new level. This model of change
recognises the need to discard old behaviour, structures, processes and culture
before successfully adopting new approaches (Bamford and Forrester, 2003).

Table 3. Change characterised by how it comes about

Dunphy and
Type of change Burnes (1996) Stace (1993) Senior (2002)
Planned v v
Emergent ' v
Contingency v

Choice v





image6.jpeg
374 R T By

Even though this three-step model was adopted as a general framework for
understanding the process of organisational change, it is rather broad (Eldrod II
and Tippett, 2002). Several authors have, therefore, developed Lewin’s work in
an attempt to make it more practical (Bamford and Forrester, 2003). By reviewing
more than 30 models of planned change, Bullock and Batten (1985) developed a
four-phase model of planned change that splits the process into exploration,
planning, action and integration. According to Burnes (2004) this is a highly
applicable model for most change situations. The model looks at the processes of
change, which describe the methods employed to move an organisation from one
state to another, and the phases of change, which describe the stages an
organisation must go through to achieve successful change implementation
(Bullock and Batten, 1985).

Although the planned approach to change is long established and held to be
highly effective (Bamford and Forrester, 2003; Burnes, 2004), it has come
under increasing criticism since the early 1980s (Kanter et al., 1992; Burnes,
1996). Firstly, it is suggested that the approach’s emphasis is on small-scale and
incremental change, and it is, therefore, not applicable to situations that require
rapid and transformational change (Burnes, 1996, 2004; Senior, 2002).

Secondly, the planned approach is based on the assumptions that organisations
operate under constant conditions, and that they can move in a pre-planned
manner from one stable state to another (Bamford and Forrester, 2003). These
assumptions are, however, questioned by several authors (Burnes, 1996, 2004;
Wilson, 1992) who argue that the current fast-changing environment increas-
ingly weakens this theory. Moreover, it is suggested that organisational
change is more an open-ended and continuous process than a set of pre-identified
set of discrete and self-contained events (Burnes, 1996, 2004). By attempting to
lay down timetables, objectives and methods in advance it is suggested that the
process of change becomes too dependent on senior managers, who in many
instances do not have a full understanding of the consequences of their
actions (Wilson, 1992).

Thirdly, the approach of planned change ignores situations where more directive
approaches are required. This can be a situation of crisis, which requires major and
rapid change, and does not allow scope for widespread consultation or involve-
ment (Burnes, 1996, 2004; Kanter ef al., 1992). Finally, the critics argue that
the planned approach to change presumes that all stakeholders in a change
project are willing and interested in implementing it, and that a common agree-
ment can be reached (Bamford and Forrester, 2003). This presumption clearly
ignores organisational politics and conflict, and assumes these can be easily ident-
ified and resolved (Burnes, 1996, 2004).

In response to this criticism of the planned approach to organisational change,
the emergent approach has gained ground. Rather than seeing change to be top-
down driven, the emergent approach tends to see change driven from the
bottom up (Bamford and Forrester, 2003; Burnes, 1996, 2004). The approach
suggests change to be so rapid that it is impossible for senior managers effectively
to identify, plan and implement the necessary organisational responses (Kanter
et al., 1992). Therefore, the responsibility for organisational change has to
become increasingly devolved (Wilson, 1992).
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The emergent approach to change emphasises that change should not be
perceived as a series of linear events within a given period of time, but as a
continuous, open-ended process of adaptation to changing circumstances and
conditions (Burnes, 1996, 2004; Dawson, 1994). The emergent approach stresses
the unpredictable nature of change, and views it as a process that develops through
the relationship of a multitude of variables within an organisation. Apart from only
being a method of changing organisational practices and structures, change is also
perceived as a process of learning (Altman and Iles, 1998; Davidson and
De Marco, 1999; Dunphy and Stace, 1993).

According to the advocates of the emergent approach to change it is the
uncertainty of both the external and internal environment that makes this
approach more pertinent than the planned approach (Bamford and Forrester,
2003). To cope with the complexity and uncertainty of the environment it is
suggested that organisations need to become open learning systems where
strategy development and change emerges from the way a company as a
whole acquires, interprets and processes information about the environment
(Dunphy and Stace, 1993). The approach stresses a promotion of ‘extensive
and in-depth understanding of strategy, structure, systems, people, style and
culture, and how these can function either as sources of inertia that can block
change, or alternatively, as levers to encourage an effective change process’
(Burnes, 1996: 14). Furthermore, Burnes (1996: 13) argues, ‘successful
change is less dependent on detailed plans and projections than on reaching
an understanding of the complexity of the issues concerned and identifying
the range of available options. It can, therefore, be suggested that the emergent
approach to change is more concerned with change readiness and facilitating
for change than to provide specific pre-planned steps for each change project
and initiative.

Although Pettigrew and Whipp (1993) argue there are no universal rules when it
comes to leading and managing change, several advocates of the emergent
approach have suggested sequences of actions that organisations should comply
with. However, many of these suggestions tend to be rather abstract in nature
and difficult to apply (Burnes, 2004). There are some authors who offer more
practical guidance to organisations and managers. Three of these authors are
Kanter (1983, 1989), Kanter ez al. (1992), Kotter (1996) and Luecke (2003).
Table 4 combines Kanter’s (Kanter ef al., 1992) Ten Commandments for Execut-
ing Change, Kotter’s (1996) Eight-Stage Process for Successful Organisational
Transformation, and Luecke’s (2003) suggested Seven Steps in order to identify
similarities and differences between these models.

As the emergent approach to change is relatively new compared to the
planned approach, it is argued that it still lacks coherence and a diversity of
techniques (Bamford and Forrester, 2003; Wilson, 1992). Another criticism
of the emergent approach is that it consists of a rather disparate group of
models and approaches that tend to be more united in their scepticism to
the planned approach to change than to an agreed alternative (Bamford and
Forrester, 2003; Dawson, 1994). However, according to Burnes (1996) the
general applicability and validity of the emergent approach to organisational
change depends on whether or not one believes that all organisations operate
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Table 4. A comparison of three models of emergent change

Kanter et al.’s Ten
Commandments for
Executing Change (1992)

Kotter’'s Eight-Stage Process
for Successful Organisational
Transformation (1996)

Luecke’s Seven Steps (2003)

1) Analyse the organisation and
its need for change

1) Mobilise energy and
commitment through joint

identification of business
problems and their
solutions

2) Develop a shared vision of
how to organise and
manage for
competitiveness

2) Create a vision and a common
direction

3) Developing a vision and
strategy

3) Separate from the past

4) Create a sense of urgency 1) Establishing a sense of
urgency

5) Support a strong leader role

6) Line up political sponsorship

3) Identify the leadership
2) Creating a guiding
coalition
7) Craft an implementation plan
8) Develop enabling structures 5) Empowering broad-based
action
4) Communicating the
change vision
8) Anchoring new approaches
in the culture

9) Communicate, involve people
and be honest

10) Reinforce and institutionalise
change

6) Institutionalise success
through formal policies,
systems, and structures

6) Generating short-term wins

7) Consolidating gains and
producing more change

4) Focus on results, not on
activities

5) Start change at the
periphery, then let it spread
to other units without
pushing it from the top

7) Monitor and adjust
strategies in response to
problems in the change
process

in dynamic and unpredictable environments to which they constantly have to
adapt. If so, Burnes (1996: 14) argues ‘the emergent model is suitable for all
organizations, all situations and at all times’.

Dunphy and Stace (1993) do not agree with this view and argue ‘managers and
consultants need a model of change that is essentially a “situational” or “contin-
gency model”, one that indicates how to vary change strategies to achieve
“optimum fit” with the changing environment’ (Dunphy and Stace, 1993: 905).
They advocate an approach that reflects not only that organisations are operating
in ever-changing environments, but also that there is a range of approaches to
change. Furthermore, it is argued that the planned and emergent approaches to
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change should not be seen as the entire spectrum of change events. An approach of
contingency to change that supports a ‘one best way for each’ organisation
approach rather than a ‘one best way for all’ approach is therefore suggested.
The contingency approach to change is founded on the theory that the structure
and the performance of an organisation are dependent on the situational variables
that it faces (Dunphy and Stace, 1993). No two organisations are alike, and will not
necessarily face the same variables. Therefore, their operations and structures
may be different (Dunphy and Stace, 1993). However, contingency theory in
general has been criticised for the difficulty of relating structure to performance
and that the theory assumes that organisations and managers do not have any
significant influence and choice over situational variables and structure
(Burnes, 1996).

Burnes (1996: 16) suggests that an organisation does not necessarily have to
adapt to the external environment, and advocates an approach of choice by
suggesting ‘there is certainly evidence that organizations wishing to maintain or
promote a particular managerial style can choose to influence situational variables
to achieve this. The point is that rather than having little choice, rather than
being forced to change their internal practices to fit in with external variables,
organizations can exercise some choice over these issues.”

Change Characterised by Scale

When it comes to change characterised by scale there is less confusion as there
seems to be some wider agreement. According to Dunphy and Stace (1993),
change identified by scale can be divided into four different characteristics:
fine-tuning, incremental adjustment, modular transformation, and corporate
transformation. Fine-tuning, also known as convergent change (Nelson, 2003),
describes organisational change as an ongoing process to match the organis-
ation’s strategy, processes, people and structure (Senior, 2002). It is usually
manifested at a departmental or divisional level of the organisation. The
purpose of fine-tuning is, according to Dunphy and Stace (1993), to develop
personnel suited to the present strategy, linking mechanisms and create
specialist units to increase volume and attention to cost and quality, and
refine policies, methods and procedures. Furthermore, the fine-tuning should
foster both individual and group commitment to the excellence of departments
and the organisation’s mission, clarify established roles, and promote confidence
in accepted beliefs, norms, and myths (Dunphy and Stace, 1993). According to
Senior (2002) incremental adjustment involves distinct modifications to
management processes and organisational strategies, but does not include
radical change.

Modular transformation is change identified by major shifts of one or several
departments or divisions. In contrast to incremental adjustment this change can be
radical. However, it focuses on a part of an organisation rather than on the organ-
isation as a whole (Senior, 2002). If the change is corporate-wide and character-
ised by radical alterations in the business strategy it is described as corporate
transformation (Dunphy and Stace, 1993). According to Dunphy and Stace
(1993) examples of this type of change can be reorganisation, revision of
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interaction patterns, reformed organisational mission and core values, and altered
power and status.

Recommendations for Further Research

Drawing on the reported poor success rate of change programmes in general, the
lack of empirical research on change management within organisations, and
an arguably fundamental lack of a valid framework for organisational change
management, it is recommended that further research into the nature of change
management is conducted. The first step in this process should be to carry out
exploratory studies in order to increase the knowledge of organisational change
management. Such studies should enable an identification of critical success
factors for the management of change. Furthermore, in order to construct a
valid framework for change management it is arguably necessary to enable
measurement of the success rate of change initiatives. Methods of measurements
should, therefore, be designed.

Conclusion

It is evident from this article that change is an ever-present element that affects all
organisations. There is a clear consensus that the pace of change has never been
greater than in the current continuously evolving business environment.
Therefore, the successful management of change is a highly required skill.
However, the management of organisational change currently tends to be reactive,
discontinuous and ad hoc with a reported failure rate of around 70 per cent of all
change programmes initiated (Balogun and Hope Hailey, 2004). This may indicate
a basic lack of a valid framework of how to successfully implement and manage
organisational change since what is currently available is a wide range of contra-
dictory and confusing theories and approaches, which are mostly lacking empiri-
cal evidence and often based on unchallenged hypotheses regarding the nature of
contemporary organisational change management.

By providing a critical review of current change management theories and
approaches, applying Senior’s (2002) three categories of change as the focal
structure, this article has made an attempt to highlight the need for a new and
pragmatic framework for change management. In order to construct such a frame-
work it is recommended that further exploratory studies of the nature of change and
how it is being managed should be conducted. Such studies would arguably identify
critical success factors for the management of change. The article also suggests that
methods of measuring the success of organisational change management should be
designed in order to evaluate the value of any new frameworks suggested.
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Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this research is to test the moderating role of dispositional resistance in
achieving sustainable organisational change.

Design/methodology/approach — Four studies were conducted in the period 2005-2007. Each
study included the participation of individuals experiencing ongoing organisational changes at the
time, and was repeated with an independent sample in order to strengthen the meaning of the findings.
Findings — The studies confirmed the assumed positive relationship between benefit of change and
commitment to change. Furthermore, two studies confirmed the assumed negative relationship
between extent of change and commitment to change, while the other two studies, in contrast to the
hypothesis presented, found a positive relationship. Despite the assumptions, with the exception of one
study it was not possible to show moderating effects of resistance to change.

Research limitations/implications — The study casts doubt about resistance to change defined as
a disposition and its stability across different contexts. In explaining these results, the authors draw on
Lewin’s work on resistance to change.

Originality/value — The paper argues that the importance of dispositional resistance is that it
predisposes individuals to view change in a particular way, either negatively or positively. However,
the level of resistance towards a specific change event will be influenced by other factors, noticeably
the organizational context and the way the change is managed. Consequently, the importance of
dispositional resistance lies in its ability to influence an organization’s readiness for change and to
identify the level of resistance it might expect to meet, and thus the approach to change it needs to
adopt.

Keywords Dispositional resistance to change, Benefit of change, Extent of change,
Commitment to change, Organizational change, Change management, Organizations
Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction

Sustainable organisational change is crucial to the development, growth, success and
survival of any organisation operating within an ever changing environment (Buchanan
et al., 2005; By, 2005; Farjoun, 2010). Nevertheless, there seems to be a clear consensus
among researchers and practitioners alike that a majority of organisational change
initiatives fail (Beer and Nohria, 2000; Burnes, 2009; By ef al, 2008; Diefenbach, 2007).
The constant reference made to the somewhat dubious figure of a 70 per cent failure rate
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is arguably less important than the apparent consensus that {too) much organisational
change does in fact fail. There is of course no one right way to manage change as the
success of any approach is to a great extent context dependent. What may work in one
situation will most likely fail in another and vice versa. That the discussion is moving
away from a focus on structure, process and tick-the-box approaches and towards a
focus on motivation, ethics, values, identity and culture is of great relief as we are
acknowledging that the recipe to change success — although never guaranteed — is more
about individual and group psychology than strategy and leadership in isolation.
Employees’ resistance to change is often cited as the reason why change fails (Ford and
Ford, 2010; Kotter and Schlesinger, 2008; Reisner, 2002), though a wide range of other
factors have also been cited, including poor leadership, functional boundaries,
mappropriate culture and political behaviour by managers {(Burmes, 2003; Hoag ef al,
2002; Huczynski and Buchanan, 2001; Kotter, 1996). Oreg (2003) has postulated that an
individual's dispositional resistance can act as a predictor of whether they are likely to
accept or resist change. He designed the resistance to change (RTC) scale “to tap an
individual's tendency to resist or avoid making changes, to devalue change generally,
and to find change aversive across diverse contexts and types of change” (Oreg, 2003,
p. 680). He also observes that his RTC scale only measures “the dispositional component
of resistance” and that other factors also play a part (Oreg, 2003, p. 691). Though he has
established the reliability and validity of the RTC scale (Oreg, 2003; Oreg ef al, 2008),
there has to date been no empirical investigation into the moderating effects of an
individual’s dispositional resistance on the other factors which might hinder or promote
an individual’s response to specific change initiatives.

The purpose of this article is to examine the moderating role of dispositional resistance
in the context of organisational change. In line with the hyper-responsivity mechanism
(Spector ef al, 2000), which has originally been developed to explain moderating effects of
negative affectivity (NA), it is likely that individuals with high levels of resistance to
change (like those with high levels of NA) are hyper-responsive to events happening in
their environment. In particular they are more responsive to perceive possible negative
consequences of organisational changes than employees’ with lower levels of RTC.
Moreover, based on the assumptions of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Gouldner,
1960; Cropanzano ef al., 2002), the focus here is on the positive relation between perceived
benefit of, and commitment to change, and the negative relationship between perceived
extent of, and commitment to change. The article explores to what extent resistance to
change moderates these relationships. It is first assumed that for individuals with low
levels of resistance to change the positive relationship between perceived benefit of, and
commitment to change should be stronger than for individuals with high levels of
resistance to change. Second, it is hypothesised that the negative relationship between
extent of, and commitment to change should be stronger for individuals with high levels
of resistance to change than for individuals with low levels. In order to examine the
moderating role of dispositional resistance, four studies were conducted in the period
2005-2007. Each study included the participation of individuals experiencing ongoing
organisational changes. The findings are not intended to question or challenge Oreg’s
work. Rather, it is an attempt to critically evaluate how Oreg’s work contributes to a
greater understanding of the complex nature of resistance to change.

The article sets out by examining Oreg’s (2003) development of dispositional
resistance and considering this in relation to the wider literature on change. It then
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goes on to develop four hypotheses which are then tested in four studies designed to
validate Oreg’s claims for the importance of dispositional resistance. This is followed
by a discussion of the results of these studies, which confirm the importance of RTC
during change processes, although not its proposed conceptualisation as a stable trait.
The article concludes by arguing that dispositional resistance may be important in
terms of establishing the readiness for change of individuals and organisations, but
that organisational context, experiences with previous changes and the nature of the
change itself are likely to be more important in determining how individual employees
actually react to specific change events.

2. Barriers to organizational change

Organisational change comes in a wide variety of shapes and sizes By, 2005),
mcluding fine tuning, incremental change, modular transformation and corporate
transformation (Stace and Dunphy, 2001). It also fails in a wide variety of shapes and
sizes. While one might assume that big change would be difficult and small change
easy, this does not appear to be the case, nor does it appear to be the case that just
because an organisation succeeds {or fails) in one instance that it will succeed (or fail) in
another (Burnes, 2009). Though this article is primarily looking at dispositional
resistance to change, it is important to realise that there are many reasons why change
initiatives fail. Some writers point to shortcomings in either the planning or execution
of the change process (Burnes and Weekes, 1989; Dent and Goldberg, 1999; Huczynski
and Buchanan, 2001). Others identify a lack of competence or commitment in those
commissioning or managing the change process (Boddy and Buchanan, 1992; Caldwell,
2003, 2006; Kirkman and Shapiro, 1997; Kotter, 1996). There is a tendency to identify
leadership and organisational issues as the reasons for failure rather than individual
resistance per se. Though leadership/organisational shortcomings may give rise to
mndividual and group resistance to change, it is important to note that the resistance is
occasioned not by the individual’s psychological make up per se, but by organisational
factors external to the individual. The focus on organisational factors rather than
individual psychology can be found in the writings of Kurt Lewin who first developed
the concept of resistance to change (Burnes, 2004; Schein, 1988), and whose work we
discuss further later in this paper.

Nevertheless, as Oreg 2003) has shown there is equally strong evidence, if not
greater, that resistance arises from an individual’s psychological make up (see also
Coghlan, 1993; Diamond, 1986; Piderit, 2000). However, the individual and systemic
views of resistance need not be seen as contradictory. If one takes the view, as most do,
that organisations are social systems, it is not contradictory to see resistance as arising
from the interplay between the characteristics of the individual and the characteristics
of the organisation (Dent and Goldberg, 1999; Ford and Ford, 2010; Pardo del Val and
Martinez Fuentes, 2003; Rumelt, 1995; Schein, 1996).

Oreg’s (2003) concept of dispositional resistance to change, which we examine in
this article, focuses on the individual as the main source of resistance rather than wider
organisational factors. He assumes that individuals “who are dispositionally resistant
to change are less likely to voluntarily initiate changes and more likely to form
negative attitudes toward the changes they encounter” (Oreg ef al., 2008, p. 936).

Oreg’s early work set out to develop and validate the RTC through seven studies.
The RTC is designed to measure the personality factor of resistance to change, and the
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first of the seven studies identified four reliable factors {routine seeking; emotional
reaction to imposed change; cognitive rigidity; and short-term focus). Studies two, three
and four not only confirmed these factors, but provided support for the RTC
discriminate and convergent validities. Studies five, six and seven demonstrated the
predictive and concurrent validities of the RTC. All seven studies provided evidence of
satisfactory reliabilities for the RTC and its sub-scales.

To summarise, Oreg’s 2003 study indicated the following four-faceted structure to
individual's dispositional inclination to resist change: routine seeking; emotional reaction
to imposed change; short-term focus; and cognitive rigidity. In addition, although these
factors are proposed to be distinct, it is meaningful and most appropriate to combine
these subscales to a composite RTC score (Oreg, 2003, 2006). Drawing on this prior work
Oreg and colleagues confirmed the validity of the scale in different nations (Oreg ef al,
2008). Up to date Oreg and others have evaluated dispositional RTC in several studies:
Oreg {2006) revealed significant effects of dispositional RTC on affective and behavioural
resistance; Oreg ef al (2009) have shown that dispositional RTC effects occupational
interests and choices; Oreg and Sverdlik {2011) showed that orientation towards the
change agent moderated the relation between dispositional RTC and ambivalence
towards change meaning that it was only positive among employees who were
positively oriented toward the change agent. Nevertheless, although all these studies
significantly contribute to our understanding of dispositional RTC in organisational
change process, none has so far evaluated in particular the moderating role of
dispositional RTC - which is the aim of our study.

3. Change characteristics and commitment to change

Commitment to change describes employees’ positive attitudes towards organisational
change (Herold et al., 2008). Such commitment can be divided into three distinct types:
affective, normative, and continuance (Herscovitch and Meyer, 2002; Meyer ef al, 2007).
For the purpose of our research the focus was on affective commitment, because this
construct best reflects employees’ alignment with, and their willingness to support a
change initiative {(Herold ef al, 2008; Herscovitch and Meyer, 2002; Meyer ef al., 2007).

As employees’ commitment to change is the nutrient for change supporting
behaviour, it is important to investigate which factors promote positive commitment to
change. Thus, in this study we aimed to investigate how change characteristics
influence employees’ commitment to change.

Benefit and extent of change can be clustered as change characteristics. Change
processes can be beneficial for employees, work-units and whole organisations. In
addition, changes vary in the way they modify organisational structures, processes
and cultures (Caldwell ef al, 2004; Fedor ef al., 2006; Michel et al, 2009; Rafferty and
Griffin, 2006).

Research has shown that the perceived benefit of change is related to employees’
reactions towards organisational changes (Caldwell ef al., 2004; Fedor ef al., 2006). For
example, Fedor ef al. {2006) revealed in their study that employees experiencing no
benefit of change for their work-unit responded with reduced commitment to change.
This result is in line with Vroom'’s (1964) expectancy theory of motivation (Caldwell
et al., 2004). Thus, drawing on this theory and previous research, we hypothesise:

HI. Perceived benefit of change is positively related to affective commitment to
change.
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Change processes which imply a large extent of change are often challenging for
employees (Ashford, 1988). For example, Rafferty and Griffin (2006) have shown that
the extent of change is positively correlated with employees’ change-specific
msecurity. If people experience changes which have great impact on work-routines,
processes and structures within an organization this can lead to reduced enthusiasm
and reluctance among employees. We, therefore, hypothesise:

H2. Perceived extent of change is negatively related to affective commitment to
change.

4. Resistance to change as a moderator

The purpose of our research was to test whether individual’s dispositional inclination
to resist change moderates the relationships between benefit and accordingly extent of
change and commitment to change. The assumption about this postulated moderation
lies at the heart of the studies undertaken in this field by Oreg and others (Oreg, 2003,
2006; Oreg et al, 2008; Van Dam ef al, 2008; Saksvik and Hetland, 2009). Oreg (2006)
suggests that individuals are different with regards to their preference to adopt or
resist change, and that when identified, specific traits can help predict individuals’
attitudes towards particular types of change.

Why do we assume this moderating effect? To explain this mechanism we refer to
the hyper-responsivity mechanism theory (Spector ef al, 2000) assuming that
individuals with high levels of NA are hyperresponsive to their environment and
therefore show disproportionate strain responses to perceived stressors. Transferring
this theory to the change context and to the RTC construct it is likely to suppose a
similar mechanism. According to Oreg’s definition individual's with high levels of RTC
are more likely to develop negative attitudes about ongoing changes which even might
lead to less supporting behaviours. Trying to explain why they are more likely to
respond negatively to organisational changes we could refer to the hyper-responsivity
mechanism: individuals with high RTC levels are more likely to perceive negative
aspects of the change meaning as they are hyper-responsive to negative facets of the
change. This assumption is also underlined by prior research by Judge and Illies (2004)
and by Yang and Dieffendorf {2009).

Given that such dispositional inclination to resist change exists, it is likely that this
personality variable, like other personality variables in the change context (for an
example see work of Wanberg and Banas {2000) on personal resilience) or work
redesign context {for an example see work of Bond ef @l (2008) on flexibility), plays a
moderating role. Therefore, we hypothesise:

H3. Resistance to change moderates the positive relationship between perceived
benefit of change and affective commitment to change.

H4. Resistance to change moderates the negative relationship between perceived
extent of change and affective commitment to change.

5. Study 1
5.1 Method
The first study was conducted at a German university undergoing large-scale changes
with the aim of raising its competitiveness within the areas of research and teaching. The
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change initiative encompassed a variety of projects such as organisational restructuring,
the introduction of bachelors and masters programs as in accordance with the Bologna
declaration, and further co-operation with national and international partners.

In December 2005, 12 months after the announcement of the change initiative,
academic staff were informed about the current research and given the opportunity to
complete a questionnaire made available online and in print. The questionnaire focused
on the overall change initiative and not on any single project and comprised items to be
rated on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 {strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). Items measured the following constructs: extent of change; benefit of change;
dispositional resistance to change; and commitment to change.

The sample consisted of 477 employees. There were 162 respondents who failed to
answer more than 30 per cent of the items. Data from these respondents were excluded
from the sample to reduce inaccuracies in the statistical analysis. For the remaining
315 respondents a missing-value imputation was conducted using the
Efxpectation)-M(aximation)-Algorithm (Wirtz, 2004). Of these respondents, 35.1 per
cent were female and 62.5 per cent male; 29.1 per cent were under 30 years of age; 40.7
per cent between 31 and 40 years old; and 24.4 per cent over 41 years.

These same measures were used in all four studies in order to strengthen the
comparability of the data obtained. Items from English scales were translated into
German. In order to ensure congruence with the original scales, German language
items were back-translated into English. Items measured the following constructs:

= Benefit of change. Caldwell ef al’s (2004) benefit of change scale was used to
measure this construct {e.g. “This change has made my department less effective.

5

(reverse coded)”). Cronbach’s « for this scale was 0.82.

« Extent of change. Extent of change was measured with three items using
Caldwell ef al’s (2004) scale (e.g. “The change process at the university involved
changes in the processes and procedures in my department.“). Cronbach’s a for
this scale was 0.75.

- Dispositional resistance to change. Resistance to change was measured using
items from Oreg’s (2003) 17-item RTC scale, which includes items measuring
“routine seeking” (e.g. “T'll take a routine day over a day full of unexpected events
any time.”), “emotional reaction” {e.g. “When things don't go according to plans,
it stresses me out.”), and “short-term focus” (e.g. “Changing plans seems like a
real hassle to me.”). Cronbach’s a for this scale was 0.73.

= Commitment to change. Affective commitment to change was measured with six
items using Herscovitch and Meyer’s (2002) scale {e.g., “I believe in the value of
these changes”). Cronbach’s « for this scale was 0.87.

5.2 Analyses

In order to validate the resistance to change scale structure, a confirmatory factor
analysis was applied to the data. As shown by Oreg (2003, 2006), a second-order latent
factor represented the general resistance to change disposition. However, only three
first-order latent factors could be confirmed which loaded significantly on the
second-order factor (p < 0.01), ie. the sub-scales of “routine seeking”, “emotional
reaction” and “short-term focus”. In line with Oreg ef al’s (2008) findings in three
countries, there was no significant loading of the “cognitive rigidity” scale. Thus, a
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decision was made to exclude the cognitive rigidity scale and proceed the further
analysis by using the second-order factor represented by the other three sub-scales.

A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted in accordance to Cohen
and Cohen (1983) to test the moderating effect of resistance to change. The variables
were centred as recommended by Aiken and West (1991) to reduce the problem of
multicollinearity in the interaction term. The hierarchical regression involved four
steps: First, the effects of age and sex were controlled for. Second, the main effect of the
independent variables {change extent and change benefit) was tested. Third, the
independent effect of the moderator variable resistance to change on the dependent
variable commitment to change was tested. Finally, the product of the predictors was
entered to test for the postulated interaction.

5.3 Results and discussion
Means, standard deviations and intercorrelations are presented in Table I and confirm
HI and H2.

Testing H3, the first step of the hierarchical regression analysis showed no
significant effects of the control variables. The second step revealed a significant
positive effect of benefit of change (B = 0.459, p < 0.01), explaining 21.7 per cent
adjusted variance of the criterion. The third step showed that resistance to change had
a significant negative effect on the criterion (B = —0.106, p < 0.05). Finally, the
interaction term benefit of change and resistance to change from the last step was not
significant {see Table II). H3 is, therefore, not confirmed.

To test H4 we applied the same procedure. The first step of the hierarchical
regression analysis showed no significant effect of the control variable sex, but a
significant effect of the control variable age (8 = —0.117, p < 0.05). The second step
revealed a significant negative effect of extent of change (8 = —0.185, p < 0.01),
explaining 4.9 per cent additional variance of the criterion. The third step showed that
resistance to change had a significant negative effect on the criterion (3 = —0.151,
p < 0.01). Finally, the interaction term extent of change and resistance to change from
the last step was not significant (see Table III).

Results of study 1 show that benefit of change is positively, and extent of change
negatively related to affective commitment to change. In contrast to our assumptions,
we could not confirm the postulated moderating effect of resistance to change.

6. Study IT

6.1 Method

The second study was conducted at the same German university as study 1 assuming
that not only academic staff but also students are affected by the ongoing
organisational changes previously identified. For example, changing administrative
and consulting processes concerning student affairs and traditional study curricula in
bachelor and master programs has an impact on students’ routines. As a result, they
have to develop new strategies to organize their study, such as asking if they might be
able to attend bachelor and master seminars to earn their missing credits. Like
academic staff, students were also informed about the research project and given the
opportunity to complete a questionnaire. After missing-data analysis the sample
consisted of 723 students. 52.5 per cent of the participants were female and 475 per
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cent male. 71.4 per cent were under 24 years of age; 255 per cent between 25 and 30
years old; and 2.7 per cent over 31 years.

6.2 Results and discussion

To test the hypotheses, we applied the same analyses strategy as in Study 1. Means,
standard deviations and intercorrelations are presented in Table Il and confirmed HI
and H2. The first step of the hierarchical regression analysis showed no significant
effects of the control variables. The second step revealed a significant positive effect of
on benefit of change, explaining 13.6 per cent additional variance of the criterion. The
third step showed that resistance to change had a significant negative effect on the
criterion. Finally, the interaction term benefit of change and resistance to change from
the last step was significant {see Table II). H3 is therefore supported.

To test H4 we applied the same procedure. The first step of the hierarchical
regression analysis showed no significant effects of the control variables. The second
step revealed a significant negative effect of extent of change, explaining 1.1 per cent
additional variance of the criterion. The third step showed that resistance to change
had a significant negative effect on the criterion. Finally, the interaction term extent of
change and resistance to change from the last step was not significant {see Table II).
H4 is therefore rejected.

In study 2, we could confirm that resistance to change moderates the positive
relationship between benefit of change and affective commitment to change.
Nevertheless, we did not find the moderating effect for the assumed negative
relationship between extent of change and affective commitment to change. If we
compare the levels of resistance to change between students and academic staff we see
that students have both higher levels of perceived extent of change and resistance to
change. This might be due to the fact that for students the Bologna process is one of
most wide ranging changes experienced in European Higher Education. Students
might not know how to successfully adjust to these changes and therefore have higher
levels of resistance functioning as a moderator.

7. Study IIT

7.1 Method

The third study was part of a larger research project exploring employees’ mnovative
and adaptive abilities in the context of organisational innovation and change. This
study was advertised in the local media. Interested participants contacted university
staff via phone, mail or personal contact. 98 individuals participated in this study,
whereof 57.3 per cent were female and 42.7 per cent were male. 5.8 per cent were under
40 years of age; 554 per cent between 41 and 50; and 38.8 per cent over 51 years old.
Participants were employed in different branches, ie. service sector, administration,
teaching, medicine. Most participants held a university or comparable degree (73.8 per
cent). All participants were experiencing organisational change such as changed
working processes, organisational restructuring or mergers and acquisitions.

7.2 Results and discussion

To test the hypotheses, we applied the same analyses strategy as in Study 1 and 2.
Means, standard deviations and intercorrelations are presented in Table IL In line with
our hypothesis we found a positive correlation between benefit of change and

The limitations
of dispositional
resistance

771




image24.jpeg
514

772

commitment to change. In contrast, despite our hypothesis we found a significant
positive correlation between extent of change and commitment to change. Thus, we
could only confirm H1. The first step of the hierarchical regression analysis showed no
significant effects of the control variables. The second step revealed a significant
positive effect on benefit of change, explaining 15.2 per cent additional variance of the
criterion. The third step showed that resistance to change had a significant negative
effect on the criterion. Finally, the interaction term benefit of change and resistance to
change from the last step was not significant (see Table II). H3 is therefore not
confirmed.

To test H4 we applied the same procedure. The first step of the hierarchical
regression analysis showed no significant effects of the control variables. The second
step revealed a significant positive effect of extent of change, explaining 5.1 per cent
additional variance of the criterion. The third step showed that resistance to change
had a significant negative effect on the criterion. Finally, the interaction term extent of
change and resistance to change from the last step was not significant {see Table HII).
H4 is therefore not confirmed.

In study 3 we could only confirm the assumed positive relationship between benefit
of change and affective commitment to change. In contrast to A2 we found a positive
relationship between extent of change and affective commitment to change. This result
might be due to the fact that we collected data in very diverse samples. In study 1 and 2
we investigated changes in the university setting in which communicating about
ongoing changes is a new management task, and academic staff and students are not
used to experience significant changes and therefore might consider them as a bad and
harmful. In contrast, in study 3 people rated the benefit and the extent of change higher
than in the university sample. Thus, if employees consider changes as beneficial than it
is not surprising that we found a positive relation between extent of change and
affective commitment to change.

8. Study IV
8.1 Method
In the fourth and final study the participants were 780 employees from different
sectors, representing a variety of professions. The sample consisted of 364 per cent
women and 63.3 per cent men. 16.1 per cent were under 30 years of age; 21.7 per cent
between 31 and 40, 41.3 per cent between 41 and 50; and 26.3 per cent over 51 years old.
All participants were experiencing organisational change such as changes to corporate
structure, strategic reorientation, mergers, performance appraisal, processes and
procedures, salary, working hours and conditions and new colleagues and supervisors.
In study 4, due to economical and practical reasons we had to shorten the resistance
to change scale to eight items obtained from the resistance to change subscales

"o«

“routine seeking”, “emotional reaction” and “short-term focus”.

8.2 Results and discussion

For hypotheses testing, we applied the same analyses strategy as in previous studies.
Means, standard deviations and intercorrelations are presented in Table II. Also, in this
study the correlations only confirmed H7. In contrast to H2 we could not find any
significant relation between extent of change and affective commitment to change. The
first step of the hierarchical regression analysis showed no significant effects of the
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control variables. The second step revealed a significant positive effect of on benefit of
change, explaining 14.9 per cent additional variance of the criterion. The third step
showed that resistance to change had a significant negative effect on the criterion.
Finally, the interaction term extent of change and resistance to change from the last
step was not significant (see Table II). H3 is therefore not confirmed.

To test H4 we applied the same procedure. The first step of the hierarchical
regression analysis showed no significant effects of the control variables. The second
step revealed a significant positive effect of extent of change, explaining 0.8 per cent
adjusted variance of the criterion. The third step showed that resistance to change had
a significant negative effect on the criterion. Finally, the interaction term extent of
change and resistance to change from the last step was not significant {see Table III).
H4 is therefore not confirmed.

In our last study we could only confirm the assumed positive relationship between
benefit of change and affective commitment to change {H1). In contrast to our other
three studies we could not find any relationship between extent of change and affective
commitment to change.

9. Discussion

The aim of our research was, firstly, to evaluate the extent to which the perceived
benefits and extent of change influenced an individual’'s commitment to change; and,
secondly, to investigate — hased on the hyper-sensitivity mechanism (Spector et .,
2000) — the moderating effects of dispositional resistance on these factors. In each of
the four studies, participants experienced significant changes at work. To raise the
validity of our findings, we included employees from different organisations and
sectors experiencing a wide variety of significant changes. As Table IV shows, the
results from the four studies do not support the moderating effects of dispositional
resistance.

HI assumed a positive relationship between perceived benefit of change and
affective commitment to change. All four studies confirmed this positive relationship.
These results are in line with Fedor ef al’s (2006) research, which showed that the
perceived benefit of change is important for employees’ commitment to change. Our
findings also give additional support to Fedor ef al’s (2006) work by extending it to
other sectors and industries.

H2 assumed a negative relationship between perceived extent of change and
affective commitment to change. Studies 1 and 2 confirmed the assumed negative
relationship, while, in contrast, Studies 3 and 4 found a positive relationship. Though
Studies 1 and 2 were conducted among staff and students in the same university, and
Studies 3 and 4 were conducted across staff in a wide range of private sectors

Hypothesis Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study 4
HI » » » »
H2 ¥ 4 X X
H3 X v X X
H4 X X X X

Notes: 1 = hypothesis supported; X = hypothesis rejected
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organisations, this alone does not explain the different results. However, as shown by
Lewin (1947, 1952) and others, no two people see or experience the same phenomenon,
which may explain differences in how individuals’ perceive change (Rock and Palmer,
1990; Rummel, 1975). All four studies comprise people experiencing significant change
in their organisations. However, for the staff and students in Studies 1 and 2, the level
and nature of the changes was something new — they were not used to change and they
perceived it as threat and reacted negatively. For the private-sector staff in Studies 3
and 4, the situation was different. Private-sector staff are more used to large-scale and
disruptive change and, therefore, are likely to be less concerned than those who have
not experienced such change. In effect, the differences in results can be explained by
desensitisation (Appelbaum and Goransson, 1997). In Studies 1 and 2, staff and
students were more sensitized to the changes because they were something new and
out of the ordinary. Whereas, the staff in Studies 3 and 4 had much more experience of
change, they had become desensitized to it or have made positive experiences with
change, and perceived it as less of a threat. Thus, the different perceptions of change
help to explain why Studies 1 and 2 confirmed the hypothesis that a negative
relationship would be found between the extent of change and affective commitment to
change, while Studies 3 and 4 did not.

H3 and H4 assumed that resistance to change considered as a disposition should
moderate the postulated relations between both perceived benefit and extent of change
and affective commitment to change. In terms of H3, only Study 2, the student sample,
confirmed the moderating effect of resistance to change on the positive relationship
between perceived benefit of a change and commitment to change. In the other three
studies, the moderating effect was not confirmed. For A4, none of the four studies
provided support for the assumption that resistance to change would moderate the
negative relationship between the perceived extent of change and affective commitment.
At face value, the results for H3 and H4 seem perplexing. As the review of Oreg’s work
showed, dispositional resistance provides an explanation of the differences between
individuals in their propensity to accept or reject change. As an explanation of this
propensity, dispositional resistance seems to be quite a robust concept with good
theoretical and empirical support. However, as Oreg (2003) recognises, though an
individual may be favourably disposed to change in general, that does not necessarily
mean that they will not resist particular forms of change in particular circumstances.
Therefore, to explain the results for 43 and A4, one needs to identify what factors might
lead to a lessening of the differences between individuals in terms of their actual levels of
resistance as averse to the levels of their dispositional resistance to change.

There are many factors which influence peoples’ reaction to change, however,
factors which might have a lessening effect in terms the differences in levels of
dispositional resistance are more difficult to identify. Much of the work on resistance to
change stems from research originally undertaken by Lewin (Burnes, 2004). As Dent
and Goldberg (1999, p. 25) observed:

Kurt Lewin introduced the term [resistance] as a systems concept, as a force affecting
managers and employees equally.

There is a strong thread in the change literature supporting this view and portraying
organisational factors as being more important than individual characteristics in
promoting or lessening resistance to change (Choi and Ruona, 2011; Dent and Goldberg,
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1999; Kotter, 1996). In particularly, Lewin (1939) drew attention to the role of group
dynamics in shaping the behaviour of individual members of a group. Indeed, Lewin
(1947) maintained that group norms, rather than individual norms, should be the main
focus of change. This is because, he argued, individual behaviour is constrained and
shaped by pressure to conform to group expectations. Consequently, regardless of their
own predisposition, an individual may react adversely to a change initiative because it
challenges the existing norms of behaviour in their work group or organisation (Allport,
1948; Bargal et al, 1992; Lewin, 1939; Schwartz and Davis, 1981). Alternatively, an
individual may be predisposed to resist change, but this may be overridden by
organisational/group norms. Consequently, resistance to, or acceptance of, change may
arise not from the individual's psychological make up, but from the power of
organisation/group norms. This difference between an individual’s innate resistance and
the influence of organisational/group may help to explain the findings for H3 and H4 our
four samples. This would bring about a difference between their dispositional resistance
and their actual resistance. The result would be a disproportionate change in the actual
level of resistance between those with a high dispositional resistance compared to those
with a low RTC, which would of course explain why the RTC levels of our four samples
did not act as moderating influence in A3 and H4.

Like every empirical research our serial of studies has a potential limitation. Due to
practical reasons survey data in all studies could only be collected at one point of time
using a single source. There might be the risk of inflated predictor criterion
correlations (Podsakoff ef al, 2003; Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). Nevertheless, as we
focussed on the interaction between one change characteristic and RTC in their effect
on commitment to change, this should ease the concern of mono-method bias
(e.g. Evans, 1985; Oreg and Sverdlik, 2011).

Another limitation of our study might be that we only investigated the moderating
effect of RTC on the relation between change characteristics and commitment to
change. As research on organisational change processes has shown that process
variables like information {e.g. Wanberg and Banas, 2000) or procedural justice
{e.g. Michel et al., 2010) and the change context {e.g. more than one change at the same
time, Herold ef al., 2007) are also important predictors of employees’ reactions towards
change, future research should test whether RTC might be a significant moderator of
these relations.

10. Conclusions

We set out by examining Oreg’s concept of dispositional resistance and to consider this
in relation to the wider literature on change. The results from our four studies revealed
that dispositional resistance to change did not moderate relations between change
characteristics and commitment to change. In explaining these results, we drew on
Lewin's work on group dynamics. These highlighted the importance of the
organisational context and change process in influencing an individual's level of
dispositional resistance. The findings from our research do not challenge the
mmportance of dispositional resistance per se. However, they do draw a distinction
between dispositional resistance and actual resistance. Our research shows that an
individual's actual level of resistance may vary from their level of dispositional
resistance due to situational variables, such as group norms and the way change is
managed.
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In terms of the practical significance of this research we would echo Oreg ef al’s
(2009) observation that dispositional resistance to change may be important for
personnel selection. That is to say, in organisations which are experiencing or expect to
experience high levels of change, the dispositional resistance of individuals should be
considered alongside other factors, such as skills and work experience, during the
appointment, promotion or development process. However, this leads us to a question
of ethics: is it right to base decisions of appointment and promotion on tools such as the
RTC (never mind if there is a real link between dispositional resistance and actual
resistance or not)? Making a perhaps somewhat extreme comparison, but is it ethically
“right” to not provide health insurance to someone that is dispositional to cancer or
heart disease although they may well live long and healthy lives? Would it be right to
deny someone a job or promotion opportunity based on a situation where they have
been found to be dispositional to alcoholism or mental health problems? Are we in fact
making the judgement call that being dispositional to resisting any change is purely
negative to an organisation? It is one thing measuring real capacity and capabilities. It
is something else entirely setting out to measure what you may feel towards some
future situation when the context itself is highly uncertain. Furthermore, can
dispositional resistance to change be seen in isolation from other factors that may
trigger real resistance to organisational change? Thus, it might be more meaningful to
use measurements of dispositional change as a tool in an organisation’s staff
development process. Just as Belbin's Team Role Self-Perception Inventory and the
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator are regularly used to profile staff and help them plan
their development needs (Arnold ef al, 2010), so measurements of dispositional
resistance can be used in a similar way. For example, if employees know that they are
more likely to have higher levels of resistance to change than others, they can actively
reflect on this. Moreover, they can proactively adapt their behaviour according to the
change situation: In case of beneficial organisational change, they could — despite their
resistance to change level — positively react towards the change to promote
themselves, their teams and their organisation as a whole. Last but not least, if the level
of dispositional resistance remains constant, but actual resistance is affected by the
situation, it follows that organisations should be able to tailor their approach to change
to influence the situation in order to reduce the level of actual resistance.
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ABSTRACT  Several authors argue there is a clear correlation between the level of an
organization’s change readiness and the successful management of change. Based on primary
data, collected through a series of interviews with managers representing the UK tourism
industry, this article provides a critical evaluation of Armenakis and colleague’s change
readiness framework. Although supporting many of the main suggestions made by Armenakis and
colleagues, the article complements the original framework. It suggests a fourth message
conveying strategy (implicit communication), a stronger emphasis on the importance of
continuous change management and a more explicit link between change readiness and the
successful management of change. Furthermore, the article argues that change management
should focus on performance rather than conformance. Thus, it suggests there are only two
approaches to organizational change management: the conscious and the unconscious. The
former approach, which can consist of any of the conventional approaches to change
management, advocates continuous change readiness.

KEY WoRrDS: Change management, change readiness

Introduction

The failure rate of change initiatives makes abysmal reading. According to
Balogun and Hailey (2004), approximately 70 per cent of all change programmes
fail. The methodology behind reaching this specific number can arguably be ques-
tioned along with the interpretation of ‘failure’ and ‘success’. Nevertheless, aca-
demics and practitioners are clearly concerned that many still get change
wrong. This article reports on a primary study critically evaluating Armenakis
et al.’s (1993; Armenakis and Harris, 2002) change readiness framework. Such
change readiness has been defined as ‘the cognitive precursor to the behaviours
of either resistance to, or support for, a change effort’ (Armenakis er al., 1993,
pp. 681-2). Further elaborating on this concept, Jones et al. (2005, p. 362) note
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it refers to ‘the extent to which employees hold positive views about the need for
organizational change (i.e. change acceptance), as well as the extent to which
employees believe that such changes are likely to have positive implications for
themselves and the wider organization’.

Change is unavoidable whether organizations are ready for it or not. Armenakis
et al. (1993); Armenakis and Harris (2002); Kotter (1996); and Luecke (2003) all
argue that it is vital for an organization to be change ready before attempting to
implement and manage any kind of change. Jones ef al. (2005, p. 383) suggest
that ‘premature implementation [of change] may not produce intended outcomes
simply because employees are not psychologically ready’. Many of the factors
proposed as decisive in an organization’s readiness for change can be linked to
those identified in Kanter ef al’s (1992) ten commandments for executing
change, Kotter’s (1996) eight-stage process for successful organizational trans-
formation and Luecke’s (2003) seven steps as suggestions on how to facilitate
emergent change. Factors such as creating a vision and a sense of urgency,
empowering broad based action, communicating the change vision, and mobiliz-
ing energy and commitment are all perceived as essential to change readiness.
Furthermore, Vakola and Nikolaou’s (2005) study implies that factors such as
effective communication, top management commitment, allocation of resources,
good and effective work relationships, rewards, training, and participation in the
planning and implementation are crucial in order to increase the level of change
readiness.

Eby et al. (2000) refer to the application of chaos and complexity theories as
an additional way in which to think about the importance of organizational
change readiness. According to these theories, the environment consists of an
infinite number of systems and sub-systems that are in a constant state of
flux. Organizations operating within such an environment lack power to influ-
ence the future course of events. Since it is only through this state of constant
flux that success is realized (Eby ef al., 2000), organizations need to be continu-
ously change ready.

For the purpose of this study, the tourism industry was focused upon because it
is often referred to as one of the world’s largest industries and creators of jobs and
important to developed and developing countries and regions alike. It is widely
recognised that rapid change is inevitable within the industry (Cooper et al.,
2005). Some of the drivers of this change have been identified as globalization,
crisis and disasters, political change, low-cost strategies, integration and
technological development (Evans ef al., 2003; Page, 2003; Hall, 2005; Pender
and Sharpley, 2005). Given that the tourism industry consists of several supply
components, visitor attractions were identified as the most important, playing a
crucial role as a motivating factor for travel worldwide (Swarbrooke, 2002).

This article aims to provide a critical evaluation of Armenakis et al.’s (1993;
Armenakis and Harris, 2002) theoretical change readiness framework. First,
the research design is identified. Second, the article provides an overview of
Armenakis ef al.’s (1993; Armenakis and Harris, 2002) framework. Finally, the
article presents the findings of the primary study. Despite the focus on the
tourism industry, the results generated by this study may be of relevance to all
organizations operating within a similar rapidly changing environment.
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The study began with a review of the existing literature on organizational change
management, which revealed that little has been written on organizational change
readiness. The primary data was generated through a series of semi-structured
telephone interviews conducted with 27 senior and middle managers representing
ten of the top 100 UK visitor attractions (2005). The respondents were first asked
to define change management and readiness. Second, they were asked to outline
their experience of, and approach to, managing change. If not already mentioned,
the participants were then asked specific questions regarding the correlation
between change readiness and the successful management of change. Finally,
the respondents were asked to comment on the Armenakis ef al.’s (1993;
Armenakis and Harris, 2002) change readiness framework. A copy of this frame-
work had been emailed to them before the interview. As the study was exploratory
in nature the grounded theory approach to analysis was employed (Denzin and
Lincoln, 2003; Robson, 2002; O’Leary, 2004). This implied the use of the constant
comparative method.

The overall quality of the study was enhanced by ensuring its trustworthiness
(credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability) (Guba and
Lincoln, 1994; Bryman, 2001). In order to bolster credibility the respondents
were asked to verify the transcription of the interviews. They were also asked
to confirm the analysis of the findings. Transferability, dependability and confirm-
ability were increased by recording detailed accounts of the respondents’ organiz-
ational culture and the research process itself.

Armenakis ef al.’s (1993) Change Readiness Framework

Armenakis ef al. (1993; Armenakis and Harris, 2002) argue that organizational
change is a continuous process consisting of three phases: readiness, adoption
and institutionalization. They suggest that lack of change readiness is the main
reason for organizations failing in their attempts to manage change successfully
(Armenakis ez al., 1993, p. 681). Furthermore, they note that ‘Readiness ... is
reflected in organizational members’ beliefs, attitudes, and intentions regarding
the extent to which changes are needed and the organization’s capacity to success-
fully make those changes’ (Armenakis ef al., 1993, p. 681).

The framework reflects the importance of the change message, which ‘both
conveys the nature of the change and shapes the sentiments that determine reac-
tions to the change’ (Armenakis and Harris, 2002, p. 169). Although change readi-
ness is acknowledged as a continuous process, the framework seems to be aimed at
assisting large-scale change initiatives. It also advocates an implementation of
specific readiness programmes. After assessing the extent to which people
within an organization are ready to change, Armenakis et al. (1993) propose
four different readiness programmes for various combinations of readiness and
urgency. These combinations range from low readiness/low urgency through to
high readiness/high urgency.

The Armenakis ef al. (1993; Armenakis and Harris, 2002) change readiness
framework provides five change message components and three change
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Table 1. The change message (adapted from Armenakis et al., 1993; Armenakis and Harris, 2002)

Key message components Message conveying strategies
Discrepancy (is change Persuasive communication (direct communication,
really necessary?) e.g. speeches and memos)
Efficacy (can this change Active participation (vicarious learmning
be implemented successfully?) and participation in decision making)
Appropriateness (is this the Managing internal and external information
change required?) (provide the views of others, e.g. consultants)

Principal support (are leaders and
managers committed to this change?)
Personal valence (what is in it for me?)

message conveying strategies (see Table 1), suggesting what needs to be said, and
how this message should be communicated. The purpose is to create and enhance
change readiness. However, the effectiveness of these strategies depends on the
expertise, trustworthiness, credibility and sincerity of the change agent (Armena-
kis et al., 1993).

Findings and Discussion

The findings revealed support for Armenakis ez al.’s (1993) notion of a correlation
between the level of change readiness and the successful implementation and
further management of change. One participant suggested that ‘The likelihood
of an organization to implement and manage change successfully without being
change ready is arguably like a toddler trying to walk before being able to
crawl: possible for some, impossible for most’. In other words, if an organization
is not change ready, failure could be perceived as the only predictable outcome of
any change initiative. This view was shared by 81.5 per cent of participants. Other
factors identified were lack of communication, experience, support and resources.

The Armenakis ef al. (1993; Armenakis and Harris, 2002) framework’s key
components and conveying strategies (see Table 1) were all confirmed as essential
and highly relevant to managers wishing to increase an organization’s level of
change readiness. Fifty-nine per cent of participants suggested or supported a
fourth message conveying strategy should be added to the framework: implicit,
or non-verbal, communication. Such a strategy was perceived as essential
because leaders and managers must lead by example.

An illustration of such implicit communication cited by participants was atti-
tudes and actions that stress there is no ‘us’, as in management, and ‘them’, as in
staff. Management was rather encouraged to emphasise a ‘we-are-all-in-the-
same-boat’ mentality. One participant mentioned ‘You cannot have one set of
rules for staff and another one for yourself. If you have to lay off members of
staft due to changes within the operating environment you cannot at the same
time accept a pay rise’. Surprisingly, 33 per cent of participants suggested or
supported the notion that an essential part of implicit communication should
involve management refusing any special treatment or arrangements such as
allocated parking or designated management dining facilities. It was also
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stated that although receiving higher salaries than other employees, management
should not obtain better settlements of pay, pensions or redundancy than the
ordinary member of staff. Furthermore, 89 per cent of participants argued that
the reward for change success should not be distributed merely between share-
holders and senior management, but amongst all stakeholders involved in the
change effort. The participants argued that such organizational behaviour will
convey the message that change is for the benefit of the organization as a
whole, and not just a chosen few.

Ninety-six per cent of participants suggested that there is a need for a continuous
message of change. Thus, it may be suggested that change readiness should be part
of the organizational culture rather than being implemented through programmes
provided for specific large-scale change initiatives as suggested by Armenakis
et al. (1993) and Armenakis and Harris’ (2002). This comment does not
devalue the importance of the framework, but rather complements it by suggesting
an emphasis on continuous change readiness rather than one-off change readiness
efforts. Furthermore, it was recommended the link between change readiness and
the successful management of change was made more explicit.

Only 11 per cent of participants found any merit in discontinuous change in the
current business environment. Seventy-four per cent of participants perceived con-
tinuous change as unrealistic, impractical and not always in the best interest of the
organization. This was due to the resources required and the extra workload, stress
and uncertainty created. Vakola and Nikolaou (2005) share the participants’ con-
cerns regarding stress and increased workload created by change. They identified a
negative relationship between occupational stressors and attitudes to change in
their research. Eighty-five per cent of the managers interviewed argued that it is
important to distinguish between continuous change and continuous change man-
agement. The participants mentioned that, in contradiction to what is often
referred to in contemporary change management literature as a given, continuous
change is not always required within an organization. However, 100 per cent of
participants highlighted it as essential for any organization to build and support
an organizational culture and structure that facilitate continuous management of
change and a high level of readiness, or ability, to implement change as and
when required. Such a structure and culture would arguably not have to change
continuously because it would be designed to absorb change.

Based on this view, a majority of the participants (67 per cent) supported the
approaches of bumpy incremental and bumpy continuous change (see Table 2).
These approaches were perceived as more realistic, practical and helpful. Accord-
ing to Grundy (1993) and Senior (2002), bumpy incremental change is identified
by periods of relative calm punctuated by acceleration in the pace of operational
change. By (2005) argues that the same scenario applies to change of organization-
wide strategies.

Thirty-three per cent of participants stated they subscribe to the planned
approach and 15 per cent to the emergent. A majority of 52 per cent, however,
advocated the need for a mixed approach because the ever-increasing rate of
change outpaces senior managers’ capacity to identify, plan, implement and
manage that change effectively. Thus, it was suggested that some of the responsi-
bility of managing change must be devolved.
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Table 2. The three categories of organizational change

Change characterized by Change characterized by
Change characterized by rate how it comes about scale (Dunphy and
of occurrence (By, 2005) (Burnes, 1996; Senior, 2002) Stace, 1993)
Discontinuous change Planned change Fine-tuning
Incremental change Emergent change Incremental adjustment
Bumpy incremental change Modular transformation
Continuous change Corporate transformation

Bumpy continuous change

Conscious versus Unconscious Change Management

Consequently, it can be argued that the tendency towards top-down stratagems is
supplanted by an approach where the responsibility for organizational change is
increasingly devolved in order to increase the level of change readiness
(Wilson, 1992; Burnes et al., 2003). Such a bottom-up approach is arguably
more pragmatic and focuses on performance rather than conformance. In their
study of policy implementation, Barrett and Fudge (1981, p. 21) provide at valu-
able distinction between the two concepts, which should prove useful in the
context of the implementation of organizational change:

If implementation is defined as ‘putting policy [strategy] into effect’, that is, action
in conformance with policy [strategy], then compromise will be seen as policy [strat-
egy] failure. But if implementation is regarded as ‘getting something done’ then per-
formance rather than conformance is the central objective, and compromise a means
of achieving performance albeit at the expense of some of the original intentions.

Although much has been written on the relevance of the different conventional
approaches to change management (see Table 2), it may be suggested that it is not
important to conform to any of these. What was perceived as essential is that
organizations perform and deliver on identified aims and objectives. As put by
one of the participants, ‘Does it really matter how you manage change as long
as it works? What is important is to be aware of change and the necessity of con-
tinuously managing it . . . it’s like never taking your hands off the steering wheel.”
Another participant suggested that “We all know that too many pupils are sleeping
in class. The problem here is that these pupils are managers, still unaware of the
importance of managing change successfully and how to do so, responsible for
people’s jobs and profits’.

In real terms, therefore, it can be argued that there are only two approaches to
organizational change management: the conscious and the unconscious (see
Figure 1). Both may involve the application of any of the conventional
approaches. The conscious approach can be suggested to be continuous, proactive
and driven by awareness, choice and decision. Such an approach should not
merely concern one individual manager’s approach to change management, but
rather form the foundation of the organization’s change culture and structure.
Alternatively, the unconscious approach can be perceived as discontinuous,
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Figure 1. Conscious versus unconscious change management

reactive, and driven by organizational crisis, fear and chance. One participant
argued that ‘A lot of the change efforts we see taste of despair. The initiators
often know it is not going to work, that it is too late ... but at least they will
come across as someone who is trying to do something about the situation’.
Owing to the nature of these two different approaches, it may be suggested that
the former approach provides a greater probability of successful change manage-
ment because employees are psychologically ready for change (Jones ez al., 2005),
while the latter provides greater probability of failure as by the time change is
initiated it is already too late.

The model acknowledges the need for continuous change readiness, facilitated
by a continuous message of change, in order to absorb change. It illustrates that
such readiness is a vital part of conscious change management. Furthermore,
the model reflects the idea that there is no one best way of managing organiz-
ational change (Burnes, 1996). Depending on the situation, environment,
resources and experience change can be managed successfully in a number of
ways. What is of utmost importance is that organizations are change-ready and
that conscious decisions are made. Based on this, the present article proposes
that organizational change management may prove more successful if focused
on facilitating continuous change readiness rather than on implementing and
managing specific change efforts.

Conclusion

Owing to the significance of change readiness to the successful management of
organizational change, and the high failure rate of change programmes, this
article has sought to provide a critical evaluation of Armenakis e al.’s (1993;
Armenakis and Harris, 2002) change readiness framework. The findings of this
study suggest that the framework is highly relevant in the current business
environment. However, it may be argued that the framework incorporates implicit
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communication as a fourth message conveying strategy, that it emphasises the
importance of continuous change readiness, and that the correlation between
change readiness and successful change management is made more explicit.
The purpose of change management should be to perform rather than conform.
Therefore, it is suggested that there are only two approaches to organizational
change management: the conscious and the unconscious. The former approach
acknowledges continuous change readiness as a critical success factor. Although
this approach advocates the importance of continuously managing change, it
recognizes that such management does not automatically involve the process of
continuous change. However, it is perceived as crucial that organizations are con-
tinuously ready to absorb and implement change as and when required. Conse-
quently, such readiness is perceived as fundamental to the successful
management of any change within any organization.

Due to the constant state of flux of the business environment in which contem-
porary organizations operate, organizational change management may prove more
successtul if focused on facilitating continuous change readiness rather than on
implementing and managing specific change efforts. If management adopt this
approach, they are more likely to increase the successtul management of change.
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Introduction

The European Higher Education (HE) sector is currently experiencing tremendous
pressures on resources. This has mainly been triggered by the introduction of an
escalating number of rigid systems of performance measurement, control and
accountability, which have given rise to an audit culture, and the requirement of
catering for an ever-increasing number and diversity of students. Simultaneously,
the sector is expected to generate more external income as governments fail to
fund this situation adequately. According to Apple (2005), this combination of
marketization and centralization of control is a worldwide phenomenon in
public services.

Undoubtedly, the HE sector has to change. There are several factors highlight-
ing the need for universities to embrace such change proactively. According to
Kezar and Eckel (2002) and Newton (2002, 2003), some of these factors are a
lack of funding; changing funding criteria; increasing student numbers; higher
student-staff ratios; growing competition; new teaching and learning practices
including new mechanisms and modes of delivery; changing student profiles;
and new technologies. However, some of the change currently initiated within
HE is not necessarily leading to better results nor is it always implemented for
the right reasons. ‘Right reasons’ would mean initiatives aimed at improving
HE organizations without privileging any individual or group of individuals. In
doing so, the change initiated is advancing the sector’s overall capabilities of
assisting the further development of a society that is both competitive and just,
thus providing equal opportunities to everyone. ‘Wrong reasons’, on the other
hand, are those initiatives which sole purpose is to improve the situation of
individuals or groups of individuals involved with HE (e.g. politicians, regulatory
and funding bodies, management and academics) regardless of what is best for the
sector and wider society.

In response to the challenges facing the sector, many European HE institutions
have adopted, or are about to adopt, managerialism, which is the application of
private sector principles and practices to public service organizations. However,
the adoption of managerialism has arguably led to academic values being
replaced with more managerial aims and objectives (Deem, 2004). For example,
Chaharbaghi (2007) notes that the rise of managerialism has ironically not
made the management of public services more effective. It has instead ‘added a
costly administrative burden that is undermining the morale, motivation and
goodwill of public sector professionals. . .destroying accomplishment, satisfaction
and motivation, and in the end, is destroying performance (Chaharbaghi, 2007,
pp. 319-320).

Baert and Shipman (2005, p. 168) further argue that the audit culture, which
comes with managerialism, is anything but positive for the sector. They
comment that as a consequence of managerialism, less and less time is now
being spent on teaching and research because ever more time is being spent on
form-filling and attention-seeking behaviour (rent-seeking).
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The rise of the audit culture and managerialism have arguably been exploited by
some individuals in the sector for purposes of self-promotion and preservation as it
has created an opportunity for cronyism, rent-seeking and organizational psycho-
pathic behaviour. In this sense, the main purpose of managerialism is to increase
the authority, privileges and influence of power- and career-oriented managers.
The mismanagement coming along with managerialism has resulted in serious
negative consequences for the sector. For example, Chaharbaghi (2007, p. 320)
argues that the rise of managerialism in public services ‘can lead to a chronic
ineffectiveness and inefficiency that distorts the doctrinal claims of
managerialism’.

Against this backcloth, this article instigates further debate on why organiz-
ational change is currently being initiated and how it is being managed in Euro-
pean HE. It also provides suggestions on how to avoid major downsides that
come with managerialism.

First, the article explores the nature of managerialism, cronyism, rent-seeking
and organizational psychopaths, before moving on to highlighting some of the
current changes in the HE environment and potential negative consequences of
changing for the wrong reasons. Second, the article adopts and further develops
By’s (2007) conceptual model of conscious versus unconscious change manage-
ment to public services management; and suggests HE institutions are obliged to
make a decision of changing for the right reasons. Finally, the article suggests a
decision-maker’s change manifesto.

Consequently, the article provides explanations on how to avoid the corruption
of managerialism, how to put HE back on track, and how to enable managers and
academics to again concentrate on what the sector is all about: to participate in the
generation, dissemination and application of knowledge which contributes to the
further development of society.

Managerialism, Cronyism, Rent-seeking and Organizational Psychopaths
in Higher Education

According to Deem (2004, p. 109), managerialism is ‘a set of ideologies about
organisational practices and values used to bring about radical shifts [change] in
organisation, finances and cultures of public services such as local government,
health and education’. These ideologies imply that public services will benefit
from employing practices and principles developed for and by the private
sector, and enhance the role and importance of the manager (Anderson, 2006).
However, the proponents of managerialism often seem to ignore the differences
between the public and private sectors. According to Dixon ef al. (1998), these
sectors are managed differently because of the different external environments,
regulatory regimes and stakeholders. In the case of HE, ‘managing academic
knowledge work is not remotely comparable to managing retailing or industrial
production. ..” (Deem, 2004, p. 111).

Worse still, managerialism can be perceived as yet another tool to pursue group
interests and to grant individuals privileges they could not get otherwise. Princeton
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University (2007) defines cronyism as ‘favoritism shown to friends and associates
(as by appointing them to positions without regard for their qualifications)’.
Examples of such behaviour in HE, as in any other sector, can be individuals
employed and promoted based on friendship, loyalty and personal history rather
than relevant academic and management qualifications and experience. Hence,
organizations are not necessarily employing or promoting the best individuals
available, but rather, securing positions for friends and acquaintances of the
decision-makers.

Arguably linked to cronyism is rent-seeking. Buchanan (1980, p. 4) defines
rent-seeking as ‘behaviour in institutional settings where individual efforts to
maximise value generate social waste rather than social surplus’. Dixon et al
(1998) state that rent-seeking is opportunistic, self-serving and, even, dishonest
and deceitful behaviour which aims, according to Gregory (1991, p. 308), to
increase and ensure ‘power, income, perks, public reputation, prestige, patron-
age, ease of making change, ease of management, convenience and security’.
‘What can arguably be observed in HE is the emergence of some individuals,
groups and roles that are in a privileged position of being able to transform
organizations into markets while not actually operating in a market environment
themselves. Consequently, what arguably takes place in some institutions is pol-
itical subordination expressed as conforming to a market. Boddy (2006, p.
1461) provides a useful description of the type of person who cannot only
survive but thrive in such organizations:

A key-defining characteristic of [organisational] psychopaths is that they have no
conscience and are incapable of experiencing the feelings of others. Their other
characteristics however make them appear very hireable and worthy of promotion;
they are smooth, adroit at manipulating conversations to subjects they want to talk
about, willing to put others down, are accomplished liars, totally ruthless and oppor-
tunistic, calculating and without remorse.

Current Change in Higher Education

Following the UK Dearing report in 1997, the Institute for Learning and Teaching
(now part of the Higher Education Academy) and the Quality Assurance Agency
(QAA) were established. According to Shore and Wright (2000) and Newton
(2003), both these agencies embrace managerialism with their establishment of
pseudo markets. Consequently, what is occurring is a worrying trend; managerial-
ism is identified as the ‘silver bullet’ expected to solve all problems and challenges
currently experienced by the HE sector. However, there are major concerns
regarding why and how the changes are currently initiated, implemented and
managed (Meyer, 2002; Newton, 2002). Apple (2005) states that the actual
effect of these changes, often labelled as reforms, have either been negative or
negligible.
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Managerialism has arguably become largely an end-in-itself with its own
agenda of survival and struggle for domination over the professional and bureau-
cratic dimensions of HE (Chaharbaghi, 2007). As a consequence, this develop-
ment has replaced the former ‘high trust’ relations characterizing previous
collegial forms of governance with ‘low trust’ relations (Anderson, 2006). Sub-
sequently, managerialism encourages and facilitates cronyism, rent-seeking and
the rise of organizational psychopaths. More layers of management and bureauc-
racy are introduced to support attempts of individuals to primarily pursue their
personal interests, and to increase their power and influence via bureaucratic
means (Anderson, 2006) — even though European universities already experience
unnecessary bureaucracy (Jacobs and van der Ploeg, 2006a, p. 289). This is yet
another inconsistency of managerialism. If private sector principles and practices
were to be adopted by HE, as implied by managerialism, bureaucracy and manage-
ment structures should be reduced and streamlined — not increased and enlarged.
The reason why exactly the opposite is happening in places is because it serves the
privileged group of the ‘New Leadership’; the growing group of individuals
obtaining prominent positions in HE without meeting the relevant academic and
management criteria. Allowed to play the ‘turf” game (Buchanan and Badham,
1999), these individuals spend most of their time auditing the ‘doers’ without
contributing to organizational performance. Consequently, HE can increasingly
be seen as a playground for individuals looking to secure the four Ps of position,
power, prestige and pension without producing. Jacobs and van der Ploeg (2006b),
therefore, claim that universities must ‘...ban cronyism and... reduce rent-
seeking activities of university managers’ (Jacobs and van der Ploeg, 2006b,
p- 558) as it is counterproductive and will only result in a waste of resources.
As long as contemporary change initiatives in HE primarily privilege personal
agendas and the interests of the chosen few, there is a real danger that the
change necessary to truly meet the requirements posed by society will either not
happen or will not last.

This is an increasingly pressing problem. By observing the current ongoing aca-
demic debate it seems that many academics in UK universities are becoming
noticeably demoralized and demotivated. They lose their belief in academia and
its leadership, and are even questioning their motivation for working in HE. In
just one issue of The Times Higher Education Supplement (April 13, 2007a-g),
there were no fewer than seven articles and letters exploring the issues and
consequences of managerialism, with headlines such as ‘Staff “swotted” by man-
agement’; ‘Waste of a great tutor’ (two letters of support for a professor who
resigned after having his marks overturned by management); and ‘I refuse to
jump through hoops’. These articles and letters all highlight some of the negative
consequences of managerialism ranging from an institution identifying its own aca-
demic staff as the biggest single threat to its strategic direction, the difficulty to fight
plagiarism as senior management is more concerned with student numbers than
academic standards and quality, the decreasing autonomy of academics, and the
increasing standardization of how to execute the academic profession.




image47.jpeg
Downloaded By: [By, Rune Todnem] At: 08:59 19 March 2008

26 R.T Byetal.
Possible Negative Consequences of Initiating Change for the Wrong Reasons

The consequences of initiating change for the wrong reasons (change based on
individual and group interests rather than institutional and socictal requirements)
can be severe, as it facilitates and encourages cronyism, rent-seeking and the rise
of organizational psychopaths. As demonstrated above, some of these conse-
quences include the wasting of resources; change for the sake of change; further
centralization, formalization and bureaucratization; disheartened and exploited
workforce; and political and short-term decision-making. The following figure
(Figure 1) shows the linkages between those aspects and issues previously
addressed.

5 i Cronyism
Initiating change |7 A few examples of possible
for personal negative consequences:
reasons T 1. Waste of resources.
disregarding the <4 2. Change for the sake of
needs and 5 change.
requirements of ¢~ Rent:Secking — 3. Further centralization,
the organization bureaucratization and
and its ~ formalization.
stakeholders 4. Disheartened and exploited

S workforce.
, | Psychopathic 5. Political and short-term
2 behaviour decision-making.

Figure 1. Negative consequences of initiating change for the wrong reasons

Waste of Resources

The HE sector is arguably not only under-funded, but the funds that are being allo-
cated are in some instances wasted through mismanagement (e.g. cronyism; lack
of senior management accountability and transparency; constant restructuring;
high salary costs for non-producing members of staff; increasing numbers of man-
agers and levels of bureaucracy; poor treatment of staft leading to poor staff reten-
tion). Furthermore, academics are required to spend an increasing proportion of
their time conforming to guidelines and practices (such as, quality assurance;
monitoring of outputs; income generation; administration) preventing them
from focusing on the core product of HE — teaching and research. The more
time spent on administrative tasks and bureaucratic procedures, the less time
spent on doing the ‘real’ job.

Change for the Sake of Change

Proponents of managerialism will not only arguc that change is a force of nature
and required, but also that their approach to managing such change is the only
way, implying that there is no real choice (Diefenbach, 2007). However, these




image48.jpeg
Downloaded By: [By, Rune Todnem] At: 08:59 19 March 2008

Getting Organizational Change Right in Public Services 27

decision-makers often have vested interests in change situations and they have the
opportunity of initiating change for the sake of position, power, self-promotion
and preservation. The nature of cronyism, rent-seeking and psychopathic beha-
viour arguably encourages some of these decision-makers to introduce the same
change initiatives that have previously proved successful in reaching their per-
sonal goals. These change efforts are then often implemented without necessarily
exploring the exact need for change in their current organization.

Further Centralization, Bureaucratization and Formalization

There is another inconsistency of managerialism: rather than streamlining HE by
improving organizational processes and structures, reducing red-tape and decen-
tralizing, the introduction of managerialism has increased the levels of centrali-
zation, bureaucratization and formalization in many HE institutions (see
Considine, 1990; Politt, 1990; Hellawell and Hancock, 2001; Sanderson,
2001; Diefenbach, 2005). Courpasson (2000) argues that what is occurring is
a concentration and centralization of power. This situation is again resulting
in further bureaucratization and formalization (Hoggett, 1996; Protherough
and Pick, 2002), leaving frontline staff, such as academics, with less and less
time to engage in those tasks which serve the society directly (Butterfield
et al., 2005).

Disheartened and Exploited Work Force

There is also an increasing tendency of academic members of staff being des-
killed. Lecturers in several institutions are now expected to deliver modules
and sessions in areas that are outside their field of expertise. This is
accompanied by increasing internal and external monitoring and, a growing
number of regulations that academics now have to follow in order to do their
job. Together, these developments arguably lead to academic deprofessionaliza-
tion (Newton, 2003). These practices are often introduced under the banner of
quality assurance and accountability. However, such initiatives often contribute
to a decrease in quality as they reduce the actual time spent on teaching and
research. Furthermore, the academic freedom to initiate and engage in different
approaches and methods of learning and teaching are inhibited as managerialism
is facilitating standardization.

Political and Short-Term Decision-Making

An increase of cronyism, rent-seeking and the rise of organizational psychopaths
will also eventually lead to political and short-term decision-making. By initiating
change, decision-makers create an opportunity to make their employers believe
inputs, processes and outputs are improving: change becomes a tool of self-
promotion and preservation.
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Conscious versus Unconscious Change Management

Adopting By’s (2007) model of conscious versus unconscious change manage-
ment is one possible way of facilitating successful organizational change in
HE and avoiding the major downsides of managerialism. According to the
initial model there are only two approaches to managing organizational
change: the conscious, where clear decisions are being made regarding how to
manage change (e.g. continuous versus discontinuous change; change method-
ology) and the unconscious, where there is a lack of awareness and clear
decisions being made.

However, the model can be further developed in order to reflect that there may
be different reasons for adopting the conscious approach. Figure 2, therefore,
accommodates options that perhaps reflect reality more accurately. This new
model suggests the options of managing conscious change for the right or
wrong reasons: the right reasons being what is the best alignment and discursive
co-ordination of individual, group, organizational, sector and societal interests on
the basis of procedural justice (democratic decision-making) and distributive
justice (equal rights and equality); and the wrong reasons being what is best for
an individual or a group of individuals in the sector. Hence, the model now
explains that changing for the sake of improving individuals™ circumstances is
an actual option for those in positions of power. Such behaviour is closely

<
7~

The conscious approach to The unconscious approach to
change management change management
N Change Change
for the for the 3
right wrong
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Figure 2. Conscious versus unconscious change management. Source: Adapted from By, 2007.
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linked to cronyism and rent-seeking, and there is the clear option of choice
for organizational psychopaths as they are primed to do what is best for them
disregarding what is their mission or best for the organization they are
employed by.

The model also indicates that adopting the unconscious approach, or the con-
scious approach for the wrong reasons, will increase the barriers to change and
weaken the change message, and consequently lead to a greater probability of
change failure than adopting the conscious approach for the right reasons. The
rationale for this is that most subordinates and professionals will realize that
change initiatives are driven more by personal interests, self preservation, indeci-
sion, lack of knowledge and incompetence rather than by requirement, knowledge,
choice, competence, awareness and what is in the best interest of the sector and its
stakeholders.

The model advocates the need for continuous change readiness. Such readiness
has been defined by Jones et al. (2005, p. 362) as ‘the extent to which employees
hold positive views about the need for organisational change (i.e. change accep-
tance), as well as the extent to which employees believe that such changes are
likely to have positive implications for themselves and the wider organization’.
Change readiness is a requirement for creating organizational capacity to
change, which has been defined as an ‘organization’s ability to develop and
implement appropriate organizational changes to constantly adapt to environ-
mental evolutions and/or organizational evolutions in either a reactive way of
by initiating it’ (Klarner ef al., 2007, p. 12 ). Change capacity does not only
describe the ability to constantly adjust to changing contingencies, thereby enhan-
cing the probability of succeeding in the long-term (see Staber and Sydow, 2002)
but also the ability to implement a series of changes over time. According to
Klarner et al. (2007), organizational change capacity is enhanced if the perceived
value of change is high, that is if employees believe in the necessity of change for
their organization as well as being willing to actively change their behaviour in
order to initiate and implement changes. Moreover, each change project has to
be perceived as legitimate, as organizational actors only commit themselves to
projects which they consider justified. Both the value of change and the perceived
legitimacy increase change readiness. Therefore, if continuous change readiness is
ingrained in the organizational culture and structure, facilitating a higher change
capacity, there is a much greater probability of change success.

Change readiness and capacity can be created, enhanced and sustained by
utilizing, e.g. Armenakis et al. (1993) and Armenakis and Harris’ (2002) change
message, which identifies five fundamental questions that should be answered:
discrepancy (is organizational change required?); appropriateness (is this the
right change option?); efficacy (is this change realistic?); principal support (are
senior stakeholders committed to this change?); and personal valence (what is
in it for the individuals in the organization?). Armenakis ez al. (1993), Armenakis
and Harris (2002) and By (2007) further suggest four ways of conveying this
message. It could be relayed through a mix of: a. direct communication;
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b. attitudes, behaviour and actions; c. by providing the view of others; and
d. empowerment.

A Decision-Maker’s Change Manifesto: Lead by Example

In addition to the measures explained above, organizational change readiness and
capacity can be achieved and strengthened by implementing the decision-maker’s
change manifesto. Decision-makers cannot lead by rhetoric alone, but must put
words into action and lead by example. In doing so, the level of organizational
change readiness and capacity will increase. The overall message is that managers
and other decision-makers should base their decisions and actions on value
systems that ascribe great importance to the ideas of the common good, just
distribution, equal opportunities, co-operation and participation. The following
few examples shall shed more light on this.

Work and Remuneration Towards What is in the Best Interest of the Organisation, the
Sector and Wider Society

It is essential that the organization’s employees at all levels genuinely care for
the sector, its purpose and stakeholders. Therefore, politicians, members of
funding and regulatory bodies, as well as academics and academic management
must acknowledge their responsibilities not only to themselves, but to all stake-
holders. For example, senior management should be encouraged to let academics
get on with their job and ensure that academic appointments and promotions
are based on agreed and transparent academic and management achievements
and criteria.

Furthermore, HE management should not offer, demand or accept any form of
special treatment or rewards. The culture of special perks for management only
must be abandoned as it arguably encourages an unhealthy culture of greed. It
is highly questionable if such a policy of rewarding management without any
real links to individual performance actually attracts the kind of individuals
required by HE. The ongoing argument that management are to receive extra
rewards, on top of their base salary, in order to perform to their full potential is
flawed by the notion that management would not accept the same argument
from any other employee. Rewards for any change success should be distributed
amongst all stakeholders involved in the change effort according to their contri-
butions. Moreover, the tradition of offering unsuccessful managers golden
handshakes must be abolished, as this is a system of rewarding failure and incom-
petence, which only encourages more unnecessary, self-promoting change and
further failures.

Commit to Change for the Right Reasons

Diefenbach (2007, p. 137) argues that people in organizations are not against
organizational change per se. However, they are opposed to managerialistic
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change initiatives that primarily serve the personal or group interest of a few.
According to Diefenbach, people are tired of ambitious managers, ‘who are
only interested in furthering their own career and market-value, mess around for
a couple of years with several change management initiatives, and then leave
the organisation in a state worse than before. . .with a golden handshake’.

Decision-makers must restrain from initiating change for the sake of power,
position and self-promotion as this can damage the organization. Furthermore,
they must be held accountable for their change initiatives. Change management
is not a blame-game. Although resistance to change will occur in any organization
and may be the reason for failure in many cases, the decision-makers must not
forget their own responsibilities and willingness, or lack of, to change and do
things differently. Senior management must resist from automatically implement-
ing the same management concepts generated by the fads-and-fashion industry for
all organizations. In contrast, decision-makers must acknowledge the very specific
and individual purposes, history, culture, people and other characteristics of their
own organization before making rushed decisions or changes. They need to spend
time observing the organization, its business environment, exploring and building
awareness of different change alternatives before fully committing to change when
and where necessary for the right reasons.

Decision-makers also have interests of self-preservation in many change scen-
arios. Due to their position, they have the powers to prevent or resist changes that
have adverse implications on their role, and can thereby become the single greatest
barrier to organizational change. This must be refrained from as such behaviour
will lead to individual and group considerations being prioritized on the cost of
organization-wide considerations. Facilitating positive change empowerment
may prevent this kind of behaviour to some extent.

Facilitate Positive Change Empowerment

Positive change empowerment can be defined as when organizations encourage,
acknowledge and facilitate employees’ influence, choice and implementation of
organizational change. What arguably often occurs in HE, as in other sectors,
can be labelled as negative change empowerment where top-down approaches
are being presented as bottom-up: employees’ responsibilities and workloads
are increased without being reflected in acknowledgement, salary, status, influence
or choice.

Facilitating positive change empowerment requires a mixed bottom-up, top-
down approach. As argued by advocates of the emergent approach to change
management, the pace of change is too rapid for senior management alone to
identify, plan, implement, manage, monitor and evaluate. Thus, the responsibility
for change and its management could be devolved. In order for such an approach
to work, some change responsibilities may be handed over to other change agents
in the organization who are better placed and skilled to deal with certain aspects
of change than management. Although managerialism has been known for
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adopting less consultative management styles (Anderson, 2006), it is important
for management to avoid mock-consultancy and provide stakeholders with a
real opportunity of having an impact on change initiatives before implemen-
tation: the only thing worse than not listening to your employees is pretending
to listen to them.

Conclusion

There is no doubt about it. Organizational change is required in European HE.
However, as long as most change is based on managerialism it will continue to
provide the opportunity for cronyism, rent-seeking and the rise of organiz-
ational psychopaths. Such a development is clearly not in the best interest of
the sector, the majority of people working in the sector or the wider society.
HE cannot afford such a poor solution to its challenges in the medium- to
long-term as it will drain its resources and weaken the quality and reputation
of the sector.

Managerialism will ultimately lead to a less effective, less purposeful, unpro-
ductive and weaker HE where few will be left to actually perform those functions
required by society. Instead of trusting managers and academics doing their job,
time and resources are now spent auditing and supervising them. By motivating
or failing to discourage cronyism, rent-seeking and psychopathic behaviour, HE
is arguably wasting resources; changing for the sake of change; increasing centra-
lization, formalization and bureaucratization; demotivating staff; and encouraging
political and short-term decision-making. Another serious consequence of man-
agerialism is a demoralized workforce with a lack of trust in, and commitment
to, academia as a whole. As long as cronyism and rent-seeking is allowed, and
organizational psychopaths are applauded for their ruthlessness (often mistaken
for effectiveness), managerialism is arguably counterproductive and will lead to
a weaker and not a stronger HE sector. The purpose of managerialism cannot
be seen as that of securing the four Ps (position; power; prestige; pension)
without producing for an elitist group of individuals who have been allowed to
play the turf game in HE.

The conscious versus unconscious model of change management, with its focus
on change readiness and capacity, is one way of facilitating successful organiz-
ational change in European HE. The advice is simple, executing it is not: minimize
cronyism and opportunities for rent-seeking, do not provide organizational
psychopaths with a platform for taking advantage of their position, and abandon
the control and audit culture. However, such radical change will need the
support of those very politicians, funding and regulatory bodies, and senior
managers within HE who have imposed managerialism and the audit culture on
the sector in the first place.
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In this paper we examine the creation and expansion of the English university
system. We show how the enormous increase in student numbers, which began
with the Robbins Report (1963), led to successive governments cutting
universities” funding and compelling them to act more like business enterprises
than educational institutions. In turn, vice-chancellors have become more similar
to powerful chief executives, collegial forms of control have been significantly
reduced and academic staff increasingly work in an environment in which they
are told what to teach, how to teach, what research to conduct and where to
publish. However, we show that this can be dysfunctional not only for staff, but
also for senior managers. In place of this dysfunctional centralism, we argue for
a win-win form of collegiality, which is compatible with rapid decision-making
at the university centre and effective execution of change at the local/
departmental level.
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Introduction

Decreasing state funding coupled with changing funding models, limitations on home
and overseas student numbers, an uncertain outlook owing to the global financial
crisis and a changing political landscape mean that English universities are facing
an uncertain future and a changing role (Black 2011; Brown 2011). The changing
and uncertain university landscape is reflected in the fact that universities are now
expected to place a greater stress on social mobility, wealth creation and public
engagement (Higher Education Funding Council for England 2011; Kok et al.
2010; Nunn et al. 2007, Watermeyer 2012). It is also reflected in the views of
some current vice-chancellors, who see the need for universities to support the
move to a knowledge-based economy, but question whether new forms and measures
of accountability, such as student satisfaction surveys, might not be hindering this
process (see for example Brink 2007; Wend 2011). This appears to be a far cry
from the certainty of Cardinal Newman’s (1907) nineteenth-century ‘Idea of a
University’ as a small and cloistered group of intellectuals pursuing the truth for
the truth’s sake and turning out well-rounded students versed in the liberal arts.
Nevertheless, as Nossal (1997, 10), notes, universities still have three essential
purposes which Newman would recognise:
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The first is to act as living repositories of accumulated knowledge. Universities must have
within them experts who husband and safeguard the knowledge of the past, who interpret
it in the present context and who make the fruits of this scholarship available to the
society.

Secondly, universities must pass on humanity’s accumulated knowledge to the
younger generation. This educational mission is obviously what society mainly sees
when considering a university ...

Thirdly, universities add to the sum total of human knowledge through research.

Some universities, especially those in developing countries (Altbach 2004), concen-
trate on the first two purposes. Although English universities have tended to be
involved in all three activities, it is the degree to which they undertake the third
activity — research — that tends to be the defining characteristic of the English univer-
sity system. Nowadays, university functions are described as fulfilling a multitude of
roles, among them education, research, public engagement, economic development,
social inclusion and mobility. However, the prevalence of one function over the other
has changed with time and is dependent on the different missions of universities,
often determined by different funding streams. In the main, the older universities
(especially Oxford and Cambridge) tend to be classed as research-intensive, whilst
the newer universities, created from the former polytechnics in the 1990s, tend to
be more teaching-intensive (Russell Group 2008). This split is controversially
demonstrated by the UK’s Research Excellence Framework (previously Research
Assessment Exercise) which ranks the quality of universities’ research and on that
basis determines the distribution of the research element of direct government
funding (Lipsett 2008).

Perhaps the biggest driver of change over the last 50 years has been the increase in
student numbers and the consequent rising cost to government of funding this. At the
time of the Robbins Report in 1963, there were less than 200,000 undergraduate stu-
dents; by 1981, the number had grown to over 500,000, which led the UK government
to embark on a major programme of cost reduction, one which successive governments
have continued to pursue (Alderman 2010; Browne 2010; Dearlove 1995). When
Dearing began his inquiry into higher education, the figure was around 1,250,000,
and by 2009 it had grown to nearly 1.9m —a 43% participation rate in higher education
by 17- to 30-year-olds in England, up from around 4% before the Robbins Report
(Dearing 1997; Universities UK 2009; Wyness 2010).

The increase in student numbers and costs has been accompanied by a radical
change in the philosophy of universities. The Robbins Report (1963) stated that one
of the four main purposes of universities was ‘the promotion of the general powers
of the mind so as to produce not mere specialists but rather cultivated men and
women’. Now, the emphasis is on wealth creation and establishing ‘long-term, sustain-
able relationships with employers to stimulate and meet their demands for highly com-
petent and skilled employees’ (Higher Education Funding Council for England 2011).
This change of philosophy, along with the introduction of student fees, has had a sig-
nificant impact on student expectations (Browne 2010). As Jonathan Black (2011, 6),
Director of the Careers Service at the University of Oxford, recently commented:

The result of the last few months in higher education funding policy has been to convince
students that university is a financial transaction: £27,000 cost set against a future profit of
a graduate salary premium. Reducing education to the implicit but increasingly flawed
‘learn to eam’ contract is having an effect: this year’s national student survey reported
that gaining employability skills has become one of the highest priorities for students.
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Thus the trend is for universities to see themselves more as businesses, preparing stu-
dents for employment, and students as customers. However, this does not inevitably
mean that the centralisation of power in universities must continue and that collegial
forms of influence and involvement are a thing of the past.

In this paper we examine the creation and expansion of the English university
system. We show how the enormous increase in student numbers, which began
with the Robbins Report (1963), led to successive governments cutting univer-
sities” funding and compelling them to act more like business enterprises than edu-
cational institutions. In tumn, as will be shown, vice-chancellors have become more
like powerful chief executives, collegial forms of control have decreased and aca-
demic staff are increasingly told what to teach, how to teach, what research to
conduct and where to publish. However, we argue that this can be dysfunctional
not only for staff, but also for senior managers. The latter may now have a free
hand to make decisions, but without the willing co-operation of staff, the
implementation of these decisions becomes much more difficult. The paper goes
on to examine Mintzberg’s umbrella approach to strategy and Lewin’s planned
approach to change. It concludes that these can provide the basis of a new form
of collegiality in universities, one which is compatible with rapid decision-
making at the university centre and effective execution of change at the local/
departmental level. As such, it provides universities and their staff with a win-
win situation; senior managers can implement their decisions more effectively
and staff are once again meaningfully involved in the running and development
of their departments and universities.

The creation of the modern university

According to Iyanga (2000, 7), the university ‘is the second-oldest institution in
the Western world with an unbroken history, after the Roman Catholic Church’.
Certainly, universities are some of the oldest and most enduring institutions
humans have created. Some regard the University of Al Karaouine in Fez,
Morocco, which was founded in 859, to be the world’s oldest continuously
operating academic degree-granting higher education institution. Others cite the
University of Nalanda in Bihar, India, founded in 427, as the oldest one. The
first European university to be established was Bologna in 1088, then in 1167
the University of Oxford, followed by the University of Cambridge in 1209 and
the University of Paris in 1231 (Reisz 2008). Indeed, of all the institutions estab-
lished in the Western world by 1520, 85 still exist and 70 of these are universities
(Kerr 2001).

The original European universities were international institutions which used a
common language (Latin) and catered to an international student body and drew
their faculty from across Europe (Altbach 2004). Though based on the monastic-reli-
gious tradition of scholarship, their funding sources and goverance structures varied
considerably. Paris was very much a university run by and for the Catholic Church,
whilst Bologna was funded by its students. Cambridge, on the other hand, was
funded by the state. Despite their different funding and organisational forms, as Euro-
pean universities developed, they came to be characterised as autonomous bodies
devoted to the pursuit of knowledge and truth for its own sake. As Lozano (2012,
219) notes, by the nineteenth century, this had grown into the ‘liberal’ view of the uni-
versity imbued with the principle of ‘Bildung’:
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‘Bildung’ is understood as a complex process of maturation in which the critical appro-
priation of knowledge — and not the mere transmission of knowledge — is encouraged
... [the] starting point is the search for truth and knowledge for its own sake.

This ‘liberal’ view was greatly influenced by the work of Wilhelm von Humboldt in
Prussia. His creation of the University of Berlin in 1810 was seen as a model for
other European and American universities. The central Humboldtian principle was
that teaching and research were inseparable and that both were concerned with the dis-
interested search for truth. Humboldt also supported the classical view that the univer-
sity was a ‘community of scholars and students’ engaged in a common task (Anderson
2010).

This model can clearly be seen in the work of Cardinal John Henry Newman (1907),
who wrote The Idea of a University when he became Rector of the new Catholic Uni-
versity of Ireland (now University College Dublin) in 1854. He argued that a university

is the place to which a thousand schools make contributions; in which the intellect may
safely range and speculate, sure to find its equal in some antagonist activity, and its
judge in the tribunal of truth. It is a place where inquiry is pushed forward, and discoveries
perfected and verified, and rashness rendered innocuous, and error exposed, by the col-
lision of mind with mind, and knowledge with knowledge. (Quoted in Ward 1912, 398)

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, a different form of university was arising in
England: the Victorian civic, or ‘red-brick’, university. If the ‘Bildung’ tradition was
epitomised by Oxford and Cambridge, where the aristocracy sent their children to be
educated, in the civic universities of the industrial north, such as Manchester, Newcastle
and Sheffield, the emphasis was more on teaching applied sciences and engineering in
order to provide practical knowledge for, and training the workforce of, their local
industries (Brink 2007; Reisz 2008). These civic universities were characterised by a
more instrumental ethos: not knowledge for knowledge’s sake, but knowledge as a
valuable commodity (Lozano 2012).

In the days before student grants and loans, only the wealthy could afford to send
their children to university. Therefore, both the older and civic universities were elitist
institutions, catering for a small number of students mainly from privileged back-
grounds. As Evelyn Waugh commented of his time at Oxford University in the 1920s:

The truth is that Oxford is a very beautiful city in which it is convenient to segregate a
certain number of the young of the nation while they are growing up. (Quoted in Reisz
2008)

Universities were also collegial bodies where decision-making was a collective process
dominated by academic staff. Though the amount of government funding grew in the
twentieth century, until the 1960s this was not accompanied by any wish by the state to
control the way English universities ran their affairs (Tapper and Salter 1992). Broadly
speaking, universities were self-managing collegial bodies who determined what they
taught, which students they admitted, and what research they undertook (Brundrett
1998).

Having said that, collegiality is not an easily defined concept, and the practice of
collegiality tended to vary from one university to another (Brett 2000; Brundrett
1998). Smyth (1991), for example, takes a minimalist view and defines collegiality
merely as teachers conferring and collaborating with other teachers. Lortie (1964)
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takes a much broader view, defining it as professional equals governing their affairs
through democratic procedures. For Gillies (2001), collegiality implies that academics
as a collective body and as departmental and disciplinary groupings dominate the
decision-making process in their university.

In England, the differing forms of collegiality can be explained by the fact that uni-
versities were established at different times, for different purposes and based on differ-
ent philosophies. There was no fixed common template for how they should be
organised or run. Each university, taking account of its history and particular circum-
stances, could determine its own ethos, govemance structures and the role of staff in
decision-making. For example, there are distinct differences between the ‘ancient’ uni-
versities, notably Oxford and Cambridge, and the newer Victorian civic universities.
The former were communities of self-regulating scholars where staff and students
lived and socialised within the colleges of the university, and formed a self-contained
community with a strong attachment to the university and its independence (Caine
1969). This was typified in the concept of ‘town and gown’, where the university
was seen as separate and independent from the town or city in which it was located
(Collison 2011). The Victorian civic universities were established and funded by
local businessmen and industrialists. Staff and students did not live or necessarily
socialise together, and the older universities tended to criticise them for their non-
collegial, ‘nine-to-five’ character (Anderson 2010). Staff and students might have
had strong institutional loyalties; however, they were not independent communities,
but rather an integral part of their local community. Academics tended to dominate
the internal decision-making processes in the civic universities through their dominance
of the senate. Nevertheless, their ultimate goveming bodies, i.e. the university councils
and courts, tended to be dominated by lay members drawn from ‘the great and the good’
of the local community, and their purpose was leaming not primarily for learning’s
sake, but in order to enhance the competitiveness of local industry and commerce
(Dearlove 1995). Therefore, even in the pre-1960s ‘golden age’ of collegiality, we
need to recognise that its nature was context-dependent and, as no two universities
shared the same context, collegiality varied between universities (Gaita 1997).

It also needs to be recognised that the nature and effectiveness of collegiality relied
on the willingness of academics to act collegially. Chaffee (1983) maintains that colle-
giality is characterised by agreement about the purpose of the university and the will-
ingness of staff to devote time and energy to consensus-building activities. For Bush
(1995), collegiality concerns policy and decision-making being achieved through dis-
cussion leading to consensus. He also argued that it involves the sharing of power in a
situation where there is common understanding about the needs and purpose of the
institution. However, as Hardy (1991) also noted, universities comprise groups of scho-
lars from different disciplines and departments whose primary allegiance may be to
their own peer groups, subject area and careers rather than to the university as a
whole. Collegiality legitimises this plurality of different views and priorities and
ensures that they are taken into account when making decisions (Hardy 1991).
However, the downside of this is that decision-making can be slow, the need to accom-
modate differing views can lead to suboptimal resource allocation, and there can be a
lack of clarity about the purpose and direction of the university (Brundrett 1998). To an
extent, it depends where power lies in the university. Where power lies collectively
with academics in the senate, a fair, coherent and university-wide decision-making
process might emerge, but where it resides in individual departments, with some depart-
ments having more power than others, there is much less likelihood that this will be the
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case (Yokoyama 2006). Therefore, collegiality does not necessarily mean that decisions
are always taken in the best interests of the university as a whole.

Collegiality was also previously facilitated by the fact that in England, prior to
1987, academic staff could gain ‘tenure” which meant that they could not be dismissed
from their posts until they reached retirement age, and were thus free to express unpop-
ular views and conduct research as they saw fit (Macfarlane 2005). It also meant that it
was difficult to impose decisions on academics; their agreement had to be obtained by
persuasion rather than by direction or coercion (Tapper and Palfreyman 2002).

There was one other factor which helped to protect the collegial nature of university
life in England. The government did not overly interfere in the running of higher edu-
cation (Anderson 2010; Dearlove 1995). This was partly because the universities had
powerful friends; leading politicians, civil servants and industrialists were graduates
of this elitist system and had no wish to undermine it. It was also partly due to the
fact that it was a relatively cheap system — there were only a small number of univer-
sities educating a small number of students (Robbins 1963). Also for this reason,
change tended to be slow and internally generated, which was compatible with the
slow, consensus-building nature of collegial governance (Waters 1989).

University expansion and the apparent decline of collegiality

It was the publication and the recommendations of the Robbins Report (1963) on higher
education which began the process of transforming English universities from the self-
managed, collegial establishments they were to the more centralised, managerialist
bodies they have become (Hardy 1991; Reisz 2008). In England, university education
had tended to be the preserve of a small social elite (Anderson 2010). However, the
Robbins Report (1963), whose purpose was to offer university education to a wider
range of society, began to change that. The report established the ‘Robbins Principle’:
“that university places should be available to all who were qualified for them by ability
and attainment’ (Anderson 2010). To facilitate this, the govemment expanded the
number of university places and introduced a national system of student maintenance
grants to ensure that no one should be barred from attending university owing to
their financial circumstances alone.

The Robbins Report signalled an expansion in university education in England and
the rest of the UK. Initially this was slow: by the mid-1970s, student numbers had only
increased by about 10%. However, from the 1980s onwards, and especially from the
early 1990s, the numbers increased rapidly to the extent that there are now ten times
more English undergraduates than in the 1960s (Wyness 2010).

Although the increase in student numbers was relatively slow in the 1960s, the
change in the nature of universities was not. The Robbins Report led to, or hastened,
three significant changes in the university landscape. The first was the creation of a
new type of university — the so-called ‘plate glass’, or campus universities such as
Sussex and Warwick. The second was the establishment of the Open University,
which offered a radically new model of university education. The third was the creation
of polytechnics, which were primarily teaching institutions devoted to helping students
gain qualifications (Anderson 2010). The cost of the expansion seemed affordable in
the growth years of the 1960s, but with the economic crises of the 1970s, the increasing
cost became a concern to the government. With the election of the Thatcher government
0f 1979, all aspects of public spending came under close scrutiny. For higher education,
the outcome was devastating. In 1981, the govemment announced that university
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funding was to be cut by 25% over three years. These cuts were not evenly spread, as
some universities faced cuts of 42% whilst others got away with around 2% (Dearlove
1995).

This decision was accompanied by detailed advice on which subjects, departments
and courses were to be closed or run down in order to achieve the cuts (Shattock 1994).
The 1981 cuts, in effect, signalled the end of university independence. From then on,
successive governments took a close and increasingly regulatory interest in the
running of universities (de Boer, Enders, and Schimank 2008). University education
was no longer about producing what Robbins referred to as ‘cultivated men and
women’, but primarily about equipping students for the world of work; and, rather
than research being seen as the pursuit of knowledge for its own sake, it had to
serve the needs of the economy and focus on practical problems (Anderson 2010; Dear-
love 1995).

Under pressure from the government, the Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Prin-
cipals (CVCP) moved away from the collegial model of university administration,
which was seen as too slow and out of step with the new realities of university life.
Financial retrenchment, mass education and subsequent loss of autonomy from the
state required changes which challenged existing, Humboldtian-type, academic
values. Collegiality could cope with slow, organic growth; it could not cope with
rapid and extemally imposed financial contraction (Hardy 1991). A new language
began to appear in universities: strategic planning, programme evaluation, value-
added and performance indicators. This was the language of the private sector
(Hardy 1991). This new approach was enshrined in the Jarratt Report (1985) which
was commissioned by the CVCP to examine how universities should be managed.
The report has been accused of introducing an industrial, managerialist ethos into uni-
versities (Hardy 1991; Jones 1986). Certainly, the guiding assumption of the report was
that universities were, or should be, like private-sector enterprises which competed
against each other for resources and in which students were the customers (Alderman
2009, 2010). Among other things, the report recommended that there should be more
centralised leadership; centralised resource allocation; clearer accountability; more
formal, long-term planning; systematic and quantitative performance indicators; sys-
tematic gathering of information; better monitoring and evaluation systems; and
more selective cutback decisions (Hardy 1991). The report was accepted by the
CVCP, and one of the first actions which followed was the abolition of academic
tenure, which undermined job security and made it more difficult for academics to
oppose change.

Govemment also put in place new mechanisms to oversee and manage universities.
In 1986, the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) was introduced. The purpose of the
RAE was to evaluate the quality of the research being undertaken in English univer-
sities and determine how research funds should be distributed. In so doing, it led to pro-
found changes in the management and purpose of university research (Yokoyama
2006). In 1988 the government passed the Education Reform Act and abolished the
University Grants Committee (UGC), which was seen as being soft on universities,
and replaced it with the much tougher Higher Education Funding Council for
England (HEFCE) (Anderson 2010; Dearlove 1995). The Act also signalled the end
of the ‘binary’ divide between universities and polytechnics, and led to a major
change in the shape of the ‘university” landscape, including the end in some universities
of the Humboldtian link between teaching and research. Indeed, in many universities,
research became a minor activity rather than a primary goal.
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The next major upheaval came in 1997 with the publication of the Dearing Report,
the first major review of higher education since Robbins in 1963. Amongst other rec-
ommendations, the report called for students to make a contribution to tuition fees, thus
endorsing the idea of the student as a customer. It also stated that the most important
task of universities was to contribute to the UK’s global competitiveness in the ‘knowl-
edge economy’. This was yet another push towards making research economically rel-
evant and to distance research from teaching (Anderson 2010).

Of course, the decline of collegiality and the rise of managerialism are not unique to
English universities. Many studies have also shown that the erosion of collegiality is
global phenomenon (Bryman 2007; Knight and Trowler 2000; Kayrooz, Kinnear,
and Preston 2001; Meyer 2007). For example, Regini (2011) identified a decline in col-
legiality in France, Germany, the Netherlands, Spain and Italy in the face of increased
state regulation and a more market-based approach to higher education. An earlier
study by Currie (1998) had also identified this trend in European universities, but in
addition saw a similar trend in the United States and Oceania.

Reinventing collegiality

Over the last 30 years, English universities, very much under political pressure, have
been trying to model themselves on private-sector organisations. In pursuit of this
aim, they have become more centralised and bureaucratic and their staff have felt
increasingly removed and even cut off from the decision-making process (Hardy
1991; Macfarlane 2005; Middlehurst 2004; Reisz 2008). In our view, there are three
ironies to this. First, organisations in the private sector have been trying to move in
the opposite direction. The rationale for this is very simple: in a world which is chan-
ging faster than ever before, where the future is far less predictable than ever before, and
where the challenges are greater than ever before, the idea that a few people at the top of
an organisation can identify and respond in a timely and appropriate manner to all these
challenges is seen as nonsensical (Brown and Eisenhardt 1997; By 2005; Conger and
Kanungo 1998; Hughes, Ginnett, and Curphy 2009; Nahavandi 2012; Peters 2006;
Stacey 2003). Therefore, the notion of the centralised, command-and-control type
organisation which was driven by top-down decision-making has given way to less
bureaucratic, flatter and more flexible organisations which seek to involve and
empower staff (Bumes 2009a; Peters and Waterman 1982; Kanter 2008; Mintzberg
2001; Yukl 2010). Unfortunately, this does not seem to be the case in the higher edu-
cation sector, where there appears to be a constant drive for centralisation, over-heavy
bureaucracy and micro-management (Deem et al. 2007; Deem 2008; Middlehurst
2004). However, it should also be acknowledged that the centralisation—decentralisa-
tion debate is not a clear-cut one (Allen 2006; Peckham et al. 2008) and it is possible
in the same organisation to have central control of key strategic variables whilst also
having widespread decentralisation of day-to-day operations and change initiatives
(Peters and Waterman 1982; Thompson 1967). Therefore, it should come as no surprise
to see that some universities are beginning to look at introducing less hierarchical and
less-centralised structures (Bryman 2007; CHEPS 2008; Sonka and Chicoine 2004;
Wend 2011).

Second, universities also seem to be out of step with some of the key precepts of the
‘new public management’ (NPM), which began to emerge in the 1980s. NPM is a
radical approach to running public services which, its proponents claim, is designed
to eliminate bureaucratic inefficiency and reduce costs by making public services
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leaner, flatter, more market-orientated and more decentralised (Allen 2006; Cope,
Leishman, and Starie 1997; Osbome and Gaebler 1992; Peckham et al. 2008; Reed
and Anthony 2003). To encourage this, new management codes of behaviour have
been introduced which, amongst other things, stress staff participation in decision-
making and change (Burnes 2009b; Morris and Farrell 2007). This, of course, parallels
the move to decentralisation and empowerment seen in the private sector (Hood and
Peters 2004; McLaughlin, Osbome, and Ferlie 2002; Rush 2004). However, whilst uni-
versities have clearly adopted the ‘marketisation’ part of NPM, they just as clearly have
not adopted the more decentralised-participative aspects of it, rather the reverse. We
would not wish to give the impression that NPM has been successfully or uniformly
introduced across the public sector or that its introduction has been uncontroversial
(By and Macleod 2009; Haque 2007; Hood and Peters 2004; Morris and Farrell
2007). However, we would argue that in some key aspects of their operation, univer-
sities are out of step not just with the private sector, but also other areas of the
English public sector (although we do acknowledge the debate as to whether univer-
sities form part of the public sector or not).

Third, all this has been happening at the same time that academics are being told to
involve students more in the learning process, and in assessing the quality of their leam-
ing and of those who teach them. Indeed, the intention of the government’s 2011 White
Paper on English universities was to put students at the ‘heart of higher education’ by
making universities more accountable to students in areas such as teaching quality
(Department of Business, Innovation and Skills 2011). Consequently, we have an inter-
esting contradiction: whilst academics are required to involve students more, those
same academics are being involved less by their employers (Macfarlane 2005).

Since the 1980s, English universities have been trying to cope with five main press-
ures: greater and more detailed governmental control of what they do; an expansion in
student numbers, but a shrinking unit of resource; the need for internal flexibility and
responsiveness in order to cope with the rapidly changing higher education landscape;
the need to improve the student experience; and the need to improve the quality of staff
research outputs. In attempting to deal with these multiple challenges, English univer-
sities have tended to adopt the proposals in the 1985 Jarratt Report, which in essence
called on universities to become more like private-sector organisations by adopting cen-
tralised and top-down management practices and minimising staff involvement in
decision-making (Hardy 1991; Jones 1986). Unfortunately, this was a model of man-
agement which was under attack at the time in the private sector and which now has
little support (Johnson, Scholes, and Whittington 2006; Kanter 2008; Handy 1989;
Peters and Waterman 1982).

In terms of staff involvement, universities appear to have gone from one extreme to
another — almost total involvement in decision-making under the old collegial system,
to almost no involvement under the new managerialist approach. However, as research
shows, excluding staff leads to poor decision-making, slow and unsuccessful change,
and demotivated staff (Burnes 2009a; Macfarlane 2005; Oreg, Vakola, and Armenakis
2011). For example, in looking at universities in the UK, United States and Australia,
Bryman (2007) found that a lack of collegiality was associated with ineffective leader-
ship and low job satisfaction. Knight and Trowler (2000} conducted research in English
and Canadian universities and found that in universities with low levels of collegiality,
staff socialised with each other less and spent more time away from the university. They
characterised such universities as ‘greedy institutions’ because they cared less about
staff well-being, especially that of female academics, whilst asking more from them.
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It should not, though, be assumed that collegiality has totally disappeared from all
universities or that all university leaders are against it. The dilemma for senior managers
is how to achieve central control of key variables and still retain a committed work-
force. Bryman’s (2007) extensive review of leadership in UK, US and Australian uni-
versities not only showed instances where collegiality still operates at a departmental
level, but that in such instances it was also associated with more effective leadership.
Currie (1998), also looking at Australia and the United States, found that around a
fifth of respondents considered that their departments retained open, collegial
decision-making practices, despite the growth of managerialism at the university
level. In a similar vein, McNay (2002) argues that one of the strengths of Oxford
and Cambridge is that they have managed to retain collegiality at department/college
level. Knight and Trowler (2000, 78-79), in examining departmental practices in
English and Canadian universities, argued for a system of what they called, ‘interac-
tional’ leadership:

One based on what might be described as directed collegiality. This proposes that it is the
role of departmental leaders to act in a way that is sensitised to current practices, dis-
courses and meaning construction in their departments. This is done with a view to estab-
lishing a climate of negotiation based on trust oriented to as well as growing from a
developing understanding of the shape of departmental goals.

This local/departmental level collegiality coupled with central decision-making is
similar to Mintzberg’s concept of ‘umbrella strategy’ (Mintzberg and Waters 1985):

Umbrella strategies: the broad outlines are deliberate while the details are allowed to
emerge within them. Thus emergent strategies are not bad and deliberate ones good;
effective strategies mix these characteristics in ways that reflect the conditions at
hand, notably the ability to predict as well as the need to react to unexpected events.
(Mintzberg 1994, 25}

Such a strategy comprises a broad, overarching, set of objectives — established by senior
managers — that are achieved through a wide-range of change projects driven by staff in
the areas affected. This approach has attracted considerable support (see for example
Anderson and Atkins 2001; Essen 2008; Fischer et al. 2010; Hart 1992; Love,
Priem, and Lumpkin 2002; Smeds 1994, 1997). Sonka and Chicoine (2004) see
umbrella strategies as being particularly suited to universities because they would
appear to combine the best of both worlds. This approach gives senior managers the
ability to set objectives and respond to extemal pressure, and it gives staff the ability
to decide how these objectives will be implemented to best effect. In other words,
this approach encourages macro-management rather than micro-management.
However, for Sonka and Chicoine (2004, 1343), what holds the process together is
that ‘senior leadership needs to negotiate a commonly understood strategic intent’.
Thus staff are not only involved in the local implementation of strategy but in develop-
ing the rationale or vision which drives the strategy. This approach also offers the
opportunity to involve other stakeholders, especially students, thus linking back to
the Humboldtian concept of a university as a community of scholars and students
engaged on a common task (Anderson 2010).

In a sense, what Mintzberg’s umbrella strategy does is to offer universities the
opportunity to reinvent collegiality for the twenty-first century. Collegiality at its
root constitutes a recognition of the importance of participation in decisions about
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the operation and the purpose of a university, i.e. how best ‘to participate in the gener-
ation, dissemination and application of knowledge which contributes to the further
development of society’ (By, Diefenbach, and Klarner 2008, 23). Excluding academics
from involvement in such decisions has led to a growing alienation of staff in univer-
sities, which in tumn has been detrimental both to senior managers’ attempts to achieve
the changes they need to make and to the job satisfaction and motivation of staff
(Bryman 2007; Deem 2008; Macfarlane 2005).

There is strong evidence to support the notion that participation in decision-
making improves trust and job satisfaction, as well as improving decision-making
and increasing commitment to decisions (Amold et al. 2011; Oreg, Vakola, and
Armenakis 2011). This holds as much for universities as for any other organisation.
Indeed, one might argue that, given the questioning nature and problem-solving
orientation of academics, this is even more so in their case (Taylor 1999). Studies
of the attributes of an effective academic tend to list traits such as integrity, a co-
operative attitude, conscientiousness, a communal nature, objectivity, creativity,
open mindedness, an anti-hierarchical bias and independence of judgment (Feist
1998; Glassick, Huber, and Maeroff 1997; Rushton, Murray, and Paunonen 1983;
Taylor 1999). By training and inclination, academics tend to question what is put
in front of them; they tend to value consultation (but not as a tick-the-box exercise)
and the ability to analyse and question decisions. Consequently, in universities, as in
most other organisations, involving staff in change is vital for gaining the commit-
ment to making it work (Burmes 2009a; Oreg, Vakola, and Armenakis 2011). If
this is so, we need to consider how these internal, staff-driven, changes can be
accomplished.

Kurt Lewin’s planned approach to change

Dunphy and Stace (1993) observed that there are a wide variety of approaches to
change which range from small-scale to large-scale and from participative to directive.
However, there is general agreement that the two main approaches are the planned
approach to change and the emergent approach (Beer and Nohria 2000; Bumes
2004; By 2005).

For proponents of the emergent approach, change is a continuous, dynamic and pol-
itical process which emerges in an unpredictable and unplanned fashion. As Weick
(2000, 237) states:

Emergent change consists of ongoing accommodations, adaptations, and alterations that
produce fundamental change without a priori intentions to do so. Emergent change occurs
when people reaccomplish routines and when they deal with contingencies, breakdowns,
and opportunities in everyday work. Much of this change goes unnoticed, because small
alterations are lumped together as noise in otherwise uneventful inertia.

In particular, advocates of emergent change claim that the process of change is a
complex and untidy cocktail of rational decision-making processes, individual percep-
tions, political struggles and coalition-building (Huczynski and Buchanan 2001).
Though there has been much support for the emergent approach, its support appears
to be on the wane. This is for two main reasons. First, whilst it has proved useful as
a means of analysing the political dimensions of change, it has proved less useful as
a practical approach to accomplishing change (Burnes 2011a, b; Bumes and Cooke
2011b). Second, not only does it stress the political and power issues involved in
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change, but it advocates the use of power and politics to accomplish change — in
essence, change is seen as a battle of opposing forces (Burnes 2004). This approach
has been criticised by a number of writers (Burnes and Cooke 2012b; Collins 1998;
Pugh 1993), especially Hendry (1996, 621) who argues that ‘the management of
change has become ... overfocused on the political aspects of change.”

This does not mean that power and politics are not important issues in change, but to
advocate their use as a means for coercing staff to accept change is both unethical and
counterproductive. In terms of involving staff in change, an approach which offers
advice on winning the battle for your side is much less desirable than one which
openly seeks to confront and resolve conflict (Burnes 2011b; Burnes and By 2012).
Indeed, according to Pascale (1993), acknowledging and addressing conflict, as
averse to ignoring it or one group seeking victory over another, is the secret which
allows successful organisations to stay ahead of the competition. The promotion of
ethical behaviour by staff and students is a core principle of university life. Therefore,
any approach to change which undermines or ignores this, regardless of any other
advantages or drawbacks, is clearly questionable.

The other main approach, Lewin’s planned change, is inherently ethical and seeks
to resolve rather than initiate conflict. It is also one which is eminently practical and has
stood the test of time (Burnes 2009a; Bumes and Cooke 2012b). As Schein (1988, 239)
commented:

There is little question that the intellectual father of contemporary theories of applied be-
havioural science, action research and planned change is Kurt Lewin.

Nevertheless, Lewin’s work did attract considerable adverse criticism in the 1980s and
1990s (see, for example, Dawson 1994; Hatch 1997; Kanter, Stein, and Jick 1992).
However, with the 100th anniversary of his birth in 1990, his work began to be re-eval-
uated. In 1992, the Journal of Social Issues (Vol. 48, No. 2) published a special issue to
mark (belatedly) the centenary of Lewin’s birth. This brought Lewin’s work to a new
generation and argued that it was still highly relevant to the needs of organisations and
society at large, claiming that ‘psychology as a field has moved much closer to Lewin’s
worldview than it was during his lifetime’ (Bargal, Gold, and Lewis 1992, 4). Hendry
(1996) and Elrod and Tippett (2002) also provided evidence to support Lewin’s
planned approach to change. Burnes’ (2004) re-evaluation of Lewin not only provided
support for his work, but in addition argued that many of Lewin’s critics appear to have
misread, or perhaps even not read, his work, which has generated a simplistic and mis-
leading picture of Lewin’s contribution to the field. Recently, The Routledge Compa-
nion to Organizational Change (Boje, Burnes, and Hassard 2011) and a major
review of the history of organisation development (OD) by Bumes and Cooke
(2012b) have both argued for the continuing relevance and importance of Lewin’s
planned change.

Planned change developed from Lewin’s seminal work in the 1930s and 1940s on
leadership styles and behaviour change (Burnes 2007). Underpinning Lewin’s work
was a strong ethical belief in the importance and practicality of democratic values and
practices in organisations (Burnes and By 2012; Cummings and Worley 1997;
French and Bell 1995). He maintained that change is a learning process which
requires democratic participation to enable individuals and groups to understand
and restructure their perceptions of the world around them (Burnes and Cooke
2012a; Lewin 1942).
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Since his death in 1947, Lewin’s planned approach was taken up and advanced by
the Organisation Development (OD) movement in the United States, who continued to
promote an ethical-participative approach (Cummings and Worley 1997; French and
Bell 1995). As French and Bell (1973, 65-73) explained, the values which OD prac-
titioners espouse include a belief that:

The needs and aspirations of human beings provide the prime reasons for the
existence of organisations within society.

Organisational prioritisation is a legitimate part of organisational culture.
Change agents should pursue increased organisational effectiveness.

It is important to pursue the democratisation of organisations through power
equalisation.

Lewin’s planned change involves four interrelated elements:

(1) Field Theory: Lewin maintained that for group behaviour to change, it was

necessary to ‘unfreeze’ the forces restraining change, such as personal defences
or group norms (Weick and Quinn 1999). Field Theory is an approach to under-
standing group behaviour by identifying and mapping the totality and complex-
ity of the field in which the behaviour takes place (Back 1992). Lewin argued
that if one could identify, plot and establish the potency of these forces, then it
would be possible not only to understand why individuals, groups and organ-
isations behave as they do, but also what forces would need to be diminished
or strengthened in order to bring about change (Bumes and Cooke 2012a).

(2) Group Dynamics: Lewin was perhaps the first to recognise the need to study

and understand the internal dynamics of a group — the different roles people
play and how groups need to change over time. However, for him, this under-
standing was not sufficient by itself to bring about change. Lewin also recog-
nised the need to provide a process whereby group members could be
engaged in and committed to changing their behaviour. This led Lewin to
develop Action Research and the Three-Step Model of change.

(3) Action Research: Lewin conceived of Action Research as a two-pronged learn-

ing process. Firstly, it emphasis that change requires action, and is directed at
achieving this. Secondly, it recognises that successful action is based on
research to analyse the change situation correctly, identifying all the possible
alternative solutions and choosing the one most appropriate to the situation
(Bennett 1983; Marrow 1969; French and Bell 1995). It is an iterative approach
to change based on successive cycles of research and action — research leads to
action and action leads to further research until the process of change is success-
fully completed. Action Research draws on Lewin’s work on Field Theory to
identify the forces that focus on the group to which the individual belongs. It
also draws on group dynamics to understand why group members behave in
the way they do when subjected to these forces. Action Research stresses
that for change to be effective, it must be a participative and collaborative
process which involves all of those concerned (Allport 1948; Bargal, Gold,
and Lewis 1992; Darwin, Johnson, and McAuley 2002; Dickens and
Watkins 1999; McNiff 2000).
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(4) The Three-Step Model: This is often cited as Lewin’s key contribution to organ-
isational change. It needs to be recognised that he did not intend it to be used
separately from the other three elements which comprise his Planned approach
to change (i.e. Field Theory, group dynamics and Action Research). Rather
Lewin saw the four concepts as forming an integrated approach to analysing,
understanding and bringing about change whether it be in organisations or in
society at large. The three-step model comprises:

e Step 1: Unfreezing. Lewin believed that the stability of human behaviour was
based on a quasi-stationary equilibrium supported by a complex field of
driving and restraining forces. This is why Lewin argued that the equilibrium
(the forces of inertia) needs to be destabilised (unfrozen) before old behav-
iour can be discarded (unlearnt) and new behaviour successfully adopted.

e Step 2: Moving. This is based on the learning approach promoted by Action
Research. It is this iterative approach of research, action and more research
that enables groups and individuals to move from a less acceptable to a
more acceptable set of behaviours. However, as noted above, Lewin
(1947) recognised that, without reinforcement, change could be short-
lived, which is why the third step is necessary.

e Step 3: Refreezing. This seeks to stabilise the change at a new quasi-station-
ary equilibrium in order to ensure that the new behaviours are relatively safe
from regression. The main point about refreezing is that new behaviour must
be, to some degree, congruent with the rest of the behaviour, personality and
environment of the learner or it will simply lead to a new round of dissatis-
faction with their situation (Schein 1996). This is why Lewin saw successful
change as a group activity, because unless group norms and routines are also
transformed, changes to individual behaviour will not be sustained. In organ-
isational terms, refreezing often requires changes to organisational culture,
norms, policies and practices (Cummings and Huse 1989).

As Armenakis and Bedeian (1999) explained, over the years there have been a number
of significant attempts to build on Lewin’s three-step model and make it applicable to a
wider range of change interventions, especially large-scale ones (see, for example,
Cummings and Huse 1989; Galpin 1996; Lippitt, Watson, and Westley 1958).
Perhaps the most comprehensive was Bullock and Batten’s (1985) four-phase model,
which was derived from a review and synthesis of over 30 models of planned
change. Others have attempted to build links with theories and models from outside
OD, such as Peters and Waterman’s (1982) work (e.g. Burke and Litwin 1992).
Even the change models of authors who might not be considered as drawing on
Lewin’s work (e.g. Kanter, Stein, and Jick 1992; Kotter 1996) bear an interesting
resemblance to his unfreezing-moving-refreezing model. This may be why Hendry
(1996, 624) commented that:

Scratch any account of creating and managing change and the idea that change is a three-
stage process which necessarily begins with a process of unfreezing will not be far below
the surface. Indeed, it has been said that the whole theory of change is reducible to this one
idea of Kurt Lewin’s.

Indeed, Elrod and Tippett (2002, 288) found support for Lewin’s model from unex-
pected quarters, such as bereavement theory, personal transition theory, creative
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processes, cultural revolutions and scientific revolutions. This is not only why planned
change is still seen as a valid and effective approach to change, but also why it con-
tinues to lie at the core of OD practices and techniques (Bumes and Cooke 2012b).

Therefore, in meeting universities’ need for a tried-and-tested approach to change
which brings together the parties concemed in an ethical, democratic and participative
manner, planned change has much to offer. Indeed, though Lewin never used the terms,
in essence planned change can be seen as a collegial approach, in that it sees all those
affected by change as having a legitimate right to be involved.

Conclusion

As this paper has shown, over the past 25 years or so, English universities have moved
from a collegial form of governance to a more centralised, top-down command-and-
control form where change is planned from above rather than emerging from below
(Deem, Hillyard, and Reed 2007; Dearlove 1995; Hardy 1991; Middlehurst 2004;
Yokoyama 2006). Coupled with this, vice-chancellors and senior managers have
increasingly adopted the ethos, concerns and skills of private-sector chief executives
(Blue Alumni 2010; Breakwell 2006; Richards 2002). This, of course, can make
them less able to understand and empathise with the concerns and needs of their aca-
demic colleagues. These developments have led to an erosion of traditional forms of
collegiality and have had a distancing effect on the relationship between academics
and senior managers within universities (Deem 2008; Macfarlane 2005; Tapper and
Palfreyman 2002). This distancing or deprofessionalisation can also be seen in other
areas of the public sector. Perhaps the clearest example is the medical profession,
where doctors have increasingly seen their professional expertise and judgment cur-
tailed by increased managerial control over budgets and targets (Pellegrino 2000,
2002). This can give rise to a conflict between managerial and medical priorities,
with the consequent undermining of doctors’ clinical expertise and autonomy
(Davies and Harrison 2003).

Deem (2008, 19) argues that such is the conflict between managers and academics
in universities that many senior managers appear to see academic work as ‘a necessary
evil which has to be “managed”, curbed, audited and generally distrusted’. The days of
collegial control and influence seem to be over. This has severely damaged corporate
citizenship and eroded trust between senior managers and academics (King 1995; Mac-
farlane 2005).

The development of centralised university management arose from the recommen-
dations of the Jarratt Report (1985). It was commissioned by the CVCP with the inten-
tion of concentrating power in the hands of a few senior managers in order to enable
them to respond quickly to changing circumstances by greatly lessening academic
involvement in the planning and running of universities, and replacing academics
with administrators in key decision-making roles (Dearlove 1995). This move to
‘hard’ managerialism is seen as a response to pressure from successive governments
to increase student numbers, meet financial and quality targets, and demonstrate
value for money (Anderson 2010; Deem 2008; Trow 1994). Yet a major study of uni-
versity governance funded by the European Commission has challenged the effective-
ness of this approach, recommending greater institutional autonomy and an easing of
government targets (CHEPS 2008). The study also advocates greater investment in
higher education, and claims that only increased levels of funding combined with
autonomy will enable universities to meet their stakeholders’ needs.
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Others have also argued that the appearance of control given by ‘hard” managerial-
ism may be illusory. Whilst university leaders have control over decision-making and
change-initiating processes in universities, this does not mean that the decisions that are
taken and the changes which are initiated will be successful (Bumes 2009a; Larsen,
Maassen, and Stensaker 2009; Middlehurst 2004). As a major review of 60 years of
the change literature has shown, the main predictor of successful change is staff invol-
vement in decision-making and implementation (Oreg, Vakola, and Armenakis 2011).

In addition, it may be argued that the actions of many senior managers in univer-
sities are not as strategic, transformational and as well thought out as they maintain.
Instead, research seems to show that many are still unprepared and untrained for
their posts, quickly lose touch with the day-to-day reality of university life, tend to
act in a short-term, transactional and inconsistent fashion, and over-focus on box-
ticking exercises designed to appease funding bodies (Bedeian 2002; Pounder 2000,
2001; Ramsden 1998; Richards 2002; Smith, Adams, and Mount 2007; Thompson
and Harrison 2000). Consequently, in an era when universities face high levels of
uncertainty and are being encouraged to be more entrepreneurial, a strong, rigid,
rule-driven, central management may need to give way to a more participative, one
might almost say collegial, style of management (CHEPS 2008; Clark 2001;
Ramsden 1998).

This is why in this paper we have argued for the reinvention of collegiality to fit the
needs of twenty-first century universities. It is a collegiality which seeks to marry the
need for central decision-making with local involvement in and control over the
change process. In particular, we argue that a Mintzberg-style umbrella approach to
strategy coupled with Lewin’s planned approach to change would allow senior man-
agers the flexibility to respond to changing circumstances whilst creating a new form
of local/departmental collegiality. As Sonka and Chicoine (2004, 1343) point out,
this would also require senior managers to work with staff to develop a ‘commonly
understood strategic intent’. Given that universities already put a great deal of effort
into developing and promoting vision and mission statements, this should be seen as
an opportunity to involve all staff in re-establishing and re-affirming their rationale
and purpose. By creating a new form of collegiality for the twenty-first century, univer-
sities and their staff can create a win-win situation: senior managers can implement their
decisions more effectively and staff are once again meaningfully involved in the
running and development of their departments and universities.
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Abstract This article addresses the relationship between
the ethics underpinning leadership and change. It examines
the developments in leadership and change over the last
three decades and their ethical implications. It adopts a
consequentialist perspective on ethics and uses this to
explore different approaches to leadership and change. In
particular, the article focuses on individual (egoistic) con-
sequentialism and utilitarian consequentialism. The article
argues that all leadership styles and all approaches to
change are rooted in a set of values, some of which are
more likely to lead to ethical outcomes than others. It also
argues that all stakeholders in an organisation have a role to
play in ensuring ethical outcomes. It concludes that in
order to achieve sustainable and beneficial change, those
who promote and adopt particular approaches to leadership
and change must provide greater ethical clarity about the
approaches they are championing.
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Introduction

First, leadership is a process that is not specifically a
function of the person in charge. Leadership is a
function of individual wills and individual needs, and
the result of the dynamics of collective will organized
to meet those various needs. Second, leadership is a
process of adaptation and of evolution; it is a process
of dynamic exchange and the interchanges of value.
Leadership is deviation from convention. Third,
leadership is a process of energy, not structure. In this
way, leadership is different from management—
managers pursue stability, while leadership is all
about change (Barker 2001, p. 491).

There are now increasing signs of disenchantment
with the concept of the assertive, no-nonsense leader,
whether of the charismatic or transformative variety.
... The ‘shadow side of charisma’ has been noted by
a number of writers ... The dangers of narcissism and
the associated misuse, and even abuse, of power were
thus known about even at the height of the period
when charismatic and transformational leadership
were being celebrated (Storey 2004, pp. 31-32).

As the above quotes show, leadership and change go
hand in hand. Indeed, the overwhelming body of opinion
over the last 30 or so years is that the prime task of leaders
is to bring about change in order to maintain and enhance
organisational success (Bass 1995; Burns 1978; Hughes
et al. 2009; Kotter 1990, Yukl 2010). Consequently, lead-
ership and change are two of the most important issues
facing organisations. However, they are also two of the
most contentious and problematic elements of organisa-
tional life with much debate and controversy over what
constitutes leadership and how beneficial change should be
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achieved (Beer and Nohria 2000; Daft 2002; Cummings
and Worley 2005; Rickards and Clark 2006; Yukl and Van
Fleet 1992). As Burnes (2009a) points out, if leadership
and change were easy, they would not attract so much
attention or be seen as so important. Indeed, there is sub-
stantial evidence that only around 30% of all change ini-
tiatives are successful (Bessant and Haywood 1985; Crosby
1979; Hammer and Champy 1993; McKinsey & Company
2008; Senturia et al. 2008; Smith 2002, 2003). If the main
task of leaders is to bring about change, then this implies
that only a minority of leaders are successful in their job,
which is what research has shown and the relatively high
turnover in senior executives demonstrates (Hughes et al.
2009; Kakabadse and Korac-Kakabadse 1999). Therefore,
in viewing leadership and change, we are looking at phe-
nomena which are vital for organisational success, but
difficult to undertake successfully.

The last three decades have seen the rise of new
approaches to both leadership and change (Bass 1995;
Burnes 2003; Yukl 2010). The former has been accompa-
nied by an emphasis on ethical values and behaviour
which, as the large number of financial scandals have
shown, appear to be more honoured in the breach than in
the observance, whilst the latter has seen a significant
decline in support for ethical approaches to change (Burnes
2009a; Dunphy et al. 2007; Gopalakrishnan et al. 2008;
Jones et al. 2000; Stiglitz 2010; Storey 2004). Despite this,
there is strong evidence that effective organisations are
ones where goals and values are congruent and shared by
the leadership and staff of the organisation (Brown 1998;
Denison and Spreitzer 1991; Detert et al. 2000; du Plessis
2008; Hofstede and Hofstede 2004; Ouchi 1981). For
example, Sosik et al. (2009) assert that the importance of
ethical values is that they influence behaviour, especially in
terms of whether organisational goals are judged as right
and appropriate, and the degree of effort to exert in pur-
suing the goals. Indeed, there has been a long history of
writers drawing attention to the positive relationship
between value alignment, leadership behaviour, employee
commitment and goal achievement (Cohen and Keren
2008; Dubin et al. 1975; Elizur 1996; Graves 1966; Guy
1984; Herzberg et al. 1956; Rokeach 1973; Werkmeister
1967).

The Oxford Dictionary of English (2006, p. 595) defines
ethics as ‘moral principles that govern a person’s behaviour
or the conducting of an activity’. Thiroux and Krasemann
(2007, p. 27) state that ethics relate to a specific area of
study—morality—which:

... deals basically with humans and how they relate to
other beings, both human and nonhuman. It deals
with how humans treat other beings so as to promote
mutual welfare, growth, creativity, and meaning and
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to strive for what is good over what is bad and what is
right over what is wrong.

Therefore, as Tseng et al. (2010, p. 587) maintain, ethics
is “...the study and philosophy of human conduct with an
emphasis on the determination of right and wrong’.

Though there have been numerous studies of leadership
and a similarly large number of studies of change, only a
small proportion of these appear to focus on ethics (Burnes
2009¢; Cummings and Worley 2005; Hughes et al. 2009;
Kanungo and Mendonca 1996; Yukl 2010). Indeed, despite
the posited importance of value alignment, it is very dif-
ficult to find studies which have examined the ethical
values of leaders and compared these with the ethical
values which underpin the approaches to change which
they adopt (Burnes and Jackson 2011). This perhaps
explains why, as this article will show, there is a damaging
lack of clarity regarding the ethical values which underpin
leadership and change. Therefore, in addressing this topic,
this article is addressing an important but under-researched
area.

In making the case for greater ethical clarity in relation
to leadership and change, we adopt a consequentialist
perspective on ethics. Consequentialism is a philosophy
which holds that the value of an action derives from the
value of its consequences (Blackburn 2008; Kaler 2000a;
Pettit 2003). As this article will argue, this is an appropriate
approach to ethics when considering organisations, given
that the changes leaders initiate are judged by the conse-
quences they produce rather than their intentions. In par-
ticular, we focus on individual (egoistic) consequentialism
and utilitarian consequentialism. We argue that leaders
cannot achieve sustainable and beneficial change for their
organisations unless they act in an ethical fashion and
adopt ethically compatible approaches to change that meet
not only their own individual (egoistic) needs, but also
produce utilitarian outcomes in terms of the greatest good
for the greatest number of stakeholders. We argue that
leaders must be clear regarding their own ethical beliefs
and the ethical values of the approaches they adopt to
change. It also follows that those who develop and promote
particular approaches to leadership and change must be
explicit about the ethical strengths and weaknesses of such
approaches.

Therefore, the aims of this article are to show that

1. Leadership and change are inextricably linked and
their effectiveness in achieving beneficial outcomes for
stakeholders is linked to their underlying ethical
values.

2. Some approaches to change are more likely to lead to
ethical outcomes than others.

The need for greater ethical clarity when evaluating
approaches to leadership and change.
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The article begins by examining the developments in
leadership over the last three decades and how these relate
to change and ethics. It then goes on to review the two
main approaches to organisational change—Planned and
Emergent change—and the implications of these for ethical
behaviour by leaders. We then explore the implications for
leadership and change of the consequentialist perspective
on ethics. This is followed by a discussion of implications
for organisations of the ethics underpinning the different
approaches to leadership and change. The article concludes
that only with greater ethical clarity can organisations
ensure that their leaders will undertake changes which
serve the interests of all stakeholders and avoid the finan-
cial scandals and collapses of the past two decades.

Leadership and Ethics

The study and practice of leadership has undergone a sea
change in the last 30 years. The two main developments are,
first, that older theories of leadership, such as the trait model
and the leader—follower model, have been overtaken by the
contextual or situational model (Griffin 2002; Kotter 1990;
Yukl 2010). This is an approach which stresses that leader-
ship is primarily concerned with bringing about transforma-
tional change and that effective leaders are those who can
adapt their leadership style to the context in which they are
operating (Alimo-Metcalfe and Alban-Metcalfe 2000; Bass
1995; Burns 1978; Hitt et al. 2009; Yukl 2010). The second
development is the rejection of the command-and-control
view of leadership which focuses on top-down control based
on the authority of position. Instead, leaders are now viewed
as individuals who motivate their staff by establishing an
emotional link with them through the power of their per-
sonality—their charisma—and not the power of their position
in the organisation (Brown and Eisenhardt 1997; Conger and
Kanungo 1998; Hughes et al. 2009; Maddock 1999; Nahav-
andi 2000; Peters 2006; Stacey 2007). There is now an almost
cult-like belief in leaders as heroic, larger-than-life, charis-
matic figures who have enormous self-belief, and commen-
surate egos, and who will pursue their objectives come what
may (Bass and Riggio 2006; Bones 2011; Grint 2005; Ka-
kabadse et al. 2007; Mend! and Ehrlich 1987; Storey 2004).

Paralleling these developments in leadership has been
the increasing complexity of organisational life and thus
the leader’s role. This is particularly the case with the
emergence of stakeholder theory (Fisher and Lovell 2003).

The concept that organisations have stakeholders first
began to gain adherents in the 1980s (Freeman 1984). The
basic idea is that organisations are ‘a constellation of co-
operative and competitive interests possessing intrinsic
value’ (Donaldson and Preston 1995, p. 66). However, there
is some dispute as to how wide to draw the circle of

stakeholders and even how to define a stakeholder. The tra-
ditional, or classical-liberal, model of the firm portrays it as an
input-output model having three groups who provide inputs
for the organisation—investors, suppliers and employees, and
one group who receive its outputs—customers (Freeman
1984). Under this model, the purpose of an organisation was
to make a profit, and the four parties involved in this process
had a contractual relationship, but were responsible for
looking after their own interests (Fisher and Lovell 2003).
However, the advent of stakeholder theory now requires or-
ganisations to take account of and serve not just the narrow
interests of shareholders, but the wider interests of society.
This embraces anyone and anything which might be affected
by or have an interest in the firm’s activities, including
communities, governments and the natural world (Donaldson
and Preston 1995; Dunphy et al. 2007; Jawahar and
McLaughlin 2001; Jones and Wicks 1999).

Therefore, leadership has become a much more difficult
and less clear concept than it once was. The quote from
Barker (2001) which introduced this article captures the
essence of this new approach to leadership. Barker distin-
guishes leadership from management. Leadership is
essentially concerned with bringing about transformational
change. Management is primarily concerned with achiev-
ing stability and predictability by ensuring that subordi-
nates comply with the rules, regulations and working
procedures laid down by the organisation. Compliance is
achieved through a transactional exchange between the
subordinates and the organisation which is policed by
managers using the authority granted by their position in
the organisation (Bass 1995; Hughes et al. 2009).

The charismatic-transformational view of leadership has
garmnered much support and admiration since it first
emerged in the late 1970s (Burns 1978; Foster and Kaplan
2003; Harrison and Clough 2006; Kanter 1989; Maccoby
2000; Osborne and Gaebler 1992; Peters 2006). There is
certainly evidence to suggest that charismatic-transforma-
tional leaders can bring enormous benefits to organisations
by galvanising them to reinvent themselves, e.g. IBM,
Procter & Gamble, Omron, CEMEX, Cisco and Banco
Real (Kanter 2008). However, the same approach in the
hands of unscrupulous leaders can result in cases of
organisational destruction, such as Enron, Global Crossing,
Arthur Andersen and Bernard M Madoff Investment
Securities LLC and the indictment of senior executives
from these and other companies (Gopalakrishnan et al.
2008; Porter 2008). The problem is that whilst the criteria
for judging a manager’s performance and honesty are
relatively clear, the same cannot be said for leaders. The
fact is that:

¢ Whilst managers can be sacked for breaking the rules,
leaders can be sacked for not breaking the rules.
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e The performance measures for holding managers to
account are relatively clear and short-term whilst the
criteria for holding leaders to account are far more
fuzzy and long-term.

¢ Stakeholders can judge the trustworthiness of managers
by their adherence to specified and monitored objec-
tives and rules, but the trustworthiness of leaders is
often based on faith, sometimes blind faith, engendered
by their magnetic personality. Unfortunately, a mag-
netic personality is common to both saints and conmen,
hence Storey (2004) warning at the beginning of the
article about the ‘shadow side of charisma’.

Leadership and change go hand in hand; however, if
stakeholders are not to be so dazzled by charismatic-
transformational leaders that any change is seen as good
change (see for example the case of Marconi in Burnes
2009a), they need to ensure that leadership and change are
underpinned by a system of ethics. That is to say, leaders
must possess a moral compass which ensures that they do
not abuse the faith that is placed in them and the unique
freedoms which they enjoy (Burnes 2009b, c). This is a
point made forcibly by Barker (2001, p. 491) when he
states that leadership is ‘a process of transformative change
where the ethics of individuals are integrated into the
mores of a community as a means of evolutionary social
development’. Hollander (1995, p. 55) also identifies the
ethical dimension of change and leadership when he
states that:

This process [leadership] is essentially a shared
experience, a voyage through time, with benefits to
be gained and hazards to be surmounted by the par-
ties involved. A leader is not a sole voyager, but a key
figure whose actions or inactions can determine oth-
ers” well-being and the broader good... The leader-
ship process is therefore especially fraught with
ethical challenges.

The argument that leadership and change need an ethical
base is not new. Such arguments can be found in the work
of Barnard (1938) on leadership in the 1930s and in the
work of Kurt Lewin (Marrow 1969) on change in the
1940s. Indeed, as will be discussed below, Lewin’s ethical
view of change lies at the heart of the Organisation
Development (OD) movement which dominated the field
of change up to the early 1980s (Burnes 2004, 2009a).
Alongside the rise of charismatic-transformational leader-
ship has been the growing volume of calls for organisations
to act in an ethical fashion (Dunphy et al. 2007; Jones et al.
2000; Hitt et al. 2009; Rhodes et al. 2010; Wines 2008).
Prominent in this respect has been the promotion of cor-
porate social responsibility (CSR) by national governments
and international bodies, especially the United Nations
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(Garriga and Melé 2004; Li and Zhang 2010; Matten and
Moon 2004; Renouard 2011; United Nations 2010).

However, rather than leading to a diminution of uneth-
ical behaviour, the reverse seems to have been the case.
Unethical and criminal behaviour appears to have mush-
roomed out of control in many organisations, as the 2008
‘credit crunch’ and other organisational and financial
scandals of the last two decades have revealed (Clark 2008;
Deresky 2000; Gopalakrishnan et al. 2008; Leigh and
Evans 2007; Partnoy 2003; Porter 2008; Stiglitz 2010; Tran
2003).

This section has addressed the first aim of the article, to
show that change and leadership are inextricably linked. It
has also demonstrated that leadership and change need an
ethical base. The next section will examine the main
approaches to change and explore their ethical underpinnings.

Change and Ethics

Up to the 1980s, the field of change was dominated by the
Lewin-inspired OD movement (Burnes 2004, 2009a). At its
core lies a set of democratic-humanist values which guide both
the process of change and the actions of those who lead change
(Conner 1977, French and Bell 1999; Gellerman et al. 1990;
Warwick and Thompson 1980). In essence, Lewin-inspired
OD provides an ethical approach to change. However, with the
rise of newer perspectives on change, especially the Emergent
approach, the emphasis on ethics has diminished to the extent
that some approaches even encourage the manipulation and
coercion of those involved (Buchanan and Badham 1999;
Burnes 2009¢; Rhodes et al. 2010).

It was only in the 1940s through the work of Kurt Lewin
that a fully fledged change theory emerged—the Planned
approach to change (Burnes 2004). This approach com-
prises four elements: Field Theory, Group Dynamics,
Action Research and the Three-Step model. For change to
be successful, though, there has to be a ‘felt-need’” (Alavi
and Henderson 1981). Felt-need is an individual’s inner
realisation that change is necessary. If felt-need is low,
introducing change becomes problematic. Felt-need can
only arise if individuals and groups are given the oppor-
tunity to reflect on and learn about their own situation, and
change of their own volition (Burnes 2004; Lewin 1947).
Lewin did not believe that people could be tricked or
coerced into change. Instead, he advocated a participative,
open and ethical change process. His approach was greatly
influenced by the work of the Gestalt-Field theorists, who
believe that successful change requires a process of
learning (Lewin 1942; Rock and Palmer 1990). This allows
those involved to gain or change insights, outlooks,
expectations and thought patterns. This approach seeks to
provide change adopters with an opportunity to ‘reason
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out’ their situation and develop their own solutions (Bigge
1982). Therefore, for Lewin, the change process is funda-
mentally a learning process. It is an iterative, cyclical,
process involving diagnosis, action and evaluation, and
further action and evaluation. It recognises that once
change has taken place, it must be self-sustaining (i.e. safe
from regression).

Lewin’s original purpose was to develop an approach to
change capable of resolving social conflict in society. As
Burnes (2007) relates, Lewin quickly saw the benefits it
could bring to organisations. In organisational terms, the
focus of the Planned approach is on improving the effec-
tiveness of the human side of the organisation. Central to
the approach is the emphasis placed on the collaborative
nature of the change effort: the organisation, both managers
and recipients of change, and the change agent jointly
diagnose the organisation’s problems, and jointly plan and
design the specific changes required. Underpinning Plan-
ned change is a strong humanist and democratic orientation
based on Lewin’s own personal beliefs and his work on
participative management (Lewin et al. 1939). Marching
hand in hand with this humanist and democratic orientation
was the development of a host of tried and tested tools and
techniques for promoting group participation and change.

After Lewin’s death in 1947, his work was further
developed and provided the inspiration and core approa-
ches for the OD movement, which began in the 1950s
(Cummings and Worley 2005). Lewin’s influence on OD
can be seen not only from its adoption of Planned change,
but also in terms of the humanistic values which underpin it
(French and Bell 1995). These values have been articulated
by many writers over the years (Conner 1977; French and
Bell 1999; Gellerman et al. 1990; Warwick and Thompson
1980). One of the earliest attempts was by French and Bell
(1973), who identified four core values of OD:

e The belief that the needs and aspirations of human
beings provide the prime reasons for the existence of
organisations within society.

¢ Change agents believe that organisational prioritisation
is a legitimate part of organisational culture.

e Change agents are committed to increased organisa-
tional effectiveness.

e OD places a high value on the democratisation of
organisations through power equalisation.

In a survey of OD practitioners, Hurley et al. (1992)
found these values were clearly reflected in the five main
approaches they used in their work:

¢ Empowering employees to act.

¢ Creating openness in communications.

¢ Facilitating ownership of the change process and its
outcomes.

¢ The promotion of a culture of collaboration.
¢ The promotion of continuous learning.

In order to remain relevant to the needs of organisations, OD
has broadened out its focus from group behaviour change to
more organisation-wide transformational approaches (Cum-
mings and Worley 1997; French and Bell 1995). However,
these approaches tend to be less participative and more
directive, which weakens the ethical basis of OD. Indeed, a
number of leading writers on the subject have begun to argue
that OD has lost its sense of direction and purpose to the extent
that it is no longer clear what constitutes OD (Bradford and
Burke 2004; Greiner and Cummings 2004; Worley and
Feyerhern 2003). Yet, as Wooten and White (1999) argue, the
core values of OD—equality, empowerment, consensus-
building and horizontal relationships—are ones that are par-
ticularly relevant to the needs of contemporary organisations.

Planned change was not only the first fully developed
theory of change, but it has also proved to be the most
enduring (Burnes 2004, 2007; Boje et al. 2011). Never-
theless, since the early 1980s, its pre-eminence has been
challenged by a range of other approaches to change, the
most prominent being Emergent change (Burnes 2009a).
The term Emergent approach was probably first coined by
Wilson (1992). It is used to describe a collection of com-
plementary approaches which take as their starting point
the rejection of Planned change (By 2005). They share the
notion that change is not a linear process or a one-off
isolated event, but a continuous, open-ended, cumulative
and unpredictable process of aligning and re-aligning an
organisation to its changing environment (Falconer 2002).
Weick (2000, p. 225) comments as follows on studies of
Emergent change:

The recurring story is one of autonomous initiatives
that bubble up internally; continuous emergent
change; steady learning from both failure and suc-
cess; strategy implementation that is replaced by
strategy making; the appearance of innovations that
are unplanned, unforeseen and unexpected; and small
actions that have surprisingly large consequences.

Advocates of Emergent change argue that it is more
suitable to the turbulent and continually changing envi-
ronment in which organisations now operate. They reject
what they see as the incremental approach of Planned
change. Instead, they argue that organisations must con-
tinuously and synergistically adapt their internal practices
and behaviour in real time to changing external conditions
(Beer and Nohria 2000). Consequently, ‘The art of lead-
ership in the management field would seem to lie in the
ability to shape the process [of change] in the long term
rather than direct single episodes’ (Pettigrew and Whipp
1991, p. 143). Furthermore, and just as importantly,
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proponents of Emergent change view organisations as
power systems and, consequently, they see change as a
political process whereby different groups in an organisa-
tion struggle to protect or enhance their own interests
(Orlikowski and Yates 2006; Wilson 1992).

This highlights one of the more notable shortcomings of the
Emergent approach, which is that its proponents do not appear
to recognise ethics as a topic worthy of consideration. Their
view seems to be that it is an immutable fact of life that or-
ganisations are composed of warring factions and, therefore,
for change to be successful, its proponents must utilise politics
and power to achieve their ends (Buchanan and Boddy 1992;
Caldwell 2006; Dawson 1994, 2003; Hardy 1996; Hatch
1997, Orlikowski and Yates 2006). This view is neatly sum-
med up by Pfeffer (1992, pp. 337-338), who states that:

Computers don’t get built, cities don’t get rebuilt, and
diseases don’t get fought unless advocates for change
learn how to develop and use power effectively.

If one accepts that politics dominates organisational life
and that change is a battle between those who have power
and those who want it, it is only a small step to arguing that
‘might is right’: that those who have the power have the
right to impose their change on the rest of the organisation,
regardless of how those on the receiving end feel about it.
Obviously, the proponents of Emergent change do not
necessarily support such abuses of power. However, they
do see power and politics as a fact of organisational life,
which must be accepted and exploited if change is to be
achieved (Pfeffer 1992). Indeed, as Buchanan and Badham
(1999, p. 29) note, the advice seems to be that:

If all else fails, use dirty tricks such as coercion,
undermining the expertise of others, playing one group
off against another, and get others to ‘fire the bullet’.

‘What we can see, therefore, is that the ethical dimension
of leadership and change does not get a mention, at least
explicitly, in the Emergent approach to change. However,
as Burnes and Jackson (2011) argue, this does not mean
that the ethical dimension is absent, but that one has to
infer it from the nature of the approach to change.

This section has addressed the second aim of the article,
to show than some approaches to change are more likely to
lead to ethical outcomes then others. It has also shown that
not all approaches to change make clear their ethical basis.
The next section will further examine the ethical under-
pinnings of leadership and change.

The Ethical Basis of Leadership and Change

In organisational terms, as in life in general, ethics are
beliefs about what is right or wrong, they provide a basis
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for judging the appropriateness of behaviour and they
guide people in their dealings with other individuals,
groups and organisations (Tseng et al. 2010; Jones et al.
2000). As Wines (2008, p. 484) commented: ‘At bedrock,
those who profess ethics believe that human beings are
autonomous moral actors capable of making meaningful
choices’. Approaches to ethics tend to fall into one of
two philosophical camps: the consequentialist (teleolog-
ical) and the non-consequentialist (deontological) (Pettit
2003; Wood-Harper et al. 1996). Consequentialists argue
that ethical values are meaningless unless they are
actively promoted. For consequentialists, the focus is on
outcomes rather than motives. This view is most closely
associated with the 18th and 19th century philosophers
Jeremy Bentham (Goldworth 1983), Mill (2002) and
Sidgwick (1981). Non-consequentialists take a similar
view of the importance of ethical values, but deny that
the rightness or wrongness of behaviour is determined by
the goodness or badness of its consequences. They
maintain that it is the intention behind an action, or the
rules to which the intention conforms, which define
whether something is ethical, and not the outcome
(Wood-Harper et al. 1996). This view is most closely
associated with the 17th and 18th century philosophers
Locke (1958) and Kant (1873).

In this article, we adopt the consequentialist stance on
ethics, which holds that actions should be judged by their
consequences and not according to their intrinsic nature or
the motives or character of those performing them (Kagan
1992). This seems to be stance most closely aligned to
leadership and change in orgamisations. Leaders, and the
changes they bring about, are not judged by their inten-
tions, but almost exclusively by the consequences of their
actions. For example, in the case of the Deep Water
Horizon disaster, it was for the outcome of his actions and
not his intentions that Tony Hayward, BP’s CEO, was
condemned (Goldenberg 2010). Similarly, it was the con-
sequences of Richard Fuld’s actions as CEO of Lehman
Brothers which sent the company into bankruptcy, not his
intentions (Wearden et al. 2008). Stakeholders may praise
leaders for their intentions, but what really count are
results: Does the company pump oil or spill it? Does it stay
solvent or go bankrupt?

From the consequentialist view, the right course of
action in any circumstances is that which results in the
maximisation of good outcomes and minimisation of bad
ones (Baggini and Fosl 2007). However, this is not an ‘ends
justify the means’ approach to ethics. From the conse-
quentialist stance, an action would not be judged as ethical
if the outcome benefited a small number of people at the
expense of a larger number. According to Thiroux and
Krasemann (2007), there are three main forms of ethical
consequentialism:
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e Altruistic consequentialism: This form of consequen-
tialism is associated with the 19th century philosopher
Auguste Comte, who defined altruism as the disinter-
ested concern for the welfare of another as an end in
itself (Blackburn 2008; Comte 1875). Altruistic conse-
quentialism maintains that an action is ethically right if
it maximises the beneficial consequences for everyone
other than the instigator. Under altruistic consequen-
tialism, the role of leaders would be to act in the best
interests of everyone but themselves.

e Utilitarian consequentialism: This form of consequen-
tialism maintains that an action is ethically right if it
maximises the beneficial consequences for everyone,
including the instigator. The main proponents of
utilitarianism were Jeremy Bentham (Goldworth
1983; Mertens and Dhillon 1999), Mill (2002) and
Sidgwick (1981). Though there is some dispute over
how to define utilitarianism, Bentham’s Principle of
Utility is still the most widely accepted definition: ‘...
of the various possibilities open to us in any given case,
we ought to choose that which will produce the greatest
happiness (i.e. pleasure) to the greatest number’ (Jones
1980, p. 368). As Renouard (2011, p. 89) observes of
utilitarianism: ‘The idea is to orient the individual
desire towards the care of others, so that the search for
personal happiness and the quest for the other’s good
merge’. This of course has a very modern ring to it if
one considers such developments as CSR and environ-
mental sustainability. Under utilitarian consequential-
ism, the role of leaders would be to act in the best
interests of everyone including themselves. This is a
recognition that the consequences for all stakeholders,
including the environment, need to be considered when
evaluating the costs and benefits of proposed or
possible courses of action.

¢ Individual (egoistic) consequentialism: This is a form
of consequentialism which maintains that an action is
ethically right if it maximises the beneficial conse-
quences for the instigator. It is associated with the work
of the 17th century philosopher Thomas Hobbes on the
egoistic view of human nature and morality (Jones
1980). Under egoistic consequentialism, the role of
leaders would be to act in the best interests of
themselves alone.

For the purpose of this article, we intend to dispense
with the first of these, altruistic consequentialism, because
it is difficult to see how organisations could survive for
very long if leaders acted purely in an altruistic fashion. As
an example, in seeking to maximise the beneficial conse-
quences for everyone else, an altruistic leader might choose
to close down their own organisation in order to favour
competitors. Our focus here, therefore, will be on the

impact of utilitarian and individual (egoistic) consequen-
tialism. It might, of course, be argued that we should also
dispense with individual consequentialism, because if
leaders pursued only their own self-interests, that must
surely be to the detriment of their organisations. However,
as Kaler (2000b) observes, there is no compelling reason to
withhold the term ‘ethical’ from behaviour motivated by
individual as opposed to utilitarian reasons. For conse-
quentialists, it is the outcome which is important and not
the motivation. Studies of successful organisations, insti-
tutions and nations show that egoistic leadership and suc-
cess can go together (Mooney 2004). For example, how
could leaders such as Henry Ford, Pierre du Pont, Alfred
Sloan, Toyoda Kiichiro, Matsushita Konosuke, Rupert
Murdoch, Bill Gates, Steve Jobs, Ratan Tata, Sir Richard
Branson and many others, have built or rebuilt their or-
ganisations without an enormous degree of self-belief—i.e.
egoism—that they were right and everyone who disagreed
with them was wrong? Unfortunately, the same level of
self-interest can also have disastrous consequences for
individual companies, as was the case with Kenneth Lay
and Bernard Madoff, and even for entire sectors, as in the
case of the bankers, speculators and fund managers whose
individual greed nearly destroyed the world’s financial
system in 2008 (Burnes 2009¢; Gopalakrishnan et al. 2008;
Porter 2008; Stiglitz 2010; Sunderland 2008, 2009).

Therefore, in theory, individual consequentialism can be
viewed as no more prone to unethical or illegal behaviour
than is utilitarian consequentialism. However, in practice,
in situations where leaders are not major shareholders in
the organisations they lead, what is good for the egoistic
leader may clash with what is good for the other stake-
holders and the result can be unethical behaviour. Nor is
such unethical behaviour likely to be confined to leaders.
As the Nobel Prize-winning economist, Stiglitz (2010),
observed in his book on the 2008 global financial crisis, the
performance incentives of mortgage salesmen, of the
inventors and purveyors of complex and ill-understood
financial instruments, and of the corporate leaders who
were supposed to supervise them were not aligned with the
long-run interests of the institutions for which they worked.
To put it succinctly, the long-term interests of the many
were sacrificed to the short-term greed and arrogance of the
few.

One of the major reasons for such illegal and unethical
behaviour is that we have been living in a time where
individual consequentialism has been aligned with forms of
leadership and change which allow leaders a large degree
of unquestioned discretion, and even secrecy, regarding
what they do and how they do it. This is not inevitable. The
danger of such situations arising can be reduced where
there is openness about and alignment of values and
objectives, transparency in decision-making and truly
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independent external scrutiny. As By and Macleod (2009)
and Burnes and Jackson (2011) show, approaches to
leadership and change are not value-free. Sometimes, as
with Planned change, the values are explicitly stated; in
other cases, such as Emergent change, they are more
implicit. As we will show, individual consequentialist
values align with the Emergent approach to change whilst
the Planned approach is more aligned to utilitarian
consequentialism.

Taking the Planned approach first: as noted above, this
is strongly underpinned by an ethical base which promotes
democratic-humanist values. It is a participative approach
which seeks to involve all those concerned as equal part-
ners, and to ensure that all the parties have access to and
can openly share, analyse and debate the information and
options available. This involvement and transparency helps
to prevent one group or one individual seeking to promote
their interests over those of the other parties. It also aims to
satisfy the needs of all the parties involved by ensuring
they all have an equal say in the analysis, planning and
implementation of change. Therefore, the Planned
approach adopts the utilitarian objective of seeking to
achieve the greatest good for the greatest number. In effect,
as Fig. 1 shows, it creates a virtuous circle whereby the
values of utilitarian consequentialism underpin the Planned
approach which, through openness and democratic deci-
sion-making, promotes the collective good.

Emergent change, on the other hand, makes no claims to
possessing an ethical base, and instead acknowledges and
often promotes change as a political process in which there
is a need to use power and manipulation to achieve the
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leader’s ends (Buchanan and Badham 1999; Wilson 1992).
What is perhaps even more worrying is that, under the
Emergent approach, change is seen as uncontrolled and
uncontrollable (Weick 2000). All managers are expected to
seize the opportunity to bring about change and to exper-
iment with the ‘everyday contingencies, breakdowns,
exceptions and unintended consequences’ of organisational
life (Orlikowski 1996, p. 65). This creates the conditions
for ambitious leaders to pursue their own self-interest
under the guise of change. This of course fits in with the
spirit of the age which was neatly summed up by Gordon
Gekko, the central character in Oliver Stone’s 1987 film
Wall Street, who stated that ‘greed, for want of a better
word, is good’. Gekko may have left Wall Street over
20 years ago but his ideology has proved far more endur-
ing, as recent events have demonstrated all too well
(Burnes 2009c; Clark 2008; Gopalakrishnan et al. 2008;
Porter 2008). Many leaders now see themselves as the new
ruling class (Diefenbach 2009) and in some cases have
even adopted the soubriquet ‘masters of the universe’
(Harris 2007). Yet, as Alvesson and Sveningsson (2003)
observe, what makes their actions extraordinary, in their
mind, is that they are done by them, which, of course, is a
working definition of egoism. The result is a surprisingly
high acceptance of mendacious leadership, systemic mis-
management and greed which only a few seem to be pre-
pared to challenge (By 2010; Stiglitz 2010).

It is the unfettered pursuit of the leader’s self-interest
which the Emergent approach allows and even encourages
which shows its strong alignment to individual conse-
quentialism. For many of the leaders who utilise the
Emergent approach, it is the degree to which it results in
the promotion of their interests rather than the collective
good which is important. If both can be achieved, fine, if
not, the collective good will always be seen as subservient
to the individual good—how could it be any other way for
an egoist? Therefore, the combination of individual con-
sequentialism and Emergent change can enable the pursuit
of the leader’s own interest to crowd out the pursuit of the
collective good. However, it is not individual consequen-
tialism which is dangerous per se, but the context in which
it is deployed. When deployed in a context in which leaders
are freed from the normal restraints of organisational life,
in which political behaviour is legitimised, and in which
underhand and even illegal behaviour can be hidden by ‘the
fog of war’, egoistic leadership can be very damaging. As
Fig. 2 shows, it creates a vicious circle whereby egoistic
consequentialist values underpin Emergent change which,
through obfuscation and political manipulation, subverts
the collective good in favour of the leader’s good.

This section has addressed the third aim of aim of the
article, to show the need for greater ethical clarity when
evaluating and implementing approaches to leadership and
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change. It has shown that all approaches to leadership and
change have ethical implications, but that not all of them
are explicit about what these are, especially those which
might lead to unethical outcomes. The next section dis-
cusses the implications of our review of the ethical basis of
leadership and change.

Discussion: The Case for Clarity

Our argument in this article is that all leadership styles and
all approaches to change are rooted in a set of values, and
that these influence the actions of leaders and the outcomes
of change iitiatives for good or ill. Support for this
argument can be seen in the Introduction and the review of
the leadership literature. These showed that the over-
whelming view to emerge over the last three decades is that
the main role of leaders is to bring about change in, and
indeed to transform, their organisations (Burns 1978; Bass
1995; Hughes et al. 2009; Yukl 2010). In addition, the
review of the change and ethics literatures showed that the
behaviour of leaders, and others in organisations, is
strongly influenced by their ethical values (Burnes and
Jackson 2011; Cohen and Keren 2008; Fisher and Lovell
2003). We have also shown that in undertaking their role,
leaders are given a great deal of freedom in what they do
and how they do it. This is partly due to the aura of
omniscience which has grown up around the role of the
leader, and partly due to the difficulty of monitoring and
evaluating the process of transformational change (Burnes
2009c¢; Grint 2005; Storey 2004).

As a consequence, many leaders have been unchal-
lenged in putting their own egos and interests ahead of the
interests of the other stakeholders in their organisation, in
some cases with disastrous results (Bones 2011; Gopala-
krishnan et al. 2008; Kakabadse et al. 2007; Porter 2008;
Stiglitz 2010). For many, this has highlighted the impor-
tance of promoting the ethical dimension of leadership as a
means of ensuring that leaders act in the interests of all
their stakeholders and not just their own interests (Barker
2001; Covey 1991; Hollander 1995; Kanungo and Men-
donca 1996; Storey 2004). However, as the review of
consequentialist ethics demonstrated, not all approaches to
ethics necessarily have beneficial results. Whilst leaders
who adopt utilitarian ethics are likely to pursue the interests
of all their stakeholders, leaders who adopt more individ-
ual-egotistic ethics are more likely to put their own inter-
ests before that of other stakeholders (Clark 2008; du
Plessis 2008; Kanungo and Mendonca 1996; Partnoy 2003;
Porter 2008; Rhodes et al. 2010; Sunderland 2008, 2009).

After examining the ethical underpinnings of leadership,
we examined the ethical underpinnings of approaches to
change. In reviewing the two dominant approaches to
change, we argued that the Planned approach is more likely
to lead to ethical outcomes than the Emergent approach.
This is because Planned change was explicitly developed
by Lewin to achieve collective good rather than to promote
sectional or individual interests (Burnes 2004; Lewin et al.
1939; Marrow 1969). It is an approach which stresses
democratic leadership, participative change, transparency
and ethical values, which we have identified as utilitarian
consequentialism. Emergent change, on the other hand,
makes no claims to possessing an ethical base. It portrays
organisations as political systems, and change as a political
process which requires leaders to use power, manipulation
and obfuscation to achieve their ends (Buchanan and
Badham 1999; Wilson 1992).

Consequently, Emergent change is underpinned by
values which are likely to lead to unethical outcomes,
though this will not always be the case. As Pfeffer (1992)
noted, power and politics can be used to achieve ethical
outcomes. Similarly, charismatic leadership and individual
consequentialism, in the appropriate circumstances, can be
a force for good. However, when charismatic leaders pur-
sue their own agendas using manipulative and coercive
approaches to change, they do pose a danger—the danger
that they will pursue, and even be encouraged to pursue,
their own interests regardless of the wider interests of other
stakeholders or even the survival of the organisation. This
is especially the case given that the last three decades have
also been ones which have been presided over by a Gordon
Gekko-like ‘greed is good’ mentality.

The axis on which acceptable and unacceptable out-
comes revolve is the ethical values which underpin and link
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together particular combinations of leadership and change.
We believe that the fundamental flaw in some approaches
to change is that not only are they not explicit about values,
but also they give the impression that it is somehow
unworldly or naive even to mention ethical considerations
(Buchanan and Badham 1999). From this perspective,
ethical change is not an issue, because those who promote
such a view believe that the presence in organisations of
power and politics preclude such considerations: instead
change must be brought about by a combination of power
and manipulation (Pfeffer 1992). However, it seems con-
tradictory that proponents of Emergent change maintain
that most aspects of organisational behaviour can be
changed except those connected with power and politics
(Burnes 2009c). Crucially, it also ignores the issue of
choice. As Hatch (1997, pp. 367-368) observes:

In a socially constructed world, responsibility for
environmental conditions lies with those who do the
constructing... This suggests at least two competing
scenarios for organizational change. First, organiza-
tion change can be a vehicle of domination for those
who conspire to enact the world for others... An
alternative use of social constructionism is to create a
democracy of enactment in which the process is made
open and available to all... such that we create
opportunities for freedom and mnovation rather than
simply for further domination.

However, how are such choices to be made? In
answering this question, we return to the title of this article:
‘Leadership and Change: The Case for Greater Ethical
Clarity’. Organisations have to move beyond general
statements of ethics, such as those found in Corporate
Social Responsibility policies (United Nations 2010), and
actually evaluate the ethical values of leaders and their
actions and determine whether they are compatible with the
wider interests of the organisation and its stakeholders.
This requires them to understand ethics both in policy and
practical terms, and to be clear about the ethical basis of
different approaches to leadership and change. They have
to create the sort of virtuous circle of leadership and change
shown in Fig. 1. Nevertheless, if this is to be successful, it
requires stakeholders to play an active rather than passive
role. As Egels-Zanden and Sandberg (2010, p. 35)
comment:

In recent years, stakeholder theory has become one of
the most common frameworks used in the academic
community for conceptualizing and understanding
issues concerning corporate ethical responsibilities.

Unfortunately, as the 2008 credit crunch demonstrated,
key stakeholders, such as investors, regulators and govern-
ments, turned a blind eye to the unethical practices of many
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financial institations (Burnes 2009a; Gopalakrishnan et al.
2008; Porter 2008; Stiglitz 2010; Sunderland 2008, 2009).
Fortunately, there are also many cases where stakeholders
have played a positive role in challenging and correcting
unethical practices. Pressure groups such as Greenpeace,
Friends of the Earth and Ammesty International have been
effective in holding businesses to account for their activities
(Dunphy et al. 2007). Western companies purchasing from
developing nations have proved themselves able and willing
to stamp out exploitative practices such as child labour
(Easton 2003; Jones et al. 2007; Korner 2003). With the
advent of initiatives such as the Fairtrade logo, even indi-
vidual consumers find themselves in a position to influence
the ethical practices of the organisations they purchase
from (Rawles 2010). Similarly, many pressure groups and
non-governmental organisations now monitor and expose
exploitative and environmentally damaging practices
(Weaver 2007). All this has been aided by the advent of the
Internet and social networking, which has made it much
easier to identify and publicise unethical behaviour, and
mobilise individuals and groups against it (Inman 2011).

Therefore, stakeholders have a positive and active role
to play in identifying and ending unethical practices.
However, this is only possible if they can recognise what is
ethical and unethical. Most stakeholders would agree that
child labour is clearly unethical, but would they recognise
which leadership and change practices are unethical? If
stakeholders are to be able to monitor leaders’ behaviour,
they must have a yardstick for judging whether it is
potentially unethical or not. In order to do this, those who
develop, promote and adopt particular approaches to
leadership and change have to be clear about the ethical
implications of these.

Conclusions

As stated in the Introduction, we believe that there is a
damaging lack of clarity regarding the ethical values which
underpin leadership and change, and that this is an
important but under-researched area. Consequently, the
aims of this article are threefold: first, to show that lead-
ership and change are inextricably linked and that their
effectiveness in achieving beneficial outcomes for stake-
holders is linked to their underlying ethical values. Our
review of the leadership and change literature has dem-
onstrated the symbiotic relationship between these. In
addition, by relating the literature on ethics to leadership
and change, we have shown that these are underpinned by
ethical values which influence the outcomes of these two
processes.

Our second aim was to show that some approaches to
change are more likely to lead to ethical outcomes than
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others. In reviewing the two dominant approaches to
change, we showed that whilst Planned change was
explicitly based on set of ethical principles and practices
which was compatible with ethical outcomes, Emergent
change was not. Though not explicitly stated, the practice
of Emergent change, based as it is on the use of power and
manipulation, revealed that its underlying values under-
mined rather than supported ethical outcomes.

The final aim of the article was to show that there is a
need for greater ethical clarity when evaluating approaches
to leadership and change. As argued in the Discussion,
though some unethical practices are clear and widely
condemned, e.g. child labour, the ethical dimension of
leadership and change is much more difficult to divine.
Yet, if leaders are to act ethically and if organisational
change is to lead to ethical outcomes, there must be greater
clarity over their ethical underpinnings and consequences,
otherwise misconceptions arise which can lead to the
promotion of selfish and narrow actions over the greater
good.

A prime example of such a misunderstanding is the
famous quotation attributed to Charlie Wilson, who was
President of General Motors in the early 1950s: “What’s
good for General Motors is good for the country’. Many
leaders appear to interpret this to mean: “What’s good for
me is good for the organisation’, which is of course an
individual consequentialist standpoint. But what Wilson
actually said was ‘For years I thought that what was good
for our country was good for General Motors, and vice
versa’ (Time Magazine 1961). Therefore, a more accurate
interpretation of Wilson’s words would be ‘“What’s good
for the organisation is good for me’, which is very much a
utilitarian consequentialist stance.

It follows that self-interest and the interests of other
stakeholders are not necessarily incompatible. If one goes
back to the work of Thomas Hobbes, the original proponent
of the individual view of human nature, his view of lead-
ership is closely allied to Wilson’s view of General Motors.
Hobbes believed that the quid pro quo for allowing leaders
authority, for individuals surrendering some of their lib-
erties to them, is that the leader acts for the common good
(Jones 1980). Applying this to organisations, which are
social groupings established, in the most part, to meet the
ends of their stakeholders, then if a leader ceases to act for
the common good, they lose their legitimacy. Conse-
quently, for leaders to have legitimacy, they must act in the
interests of the common good even if their own personal
philosophy is one of individual consequentialism. There-
fore, drawing on both Charlie Wilson and Thomas Hobbes,
one can argue that leaders with individual consequentialist
ethics can best serve their own interests by serving the
collective interests of the rest of the stakeholders in the
organisation.

This, of course, can only be achieved if leaders act in an
ethical manner. In order to serve the interests of all
stakeholders, leaders need to be explicit about what is
acceptable and not acceptable, there need to be transpar-
ency and involvement in decision-making and leaders need
to be subject to appropriate levels of accountability.
Importantly, those who study and offer advice on change
must be explicit about the ethical basis of their work and
the dangers as well as the benefits of their approach to
change. As Roosevelt (1937) commented on the causes of
the Great Depression of the 1930s:

We have always known that heedless self-interest
was bad morals; we know now that it is bad eco-
nomics. Out of the collapse of a prosperity whose
builders boasted their practicality has come the con-
viction that in the long run economic morality pays.

However, this ‘economic morality’ will only prevail if
all the stakeholders in an organisation are able and pre-
pared to ensure that ethical rather than selfish behaviour is
pursued by leaders when undertaking change.
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