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Changelink References: Abbreviated  
 

Organisational Change 
**ChangeLink recommended foundation references 
* Recommended by other consultants 
 

• **Aiken,C. & Keller, S. (2009) The irrational side of change management, 
www.mckinsey quarterly.com/organizational change management. (See 
the article on page 13 below) 

• ** Cameron, E. & Green, M. (2009) Making sense of change 
management;  (2nd edition), Kogan Page, London. 

• Abramson, E. (2000) Change without pain. Harvard Business Review, 
July-Aug, pp 75-79. 

• Bateman, T. (1980), Organizational change and the politics of success, 
Group and Organisational Studies, June, pp 198-209. 

• Beckhard, R. & Harris, R. (1977) , Organizational transitions: managing 
complex change, Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

• **Beckhard, R. (1987) The executive management of transformational 
change, University Associates. 

• **Beckhard, R. & Pritchard W. (1992) Changing the essence: The art of 
leading fundamental change in organisations.  San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass 

• Beckhard, R. (1997) Agent of change: my life, my practice. Jossey-Bass, 
CA. 

• **Bedeian, A.G., (1993), “Organizational Culture and Change”, in 
Management, Fort Worth: Dryden Press, 310-334. 

• Beer, M. & Nohria, N. (2000) Cracking the code of change, Harvard 
Business Review, May,  pp 93-100. 

• Beer, M. (1980) Organizational change and development: a systems view, 
Goodyear: Santa Monica, CA. 

• Beer, M. & Walton, E., (1990) “Developing the competitive organization: 
Interventions and strategies”, American Psychologist, Feb: 160. 

• Beer, M. a. W., E. (1987). Organisational Change and Development. 
Annual Review of Psychology. A. Reviews. Palo Alto, CA: 68-339. 
Blair, G., and Meadows, S. (1996). A Real Life Guide to Organisational 
Change. Hampshire: England. 

• Bennis, W.G., Benne, K.D, & Chin, K.D. (1969) The planning of change, 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York. 

• Boleman, L. & Deal, T.E. (1997) Reframing organizations. San Francisco: 
Josey-Bass 

• Bonanno, G.A. (2004), Loss, trauma, and human resilience: Have we 
underestimated the human capacity to thrive after extremely aversive 
events? American Psychologist, January, pp 20-28 
Boyatzis, R. E. (1982). The Competent Manager: A model for effective 
performance. New York. 



 2

• Bridges, W. (2000) The character of organizations. Palo Alto: Davies-
Black 

• **Bridges, W. (1991) Managing transitions. Reading MA: Addison-Wesley 
• Brill, P. L. & Worth, R. (1997) The four levers of corporate change. 

AMACOM, New York. 
• Briner, W. H. C. a. G. M. (1996). Project Leadership. Brookfield Vermont, 

USA, Gower Publishing Limited Library of Congress Cataloging in 
Publication Data. 

• Burke, W. W. (1982), Organization Development, Boston: Little/Brown. 
• Burke, W.W. & Litwin, G.H., (1992), “A causal model of organizational 

performance and change”, Journal of Management 18/3, 523-545. 
• *Caluwe' , L. d., Vermaak, H. (2003). Learning to Change: A guide for 

organisational change agents. California.  
• Carnall, C. A. (1999). Managing Change in Organisations. Essex: 

England. 
• Champy, J. & Nohria, N. (1996) Fast forward: The best ideas on managing 

business change, Boston: Harvard Business School Publishing. 
• Chan Kim, W. & Mauborgne, R. 1997, ‘Fair process: managing in the 

knowledge economy’, Harvard Business Review, July–August, pp. 65–75. 
• Clarke, L., (1994), The essence of change, Essex: Prentice Hall. 
• **Cohen, D. S. (2005) The heart of change field guide, Boston, Harvard 

Business School Press. 
• Cohen, D.S. (2002), The heart of change, Boston, Harvard Business 

School Press. 
• Colenso, M. (2000), Kaizen strategies for successful organisational 

change: evolution and revolution in the organisation, London: Pearson 
Education. 

• Conger. J.A., Gretchen, M., and Lawler, E.E. (1999) The leader change 
handbook: The essential guide to setting direction and taking action. 
Josey-Bass: San Francisco. 

• Conner, D. (1998) Leading at the edge of chaos” How to create the nimble 
organization. John Wiley: New York. 

• Conner, D. ( 1992 ) Managing at the speed of change: How resilient 
managers succeed and prosper where others fail, New York: Random 
House 

• Connor, P. E. a. L., K. L. (1994). Managing Organisational Change. 
Westport, CT. 

• *Cummings, T. G., and Worley, C.G. (1993). Organisational Development 
and Change. Minneapolis, MN: west. 

• Davidson, J. (2001) The complete idiot’s guide to change management, 
penguin, New York. 

• Davis, D. & Fisher, T. (1994) The pace of change: a case study of the 
development of a total quality organization, International Journal of Quality 
and Reliability Management, pp.5-18 
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• Deci, E. L. 1996, Why we do what we do, Penguin, New York. 
Doppler, K. a. L., C. (1996). Change Management: Vormgeven aan het 
veranderingsproces. Amsterdam. 

• **Dunphy, D. & Stace, D. (1990), Under new management; Australian 
organizations in transition, Sydney: McGraw-Hill. 

• **Dunphy, D.C. & Dick, R. (1986), Organizational change by choice, 
Sydney: McGraw-Hill. 

• Firth, D. (2000), Smart things to know about change, Capstone: Capstone 
Publishing. 

• Iacovini, J. (1993), “The human side of change”, Journal of Training and 
Development, January, 65-68 

• Fitzgerald, T. (1988). "Can Change In Organisational Culture Really Be 
Managed?" Organisational Dynamics(Autumn): 5-15.  

• French, W. L., & Bell, C.H. Jr. (1999). Organisationa Development: 
Behavioural science interventions for organisation improvement. New 
Jersey, Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publicaation Data. 

• French, W.L. & Bell, C.H. & Zawacki, R.A. (1994), Organization 
development and transformation, Burr Ridge, Illinois: Irwin. 

• Garside, P. (2004) Are we suffering from change fatigue?, University of 
Cambridge, UK, BMJ Publishing Institute. 

• Griener, L. & Schein, V.(1988), Power and organisation development: 
moblizing power to implement change. Addison-Wesley, Reading Mass. 

• Hammer. M. (2004) Deep change; how operational innovation can 
transform your company. Harvard Business Review, April, pp85-93. 

• Hayes, J. (2002) The theory and practice of change management. 
Palgrove Macmillan, UK. 

• Hirshhorn, L. (2002) Campaigning for change. Harvard Business Review, 
July, pp98-104 

• House, R. J. (1996), ‘Leadership in the 21st century: a speculative 
inquiry’,Reginald H. Jones Center, Working Paper. 

• Howard, A., (1994), Diagnosis for organizational change: Models and 
methods, New York: Guilford Press. 

• Human Synergistics, Sydney Australia, has extensive lists of references, 
tools, inventories, and other materials on organisational change, go to 
www.human-synergistics.com.au   128 Kippax Street, Surry Hills, NSW, 
2010   phone: 612 9281 5999 

• Hussey, D.E. (2000), How to manage organisation change, London: 
Kogan Page. 

• Inward Strategic Consulting (2004), Shaking off change fatigue, 
www.inwardconsulting.com  

• Jiang, J. J., Kein G. , Margulis S. (1998). "Important Behavioural Skills for 
IS Project Managers: the judgements of experienced IS professionals." 
Project Management Journal: 39-43. 

• Jick, T. 1990, Note on the recipients of change, Harvard Case Study no. 
9–491–039, revised July 29, 1996, Harvard Business School, Boston. 
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• Johnson, S, Who moved my cheese? (Sorry, I feel like puking, when I 
read this book) 

• Jick, T.D. (1993), Managing change. Irwin, McGraw-Hill 
• Kanter, R. M. (1983). The Change Masters: Corporate entrepreneurs at 

work. New-York.  
• Kanter, R. M. (1989). When Giants Learn to Dance: Mastering the 

challenges of strategy, management and careers in the 1990's. London.  
• *Kanter, R. M., Stein, B. A. , Jick, T. D. (1992). The Challange of 

Organisational Changes. New York, Library of Congress Cataloging-in 
Publication Data. 

• Keating, E. K., Oliva, R., Repenning, N. P., Rockart, S. & Sterman, J. D. 
(1999), ‘Overcoming the improvement paradox’, European Management 
Journal, vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 120–134. 

• Kegan, R. & Lashkow Lahey, L. (2001) The real reason people won’t 
change. Harvard Business Review, November, pp 85-92. 

• Kilmann, R. & Covin, T.J. (1987), Organization-wide transformation, San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

• Kirkpatrick, D. (1985), How to manage change effectively. Jossey-Bass, 
San Francisco. 

• Kotter, J. & Schlesinger, L. (1979) Choosing strategies for change. 
Harvard Business Review, 57, pp 106-114. 

• **Kotter, J. P., Cohen, D.S. (2002). The Heart of Change: Real life stories 
of how people change their organisations. Harvard, Boston. 

• Kotter, J.P. & Schlesinger, L.A., (1979), “Choosing strategies for change”, 
Harvard Business Review 57, March-April: 106-114. 

• **Kotter, J.P. (1996) Leading Change. Harvard Business School Press: 
Boston. 

• **Kotter, J.P. (1995), “Leading change: Why transformation efforts fail”, 
Harvard Business Review, March-April, 59-67 

• **Kubler-Ross, E. (1969), On death and dying, New York: McMillan.  
(1997) Touchstone. 

• Kubler-Ross, E. (1981) Living with death and dying, New York: McMillan. 
(1997) Touchstone. 

• Kubler-Ross, E., (1975) Death-The final stage of growth, New York: Simon 
& Schuster. (1997) Touchstone 

• Kurt, L. (1947). "Frontiers in Group Dynamics." Human Relations 1: 5-41. 
• Lamarch, J. (1995), Changing the way we change: Gaining control of 

major operational change, Addison-Wesley: Mass. 
• Larkin, T.J. & Larkin, S. (1996), Reaching and changing frontline 

employees, Harvard Business Review, December, pp 3-12. 
• Lewin, K (1936) Principles of topological psychology, New York-McGraw-

Hill 
• Lewin, K (1943), “Forces behind food habits and methods of change”, 

Bulletin of National Research Council, 188, 35-65 
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• Lewin, K. (1951), Field theory in social science, ed. Dorwin Cartwright, 
New York: Harper, 228-229. 

• **Longaker, C. (1993), Finding hope and inspiration in death, Audio Tape, 
Watsonville, California: Rigpa Fellowship. 

• Longaker, C. (1998) Facing Death, and finding spiritual hope; A guide to 
the emotional and spiritual care of dying. Random House. 

• Luthans, F. (1995), Organizational behaviour, New York: McGraw-Hill. 
• McClelland, D. C. (1973). "Testing for Competence Rather than 

Intelligence." American Psychologist 28: 1-14. 
• McClelland, D. C. (1971). Assessing Human Motivation. New-York. 
• McClelland, D. C. (1961). The Achieveing Society. Princeton, NJ. 
• McClelland, D. C., Atknson, J.W., Clark, R.A. and Lowell, E.L. (1953). The 

Achievement Motive. New-York. 
• Meyerson, D.E. (2001), Change, the quiet way. Harvard Business Review, 

October, pp 93-100. 
• Morgan, N. (2001), How to overcome change fatigue, Harvard 

Management Communication Letter, 4(7). 
• Nadler, D. (1987), The effective management of change, in Handbook of 

Organisational Behaviour, Printice-Hall, NJ, pp 358-369. 
• Owen, H., Spirit: Transformation and development in organisations, 

Potomac, MD: Abbot Publications. 
• *Paton, R. A., McCalman, J. (2000). Change Management: A guide to 

effective implementation. London. 
• Patti, R.J. (1974), “Organizational resistance and change: The view from 

below”, Social Service Review 48, September: 371-372. 
• Pendlebury, J. Grovard, B., & Meston, F.(1995) Successful change 

management, New York: John Wiley &Sons 
• Quinn, R. E & Spreitzer, G.M. 1997, ‘The road to empowerment: seven 

questions every leader should consider’,Organizational Dynamics, 
Autumn, vol. 26, no. 2, pp. 37–49. 

• Robbins, H. & Finley, M. (1997), Why change doesn’t work, why initiatives 
go wrong and how to try again—and succeed, Orion Business 

• Rosell, S.A. (1995) Changing maps: Governing the world of rapid change. 
Careleton University Press: Ottawa. 

• Senge, P. M., Kleiner, A., Roberts, C., Ross, R., Rioth, G., & Smith, B. 
• 1999, ‘The dance of change: the challenges of sustaining momentum in 
• learning organizations’, London, Nicholas Brealey. 
• Senge, P. (1990), The fifth discipline: The art and practice of the learning 

organisation, New York: Doubleday/Currency. 
• Schein, E. H. 1988, ‘Process consultation: its role in organization 
• development’, Addison-Wesley Series: Organisation development, vol. 1, 
• 2nd edn. 
• Schein, E. H. 1978, ‘The role of the consultant: content expert or process 
• facilitator?’, Personnel and Guidance Journal, vol. 56, pp. 83–90. 
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• Sugarman, B. (2001) A learning based approach to organizational change: 
some results and guidelines, Organizational Dynamics, pp62-75 

• Tarrant, D. (2005), Change by design, Management Today, June, pp 24-
27. 

• Tichy, N.M. (1983), Managing strategic change: Technical, political, and 
cultural dynamics, New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

• Tichy, N. M. & Devanna, M. (1986) The transformational leader, John 
Wiley and Sons, New York. 

• Tichy, N. M. (1993), Revolutionize your company, Fortune, 13 Dec., pp 
114-118. 

• Tichy, N. M. (1999) The teachable point of view: a primer. Harvard 
Business Review, March-April, p82 

• Tichy, N.M. (1993) Control your destiny or someone else will: how Jack 
Welsh is making General Electric the world’s most competitive 
corporation. New York: Double Day. 

• Tichy N.M. (1994) Control your destiny or someone else will: lessons in 
making mastering change—from the principles Jack Welsh is using to 
revolutionise GE. New York: Harper. 

• Van Eynde, D.F, Hoy, J.C., and Van Eynde, D.C.(1997), Organization 
Development Classics: The practice and theory of change. Josey-Bass: 
San Francisco. 

• Van Maanen, J., Dabbs J. M. Jr., and Faulkner R. R. (1982c). Varieties of 
Qualitative Research. Beverly Hills, Calif.  
Wolff, M. F. (1995). "Managing Change- Who does it best?" Research 
Technology Management 38(4): 10. 

• White, T. (2005), Realising the full potential of office space reinvention 
using change management, fm, 12 (6), December/January, pp 54-56. 

• White, T. (2005), Managing the emotional side of office space changes, 
fm, 13 (1) February/March, pp 56-57. 

• White, T. (2005), Change management: The need for measuring ROI 
(Return on investment), fm,13(3), June/July, pp 52-54. 

• Woodman, R. & Pasmore, W. (Eds.), Research in organizational change 
and development, Greenwich, CT: JAI. 

• Woodward, H. & Bucholz S., (1987), After shock: Helping people through 
corporate change, New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

• Worley, C., Hitchin, D., & Ross, W. (1996) Integrated strategic change: 
how OD helps to build competitive advantage, Addison-Wesley: Reading 
MA.  

• Zager, R. & Rosow, M., (1982), The innovative organization, New York: 
Pergamon. 

 
 
Organisation Design 

• Bedeian, A.G., (1993), “Organization Design”, in Management, Fort Worth: 
Dryden Press, 236-263. 
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• Beer, M. & Eisenstat, R.A. (2004) How to have an honest conversation 
about business strategy. Harvard Business Review, Feb. 

• Cherns, A., (1977), “Can behavioural science help design organisations?”, 
Organizational Dynamics, Spring. 

• Davis, S.M. & Lawrence P.R (1977), Matrix, Reading, Mass: Addison-
Wesley, 129-144. 

 
Continued 
 
 
Org Design continued 

• Davis, S.M. & Lawrence P.R. (1978), “Problems of matrix organization”, 
Harvard Business Review 56, May-June: 131-142. 

• Galbraith, J.R. (1982), “Designing the innovating organisation”, 
Organization Dynamics, Winter, 5-25. 

• Galbraith, J.R. (1982), Organization Design, Reading, MA: Addison-
Wesley. 

• Galbraith, J.R., Downey, D., & Kates, A. (2002), Designing dynamic 
organisations: a hands on guide for leaders at all levels, AMACON, New 
York. 

• Gates, G. & McKinnon (1994), “Redesigning for fast impact”, Training & 
Development, October:54-59 

• Gleckman, H. (1993), “Where to prune and where to hack away”, 
Business Week, September 13: 98. 

• Gold, M. & Campbell, A. (2002) Do you have a well designed 
organistation? Harvard Business Review, (March), pp 117-123. 

• Hackman, R. & Oldham, G., Work redesign, Reading, MA: Addison 
Wesley. 

• Hanna, D., (1988),  Designing organizations for high performance, 
Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

• Jacques, El (1990), “In praise of hierarchy”, Harvard Business Review 68, 
January-February: 129. 

• Kolodny, HF. (1980), “Matrix organization designs and new product 
success”, Research Management 23, September 29-33. 

• MacKenzie, K.D. “Designing the adaptive organisation”, in Creating the 
competitive edge through human resources application, eds, Niehaus and 
Price, New York: Plenum: 64. 

• McClenahen, J.S. (1988), “Flexible structures to absorb the shock”, 
Industry Week, April, 41 

• Morgan, G., (1986), Images of organization, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage 
• Nadler, G. & Tushman, M.L., (1986), “Organizing for innovation”, 

California Management Review 28, 74-92. 
• **Ostroff, F., (1999), The horizontal organization: what the organisation of 

the future actually looks like and how it delivers value to customers, New 
York: Oxford University Press. 
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• Pasmore, W. & Sherwood, J. (1978), Sociotechnical systems: A 
sourcebook, University Associates. 

• Peters, T. (1990), “Biting the systems and structure bullet”, Baton Rouge 
Business Report 9, Dec: 66 

• Taylor, J.C. (1975), “The human side of work; The socio-technical 
approach to work system design”, Personnel Review 4, 3 

• Walton, R., (1975), “The diffusion of new work structures: Explaining why 
success didn’t take”, Organisation Dynamics, Winter: 3-22. 

 
 
 
Organisation Culture-Change 

• Bedeian, A.G., (1993), “Organizational Culture and Change”, in 
Management, Fort Worth: Dryden Press, 310-334. 

• Collins, J.C. & Porras, J.I., (1991), “Organizational vision and visionary 
organisations”, California Management Review 33, Fall: 30-52.  

• Deal, T.E. & Kennedy, A.A. (1982), Corporate cultures: The rites and 
rituals of corporate life, Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley. 

• Dennison, R.D., Haaland, S., Goelzer, P. (2004) Corporate culture and 
organizational effectiveness. Is Asia different from the rest of the world? 
Organizational Dynamics, 33(1), pp 98-109. 

• Harrison, R., (1983), “Strategies for a new age”, Human Resource 
Management 22, 209-235.  

• Harrison, R. & Stokes, H., (1990), Diagnosing Organization Culture, 
Berkeley: Harrison Associates, 1-18. 

• Harrison, R. (1986), Organization culture and quality of service: A strategy 
for releasing love in the workplace, Berkeley: Harrison Associates. 1-18 

• Human Synergistics, Sydney Australia, has extensive lists of references, 
tools, inventories, and other materials on changing organisational cultures, 
go to info@human-synergistics.com.au   128 Kippax Street, Surry Hills, 
NSW, 2010   phone: 612 9281 5999 

• Jones, Q, Dunphy D, Fishman R, Larne M, Canter C (2006) In Great 
Company, New Zealand, Human Synergistics. 

• McCarthy, S. (2001), Building high performance cultures: 1994-2001 
Australia and New Zealand, Human Synergistics. 

• McCarthy, S. (2002), Leading high performance cultures: 1994-2002 
Australia and New Zealand, Human Synergistics. 

• Morey, C. & Luthans,F., (1987), “Anthropology: The forgotten behavioural 
science in management history”, Academy of Management Best Papers, 
128-132 

• Schein, E.H.(1987), Organizational culture and leadership, Jossey-Bass 
• Schein, E.H.(1993), “On dialogue, culture, and organizational learning”, 

Organization Dynamics, Autumn: 43. 
• Schein, E.H. (1990), “Organizational Culture”, American Psychologist, 

Feb: 117. 
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• Tarrant, D. (2005), Change by design, Management Today, June, pp 24-
27. 

• White, T. (2005), Realising the full potential of office space reinvention 
using change management, fm, 12 (6), December/January, pp 54-56. 

• White, T. (2005), Managing the emotional side of office space changes, 
fm, 13 (1) February/March, pp 56-57. 

• White, T. (2005), Change management: The need for measuring ROI 
(Return on investment), fm,13(3), June/July, pp 52-54. 

 
 
 
 
 
Videos 

• Barker, J.A. (1990), The power of vision, CharterHouse Learning 
Corporation, USA. 

• Timmons, B.A. (1992), Taking charge of change, CRM Films USA 
• Encounters with grief. Heathcliff , USA 
• Levin, S. (1994), Healing & Dying, New Way Productions, USA 

 
Training program 
Managing in a changing environment, Wilson Learning 
 
Mergers & Acquisitions 
 

• **Voight, K. (2009), Mergers fail more than marriages. CNN (See article 
on page 10 below) 

• Aiello, R.J. (2000) The fine art of friendly acquisition. Harvard Business 
Review, (Nov-Dec), pp 101-107 

• Ashkenas, R.N. & Francis, S.C. (2000) Integration managers: special 
leaders for special times. Harvard Business Review (Nov-Dec), pp 108-
115/ 

• Carey, M. (2000) A CEO roundtable on making mergers succeed. Harvard 
Business Review (May-June), pp 145-153 

• Cliff, S. C. (1999) Can this merger be saved? Harvard Business Review 
(Jan-Feb), pp 29-44. 

• Galpin, T. (2000) The complete guide to mergers and acquisitions:  
process tools to support M&A intregration at every level. Jossey-Bass: CA 

• Gaughan, P. A. (2002)  Mergers, Acquistions, and Corporate 
Restructures, 3rd Edition, John Wiley & Sons, New York 

• Lajous, A.R. (1998) The art of M&A integration: a guide to merging 
resources, processes, and responsibilities. McGraw-Hill 

• Marks, M.L. & Mirvis, P.H. (2000)  Managing mergers, acquisitions, and 
alliances: creating an effective transition structure. Journal of 
Organisational Dynamics, Winter, pp 35-47. 
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• Marren, J. H. (1993) Mergers & acquistions a valuable handbook. 
McGraw-Hill 

• Robinson, K. (2004), CEO’s tips for merger success: Speed propels a 
successful merger integration, The Banker, 153(933), pp 18-22. 
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Mergers fail more often than marriages 
 . STORY HIGHLIGHTS 
 . Marriages fail between 40 and 50 percent; merger failure is as high as 90 

percent 
 . Fiat's merger with GM Europe and Chrysler latest in series of proposed 

mergers 
 . High-profile failures include Daimler-Chrysler, AOL-Time Warner 
 . Most mergers fail because of personality and priority clashes 
 
May 22, 2009 -- Updated 0421 GMT (1221 HKT) 
By Kevin Voigt 
CNN 
(CNN) -- Every time you look around, seems like companies are trying to hook 
up. 

The euphoria of marriage quickly wears off for companies that merge. 

The proposed marriage of AirFrance-KLM and Delta Air Lines is the latest to 
make the rounds. But the suitors must first gain the approval of regulators, who 
are sure to supervise the courtship with care because of the size of the dowry: 
North Atlantic air traffic, which the airlines plan to operate as one carrier. 

But as high-profiles merger plans proliferate in the wake of the credit crisis, one 
problem seems to be overlooked: corporate mergers fail more often than 
marriages. 

Divorce rates vary according to country, educational levels and income, but 
generally hover between 40 percent and 50 percent in North America and 
Europe. Conversely, a 2004 study by Bain & Company found that 70 percent of 
mergers failed to increase shareholder value. More recently, a 2007 study by Hay 
Group and the Sorbonne found that more than 90 percent of mergers in Europe 
fail to reach financial goals. 

"If the definition of a successful merger is driving up shareholder value, then their 
failure rate is far north of 50 percent," says Lawrence Chia, a managing director 
of Deloitte & Touche in Beijing, China. 

The path from the altar is strewn with failed corporate marriages: Daimler and 
Chrysler, AOL and Time Warner, Shanghai's SAIC Motor Co. and Korea's 
Ssangyong Motor Co. (which filed for bankruptcy protection this year). 
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Still, the matchmaking continues apace. British Airways and Spanish carrier 
Iberia have been wooing one another for the better part of a year. In March, 
pharmaceutical giants Merck and Plough-Schering announced their intention to 
wed, coming on the heels of the union between drug makers Pfizer and Wyeth. 

Fiat has ambitious plans to merge with Chrysler and the European operations of 
General Motors to spin off into a new car company. And the on-again, off-again 
plans of Porsche and Volkswagen to tie the knot have been dominating the 
business pages for months. 

Yet touted synergies of corporate unions remain elusive. "I was having lunch at a 
forecasters' conference in London with a group of analysts, and we were trying to 
think of any automobile merger that has been successful," said John Bonnell, of 
JD Power and Associates. 

The group could only think of two: The formation of General Motors in 1908, 
which folded together Buick, Oldsmobile, Cadillac and several other independent 
companies; and Volkswagen with Skoda and SEAT in 1990. 

"I think the industry does need consolidation, but that means bigger companies 
with more efficiencies ... the question is are we gaining those efficiencies?" 
Bonnell said. "If you're not integrating into one organization, you're not 
accomplishing that ... with Daimler and Chrysler, they never really integrated." 

For Fiat, the merger could transform a once broken down company into one of 
the world's largest car companies. For struggling Chrysler and the European 
division of GM, it would be a marriage of convenience. 

Companies merge for a variety of reasons: expansion of market share, 
acquisition of new lines of distribution or technology, or reduction of operating 
costs. But corporate mergers fail for some of the same reasons that marriages do 
-- a clash of personalities and priorities. 

"One of the biggest failings is people," said Chia of Deloitte. "The people at 
Company A have a different way of doing things from Company B ... you can't 
find commonality in goals." 
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The irrational side of change 
management �Most change 
programs fail, but the odds of success can 
be greatly improved by taking into 
account these counterintuitive insights 
about how employees interpret their 
environment and choose to act.�APRIL 2009 
• Carolyn Aiken and Scott Keller �Source: Organization 
Practice �In 1996, John Kotter published Leading Change. 
Considered by many to be the seminal work in the field of change 
management, Kotter’s research revealed that only 30 percent of 
change programs succeed. Since the book’s release, literally 
thousands of books and journal articles have been published on the 
topic, and courses dedicated to managing change are now part of 
many major MBA programs. Yet in 2008, a McKinsey survey of 
3,199 executives around the world found, as Kotter did, that only 
one transformation in three succeeds. Other studies over the past 
ten years reveal remarkably similar results. It seems that, despite 
prolific output, the field of change management hasn’t led to more 
successful change programs.�•It also hasn’t helped that most 
academics and practitioners now agree on the building blocks for 
influencing employee attitudes and management behavior. 
McKinsey’s Emily Lawson and Colin Price provided a holistic 
perspective in “The psychology of change management,”1 
<http://www.mckinseyquarterly.com/Organization/Change_Manag
ement/The_irrational_side_of_change_management_2335?gp=1#f
ootnote1> which suggests that four basic conditions are necessary 
before employees will change their behavior: a) a compelling 
story, because employees must see the point of the change and 
agree with it; b) role modeling, because they must also see the 
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CEO and colleagues they admire behaving in the new way; c) 
reinforcing mechanisms, because systems, processes, and 
incentives must be in line with the new behavior; and d) capability 
building, because employees must have the skills required to make 
the desired changes.�•This prescription is well grounded in the 
field of psychology and is entirely rational. One of its merits is its 
intuitive appeal: many managers feel that, once revealed, it is 
simply good common sense. And this, we believe, is precisely 
where things go wrong. The prescription is right, but rational 
managers who attempt to put the four conditions in place by 
applying “common sense” typically misdirect time and energy, 
create messages that miss the mark, and experience frustrating 
unintended consequences from their efforts to influence change. 
Why? Because when they implement the prescription, they 
disregard certain, sometimes irrational—but predictable—elements 
of human nature.�•In our research and by working with companies 
attempting change, we have identified nine insights into how 
human nature gets in the way of successfully applying the four 
conditions required for behavioral change. As we describe these 
insights, we’ll show how various companies have, either by 
conscious awareness or simple luck, overcome or leveraged 
counterintuitive sides of human behavior in making change 
happen. �Creating a compelling story•Change-management 
thinking extols the virtues of creating a compelling change story, 
communicating it to employees, and following it up with ongoing 
communications and involvement. This is good advice, but in 
practice there are three pitfalls to achieving the desired impact. 
�•1. What motivates you doesn’t motivate most of your employees. 
We see two types of change stories consistently told in 
organizations. The first is the “good to great” story: something 
along the lines of, “Our historical advantage has been eroded by 
intense competition and changing customer needs; if we change, 
we can regain our leadership position.” The second is the 
turnaround story: “We’re performing below industry standard and 
must change dramatically to survive. We can become a top-quartile 
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performer in our industry by exploiting our current assets and 
earning the right to grow.”�•These stories both seem intuitively 
rational, yet they too often fail to have the impact that change 
leaders desire. Research by a number of leading thinkers in the 
social sciences, such as Danah Zohar, has shown that when 
managers and employees are asked what motivates them the most 
in their work they are equally split among five forms of impact—
impact on society (for instance, building the community and 
stewarding resources), impact on the customer (for example, 
providing superior service), impact on the company and its 
shareholders, impact on the working team (for example, creating a 
caring environment), and impact on “me” personally (my 
development, paycheck, and bonus).�•This finding has profound 
implications for leaders. What the leader cares about (and typically 
bases at least 80 percent of his or her message to others on) does 
not tap into roughly 80 percent of the workforce’s primary 
motivators for putting extra energy into the change program. 
Change leaders need to be able to tell a change story that covers all 
five things that motivate employees. In doing so, they can unleash 
tremendous amounts of energy that would otherwise remain latent 
in the organization. �•Consider a cost reduction program at a large 
US financial-services company. The program started with a change 
story that ticked the conventional boxes related to the company’s 
competitive position and future. Three months into the program, 
management was frustrated with employee resistance. The change 
team worked together to recast the story to include an element 
related to society (to deliver affordable housing, for example), 
customers (fewer errors, more competitive prices), the company 
(expenses are growing faster than revenues, which is not 
sustainable), working teams (less duplication, more delegation), 
and individuals (more attractive jobs). �•This relatively simple 
shift in approach lifted employee motivation measures from 35.4 
percent to 57.1 percent in a month, and the program went on to 
achieve 10 percent efficiency improvements in the first year—a 
run rate far above initial expectations. �•2. You’re better off letting 
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them write their own story. Well-intentioned leaders invest 
significant time in communicating their change story. Road shows, 
town halls, and Web sites are but a few of the many approaches 
typically used. Certainly the story (told in five ways) needs to get 
out there, but the insight we are offering is that much of the energy 
invested in communicating it would be better spent listening, not 
telling.�•In a famous behavioral experiment, half the participants 
are randomly assigned a lottery ticket number while the others are 
asked to write down any number they would like on a blank ticket. 
Just before drawing the winning number, the researchers offer to 
buy back the tickets from their holders. The result: no matter what 
geography or demographic environment the experiment has taken 
place in, researchers have always found that they have to pay at 
least five times more to those who came up with their own number. 
�•This reveals something about human nature: when we choose 
for ourselves, we are far more committed to the outcome (almost 
by a factor of five to one). Conventional approaches to change 
management underestimate this impact. The rational thinker sees it 
as a waste of time to let others discover for themselves what he or 
she already knows—why not just tell them and be done with it? 
Unfortunately this approach steals from others the energy needed 
to drive change that comes through a sense of ownership of the 
answer.�•At BP, to develop a comprehensive training program for 
frontline leaders, a decision was made to involve every key 
constituency in the design of the program, giving them a sense of 
“writing their own lottery ticket.” It took a year and a half to 
complete the design using this model but was well worth it: now in 
implementation, the program is the highest rated of its kind at BP. 
More than 250 active senior managers from across the business 
willingly teach the course, and, most important, managers who 
have been through the training program are consistently ranked 
higher in perfor-mance than those who haven’t, both by their 
bosses and by the employees who report to them.�•3. It takes a 
story with both + and – to create real energy. The “deficit based” 
approach—which identifies the problem, analyzes what’s wrong 
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and how to fix it, plans, and then takes action—has become the 
model predominantly taught in business schools and is presumably 
the default change model in most organizations. Research has 
shown, however, that a story focused on what’s wrong invokes 
blame and creates fatigue and resistance, doing little to engage 
people’s passion and experience.�•This has led to the rise of the 
“constructionist based” approach to change, where the change 
process is based on discovery (discovering the best of what is), 
dreaming (imagining what might be), designing (talking about 
what should be), and destiny (creating what will be). The problem 
with this approach is that an overemphasis on the positive can lead 
to watered-down aspirations and impact. The reason is that, as 
humans, we are more willing to take risks to avoid losing what 
we’ve got than we are to gain something more. Some anxiety is 
useful when it comes to spurring behavioral change.�•We believe 
the field of change management has drawn an artificial divide 
between deficit-based and constructionist-based approaches and 
stories. While it is impossible to prescribe generally how the divide 
should be split between positive and negative messages (as it will 
be specific to the context of any given change program), we 
strongly advise managers not to swing the pendulum too far in one 
direction or another. Consider Jack Welch, former CEO at GE, 
who took questions of “what’s wrong here?” (poorly performing 
businesses, silo-driven behavior, and so forth) head-on, as well as 
“imagining what might be” (number one or two in every business, 
openness, and accountability).�Role modeling•Conventional 
change management suggests leaders should take actions that role 
model the desired change and mobilize a group of influence 
leaders to drive change deep into the organization. Unfortunately, 
this does not necessarily deliver the desired impact.�•4. Leaders 
believe mistakenly that they already “are the change.” Most senior 
executives understand and generally buy into Ghandi’s famous 
aphorism, “Be the change you want to see in the world.” They 
commit themselves to personally role modeling the desired 
behaviors. And then, in practice, nothing significant changes. 
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�•The reason for this is that most executives don’t count 
themselves among the ones who need to change. How many 
executives when asked privately will say no to the question, “Are 
you customer focused?” and yes to the question “Are you a 
bureaucrat?” Of course, none. The fact is that human beings 
consistently think they are better than they are—a phenomenon 
referred to in psychology as a self-serving bias. Consider that 94 
percent of men rank themselves in the top half according to male 
athletic ability. Whereas conventional change-management 
approaches surmise that top team role modeling is a matter of will 
or skill, the truth is that the real bottleneck to role modeling is 
knowing what to change at a personal level.�•Typically, insight 
into what to change can be created by concrete 360-degree 
feedback techniques, either via surveys, conversations, or both. 
Look at Amgen CEO Kevin Sharer’s approach of asking each of 
his top 75, “What should I do differently?” and then sharing his 
development needs and commitment publicly with them. Consider 
the top team of a national insurance company who routinely 
employed what they called the circle of fire during their change 
program: every participant receives feedback live—directly from 
their colleagues—in relation to being the change, such as “What 
makes you great?” and “What holds you back?”�•5. “Influence 
leaders” aren’t a panacea for making change happen. Almost all 
change-management literature places importance on identifying 
and mobilizing those in the organization who either by role or 
personality (or both) have disproportionate influence over how 
others think and behave. We believe this is sound and timeless 
advice. However, we have observed that the role of influence 
leaders has gradually shifted—from being perceived as a helpful 
element of a broader set of interventions, to a panacea for making 
change happen.�•Our experiences working with change programs 
suggest that success depends less on how persuasive a few selected 
leaders are and more on how receptive the “society” is to the idea. 
In practice it is often unexpected members of the rank and file who 
feel compelled to step up and make a difference in driving change. 
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That’s why we warn against overinvesting in influence leaders and 
advocate that change leaders’ attention should be balanced across 
the right application of all four conditions for change, to ensure 
they reinforce each other in ways that maximize the probability of 
the change spark taking off like wildfire across the 
organization.�Reinforcing mechanisms•Conventional change 
management emphasizes the importance of reinforcing and 
embedding desired changes in structures, processes, systems, target 
setting, and incentives. We agree. To be effective, however, these 
mechanisms must take into account that people don’t always 
behave rationally.�•6. Money is the most expensive way to 
motivate people. Companies that try to link the objectives of 
change programs to the compensation of staff find that it rarely 
enhances their motivation for change to the extent desired. The 
reason for this is as practical as it is psychological in nature. The 
reality is that in the vast majority of companies, it is exceedingly 
difficult to incorporate a meaningful link to the change program 
within compensation systems that are based on a vast array of 
metrics. Moreover, many studies have found that for human beings 
satisfaction equals perception minus expectation (an equation often 
accompanied by the commentary, “reality has nothing to do with 
it”).�•The beauty of this equation for change managers is that 
small, unexpected rewards can have disproportionate effects on 
employees’ satisfaction with a change program. Gordon M. 
Bethune, while turning around Continental Airlines, sent an 
unexpected $65 check to every employee when Continental made 
it to the top five for on-time airlines. John McFarlane, former CEO 
of ANZ Bank, sent a bottle of champagne to every employee for 
Christmas with a card thanking them for their work on the 
company’s “Perform, Grow, and Break-out” change program. 
Most change managers would refer to these as merely token 
gestures and argue that their impact is limited and shortlived. 
Employees on the receiving end beg to differ. Indeed, they 
consistently report back that the rewards have a disproportionately 
positive impact on change motivation that lasts for months, if not 
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years. �•7. The process and the outcome have got to be fair. 
Employees will go against their own self-interest if the situation 
violates other notions they have about fairness and justice. 
Consider a bank, which, as part of a major change program, 
created new risk-adjusted return on capital (RAROC) models and 
delivered the resulting new pricing schedules to the front line along 
with new and appropriate sales incentives. The result: customer 
attrition (not only of the unprofitable ones) and price overrides 
went through the roof and significant value was destroyed by the 
effort. What went wrong? Because the frontline bankers perceived 
the changes as unfair to the customer, a significant number of them 
vocally bad-mouthed the bank’s policies to customers and used 
price overrides to show their good faith, even though it meant they 
were less likely to achieve individual sales goals. �•In making any 
changes to company structures, processes, systems, and incentives, 
change managers should pay what might strike them as an 
unreasonable amount of attention to employees’ sense of the 
fairness of the change process and its intended outcome. Particular 
care should be taken where changes affect how employees interact 
with one another (such as head count reductions and talent-
management processes) and with customers (sales stimulation 
programs, call center redesigns, and pricing). Ironically, in the 
pricing example described above, the outcome was inherently fair 
(customers are being asked to pay commensurate to the risk the 
bank is taking on), and therefore the downward spiral described 
could have been avoided (and has been by other banks adopting 
RAROC-based pricing) by carefully tending to employees’ 
perceptions of fairness in the communications and training 
surrounding the changes. �Capability building•Change-
management literature emphasizes the importance of building the 
skills and talent needed for the desired change. Though hard to 
argue with, in practice there are two insights that demand attention 
in order to succeed.�•8. Employees are what they think, feel, and 
believe in. As managers attempt to drive performance by changing 
the way employees behave, they all too often neglect the thoughts, 
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feelings, and beliefs that, in turn, drive behavior. Consider a bank 
that through a benchmarking exercise discovered that its sales per 
banker were lagging behind those of the competition. After finding 
that bankers spent too little time with customers and too much time 
on paperwork, the bank set about reengineering the loan-
origination process in order to maximize customer-facing time. 
Unfortunately, six months later, the levels of improvement were 
far lower than envisioned.�•A further investigation, with an eye to 
the bankers’ mind-sets rather than their behaviors, revealed that 
they simply found customer interactions uncomfortable and 
therefore preferred paperwork. This feeling was driven by a 
combination of introverted personalities, poor interpersonal skills, 
and a feeling of inferiority when dealing with customers who (by 
and large) have more money and education than the bankers do. 
Finally, most bankers were loath to think of themselves as 
salespeople—a notion they perceived as better suited to employees 
on used-car lots than in bank branches. �•Armed with these root-
cause insights, training for bankers was expanded to include 
elements related to personality types, emotional intelligence, and 
vocational identity (recasting “sales” as the more noble pursuit of 
“helping customers discover and fulfill their unarticulated needs”). 
This enhancement not only put the program back on track within 
six months but also ultimately delivered sustainable sales lifts in 
excess of original targets. �•9. Good intentions aren’t enough. 
Good skill-building programs usually take into account that people 
learn better by doing than by listening. These programs are replete 
with interactive simulations and role plays, and commitments are 
made by participants regarding what they will “practice” back in 
the workplace. But come Monday morning, very few keep their 
commitments.�•This lack of follow-through is usually not due to 
ill intent: it is because nothing formal has been done to lower the 
barriers to practicing new skills. The time and energy required to 
do something additional, or even to do something in a new way, 
simply don’t exist in the busy day-to-day schedules of most 
employees. This failure to create the space for practice back in the 
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workplace dooms most training programs to deliver returns that are 
far below their potential. �•We advocate a number of 
enhancements to traditional training approaches in order to 
hardwire day-to-day practice into capability-building processes. 
First, training should not be a one-off event. Instead, a “field and 
forum” approach should be taken, in which classroom training is 
spread over a series of learning forums and fieldwork is assigned 
in between. Second, we suggest creating fieldwork assignments 
that link directly to the day jobs of participants, requiring them to 
put into practice new mind-sets and skills in ways that are 
hardwired into their responsibilities. These assignments should 
have quantifiable, outcome-based measures that indicate levels of 
competence gained and certification that recognizes and rewards 
the skills attained.�•In the same way that the field of economics 
has been transformed by an understanding of uniquely human 
social, cognitive, and emotional biases, so too is the practice of 
change management in need of a transformation through an 
improved understanding of how humans interpret their 
environment and choose to act. While sustained impact can be 
measured only over numbers of years, our early results when 
applying these insights give us the confidence to broadly share our 
thinking.�About the Authors•Carolyn Aiken is a principal in 
McKinsey’s Toronto office, and Scott Keller is a principal in the 
Chicago office.� 
 


