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Making the Difference 
Intuitively, if we see or hear something that is not the same as our already established thoughts or 

experience, we will often ask about meaning or importance by asking, “What difference does that 

make?” 

Whether we ask that as an investigation or as a complaint, the idea of accommodating something 

different has its biggest impact when it means that we need to respond by making another related 

change, and we must decide how to do it. 

To make an effective decision about what and how to change, it is necessary to have an accurate 

perception of what current conditions will be influencers on further change and how their influences will 

interact. 

As with any environment, current conditions are the product of existing interactions. Those interactions 

vary in complexity, frequency, duration, intensity, and sensitivity to each other.  

Collectively, those interactions are an ecosystem that may or may not be hospitable to the prospects of 

success, for a decision that we make to be an assertive, distinctive influence in some particular way.  

What we usually can see is that the ecosystem continues to be dynamic, with varying and evolving 

conditions, whether we intervene or not. 

 

Unmanaged Change 
Change occurs whether we manage it or not. 

On an ordinary day, most people recognize unmanaged change in three flavors:  

 nature,  

 accidents,  

 and play.  

In each case, “stuff happens”. 

There are also circumstances in which each of those three is appreciated in a more specific level of 

consideration. For example, nature is thought of as bounty; accidents are thought of as luck; and play is 

thought of as either creativity or learning. 

Even further elevated, there is the occasion where all three appreciations are imagined (or pursued) as 

being intentionally blended – for example where making one’s own luck, and making that luck 

beneficial, is seen as being either resourcefulness or innovation. At this level, change is being thought 

about in terms of a strategy. 

The interesting thing about those considerations – really, assessments -- is that they are characterizing 

the value of the intention, independently of whether any of the components realizing it was managed. 

Meanwhile, intention is the “driver” of the resulting value, with the events along the way being at 

minimum arranged for the effect. 
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Without the intention, and without the arrangement, there is no particular reason to anticipate or 

evaluate outcomes as being due to managing the changes. 

 

 

 

Managed Change 
Now it is evident why the core of the concept of “change management” is a simultaneous attention to 

intended value and arranged effect. 

Organizations that pursue beneficial change are assigning themselves with the responsibility (hands on 

support) and accountability (rational attribution and explanation) for how the change is meaningful 

(value) and how the significant difference was arranged (built). 

As a discipline, the assignment does not change with the various forms of organization. Regardless of its 

structure, the organization is either good at the assignment, or not good at it, and being good at it 

requires covering both the value as assessed and the difference as built. There is no logical definition of 

change management that includes one and not the other. 

One of the most persistent assertions about change efforts taken on by organizations is that somewhere 

between 65% and 75% of the efforts fail. We can now understand that the figure will probably include 

any mix of competency evaluations and value judgements. If the retrospective view of the effort is that 

it was not capable of generating the needed outcome, that’s a failure. Or, if the outcome is not relevant 

to the need prevailing at the moment of “final” evaluation, then that’s a failure. 

That not only explains why there can be so many efforts deemed insufficient; it also explains why 

alignment, of intention to effort to relevance, is the core purpose of change management. 
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Modeling Change 
A survey of how organizations have attempted to manage change will reveal a long history of reliance on 

models of management that are either loosely or strongly coupled with models of change.   

Over more than 40 years, models of change have surfaced showing differences between them that 

roughly approximate our evolving understanding of the phenomena of change itself.  

For example, change as an observable phenomenon is based on awareness of a significant difference 

between a prior state and a subsequent state. We want to explain how and why the difference occurs. 

This is essentially a scientific arena of knowledge that, over time, easily parallels the expansion of our 

perspectives from a Newtonian world of mechanics to a <enter your hero’s name here> world of 

complex systems, black swans, and chaos.  

We know that the taxonomy of change types covers a vast range of events; meanwhile our sensitivity to 

those events can change according to whether we “need” one thing or another such as predictability, 

control, or duration.  

Because our attention to a type of change is driven by a type of need that we have, we recognize change 

as something that should be handled a certain way in order to satisfy our need. We classify changes in 

this perspective. Then, we prescribe ways of handling them according to how we classify them. Those 

prescriptions have been known, distributed, taught and sold as management models for change, which 

are not the same as models of change. 

 

Models of Management 
Wide acceptance of management models for change contrast in a very aggravating way with the 

persistently high reported rate of failures when we look at them together over more than 20 years.  

 

 

A widely publicized summary by Paul Gibbons 
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Based on recurring reports, the surface appearance is that these models have been effective for 

“success” only a small percentage of the time.  

But that appearance can be both meaningful and misleading.  

It is unlikely that we can revisit history closely enough to prove that a certain model caused a failure. 

There would be a reasonable argument that some companies were simply better equipped to use a 

certain model than were other companies, when it counted. 

And the correlation of a given model with reported failures might be detectable with an intensive 

research effort, but it would be unreliable unless the type of change was in each case as strongly 

specified as the management model. 

Instead, what is more meaningful is to understand why a certain management model was chosen to 

follow when it was chosen. When a model is introduced, it generally comes with a logical description of 

why it supposedly is needed – and why it is expected to exert influences that are important to the user. 

Those persuasive descriptions have been documented, so in hindsight they still offer a reasonable 

explanation for being selected. 

Reviewing those reasons, we might see that one “management” model for change focused on risk, 

where another one focused on some other issue.  

What happens if a risk-oriented model was pursued, but at the point where outcomes were evaluated, 

risk was not in hindsight a critical success factor of the prevailing need at the time of evaluation? The 

problem here is that even if the quality of the execution was not in question, the alignment to necessary 

value was insufficient. 

Changing Change Management 
Several issues are implied by the challenge and imperative of aligning effort to value. 

The most obvious issue is that predicting value from the effort relies on being right about what 

influences have the most control on alignment 

From that, it is obvious that the complexity and difficulty of establishing control will predispose 

whatever influence is likely to occur. 

And from that, there is criticality to what degree of capability the party responsible for change can bring 

to providing influences of various types. 

But riding above all of that is the organization’s requirement for one kind of value versus another kind.  

What keeps unexpected change or unplanned change from also occurring and altering the decisions 

about requirements and priorities? 

Does the organization have a strategy driving its perspectives on value? Can the organization 

understand how to use or respond to value actually obtained versus value projected?  Is there a 

portfolio mindset that allows it to consistently accommodate the range and variability of demand for 

change? 
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Frames of Reference 
A perspective is a frame of reference. Strategy is a frame of reference. A portfolio is a frame of 

reference. And to the degree that culture can be described (which is usually as a set of values guiding 

preferred behavior), a culture is a frame of reference. 

Frames of reference are more important than models. This is because while events, priorities, and 

requirements increasingly shift both independently and in combinations, their relevance to value is 

mostly discoverable in terms of their available alignments for generating value.  

Those visible alignments are what constrain the opportunity for organizing change to generate actual 

outcomes with acceptance and adoption. 

The key difference that the following perspective describes is between controlling execution to “deliver” 

change, and designing production to “cultivate” change. 

As a key characteristic of that difference, the necessary types of competency and the maturity of 

capabilities are not only reframed; additionally, their concurrent practice associates them closely enough 

to constitute a fundamentally different new state: being built for change. 

 

 

 

Framing Assumptions 
The management frame of reference for change sits in front of several uncommon assertions that are 

basic to understanding the need for the perspective of this reference. 

1. Required value can change at any time, regardless of projected value. 
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2. A change effort is not successful unless the outcome is adopted; termination of effort is not 

the key state 

3. Performance management is the incorrect system of measurement for change; value 

management is the correct system 

4. Change is not a linear process; it is a continuous campaign 

5. Relevant change is not executed; it is produced 

6. Most failures of change efforts occur because the organization was not sufficiently enabled, 

regardless of commitments or prior responsibilities 

7. Change management is not a subset of project management; projects are simply one type of 

production tool for intentional change. 

 

What Difference Does That Make? 
What is the overall story of change that generated those assumptions about managing change in the 

future? 

The key points in the narrative are that most organizations competing in a high-tech globalized economy 

now encounter a much higher frequency, variety, and impact of environmental events that require the 

organization to adapt, transition or transform.  

Not much of the environment can be controlled by the organization in a way that will prevent the 

sudden emergence of a highly influential competitor or major alteration in support.  

Meanwhile, modern access to information and tools makes it increasingly likely that significant new 

influences will emerge quickly from more different places than ever before. In effect, they challenge the 

current logic of the organization’s position, priorities, and form-for-function.  

Compared to the main ideas driving those decisions in the past, the new realities mean that effective 

production must not be organized in a way that prohibits resiliency and versatility, nor that disconnects 

from continual prioritization of current value. The goal is dynamic structure -- the orchestration of 

diverse capabilities, in alignment, on demand. 

 

Change On Demand 
Demand-driven change constitutes a cultural principle, as well as an “always-on” competency. It is 

geared to strategically cultivate change from a sustained state of resiliency and versatility.  

The competency is developed through enabling:  

 shared real-time awareness of what kind of value is immediately important to target, and how 

to adjust orientation of interactions on demand.  

 Assurance of the availability and motivation of participating actors by synchronizing the benefit 

to those actors with the organization’s benefit of alignment 
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As the organization shifts to the new perspective and invests in maturing the competency, it does not 

orphan existing skills or resources but instead more consistently incorporates them into efforts with 

better organizational ROI. 

The new frame of reference provided in this discussion covers the full set of management touchpoints 

that are systemic influences in enabling the new management of this change. 

Summary 
As noted in the beginning of this discussion, framing is about perspective. Perspective is generated from 

a point of view. The business pressure on organizations to adapt to rapidly changing environments 

imposes urgency and its own idea of value. 

The accounting of Business value will not stop measuring the financial results of converting resources 

into assets for capital gain. But the increasing speed and range of shifts in demand strongly impacts the 

full costs of opportunities taken or lost, and the price in resources of switching from one to another.  

That calls for being built for change as the new baseline business efficiency. The related new frame of 

reference is used to identify the important factors of organizing that way, and why they make sense 

together. Organizations should find that their investment in various models of management can still be 

supportive going forward in attending to those factors and forming their association. 

 

Conclusion 
Under the pressure of increasing volume, variety and unpredictability of change, business continuity is 

actually more about the organization’s adaptability and resilience than it is about efficiency and 

maintenance. 

That perspective frames and drives decisions about how to use influence to align organizational 

responsiveness to demand. 

Most of the vocabulary typifying the approach of this document’s frame of reference is not new, and 

none of it was invented only for change management. But the combination of issues that it describes is a 

new configuration of available management effects, which is here presented as the next normal for use 

with change. 

To use the frame of reference, organizations should expect to go through phases of discovery, decision, 

design and deployment to select and reconfigure cooperation of management practices. 

Assessments will create critical transparency on the current states of management and allow 

constructive responses to be proposed, prioritized and pursued for the purpose of sustainable 

alignments. This naturally includes executives, operations managers, subject matter experts, and 

transactional processing staff in the determination of relevant organizational adaptations for 

enablement.  

ChangeBridge solutions are designed to cross the gap between the organization’s current and future 

management state required for oncoming change. To get started, contact us at www.changebridge.co. 


