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Being able to handle organizational change effectively in practice can be seen as
a key component of organizational survival. This especially holds true in an
increasingly turbulent environment. Thus, this thesis aims to answer not only the
question of what approaches to organizational change management look like in
the current state but also what they will look like in the future state, namely in
2025. The focus hereby is on the three key elements of change management:
process, people, principles. To come up with reasonable answers, a two-round
Delphi survey with experts in the field has been conducted. The main findings
are that organizational change appears to be a top-down approach which can be
strategically planned and managed in the current state. In contrast to this,
organizational change in 2025 will emerge in a more constant and natural way
and hence will increasingly require the involvement of all stakeholders affected
by the change initiative. When linking these results to already existing
organizational metaphors, it appears that organizations currently work like a
""Machine" in practice, whereas they will be a combination of the ''Organism"
and "Flux and Transformation'' metaphor in the future. Consequently, Lewin’s
three-step-model (1951) as well as Bullock and Batten’s planned change model
(1985) describe best how organizational change is approached in the current
state while Stacey and Shaw’s complex-responsive-processes model (2001) could
become the most important organizational change management model in 2025.
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1. INTRODUCTION

"Change is the only thing that will never change so let’s learn
to adopt by change management" (Kansal & Chandani, 2014, p.
208).

Due to the constantly increasing speed of technological,
political and regulatory changes that organizations, and
especially multinational enterprises (MNEs), face, the ability to
effectively manage organizational change is seen as a key factor
for organizational survival as well as the establishment of a
competitive advantage, as stated by Greenwood and Hinings
(1996). They concluded that studying organizational reactions
to change already became a central research topic in the 1990s,
although the first studies on employee responses to
organizational change even date back to the 1950s (Oreg,
Vakola & Armenakis, 2011). Several models have been
developed on the basis of conducted studies with the purpose of
guiding companies to effectively manage their upcoming
organizational change and thus "any adjustment or alteration in
the organization that has the potential to influence the
organization’s  stakeholders’ physical or psychological
experience" (Oreg, Todnem By & Michel, 2014, p. 4). Eminent
models in this area are for example Kotter’s "eight steps to
transforming your organisation" (Kotter, 1995) or Lewin’s
"three-step-model" (Lewin, 1951). But even though there are
already many existing models on this topic, almost 70% of all
organizational changes fail in practice (McKinsey & Company,
2009; Kotter, 2008; Senturia, Flees & Maceda, 2008; Hughes,
2011). The reasons for this high failure rate are linked to
employee attitudes and management behavior (McKinsey &
Company, 2009). Both scholars and professionals indicate that
the need for effective change management is growing but the
ability to do so is decreasing (Guest, 2004; IBM, 2008). A main
reason for this decreasing ability of organizations to effectively
cope with change is that they still often use slow and inflexible
processes to manage change even though the fast changing
technological environment requires otherwise (Guest, 2004).
Traditional change management models, for example Lewin’s
three-step-model (1951), treat organizational change as being
planned and thus as "a process that moves from one ‘fixed
state’ to another through a series of pre-planned steps”
(Bamford & Forrester, 2003, p. 547). However, Herold, Fedor
and Caldwell (1997) exemplify that it is not effective for
companies to handle changes as independent events, as this
does not allow for flexibility (Clark & Wheelwright, 1992) and
thus a fast and successful change implementation is hindered.
Further research is required to analyze whether present change
management models like Kotter’s eight-steps-model (1995)
indeed may become obsolete in the future (Zand & Sorensen,
1975) and need to be replaced by more flexible approaches to
change. Hence, following research question emerges:
What will approaches to organizational change management
look like in 2025?.

As technological advances, which influence organizations and
require them to change, take place in a rapidly manner
(Westphal, 2002; Botha, Kourie & Snyman, 2014), looking 10
years into the future seems appropriate in this case. Through
this, future insufficiencies could be prevented (Firby, 1978). In
order to answer the central research question several sub-
questions are posed. Hereby, three key elements of change
management (Cameron & Green, 2014) are taken into account,
namely:

1) Process — How is organizational change tackled?

2) People — Who is responsible for organizational change?

3) Principles — What are the guiding principles?

Consequently, the sub questions are:

1) What do approaches to organizational change management
currently look like?

2) What will the process of organizational change management
look like in the future?

3) Who will be responsible for designing and implementing
future organizational change approaches?

4) What will be the guiding principles for organizational change
approaches in the future?

Cameron and Green (2014) argue that the three key elements
process, people and principles are most relevant when analyzing
organizational change management. In order to do so, they
make use of four organizational metaphors to explain how
organizational change works in practice. These four metaphors
are mostly used by managers as well as consultants in practice
and thus appear to offer the most relevant insights into
organizational change management (Cameron & Green, 2014;
Morgan, 2006). The first metaphor is "Organizations as
Machines" which considers change as being planned and
centralized. "Organizations as Political Systems" is the second
metaphor mentioned by Cameron and Green (2014). Here the
importance of finding support for organizational change from
powerful individuals is stressed. "Organizations as Organisms"
states that the whole organization needs to be aware of the need
to change and should be involved in change actions. Finally, the
"organizations as Flux and Transformation" metaphor argues
that managers might not be able to control and manage change
in an increasingly turbulent environment as it cannot be planned
ahead. A summary of the four metaphors and their
characteristics can be found in Table 1.

Table 1. Organizational Metaphors and their Characteristics
(Cameron & Green, 2014)

Organizational Metaphors Characteristics

- Routine operations
- Clearly defined job roles and
standard procedures

Machine

— Change can be planned and
controlled

- Importance of power play

Political Systems .. .
y and conflict in organization

— Change needs to be
supported by a powerful
person

- Organizational structure
depends on the environment
- Individual as well as
organizational happiness and
health are crucial

Organism

— Change is made only when
responding to environmental
changes (no internal focus
used)

- Organization is part of
environment

- Organization has ability to
self-organize and change with
the purpose of getting a
desired identity

Flux and Transformation

— Change cannot be managed
but it emerges

By analyzing the current and future state of these metaphors as
well as several models to organizational change, which will all




be explained in greater detail later on, answers to the research
and sub questions can be formulated.

The focus of the research will be on organizational changes
within MNEs since these companies, due to their
internationality, most of the times face more complex change
than small and medium enterprises (SMEs) (Rosenzweig &
Singh, 1991).

1.1 Academic and Practical Relevance
Conducting a study with the purpose of finding an answer to the
presented research question of what approaches to
organizational change management will look like in 2025, has
both an academic as well as a practical relevance, as it will
guide the development of future change management
approaches. Although there is literature available which looks at
the current state of organizational change management, these
studies generally neglect the future aspect (Buchanan, Ketley,
Gollop, Jones, Lamont, Sharpe & Whitby, 2005). Consequently,
research on the future of organizational change management
approaches is basically non-existent. Thus, conducting research
on this topic will be a starting point to close a gap in literature.
From a managerial perspective, performing research on the
topic will also have high value. As previously mentioned, most
change approaches fail in practice which is not only a waste of
time and effort but consequently also of money. Furthermore,
the budget made available for change management projects
seems to decrease (Lehman, Greener & Simpson, 2002). Hence,
less money and fewer people are assigned to change initiatives,
even though the frequency and complexity of change that
organizations have to deal with constantly increases (Maurer,
1996). Knowing who will drive organizational change
management in the future and how these change approaches
could be structured more effectively, thus has practical
relevance as a considerable monetary loss can be avoided and
the quality of change initiatives can be improved.

2. THEORY
2.1 Organizational Change Management
Models

Cameron and Green (2014) mention in total nine models,
developed by key authors in the field, which represent ways of
examining organizational change and are thus helpful for
answering the sub- and research questions. These models will
each be explained in greater detail now.

One of the oldest models of organizational change is Lewin’s
three-step-model which was already developed in 1951. Lewin
suggested that organizational change in general has three steps.
In the first step, the current state of affairs is unfreezed. Hence,
this step involves defining the current state, revealing driving as
well as resisting forces to the change and envisioning a desired
end-state. The second step involves moving to a new state of
affairs. This is done through involvement and participation of
individuals. In the last step new policies are set, success is
rewarded and new standards are established. Consequently, the
new state is stabilized and refreezed (Lewin, 1951; Burnes,
2004).

Another eminent model of organizational change is Kotter’s
eight-step-model (1995). Kotter came up with eight key steps
for making change happen. These are: establishing a sense of
urgency, forming a powerful guiding group of people, creating
a vision, communicating this vision, empowering others to act
on the vision, advertising short-term visible improvements,
rewarding people who work towards the defined vision and
finally making sure that the change sticks by ensuring
everyone’s understanding that their new behavior leads to
success (Kotter, 1995). As Kotter’s eight-step-model is a

straightforward process, it falls under the same category of
organizational change management models as Lewin’s three-
step-model because they both treat change as being possible to
plan.

Bullock and Batten’s planned change model (1985) is also
comparable to the two aforementioned models as it describes
four stages of planned change. Firstly, there is exploration
which means determining the need for change as well as
acquiring necessary resources for the change (e.g. expertise). In
the next stage of planning, key decision makers come up with a
change plan depicting a sequence of needed actions. In the
action stage, actions are completed according to the plan made.
This stage also involves feedback mechanisms, allowing some
sort of replanning in case things go wrong. Once the change
plan has been completely actioned, the fourth and last stage of
integration starts. Here, the change is aligned with other areas
of the organization. Furthermore, the change is formalized
through policies and rewards (Bullock & Batten, 1985).

A more dynamic model is the change formula of Beckhard and
Harris (1987). This formula is a way of depicting the change
process and identifying factors which need to be in place so that
the change can actually happen:

C=(AxBxD)>X
Where
C = Change, A = Level of dissatisfaction with the current state,
B = Desired end state, D = Practicality of change, X = Costs of
change.
As it can be seen in the formula, the factors A, B and D have to
outweigh the costs (X) in order for the change to happen. Thus,
"if any person or group whose commitment is needed is not
sufficiently dissatisfied with the present state of affairs (A),
eager to achieve the proposed end state (B) and convinced of
the feasibility of the change (D), then the cost (X) of changing
is too high, and that person will resist the change" (Cameron
and Green, 2012, p. 103). Moreover, through the multiplication
in the formula it becomes clear, that if one of the factors A, B or
D is zero, the end product C will also be zero and resistance to
change cannot be overcome. Consequently, it can be said that
A, B and D cannot compensate for each other but all factors
need to have weight (Dannemiller & Jacobs, 1992).

Nadler and Tushman’s congruence model (1997) aims to
understand the dynamics within an organization when it
changes. In this model internal and external inputs (resources,
strategy and environment) are transformed into outputs
(individual, team and organizational behavior). Hereby, the
transformation process is analyzed according to the specific
context of an organization. Four components make up an
organization, namely the work (daily activities), the people
(skills of people working in the organization), the formal
organization (structures and policies of the organization) and
the informal organization (unwritten activities like values and
norms). These four components are dependent on each other
and the higher the congruence is between them, the higher the
organizational performance is. Consequently, the model
emphasizes that it is crucial to pay attention to all four
components at the same time since only then a change initiative
will be successful (Nadler & Tushman, 1997).

In 1991, Bridges” managing-the-transition model was created. It
does not focus on planned change but on the process of
transition. Hereby, he defines transition as letting go of the past
and adapting to new behavior. Hence, there is a separation of
the mechanistic functional changes from the human emotional
process of adapting to change. It is claimed that change can be
planned, whereas transition is psychological and thus more
complex. Bridges” model not only helps to understand the



emotions of individuals at each stage of the change process but
also comes up with useful activities which should be performed
in each phase. The transition process has three phases. The first
one is called ending. It is needed to end what used to be before
starting something new. Identifying who is losing what and
acknowledging these losses openly is crucial for marking the
endings. In the next phase, the neutral zone, motivation might
fall as anxiety increases. Bridges states that managers need to
ensure that people see the neutral zone as some sort of creative
process and establish temporary structures. In the last phase,
new beginnings should be made. Here, four key elements are
important for people, namely: a purpose behind the change, a
picture (vision) of what the new organization will look like, a
step by step plan to get to this desired state and participation in
the outcome. The new beginning is established as soon as
people feel emotionally committed to doing something new.
One important note is that endings are often longer for people
further down in the organizational hierarchy which is why
managers, who have already reached the new beginning, need
to be patient with their employees” transition (Bridges, 2009).

Carnell’s change management model (1990) also takes
managers into account. It states that effective management of
change depends on certain management skills. Managers should
be able to manage transitions effectively by helping people to
learn and by creating a risk-taking atmosphere. Furthermore, a
manager should deal with organizational cultures by
establishing a more adaptable culture through, e.g. more local
autonomy. Finally, a manager should also be able to handle
organizational politics effectively through an understanding and
recognition of different agendas. Only managers with these
three mentioned skills will be able to create an atmosphere
where risk-taking, creativity and better performance can be
implemented (Carnall, 2007).

Senge et. al (1999) came up with a systematic model dealing
with sustainable change. Thus, this model is different from, e.g.
Kotter’s eight-steps-model, as it does not focus on the early
phases of creating change but instead addresses the aspects
sustainability and renewal of organizational change in the long-
term. The authors” four key guidelines for this are: initiating
(start small), sustaining (grow steadily), redesigning (do not
plan the whole case ahead) and finally rethinking change
(expect challenges) (Senge et al., 1999). Cameron and Green
(2014) conclude from this that change goals should be kept
realistic, managers should stay close to the change efforts at all
stages as well as reward good actions.

Finally, another school of thought is represented by Stacey and
Shaw’s complex-responsive-processes model (2001). The most
important notion of this model is that it sees complex change as
uncontrollable. Consequently, the authors do not try to answer
the traditional question of how to manage change but instead
focus on the participation of managers in the change initiative
(Stacey, 2001). Cameron and Green (2014) summarize this as
three key roles of leaders in complex change: develop people’s
thinking on how to achieve goals, encourage feedback and
information flow and finally focus people’s attention on
differences between the current and the desired state.

2.2 Linkage between Organizational
Change Management Models and

Organizational Metaphors

In order to come to a plausible conclusion answering the posed
research and sub-questions, Morgan’s (2006) as well as
Cameron and Green’s (2014) aforementioned four
organizational metaphors will be taken into account,
constituting a good starting point for understanding how

organizations really work in practice and for depicting different
beliefs and assumptions about organizational change (Palmer &
Dunford, 1996; Bolman & Deal, 2011). Each of these
metaphors, which are mostly used by managers and consultants
in practice, can be linked to several organizational change
management models and thus show how organizations might
approach change (Cameron & Green, 2014).

2.2.1 Organizations as Machines

The first metaphor mentioned by Cameron and Green (2014) is
the "Organizations as Machines" metaphor. This metaphor is
part of the classical management theory as it represents a
rational organization, mechanistically structured to achieve
predefined goals (Morgan, 2006). Thus, a machine organization
is characterized through "a pattern of precisely defined jobs
organized in a hierarchical manner through precisely defined
lines of command or communication" (Morgan, 2006, p.18).
Cameron and Green (2014) as well as Morgan (2006)
summarize some of the key beliefs of this metaphor as: every
employee should receive orders from only one line manager,
division of labor into specific roles leads to most efficiency, the
management should plan, organize and control. Taking these
beliefs into account, several assumptions about organizational
change come up for the machine metaphor. These are: people
with authority can change the organization to a predetermined
end, there will be employee resistance and this has to be
managed, organizational change will be successful as long as it
is well planned and controlled by the senior management
(Cameron & Green, 2014).

Considering these mentioned characteristics and key beliefs of
the machine metaphor, it can be linked to four of the
organizational change management models, namely Lewin’s
three-step-model (1951), Bullock and Batten’s planned change
model (1985), Kotter’s eight-step-model (1995) and Bridges”
managing-the-transition model (1991).

This is because Lewin’s model can be used by managers as a
planning tool instead of an organizational development process.
In this case, the three steps relate to planning, implementation
and review (Cameron & Green, 2014). The assumption that
change can be planned and moved towards a goal in a
predefined way, also holds true for Bullock and Batten’s
planned change model, Kotter’s eight-step-model and Bridges”
model as they all make use of a straightforward process of
predetermined steps treating change as stable and planned.

2.2.2 Organizations as Political Systems

As Cameron and Green (2014) state, the metaphor
"Organizations as Political Systems" is quite useful because it
demonstrates the important role that power and conflict have in
an organization. Parallels between politics and organizational
life can be drawn (Morgan, 2006). Hence, following key beliefs
of the political system metaphor appear: coalitions between
individual people are more important than between work teams,
getting support for one’s approach is crucial, relationships to
powerful individuals should be built and maintained (Cameron
& Green, 2014). Again, these key beliefs lead to several
assumptions about organizational change, namely: change will
only be successful if it is supported by a powerful individual,
there will be winners and losers as a result of the change,
change strategies should include the creation of new coalitions
as well as the renegotiation of specific issues (Cameron &
Green, 2014).

The political system metaphor can be linked to five
organizational change management models, namely Kotter’s
eight-step-model (1995), Nadler and Tushman’s congruence
model (1997), Carnell’s change management model (1990),
Senge et. al’s systematic model (1999) as well as Stacey and



Shaw’s complex-responsive-processes model (2001). This is
because Kotter’s model emphasizes the importance of people
feeling the need for change in an organization and also
addresses the aspect of power for achieving change (Cameron
& Green, 2014). The political aspect is also important in the
model of Nadler and Tushman since it is represented as one of
the sub-systems, namely the informal organization. As
aforementioned this sub-system consists of all unplanned
activities that come up over time, e.g. values, norms, influence
and power (Cameron & Green, 2014). Managing organizational
politics is illustrated in the change management model (Carnell,
1990) as one of the three most important management skills for
making change happen. Hence, a manager should be able to
"develop skills in utilizing and recognizing various political
tactics such as building coalitions, using outside experts and
controlling the agenda" (Cameron & Green, 2012, p. 111).
Since Cameron and Green (2014) state that the political system
metaphor considers change as requiring new negotiations and
coalitions, one can also say that the models of both Senge et al.
(1999) as well as Stacey and Shaw (2001) apply this kind of
political aspect.

2.2.3 Organizations as Organisms

The metaphor "Organizations as Organisms" generally sees an
organization as an adaptive system, changing according to
different environments (Morgan, 2006). Thus, in a quite stable
environment one could expect some sort of bureaucratic
organization, whereas in a more changing environment a less
structured organization will be able to survive. Moreover,
individual, team and organizational happiness as well as health
are an important aspect of this metaphor (Cameron & Green,
2014). Consequently, the following key beliefs emerge: the
organization should be designed with regard to the
environment, the information flow between different parts of
the organization and the environment is highly important for
organizational success and finally the fit between individual,
group and organizational social needs should be maximized as
only then the organization will function well. Resulting from
these key beliefs, Cameron and Green (2014) as well as Morgan
(2006) come up with assumptions of the organism metaphor
about organizational change: change is made only in response
to change in the environment (no internal focus) and people
have to be aware of the need for change so that they can
successfully adapt and participate.

Many of the organizational change management models make
use of the organism metaphor. Lewin’s three-step-model (1951)
describes a tendency of the organization to adjust itself back to
its original status quo, as it is also illustrated by the organism
metaphor. Therefore, Lewin argues that change can only be
sustainable if the organization intentionally moves to a new
end-state which is then strongly established (Cameron & Green,
2014). Since Kotter’s eight-step-model (1995) puts emphasis on
communicating the change vision so that people can participate
in the change initiative, this model is also applicable to the
organism metaphor (Morgan, 2006). As Cameron and Green
(2014) state, the change formula of Beckhard and Harris (1987)
also comes from the organism metaphor. This is because it
shows the importance of designing interventions which let the
three aspects of A (dissatisfaction with status quo), B
(eagerness to achieve proposed new equilibrium) and D
(feasibility of change) surface in an organization. Hence, the
formula should be shared with all people involved in the change
initiative, so that participation is high and progress can be
made. The congruence model (Nadler & Tushman, 1997) sees
the organization as a set of interrelated sub-systems adapting to
changes in the external environment, as it is also illustrated in
the organism metaphor (Morgan, 2006). By putting emphasis

on the thoughts and feelings of employees and consequently on
the fit between individual, team and organizational happiness,
Bridges” managing-the-transition model (1991) applies one
crucial aspect of the organism metaphor. This also holds true
for Carnall’s change management model (1990) since it
demonstrates the need for managers to effectively deal with
organizational cultures resulting in a Dbetter general
organizational adeptness to change (Cameron & Green, 2014).
Also Senge et al. (1999) state in their model that managers need
to focus on both interrelated systems of business and human
emotions in order to be able to solve deeper problems (Senge,
2014).

2.2.4 Organizations as Flux and Transformation
The last organizational metaphor mentioned by Cameron and
Green (2014) is the "Organizations as Flux and Transformation"
metaphor. This metaphor does not see the organization as
distinct from the environment and then adapting to it, as it is the
case in the organism metaphor, but instead views it as a part of
the whole environment. Consequently, an organization has the
ability to change and self-organize according to its wish to have
a certain identity. Even though managers can shape the change
progress to some extent, they can never fully control the change
because it emerges naturally (Morgan, 2006). Cameron and
Green (2014) formulate following key beliefs of the flux and
transformation metaphor: organizations have the ability to self-
renew, conflict is important for new beginnings and the formal
organizational structure is only one dimension of organizational
life. Consequently, several assumptions about change come up:
change cannot be managed but it emerges naturally, managers
are part of the whole environment, tensions are an important
factor for the process of emerging change, managers need to
enable people to exchange ideas.

Three organizational change management models apply to the
flux and transformation metaphor. One of these models is
Bridges” managing-the-transition model (1991) because it
demonstrates that new beginnings cannot be planned but that
they can be supported by managers through sharing a clear
vision. Senge et. al’s systematic model (1999) also states that
change cannot be predicted and planned ahead and instead
focuses on sustaining change. The most important model of the
flux and transformation metaphor is Stacey and Shaw’s
complex-responsive-processes model (2001). This is because it
implies that change will emerge naturally from good
communication but also from tensions and conflicts. Another
implication of this model is that managers are not outside the
system but are part of the whole environment. Consequently,
they are not able to control and plan change. Thus, this model is
best used in situations of a complex and unpredictable
environment (Cameron & Green, 2014). Nevertheless, Stacey
(2001) also states that the traditional models of organizations
like Lewin’s three-step-model (1951), are not useless but are
helpful for designing repetitive actions to achieve some sort of
performance which is known in advance.

As it can be seen from this theoretical analysis, the four
organizational metaphors are a good tool for trying to
understand the workings of an organization in practice. Linked
to various organizational change management models, these
metaphors can help managers or consultants to select an
appropriate model for a specific situation and thus handle
change initiatives more effectively (Cameron & Green, 2014).
Table 2 shows a summary of the four metaphors linked to the
corresponding organizational change management models.



Table 2. Linkage between Organizational Change Management Models and Organizational Metaphors
(Cameron & Green, 2014)

Model Machine Political System Organism Flux and
Transformation

Three-step-model (Lewin, 1951) v v
Planned change model (Bullock & Batten, 1985) v
Eight-step-model (Kotter, 1995) 4 4 4
Change formula (Beckhard & Harris, 1987) v
Congruence model (Nadler & Tushman, 1997) v v
Managing-the-transition model (Bridges, 1991) 4 4 v
Change management model (Carnall, 1990) 4 v
Systematic Model (Senge et al., 1999) v v v
Complex-responsive-processes model v v
(Stacey & Shaw, 2001)

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1 Delphi Method Process

Next to the mentioned theory on the current state of
organizational change approaches, a study on the basis of the
Delphi method is conducted. This research method can be seen
as a judgment and forecasting tool (Rowe & Wright, 1999) and
thus is appropriate for finding out more about possible future
approaches to change initiatives. Powell (2003) describes the
Delphi method as a series of questionnaires/rounds, aiming to
get the most reliable consensus of expert opinions. Hence, it is a
useful tool for combining individual judgments of experts in a
certain field so that a gap in knowledge can be addressed
(Delbecq, Van de Ven, Gustafson, 1975). Selected experts
should have knowledge in the field examined, namely change
as well as HR management, but should also have an interest in
the research topic (Hasson, Keeney & McKenna, 2000) as this
will help to increase the content validity of the research
(Goodman, 1987). Gordon (1994) states that most Delphi
panels use approximately 10 respondents, even though there are
high variations between different conducted studies (see, for
example Jansen 2007; De Vried 2008, etc.). However, "there is
little actual empirical evidence on the effect of the number of
participants on the reliability or validity of consensus
processes" (Murphy, Black, Lamping, McKee, Sanderson and
Askham, 1998, p.37). As the validity of the results will be
ultimately determined by the number of responses from experts
(Hasson et al., 2000), a response rate of 35 to 75 percent should
generally be achieved (Gordon, 1994). As the number of rounds
as well as the number of respondents are largely chosen
according to the amount of time available (Hasson et al., 2000)
as well as other pragmatic reasons (Jones, Sanderson & Black,
1992), two rounds of questionnaires seem to be realistic in this
situation.

Concerning the structure of the questionnaires it has to be said
that generally the first round in most existing Delphi studies is
based on open questions. This allows experts to relatively freely
elaborate on posed questions (Powell, 2003). The results of this
first questionnaire are usually qualitatively analyzed by
grouping similar responses together. This is done when "several
different terms are used for what appears to be the same issue,
the researcher groups them together in an attempt to provide
one universal description" (Hasson et al., 2000, p. 1012). This
sort of qualitative coding based on the grounded theory
approach (Spencer, Ritchie & O’Connor, 2003) can be done
manually or with digital support, depending on the time

available and the expertise of the researcher (Basit, 2003). Basit
(2003) argues that using software programs as a supporting
tool does not "eliminate the need to think and deliberate,
generate codes, and reject and replace them with others" (p.152)
but instead is more efficient. There are several electronic
computer programs available, for example NVivo, Atlas or a
free edition of QDA Miner Lite, which help coding the data.
According to the grounded theory approach, categories of codes
and their relationships are then compared and analyzed
(Spencer, Ritchie & O“Connor, 2003; Glaser & Strauss, 2009).
The qualitative comments collected from the first questionnaire
are communicated to the respondents in a quantitative way with
the help of a second questionnaire (Hasson et al., 2000). Here
the experts are asked to rate or rank-order the categories which
leads to priorities among the codes (Ludwig, 1994). As a result,
fields of agreement and/or disagreement can be identified and a
consensus is formed. After also having analyzed the responses
of the second questionnaire, outcomes can be presented
(Skulmoski, Hartman & Krahn, 2007) and a conclusion
concerning posed research question can be drawn on the basis
of the conducted Delphi study (Hsu & Sandford, 2007).

3.2 First Questionnaire Round

In this research, the first questionnaire only contains open
ended questions as this makes it possible for experts to answer
as freely and detailed as they wish (Powell, 2003). Two sets of
three questions each make up this questionnaire; firstly
questions about the current state of approaches to organizational
change management and secondly questions about the future
state, in the year 2025, of approaches to organizational change
management. Both sets entail exactly the same three questions
which are made up of the three key elements of the sub
questions, namely process, people, principles of the current or
future state respectively. Collecting and analyzing answers from
experts in the fields of change management as well as human
resources to these types of questions will be a starting point for
formulating a conclusion to the posed research question later
on. In total, the questionnaire is sent out to 32 people, because it
can be expected that not all experts who have agreed to
participate in the Delphi study will actually do so. Nevertheless,
it is essential to have a response rate of approximately 35% to
75% (Gordon, 1994). The experts asked work at several large
companies such as ABN Amro or Post NL as well as consulting
companies like for example Johnson & Johnson.



3.3 Analysis and Coding of First

Questionnaire Responses

After having received back the filled out first questionnaire
from in total 11 experts, creating a response rate of
approximately 35%, categories of codes are formed on the basis
of these answers (Glaser & Strauss, 2009). The data from the
first questionnaire is copied into a software program called
QDA Miner Lite as this "is a way of organising data in order to
search them" (Spencer, Ritchie & O“Connor, 2003, p.208). This
sorting of data is the first step, called data management, in the
qualitative data analysis process described by Spencer, Ritchie
and O’Connor (2003). In the next two stages, descriptive and
explanatory accounts are produced. Hereby meaning is assigned
by summarizing the ordered data into categories/codes and
explaining them. It is important to note that this process is not
linear but instead categories and explanations can constantly be
refined (Spencer, Ritchie & O“Connor, 2003). This descriptive
and explanatory coding process is also divided into different
stages. The first step is formed by deductive coding which
means creating codes based on theory upfront. In the next stage,
inductive coding, codes are added to this list based on the
answers given by the experts. Lastly, some codes are grouped
together so that one gets an overview of the most relevant codes
(Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2008). In order to find answers to
the posed sub questions, the overall three categories are formed
by the current and future state of the three key elements
process, people and principles. In the deductive coding stage
Cameron and Green’s work (2014) is used as a basis to come up
with initial codes. After adding codes and grouping them
together, 8 codes are formulated for the category process, 9
codes for the category people and finally 9 codes for the
category principles. For full transparency, a list of these codes
can be found in the appendices (see appendix section 8.1).

3.4 Second Questionnaire Construction

The second questionnaire consists again of two sets of
questions, namely questions about the current state of
approaches to organizational change management as well as
questions about the future state, in the year 2025, of approaches
to organizational change management. In both sets of questions,
the same three questions as in the first questionnaire about the
key elements of the sub questions, process, people, principles,
are posed. However, this time the questionnaire is quantitative.
In this second questionnaire experts are asked to distribute 10
points among the items mentioned below each of the questions,
which were formed on the basis of all the answers given in the
first questionnaire. It is for example possible to give two items
each five points or to give five items two points. For the second
question about the current as well as the future state of the roles
and responsibilities of certain people in an organization, a
special ranking scale has to be used. Here, experts are asked to
choose the most appropriate responsibility for each category
(CEO, project team etc.) when distributing the 10 points among
the nine chosen categories.

For validity reasons it is crucial that experts who participated in
the first questionnaire, also participate in the second
questionnaire. Due to this, the second questionnaire is sent out
only to the 11 experts who filled out the first questionnaire.

3.5 Second Questionnaire Analysis
The second questionnaire was returned by six experts which
leads to a response rate of approximately 55%.

As the Delphi method is commonly used to gather expert
opinions on future developments, consensus measurement plays
an important role even though "the efficient structuring of a
group communication process can be considered the primary

goal of a Delphi study" (Von der Gracht, 2012, p.1527).
Consensus measurement in turn can be seen as a valuable tool
of analyzing and interpreting collected data. Since the term
consensus can have various understandings, many researchers
have used different measures for determining the level of
agreement among experts in previous Delphi studies (Von der
Gracht, 2012). Consequently, there are no standards for
consensus measurement and thus measurement criteria have to
be individually defined for each Delphi study (Mitchell, 1991).
In this research, Armstrong’s definition of consensus from his
forecasting dictionary will be used: "Agreement of opinions; the
collective unanimous opinion of a number of persons. A feeling
that the group's conclusion represents a fair summary of the
conclusions reached by the individual members" (Armstrong,
2001, p.773).

Frequently used consensus measures in Delphi research are
measures of central tendency, namely mean, mode and median.
These three common measures give an indication of the average
value for a distribution. The choice of which measure to use
depends on the level of measurement (Argyrous, 2005). Since
the second questionnaire contains a ratio scale, it is technically
possible to use all three types of central tendency measures.
Next to measures of central tendency, measures of dispersion
are also commonly used to give an indication about the spread
of scores in a distribution. The most frequently used measures
for interval/ratio data are the range, the standard deviation and
the interquartile range (Von der Gracht, 2012). The range is
often used as it is a simple measure of dispersion, calculating
the difference between the highest and the lowest score in a
distribution. However, it changes with extreme scores, so either
the interquartile range or the standard deviation (SD) should be
calculated to compensate for this effect (Argyrous, 2005). The
interquartile range is the measure of dispersion for the median
while the standard deviation is the measure of dispersion for the
mean. The standard deviation "tries to capture the average
distance each score is from the average" (Von der Gracht, 2012,
p-1530) and in combination with the mean it represents the most
common descriptive statistics used as a consensus criterion. It
has to be said that there are some authors like Murphy et al.
(1998) or Gordon (1994) who recommend to use the median
and interquartile range rather than the mean and standard
deviation in a Delphi research, as they appear to be more robust.
Nevertheless, in this Delphi research the mean and standard
deviation will be used as the most important consensus criterion
since analyzing the median does not add much value. This is
because the median is not useful when only having few values
(Von der Gracht, 2012), namely in this research values from six
experts. Moreover, many respondents have distributed only one
point for each item, making it almost useless to interpret the
median.

The coefficient of variation (CV) is calculated in addition to the
mean and standard deviation since this type of measurement
"eliminates the influence of absolute size on variability (...) by
indexing the dispersion of a data set relative to its own mean"
(Bedeian & Mossholder, 2000, p. 286). Hence, the CV makes it
clear that even a low SD does not necessarily mean less variable
data and so the standard deviation and the coefficient of
variation are often used in combination to show the
observations” homogeneity and consensus (Giannarou, &
Zervas, 2014). As English and Keran (1976) as well as Von der
Gracht (2012) state, a CV between 0 and 0,5 hereby means a
good degree of consensus, a CV between 0,5 and 0,8 a less than
satisfactory degree of consensus and a CV larger than 0,8
means a poor degree of consensus. Thus, answers with an
acceptable mean and with an acceptable coefficient of variation
(less than 50%) are identified as consensus (Sharma, Nair &



Balasubramanian, 2003). In order to make the results as
transparent as possible, further tables have been constructed,
showing the rank of each item based on the mean, the mean
itself, the percentage of experts who have distributed points to
this item (N%), the standard deviation (SD) and finally the
coefficient of variation in percentages (CV%). Please find these
tables also attached in the appendix (see section 8.2).
It has to be said that many Delphi studies also use inferential
statistics, for example Kendall’'s W, to analyze the variance
between several rounds of quantitative questionnaire rounds
(Schmidt, Lyytinen & Mark Keil, 2001; Schmidt, 1997;
Cooper, Gallegos & Granof, 1995). However, due to time
constraints, it was not possible to let experts answer more than
one quantitative questionnaire for this research, which makes it
unfeasible to use inferential statistics for the analysis of results.

4. RESULTS

4.1 Process

Taking the tables of section 8.2 (see appendix) as a basis,
several results from the second questionnaire come up. For the
concept process one can see that the item "Involving all
stakeholders is an important step in the process of change" has
the same mean (2,5) for the current as well as the future state
and is placed at the first rank in both cases. However, the
coefficient of variation (CV) decreases from 83%, indicating a
poor degree of consensus, for the current state to 42% for the
future state. Hence, there seems to be relatively high consensus
among the experts that stakeholders need to be involved in the
change process in 2025. The same holds true for the item
"Translating a change vision to daily work and communicating
this vision is essential in the process for the achievement of the
end-state”" (mean for current state: 2,33; mean for future state:
2,4) which is placed at rank two in both cases. The CV
decreases from 65% to 23% respectively, suggesting a high
consensus among respondents. "Change is a process embedded
in the daily work of the staff" is the item at rank three for the
future state. The mean for this item increased from 1,67 to 2,7
and thus moved from rank six to rank three. Interesting in this
case is that N(%) doubled from 50% to 100%, demonstrating
that all experts agree to at least some extent that the change
process will be embedded in the daily work of the staff in 2025.
Whereas 50% (mean: 2,33; CV: 25%) think that the change
process consists of the steps designing, planning, implementing
and see it generally as a top-down approach (mean: 2,33; CV:
49%) for the current state, none of the experts agree that these
two items hold true for 2025. Instead, 83% would describe
change as a fast and ongoing process in the future (mean: 2;
CV: 41%). Consequently, some experts also think that the steps
of the change process will only be possible to fulfill if the
organization is flexible and agile (mean: 1,5; CV: 47%). There
appears to be more disagreement about the importance of the
item "Monitoring the effects that change has after it has been
executed is a crucial part of the process as it leads to more
sustainability of the change initiative" for the future than for the
current state as the mean decreases from 2,2 to 1,6 and the CV
increases from 20% to 34%, even though N(%) remains 83%.

4.2 People

When looking at the key concept people one can see that the
role of line managers in change initiatives is currently already
important (mean: 3,33; CV: 21%) but it will become even more
important in the future. 67% of the experts (mean: 3,6; CV:35%)
see line managers as the owners of change in 2025.
Consequently, they will also be increasingly responsible for
giving direction for change (mean: 2,67; N: 33%; CV: 0%).
Furthermore, the results show clearly that stakeholders affected
by change will be more involved in designing change initiatives

(mean: 4,3; N: 100%; CV: 41%). Thus, also the steering
committee will be slightly more involved in change as they
represent all business groups (mean: 1,33; N: 33%; CV: 0%). In
contrast to that, the responsibility of senior management for
change seems to decrease as 83% of the experts (mean: 2,67;
CV: 50%) state that they will only have a facilitating/coaching
role in 2025. Furthermore, the CEO will be less responsible for
thinking about the strategic direction of an organization (mean:
2; N: 50%; CV: 29%). 83% of the experts (mean: 2,67; CV:
21%) agree to at least some extent that the project team is
currently involved in designing and implementing change. In
2025 however, none of the experts see the project team as being
involved in change. Also HR managers, change managers and
advisory boards appear to be less responsible for and involved
in change initiatives in the future.

4.3 Principles

Concerning the concept principles the main result seems to be
that change in 2025 emerges more naturally and hence cannot
be managed (mean: 2,67; N: 50%; CV: 57%). This stands in
stark contrast to the current state where 83% of the experts
(mean: 1,8; CV: 46%) consider change as possible to plan
strategically and thus also see SMART formulated targets as
setting the direction for a change initiative (mean: 1,75; N: 67%;
CV: 29%). This item is less important in 2025 which can also
be related to the fact that experts estimate change as being
constant in the future (mean: 1,6; N: 83%; CV: 35%).
Especially interesting is that experts see an increasing need for
change to be designed in collaboration with employees in 2025
(mean: 2,3; N: 100%; CV: 35%). Consequently, change will
also require new coalitions and new negotiations (mean: 1,6; N:
83; CV: 39%) and moreover, transparency about change to all
people affected appears to be more crucial for the success of
change in the future (mean: 1,67; N: 100%; CV: 31%). As a
result of this, experts seem to think that there will generally be
less resistance to change in 2025 ("Resistance is valuable and
must be managed" — current state: mean: 1,5; N: 67%; CV: 38%
— future state: mean: 0; N: 0; CV: 0) and so the need for
managers to take the emotional states of employees during the
change into account decreases slightly (mean: 1,4; CV: 39%).

S. DISCUSSION

5.1 Conclusions

As it can be seen from the mentioned results, there appears to
be mostly consensus among experts concerning the current as
well as future state of approaches to organizational change
management.

5.1.1 Current state of approaches to organizational

change management

To come back to the first sub question, one can conclude from
the given answers that approaches to organizational change
management currently look like Cameron and Green’s (2014)
"Machine" metaphor. This is because organizational change
processes in the current state mostly follow a top-down
approach, mainly consisting of the steps designing, planning
and implementing. The senior management determines the
project plan and rolls out a change program. The change
initiative is coordinated by change and HR managers. Line
managers, often together with a project team, are then
responsible for implementing the change. Thus, the main
guiding principles for the current state of approaches to
organizational change management seem to be that change can
be strategically planned, that SMART formulated targets set the
direction for the change initiative and finally that resistance is
valuable but must be managed.



When linking these characteristics of the current state of the key
concepts process, people, principles to the aforementioned
organizational change management models, it can be seen that
the models of Lewin (1951), Bullock and Batten (1985), Kotter
(1995) and Bridges (1991) are currently most relevant as they
all relate to the "Organizations as Machine" metaphor.
Especially Lewins three-step-model (1951) as well as Bullock
and Batten’s planned change model (1985) appear to be
important. This is due to the fact that both of these models
describe several stages of planned change which relate to
designing, planning and implementing. Hence, these models
best describe the underlying assumption of the current state of
approaches to organizational change management, namely that
change can be planned and moved towards a certain target in a
predetermined way.

5.1.2 Future state of approaches to organizational

change management

When looking at the results it becomes clear that there are
several differences between the current and the future state of
approaches to organizational change management in terms of
the three key concepts process, people, principles.

In 2025, organizational change processes seem to follow
Cameron and Green’s (2014) "Organism" metaphor. Unlike in
the current state, there will be more bottom-up approaches to
organizational change, where stakeholders, especially
employees, will be increasingly involved in designing a
solution. Hence, change will also be a process that is embedded
in the daily work of the staff, which creates a greater
importance for translating a change vision to daily work. As
change is considered to be a fast and ongoing process in the
future which involves all stakeholders affected, implementing
the actual change is likely to happen in a more organically and
fluid fashion.

Also the roles and responsibilities for designing and
implementing organizational change approaches will differ in
the future. Generally, the concept "people” will follow the "Flux
and Transformation" metaphor as people with the authority to
act will have the responsibility for change initiatives (Cameron
& Green, 2014). Line managers will be the owners of change
and consequently will also give the direction for change. A
project team will then be responsible for planning the change
program. Contrary to the current state, the senior management
will only have a facilitating/coaching role, whereas stakeholders
affected by change will be increasingly involved in the design
and implementation of change initiatives. This goes along with
the aforementioned difference in the structure of organizational
change processes as change will be approached in a more
bottom-up manner than in a top-down way. Interesting to see is
that the responsibilities of advisory boards, HR as well as
change managers appear to decrease in 2025. Again, this can be
ascribed to the structure of organizational change processes in
the future, where change is constant and thus embedded in the
daily work of the staff. Resulting from this, it could be
concluded that traditional change managers in general will not
be so important in the future as every employee will have to be,
to at least some extent, a change manager themselves.

The most obvious difference between the guiding principles in
the current and in the future state is that change will emerge in a
more natural and constant way in 2025 and thus cannot be
strategically planned and managed. Hence, the "Flux and
Transformation" metaphor will become extremely important for
organizational change in the future. But also the "Organism"
metaphor shapes some guiding organizational change principles
in 2025. This is because, it is assumed that there must be an
awareness of the need for change as well as strong participation

among employees which is why change will be designed
collaboratively with stakeholders in the future. Transparency
about the change to all people affected will hereby be crucial
for the success of a change program. A consequential effect of
this may also be that resistance to change could slightly
decrease in the future.

Considering all the aspects mentioned above, one can conclude
that approaches to organizational change management in 2025
will be more flexible, organic and fluid, depicting a mixture of
both the "Flux and Transformation" as well as the "Organism"
metaphor.

Linking the characteristics of processes, people and principles
of the future state to the organizational change management
models, it can be seen that several models will be prevailing in
2025. This is firstly, Kotter’s eight-step-model (1995) as it
emphasizes the importance of communicating a good change
vision to all stakeholders affected so that people can participate
in the change program. The same holds true for the change
formula of Beckhard and Harris (1987), Nadler and Tushman’s
congruence model (1997), Bridges” managing-the-transition
model (1991) and Carnell’s change management model (1990).
This is mainly because all of these models stress the necessity
of stakeholders being aware of the need for change, considering
their thoughts and feelings during the change and involving
them in the design and implementation of a change initiative.
Only then can a more adaptable organizational culture be
created, leading to a successful change. Combining this with the
systematic model of Senge et. al (1999), which focuses on the
period after a change implementation, facilitates the
sustainability of organizational change in the long-term. Even
though all of these models generally treat change as planned,
they can still be useful for the achievement of a predetermined
performance through repetitive actions.

However, as aforementioned, change will be constant, emerging
naturally and thus will not be possible to strategically plan in
2025. Consequently, Stacey and Shaw’s complex-responsive-
processes model (2001) could become the most important
organizational change management model in the future. The
reason for this is the model’s notion that change is complex and
uncontrollable. Consequently, change will not be possible to
manage but it can still be successfully implemented when
following the model’s guidelines of developing people’s
thinking on how to achieve goals, encouraging feedback and
lastly focusing people’s attention on differences between the
current and the desired end- state.

5.2 Limitations
As with any research, this Delphi survey has some limitations.

Von der Gracht (2012) mentions four key characteristics of a
good Delphi survey. These are anonymity, controlled feedback,
iteration and statistical "group response".

When taking a look at this research, it can be seen that the first
two points are fulfilled since the participants do not know each
other and feedback from the first questionnaire was given back
to them in a controlled way through a quantitative second
questionnaire. The third point, iteration, however, is not
completely fulfilled. Even though the Delphi survey is executed
in a series of rounds, it was ended before stability was achieved.
Group stability is defined as "the consistency of responses
between successive rounds" (Dajani, Sincoff & Talley, 1979, p.
84). It is seen as a good stopping criterion since consensus
could be meaningless, if stability has not been reached
beforehand (Von der Gracht, 2012). In this research, the
number of responses was not consistent between the rounds as
it changed from 11 responses (out of 32 experts asked; response



rate= 34%) to 6 responses (out of 11 experts asked; response
rate= 55%). Nevertheless, due to time constraints, the Delphi
survey had to be terminated before stability could be
established. As Wechsler (1978) states, this is, unfortunately, a
problem occurring in many Delphi studies. These time
constraints might also have been the reason for the relatively
low response rates since many experts, who had actually agreed
to fill out the questionnaires beforehand, were not able to do so.
Furthermore, the quality of the answers from the respondents
could have been negatively affected as they had to fill out the
questionnaires within a narrow time frame.

The fourth characteristic, statistical "group response"”, has also
only been partly fulfilled. Even though the statistical group
response is presented through measures of central tendency
(mean, median, mode) as well as measures of dispersion
(standard deviation), it was, again due to time constraints, not
possible to let the participants review these statistics. However,
this is usually an important step in a Delphi survey as
respondents can decide if they want to change their opinion
after having seen the group statistics or if they want to stick to
their initial answers. Thus, the analysis of data collected from
this stage "allows for measuring not only the existence of
consensus and its strength, but also the convergence of
opinions" (Von der Gracht, 2012, p. 1527). As a consequence, it
was also not possible to analyze the variance between
successive rounds of quantitative questionnaires via inferential
statistics like Kendall’s W, even though this is an often used
practice in consensus measurement (Schmidt, Lyytinen & Mark
Keil, 2001; Schmidt, 1997; Cooper, Gallegos & Granof, 1995).

5.3 Implications

5.3.1 Practical Implications

The analysis of how approaches to organizational change
management will look like in 2025 has several practical
implications. Managers should take a look at their individual
company and analyze firstly how their company works in
practice, i.e. what organizational metaphor is used, and
secondly how their company approaches organizational change
in terms of process, people, principles, i.e. what organizational
change management model is used

Only if there is a fit between the organizational metaphor and
the organizational change management model used, can change
be successfully implemented. Being aware that organizational
changes are likely to emerge in a constant, natural manner and
are not possible to strategically plan ahead in the future, allows
managers to alternate the metaphor and model used in the
current state to more appropriate ones for the future state.
Consequently, the failure rate of change initiatives could be
decreased, eliminating large time and monetary losses for a
company.

5.3.2 Theoretical Implications and Instructions for

Future Research

Since this research focuses on the future state instead of only
the current state of organizational change management
approaches, it is, as aforementioned, a good starting point for
closing a gap in literature. Furthermore, it offers a general idea
of how organizational change will look like in terms of process,
people, principles and thus can help guiding the development of
future organizational change management approaches.

Nevertheless, due to mentioned biases in this Delphi study,
mostly originating from time constraints, the results towards
consensus on the future state of approaches to organizational
change management might be slightly distorted and thus leave
room for instructions for future research.

Generally, it is advised to give experts more time to fill out the
questionnaires which will hopefully lead to many qualified
answers. Furthermore, Delphi surveys of future research should
only be terminated after group stability has been established as
this will create a higher validity. Using a combination of both
descriptive as well as inferential statistics for analyzing data of
successive rounds of quantitative questionnaires, could fabricate
more profound results concerning consensus among experts
about the future state of approaches to organizational change
management.
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8. APPENDICES

8.1 List of Categories and Codes
8.1.1 Process

1.
2.
3.

Nowns

8.

Involving all stakeholders is an important step in the process of change.

The steps of a change process can only be fulfilled if the organization is flexible and agile.

Translating a change vision to daily work and communicating this vision is essential in the process for the achievement
of the end-state.

The process of organizational change is generally a top-down approach.

Change is a fast and ongoing process

Change is a process embedded in the daily work of the staff.

Monitoring the effects that change has after it has been executed is a crucial part of the process as it leads to more
sustainability of the change initiative.

The overall organizational change process consists of the steps designing, planning, implementing

8.1.2 People + their roles and responsibilities

1. CEO

is responsible for the assignment of the task

thinks about the strategic direction of an organization

provides information during change initiative

2. PROJECT TEAM

is responsible for change

is the executer of change

is involved in designing and implementing change

has only a supporting role

is responsible for planning the change

provides data and analyzes the change

3. STEERING COMMITTEE

is responsible for change

is involved in change because they represent all business groups

is responsible for policy and go/no go decision making

4. LINE MANAGERS

are sponsors of the change

have only a supporting role

are the owners of change

give direction for change

5. HR MANAGERS

give advice

coordinate everything related to people issues

6. CHANGE MANAGERS

coordinate change

are the owners of change

have only a supporting role

7. STAKEHOLDERS AFFECTED BY CHANGE

are involved in designing the change

8. ADVISORY BOARDS

give advice

reveal blind spots

offer suggestions for improvements

9. SENIOR MANAGEMENT

determines the project plan




gives the approval for change

has only a facilitating/coaching role

a. employees

b. suppliers 7. Stakeholders affected by
c. clients change

d. stakeholders

a. advisors

b. advisory boards { 8. Advisory boards
c.  works council

d. consultants

a. management team

b. chairman

c. management board 9. Senior

d. senior management management
e. managing directors

8.1.3 Principles
1. Change can be strategically planned.
Change emerges naturally and hence cannot be managed.
Resistance is valuable but must be managed.
SMART formulated targets set the direction for the change initiative.
Change requires new coalitions and new negotiations.
Change is constant.
Change should be designed collaboratively with employees.
Transparency about change to all people affected is crucial for the success of the change.
Managers should take the emotional states of employees during the change into account

A S AR e



8.2 Second-Round Delphi Results (in rank order based on mean)
8.2.1 Process - current state

ITEMS RANK | MEAN | N(%) | SD | CV(%)
Involving all stakeholders is an important step in the process of change. 1 2,5 100% | 2,07 83%
Translating a change vision to daily work and communicating this vision is essential in the process for the achievement of the end-state. 2 2,33 100% | 1,51 65%
The process of organizational change is generally a top-down approach. 3 2,33 50% | 1,15 49%
The overall organizational change process consists of the steps designing, planning, implementing. 4 2,33 50% | 0,58 25%
Monitoring the effects that change has after it has been executed is a crucial part of the process as it leads to more sustainability of the change 5 2,2 83% | 0,45 20%
initiative.
Change is a process embedded in the daily work of the staff. 6 1,67 50% | 0,58 35%
Change is a fast and ongoing process. L5 33% | 0,71 47%
The steps of a change process can only be fulfilled if the organization is flexible and agile. / / / /
8.2.2 Process - future state

ITEMS RANK | MEAN | N(%) | SD | CV(%)
Involving all stakeholders is an important step in the process of change. 1 2,5 100% | 1,05 42%
Translating a change vision to daily work and communicating this vision is essential in the process for the achievement of the end-state. 2 24 83% | 0,55 23%
Change is a process embedded in the daily work of the staff. 3 2,17 100% | 0,75 35%
Change is a fast and ongoing process. 4 2 83% | 0,82 41%
Monitoring the effects that change has after it has been executed is a crucial part of the process as it leads to more sustainability of the change 5 1,6 83% | 0,55 34%
initiative.
The steps of a change process can only be fulfilled if the organization is flexible and agile. L5 33% | 0,71 47%
The overall organizational change process consists of the steps designing, planning, implementing. 1 17% / /
The process of organizational change is generally a top-down approach. / / / /




8.2.3 People - current state

ITEMS RANK MEAN N(%) SD CV(%)
1. CEO
thinks about the strategic direction of an organization 1 2,8 67% 0,5 18%
provides information during change initiative 2 1,33 33% 0 0
is responsible for the assignment of the task 3 / / / /
2. PROJECT TEAM
is involved in designing and implementing change 1 2,67 83% 0,55 21%
is the executer of change 2 1 17% / /
has only a supporting role 3 1 17% / /
provides data and analyzes the change 4 1 17% / /
is responsible for change 5 / / / /
is responsible for planning the change 6 / / / /
3. STEERING COMMITTEE
is responsible for policy and go/no go decision making 1 2 33% 0,71 35%
is involved in change because they represent all business groups 1,33 33% 0 0%
is responsible for change 1 17% / /
4. LINE MANAGERS
are the owners of change 1 3,33 33% 0,71 21%
are sponsors of the change 2 1,33 33% 0 0%
have only a supporting role 3 1 17% /
give direction for change 4 1 17% / /
5. HR MANAGERS
coordinate everything related to people issues 1 2 33% 0,71 35%
give advice 2 1 17% / /
6. CHANGE MANAGERS
coordinate change 2,5 50% 0,58 23%
have only a supporting role 2 2 17% / /
are the owners of change 3 / / / /
7. STAKEHOLDERS AFFECTED BY CHANGE
are involved in designing the change 1 2 83% 0,45 22%




8. ADVISORY BOARDS

give advice 1 17% /
reveal blind spots 1 17% /
offer suggestions for improvements / / /
9. SENIOR MANAGEMENT

determines the project plan 2 17% /
gives the approval for change 1,6 67% 0%
has only a facilitating/coaching role / / /




8.2.4 People - future state

ITEMS RANK MEAN N(%) SD CV(%)
1. CEO /
thinks about the strategic direction of an organization 1 2 50% 0,58 29%
is responsible for the assignment of the task 2 1 17% / /
provides information during change initiative 1 17% / /
2. PROJECT TEAM
is responsible for planning the change 1 2 17% / /
has only a supporting role 2 1,33 33% 0 0%
provides data and analyzes the change 3 1 17% / /
is responsible for change 4 0 / / /
is the executer of change 5 0 / / /
is involved in designing and implementing change 6 0 / / /
3. STEERING COMMITTEE
is involved in change because they represent all business groups 1 1,33 33% 0 0%
is responsible for policy and go/no go decision making 2 1 17% /
is responsible for change 0 0% / /
4. LINE MANAGERS
are the owners of change 1 3,6 67% 1,26 35%
give direction for change 2 2,67 33% 0 0%
have only a supporting role 3 2 33% /
are sponsors of the change 4 0 0% / /
5. HR MANAGERS
give advice 1 1 17% / /
coordinate everything related to people issues 2 1 17% / /
6. CHANGE MANAGERS
coordinate change 1 2 33% 0,71 35%
have only a supporting role 2 1,33 33% 0 0%
are the owners of change 0 0% / /
7. STAKEHOLDERS AFFECTED BY CHANGE
are involved in designing the change 1 4,3 100% 1,77 41%

8. ADVISORY BOARDS




give advice 0% / /
reveal blind spots 0% / /
offer suggestions for improvements 0% / /
9. SENIOR MANAGEMENT

has only a facilitating/coaching role 2,67 83% 1,34 50%
gives the approval for change 1 17% / /
determines the project plan 0 0% / /




8.2.5 Principles - current state

ITEMS RANK MEAN N(%) SD CV(%)
Change can be strategically planned. 1 1,8 83% 0,84 46%
SMART formulated targets set direction for the change initiative. 2 1,75 67% 0,5 29%
Managers should take the emotional states of employees during the change into account. 3 1,6 83% 0,55 34%
Resistance is valuable but must be managed. 4 1,5 67% 0,58 38%
Change should be designed collaboratively with employees. 5 1,5 67% 1 67%
Transparency about change to all people affected is crucial for the success of the change. 6 1,5 100% 0,55 37%
Change requires new coalitions and new negotiations. 7 1.4 83% 0,55 39%
Change is constant. 8 1,3 100% 0,52 39%
Change emerges naturally and hence cannot be managed. 9 / / / /
8.2.6 Principles - future state

ITEMS RANK MEAN N(%) SD CV(%)
Change emerges naturally and hence cannot be managed. 1 2,67 50% 1,5 57%
Change should be designed collaboratively with employees. 2 2,3 100% 0,81 35%
Change is constant. 3 1,6 83% 0,55 35%
Transparency about change to all people affected is crucial for the success 4 1,67 100% 0,51 31%
of the change.
Change requires new coalitions and new negotiations. 5 1,6 83% 0,54 39%
Managers should take the emotional states of employees during the change into account. 6 1.4 83% 0,54 39%
Change can be strategically planned. 7 1,3 50% 0,58 43%
SMART formulated targets set direction for the change initiative. 9 1 17% / /
Resistance is valuable but must be managed. 8 / / / /




