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ABSTRACT

In an increasingly dynamic business environmengaoizations have to constantly
change in order to develop and survive. Organinatichange capacity is considered a solution
to the question: how can sufficient adaptationnterinal and external changes be achieved and
managed? However, while an upcoming literatureastraleals with the characterization of
change capacily the understanding of the construct is still udégeloped. This conceptual
paper therefore tries to develop a conceptual modehange capacity. It thereby contributes to
the literature in several ways: First, it presentgview and classification of existent approaches
to change capacity. Second, a more holistic uraledgtg of the construct is required, which is
why this paper combines the existent perspectivdgma definition. Third, a conceptual model
of change capacity is presented that builds onsa staudy on change capacity’s preliminary
findings and enhances them with theoretical argusnésinderstanding what change capacity is
about will allow companies to better deal with dsterminants and consequently increase the

organizational level of adaptation and ultimatevaa.

Keywords: change capacity, change management, contextualist approach to change,

organizational lear ning, strategic change implementation

! The terms “change capacity” and “organizationarge capacity” are used interchangeably in theseoaf the
paper.
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FROM CHANGE MANAGEMENT TO THE MANAGEMENT OF ORGANIZATIONAL
CHANGE CAPACITY: A CONCEPTUAL APPROACH

INTRODUCTION

In the last decades, organizational change hasivestancreasing attention from
management research and practice. Due to the gasbapes, forms and sizes in which it
manifests itself (Burnes, 2004; Carnall, 2003) anigational change is regarded as an industry-
wide phenomenon that affects all organizations (&305). It is also perceived as risky, as it
always involves at least some destruction of exgstpractices (Biggart, 1977; Delacroix &
Swaminathan, 1991). More worrying is that a recemtey revealed that change programs still
have a failure rate of around 70 percent (BaloguHAdpe Hailey, 2004; By, 2005; Daft & Noe,
2000; Day, 1999). This poor success rate may betdude wide range of confusing and
contradictory theories on organizational changé liek a common framework through which to
fully understand the phenomenon as well as its emeitation and management (By, 2005).
This theoretical patchwork is no doubt due to theange phenomenon’s complexity.
Nevertheless, our understanding of how to addtessssue of change has to improve, both from
a more holistic theoretical approach to change,feord a practical perspective.

A review of the literature on organizational charmgpicts two contrasting paradigms:
On the one hand, population ecologists emphasizeoemental determinism, which forces an
organization to adapt to a set of given constraouwsr time (Carroll, 1984; Greenwood &
Hinings, 1996; Hannan & Freeman, 1989). On the rottead, the strategic choice paradigm
emphasizes managerial action and views adaptasi@m autcome of managerial choice (Child,

1972; Greenwood & Hinings, 1996; Lorange, 1980ffBfe& Salancik, 1978; Soparnot, 2006).



While the former approach describes adaptation asaation to perceived environmental
evolution, the latter explains pro-action as int@mal organizational change (Soparnot, 2006).

The two contrasting paradigms build the framewofkaoconstruct that has recently
received increased attention in the literatureanizational change capacity. If the paradigm of
strategic choice holds true, organizational chacapacity describes the way of configuring the
organizational environment and can be characteidsed pro-active change capacity (Soparnot,
2006). If, conversely, the deterministic approacids true, organizational change capacity is
limited due to the environment’s internal and emx#rconstraints (Delacroix & Swaminathan,
1991) and is, at best, an adaptive capaéithough the two approaches represent two extreme
poles of a scale, they nevertheless influence tradysis of organizational change capacity.
However, only depicting its general framework daes adequately improve our understanding
of organizational change capacity. Instead, thdlicting paradigms raise a much broader issue:
Assuming that successful companies are able togehpro-actively and/or adapt to internal and
external evolution, how can this ability be defifi€bhis question leads us to a deeper analysis of
organizational change capacity. We thus followeh®erging argument that researchers have to
move away from the analysis of change managemerhdoanalysis of change capacity’s
management (Demers, 1999; Hafsi, 1999; Soparndd5)20Consequently, the following
guestions are asked: What are organizational chaagacity’s main underlying dimensions?
How can each dimension be characterized?

The paper will try to respond to these questionsniiypducing a conceptual model of
organizational change capacity. It contributes bdleoretically and empirically to the
organizational development literature: A review afganizational change capacity and its

determinants will serve as the basis for a moréstioldefinition. In a further step, the change



capacity construct will be analyzed in more det@lbnsequently, we will first present the
findings of an in-depth case study on organizatichange capacity that we conducted. The case
study reveals change capacity’s different dimersiamd identifies each dimension’s respective
determinants. These empirical results will aftedgabe compared with the theory in order to

develop a conceptual model of change capacity.

TOWARDSA DEFINITION OF CHANGE CAPACITY

In order to improve our understanding of changeactyp, we first have to draw on the
literature on organizational change itself. It ist the aim of this paper to conduct an all-
embracing review of the latter; we instead focughwse paradigms that have been identified as
an adequate change capacity framework. The stcatégice versus environmental determinism
paradigms described above refer to the questiortheherganization adaptation is managerially
or environmentally induced (Astely & Van de Ven,8B9, and therefore explain the change’s
form (pro-action versus reaction). The two paradignghlight the relevance of adaptation and
pro-action for the firm’s survival, but they do netplain how adaptation and pro-action can be
managed. As we aim at understanding the deeperenafworganizational change capacity, we
use organizational change management approachegaisiing framework for the analysis of
change capacity.

In the following section, we first review the sparkterature on change capacity by
categorizing its different antecedents accordingivio change management paradigms (the
manageability versus non-manageability of changkg diverse definitions of and findings on

change capacity summarized within the change pgegligeneral framework then lead us to



the development of our own definition of the coustr This sets the stage for the development

of a conceptual model of change capacity in the segtion.

Change capacity in-between two change management paradigms. A review and
classification of the literature

Organizational change capacity has only recentlyieaed in-depth attention in the
literature. Although the construct has often beemntioned in the organizational change and
development literature (e.g. Amburgey, Kelly & Bettn 1993; Carnall, 2003; Chakravarthy,
1982; Greenwood & Hinings, 1996; Nadler & Tushma@89), it has seldom been defined or
described. Moreover, there are multiple definitiasfsorganizational change capacity in the
literature (Meyer & Stensaker, 2006), as well agligersity of synonyms. We therefore
conducted a review of these studies, not only basedhe term “organizational change
capacity”, but also on terms that have been meeti@s synonyms. The few existent studies that
analyze change capacity in more detail can beitieas having a focus on either its context or
process determinants, or both. Context determinamés forces or conditions within an
organization’s external and internal environmeritat tcan enable or hinder change (e.qg.
Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999). Process determinanfir r® actions undertaken during the
enactment of an intended change (Armenakis & Bedédia99).

In the following paragraphs, these studies are samaed according to the above-
mentioned change management paradigms. They aeawexy according to their definition of
change capacity or a synonymous term as well asftheings if they have empirical studies.

Context determinantsJudge & Elenkov’'s (2005) study deals only with thentext

determinants of organizational change capacity.yThention organizational capacity for



change and define it as'a broad and dynamic organizational capability thallows the
enterprise to adapt old capabilities to new threatsd opportunities as well as create new
capabilities”. This definition is built on the literature on dynamicpedilities. A review of the
organizational change literature leads them to fatlewing context determinants of change
capacity: trustworthy leadership, trusting follogercapable champions, involved mid-
management, an innovative culture, an accountablaire, systems communications, and
systems thinking.

According to the perspective that highlights orgational change capacity’s context
determinants, change is a non manageable phenombmwed, certain authors (Thiétart &
Forgues, 1993; Thiétart, 2001) have underlined dhegers of such a conceptualization of
managerial action, stating that an organizatiomsglexity is difficult to combine with ideas
based on the management of change. It is therefecessary to establish continuous change
(Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997) in order to make chaageability embedded in the organizational
context. This ability can be compared to an orgaional learning capability (e.g. Argyris &
Schon, 1996; March, 1991). Concerning the lattegic®k/ emphasizes:dbing what one has
always done is necessary in short-term adaptaftming what one has never done is necessary
in long-term adaptation and both are necessary #eneously"(in Thiétart & Forgues, 1993).
Consequently, organizational learning capabilitaldes the firm to face the unknown future.
This requires exploring new opportunities and camdily improving organizational practices,
which also improves the organizational ability teange. Therefore, according to this approach,
organizational change capacity results from orgaipal learning (OL) and is an embedded
capacity.

In accordance with this approach, the capacityhange implies that conditions that



facilitate organizational change have to be esthbll in order to handle an organization’s
complexity. Change capacity’s context determinarspective therefore highlights what we call
the “complex paradigm” of change management, wingfars to change as a non manageable
phenomenon, which is called the “context dimensinthange capacity.

Process determinantsin contrast to the above, Meyer & Stensaker (208&)pt a
process perspective of change capacity. They deéipacity for changas*“the allocation and
development of change and operational capabilitieeg sustains long-term performancet.is
comprised of‘the ability (resources and capabilities) to chantfee organization successfully”
and the“capability to maintain daily operations and implemt subsequent change processes”
This definition reveals that change capacity is hmited to a single change event, but is
dedicated to a series of changes and a longitugeraipective. Moreover, the theoretical paper
emphasizes the importance of ambidexterity in chazapacity, in that it consists of the ability
to handle continuity and change at the same time.

Oxtoby, McGuiness and Morgan (2002) consideganizational change capabilitgs
generic to all other dynamic capabilitiend outline a rather practical process model ohgha
that helps organizations to develop their changaloiity.

According to the perspective that highlights chamggacity’s process determinants,
change is a manageable phenomemoitiated by an organization’s management, the ghan
process is considered as being mastered throughfispgtrategies. Thus, in contrast to the
context determinant perspective, the process pergspeis based on prescriptive models that
deal with improving the change process’'s managemBm¢se models emphasize different
aspects of the change process that have to be sthiggmeans of different change strategies

(Table 1): The hierarchical model (Child, 1972) éxagizes the necessity to plan the change
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process’s various stages, whereas the organizatienalopment (OD) model (Beckhard, 1969)
insists that by supporting and motivating indivithiaheir behavior can be influenced. The
political model (Pfeffer, 1981)ighlights the importance of involving those indivals who have
power in the organization in the change managem@tess in order to obtain greater political
support. On the other hand, the incrementalist in@@dgert & March, 1963)emphasizes the
necessity to rely on the organization’s existingtirees, which results in change occuring in a
more evolutionary way. To conclude, the interpreistt model (Burrell & Morgan, 1979hsists

on the role of sense making, consequently undedirthe importance of adopting symbolic

actions in order to influence employees’ intergietaof the change

Since these models tend to focus on specific aspettthe change process, they
complement rather than oppose one another. Indeedymber of authors (Pettigrew, 1985;
Demers, 1999; Soparnot, 2005) have emphasized dbessity to consider and study change
from a multi-dimensional perspective in order tgmwve understanding of the phenomenon.

In line with this approach, the capacity to chamsyBrmed by the different ways change can be
implemented as described in the above models. Quesdly, change capacity’s process
determinant perspective emphasizes what we call “th@nagement paradigm” of change

management, which refers to the manageability gawizational changes, which is called the
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“process dimension” of change capacity.

To summarize, the capacity to change is foundetivordominant theoretical approaches
to change management (Demers, 1999; Soparnot, 2@Q086): the “complex” and
“management” paradigmd.he theoretical state of the art is highlightedchrange capacity’s
“context” and “process” dimensions that underlie ttwo contrasting change management

paradigms described above (Figure 1).

These theoretical approaches to change managemmeatbeen analyzed as contrasting
ones. A relativistic perspective considers coninggbaradigms as complementary ones, which is
also emphasized by the following definitions of @ capacity that combine its “process” and
“context” dimensions.

Process and context determinantdMcGuiness & Morgan (2005) use a process
perspective and definerganizational change capabilitgs an organization’scapability of
implementing incessant changaiid“a capability for leading and managing a cascadisgyies
of inter-related change initiatives that are comsig with an intended type of strategy
dynamics”. They also draw on the dynamic capability literajregarding change capability as
one example of a dynamic capability. However, tfi@aus on change implementation (process
perspective) is in line with Meyer & Stensaker¥@8) view, i.e. change capacity refers to

multiple changes of various types, importance angt@ne. Despite McGuiness & Morgan’s
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(2005) focus on change implementation, they alstude some context determinants, such as
organizational culture, organizational structurgstems and processes, as well as employees’
commitment to and the capacity to formulate andément change, in their analysis.

The adaptive capacitgonstruct is contrasted with organizational adampteby Staber &
Sydow (2002). While adaptation is regarded as #xjisim-seeking behavior that maximizes fit
with existing conditions, adaptive capacity is defi as'the ability to cope with unknown future
circumstances”.Organizations are regarded as having adaptivectgpahen“learning takes
place at a rate faster than the rate of changeha tonditions that require dismantling old
routines and creating new onesAlthough the authors do not conduct an empiricellgsis of
the defined construct, their definition of adaptoagpacity is important in that it introduces the
importance of learning for adaptive capacity. Idesrto underline their arguments, the authors
apply Gidden’s structuration theory, which focusesthe recursive interplay of structure and
process on organizational change. However, theyprétieally distill adaptive capacity’s
structural dimension without analyzing the proagissension in more detail.

Finally, Gravenhorst, Werkman & Boonstra (2003)inkefchange capacityas ‘the
degree to which aspects of an organization and @spef a change process contribute to or
hinder change”.They discover four different configurations in ongaations’ change capacity
along the two dimensions ‘organizational aspectgl &hange process aspects’ as well as a
positive or negative evaluation of each dimensibne study is the only one that explicitly
combines change capacity’s organizational contexd ahange process determinants, and

therefore provides us with a better understandiingrganizational change capacity and in its

variation among companies.

13



Defining organizational change capacity

A review of the literature reveals several importaspects that serve as a first guideline
for the development of a change capacity definitkeirst, the construct is regarded as generic to
an organization’s dynamic capabiliti€Second, change capacity is built in the coursanoé,t
which is why it concerns multiple changes and lodset studied from a longitudinal perspective.
Third, although many examinations of change capdoitus either on the context or process
determinants of change, studies by Gravenhordt €@03), and McGuiness & Morgan (2005)
reveal the importance of studying both change coré@d change process determinants as
possible antecedents of change capacity. This limeénwith the dimensions of change capacity
described above (see Figure 1), which are detedrtiyethe change’s manageability versus the
non manageability. Fourth, it has been revealetl ibth adaptation to environmental changes
and organizational reflexivity, which allow orgaations to reconstruct environments in ways
that change the conditions to which they then ad&gber & Sydow, 2002; see also Judge &
Elenkov, 2005), have to be included in a definitminchange capacity. Finally, the theoretical
work of Staber & Sydow (2006) emphasizes learniimgisortance for change capacity.

In order to establish our own definition of orgaatianal change capacity, we build on
the reviewed literature concerning the construotvell as on the paradigms that frame the two
change capacity dimensions, and use Pettigrew’85)18ontextualist approach as a guiding
framework. The latter emphasizes that the inquinyo i change should link not only
organizational context and the change processshouild also include the change content. This
leads us to a more holistic definition of changpatity than those existent in the literature:
Organizational change capacity is the organizat®ability to develop and implement (change

process perspective) appropriate organizational rafes (change content perspective) to
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constantly adapt to environmental evolutions (endécontext) and/or organizational evolutions

(internal context) in either a reactive way (adapa) or by initiating it (pro-action).

CHANGE CAPACITY: TOWARDSA CONCEPTUAL MODEL

A clear definition of change capacity is a prersgaifor conducting any further analysis
of the construct. Consequently, existing studiesnipadocus on a quantitative methodology,
thereby analyzing change capacity determinantdledstrom a literature review. This approach
does not, however, provide a holistic definitiontloé construct. We therefore decided to base
our model on an in-depth empirical case study ohepto discover and describe all of change
capacity’s relevant dimensions. The results arsgmted in the following section and are then
compared with those of existent studies on chaagaaty, which leads us to the presentation of

our conceptual model of change capacity.

Change capacity: An empirical examination by means of an in-depth case study

In order to identify the dimensions of change cé@paeve conducted an in-depth case
study of a company in the automotive industry. W@ mot present the entire case study in
detail, but rather briefly summarize the methodglagd then focus on the main findings, which
are important to improve our understanding of cleacapacity.

The criteria for choosing the case study compang age (it is a hundred-year-old
company) and the magnitude of the changes undertdkewas, at the time of selection,
considered able to transform itself and, consedyeatlapting to its environment as well as
simultaneously possessing a pro-action capacite. ddmpany was studied between 1970 and

2003, a longitudinal period known for the major mhe@s occurring in the industry. In order to
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reveal the capacity’s dimensions and their respeaeterminants, exploratory, semi-structured
interviews were conducted with employees from edtdrchical levels from one department. The
respondents were not limited to those who managedchanges (top management level), but
also included those who experienced them (diffeneetarchical levels). The interview content
was based on Pettigrew’s (1985) approach that megj@ihange’s context, content and process
issues to be combined for a better understandinth@fphenomenon. The respondents were
therefore asked to describe the changes that testyrbmembered, and to name the change’s
relevant process and context determinants. Thesfe@s moreover on different changes, i.e.
successful and less successful or failed onesrdardo enable the researcher to compare the
information received on both change types. Aftedsathe respondents were asked to describe
their company’s change capacity. The data obtdireed the interviews were compared and put
in perspective with those from the analysis ofdbeumentation material, such as press reviews
and working documents, as well as direct obsermata work and service meetings. A thematic

content analysis (coding) approach revealed thera@tants, which are illustrated in Figure 2.

The case study findings reveal that the identifiletierminants can be summarized in
three change capacity dimensions: context detemtgnprocess determinants and organizational
reflexivity.

First, context determinantsdescribe the conditions that facilitate change aad

16



therefore besubsumed under change’s “complex paradigm”. Weth&l dimension of change
capacity the “contextual dimensioh”.

Our study firstly emphasizes thalue of changen the company, which we also call
“shared organizational representations” of chaige. latter are the employees’ shared belief in
the importance of change, which governs their sttdpo change as well as their behavior with
regard to decisions to initiate and implement cleasnghdlexibility of the structureonstitutes a
second characteristic. An "organic" organizatiatalcture facilitates employees’ discussions of
the change’s stakes, which leads to better soksition change problems and an increased
understanding of the change proce§altural cohesionhas been identified as a third
characteristic. A common and strong organizatien#ture binds the employees to the company,
thereby creating greater identification with thetdg as well as increasing employees’
commitment to change and improvem@ftust as a relational asset, has been revealed as a
further characteristic that is required in the tielasship between a change promoter and the
actoré involved in the change initiative. A trusted charggomoter can implement changes in a
company easier and swifter. Our study also higldighe importance ofollective problem-
solving practiceghat arebased on consensuthese practices motivate employees to actively
participate in the change process. Once institatioead within the company and its culture, these
practices increase employees’ initiative regargingblem-solving issues, which also increases
their learning during the change procdsaally, thelearning capabilitiesof employees involved

in the change have an important impact on changemtines’ success: They determine the

2 The “contextual dimension” is similar to the “cert dimension” identified in the literature revialvove.
Nevertheless, we choose a different terminologg lreorder to clearly differentiate between findirrgvealed by
our literature review and those of our empiricabst

% If, however, organizational change clashes with dbminant cultural traits, culture can also becans®urce of
inertia.

* The terms “actors” and “employees” are used ift@ngeably in the course of the paper.
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actors’ ability to learn new ways of thinking angeoating and, therefore, characterize their
capacity to cope with different organizational opes in a much better way.

Second, the study revealed figeocess determinantef successful changes which refer
to the implementation of changes. They can be ifledsunder change’s “management

paradigm” and summarized by the term “driving disien™

, which underlines that they
provide the company with a greater potential tacessfully manage changes.

In this respect, we firstly identified the importanof transformational leadershipA
transformational leader is able to convince powegr&ople within the organization of a change
initiative’s importance. These people then activelypport the leader by communicating the
change vision within the organization. Moreovetramsformational leader listens to employees
and actively supports their discussions of the ghahlis strong personality also opens the way
for those types of changes that are particularKicdit to implement in the organization.
Another determinant that has proved to be importarthe perceived legitimacy of change:
Organizational actors commit themselves only tgguts that they consider justified. Legitimacy
is determined by the change promoters’ commitmerdhiange, the persistence of their actions
during the change process, as well as the resotine¢stop management contributes to the
change initiative. Our study also shows the fund#aieole played byollectively built change
processesOrganizational change has to occur through nagoti and discussions between all
organizational members, as well as through collegbroblem-solving and learning. It therefore

has to be “collectively built” in order to gain sisfent commitment and support and, finally,

become effective. Our research further indicatesnécessity of "evolutionary” ancremental

® The “driving dimension” is similar to the “procegsnension” identified in the literature review aigo
Nevertheless, we choose a different terminologg neiorder to clearly differentiate between findingvealed by
our literature review and those of our empiricabst
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deploymentA “step-by-step” change process allows the ogion to change organizational

characteristics gradually, which gives the emplgye®/olved sufficient time to acquire the

required new knowledge and skills. This helps tonta@n a certain form of stability during the

change process, which in turn helps all employeebetter cope with change. Similarly, the
visibility of the process is fundamental. An open and coatisLcommunication of the change

process, its stakes, outcomes and the actions takdar enables all employees to better
understand what kind of change their firm is exgaeing, which helps them to interpret the
change correctly.

Finally, three further determinants are identifiadhich are summarized by change
capacity’s “organizational reflexivity” dimensiomhich refers to the organizational ability to
continuously investigate its practices in orderingprove and renew them. Organizational
reflexivity refers to change’s “complex paradignds it emphasizes th&tructuring role of
conditions that are present in the company befbee change takes place, whichn either
facilitate or hinder any change initiative.

Our case study first highlights the influence ofgiices forimprovement through
experienceEmployees draw their lessons from each changatime, which makes it easier for
them to put each new change into context and thdenstand it better. Moreover, they apply
their learning to ongoing changes, which can imprtwir outcomes. By collectively sharing
their experiences with other organizational membensployees’ shared belief in the value of
change is continuously modified.

The second form of learning ieenewal through experimentatiorExperimentation
improves individual learning capabilities, sincegamizational actors develop new ideas and

knowledge through experimentation. This also le&misthe renewal of the organization’s
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collective memory. Moreover, employees are foraedrtalyze problems encountered during the
experimentation process and to collectively findusons to them. This builds an ability to
negotiate better and to compromise quicker.

Finally, the cross-functionality (transfer) of the new knowledgenstitutes the last
determinant. The transfer of knowledge has a string role if it results from a successful
testing of a change initiative practice: Diffusikgowledge about this practice gives it greater
legitimacy regarding its adoption for similar prelyis within the organization.

To summarize, the findings show that the capaditghtange is built by its management
(the “driving dimension” refers to the “managempatadigm”) and, at the same time, depends
on the initial conditions for change (the “conteatdimension”, which refers to the “complex
paradigm”). Learning impacts both dimensions aggemerating mechanism (the “structuring
dimension”). Finally, organizational change capab#s to be analyzed as a combination of each

dimension’s determinants.

Comparing theory and empirical findingsto establish a conceptual model

Our empirical analysis revealed that, in accordamite Gravenhorst et al. (2003) and
McGuiness & Morgan (2005), both the process andectrdeterminants of change have to be
considered in an analysis of change capacity. Wedathe respondents of our empirical study to
mention determinants that concern the organizatiooatext and the process of change and,
therefore, ex ante used those two literature dimessof change capacity as a guiding
framework. All the respondents could point out savdeterminants of both dimensions, which
proves that they are both important parts of a eptwal model of change capacity. This leads us

to include the organizational context dimensiorwali as the change procedsnension in our
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model.

The change process dimension covers the “manageraedigm” that considers change
to be manageable and is called the “contextual miéno@” in our model. It is described by the
five process determinants identified in the empirgtudy. The organizational context dimension
refers to the “complex paradigm” that states thatoaganization can establish facilitating
conditions for change in the organizational contbut not manage change itself. It is called the
“driving dimension” in our model, and is comprisefithe six context determinants found in the
case study. Change capacity therefore containgbntyasting views of change that we regard as
complementary. On the one hand, change capaciysréd the organizational ability to manage
multiple changes over time. In order to survive paganization therefore has to establish certain
conditions in the organizational context in ordercope with unexpected, fast approaching
changes. An example of the latter is a competitersft strategic move that has not been
predicted and harbors a threat to the company’&ehaiosition. In order to respond to the threat
by implementing a strategic change, the companyuires) certain conditions in the
organizational context that enable it to implemiat change. On the other hand, the company
can manage certain types of changes reactively@magtively, which is when change process
determinants come into play. Finally, even whendcmting only one type of change, the
organizational context and the change process diimesi complement each other in a way that
leads to successful changes.

A further comparison reveals the importance ofiatdimension of change capacity: the
learning dimensionWe called the latter the “structuring dimensiam'the empirical study, as it
plays a central role in the structuring of the d®npapacity’s determinants within the scope of a

learning process. The importance of learning foange capacity has been revealed in the
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literature (e.g. Staber & Sydow, 2006), but not eioglly examined. Our case study
complements this, as it reveals three learningro@t@ants of change capacity. An interesting
point is that although we did not explicitly ask ttespondents whether learning played a role in
their company’s multiple changes, the learning disnen simply emerged through the inductive
approach. This emphasizes a qualitative approactisvance for construct definition to
overcome a quantitative study’s limits. In order dbtain a more holistic understanding of
change capacity, we include the learning dimenaiwh its three determinants in our conceptual
model.

To summarize, the comparison between the existerature on change capacity and our
empirical study reveals the process and contexengion of change capacity. Moreover, the
empirical study adds to the literature in thatdientifies the third dimension of organizational
change capacity, namely learning. Despite each nagigonal change having differing
underlying reasons and impacts, we neverthelesatamaithat companies conducting multiple
changes over time have an organizational changecigpthat is comprised of the three

described dimensions.

The content dimension: Completing the conceptual model

The paper has up to this point relied on the litgee on change capacity and our
empirical study in order to develop a conceptualdehoof change capacity. However, our
primary focus on an analysis of change capacitgimaited in the literature on organizational
change. We therefore referred to the integratiyg@ach by Pettigrew (1985), as he emphasizes
the combined value of the context, process andeobrdf change. We addressed the first two

dimensions by introducing the “management paradignd the “complex paradigm” that led us
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to the identification of the change process’s deiteants and the organizational context
dimensions. We now complete this view by addrestiiegssue of the content of change.

The change content was not explicitly analyzed um case study, as the case study
company faced several types of changes duringiafysis period. A separate analysis of the
complex change initiatives would therefore havevemed us from identifying clusters of
context and change capacity’s process determimargsneral and summarizing them under the
two dimensions. A deeper look into the changeditee reveals that change content studies
largely deal with the substance of changes (foevaew see Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999).
Gravenhorst et al. (2003), it can even be arguaddfudies on organizational change have been
preoccupied with the content of change. Howeveereghis no study that combines change
process and context with change content in ordanédyze change capacity. This may be due to
the multiplicity of change initiatives that prevena researcher from conducting a holistic
analysis of the change context, process and codter@nsions. In order to address the content
issue of change together with change capacity'stified dimensions, and, at the same time,
frame the analysis by means of a guiding structareewill focus on changes in organizational
strategy, structure and culture. We have chosesethtree content types, because the
organizational change and development literatutenofstresses that successful companies
change their strategy, structure and culture owee in order to adapt to internal or external
evolution (e.g. Hendry & Pettigrew, 1992; Kuwada9g).

Strategic changeis defined as change in a company’s product-mastestegic
orientation, which can be applied to the corpoeatavell as to the business unit level (Ginsberg,
1988; Kelly & Amburgey, 1991; Rajagopalan & Spreitz1997). Strategic shifts occur when a

product strategy is undermined and firms are fotcedither strengthen that strategy or shift to
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an alternative base of competitive advantage (He&dPettigrew, 1992). According to Werther
Jr. (2003), even the best strategies eventuallprbecoutdated and must be rethought. We
consequently argue that companies have to adapstretegies over time, which is why change
capacity should be studied in respect of stratelggnges.

Structural changeis defined as a change in the organizational &tracsuch as vertical
integration or divisionalization (Fligstein & Daubé 989). A vast body of literature deals with
structural changes, and whereas some studies hbread definition of structural changes that
also includes strategic changes (e.g. Miller & $ee 1982), others explicitly differentiate
between the two types (Amburgey & Dacin, 1994). dh&comes of structural changes’ analysis
should therefore be considered carefully and evatlian respect of the author’s definition of
structural change.

Finally, cultural changeis defined as a change in the organizational ceiliue. a change
in the deeply rooted set of values and beliefs firavides norms for behavior within an
organization (e.g. McGuiness & Morgan, 2005). Agamizational culture guides employee
behavior, it can have a powerful impact on orgaiopal effectiveness (Cummings & Worley,
1975).

According to the literature on organizational changtrategic, structural and cultural
changes are interlinked, and multidimensional ckeargge likely to work best together, whereas
partial change is associated with negative perfacegWhittington, Pettigrew, Peck, Fenton, &
Conyon, 1999). Strategic changes cannot be comdlwathout the relevant structural changes
(Amburgey & Dacin, 1994; Chandler, 1962; Hendry &ttiRyrew, 1992). The importance of the
strategy-culture alignment has also been highldyhite the literature (Green, 1988; Scholz,

1987), which implies that organizational cultureynme changed (Schein, 1990) to reflect and
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support changes in strategy (Parnell, 1994). Kinallorder to make a structural change work, it
is important to emphasize the need for a change dompany’s culture (Hendry & Pettigrew,
1992). We therefore include all three types of geam our analysis of change capacity, which
allows us to evaluate whether all types appearrgamzational change capacity, or if certain
configurations of different change content typesdominant.

The three change content types build demtent dimensiorof change capacity that

completes the model established thus far, antuistiated in Figure 3.

The framework can be used to analyze change cygdemih a more holistic perspective.
We believe that the context, process and contenemkions of change capacity are interrelated
and mutually reinforcing. However, we argue thatiding the construct into the mentioned
dimensions allows us to structure its multiple deteants, which finally serves as a starting

point for improved change capacity management.

CONCLUSION

We made several contributions to the literatur@anizational change capacity. First, a
comparison of the few studies on change capacidyoan empirical in-depth case study revealed
its three dimensions: The context, process anailegdimensions. Second, the theoretical and

empirical findings were integrated into a conceptnadel of change capacity. Third, the model
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was completed by adding the content dimension @ngh, which is in accordance with

Pettigrew’s (1985) contextualist approach to chagthough the four dimensions consist of

change capacity determinants that are interrelateti mutually reinforcing, we nevertheless
believe that splitting the dimensions is a necgsdast step towards a more detailed

understanding of the change capacity construgbrdvzided us with a guiding structure that
proved to be feasible in our case study on chamgadty, as it helped the respondents to
structure their arguments.

If all four dimensions are confirmed in an empitianalysis, this clarifies that
organizational change capacity is a complex phenoméuilt on determinants in the change
content, context and process as well as on thayatalmaintain organizational reflexivity. This
in turn reveals that change capacity managementisallenging undertaking and that managers
have to address multiple dimensions simultaneourslgrder to improve or maintain change
capacity.

Our model does, however, have some limitations mspartly built on a single in-depth
case study. The study confirmed the existent liseea but it also revealed the importance that
learning has for change capacity. We included dmsension into our model but, at the same
time, we are aware that the model itself and iscdbed dimensions have to be tested by means
of a greater number of cases. We believe that diptaulcase study approach would be most
valuable for testing the model on a larger scalkilevalso enabling the researcher to reveal
further determinants of each dimension, as welloaslentify variations in companies’ change
capacity. The content dimension of change spetlificezeds to be examined in greater depth in
respect of change capacity, for which a qualitasively would seem most appropriate.

Future research could address this issue by dewgldpe content dimension of change
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capacity further and testing the model on a laggaie. Moreover, change capacity’'s further
theoretical elements, such as ambidexterity (Mee8tensaker, 2006), should be explicitly
addressed by future studies. We also consider awvaduthe role of dynamic capabilities in
change capacity as important. They have been ititedange capacity studies several times (e.qg.
Judge & Elenkov, 2005; McGuiness & Morgan, 2005tdby et al., 2002), but the distinction
between and commonalities of the two concepts hatas yet been addressed. Although these
issues lie beyond our paper’s aim, we consider tingnortant features of future research.

Despite these limitations, our model combines sdw@#mensions of change capacity and
therefore paves the way towards a better undetlistguad the construct. We are very aware that
each change initiative is unique. Change is a cerpmulti-faceted, multidimensional
phenomenon that is difficult to understand in itdirety, as existent studies have shown. We
therefore believe that analyzing the ability to elep and implement changes is an alternative to
existent studies, and that it is a complementarg, @erhaps more feasible, approach towards the
development of a holistic understanding of orgamonal change. Without oversimplifying the
issue of change, the study of change capacity rateg change’s different complementary
dimensions.

With a better understanding of these dimensions,caidd generate more substantial
recommendations for managers who have to tackléstue of organizational change capacity.
Interventions could thus center on several dimerssiovhich might facilitate pro-active and

reactive behavior towards change and increasegani@ation’s chances of survival.
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TABLE 1

The Prescriptive M odels of Change M anagement

M odels

Recommendations

Hierarchical model (Child, 1972)
Organizational development model
(Beckhard, 1969)

Political model (Pfeffer, 1981)

Incrementalist model (Cye& March,
1963)

Interpretativist model (Burrel& Morgan,
1979)

Planning of the stages of change

Device for support and accompaniment of
employees: participation, communication,
training and incentive

Negotiation device for ensuring
convergence of interests

Legitimacy of the reformers and political
support

Reliance on existing routines famitiating

in an incremental change

Symbolic management of change in order
to act on the sense
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FIGURE 1

Contrasting Paradigmsin the Organizational Change L iterature

Change Paradigms

7’

. Ny :
M anagement Paradigm \ Yy, Complex Paradigm
|
|
Ly
Hierarchcal : 1 Organizatione
|
model | learning
& © . [ 3 D
e _ T | Organizationa | | | | = O =
o 8 0 | development | B | 1, Structures th 3 5 ®
0
c g £ mode E |1 context 3 3 g
S = S — > 2 ® 8
o g o Political S |1, o 7] ®
7 = S|y ) > S 7
Q> 2> § model RE Establishe: g 2 o
g S © 20y facilitating 5 g =
[ = . ‘e
® © S | Incrementlist |1 conditions 3 2 ]
g 5 = 31! o ] g
@ o model O, - = o 3
5 g I Changiis ) g
~ | Interpretativis L embedded in the | o 2
1 organizational
model : I constraints
|
Iy
/
N / \\ /
S . e e e e ___ ____,’ N . e e e e e e ____ P4
Change Capacity

33

-

o e e e o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e -



FIGURE 2
Empirical Findings on Change Capacity

Change Capacity

¥

¥

Management Paradigm

Complex Paradigm

A 4

Transformational

A

The value of change

leadership

The

A

Structural flexibility

perceived legitimacy of

the change

Driving

dimension

Collectively built change

Cultural cohesion <

processes

A 4

Incremental deployment

A

Trust

Practices based on consens|t

A 4

Creation of visibility

Capabilities of individual
learning

A

Contextual

dimension

Improvement through
experience

Renewal through
experimentation

and practices

Transfer of organizational knowledge

T

4

T

Structuring

4

dimension

34




FIGURE 3
A Conceptual M odel of Change Capacity
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