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“Human” Side of Change: A Conceptual Model

I. ABSTRACT

As most of the change management literature is focused on the strategic aspect, this endeavor opts for a micro outlook and will emphasize the human side of change processes. This paper attempts to come up with a theory and a conceptual model that will highlight the difference between the change agents and recipients as they do not have the same attitudes towards the change itself. While those in the top management are able to see the big picture and want to act accordingly, those who are subjected to change feel powerless and insignificant in the face of change. In the model, the communication between the agents and recipients of change is very significant since the health and openness of communication channels in all directions is a central determinant of how employees can cope with change. In turn, the extent of their tolerance and commitment toward change has important implications for any organization in terms of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, commitment to change, organizational citizenship behavior, supervisor effectiveness and especially, going through change as smoothly as possible.
II. INTRODUCTION
As we are approaching to the end of the first decade of the 21st century, we are now well aware that organizations face change almost constantly to keep up with their macro and micro environment. To manage change that is deliberately chosen by the firms or that is imposed by various external factors has always been difficult if not impossible. Change management includes activities involved in finding a “fit” between the organization and its environment, identifying and infusing fresh values, attitudes, norms, and behaviors within an organization that support new ways of doing work and overcome resistance to change; building consensus among customers and stakeholders on specific changes designed to better meet their needs; planning, testing, and implementing all aspects of the transition from one organizational structure or business process to another.  
Change can entail collaboration activities such as mergers and acquisitions, strategic sourcing, joint ventures or strategic alliances; tactical choices such as downsizing, expanding, investing in new markets or industries, withdrawing from existing markets or industries, privatization, shifting focus of production, pricing, cost, marketing or finance; or more within organizational alterations such as reorganization and restructuring of departments, board of directors, line of supervision and reporting, dividend payment system, accounting system, hiring/firing policies, training procedures, payment, benefits and retiring options. 
All these different types of change can be imposed from external factors such as the conditions of local or global economy, changing dynamics of the industries within which firms operate or changing requirements of the government(s) and the law or they can be self-imposed by the firm itself for strategic or survival purposes. Whether major or minor, any type of change will impose numerous effects on the employees. Thus, when handling any type of change the organizations need to be extremely conscious and cautious not forgetting that their employees are one of their major assets. At the end of the day, it is the employees’ commitment and devotion to the firm that enables the organization to work smoothly. 
Thus, keeping change as the focus of this paper, I will initially investigate various aspects of employee commitment, satisfaction, the effects of supervision, possible employee reactions and the effects of trust and stress on the employees. Then, I will propose a theory and a model with which I believe successful change management can be conducted keeping in mind the various aspects that have been explored. 
III. LITERATURE REVIEW

This section is devoted to provide a brief literature review of various aspects of employee commitment, satisfaction, the effects of supervision, possible employee reactions and the effects of trust and stress on the employees. Although, many of the articles I have gone through have not been written to address change management, I selected change management as the general theme of this paper since the importance and the relationships between these topics become more apparent and easier to observe under the circumstances of change. Also, I have not come across such type of theorizing while conducting this literature review; so it was particularly interesting for me to undertake such an endeavor. This point is significant in terms of operationalizing the theory and model I will propose in the upcoming sections. Therefore, I will strive to construe these issues with a focus with change management.
a. The Change Process

The foremost thing that change requires is the necessity of the organizations to evaluate their situation. As Metzenthin (2005) mentions, There is a “gap” between one’s current business standing and the desired (may be imposed in our case) business standing in the future. The businesses assess their competences and determine the competences that they want in the future. This will serve as a blueprint in the process of seeking suitable ways that have the potential to fill this “gap” and in turn will ensure sustained competitive advantage/survival in the market. 

Of course, there are significant challenges in the integration of both the technical and human aspects (Epstein, 2005). The lack of clarity and unforeseeable factors of change make this decision process even harder. For example, if the change is due to the economic climate, this is an aspect that can affect the decision to a very large extent. In turbulent economic times, change might seem to have very significant effects whereas in more stable economic climate, the firms might go through change more smoothly. Also, there are other important facets like core competences of the firms in question, their skills, knowledge and technology levels, legal and financial processes involved in the change process and potential costs involved.
After deciding upon the type of tools to handle change, the firms engage in processes that involve organizational transitions. Such processes are not only hard to manage, but also have negative effects on employee well-being. The integration of human aspects into the new structure is not an easy task and the biggest part of this burden is on the shoulders of the managers. Offering an environment that fosters open communication will ensure employee stability and support. Obviously, this is no simple mission to accomplish. The differences in institutional environments, corporate cultures, value systems of managers, their risk propensity and ability to cope with uncertain conditions, management styles will pose challenges to firms with different abilities along the way making handling change even a more complex task. Thus, maintaining open channels of communication whilst working diligently and patiently will make everything easier to cope with both on the management and the employee levels. Differentials such as negative attitudes toward change or differences in corporate cultures must be carefully managed if not prevented. Managers from different backgrounds and firms are likely to implement different control systems and managerial practices. Here, it is essential to underline the importance of communication channels not only vertically, but also horizontally.
b. Impacts of Change on the Employees
On the part of the employees, they have a rather passive role with respect to the managers when the dynamics of change are at work. Yet, this does not mean that they are not affected by the organizational transition that they are going through any less than the managers. These organizational change processes are largely connected with stress, negative emotions, increased uncertainty and therefore anxiety about the future (Kusstatscher, 2006). 

Connected to this, Bartunek et al. (2006) reminds that we should not assume recipients and change agents to share the same understandings about the situation. As their orientations differ, distinct experiences of the same condition occur. Thus, the same imposition can be interpreted rather differently by various populations as they ascribe divergent meanings to things and possess differing value propositions even to mutually favorable initiatives. For example, top managers maintain radically different opinions from lower level organization members about how best to go through change. In fact, gaps in the understanding of organizational change can be considerable even between middle and higher level managers (Balogun and Johnson, 2004)
. Also, Bartunek et al. (2006) draws our attention to the fact that change agents may think almost entirely in terms of organizational outcomes of change whereas the recipients interpret change in terms of the difference it makes in their personal experience at work and the extent to whether change will make the quality of some aspect of their work/work life better or not. 
i. Importance of communication

The mere importance of communication comes into the picture so as to converge these different points of view in order to minimize friction between the levels of the organizations. Considering many organizations fail to provide employees with adequate information during change, communication plays a crucial role for employees to cope with uncertainty caused by change (Allen et al., 2007). Van Vuuren and Elving (2008) also emphasize the importance of interpersonal communication and the meaning that is derived from these interactions. If the channels through which employees receive accurate information about the change process are not organized and coordinated well, the most likely result is the spread of rumors about changes to job and working conditions such as ones about layoffs or job security (Appelbaum et al., 2000;Bordia et al., 2006). This of course has negative implications on employee morale, stress, commitment (towards the organization and change itself), organizational identity, satisfaction and performance.
What is more, it must not be overlooked that individuals develop schemas of their surroundings so that they can make sense of their experiences. Thus, Scroggins (2006) indicates that these schemas influence individual interpretations and assumptions and expectations regarding organizational events. Hence, these underlie organizational experiences and behavior. Successful change hinges on the ability of the management to alter organizational schemas to create perceptual and meaning congruence between top administration and organizational members (Scroggins, 2006). As this will create a system of shared meaning, the implementation of the tools of change would be much smoother, easier and effective. He also maintains that managers can create realities that facilitate the implementation of strategy for change at all levels of the organization by changing organizational members’ schemas and cognitions through action, discourse, the creation of organizational artifacts. 
ii. Organizational identity

Also, the employees identify themselves with the organization that they work in. At the individual level, this is called “organizational identity” that represents the distinctive attributes which individuals associate with their membership of a particular organization. Collective history, organizational symbols, and consolidated practices provide cues help members make sense of what their organization is really about (Ravasi and Schultz, 2006). At the organizational level, organizational identity is formed by the agglomeration of the distinctive attributes of individual members. Therefore, organizational members both shape and are shaped by their organizational membership (Empson, 2004). 

With respect to the purposes of this paper, organizational identity change is relevant here. It is a process that either leads to organizational deterioration or a successful change management. Hence, careful management is vital as managers can play a crucial role within this process. The course in which managerial regulation is shown in Empson’s model (Figure 1).
When managers implement regulative activities, the organizational identity of employees starts to evolve. Evidently, the course in which employees de-identify themselves with their old institutions and re-identify themselves with the new construct is not an easy and quick one. Consultant William Bridges says that this process has three stages consisting of ending and letting go of attitudes, expectations and behaviors consistent with the old realities, going through the neutral zone of ambiguity, confusion and perhaps, despair and a sense of meaninglessness and making a new beginning by accepting and adopting attitudes, expectations and behaviors consistent with the newly emerging post-transition organizational realities (Marks, 2006). In other words, in order to establish a new identification (re-idenitfy), they must de-identify with their existing identity in order to provide a basis for their new identity. However, this is only possible when the employees have positive experiences, attributes, images and values with the organization. 

Here, it is necessary to underline that this process is one that needs to be survived carefully rather than quickly. Again, full and early communication enhances employee understanding of and support for organizational changes (Marks, 2006). Also, the managers must be careful about not adopting a far too political attitude just for the sake of handling an era that is dominated by change. It must not be forgotten that employees who survive major transitions report a lack of direction in prioritizing work, risk avoidance and increases in role ambiguity, political behavior and work team dysfunction  (Marks, 2006). Hence, we can say that such organizational transitions are as hard as on the employees to go through as it is for managers to handle. 

What Marks (2006) offers are two tasks and two levels of workplace recovery after transitions. The two tasks are: (1) Weakening the forces for maintaining the old, (2) Strengthen the forces for developing the new. He says that these two tasks are varied and cover both the emotional realities and business imperatives associated with the transition. Emotional realities are the ways in which employees experience transition in the workplace while the business imperatives comprise of what needs to get done for the business to occur. Marks emphasizes that employees should understand what is changing, why the changes are being made and how these changes will contribute to both personal and business success in order to strengthen the forces for accepting the new. He devised a framework for facilitating workplace recovery (Figure 2).
Empathy weakens the emotional forces for holding on to the old by acknowledging things have been difficult and being cognizant of the needs, feelings, problems and views of the employees. Engagement is engaging employees at an intellectual level in understanding and supporting for the need to end the old and accept new organizational realities. Energy is getting people excited about the new organizational realities and supporting them in realizing them. Enforcement is solidifying perceptions, expectations and behaviors that are congruent with the desired post-transition organization. Here, it is important that some activities logically take place at particular points in the recovery process. Expressing empathy for what people have been through during a difficult transition should occur early, so that employees can let go of their fury and be more open to commitment in the process.

Here, the “sensemaking” and “sensegiving” concepts are very relevant. They are valid for managers and employees as well during change. According to Weick (1995)
, sensemaking denotes efforts to interpret and create an order for occurrences. Lüscher and Lewis (2008) maintain that managers, however, must also communicate their understandings, particularly in the midst of organizational change, in a way that provides their subordinates with a workable certainty. Such attempts are called sensegiving and they seek to influence subordinates’ interpretations (Maitlis, 2005)
. In other words, sensemaking is carried out by leaders as they reevaluate their conceptualization of their organization, and as a platform for sensegiving actions aimed at affecting internal perceptions (Ravasi and Schultz, 2006). Therefore, both processes are significant in terms of their roles that influence de-identification and re-identification processes. Van Vuuren and Elving (2008) also stress benefits that a sensemaking approach may have in enhancing organizational success in general and the effectiveness of communicating change in particular.
iii. Organizational commitment

At this point, it is essential to define what organizational commitment involves. It can be characterized by a strong belief in and acceptance of the organization’s values and goals, a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization and a strong desire to maintain membership in the organization (Mowday et al., 1892)
. Also, I must note that employees’ commitment to the change process is inevitably relevant to organizational commitment as they will most probably be positively related.
At this point, the role of fostering positive emotions is becomes vital. Experiments show that positive emotions are able to undo negative emotions. Negative emotions follow a downward spiral, leading to ever worsening functioning and moods. In contrast, positive emotions trigger upward spirals toward enhanced emotional well-being (short and long term) and optimal functioning (Kusstatscher, 2006).  What is more, the role of “positive employees” (Avey et al., 2008) during change and the impact that they can have on other employees is crucial. They suggest that the employees’ positive psychological capital and positive emotions may be important in countering potential dysfunctional attitudes and behaviors relevant for organizational change. The most important one to foster a positive environment that will help the proliferation of positive employees is the organizational leader. If such emotions are demonstrated by him/her, they expand people’s ways of thinking, promoting the discovery of innovative lines of thoughts or action, prompt the curiosity to explore, which facilitate the individual to augment enduring individual assets. Positive emotions do not only provoke positive changes within the individual, they are also contagious and may produce optimal functioning of groups and organizations (Kusstatscher, 2006). It must not be forgotten that change is not purely technical or financial; they are also processes that involve and affect people. Cultivating a “human” process supported by positive emotions will not only produce better results on the part of employees during transition, but also will insure better long-term employee devotion to the new organization. As human capital to the firms is one of their foremost strategic intangible resources, paying attention to the human side of change will enhance the strength of the strategy chosen by the firms in order to handle it. 

To better illustrate, Tulloch (1993) has came up with a model that creates the framework on which to construct an implementation strategy, outlines the various stages and indicates how they might relate to one another (Figure 3). 
He notes that the first stage must be the meaningful involvement with all those affected by the change. People meaningfully involved will own part pf the plan, implementation activities and the changes. People with such ownership will be more determined to take the organization where it needs to be. The second stage is the recognition that there will be resistance, that this resistance must be expected from all levels in the organization is likely to be savage. The third stage is to explain the members of the organization what is planned by way of change, what will be done and why it is being done. This must be done often and many forms of communication must be used. The fourth stage is to explain what is proposed to all the people in the organization. These explanations must be about the vision as to where the organization is going and a description of what it will be like when it achieves the new situation. The fifth and the sixth stages are closely connected. Someone who has power and is seen to have power must take charge of the process. S/he will provide the leadership and the driving force. Doing this will reinforce the commitment of employees and encourage all to put their efforts into achievement of the vision. 
Such endeavors are attempted essentially to increase organizational commitment as it tends to decrease in times of change. Also, employees’ commitment to change itself is relevant and crucial here. Cunnigham (2006) found that as employees feel a sense of duty and obligation to support the change process, they will also be unlikely to leave the organization. Therefore, organizational milieu needs to include elements that will foster organizational commitment in the first place and accordingly, change.  Fedor et al. (2006) underlines that the two dimensions that shape individuals’ sense of commitment to change itself are how fairly the process of change is carried out and how favorable its outcomes are. The aspects of fairness here include being open to and considerate of participants’ concerns, providing individuals the opportunity for inputs that can affect ultimate outcomes. In addition, changes whose outcomes are generally favorable to the unit’s members affect both individuals’ commitment to change and the organization itself. As I have mentioned, recipients of change are more concerned about the change in their immediate environment. Fedor et al. (2006) says that this “change situation” is best represented by the new demands placed on employees’ work units in conjunction with those demands affecting their own jobs. Thus, organizations particularly need to reconsider the attention they give to the perceived favorableness of the changes in terms of creating “win – win” situations for organizational subunits. 
iv. Justice, trust, stress, resistance

Accordingly, I have looked into perceived justice, trust and equal treatment within organizations. For the purposes of this paper, I will elaborate on the findings with a change management outlook. It is known that perceptions of justice are shaped by outcomes that individuals receive as well as procedures through which these outcomes have been determined or namely, procedural justice. This is a very important knowledge when change is at work in a particular organization. If organizations are aware of this fact, the transition through change would be much smoother as individuals will be inclined to ascertain that the organizational authorities are neutral and unbiased. Thus, the contextual elements of justice become even more important for the manifestations of individual justice perceptions. Mossholder et al. (1998) proposed that individuals include their procedural justice considerations when cognitively appraising their work context and this would be associated with their job satisfaction and organizational commitment.  Although their findings did not support the organizational commitment part of their hypothesis, for the focus of this paper, the fact that they recognized the contextual factors in shaping perceptions of justice is important and useful. Also, Zellars et al. (2004) refer to Rahim et al. (2000) who indicates that employees who perceive the presence of organizational justice use positive and cooperative behaviors more frequently. This is another indication that organizations going through change need to recognize the significance of procedural justice in order to increase job satisfaction and organizational commitment through these turbulent times and/or maintain the existing levels for them. 

What is more, trust is a very important issue in perceived favorability of decisions/outcomes for the employees when the authorities are making important decisions. Brockner et al. (1997) note that trust in organizational authorities influences subordinates’ work attitudes and behaviors. They maintain that people who feel supportive of organizational authorities are likely to be satisfied with their relationship with the authorities, committed to the organization and willing to behave in ways that help to further the authorities’ goals and the goals of the overall organization. Accordingly, such behaviors are more than necessary when change is present in a particular organizational context. 

Also, Eilam et al. (2005) says that this situation directly influences the way in which individuals conceive their “self- concept”. The self concept involves the individuals’ self-determination which consists of a sense of personal control, sense of individual and organizational distinctiveness, status in the organization in terms of social regard and self esteem and finally, sense of self-continuity. To the extent that the self concepts of individuals are threatened by change, their propensity to resist change will increase. Logically, their commitment to change itself and the organization will decline as well and trust could be a crucial factor here. 
Logically, change creates a basis for stress upon the employees and this affects their extent of job satisfaction and organizational commitment which increases their intentions to quit/stay. Here, it is essential to define what job satisfaction is. It is the positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences (Locke, 1976)
. The causal ordering of stress, satisfaction, commitment and intention to quit has been addressed by Elangovan (2001) using structural equations modeling. It was found that stress and satisfaction were negatively correlated while satisfaction was positively correlated with commitment. Lastly, commitment and intention to quit was found to have reciprocal negative causal effects on each other. These findings are very much similar to what we expect in real-life examples and thus, this causal chain needs to be kept in mind while managing situations that require change.
Focusing on the issue of stress, Leong et al. (1996) have also tested their proposition that organizational commitment moderates the stress – outcome relationship. As organizational commitment is considered to be a linking mechanism between the individual and the organization, it is thought to have an effect on decreasing the amount of negative outcomes caused by the stressor(s) and acts as a buffer in the stress – outcome relationship. In their results, although they did not find a direct moderating role of commitment, they found that commitment is a very powerful predictor of job satisfaction and intention to quit. In other words, rather than being a buffer, organizational commitment has direct effects on outcome variables. As commitment is positively related to job satisfaction and negatively related to intention to quit, it can be said that organizational commitment is will particularly be advantageous to the organizational members as well as the organization itself when the dynamics of change are at work. 
v. Deviance, job performance, job satisfaction, organizational citizenship 

At this point, it should not be forgotten that deviant behavior is a reality in the modern working life and the effects of change may as well increase such kinds of actions. Deviant behaviors are those violate organizational norms, policies or internal rules (Appelbaum et al., 2006). The financial and emotional consequences of deviant behavior could be significant. Organizational change brings about new circumstances that may trigger what Appelbaum et al. (2006) call situation – based deviance. When workplace deviance is present, intentions to quit, dissatisfaction with work and overall organization and company contempt can be expected to increase. Going back to the positive employee notion, Avey et al. (2008) found that employees who have positive emotions are less likely to demonstrate deviant behavior. Thus, the change agents need to be extremely cautious not to give rise to such feelings when applying the tools of change and this can only be achieved by prompt and accurate communication.
Appelbaum et al. (2006) note that organizational commitment and job satisfaction are negatively related with workplace deviance. These notions are also related to organizational citizenship behavior. These variables are also very important in the application of tools of change as well as for the well – being of the employees. From this point onwards, the literature review will cover these topics.

Bloemer and Oderken-Schröder (2006) assume that employee relationship proneness has a role in creating attitudinal employee loyalty. Employee relationship proneness is the natural inclination of the employees to engage in a relationship with their employer. This notion is connected to different types of attitudinal loyalty which are affective commitment (emotional attachment to an organization), calculative commitment (costs that employees associate with leaving the organization) and normative commitment (employees’ feelings of an obligation to remain with the organization). The authors emphasize that these should be considered simultaneously to better understand their manifestations such as positive word of mouth, intention to stay, benefit insensitivity and complaining. From a change point of view, the organizations need to carefully assess the employees’ level of attitudinal loyalty by breaking it into its components. By this way, they will no only know how to address the employees’ concerns better and will minimize negative manifestations (e.g. turnover, complaining) in a case where commitment may decrease due to the dynamics of change.
A merger is an excellent example of change and thus, it is a good illustration of the extent to which employees are satisfied with the post-acquisition environment. Covin et al. (1996) address this issue and found that there were significant differences in merger satisfaction of the acquiring firm and acquired firm employees. They argue that any type of organizational change is likely to cause feelings of powerlessness. Fears of future survival rather than the change itself triggers stress with the merger. Again, Appelbaum et al. (2000) stress the effects of communication on employees going through a merger or acquisition by saying that it “significantly influences the adoption of a new culture, the change level itself, and the level of stress employees can experience”. Thus, these findings point to the importance of considering key identity and organizational groups and their reactions to change. 
As the other tokens that may be affected by change, the relationship (whether causal or not) between job satisfaction, job performance and organizational commitment has been a popular topic in the academia. Salancik and Pfeffer (1978)
, within the framework of social information processing theory, have suggested that worker attitudes are not constructed through individual worker characteristics or by objective job characteristics; but rather, they are constructed through social interaction with other workers in the workplace. Thus, the situational context (e.g. change) where these relationships are investigated is of crucial importance. Although these relationships have not been considered within a framework of change, some of the findings are worth mentioning. Samad (2005) concluded that job satisfaction moderates the relationship between organizational commitment and job performance. Glisson and Durick (1988) on the other hand, viewed this matter as commitment is based on beliefs concerning the organization and satisfaction resulting form one’s perceptions of current job experiences keeping in mind that these all can be influenced by social interaction within the workplace. As a result they found that the characteristics of a job tasks were good a predictor of job satisfaction whereas characteristics of workers (Bloemer and Oderken-Schröder (2006)’s employee relationship proneness findings are in line with these) and characteristics of organizations were predictors of organizational commitment.  
Job satisfaction and organizational commitment have been found to have positive relationships with organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) as well. What is interesting here is that the way supervision on employees is conducted has repeatedly turned out to be one of the most significant predictors of these relationships. For example, one of the items was supervision in Samad (2005)’s study of organizational commitment and job performance constructs and it was one of the significant predictors as it has been with Covin et al. (1996)’s study where the satisfaction of the employees in a merger environment could mostly be explained by the effectiveness of supervisors. Chen (2001) also has hypothesized that loyalty to supervisor was positively related to job satisfaction and intent to stay. Because a supervisor acts as an agent of the organization, and is a more proximal focus of commitment, commitment to supervisor is most likely to have a strong impact on employee behavior (Becker et al., 1996; Gregersen, 1993)
. Chen defines loyalty to supervisor as the relative strength of a subordinate’s identification with, attachment and dedication to a particular supervisor. Also, it has been found that loyalty to supervisor is a good predictor of in-role performance and OCB (Chen, 2001). Of course, organizational commitment influences job satisfaction and intent to stay which therefore results in OCB and this commitment in question may as well be commitment to supervisor. Once an employee is loyal to a supervisor, s/he will utilize loyalty as a basis of information to develop parallel feelings regarding her/his job and organization. 
To my mind, OCB is also related to innovative behavior since innovation requires supra-role thinking and course of action just like OCB does. Here, the supportiveness of the supervisors comes as an important predictor as well. Janssen (2005) has addressed this issue hypothesizing that employee perceptions of supervisor supportiveness moderate the relationship between employees’ perceived influence in the workplace and their levels of innovative behavior. This reasoning is constructed upon the fact that it is the supervisors who provide information, resources and sociopolitical support such as endorsement, backing or legitimacy. As his hypothesis was confirmed, this point underlines the fact that key actors in employees’ immediate environment have the power to provide or deny them the support for further development and this is a very important token in application of tools of change efficiently. 
Also, Bateman and Organ (1983) observed that the OCB were often seen “for” (i.e. benefiting) the supervisor than for any other single person representing the organization. What is more, they interpreted that such behaviors are influenced by job satisfaction as well as the need to reciprocate those who benefit them (social exchange theory). OCB is under a person’s control and a more salient mode of reciprocation. 
Having gone through the various aspects of change, in the next section, I will propose a theory and a model which I deem is potentially testable. Very little of these different facets have been incorporated with change management. Most of the change management literature is concerned with its strategic aspect where the “human” side of the process seems to be often neglected. To my mind, a sane strategy cannot be complete without considering those who are on the receiving end. They are the ones to experience the shifting realities of their environment and will end up doing “most of the work” themselves as the organizational authorities will delegate the implementation part of the change strategy to their subordinates. In the following section, I will attempt to propose a theory and a model whose focus is the employee contentment with change; their satisfaction and commitment in particular.

IV. PROPOSED THEORY AND MODEL

As was mentioned in the preceding section, change management is a large undertaking and many dynamics need to be considered in order to apply the tools of change efficiently. Unfortunately, so far in the literature review that has been conducted, the human element in this whole process was treated as just another function that needs to be handled. However, to my understanding, the employees, or recipients of change as they will be referred, are those who are affected to a major extent. This may be due to not only their limited scope of movement (in terms of autonomy, authority and legitimacy); but also they are usually not able to see the “big picture” what the top managers, leaders or change agents as they will be referred, are able to foresee for the future of their organizations. 
There is a given difference of opinions of change between those on the receiving end and the change agents. Thus, the model that is to be constructed to better understand the dynamics of change needs to address these differences and incorporate solutions (i.e. communication) that will enlighten the aspects of change that leave those on the receiving end in the “dark”. If the recipients of change are not informed about why change is required, what is being done and how it will be done; this will lead to grave consequences on the organizations’ part such as turnover, absenteeism or detachment from work. 
The reason why this matter is focused on is the fact that people inherently feel the need to be “someone important” no matter where they are or what for. In a case where they are treated as just another “matter” to be handled, this will not only deeply hurt their sense of self-worth; but also, it will leave them feeling that they are powerless for their course of life. If such a situation occurs, logically, job satisfaction and organizational commitment are bound to decline. In a place where employees do not feel that they are an indispensable part of their organization, nobody can expect them to be high performers even on their everyday tasks let alone showing commitment to change or undertake extra-role behaviors such as OCB. 
The theory that will proposed is of course is not without assumptions. The foremost assumption is that there is an agreeable minimum amount of trust in the organization that will be investigated. By saying this, it is meant that the employees have the sense that their employers would look out for them as long as they can and the employers believe that their employees are always doing the best they can for the smooth operation of the organization. Without such a mutual approach to one another, any organization would face fundamental challenges in terms of organizational integrity. Thus, there needs to be a bridge of trust to bind the elements of the organization together. Trust will be much needed in times of change and therefore, its existence and maintenance is more than essential. The second assumption is based on the role of immediate supervisors. As it was seen in the works of Samad (2005), Covin et al. (1996), Chen (2001), Jansen (2005) and Bateman and Organ (1983), the effects of supervision has been found to have significant effects on employee commitment, OCB and job satisfaction. What is more, in the work of Allen et al. (2007), the supervisors are seen as an important channel through which information about change can be received. In the same vein, it is thought that the reason for this is the fact that majority of the employees see and interact with their supervisors almost all the time. On the other hand, very few of the employees have the chance to interact with the top management although the top management is the one that has the authority to make the change with its own intent or make decisions to implement what change requires. Thus, even if the members of the top management are the original change agents in an organization, especially in a large one, employees are more likely to perceive their immediate supervisors to be the agents of change as what they do depends on the directions given by their supervisors. Of course, this is a limited outlook but it is adopted as an assumption because most of the employees do not recognize that their job requirements are coming from the top management. Rather, they acknowledge their supervisors’ instructions, act accordingly and feel responsible to those particular people; not necessarily to the CEO or the Chairman of the Board of Directors. As this is a model whose focus is on employees, it is considered that such an assumption will be relevant.
Therefore, taking these two assumptions as a basis, it is proposed that the agents and recipients of change need to be considered separately and then the relationships between them should be investigated. The reason why there is such a separation is that they do not have the same attitudes towards the change itself.  As Bartunek et al. (2006) says; change agents may reflect nearly exclusively in terms of organizational effects of change while the recipients infer change in terms of the variation it makes in their individual experience at work and the extent to whether change will make the quality of some aspect of their work/work life better or not. Evidently, the processes which go on behind the scenes during change are of central importance. It must not be forgotten that the employees are going through a process where they de-identify with the old realities of their organization or personal experiences there and re-identify with the new ones that are occurring. As simple as it sounds, this is actually another factor which complicates things. As such a phase would probably make the employees feel fragile and vulnerable in the face of change, the agents of change need to consider this and fine-tune their behaviors, the way in which they communicate what is being done, why and how, their approach to any upcoming problems and so on. Also, the communication between the agents and recipients of change is very significant. Consequently, the healthy progress of the change process will depend on the level of communication between the agents and the recipients of change. If the communication channels are not effectively used, the expected organizational outcomes may not deliver as planned. Thus, adopting an outlook such as the one that will proposed below can also give an idea of how effective and healthy the communication channels of a given organization are. 
Below (Figure 4) is the visual illustration of the proposed model that is derived from the theory that has been come up with. It is believed that the general framework in which this theory resides will be better understood visually. In addition, some other factors that lead to the significance of communication and the difference in the points of views of agents and recipients of change will be referred to.

As can be seen from the figure, the agents and recipients of change are separated with a dashed line which implies that they both have different realities of change; yet, they still are interacting. As the assumptions were mentioned, the agents and recipients are also connected with a bridge of trust where each party considers each other’s best interest and believes that they have good intentions for each other. On the left and right hand side, the two-way arrows indicate that the agents and recipients of change are going through an enduring process where they de-identify with the old realities and re-identify with the new realities of the organization and the environment. These ongoing processes continue all through the course of change and their existence will have an effect on the perceptions of recipients in terms of the effects of change towards their personal experiences in the workplace as well as their attitudes about their organizations. 
Also, the placement of communication in the figure is intentional. Only after the agents of change explain why change is necessary, what it entails and how the process will be carried out to the recipients, can the full interaction between the two parties begin. Before that, the process where evaluation, deciding on the tools of change and acknowledging the fact that there will be resistance takes place on the part of the agents and it is a rather detached process in itself from that of the recipients. Recipients on the other hand, also evaluate what change brings about and give logical reactions such as stress due to uncertainty, negative emotions towards change, anxiety due to feelings of powerlessness which in turn, results in probable resistance. However, it must not be forgotten that “change agents contribute to the occurrence of resistance through their own actions and inactions owing to their own ignorance, incompetence, or mismanagement” as well (Ford et al., 2008). However, recipient reaction can have value for the existence, engagement, and strength of a change, serving as an asset and a resource in its implementation and successful accomplishment (Knowles & Linn, 2004b)
. This is a detached process as well from that of the agents’. It is merely after the initiation of communication between the two parties when these negative consequences can be perceived by the agents. Until then, they are busy crafting a strategy in terms of responding to change and determining tools to implement that particular strategy.

Connected to this, the placement of sense-making and sense-giving are affected from that of communication. Before actual communication begins, each side is trying to make sense of the situation. There may be informal information, rumors or gossip going around but this stage is rather within the cognitions of the recipients and the agents. Here, agents and recipients are going through this process rather separately and try to interpret change. What is striking with this process is that it is a building block upon which the communication activities will be built. The overall communication, in turn, will determine the sense-giving processes that provide all organizational members a framework within which they will go through change. The communication channels need to be open vertically as well as horizontally throughout the organization to ensure information about change and its potential consequences are known in a consistent manner. 
These explanations, therefore, were to set the framework for this proposed model. By understanding their nature and recognizing their existence, change can be better comprehended and interpreted. The organizational outcomes that are thought to be influenced by this whole model are level of communication, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, commitment to change, organizational citizenship behavior and supervisor effectiveness. If such an environment exists, it can be expected that warranting employee cooperation. This will in turn, can potentially ensure the survival of the change process in the least harmful way as possible and therefore this will prove itself in terms of desirable job satisfaction, organizational commitment, commitment to change and organizational citizenship behavior. 
V. CONCLUSIONS
I believe that this conceptualization will do a good job in highlighting the “human” element in change management. The reason why I chose change as a context to investigate the already complicated nature of the proposed framework is that, the reactions that people give to change are more or less the same around the world. While those in the top management are able to see the big picture and want to act accordingly, those who are subjected to change feel powerless and insignificant in the face of change.  However, this divide can be alleviated through sense-making and sense-giving. They have the potential to make the whole change process to be perceived as more fair especially in terms of procedural and distributive justice. Therefore, particularly proper sense-giving through open and healthy communication, can facilitate de-identification with the old realities whilst re-identification with the current and expected situations. What is more, this manifests itself in the improvement of interpersonal relations at all levels and can place a positive connotation to overall meaning derived from change. It also can reduce the amount of conflicts as well as the substantial efforts that need to be exerted to resolve and prevent them. It is only then a unified vision about the change itself can be generated throughout the organization and commitment can derive. Once the organization can attain commitment of recipients and the agents of change in line with each other, the desired organizational and personal outcomes can occur. 
Apart from these implications, transformational leadership is a prospective research area that might me linked to this model. Herold et al. (2008) note that transformational leaders engage followers and motivate them to support the leader’s chosen direction and they found a linkage between transformational leadership and commitment to change in their research. This is of course is in relation to how the overall organization and the transformational leader are effective in terms of communication. Thus, this framework can provide a starting point to research aiming to shed light on these issues. For example, there is a large gap in the change literature that investigates the role of communication as a tool for influencing employees’ attitudes and intentions towards change (Allen et al., 2007, Van Vuuren and Elvin, 2008). Hence, I believe that this model organizes these constructs within a workable framework maintaining a perspective of change as process rather than a snapshot in time. 
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FIGURES

Figure 1: Organizational identity change
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Figure 2: A framework for facilitating workplace recovery
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Figure 3: Model for strategic management of change
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Figure 4: Proposed model for employee satisfaction and commitment through change
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