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ABSTRACT

Although the growing need for change in organisations it is widely acknowledged it is asserted that up to seventy percent of change initiatives fail (e.g. Kotter, 1995; Carnall, 1999; Higgs and Rowland, 2000). Whilst there have been attempts to understand the reasons for failure these have been seen as inconclusive, and a need for further empirical work has been identified (e.g. Buchanan, Claydon and Doyle, 1999). In parallel with the growth in the body of literature concerned with change has been a significant growth in that on its leadership, with some asserting that the root cause of many change problems is leadership behaviour (Buchanan et al, 1999) and the apparent inability to learn from previous experiences.

This paper begins by exploring the change literature and, in particular the broadening of this literature with the inclusion of complexity and evolutionary theories (e.g. Depew and Weber, 1995; Aldrich, 1999; Lichtenstein, 1996). Whilst the literature is large and diverse the authors propose that approaches to change may be classified in terms of two axes viz; the extent to which change approaches seek uniformity or accept differentiated implementation and the extent to which change is seen as linear or non-linear. From this classification a typology of change approach is proposed. In examining change the authors also examine emerging thoughts from the change leadership literature. Combining these different streams of literature leads to three core research questions, which are:

1. What approach to change management is likely to be most effective in today’s business environment?

2. What leadership behaviours tend to be associated with effective change management? and

3. Are leadership behaviours related to the underlying assumptions within different approaches to change?

These questions are explored initially using a case study methodology. The study was designed using a collaborative research approach (Adler, Shani and Styhre, 2003; Huff and Jenkins, 2002) and involved seven organisations and forty informants who provided seventy change stories. The data was initially analysed as qualitative data and subsequently (following participant lines of inquiry) quantitatively (Parry and Meindl, 2002).  Finally a follow-up survey-based study was used to test the initial findings and seek further insights.

Both qualitative and quantitative data indicated that change approaches which were based on assumptions of linearity, were unsuccessful in a wide range of contexts, whereas those built on assumptions of complexity were more successful. Approaches classified as Emergent change (Johnson, 2001; Wheatley, 1993, Wheatley and Kellner Rogers, 1996) were found to be the most successful across most contexts. In examining leadership behaviours three broad categories emerged (Shaping Behaviour, Framing Change, Creating Capacity). Whilst all three categories were found within each distinct approach to change, their relative dominance followed a pattern which differed between approaches. Furthermore, analyses of the data indicated that leader-centric behaviours (Shaping Behaviour) not only were unrelated to successful change, but impaired change implementation.

The implications of the findings are discussed together with suggestions for further research designed to both build on this study and address its acknowledged limitations.
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INTRODUCTION

The overall aim of this paper is to explore a range of approaches to change and its leadership and their relationship to the success of change implementation. It is not intended to present a ‘formula for success’ or to be prescriptive. Rather it is to provide a heuristic framework for thinking about change that will enable leaders to make informed choices about how to introduce change in ways which are more likely to embed it in the organisation.

We do know, from extensive research, that it is difficult to effect change successfully in any organisation, commercial or educational, and many prescriptions for and approaches to change implementation fail to deliver the required results (Kotter, 1996; Hammer and Champy, 1993; Higgs and Rowland 2005). Higgs and Rowland (2003) suggest that we look to a theoretical thread in the literature that emerged as long ago as the early 1960’s, for example in Bennis, Benne and Chin (1961), and consider resolving this dilemma by adopting a more bottom-up approach to change. This view finds some support from the recent research that will be explored in this paper. 

The paper begins with a general review of change thinking and frameworks, moving to an exploration of leadership behaviours and the relative success of these differing change and leadership approaches in a range of contexts. Some organisational culture considerations are then raised. 

What we know about change

There is an increasing need for organisations to manage change successfully (Buchannan and Boddy, 1992). However, research consistently shows that up to seventy percent of change initiatives fail (e.g. Kotter, 1996; Hammer and Champy, 1993; Higgs and Rowland, 2000, 2005). These findings raise questions concerning the reasons for consistent failure and what may lead to success. 

Buchanan, Claydon and Doyle (1999) report on the findings of a survey which suggests that mangers have neither the expertise nor capacity to implement change, and that managing change according to textbook theory is a flawed strategy. Stacey (1996) argues that the prevailing theoretical paradigms are based on assumptions that: i) managers can choose successful mutations in advance of environmental changes; ii) change is a linear process; and iii) organisations are systems tending to states of stable equilibrium. 

This paradigm has a long history, perhaps based on a misunderstanding of Lewin’s classic field dynamics model (Lewin, 1941). This is popularly proposed as a classic three-stage model of the change process (i.e. Unfreeze, Mobilise, Re-Freeze). The centrality of this ‘mental model’ is illustrated by Kotter’s (1996) study of why major transformational initiatives fail, which appears to be based on assumptions that change, because of its linearity, is a relatively straightforward process that can be driven from the top of the organisation and can be implemented uniformly according to a detailed change plan (e.g. Duck, 1999; Beckhard, 1969; Kotter, 1996; Hammer and Champy, 1999). This assumption has been challenged by several authors (e.g. Stacey, 1996; Conner, 1999; Senge, 1997; Beer and Nohria, 2000). However, while seeing change as a more complex process, this ‘school’ retains the assumption that change can be implanted uniformly throughout the organisation. 

This assumption of a ‘one look’ approach has itself been widely challenged (e.g. McGhahan and Porter, 1997). Empirical research demonstrates that strategic intent-led change programmes often have unpredictable outcomes. For example, in the context of organisational culture change Harris and Ogbonna (2002) present evidence demonstrating both the failure of top-down change and the impact of unexpected or unintended outcomes resulting from subtle interactions throughout the system.

Some have responded to this view proposing an approach that, whilst retaining the assumption of linearity, recognises the need for a more distributed view of the nature of changes. Within this ‘school’ the general direction of change is set at the top of the organisation, and agents throughout the organisation are equipped with a range of ‘change tools’ which they can determine how to use in pursuit of the overall direction (e.g. Pascale, 1999; Senge, 1997; Buchanan and Boddy, 1992).

A Framework for Viewing Change

In reflecting on the literature, it becomes evident that assumptions underlying change may be charted on two axes, one concerned with the perception of the complexity of change, the other with the extent to which it is believed that change can be effected on a uniform basis or is seen as a more widely distributed activity. Figure 1 summarises how the different streams of literature map onto these dimensions. However, the question as to their relative effectiveness of each approach is not clearly addressed in this body of literature. Analysis of the work of these authors leads to the development of the potential model of approaches to change shown in Figure 2.

FIGURE 1: Map of the Literature on Change Approaches









FIGURE 2: RFLC Change Quadrants









The present authors initially conducted qualitative research within seven organisations to explore the relevance and applicability of this framework. This resulted in a clearer picture of the how approaches outlined in Figure 2 are operationalized in practice: directive, self assembly, master and emergence. They may be summarised as follows: 

Directive: change is straightforward & can be managed (‘one look’)
· Change is initiated, driven, and controlled from the top or centre, by a small group (determining both the ‘what’ and the ‘how); information is cascaded (mainly one way).

· Leadership is decisive and unwavering; they believe that ‘we know best’, others must follow.

· Simple theories of change or chosen ‘recipes’ with predictable programmed phases and checklists are used; there is an assumption that change is sequential and predictable.
· Project management is tightly controlled to avoid any ‘drift’. 
· Little attention is focussed on organizational capability development

Self Assembly: change is straightforward and needs local differentiation
· Change is straightforward if you can diagnose what’s needed and select the best tools and processes to implement.

· Tightly set central strategic change direction (the ‘what’); accountability for implementation with local managers; flexibility and adaptation is encouraged.
· Building capability to understand and apply the change work is important, but not difficult.

· Extensive use of ‘toolkits’ and templates/manuals for change implementation. 

· It fixes ‘parts’ and ‘bits’ of the organisation; a fragmented approach (not necessarily systemic).


Master: change is complex and can be managed (‘one look’)
· Change isn’t seen as a linear and predictable process; it is complex/difficult to implement.

· Belief that ‘the solution is within us’ so use of dialogue and engagement; open to shifts based on input; resistance is to be expected and managed.

· Initiated, driven, and controlled from the top or centre, by a small group; conducted as a programme of managed activity with monitoring and diagnosis. 

· Uses pilots and then expands through the system; delays as learning takes place often guided by change theory/models/frameworks.

· Building capability is important for those involved in implementation. 

Emergence: change is complex and is locally differentiated
· Change is both complex and unpredictable; you cannot ‘direct’ but only ‘disturb’ an organisation and then let then collective intelligence find the answer.

· The environment is important  (i.e. a few big/basic rules, direction is loosely set; there isn’t a central, programmatic framework).

· Change can be initiated anywhere, but often happens at the front line; enables a rapid diffusion of knowledge/sharing of best practice.

· Involves informal lateral connections and novel mixes of people.

· Starts small and builds momentum; uses trials and experiments; goes ‘step by step’.

· leaders amplify and work with the tensions; develop sense-making and dialogue skills; reflect back patterns and help construct meaning out of what’s going on.

Leadership and Change

Implicit in the above framework are questions of leadership styles and roles. Leadership literature is vast, and to fully explore it is beyond the scope of the present chapter. However there is clear, and growing, evidence that the role of leaders in the change process has a significant impact on the success of change (e.g. Kotter, 1996; Conner, 1992; 1999; Higgs and Rowland, 2001; 2005; Higgs, 2003). Leaders’ beliefs and mind-sets have been shown to influence their orientation of choices and approaches to problem solving (Finklestein and Hambrick, 1996; Hambrick and Brandon, 1988). This also implies that leader behaviours will influence their approach to change and its implementation. 

In examining the leader’s role and behaviour in the change process, few studies have moved beyond generic descriptions. Exceptions are the studies of Higgs and Rowland (2000; 2001), which specifically linked leadership behaviours to activities involved in implementing change. However, the work of change in those studies was rooted in a view of the change process which fell into the ‘master’ quadrant described above. Some have questioned the efficacy of such a view within a complex and wide-ranging change context (e.g. Senge, 1997; Wheatley, 1992, 1993 ; Wheatley and Kellner Rogers, 1996 ; Giglio, Diamante and Urban, 1998). In particular it is argued that a different perspective arises in the context of a complex and distributed view of change (Wheatley, 2000; Senge, 1997; Jaworski, 2000), as represented in the ‘Emergence’ approach. If change is perceived as complex and emergent, then Wheatley (2000) argues that leaders must be brought to a transformational edge so that they can work differently. However, beyond such theoretical conjecture, little systematic research has been conducted which explores a broader relationship between leadership and differing approaches to change. 

Culture and Change

In developing an improved understanding of the dynamics of change, it is necessary to take account of the interrelationship between organisational culture and the change process. To do this, one must be clear about what is meant by organisational culture, an area of considerable debate and a voluminous literature. While a full exploration of this literature is beyond the scope of the present chapter, it is however necessary to establish a frame for considering organisational culture.

Numerous definitions of culture have been produced over the years. It would appear that there are many facets, with emphasis shifting according to the individual author. Most commonly, culture is colloquially described as the ways in which things are done around here (Schein, 1992; Deal and Kennedy, 1988; Goffee and Jones, 2000). Hofstede (1991) describes culture metaphorically, as software of the mind - a collective programming that distinguishes the members of one group of people from another. Hall (1959) suggests that culture is the pattern of taken-for-granted assumptions about how a given collection of people should think, act, and feel as they go about their daily affairs. 

Although different in content, the common thread between these definitions is a view of culture a collective way of perceiving things and behaving due to a shared social environment. However, there is an increasing recognition that culture may be viewed at two levels (Schein,1992; Darcey-Lynn and Farbrother, 2003). Schein (1992) suggests that they are: a) what is thought and the way of thinking – implicit beliefs, values and basic assumptions; and b) explicit or observable phenomena – procedures, structures, rituals, logos etc. The connection between them can range from lucid to opaque.

The difficulty in defining the nature of culture raises challenges in operationalizing the construct for research purposes. Each of the many models are proposed (e.g. Hofstede, 1991; Johnson and Scholes, 1998; Goffee and Jones, 2000) has its limitations. More recently Goffee & Jones’ framework has been widely used in research studies (e.g. Higgs and Morton 2001, Higgs and Rowland, 2004). Their framework operationalizes culture through the two levels of culture outlined earlier in the present chapter, sociability and solidarity (Schein, 1992). 

High levels of sociability, a measure of friendliness among community members which considers how people relate to each other, are likely amongst those sharing similar ideas, values, personal histories, attitudes and interests. Solidarity considers a community's ability to pursue shared objectives quickly and effectively, based on common tasks and mutual interests. Clearly understood shared goals benefit all the involved parties, regardless of personal ties. This is more about how people think and act than how they feel. 

Combining these dimensions produces four cultural typologies: Networked; Communal; Fragmented; and Mercenary. This model is underpinned by the four key points relating to business culture that emerged from Goffee and Jones' (1998) research. They are: a) most organisations are characterised by several cultures at once; b) some companies experience an archetypal life cycle of their cultures; c) there is no single ‘right’ or ‘best’ culture for an organisation; only the appropriate culture for the business environment; and d) any form of culture can be functional or dysfunctional. 

The latter begins to establish a relationship between change and culture. Responding to changes in the business environment is often the area in which changes in strategy occur. However, Shrivastava (1985) points out that strategy formulation is greatly affected by an organisation’s culture. Others, writing from a strategic perspective, have suggested that you cannot change strategy without changing organisational culture (e.g. Higgins and McAllaster, 2004). Within these polarised views there is, agreement that organisational culture has a major impact on the ability to implement change effectively (e.g. Kotter, 1996; Goffee and Jones, 1998; Faull et al, 2004; Trompenaars and Wooliams, 1993). Indeed, Smith (2003) found a strong correlation between change failure and clashes between the nature of the change and existing corporate cultures. 

The view that culture must be changed in order for business change to succeed is challenged by many (e.g. Kotter and Heskett, 1992; Trompenaars and Wooliams, 2003). These authors claim that planned culture change takes too long to achieve, and that explicit attempts have a lower success rate than for change in general. Smith’s (2003) study of 166 organisations found success rates in culture change varied from 10 % to 19 %. However, supporters of the culture change view draw on Schein’s two level picture of organisational culture, maintaining that changing explicit or observable aspects of culture is an effective means to embed a business change, and subsequently leads to shifts in the deeper level of culture (e.g. Dolan and Garcia, 2002; Higgins and McAllaster, 2004).

Overall, although no clear picture emerges of the exact relationship between organisational culture and change, there is wide agreement that culture is an important factor in successful change implementation. However, the literature implies that this relationship is complex, and presents a management challenge in the context of planning for change.

From the foregoing review it is clear that successful change implementation is difficult (e.g. Kotter, 1996; Higgs and Rowland, 2000; 2001), however, there is relatively little empirical research into what factors can lead to success. Kotter’s seminal study in 1990 was rooted in assumptions that change is linear and driven from the top. However, the literature reviewed in the present chapter challenges this assumption, proposing a more comprehensive way to categorize and examine change. Much of this literature is, however, theoretical and derivative (e.g. Lichtenstein, 1996; Aldrich, 1999). At the same time, it is evident that the vast leadership literature has not really explored the linkages between leadership behaviours, change models and change effectiveness. Furthermore, the dynamics between change approaches, leadership behaviours and organisational culture have not been explored. These two points together give rise to the following questions:

i) What approach to change management is likely to be the most effective in today’s complex and fast-changing business environment?

ii) What leadership behaviours tend to be associated with effective change management?

iii) Are leadership behaviours related to the underlying assumptions within different approaches to change?

iv) To what extent does an organisation’s culture impact on its approach to change and its leadership?

Initial Research Study

Responding to these research questions, Higgs and Rowland (2005) conducted case study based research (involving 40 leaders in seven organisations) which used a collaborative model (Eden and Huxham, 1996) and combined qualitative and quantitative methods. In addition to exploring the relationship between change approach and success in a range of differing contexts, the study examined the impact of leadership behaviour. Three core behavioural groupings were identified:

Shaping Behaviour 

· ‘what leaders do & say’; the communication and actions of leaders related directly to the change.

· ‘making others accountable.’

· ‘thinking about change’.

· ‘using an individual focus’.

This factor focuses on personal leadership and takes into consideration the importance of the leaders’ behaviours, how their personal presence impacts on change situations and shape the leadership of others. 

Framing Change

· ‘establishing starting points for change’.

· ‘designing and managing the journey’.

· ‘communicating guiding principles in the organisation’.

This second factor looks at aspects of framing change, considering the initiation of the change and then focussing on the more strategic aspects. In a sense it creates an overall frame and container for the change.

Creating Capacity

· ‘creating individual and organisational capabilities’ 

· ‘communication and making connections’ 

The third and final factor looks at creating capacity within the organisation for the change work. An important consideration is the development of the skills of working with change through coaching and other means. An important enabler of capacity building is the power and significance of informal networks that allow understanding of the value and importance of having the capability in place. 

Key Findings

It was evident that each change approach encompassed a different profile in terms of the relative dominance of the leadership factors. A directive approach emphasises shaping with low levels of creating. A master approach emphasises framing. Self Assembly emphasises framing followed by shaping. Emergent change emphasises creating followed by framing with low levels of shaping. This suggests that leaders need to be aware of the change approach they are adopting, and to modify their behaviours to support their approach. In addition, the change and leadership approaches were evaluated for their effectiveness in the contexts of several change contexts. The findings are set out below:

i) Approaches identified as being underpinned by assumptions at the simple end of the simple-complex axis shown in figure 2 (i.e. Directive change and Self Assembly change) are less effective in most scenarios than those which recognise the underlying complexity of the phenomenon (i.e. Master and Emergent approaches). Indeed the analyses indicated negative relationships between both Directive and Self Assembly approaches and success in most contexts.

ii) An Emergent approach to change appears to be more successful than any of the other three approaches in most contexts. However, informants often described an Emergent approach from an intuitive rather than theoretically informed perspective. From the interviews it was apparent that the Emergent approach occurred in the context of a change framework that was more planned and structured. It is feasible from this data to propose that the Emergent approach describes how change actually happens as opposed to how change is articulated.

iii) Leadership behaviours that centre on the position, role and power of the leader and their abilities (behaviours captured by the factor Shaping behaviour) do not appear to be related to the success of a change intervention. Indeed, such behaviours can impair the success of an intervention.

iv) In high magnitude change, that which impacts a large number of people and entails changes to multiple parts of the system, an Emergent approach is the most effective. The leadership factor accounting for the highest variance in success in this context was Framing change.

v) In short-term change which needs to be implemented in under 12 months and will impact on a large number of people in the organisation, leadership behaviours are critical to success. The set of behaviours encompassed within the factor Framing change appear to be those most likely to lead to success.

vi) In long-term change initiatives, those with a time horizon of more than 18 months within organisations facing continuing change, a Master approach combined with leadership behaviours which are captured in the factor Creating capacity appears to be an effective strategy. Evidence from the interviews pointed to the importance, in such contexts, of creating an overall framework for the change and developing both individual and organisational capacity for change. Detailed analyses supported this view.

vii) There is a relationship between change approaches and leadership behaviours. However, it is one of differing balances rather than absolutes. In interviews, all leadership factors were described within each change approach, however, the dominance varied. This was supported by quantitative data that suggested differing profiles of each of the three leadership factors existed within each change approach.

The follow-up study

A follow-up study, designed to explore cultural dimensions of change (Higgs and Rowland, 2005), involved nine organisations.  In this study organisational culture was operationalised using the framework proposed by Goffee and Jones (2000).   Of the nine organisations, three were found to have Communal cultures, three had Mercenary, two had fragmented, and one had a networked culture. On applying the Goffee and Jones (2000) guidance on positive and negative cultures, it was evident that the Networked and Fragmented cultures were negative, as was one of the Communal cultures. While the sample was too small to draw typological conclusions about the relationship between culture and change success, there did however appear to be some relationship between higher levels of Solidarity and success. The findings from this second study showed that:
i). The cultural dimension of Solidarity shows strong links to change success across most contexts. This would suggest that for change to be implemented successfully, there is a need for to build a culture focussed on a clear and shared view of the key goals and metrics in place to continue to focus people’s attention on progress towards those goals.

ii). Whilst Sociability alone is not enough to drive change success, when combined with Solidarity, more success variance is explained. This suggests that in most contexts a Communal culture could be the most appropriate to achieve success, although more investigation is necessary to support this. What is evident is that when faced with significant change, a focus on the ‘friendliness’ in the organisation is not enough to build success.

iii). The leadership factor of Framing is strongly related to success across most contexts. This suggests that organisational change benefits from leaders who can provide navigating ‘maps’ to orient people through a change process. This guiding style provides continual reminders in the organisation about why the change is necessary, a sense of the journey the organisation is embarking on, and guiding principles that govern the behaviours and kind of activities required. 

iv). The leadership factor of Framing is strongly linked to the cultural dimension of Solidarity. Combined, they account for a high proportion of success across most contexts. This finding helps us understand how leaders can create a high Solidarity culture for successful change. It suggests that Framing behaviours such as establishing start points, clarifying the change journey and milestones, and setting and using clear values to underpin the change process can contribute to a Solidarity culture where there is urgency for change, clear goal and task alignment, and a desire to continually improve performance.

v). When faced with problems in implementing change, a conscious change in approach tends to lead to subsequent success. The most common tended to be from Directive to Master, followed by Directive to Emergent. When implementing change it is important to be conscious of the approach being adopted and to be attentive to signs of difficulties. Understanding different approaches will enable informed and conscious switches to be made.

vi). Culture is strongly related to leadership behaviours. Framing is strongly related to high levels of Solidarity whilst Shaping is negatively related to this cultural dimension. This provides support for the view that leadership can contribute significantly to the development of organisational culture. Thus Framing can help to shape ‘norms’ and values, whereas Shaping whilst espousing goal alignment appears unable to secure cultural changes in Solidarity.

To summarise, it was found that a pattern of relationships emerged between the leadership factor of Framing and the cultural scale of Solidarity. There was some evidence that a combination of Framing leadership and high Solidarity led to success in change implementation. However, the pattern of relationships between culture and approach to change was less clear.  

Both of these studies indicated the apparent effectiveness of an approach to change which recognised the complexity of the phenomenon and the adoption of leadership behaviours which were more concerned with enabling others to develop and implement interventions deigned to achieve the goals of change.

The Higgs and Rowland (2005(a)) research highlighted both methodological limitations and identified an agenda for further work in the field.  In particular they (Higgs and Rowland) identified the limitations of quantifying qualitative data in order to explore the impact on success of differing change approaches (Higgs and Rowland 2005(b); Parry and Meindl, 2002).  Furthermore they raised issues relating to the potential impact on change success, which led to questions about the interactions between leadership behaviours, organisational culture and change approaches (Higgs & Rowland, 2005(b)).  However, a qualitative follow-up study failed to clearly elucidate this interaction (Higgs & Rowland, 2005(b)).   This study led to a call for more structured quantitative analyses and the development of an instrument to operationalise constructs relating to change approach and related change leadership (Higgs & Rowland, 2005(a);2005(b)).

The Third Study

In order to address the limitations outlined above the authors developed a questionnaire designed to operationalise the change approach and leadership constructs identified in the Higgs and Rowland (2005) studies.  The initial questionnaire design resulted in 94 items. In addition 6 items were included to assess the change contexts.  This instrument was piloted with a small sample of change practitioners (n=8) to explore comprehension, answerability and initial face validity (Hair et al., 1995).  As a result of the pilot a number of items were removed and a few were re-worded.  The final questionnaire comprised 85 items together with the six context questions. Success was measured on a self-reported basis using the five item scale.

The study entailed two samples. One of 94, drawn from high technology organisations and one of 110 drawn from financial sector organisations. In the latter study a further fourteen items were included.  These comprised the items from the Meyer and Allen (1990) commitment scale.

The total sample (n-204) comprised 52.9 per cent males and 46.6 per cent females. The mean experience of the respondents was 12.5 years (SD 9.48).  The mean age was 36.2 years (SD 8.97).

Findings
The data was analysed using SPSS 12.0.  Screening for normality of the data produced acceptable results for inclusion in multi-variate analyses (Hair et al, 1995).  An initial analysis of the data was carried out to check for reliability of the scales.  The results of this analysis are shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Reliabilities of Questionnaire
	Factor
	Items
	Alpha
	Adjusted Alpha

	Shaping
	19
	0.824
	N/A

	Framing
	21
	0.897
	N/A

	Creating
	13
	0.862
	N/A

	Emergent
	8
	0.519
	Omitting q. 64 Alpha = 0.633 (n=7)

	Master
	10
	0.725
	N/A

	Self Assembly
	7
	0.670
	Omitting q. 79 Alpha = 0.680 (n=6)

	Directive
	7
	0.518
	Omitting q. 63 Alpha = 0.696 (n=6)


From Table 1 it is clear that overall all scales reach the required 0.7 alphas (Nunnally, 1978) when adjusted from item scale total correlational analysis.  The one exception is Emergent (0.633).  However, Hair et al (1995) suggest that 0.6 is sufficient reliability for most exploratory research purposes.

In order to explore the relationship between change approaches and perceived change success a series of correlational analyses were conducted using the scales revised in line with the reliability analysis.  Initially no account was taken of the change context.  However, subsequently the impact of differing contexts was examined through a series of partial correlations.  Table 2 shows the overall correlation analysis and Table 3 the related hierarchical regression.

Table 2: Change Approach and Success (Not controlling for context)




Approach


R

Significance
Emergent

         0.528

    0.002

Master


         0.325

    0.012

Self Assembly

         0.228

    0.226

Directive

         0.168

    0.127
Table 3: Hierarchical Regression


Approach


R2  Change

Significance



Emergent


   0.049


   0.001



Master



   0.023


   0.028



Directive


   0.018


   0.050



Self Assembly


   0.010


   0.149
These analyses provide a degree of support for the original Higgs and Rowland (2005) findings with neither Directive nor Self Assembly having a significant impact on success.  However in this study the correlations for those approaches are not negative.  The hierarchical regression shows overall reinforcement of this finding, although it does indicate that Self Assembly has less impact than Directive (which is contradictory to the 2005 findings).

The findings from the partial correlational analyses (Table 4) provide stronger evidence of the significance to success for both Emergent and Master approaches, which are shown as successful in all contexts.  No relationships between Directive and Self Assembly change and success are seen in any of the contexts.  Interestingly the Self Assembly approach is negatively correlated with success (although not significantly so) in both high magnitude and complex change.

Table 4: Partial Correlations with Success Controlling for Contexts

	Context
	Approach
	R
	Significance

	Complex Change
	Emergent
	0.486
	0.012

	
	Master
	0.291
	0.033

	
	Directive
	0.130
	0.254

	
	Self Assembly
	-0.016
	0.940

	Long Term Change
	Emergent
	0.515
	0.007

	
	Master
	0.263
	0.055

	
	Directive
	0.153
	0.179

	
	Self Assembly
	0.094
	0.656

	Long Change History
	Emergent
	0.508
	0.008

	
	Master
	0.283
	0.038

	
	Self Assembly
	0.200
	0.208

	
	Directive
	0.141
	0.214

	External Source
	Emergent
	0.501
	0.009

	
	Master
	0.322
	0.018

	
	Self Assembly
	0.179
	0.291

	
	Directive
	0.118
	0.302

	High Scope
	Emergent
	0.486
	0.012

	
	Master
	0.288
	0.034

	
	Directive
	0.122
	0.285

	
	Self Assembly
	0.028
	0.896

	High Magnitude
	Emergent
	0.487
	0.012

	
	Master
	0.288
	0.035

	
	Directive
	0.123
	0.279

	
	Self Assembly
	-0.054
	0.799


Exploration of the leadership styles relationship to success was effected employing the same method as used for change approaches.  The results of these analyses are shown in Tables 5 to 7.  In the study of change, leadership and culture (Higgs and Rowland, 2005(b)) there was evidence that a combination of Framing and Creating explained a significant proportion of variance in success in a number of contexts.  To explore this further a composite style factor  (labelled FramCap) was included in these analyses.

Table 5: Correlation between Leadership Styles and Successes (not controlling for contexts)




Style


R

Significance


Shaping

0.313

   0.000



Framing

0.330

   0.000



Creating

0.270

   0.000



FramCap

0.310

   0.000

Table 6: Hierarchical Regressions




Style


R2 Change
Significance



Framing

   0.098

   0.000



Shaping

   0.018

   0.044



Creating

   0.002

   0.463



FramCap

   0.001

   0.486

Table 7: Partial Correlations with Success (controlling for contexts)

	Context
	Style
	R
	Significance

	High complexity
	Framing
	0.290
	0.000

	
	Shaping
	0.272
	0.000

	
	FramCap
	0.267
	0.000

	
	Creating
	0.227
	0.001

	Long Term
	Framing
	0.290
	0.000

	
	FramCap
	0.272
	0.000

	
	Shaping
	0.266
	0.000

	
	Creating
	0.236
	0.001

	Long History
	Framing
	0.317
	0.000

	
	FramCap
	0.295
	0.000

	
	Shaping
	0.289
	0.000

	
	Creating
	0.254
	0.000

	External Source
	Framing
	0.289
	0.000

	
	FramCap
	0.269
	0.000

	
	Shaping
	0.267
	0.000

	
	Creating
	0.231
	0.001

	High Scope
	Framing
	0.288
	0.000

	
	Shaping
	0.269
	0.000

	
	FramCap
	0.266
	0.000

	
	Creating
	0.226
	0.001

	High Magnitude
	Framing
	0.289
	0.000

	
	Shaping
	0.269
	0.000

	
	FramCap
	0.267
	0.000

	
	Creating
	0.228
	0.001


The initial correlation result (Table 5) is somewhat surprising as it contradicts our previous research which showed a negative relationship between Shaping and success.  However, Framing is still the style which explains the greatest amount of variance in success.  The FramCap is a computed rather than directly measured style and, as such, its impact is reduced by the lower success correlation of Creating.  This is reinforced by the hierarchical regression analysis shown in Table 6.

The finding may be a result of the sample characteristics which included a high proportion of IT-related changes.   Further research would help to clarify the impact of the type of change on the relative efficacy of differing leadership styles. Interestingly FramCap is marginally more successful (within this sample) than Shaping in terms of long-term, long history and externally stimulated change.

The sub-sample (n=110) for which commitment data was available was analysed using correlational analyses across all contexts.  Meyer and Allen (1990) identified three types of commitment: (i) Affective; 

(ii) Continuance and (iii) Normative.  Their research demonstrated that levels of Affective Commitment in an organisation are positively related to organisational performance.  From this it has been asserted (Meyer and Allen, 1997) that Affective Commitment is also associated with effective change implementation.  The results of these analyses are shown in Table 8.

Table 8 Correlations of Change Approach, Leadership Style and Commitment

	Factor
	Affective Commitment
	Continuance Commitment
	Normative Commitment
	Total Commitment

	Emergent
	0.377

(0.028)
	0.041

(0.816)
	0.039

(0.825)
	0.215

(0.223)

	Master
	0.122

(0.490)
	0.025 

(0.886)
	-0.027

(0.879)
	0.054

(0.763)

	Self Assembly
	-0.022

(0.932)
	-0.202

(0.436)
	0.416

(0.096)
	0.178

(0.494)

	Directive
	0.143

(0.327)
	-0.105

(0.474)
	0.034

(0.831)
	0.031

(0.831)

	Shaping
	0.374

(0.050)
	-0.047

(0.812)
	0.413

(0.029)
	0.352

(0.066)

	Framing
	0.380

(0.014)
	-0.119

(0.457)
	0.215

(0.177)
	0.232

(0.144)

	Creating
	0.423

(0.006)
	-0.266

(0.093)
	0.225

(0.158)
	0.235

(0.139)

	FramCap
	0.361

(0.000)
	-0.109

(0.257)
	0.274

(0.004)
	0.266

(0.005)


From Table 8 it is evident that, in terms of change approach, it is only Emergent which shows a significant relationship to Affective Commitment.  Thus this approach may not only lead to change success, but also to individual performance within the change.

Turning to leadership behaviours it is evident that FramCap has the greatest impact on Affective Commitment, followed by Creating, Framing and Shaping.  Interestingly although in the overall sample Creating had the least impact on change success it does appear to have the potential for a more significant impact on individual performance (via the relationship to Affective Commitment). 

As the overall sample comprised two distinct sub-samples it was important to explore the extent to which their combination may limit the reliability of the findings.  To explore differences between the sample, a series of t-tests were conducted.  These showed no statistically significant differences between the sub-samples in terms of either change approaches or leadership styles.

Discussion

The research studies reported in this paper provide empirical support for many of the theories represented within the change literature. The view that top-down programmatic change does not work (e.g. Pascale, 1999; Senge, 1997; Buchanan et al, 1999) is endorsed. Certainly the findings show that a Directive approach is ineffective across most contexts. However, the Master approach (which is planned and seeks uniform implementation) was found to be effective in the context of long-term initiatives in an environment of continuous change. It is perhaps the underlying mind-set of a Master approach, which recognises greater complexity associated with change, which explains this.

The studies provide relatively clear evidence to support the view that recognizing the complexity of change is important to the formulation of effective change strategies (e.g. Lichtenstein, 1996; Wheatley, 1992; Stacey, 1996; Balogum et al, 2003).  This tends to endorse the view that it is difficult to predict outcomes in complex environments (e.g. Pascale, 1999; Buchanan et al, 1999; Sammut-Bonnici and Wensley, 2002).

In broad terms the final qualitative study provides relatively strong support for the findings from the earlier Higgs and Rowland studies (2005; 2005 (b)).  Certainly the significance of recognising the complexity of change is strongly endorsed.
Turning next to leadership behaviours, the studies reported herein in part challenge some of the more ‘traditional’ thinking about change leadership (e.g. Kotter, 1996). However, they are not unique in doing this. Higgs (2003) points to evidence demonstrating that leadership effectiveness is increasingly moving away from leader-centric and top-down models. Thus it is perhaps unsurprising that the group of leadership behaviours clustered within the Shaping behaviour factor in the initial studies were ineffective in supporting successful change.  However, within the third study this finding was clearly not supported.  It may well be that the organisational contexts of sample participants may have accounted for this.  Whilst Higgs and Rowland (2005(b)) attempted to explore the impact of organisational culture on change approaches and leadership their findings were by no means conclusive.  Indeed a study by Higgs and Wren (2005) conducted within the UK armed forces found similar results to the third study reported her in terms of Shaping leadership.  They concluded that, within that study, a strong organisational culture and leadership structure may well have had an impact on the findings.  The same may be the case in this study.  Clearly further research on the impact of organisational culture on change approaches and leadership is warranted.  However, an analysis of the items, comprising Shaping behaviours, in the current study identified that the results were influenced strongly by 5 of the 19 items (i.e. (i) planning to overcome resistance; (ii) explaining the leader’s thinking about change; (iii) making changes to work processes to support the change; (iv) sharing beliefs about what makes change work and (v) understanding how people react to change in the specific organisation).  This indicates that further research to understand the factor structure of the leadership styles may also prove valuable.

The emergence of the cluster Creating Capacity, and its apparent success in more complex change contexts, finds some support from the work of Daryl Conner (1999). Similarly other more recent leadership research has highlighted the leaders’ critical role in developing individual capability (e.g. Kouzes and Posner, 1998; Higgs, 2003; Higgs and Rowland, 2000, 2001; Goffee and Jones, 2000). Within a change-specific context Higgs & Rowland (2000; 2001) identified a cluster of change leadership competencies concerned with coaching and developing others. However, the Creating Capacity leadership factor encompasses behaviours beyond building individual capability, including enhancing organisational capacity. Thus it may be seen as more closely aligned to Conner’s’ (1999) view of building capability.

The third of the leadership factors emerging from the reported studies, Framing Change, has fewer parallels in the literature. Whilst its non-directive and facilitating nature finds some support (Kouzes and Posner, 1998; Alimo-Metcalfe, 1995; Higgs, 2003) the more change-focused behaviours (including journey design) are more specific. The change leadership competency model described by Higgs and Rowland (2000; 2001) includes journey design. It also (as do others such as Kotter, 1996) includes a competence associated with making the case for change. However, the Framing change factor goes beyond the latter to include establishing the boundary conditions, in a sense creating what Lichtenstein (1997) referred to as a ‘container for change’. Perhaps this behavioural cluster also captures the role of the leader as sense maker (Weick, 1995). In this context the leader is concerned with the creation of meaning, as a ‘sense giver’ as well as a sense maker (Weick, 1995).

Conclusions
The studies reported within this paper provide further evidence to support claims in the literature that centrally planned changes based on assumptions of linearity will often fail to achieve their aims (e.g. Sammut-Bonnici and Wensley, 2002; Stacey, 1996; Harris & Ogbonna, 2002; Senge, 1997). Furthermore, evidence is presented to support the view that complexity and evolutionary theories proved a more useful framework for understanding the process of change (e.g. Lichtenstein, 1996; 1997; Aldrich, 1999; Depew and Weber, 1995). Indeed, the findings with regard to the relationship between between change effectiveness and organisational culture provide some support for the view that, for change to be implemented effectively, it is necessary to take account of the culture of the organisation (e.g. Trompenaars and Wooliams, 2003; Smith, 2003; Shrivastarva, 1985; Swaffin-Smith et al, 2002), although the causal direction of the relationship is unclear.

The data also suggests potential interactions between culture and leadership in a change situation that reinforces the point made by Darcey-Lynn and Farbrother (2003), that leaders both influence and are influenced both by organisational culture and, crucially, the model of change management adopted. While moving to such an approach may prove difficult for organisations rooted in rational Weberian mind-sets associated with planning, direction and control (Johnson, 2001), the evidence of efficacy in both successful implementation of change and, to some extent the existence of Affective Commitment provides a stimulus to at least explore such alternatives to organisations undergoing change.

In particular, it would appear that the leadership behavioural group labelled as Framing has great relevance. This behavioural pattern suggests conceptualisation and communication of a macro/conceptual framework rather than detailed project plan, yet it despite this, it actually creates clear boundaries for action. This combination creates a space for local innovation and intervention designed to support the overall direction of the change. Thus local control, the release of expertise and engagement are facilitated. In this sense, the ownership of the implementation of the change can be distributed and linked to the needs of diverse cultural paradigms, and so can become a collegiate and shared process rather than a centralised and bureaucratic process. This is arguably consistent with recent developments in the broader literature on developments in thinking about leadership (e.g. Higgs, 2003).

Whilst the studies reported provide some stimulating and challenging evidence relating to different change approaches and leadership styles it is important to be aware of a number of research limitations.  The third study provided a larger sample, but had the limitation of employing a self-reported success measure. However, all three studies have, in an exploratory way, indicated some challenges to existing thinking and identified some potentially fruitful areas for future research.
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Four Change Approaches Explained








One Look





Master (Sophisticated):


Change being drive, controlled, managed, initiated from the top/centre/ person or small group


Complex theory of change – lots of elements, drawing on more than two theorists, use of change models


Wide range of interventions used


Extensive engagement which influences change process


Explicit project management


Capability development





Directive (Simple):


Change being driven, controlled, managed, initiated from the top/centre/person or small group


Simple theory of change or a few rules of thumb recipes


Small range of interventions used


Few targets set


Tightly controlled communications


Explicit project management


Engagement is about control of drift (timescales, objectives, use of resources and local adaptation)


Little or no attention given to capability development





Change is Complex





Change is Straightforward





Emergence:


Few big rules and loosely set direction


Change initiated anywhere in organisation but usually where there is high contact with client/customers


Issues of spread and diffusion – sharing best practice


Lateral connections important


Novel mixes of people


Innovation and experiments


Emphasis on sense making and improvisation





Self-Assembly (SELF ASSEMBLY):


Tightly set direction


Accountability for change lies with local managers


Capability and capacity development


Strategic direction but local adaptation


Use of set tool kits and templates


Innovation against certain parameters





Local Differentiation
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