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1 Introduction

The central topic of my research is dialogue. Looking around me now, my surroundings in the
narrower and the broader sense, | must say | still cannot imagine a more adequate topic. | used
to work as organisation developer, and | accompanied several projestelopments and
changes in various organisations as change management expert. Dialogue between those
affected by the change is a critical element of my approach to organisation development as |
learned it from my tutors. During my assignments, | hdways had the feeling that any change

is condemned to death at medium term at maximum without that. | was surprised to learn that
this was not considered evident by all. Working with executives, but also with prominent
representatives of my own professidnhad to realise that this was not obvious even for
responsible managers and renown counsellors. On the contrary, my dialogue initiatives
sometimes actually even provoked resentment and resistance. | became uncertain. Is my
concept wrong then, somehow?8H | redefine myself as OD expert? As a first step, | set out

to study theories of change management as OD practitioner. Later on, | could do the same as
full-time academic. By then | had already defined the broader topic of my research: What do
change ranagement theories say about the right way of change management? My previous
professional experience has made it clear that no universal answer existed. No answer that
would lead to the right solutions in any situation, at any time and place. Everytpiegddeon

the organisation: the reality of the given organisation, at a given time, under specific conditions.

The focus point of my research thus originated basically from change management. | examined
the types of change addressed by the change manages@eries. | came to the conclusion

that the more complex the changes they address, the more central partnership, cooperation and
dialogue between management and employees are in the model. The deeper the changes they
operate with, the more they affebetdeepest cultural layers of organisations, the more essential

the dialogue component is for the model.

At this point | felt the urge to examine in more detail what the theories concerned actually meant
by dialogue. And | was curious to see for myself trdialogue really meant, irrespective of the
arguments of management schools. While exploring the dialogue concepts of change
management theories, | stepped out of the framework of change management and the discipline
of management in general to take akl@b what othedisciplines meant by dialogue.

This research strand turned out to be more relevant and decisive than | expected. | invoked the
dialogue theories of philosophy, theology, literary science and cultural anthropology
(sociology) and created aatbgue model inspired by their merger. Actually, the disciplines
concerned have made more progress in understanding and defining dialogue than mine. Also,
the current attempts of management schools are enriched and guided by their answers (and
guestions).

The conclusion of the theoretical research is that organisational change will only be genuine
and permanent if it affects also the cultural deep layers, i.e. the values, assumptions and logics

11 regarded as typical the theories taught at the leading business schools.
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underlying organisational behaviour. In the conceptual systedmalogue philosophies, this
touchingmeansunderstandingNot agreement, not some modification introduced under duress,
but mutual and common understandingvhich, paradoxically, is concurrent with change of
necessity (cf. effect theory).

In the orgaisational context, understanding has several layers. Organisational reality is created

by individuals, jointly; the outcome is something common, but individuals can only move about
(understand, change, develop) I nulturad seliwi t hi n
understandingo is an indivi duauhderatantingisthe and
sum total of the interplay and alignment of such individual actions. It is this permanent
movement back and forth along the individualommoni conmunity axis and the dynamic

of understandingalignmenti co-action that is the essence of change, and also the essence of
dialogue. The conditions of dialogue are also the conditions of understandiagiicoo and

change.

The empirical part of my resedr investigates how the above takes place in organisational
reality. | considered it important to choose a field of empirical research where my topic (change,
change management, dialogue) was topical and prominent, and | ended up with the European
aviationindustry and in particular air traffic control The thesis explains in detail the correlations
between this topic and the research question.

11



2 Theories of change management

It has become almost saf/ident by now that constant change is here to stay iaviwg/day

life of organisation (BarnardandStoll, 2010; BurneandJackson, 2011; Drucker, 2001)is

inevitably present in every organisation awry industry (By, D05; Cummings anWorley,
2001).Changeis driven by theneed for adaptation to survive in the current turbulent business

and economicclimate ( Do b 8§ k 1996 ; Bakacsi, 2005; Robbi
continuous growthas aprimary business objectv(Karp, 2005; Drucker, 2001) arah

immanent featuralsoof capitalismthat isthe operathg mediumof the organisations (Zizek,

2016) andby the everpresent general business fashion treftte.trends include TQM from

the seventiesn, IT developmentsn the eighties, BPR in the nineties and efforts to alter and

develop organisational culture after the mil
continuous change, has a source of gainingcampetitive edge, bws the onhguaranteef
thesurvivalofthe organisation Al t i s not necessary tsayschange

W. Edwards Demingquotedin: Armenakis and Harris, 2009, p. 127).

The above developmened to the explosive growth ofie number of research, empirieadd

theoretical papers arhange managemeintthe past 40 years (Kerb@ndBuono, 2005; Gelei,

1996; Dobgk, 1996) . As Gel ei put it i n an al
take stock eveaft he number of t opi c1996,lp.&5%) ang thelsitmtonm s s e d o
has aggravated since 1996.

Albeit change, the capacity for change is @ganic and necessampart of the life of
organigstions, and this organisational phenomenon has been the topimbérless researches
and publicatios, according to 2008survey of McKinsey & Companyalmost two third$of
the organisational change programs do achieve theiintended resultéBurnes andlacksn,
2011; Burnes, 2011; Sirkin, Keenan and Jackson, 2005; By, 2005; Belohanid, 2000).

By (2005) and the authohe quotes offer several explanatiorfer the aboveln their opinion,

the technical literaturigself has contributed ttow success ratds/ the contradictory and rather
confusing theorieand approachds conveyed There are many superficial analyses, and with

only a few exceptions, the empirical and theoretical findings and models applicable to
organisational change and its management rely on assumptions that had not been tested by the
authors (By, 2005) arnsbthey may have been applied later othatwrong place or time or in

the wrong way (KerbeandBuono, 2005). The assumptions concerned refer to the nature of
change (whatcan be regarded ashange), the role ofmanagers key factors of change
(identification of key factors), the nature of teeniori subordinate relationshigtc.

The most recent publicationsakeefforts totreattheir assumptions more explicitly (Cumming
and Worley, 2001; ArmenakéndHarris, 2009), and some technical articles actualtggorise
the change management approaches based mrithden assumptions (Kerband Buono,
2005, 2011; By, 2005; Burnes, 2011; Pettigrew et al., 2001).

2 The error rates quoted there refer to general organisational change progrE&omehangef-culture
programmes e.g. the corresponding ra@0%. (Burnes, 2011)
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In summary, the assumptions of the variobhange and change managenagyroaches are so
diverdfied that théer only common denominatds thatat the end of the change process
something is done differently than before(Robbins et al., 2010).

According to a more specific and nuanced version of this defirapptied to th@rganisational
context,organisational change is something that results in thalteration ofa keyfeature of

the organisation However, ey f e a t couldendean anything in practiceechnology,

operating processes, outputs, structure, pdwearchy cul t ur e ( Dob 8Kk, 199
Kis). And who, on what basisa(ithorisation,legitimacy will decide whato considera key

featurein the given organisationThe answedepend to a large extenvn the paradigmtic

positionof the respondent. The tfiional or mainstream schools approach the organisations
from the side of contingency 't heorpyoactivbob 8§k,
change(targeting the alteration of the conditionality defined by the environmpréactive
change(copirg with predicted changes in the environment) @eattive changéadaptation to

changes in the environment) based on tberelation of organisational change and the
environment of the organisation (Bakacsi, 20

In terms of the content @hange, the traditional schools distinguisbrementalandradical

change based on the scope, extent and range of change ametrdhehiclevels affected by it

in the organisation( Do b § k , 1996; Bak a tnerementalchahggpicallys e d R,
involves gradual, stepy-step changewhereas radical change means simultaneous and

more extensivalteration ofseveral organisational features.

As for theprocess of change, the most frequent distinctenes made along its two main
dimensions baed onits speed or tempahe changecan beepisodic (discontinuous) and
continwous and in terms of the underlyingtent (or: control exercised over changajtended
andunintended

This paper reviewthe basicchangetypes along these two dimensions to identify the most
popular change management theoriesthadthange types they discusbetheories concerned
are identical in that thesearch for the idedbol (kit) leadingthe (manageyto success in the
given chage process. They focus amanagers; if thego consider theemployee perspective

at all(cf. Armenakis andHarris, 2009)that is to draw conclusions that will giveanagement
certainclues. They want to understand the employees to malee xhe ¢ u toisforecisafge t o
management more efficient, to help thanagemlchievehis goals more efficiently.

The paradigmatic difference dividingrganisationatheories(Burrell andMorgan, 1979) is
obviously mirrored inthe theories of organisational changaur assumptions concerning
individuals andbr organisational reality will determineur attitude and connectiorto the
discourse on organisational change

The difference betweany researcland the mainstream schools is that, instead of the goals set
by theexecutive for himself and the ways and means (reasbwysyhich he achievesof does

3 For furtherviewpoints and more detail on the differencesBeeb § k |, 1996, p.191.; Bakacs
CsedR, 2006, p. 23.
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not achieve) them, my interest lies in how what happetie process afrganisational change
is produced bythe joint action of managemenand staff, superiors ansubordnates My
approach is therefore basically constructivist (interpretative)

Accepting the claim thagamployeesnt oday és or gani sations tend t
of themselves (their ideas, emotions, a growing part of their personality) to the organisation,
thatisit hey ar e mor e p siirschhorh,d¥Prpc%y thd inferpretatersoé nt o
organiséional phenomena (e.g. change) adleative creatiors is definitely nota thought

experiment Employees bring ttmselves into the organisatiadhey areits parts and creators,

not i ts pa@soukase200Rsiareduli ohosganisational changee dosomething

differently i for me, the point here ithe 1% personplural. We, together, collectively, do

something differently, and what | find most interesting is how this comes.about

However,| cannotignorethe mainstream schools of my field, | must not overlook them. My
task asaresearcher is not only to ask specific and relevant questions and try to give adequate
and valid answers to them, but also to plagequestions and answers in the discourse of my
chosen disciplineThis is the reason why will discussthe change types identifieid the
relevantliterature andassignthe leading and known change management ig®to thetype

they are closest to

2.1 Types of changen the relevant literature

2.1.1 Dichotomy based onpace of change

The early change management theoriesdmaeedhat the organisations needed qusisady
stateperiods to function efficientl{RieleyandClarkson, 2001; By, 2005This does not mean

a statewithout any change whatsoevehereis no live organism, whethean individual, a
group,anorganisation or any system composed of subsys{8cisein, 2002)that would be
completelyunchanging even at the level of its subsysterfbmeostasis is typical of every
living organism andrefleds the state otontinuous adaptation to the changing environment
(Schein, 2009. By lack of change we meam quasisteady statavherethe integrity, the
predicable operation of the given system (individgabup, organisation etci3 maintained
and that gives the systensanse of securityg certairstability andits identity (Schein, 1996).

Todayds appr oaches cande assiggea toitwo angjar subsgistemschhsach g e
on their view of thehange/quassteady state relatighip, i.e whetheitheyassume aequential

order of quassteady periods angeriods/episode®f change or categorically deny the
occurrencef quasisteady statein a wellfunctioning organisation of our days

4 This concept ofhe change of organisms is based on the woKuof Lewin. SeeSchein, 1993, 1996, 1999,
2002.
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incremental incremental continuous
change change
change change change

1. Figure. Typesofc hange. Aut hordés diagram based on By (2005)

Further points can be defined along the axism$odic/discontinuous to continuous chgnge
based orBy (2005) | will considerthe following change types: discontinuous, incremental,
bumpy incremental, continuous and bumpy continuous

The maincharacteristiof discontinuous changeis that major internal problems or serious
external constraints trigger significant and f&sfts easy to separate from eveéayoperation,

at strategic, structural or cultural level or a combination of these. fhinesshiftschanges are
then followed by longer periods of consolidation and pe@banges of this type can also be
conceived of as sued, oneoff, rare breaks with the pa@ettigrew, 2001when the focus of
managemens directed ai major project or a wellefinable object of chand&otter, 2008).

Incremental changeis continuous change that can be divided into-deflnable peondsin
terms of time, scope and subject matteach unit of the organisation addressa single
problem, a single change at a time, but there is always something to deal witange.The
reason for the changeay liewithout or within the systermndincludeminor or majorstrategic
shifts due to the€ontinuous strategic revisiqgpgrocesghat affects the entire organisation and
demand some, bigger or smaller, change on behalf of every organisational u+si/stgm
There are twosubcategories withinncremental change based on how even, periodic and
predictable the objects of the changes &oglay there is almost radhange following a uniform
distribution; instead, one may speaklmfmpy incremental change, as the authors quoted by
By (2005)put it: arecurrentlyinterrupted steady state

The literature offersseveral definitions of continuous changeterms of theabove typology,
By s i nt er gontieubus chamgediffecs ffrom the concept of incremental change in
that this processs not a byandlarge uniform oneaffecting the entire organisatiorBy
continuous change he means continuous adaptation, i.e. changes that can be interpreted at the
level of the operational/organisational ur@itertain authorge.g.Luecke,quoted inBy, 2005)
therefore do not consider these two categories diffeaadt suggest to merge the categories of
continuous and incremental change (as interptegd®y). By, however, argues that this would
mean disregarding the extettte scopepf the change, i.e. whether it takes place at the level of
the organisation or a subsystemhether it affectshe strategy or some local aspéeks in the
case of incremental chand®y distinguishes eveandbumpy(continuou$ change This fine-
tuning mirrors the volatileaspectof continuous change.e. the alternation ohore and less
intensive periods in the operational change processes

Somewhat in contrast with the terminology of Bygttigrewet al.(2001)mean bycontinuous
change uninterruptedchange unfolding andlaking shape during the process itsdi new

15



pattern of organizing i n t hegPetagoew etralc 200lod. e x p |

704) These two different concepts of continuous change foretell the distinctionrgfectygpes
along another typicalimension that of inteniNote, however, thaettigrewassumes an initial
intentto change andunintendedness refers tioe specific content, the aim, of change

Kotter (2008)also builds up thedefinition of continuous chage onits being continuous as
opposed to aneoff major project, involving the continuous adaptation of such organisational
elements athe competencies or organisational culture

Accordingly, in what follows | will use the terncontinuous changeto denotea process
involving the entire organisatigihe content of which unfolds/is specified during the process
itself.

Incrementavs. continuous changdave their respectivedvantages and cos@f course, what
is an advantage in one typEn beconceived of as a deficiency or drawback in the other and
vice versa

Incremental change has the advantage that the turmoil, chaos and vulneasditiatedvith
continuous change &bsent andthe costs are also loweHowever, as pointed out by derzs

of authors, thechievementsf the oneoff large-scale changes are difficult (or impossible) to
preserveTheykeepcreatng and keemg up apermanent internal focus, developing a basically
reactive and defensive attitude to the environment, andgdegrate new routines that again
turn out to be something to be changed sooner or (@gr2005)

‘ INCREMENTAL CHANGE ‘ ‘ CONTINUOUS CHANGE ‘
Achievements get fixed better (in a

Periods of rest, without uncertainty permanent, stable way)

Lower costs Active, proactive attitude to the

Less vulnerable organisation environment

Results in less routine operation

Achievements are difficultto make

permanent Permanent uncertainty
Reactive, defensive attitude to the More vulnerable organisation
environment High costs

Supports routine operation

1. Table. Incremental \s continuous change: advantaged i sadvant ages (Authorés tabl e)

Awareness of the visible advantages and drawbacks does not automatieafighat the
initiatorgexecutorgpersons in charge @hange can deliberately choose one type or the.other
This type of control, its possibility, is the basisambther fundamentalistinction between the
various types of changes

16



2.1.2 Dichotomy of intended/unintendedchange

The intendedunintendeddichotomyis based omwhether the organisational actocsan plan,
direct, manage, deliberately control #teangeprocess

Unintended change takes placein an unplannedway, not deliberately, withoubeing
coordinaed andcontroled at organisational levelThat is, byunintendedchange | mean a
change that jushappensto the organisatiofCumming and Worley, 2001).The changes
concernectan be minoor major organisational changes even radical orsxe.g. crisis) or
cases ofpermanent improvemeriiased essentially on the trahderror method appliedch
everyday work thatvill occasionally spread to the whole angsation(Kerber and Buono,
2005).Suchcontinuouseverydaychanges aranatural part of organisatisii\Wheatley, 199),
t he r e salurat evolutinhary hanges ( Sc hei n, th& ddrdt, necgssarily3d 4 ) ,
promote the enhancementarfjanisational efficienc{Schein, 2002).

There are three main typesiotended change KerberandBuono (2005, 2011dlistinguish
directed, planned and guided processes of change

Directed changeis initiated and directed from the uppermdserarchic levels of the
organisation They depend on the authority of the managers, and on the degree of
accommodation to/acceptance of chahgéher subordinatesConsequently, the main task of

the managers gersuasion, the treatmésdidressingf theemotionakeactions of the members

of the organisation

Planned changemay startat any hierarchiclevel andcan be initiated by any actor of the
organisationthe only requirement is the support of top manageniém most widespread and
popular change managemeheories concern planned processes of chafigey serve as
map, a project management tool for the leaders of champey emphasisthat the primary
function of change leaders to identifyandinvolve the organisational actors concerraaa
establish their commitmeniThe importance assigned to participation notwithstanding,
preservation of the results of the initiative and the results of changestrategic task and
responsibility the need forchange its aim and vision andthe feasibility of the processs
decided at theppermosstrategic level

Guided (facilitated) changetakes place in the context of a turbulent business/economic/social
environment Wth manysimultaneous andverlapping changesccurringin the organisatian
these changesmerge, unfold, transform established practoetoperating models or test new
ideas Guided changstrives to exploit the professional expertise and creativity of the members
of the organisationr, to use a nicer expression, to graspojgortunities inherent in them, and
supportsandencourages tlireindependent initiativeS' he changesoncernedire organic parts

of the life of the organisation, they basically td&egrantedhe commitment of the members

5| deliberately refrain from referring to one or several organisational actors or group of actors (e.g. managers,
initiators of the change, agents of change, employeey, lEicause the change management schools identify
different actors as drivers andk®y actors of organisational change
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to the organisation and thesontribution to its goalsThis approach does not want to tell the
actors of the organisation what they should do and why, but rather inspires them to grasp the
opportunities of chang@anddesign the activities

The special, internal tensionhierent inthis type of changes due to the fact that change itself
is intended but its implementation is nothe process of change is minimally controlled, the
goals are not set in advance, nor can they be defined in adVéecairection, the aisunfold
during the process, andsta question of thepecificchangenanagement concepeing applied
whether itwill take a final forn{e.g. action researcfioghlanandBrannick, 2014 or not(e.qg.
learning organisatiorenge, 1990 ab, 1993

In sumnary: the researchterature identifis several types of chang®ne fault line dividing

the researchesoncernedinto two major groups isvhether they considethe relationship
between change and theasisteady state typical of the organisati@ssbeingdiscontinuous,
incremental or continuougnother fault lindies alongcontrolbeingexercised over the change
processi.e. to what extent the initiators and/or leaders of the change can and/or want to assert
their intents during the process

There are alsanintendedrganisational changeSheseareessentially}changes thatannot be

planned and controlledsuch ascrises or natural, unintendedinnovation or evolutionary
developmenprocessedJnintendedchangesare present in the everyddife of organisatios

but, interesting as they are, thase not part of my researctWhen an organisation starts to
deliberately, intentionally unfold and disseminatsome organisational innovation project
within its own framewwmatyr aledo nionn owateiro rs,p elau
learning or planned change, and that can already be interpreted within the scope of the
phenomena investigated thisresearch

2.1.3 Well-known change management theories by type of change

This chapter identifies thigpes of change treated by the known change management models

It was amajor dilemma of my research how deep | should dive in the oceamisi$
management theorie$ h e toeeadm i6s n o eAs mdicgtedraleeady, tha number

of researches dethted to organisational change and change management underwent rocketing
growth in the past 40 yearis is impossibleto survey the range of their topigSelei, 1996)por

even thechange modelsnushrooming in their wakeToday, there isno selfrespectig
consulting comparfywithout a change management model of its oerefore, mapping the
theories and models of change manageriseahimpossiblemission However,a closer look

at the theoriesnakesyou realise that there is nothing new under the kdeed, there is no
novelty compared to the mainstreéimories being taught husiness schoal§ol simplified

6 Here are some examplekthe change management models of Hungarian consulfots Csoport
(http://flowcsoport.hu/services#valtozasvezetekulturafejlesztes ICG
(http://integratedconsulting.hu/filozofiank/valtozasmenedzsin@rdw http://grow-group.com/valtozas
menedzsmertanacsadag/
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things byconsideringhe establishednodels general ideaand assuming that amgw model
would correspond to one or a combination of thes

Managemenbf DISCONTINUOUS organisational change tideen the most widespread and
popularapproachuntil quite recently The reason foits popularity lay in the functionalist
management concept prevailingarganisationamanagemenandits promise of thdast and
efficient attainmentof the targetslts attitude to change, the organisation and the stakeholders
was determined by such concepts as resistappesition sources of information, key staff,
stakeholders and authority

An excellent demonstration of tll@SCONTINUOUST GUIDED change management concept is
provided by the change strategies developed in the seventiesalyhorsZaltman 1 Duncan
(1977)based on their experiencehe four strategies making up the moaled cesigned tdelp
the executivesshift the behaviour obrganisationaktakeholdersn favour of organisational
change That is, organisational change,atisnand contentare determined bynanagementhe
leaders of changand in that procedssasis obvious fronthe telttale names of the strategies
T employees are the negative actors to be managed somé&heweader may choose one of
four change management approachaking intoaccount the changstuationand its main
characteristicsThese secalled situabnalcharacteristicare the followinganticipatedevelof
opposition relationshipof the organisational actors wiitiormal or informal) poweto the
change (do they support liave they realisethe needfor it, etc), powerof the initiators of
change, commitment of stakeholdedsgree of urgency/necessity of changediosuringthe
adaptation of the organisation amade ofrisk of failureand the threat it represeifits its future
Thefacilitative, re-educative persuaive, or powerbased strategymatching the situatioaver
has to beehos@& accordingly

Some authors expressly emphasise that organisational change and corporate strategy are
inseparable concep{By, 2005).Todayd s 0 r g aconsideattaiumversaltuth that the
capacity for change rucial fors u r v iClhaagke or di@ Rdbbins et al., 2010, p. 518)0,

change can be regarded as a strategic competency and also a strategic ,abjdcstanding

order or assignmefibr change management

As explained abovaeN CREMENTAL changeis composed ofvell-definablephases in terms of
time, scope and subject mattarhenthe individual units of the organisation treat a single
problem, a single change at a tin@@ntinuous and periodic strategitipewision actually
defines such phases of change for the organisaBiohchanges induced by innovation also
result in such phases (Bouwen &g, 1991).These strategic changes, whether maljgitsor
minor finetuning efforts affect the whole organisati anddemandsmaller or bigger changes
on behalf of every unit or stdystem

The change management typology matchstrgtegy implementatiois associated with the
name ofNutt (1987). The main difference between the four implementation strategies
(intervention, participation, persuasion and edict tagties in how far Leader Nolinvolves

" For a more detailed comparison, see Annex 1
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others instrategymaking, the setting of the strategic goals and expectations and the preparation
of the strategic actioplans and who t Hese fAotherso are

The change management typology associated with innovation is hallmarked by the names of
Bouwen and Fry. Their article (1991) describes mainly innovation strategiéhe term

Ai nnovati ono athe develepynentuanccimpiementat®raofnew idegsdople

who over time engage in transactionsanith ot
Fry, 1991, p. 37)That is, in their interpretation, innovation and change are one and the same
thing. In the course of change, the (predominant) logic @idroutineis challenged by a new

logic (that of change)lhe success of innovation depends on the qualitytefaction between

the two logicsIn their research, thauthorsidentified four core strategies for the meeting of

the two logics The firstthreemodels(power, sales, expéjtcorrespond almostompletelyto

the power/persuasivehedlucative strategies @altmani Duncanon the one hand, and to
Nuttdé persuasion, intervention and edict strate@igslei, 201) on the otherOnly the fourth

fails to fit. The confrontatnallearning strategynobilisescultural levelsand offers a totally
different qualitative levefor the meeting of the two logi¢see Chapte2.2.3). Thetermination

of the process is followed by a longer period of consolidation and rest, when the new or
innovation logic of the process of change becomes the dominant logic

Beer and Nohria (2000) distinguish two fundamental changes and change management
approaches badeessentially on two factar®ne is changeft ype AEO f ocusing
components of the organisation and the other is chafigey pe A OO0 stressin
components The distinction does not rely exclusively on the focal point of change: this
dichotomy can be detected also in the style and process of change manaJémettange

concept underlying change managenw@hniype Ecorresponds exactly tihat of guided and
discontinuouschange and thene behind Type @o planned and discontinuowhange For,

the main difference between the two is that while Tigproaches the change proctss

down, Type O adopts what is essentially a participative appro&oincing by persuasive and

power toolss opposed tinvolvement, thentent of creatigp commitment

Kot ts &8stép model (Kotter, 2006, 2007, 2008), probably the -kestvn change
management model, is akin to the above Type O mddster had designed his modehat
became mogpopular in a short time almo20 years agqPreface of the Editor dflarvard
Business Reviewo Kotterd s a 2007).Thé steps or stages are arranged in a strict sequence,
and failure may derive from missing oskepor following the wrong ordefKotter, 2007).

In Kotterd s 0 pthenkieyofactos of successful change management raotivation and
commitment, a powerful coalition supporting change, vision and communication and the
institutionalisation of the results on the everyday life of the organisatater onKotter
himself acknowledged #t change management scenario and key factors had to be
supplementedOne reason for that waarbulence in théusiness/economic world has kept
intensifyingafter he created his model (i.e. second half of the ningfegjer, 2008, 2012)n

8 For a more detailed comparison, see Anaex
® For a more detailedomparison, see Annéx
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the new erajnstead of being scargghenomenastrategic changes and major organisational
changes in their wakeecame increasingly frequentcurringmore often than every few years
Kotterrealised that hismodel in itself did not offer a suitable mettology for coping with such
frequent changes; instead, flexible solutiond tmabe integrated in the organisational structure
to permit continuous adaptatiofhis has led tdotterd s -cadlenl double operating order
theory?, which means @ONTINUOUS, PLANNED change

Action research (abbr.: AR) also bring®NTINUOUS PLANNED changeto the life of the
organisation AR is a changeprocess havin@g twofold aim to solve some organisational
problem ando contribute to scientific knowledge on the organisations (Grasselli, 2009). From
the perspective of science, the academia, the main the&R sfthe following:filf you want

truly to understand somethingy to changei t(Schiein 1996 p 64 based on Kurt.ewin). In

this context, change is bati pr et ext o0, aln addittbe @ lthe enectment rof
scientific development, of scientifievel knowledge AR explicitly wants to contribute to
solving real problems.

Looking at AR from the perspective of the mannecaitribuion to solving real problemse.

from that ofpractice (change managemerit)is only slightly different fromorganisational
developmentCoghlanandBrannick (2014)for example, identify orgnisational development

(OD) as a AR implementation optionBakacson the contrary qualifies action research as the
Adomi nant process model o(Bakdcsi, @005 p. @5.Y$eabiasico n a | (
literature on Organisational Behaviour, howevezats the two apafsee:Robbins et al, 2010;
CummingsandWorley, 2001).

Besideghe explicit aim ofcontributonto scientific knowledgethe other difference between
action research and organisational developmenmiasaction researclundergoes dynamic
development during thprocesstself (Coghlanand Brannick, 2014)andtherefore treats the
iterative quality of changes, i.e. one change leading to anathet) more deliberakg than
OR. Action-activity in one process generatasotter action, i.e. the next step of the change
process(Grasselli, 2009).That is, action researctends tobring continuouschangeand
organisational research incremental change in the life of organsation

The most complex change management approachesodaefine themselves as change
management school$hey consider change and learning inseparable-¢ateptsin their

10 Kotter himself emphasises that the everyday management of organisations requires some kind of stable
operation(and the traditional hierarchies, the known management processes are adequatelfor this)

supplementary structuralements need to be established to detect and identify any dangers and opportunities in

the organisational environmefithis second(ary) operating system is the structural element that guarantees the
organi sationds capacitisenvimmmertlEgauses pnetre prvirosmefifusiniessc hange s
industrial environmentand the organisation and the continuous monitoring of the correlations and linkages of

the two; this is what it analyses and evaluates and then converts into strateggtegit stctionThe term

Afsecondd means that it supplements the traadliti onal (|
doubles the operation of the organisatigfotter, 2012)

Kotter calls this supplementary structure a strategic networkoditeenetworklike quality and strategic focus

(Kotter, 2012) Kottestrives to capitalise on the advantages of simple organisations such-asptart ( Dob 8 k an d
Antal, 2010)in larger, more structured organisations as flexibility deriving from thearkbs operation of such

smaller organisations.
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opinion, change ien immanent part of the life of organisat®in the 2% century and
organisational learning is tlmrganisationecompetency that ensures letie survival. There
are severabrganisational learningapproachesgsee the typology didmonsorandMoingeon

in: EdmonsorandMoingeon,1998),but | was concernegrimarily with the theories to which
this learning/change parallebgld be applied(the bestkknown one beingthose ofEdgar
Schein and Chris Argyris). That school differs from the others in that research focuses
expressly on the individualand instead of simply urging a change of (individual or
organisational) behaviouit, considers the alteration of tlasumptions, thevays of thinking
underlying behaviour the keyo successThe common denominator of these theories is the
assumption thareal chang@ a human system will manifest itself also in the altdrehaviour

of the individual A change of behaviouin turn,requiresa cognitive changehe individual
perceives, understands, sees and interprets the wmoalchew way i.e. the t(human) system
changegWatzlavik et al., 1974pnd this is reflectednd showralsoby the change of behaviour
(that is merely a symptom, a consequenté)js phenomenon is called seceadderchange
(Watzlavik et al., 1974; Palmer et al., 20083loubleloop learningArgyrisandSc h° n). 197 8

Organisational learning, in this sense -knoivladge pmcegsanmwhishat i o n
the organisation acquires growing awareness of its situation, objectives and ogelagion
reflecting on the acceuulated collective experience, and challenging certain things regarded as
given beforehand, and can therefore operate with growing efficiency and effectiveness

(Gelei, 2002,p.6) Given the nature of the process, it can only b8USDED, FACILITATED

procalure And it may happen in certain organisations thatlsedfwledge acquisition becomes

a permanenprocessan integral part of everyday lifef so, we speak of @ONTINUOUS state

of changei.e. operation aarning organisation (Senge 1990al2006; SengeandKoffman,

1993).

Leaders’ approaches to change (control over the process)

intended unintended
Directed Planned Guided
\/// —\\_\_///
> iBeer and Nohria: model ,.E” iBeer and Nohria: model ,,0” Crisis management
el 8 Discontinuous | Zaltman and Duncan {Kotter’s eight steps
= o | |
3 8 ‘
2 5 ‘ ‘ ‘
s [5) | Nuit’s implementation | Organizational Development | | Organizational Learning No change management
o 2 | strategies 1 (OD) | (Argyris, Schein)
° I tal 1 1 1
e G ncrementa | | | Bouwen &Fry:
8 =] : : ! confrontational learning
© % ! ! | model
= : :
g ; i Action Research (AR) i Learning Organization No change management
R=RE=BN Continuous i Kotter’s dual operating ! (Senge)
@] A | system :

out of the present research’s focus - n/a

2. Table. Distribution of thewelkk nown change management theories by frequenc
compilation)
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| have showrabovethe change types identified the literature and | classified thestknown
change management theories according to the changs ttyge aspire to solveNote the
external, pseudobjective! researcher perspectivadopted in myapproach Although the
researcher can classify aadalyse changes according to his/her own categaripsactice,it

is the subjective assessment of the members of the organisetiaf the researchehat will
decide whether a given process qualifies as organisational chgmgéwo parties may sb
have different opinions on the type @fangeembodied in the process, whatever the relevant
researcher/expert definitions say

In another paradigm, organisational chamgelefined as the outcome of the interpretation
processes of thgivenorganisatn. In the social constructivisparadigm(Blaikie, 2007)AThe

organization is no longer considered as an entiyivanoutt her e ( é) . An orga
rather, a negotiated social real it yandwry,t h a <c
1991, p. 38)

In the context ofchange managementhis approach could be interpreted as follows:
fOrganisations haveheir ownmore or less shared interpretation of what thieyuld regarés

key organisational characteristasd whatasthe changeof the given organisatioh é JThese
organisational contents are the products of the history of the organisation, of its past and present
meaningidentifying and problersolvingprocessesAs a matter of fact, organisational changes

can only be understoaahd indeed the content of organisational change can only be defined
through the understanding of organisational processes ( Ge | e i), 1996, p. 72

The decisive majority of the change management approaches rdi follow this
interpretative/constructivisteénd but adopt a basically functionalist attitude and look for the
tool(kit)s that will bring the manager tesuccess in the given change procdswey focus on
managersl¢aders, if theydoadoptanemployee perspectifseeArmenakis andHarris, 2009),
they do so to draw conclusions thatovide clues for leader3hey want to understand the
employeesvith a view tomake the change managemtatls of managersnore efficient and

to let managesachievetheir goals as effectively as possible

The paradigmatic differencef organisatioal theories (Burrell and/lorgan, 1979 Scherer,
2002 Blaikie, 2007 obviously characterises also the theories of organisational ch@uoge
assumptions concerning individuals andyamisational reality determineur attitude and

connectiorto the discourse on organisational change

Letdéds | ook at my own r es e aMygpositionhasorygstalisedon def
during the mapping of the theories of organisational change ahd pracess atheresearch

What | find interesting is not how and why (why not) a manager achievasrgsbut how the

co-action of managers and subordinates produces what happens during organisational change

As a result of the changeie do something differently andthe point here, for me, is tHg!

11 This expression implicitlymplies my own paradigmatic positiohwould not have considered it authentic to
use the term Aobjectived, because | diewpairdaFormoel i eve i |
detail on the objective/subjective dilemma, seeherer, 2002.
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personplural. We, together, collectively, do something differently, and what | find most
interesting is how this comes about

However, | could not ignore and overlook the mainstream schools of my field. My task as a
researcher is not only to ask specific and relevant questions and give adequate and valid answers
to them, but also to place my questions and answers in the discourse of my chosen discipline
The moment frealised what researcher perspective | wanted éptad look into this subject

matter, | reviewed the known change management theories oncedsdiverately from this
perspectiveThe resulting reading is described in the following chapter.

2.2 Levels of cooperation inchangemanagement theories

As mentoned above, the decisive majority of change management theories is functionalist,
whereaslie constructivist approach implies a radically different paradBlaikie, 2007). At

this point, | set out to investigate whether thashe management schott®ughtin terms of
communitiesTo use the functionalist terminology, ivat relationship, what type of cooperation

and coeaction they assumed and prescribed for the processes of change. Or, to ask the same
guestion from a managerial perspecti@écourse there are many presuppositions inherent in

this wording) What level of employee involvement do the known change management theories
consider ideal (the pledge of success)?

The early (andhe bestknown) change management theories focusmployeeresstance

(resistance coming from thheembers of the organisatiorffhange means an alteration of the

status qupandresistance is bound to appd@altmanandDuncan,1977 BouwenandFry,

1991; Nutt, 198). The inherenassumptioris thatthe employee isot necessarily a cooperating

partnefi n t hi s approach, t he eanthghould yhereforeibs forced,t p ar
manipulated, persuaded, maybe educabatiat the least assistéchltmanandDuncan, 1977,

Nutt, 1987).0r perhaps bencouragd, motivated, made committéBeerandNohria, 2001;

Kotter, 2006, 2007, 2008andfor this reasome involved in various phases of the process

Obviously, the concefmns that consider the employdenbt an adversaryyut some kind of

outsider are quiteemote from the one in which managers and employees shape organisational
changetogether and change develapsthe wake of their cooperatiom these theories, the
employee is the necessary evil in the process whereby the mamnegéorealisehis gals

However, the more participatory approaches take something for graheedecessity of
changemust bedeclaredat management level and communicatetdown and those who are

A d o wrugibe involved as a next steponsequently, even if they do naetgard employees

as Ainstrumentso, they dathemot consider them

Based orRobbins (201Q)the theories of change management can alstabsifiedaccording
to their point of departure, i.e. what they assume (take for grafteethoice of focal point
determines theole givenby managemertb employeedn the process of change

Thesolution-centred schoolsregardthe problem and consequently the aim of chaaggiven
(defined bymanagemenbr an external expeyt and they provide solutions, i.e. tactics,
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strategies and aiddor that problem i.e. forthe effective management of the specific change
concernedThe problem-focusedapproaches assume thia¢ solution, the steps to be taken is
determined byhe nature of the problenTheystep back and consider problem identification
with the active contribution of employeesthe first objective The culture-oriented change
management schoagechange aacontinuougprocess otollective self-reflecton, where the
success of change depends on the depth of the effort and its collective nature

2.2.1 Solution-centred change management schools

The solutiorcentredchange management schools (ZgtmanandDuncan, 1977; Nutt, 1987;
BeerandNohria, 2000; Kotter2006, 2007, 20Q&artly BouwenandFry, 199) declare that
the aims and directions (the problem to be solved) are set by the manadau{<p do that
one has to address also the fact that tmganisation includes also employeé&he suggested
ways and means éfd e a | i thego diffar bylschoal

ZALTMAN AND DUNCAN (1977)openly speak of manipulation, forcing by poweolsor, in a
softer version of awarenessaising and facilitation. The difference betweenthe four
implementation strategies defined HyTT (1987)lies in how far the top executive involves
others in strategynaking,in setting the strategic goals apieparingthe action plans, and who
t hese 0 o(extemal sxpertsa keg stakeholders anecteld committeeare the only
groups mentioned at af?

The first three of the four scalled innovation models defined BpuwEN AND FRY (1991, for

an excellent Hungarian summary, see Gelei, 2011) are very similar to the typoldadsnain

T Duncanand ofNutt. The power, sales, expert and confrontaldnlearning strategies in the

theory ofBeuwenandFry refer to theclashbetween the dominant logic determining traest

and the new logimf innovation/changdan the context of organisational inraon, i.e.
organisational changd he aut hor s use t he dneeetingofitdeitveol o g u e
logics their interaction, but it seems more adequate totbalifi n e g o t. The tiffe@nmce®

between the four innovation mode€lsies in how thevarious reality interpretations, logics, or

the fAvarious organisational actors as owner
negotiate with one another

The first three strategies give esieled control tananagemenftypically responsible alstor

defining the strategyintroducingthe change, the new logi€ontrol is exercised over the
discourseof the partiesandthe object of the changin the power strategy, the stronger party,

typically managemenbnes i dedl y f or cesniittisomwandraatiaorny Id
otherpartp ( Gel ei ,)Th@l salps 49 ategy moppalhi applreoas
BouwenandFry, 1991, p. 42)and the expert strategy relies on cognitive persug8onwen

and Fry, 1991).0Only the fourth, the confrontatior@allearning strategy differs from the
typologies ofZaltmanDuncanor Nutt in that the meeting of the dominant (old) and change

2 For more detail, see Annexgsnd?2.
13 For a detailed comparison, see Ani3ex
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(new) |l ogic entails Atheir sincere dialogue

paticipatoom ( Gel ei ,) 2011, p. 150

BEER AND NOHRIA (2000) see the key to successful change in the sequential alternation of
changes of Types E and Sressing tat Type E should be the firssince that is what focuses

on the hard elements of the organisationwhat is atop-down approach Employee
participation can only come later, after the alteration of the hard elecwmrggleredhe most
important bymanagementlt goes without saying #t the direction and aim of the change is
defined by the manager(s)

Although iInKOTTERS graphic exampléthe case otthe penguing Kotter,2007) the necessity

of change is recognised Ispmeone who is not imanagementhis role endsand control is

taken over by the lattemce thg areconvincedof the necessityManagemeninust generate a
feeling of urgency in employeés ensure motivatiarmrheyhave to inform them ahe market,

the rivals, market competition and financial perfonce, the expected trends, and all this has
to be communi c adnakkthe statuaque deemanore daaggrous than launching
into the unknowrd  ( Ko t th,@.ro8)Beide® usingational argumentst is important to
impact onfthe nonanalyi cal si de of t hpe 35wiemplogeesi.e(theavayt e r
theyfeel This fimpacting closely resemblethe concept omanipulationthat Zaltmanand
Duncanhad treated openly

Every step proposed bgotter (generating a sense of urgensgtting up a steering group,
development of a vision) is a managent taskAlthough he speaks of setting up a coalition to
steer the procegto directthe changes in cooperation with the manageKRey criterion of the
coalition is that its members must agree with the actual situation of the organisation, the
challenges, opportunities, and taises and meansanychanggKotter,1999,2007aly 2008,
Bakacsi, 2004)as interpreted bymanagementThus Kotterd s mo d eséem mghly
participative, but cooperation with a team selected by the managenaming tothe
manager 6s goal s aealdoopemtmpnihey de coeperates with tee maradger
unilaterally. The cooperation isertainlynot areciprocalprocess

2.2.2 The problem-focusedchange management schools

Robbins (2010) assigns organisational development and action research to the category of
problem-focused change management approache8ut Kotterd $2012) double operation

model also belongs herAs compared to the previous schools, these taleemorestep back

and do not consider it evident that manager(s) see clearly what needs to be changed in the
organisation to improvis effectivenessTaking a step backieans in this case a review, a
diagrosis of the organisatioto find acommon (collectivepnswerto the questions: Where

are we now? What is the problem? How could thingsitmgroved These questions bring to

the surface phenomena that are really relevanthéowhole organisation (not only the
manager(s)), and explore the real and jointly interpreted prohlems
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Problemoriented change management approaches make explicit their hurad@mbcratic
values based on which they view organisations, change processes, -acbigcoby the
memberf the organisation.

1. Respect of peopleindividuals must be seen as people capable of assuming
responsibility, as conscientious, and caring.

2. Trust and support:an essential feature of a healthy and effective organisation is
trust/confidence, credibility,ral an open and supportive atmosphere

3. Sharingpower:effectiveness necessitates the reduction of power, and control linked
to the organisational hierarchy

4. Confrontation: if we keep sweeping problems under the rug, we have no chance of
true growth ancthange. It is important to face up to the real problems openly and
honestly.

5. Participation: the more people we involve in the decision making process, the
likelier it is that they end up becoming committed to implementing the changes
(Robbins et al., 2030

However, the most important value ég@operation based on the above, which refers to
relationships among the members of the organisation, as well as to the connection of external
experts to the organisation (Robbins et al., 2010; Coghlan and Branniek,&@6élei, 2012).

Devel oping cooperation among t he obotlgtheni sat i
objective and thanstrumenbf intervention in ORGANISATIONAL DEVELOPMENT (OD),
given that the steps applied by OD assume, and render indispensaigeration among
advisors, and the organiWaleyi2000)6 s members. (C

The basis ofooperation, of theelationships within the organisation and between advisors and
members of the organisation is the cadled democratic dialogue(Coghlan and Brannick,
2014). The qualifierdemocraticstands for the fundamental values described above. And
dialoguein this case means an honest and open dialogue on problems, difficulties, or even
strengths, positive features during which a commorerstdnding is reached. That dialogue is
more importanin the process h an a n y t h through cerlvessation that thingssstariito

¢ h a n (@Rebbirts et al., 2010, p. 529)

This approach already implies that change isommoncreation beginning withits very
definition (objectives, directions, vision, etc.), and including the process itself. It is also stated
that the process of creation laycommunity isdialogue Dialogue and, what is more,
democratic dialogue is an element that appears in etegy$the organisational development
processandthus becomes the pledge of the effectiveness, and the success of the process.

At the same time the diagnosis, and the interventions that bring about chaligetedeand

are focussed on objectives speifin advance in tandem with the leaders. The diagnosis may
reveal that the real issuls somewhere else, but the contract between client and outside expert
sets a limit to thescopeof problem specification, solutions and interventions. (Cummings and
Worley, 2001) While the contract is subject tegmng reflection and supervision, the ultimate
client in the process imanagementFrench and Bell, 1993; Bakacsi, 200&jhd that impses
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certainlimits onorganisational development. That means, then, that the democratic dialogue is
by al |l means at t he mercy of t o pwilreadn a g e me
commitment.

The steps oACTION RESEARCH(AR) correspond to organisatidrdevelopment to the extent

where this procesasorests on diagnosiaction, the steps of interventiogly on that diagnosis

and ardollowed by evaluation. Howevefit he eval uation | eads to th
situation based onwhatisl@ae d fr om t he pr @vasselly 209apc 66i)on cy
Similarly to organisational developmentreal order, aesearch question can only be defined
following the diagnosis, together with the client.

A characteristic similar to organisational demhent, essentially determining the fundaments

of the processs collaborative democratic partnership(Coghlan and Brannick, 2014), which
exceeds thelemocratic dialogue characterising organisational development in that it builds
even more powerfully on involving the members concerned by organisational chasayh in

and everystep of the process. So then, in organisational developthentlecision iglways

with the top managers of the organisation, including deciding who, when, how and to which
members the organisation should provide feedback, and what specific order should be placed
on the basis of the diagnosis, and what action, and what stepd $bitmw the diagnosis.
Differently from the above, in action researplartnership cuts across the entire process, thus
rendering all decisions even more democraidresulting in cedecision (Robbins et al., 2010;
Bakacsi, 2005) with all persons conged in each of théopicslisted above. The person in
charge of thicooperation is the action researcher (advisarhis isan important qualitative
feature of the procesas opposed to organisational development where the cllenhighest
ranking oficer appointed to manage the procefstermines the extent and the quabify
involvement and cooperation

The clear similarities between organisational development and action research fail to render the
distinction between the two schools either simplemambiguous. Some regard organisational
development a sutype of action research just for that reasonemghasothers see it the other

way around, and label action research the dominant model of organisational development.
Possible explanations of theaitifference is irrelevant for our current subject, and | have
presented them in a previous chapter Gespter2.1.1).

The third examplef a problerafocusedchange management approach apart from OD and AR

i s KOT DEHAROFERATING SYSTEM MODEL (Kotter, 2012). Here the author
attempts to describe how to capitalise on the advantages of simple organisations such as start
ups (Dob8&8k and Antal, 2010) in | arger, mor e
from the networked operation of sushnaller organisations.

Kotter claims that a second operating system is the structural element that ensures that the
organisation can respond to changes around it at the necessary speed. In its focus is the on
going monitoring of the (business, industrighvironment and the organisation and the
correlations, connections between the two, and it keeps analysing and evaluating these, and
translates them intstrategies,and strategic actions The word fisecon@® means that it
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supplements h e o r g atmaditienal (hierarchit)soperating system, and that makes the
organisati onfoldordupler ati on t wo
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2. Figure. The basic | ogic of Kotterds dual operating model

In terms of its nature, the supplementary or second structnetvi®rkedwhich applies to its
operation and its connection to the hierarchic organisation structure. Due to its networked nature
and strategic focus, Kotter calls this complementary stre@strategic network.

Alts members represent all |l evel s of the o
network from all levelsfrom the topnostto the lowest.

A Its structure is similar to the solar system: there ssearingcoalition which, like the

Sun, taks a central and decisive role in the solar system. grbeps preparing the

strategic decisionsf the steeringcoalition are the lanets of the solar system, attn
employeessupporting their workbehave much like moons or rather satellites in the
solar system. The | atterds role is primar
decisions andlefining problemsand alscaway fromthesga o0 t he or gani sat i
members after such decisions guidelines hae been made.,afdhese @
O0planets6é are flexible depending on the s
the high level of flexibility andhe adaptabilityof the system.
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3. Figure. Therelationship of conventional hierarchy and the strategic network. Source: Kotter, 2012, p. 49.

So then, what we are discussing is a partly modified version, coded in organisational structure
of K o t-step maulal. Ti& cardinal points of the previous model (voluntagteeying
coalition, group jobs, leadershipstead of managementision, shared objectives, continuous
communication, etc.) are transparent as basic principles, heréutabguarantees through a
structural solution thagachlevel of the hierarchygroups of employees much larger than in the
previous modelshould contribute to defining and jointly interpreting the objectiaesl the
direction and triggers of the changAs a matter of facthis is now about an egoing,
institutionalised process gbint thinking i and, at a certain level joint decisioamaking
(dialogue)i involving each group of employees. Kotter, however, fails to describe what he

me a n scertiglevéd i n any mor e det aiekecutidirémais strongly | e me n

organisatiordependent, and even more managgpendent.

2.2.3 Culture-oriented change management schools

A

Il n Robbinsd ,thethidaype ot change imanggement schaotbat of theso

called culture-oriented changemanagement approachesThese approaches do not define
themselves as change management schools, a fact explained by ttieyvagechange. In

their view real change concerns two levels: the cognitive anblehavioural level. There is no
change as long as there is only cognitive recognition, but there is no change either if behaviour
changesbuttheadjacentgui di ng principles, t he ment al
Argyris, 1977, 1991, 1994; Senge€9D ab 2006 and, at a cultural levethe deep layers of
culture (Scheinl1981)or thedominant logic (Bouwen and Fry, 1991) remain intact.

(Real) change for them is identical wibcondorderchange (Watzlavik et al., 1974; Palmer
et al., 2009)r with doubleloop learning (Argyris, 1977; 1991; 19949, berealised at both
organisational and individual level. At organisational leweganisational learningmust be
made part of the culturand this is the basis of theakrningorganisation concefSenge, 1990
ah 2006. While elaborating the concepts, the best experts of the thavejdentified broader
complex, individual, personalitselated, cultural, and social issues which mustblmught
downbefore these lofty ideas can materialise.

The fathers of theoRGANISATIONAL CHANGE!* trend (Edgar Schein, Chris Argyris) analysed
and considered one by one chiefly the individual and organisational cultural hindering factors
that block these genuind.q. both cognitive and behavioural) change processes. Their
suggestions tdismountthe obstacles may be viewed as a type of change management concept
given the fact that thegefine actions for organisations wishing to learn, develop, and change.

4 Organisational learning has several trends (Edmonson and Moingeon; i#98r)es that arelevant from a
change management point of view are those that regard and interpret organisational learning as a process of
change (Edmonson and Moingeon, 1998; Gelei, 2002; Pulinka).2015
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The following table is a summgaof the adequate responses (ultimately the change management
actions) to be given:

Edgar SCHEIN

Chris ARGYRIS

Rene BOUWEN
and Ronald FRY

Adjacent hypothesis: the
main obstacles of

organizational change

‘What to focus on when
bringing down factors that

hinder learning?

‘What is a neccessary

condition to organizational

learning?

The shared, tacit presumptions
embedded deep into the
organizational culture, and the
inconsistency of these.

beliefs, and values.

On essential, shared presumptions,

Dialogue: identifying shared
presumptions jointly.

Interactions between between the
organization’s members , the tacit
principles (so-called theories-in-
use), self-defence strategies, a lack
of interpersonal competences.

On interpersonal interactions, and
their development must be first
focused on.

Indivisual and joint reflections

(dialogue): valid information, free,

and well-founded choice.

The quality of interactions
between the organization’s
members (one-sided control, lack
of dialogue).

On the quality of interactions
between dominant logic and the
new/change logic (open

valid and shared information).

confrontation, equality, consensus,

Dialogue: creation of shared
interpretations.

3. Table. Summary of culture-oriented change management theories. Based on Pulinka, 2007, p. 41, with modifications

EdgarScHEIN sees the main obstacles of organisational learning in thelgiagmssumptions

and paradigms of organisational culture. If there is inconsistency or controversy between these,

theywill prevent organisational learning. However, the deep dimensiondtafeumay have

elements that are in themselves obstacles to organisational development because they are
opposed to the organisational objectives, or to their modalities of implementation. (Schein,
1981; Edmonson, 1996)

The task is to bring to the surfacené deedying, tacit routines,asumptionsand beliefs

discussed above, i.eultural self-understanding. (Schein, 1981; Gelei, 2006; Edmonson,

1996) The precondition to selfunderstanding isdialogue with each another, within

subcultures, and also withayrps having some different culture. (Sch&®93).Schein regards
this process of dialogue tlfihe true artistry of change management ( Sc hei n,

1996,

ChrisARGYRIS a S S U me arganizatmral leérning is a process of detecting and correcting

( Ar g yHeingestigate® durihg hispesearthlafd)advisory projects what
organisational and individual hindrances there are in this process. He came to the conclusion
that one developsmental modelfrom childhood orthat help us sok emerging problems fast

and effectively. These models represent the totality of rules that determine not only our own
read
up against an obstacle or a problem, wepkeeturning to these same models. (Argyris and

error

behavi

Sch®©°n,

0

our ,

but al

1974,

Argyri s,
we solve a problem or overcome a dangerous situation, we deailytfollow the rules that

so the way

1991,
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we thinkdirect ouractions. He calls thegspoused theorieand they are often contrary taeth
theoriesin-use.( Ar gyri s and Sch?©n, 1974, Argyri s, 19
aware of the difference between the two. (Argyris, 1994)

Espoused theoriesan differ agreat deal, whileheoriesin-use alwaysgo back to any of
essentially4 basic motivesassertown controlunilaterallyto achieve he purposes agou

percaeve them(1), maximig winning andminimise loosing(2), minimise elicitingnegative

feelings (3),be rational and minimise emotionalif¢)'®. The last means that we set well

defined targetsand evaluate our performance and behaviour regardless of whether we have hit

or miss then. These may be calletefensiveroutins( Ar gyr i s and Scl8™,n, 197
1994)

The objective of the above strategy is avoiding the appearance of vulnerability, risk, and/or
incompetence. Thadefensive strateggrevents us from reviewing our own behaviour along

with the underlyinggss u mpt i ons. (Argyris and Sch©°n, 197 -
we wish to prove that somebody defensive, the are defensive he will becoméBakacsi,

1996)°

Argyris claims that thathis learning inhibitionis strongest in those people ware the rost
gualified and the most successhgcause they can come up with the best explanations for their
own behaviour, and their successes and achievemaaks theirassumptionsand mental
models seem justified. (Argyris, 1991, 1994)

Defensive routinesexid also at an organisational levefiThese consist of all the policies,
practices and actions that prevent human beings from having to experience embarrassment or
threat and, at the same time, prevent them from examining the nature and causes of that
embara s s me nt or t h1984a tp. 81 OfeA dops/ mat susually ask a
colleaguesubordinatdeader questions targetedaasumptions and values guiding behaviour.

One rarely analyses the reasons of the development or sustainment of beliastead we

usually examine and tries to improveaticiency andeffectiveness. If someone still targets a
guestion at what hides behind the apparent facts, it is usually regardesogyanae or
backslapping. (Bakacsi, 1996)

Theshortterm gairs, however, (e.go appear competerdavoid bad feelings) deprivesof the
possibility of learning at either individual or organisational level.

15 For a more detailed description of acalled Model | sedablel.

16 For a more detailed description of the principles determining individual behaviours [the basic model (Model 1),

and the desirable model (Model I1)] sEablel.

“I'n Sal man Rushdi eds aut dewitkygte smeas follawsd Heo ovka sJ or seenpehm blerr t
something G¢gnter Grass had once said to him about | os
did. The victors believed themselves and their worldviews justified and validated and learned nothlngerEh

had to reevaluate everything they had thought to be true and worth fighting for, and so had a chance of learning,

the hard way, the deepest | essons |ife had to teach. «
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Theories of action

Governing variables for Action strategies for Consequences on actor Consequences on Effectiveness
action actor and his/her ssociates learning
I I 11T v A%
MODELI
Achieve the purposes as1 Design and manage Actor seen as defensive Self-sealing
percieve them environment so that actor is

in control over factors

relevant to me
Maximize winning and Own and control task Defensive interpersonaland  Single loop learning Decreased
minimize losing group relationships
Minimize eliciting negative  Unilaterally protect self Defensive norms Little testing of theories
feelings publicly
Be rational and minimize Unilaterally protect others Low freedom of choice, Little testing of theories
emotionality from being hurt internal commitment, and publicly

risk taking

MODELII
Valid information Design situations or Actor seen as minimally Testable processes

encounters where defensive

participants can be origins

and experience high

personal causation
Free and informed choice Task is controlled jointly Minimally defensive Deouble loop learning Increased

interpersonal relations and
group dynamics

Internal commitment to the
choice and constant
monitoring of the
implementation

Protection of self is a joint
enterprise and oriented
toward growth

Learning-oriented norms

Frequent testing of theories
publicly

Bilateral protection of
others

High freedom of choice,
internal commitment and
risk takint

4. Table. Argyris' principles determining behaviour: MODEL | and MODEL II. Source: Argyris, 1977, p. 118, with

modifications.

Argyris recommends primarily theevelopment of interpersonal competeriesto bring down
this type of obstacles to learning. To achieve that the individual musfafrsthe shock of

realising how they actually work, and what tacit assumptions hide behind their actions. This

meansselfreflection and selfunderstandingThat must be followed bgevisingtheir new
operating principles (MODEL II). (Argyris, 197 That is,the review of the principleadhered
to is also a doubkoop learning process, andetprocess of reflection must be established for

the long term on both individual and organisational level (MODEL Il). That institutionalised
reflection is already about tlogperation of the learning organisation. Argyris does not submerge

deeply in analysing this operatioimstead, his writings and his work (Smith, 2001; McLain
Smith, 2013) describe the road leading there, and halistnountthe obstacles encountered

onyour way.

It is interesting that | have found mxplicit reference tahis process of seleflectionbeing

called adialoguei n
understanding, to the way in which we should mutually help each other understand how we

any

of

Argyrisbé

wor k.

tbmmoksele p s

work, and what we should change to be guided by cooperation rather thdefeatfe. It is an
important statement by Argyris that saliderstanding requires @hpeople (Argyris, 1977).
And the establishment otooperation requires egoing coallective reflection. Commonor

collective reflection is a twavay process: the group as a community reflects on its operation
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and the mental maps determinitglasumptiors, prejudices, beliefs, etc.), and how the
group as a community assists the individual in facing up to his own, individeatal model.

In my reading that is the same selinderstanding dialogue process that Schein labels
fdialogue.

The theory ofBouwen and Fry (1991) based upon case studies rslébethe literature of
organisational change much more explicitly thaat thfthe abovetwo authors. The cauthors
examine organisational innovation processes, and come to the conclusion that reabmnovat
and change can only happen in an organisation if the representatives of the old (dominant) logic
conduct adialogueof essence with the representatives ofrtbes logic bringing thechange,

and they create the new operating logic in the course ofabeperation.

Logic in the present case refers to the dominant ragtdtheparadigmof action(Gelei,2011))

which determines the way in which organisational actors view the environment, the relationship
of the organisation with its environment, thecessary and adequate steps, objectives, and the
corresponding internal workings and behaviours.

Bouwen and Fry claim that organisational changes are ghewntry on the scene ofnaw

l ogic that chall enges t he omanans)®gc. TthaéesSuttimge ( cor
level of learning depends on the quality of the interacfmmming between the two logics:
Acompl i anc @lloashig impatdos and adeption, cognitive learning through insight,

or communication and orientationodva d dautvem andrry,(1991, p. 42As | mentioned

above inChapter2.1.1., in the strategy modelling the first three interactjahe new logic has
unilateral controbver the content and the direction of change, and thusaisothe newly

forming operational logic. That is exactly why Bouwen and Fry emphasise that the innovation
thus created (change) cannot become established in the organisation on a lppgczuse it

fails to rest on the universal, common understanding, igenearning, and cogive and
behavioural changes of all membeof the organisation (Bouwen et al., 1992). Otlg
confrontational learning strategybrings about genoe organisational change and learning,
anddialogue ahigh quality interactiorbetweenthe two logics is the process of that strategy
(Bouwen and Fry, 1991). The authors themselves make that strategy correspond to the operation
of Ar gyr i,andthaMie ghrely whyl | Ifelt appropriate to use tieem dialoguewhen
presenting Argys 6 Mo, desgite the lfact that Argyris himself does not use it.

That following table presents the main featiof the confrontational learning strategy:
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Confrontational learning model

1. Role of the leader Coach- facilitative leader with process knowledge

2. Characteristics of the communication process Facilitating confrontation; 2-sided cognitive-emotional restructuring
3. Basis for decision making Through consultation and consensual validation

4. Main tensions in the process Concerns of all parties involved

(critical success factors)

5 Cfiason e aiteriveness Common sense shared meaning

6. Sequences of action patterns Experimenting — evaluating — questioning : learning cycle

7. Effect for learning/adaptation in the organization = Communication and orientation on valid data
(or mechanism causing the change)

8. Designative contingencies Interdependency necessary for goal achievement

5. Table. Main features of BouwerF r y & s ¢ o n fi tearning madél (dialogue-model). Source: Bouwen and Fry,
1991, p . 4 2, with Aut hor s addenda.

Similarly to almost all ofthe writings of Argyris, Bouwen and Fry also place great emphasis
on theinternaltensions in the dialogue, and the fact that it is a-tomsuming ad tiring
process.

In summary of th@rganisational learning theoriewe can claimthat Edgar Schein, Chris
Argyris and ceauthors Bouweri Fry all offer a solution to what promotes individual,
community and thus organisational learning and developnidrg.reeurrentelement in these
recommendations @ialogue For the above authorslialogue is acommorreflective process

of interpretation. They regard the process of dialogue as an important tool of revealing,
understandingand modifying shared thinkingchemes, logics anassimptions. In all these
theories this common selfinderstanding is the basis of joint future decisions and actions, and
of cooperation of substance.

Tsoukasdé (2002) obser vat i orbureadtratic,epbspodea  mai n
organisations i s t hat empl oyees tend t o br
organisationss relevant at this pointThey no longer stand for just knowledge or physical
strength at the workplace; their emotiopalychological presenceas becomenuch more

powerful. This has two consequences: they are less and less aufhiogty, and are
meanwhile increasingly internally guided. And simultaneou$ly,the extent they are more
psychologically present at work, they expose more of themselvethéos; hence, they are

more vulnerabl e. 0. THuSisiscaudskafa both2he €cigntific pnvirorment

and for daily practice to render organisations as safe as possible even from that point of view.
Make them places where vean show ourslves, and where it iworthwhile for usto doso.

This line of thought connects closely to the next changeagement school, the learning
organisation concept.

Anotherwell-known (and rather populasthoolof cultureoriented change management is the
LEARNING ORGANISATION MODEL. Peter M. Senge, credd for being the father of the
learning @ganisation concepmade a lisi much like Argyris and Schein of the barriers
hindering individual and organisational development and learning. Senge, howelgsesan
these obstacles within a broader sacidtural framework. He identifies several soaaltural
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dysfunctions (e.g. management is identical with control, diversitgbelledas a problem,
excessie competition, lack of trust, et¢.andattributes extra importance to three factors as the
major obstacles to change: fragmentation, competition focus, and the problem of reactivity.
(Senge, 1990ab; 1993; Koffmand Senge, 1993).

Senge sees the solution of the above problems imrdation of the leaing arganisation
because we need a medium that offers a possibility for changing our way of thinking, where the
medium itself thinks differently and is characterised by a changed mode of operatiangad
culture

The most important feature of the learningganisation is that it is inonstant change since it

is characterised bylearning continuously. iThe organisation having the ability of continuous

learning and meewal. Qualities it must have include organisatiosalfdiagnosis (seif
understanding), and (lasting) operational development based on the sgptaration,
awarenessaising and deliberate alteration concerningttieorieswe adhere toour ways of

(individual, and organisational) problem solving, ouistakes (!), deeper systems dynamics,

our mechanisms for creating a shared vision, our communication patterns, mental maps, our
personal objectives, hidden cultuesbumptionandmo des of operatioen. 0o (C
53)

That operation is not easgnd it takes a great deal of time and energy to create. In his book,
Senge established the fundaments indispensable for building a proactive organisation. His 5
principles are as follows: personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, collective learning
and dialogue, and systems thinking (Senge, 2006).

UNDERSTANDING

COMPLEXITY
* Personal Mastery ®= Systems Thinking
=  Shared Vision

FOSTERING ASPIRATION

DEVELOPING REFLECTIVE
CONVERSATION

=  Mental Models
= Dialogue

4. Figure. The 5 principles of the Learning Organisation. Source: Senge, 1990a, p. Xi

The basic concept is built on the paradox that organisational learning is impossible without the
individuals whoconstitute the organisation, but it is more than the sum of individual learning.

It is not enough for the individual to learn; first, the oghaere also a necessary ingredient,and
secondjn a learning organisation learning must be realised at a communityfi€teée core
learning capabilities: fostering aspiration, developing reflective conversation and understanding
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compl exi tyoa, 9 A&lhofteese nthy @ hterpreted at both an individual and a
community level. The following figure describes briefly the five basic principles along these
lines.

FOSTERING ASPIRATION DEVELOPING REFLECTIVE
CONVERSATIONS
PERSONAL MASTERY ‘ MENTAL MODELS
— | = continually clarifying and = assumptions, generalizations —_
g deepening our personal vision, = that influence how we understand the world, E_
L of focusing our energies, how we take actions =
= of developing patience, and o
=3 of seeing reality objectively ‘ SYSTEMS THINKING Often we are not consciously aware e
D |« starts with clarifying the things i T of them. =
2 that really matter to us . . o
= = way of seeing the world as a system; S
g the counterintuitive fact of life o,
= abody of knowledge and tools to make the
system dynamics clearer
SHARED VISION = system dynamics: how complex feedback DIALOGUE
processes can generate problematic patterns of
behaviour within large-scale human systems
g = translating individual (the leader’s) (like organizafions) §
o] vision into shared vision = reflection on the common assumptions, I~y
= generalizations —
‘5l foster genuine commitment = thinking together (dia-logos) o
=} and enrollment rather than compliance » leming how to recognize the patterns of é
< interaction in teams that undermine learning -

5. Figure. The five basic principles (Our own figure creatd on the basis of Senge, 1990ab).

Senge then, sees the above five principles as the precondition to being a learning organisation.
The point of exishg as suclis no other than leaving behind old ways of thinking and learning
how to be open to one anothend how to make efforts to ensure that we increasingly
understand how we work as individuals and as a community, as an organisation guided by
shared objectives and directions, working together to achieve these objeétivesdf
understandingdialoguethat is to reach ashared conclusion is likewise an inseparable part

of this existenceln expressing his thoughts, he says no more/nothinglesethe theories of
organisational learning, and he keeps referring to the works of Argygishetin (Senge,990a,

2006. His approach, however, is different: he starts out fromsti@al and organisational
aspect, and from that point he gets all the way to the individual.

Taking the change management perspective to interpret the above thearidsings need
highlighting: lack of control, and voluntarism. Doutiep learning, defined afichange in

the theoriesconcerns deep layers at both individual and organisational knezkfore the
process of learnirighanging is impossible to map in advance. Tllesp layers are tacit in the

first place, hard to access, and of course even more difficult to challenge, and change. The
process of change is thus subject to a minimum rate of control, objeatémst, andcannot

be specified in advance. The directidhe objective is formed in the course of the process,
during thecollective actiontheco-actions

The other important, immanent feature of these theories is that organisational and individual
learning closely interrelate: there is no organisational learning without learning by the people
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constituting the organisatidf.And learningi both at individualand organisational levél

concerns the deeplying principles that determine our acts and decisions (cognitive
schemes/mental models/cultural deep layers). Bringing these to the surface, examining and
chall enging them cannot forteaby preen onfy brr covoluntarit e o u-
basis,by looking ourselves honestly in the face. In other wpttie learning process is a

voluntary selfreflectingprocess, and at an organisational level it Wlantary commoract.

That cannot be enfordeor presribed at either level. But it also means that it cannot happen

without organisational members. Involving colleagues and treating them as partners is therefore

a necessary, indispensable element of these models and tHeories

In sum we may say thatthe early change management theories did not regard staff
members aooperatingpartners; instead, they saw the main task of change management
in handling their predictable opposition/resistance (by manipulation, communication,
pretendedr controlled involvenent, motivation, incentivesiproblem-focusedschools make
cooperation the key to change management, and dialogue is already a central element in
these approaches. And cultureoriented theories label dialogue the keyto change
management. Partnership, coperation, co-action are critical parts of these change
management schools.

Another interestingpbservatiorbelongs herelf one considers change management schools in
the light ofthe type of change thewant to addressone cannot fail to notice that the more
complex the change they contemptatthe more they talk about dialogue and substantial,
genuine, and mutual ("poperation among the membe@fsthe organisatiorirhe more organic
part of its daily operation an onggation regards change, the more important partnership,
cooperation, and dialogue will become.

8 The opposite of this, i.e. is there individledrning without organisational learning, is already less obvious.
Senge, convinced that a supportive reflective environment (culture) is a must for individuveflsetive

learning, deemed the establishment of learning organisations highly impottant.tiat the western Jewish
Christian cultural tradition (Huntington, 1998) works along essentially different values, these circumstances
ideal from a learning/change point of view must be implemented within an organisational framework. Another
concept cims that the decisive circumstance is not the western J&hisstian cultural tradition, but the
operating framework of organisations, i.e. capitalism (Zizek, 2016). But whether we regard the broader
civilisation or capitalism as the operating framewantkanging it is truly a larger challenge than creating

learning organisations. But even that is not a simple task.

19 We are still left with an interesting dilemma, namely who in anrisgdion decides on becomingeaining
organisation. Can top manageaméecide without involving staff? lthelightof t he or gani sati onds
values the answer isegative Moving on:ls it realisticto assune that colleagues have the right and the option

of refusing learning in such a decisioraking situation? Ththeories fail to give an explicit response to these
dilemmas.

38



Leaders’ approaches to change (control over the process)

intended unintended

Directed Planned Qi:lﬁl/
e e .

> Beer and Nohria: model ,.E” Beer and Nohria: model ,,0” Crisis management
O 8 Discontinuous Zaltman and Duncan Kotter’s eight steps
=
S 5
s Q Nutt’s implementation Organizational Development | | Organizational Learning No change management
23] 8 strategies (OD) (Argyris, Schein)
SNl [ncremental Bouwen &Fry:
8 =] confrontational learning
Q ‘model
=
&
g ; Action Research (AR) Learning Organization No change management
= 5 Continuous Kotter’s dual operating (Senge)
@] system
. out of the
solution- problem- culture- rosent
centred focused oriented gesearch‘s . n/a
approaches approaches approaches focus
6. Tabl e. Change management theories by change and focus of

How do partnership, cooperatiotg-actionand dialogue relate to each other in these change
managemerapproachedAt this pointof my research | felt an urge to investigate in more detail
what exactly they meartty cialogueéd And, management sciencetwithstanding what 1S
aialoguey?

At this point | will diverge from the patbovered bymy research. That is becaysarallel to
discussing the dialogumncept of change management theotiesoved beyond the limits of
change management and managereeieincen general, and investigated what otfields of
science medrby dialogueé

That parallel researdinrned out to benuch more relevant and more decisive than | expected.
That is because literary science, theolagyhropology (sociologyand philosopi are a great

deal ahead of our scientific discipline in understanding ahdida dialogueédr heir answers

(and guestions) enrich and guide the current,iaasl | see ii very incipient attempts dhe
various management disciplines. | will now therefsidetrackfrom (or temporarily abandon)

the literature of change and of managemsgiencein general, and investigate what other
disciplines mean bgdialogué | will thereafter return to my own area of science, and link it up
with the other sciense Later | will also present the way in which the dialogue concepts of our
discipline relate to the more general perception adopted by other disciplines (philosophy,
anthropology, literary science, theoldgy
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3 Dialogue

Dialogue is a topic on the borderlindé several disciplines: philosophy [the Ancient Greek,

primarily Socrates, Plato, Aristotl e, I n: St
G. Gadamer (1968)], Iliterary science (Bahtyi
2013, 2015Nagyp 8| , 2013) , sociology (Buda, 1988,
communication theory (Hors8nyi, 2013) , ant hr c

science (Bohm, 1990; Schein, 1993, 2003; Senge, 1990, 2006). The social sciences concentrate
ondifferent aspects of dialogue depending on the focal point of their investigations. | reviewed

the theories concerned as part of my research and came to the conclusion that, instead of being
contradictory, they complement and sometimes even amplify egather 6 s resul t s. T
presents a special dialogue model that is the quintessence of my interdisciplinary research and

readings.

The different approaches agree on three points. Firstly, they codsadlayue a special type
of communication.

Communiationi n t he br o a d Alsdof thespepoceduees by evhiahre mind can

affect another oWedver 1949, p. 95.)If we accept the claim that communication can be
interpreted also between animals (Wilson, 1972), or even at the level of cells 1St&)t,not

only between human beingsind should be replaced Hife formshere. The meaning of the

word communicatiortan also be specified further, but such refinements are already a matter of
scientific interest ( Hor @rnffinj2000)Siidcs the presentd p ar
paper does not focus on a communication theoretical problem, | will not demonstrate these
issues further here.

Communication is thus the procedure by which one life form can affect another. Iqisathyg

of thestinafo that determines whether a given
dialogue. The dialogue theories of the different disciplines explore this quality from their
respective perspectives. | consider these quality criteria the necessary, Butffioggnt
preconditions of dialogue, to be discussed in detail later on (s&cfign

Secondly, dialogue theories agree on the outcome, the essence, the result of dialogue. From
literature through sociology to philosophy, the theories agree thast®nce of dialogue is
understanding achieved by its participants A special discipline, hermeneutics, has evolved

on the borderline of literature and philosophy, rooted in theology and legal science, to study the
phenomenon of underGohdR2@02)ng (T°r°k, 2009,

Instead of discussing the excessive topic of hermeneutics in depth, | will deal only with its
statement$ and, due to its hermeneutics quality, its questiooencerning dialogue as speech

20 For example, the cybernetibasedconcept otommunication definei$ as message or information
transmission\(atzlawick 1977); social psychology as interpersonal influencing; semidticsses on the
transmission of meaning; phenomenology highlights the common construction of mean(@yitéte, 2003).
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act. Understanding in the context of dialogu# be the topic of the second part of this chapter
(Section3.2).

The implicit assumpti on un didhatlisyaisontige thedweinty ndi

of agreement of the theories covered hére s pointed out I n Habe
communicate action. As Habermas puts it, dAwith t|
of action we generally make specific 6ontolo

is, when we use the word fAdi al og uewtionshimoé i mpl
the parties to each other and to the world
interpersonal relations and) seek to reach an understanding about the action situation and their
plans of action in order to coordinate their actiopsbway of agreement o ( Ha
86) . AThe central concept of interpretation
of the situation which admit of consensus. 0
of action is typical ofevery action type (teleological/strategic, normatively regulated,
dramaturgical) identified by Habermas, but only in communicative action doepplasing

party appear as cooperating partner, as companiooactor, and not as some kind of
opponent, advsary (strategic action), audience (dramaturgical action) or an element of the
social group that is the vehicle of the common normative system (normatively regulated action).

In communicative action, the subject is not a lone atteishe cannot be intengted without

the other party, the partne other words, one actor of the interaction presupposes the other,

does not exist without the other; that is, the focus is not on a lone actor, but on the relationship

of the participants of interaction.

In sunmary of the above (and in anticipation of the following): dialogua special form of
communication where connection of a special quality is established between
interdependent life forms so that they can reach mutual understanding.he quality criteria

of the connection itself and of the understanding are the necessary and sufficient conditions,
respectively, of dialogue. Where this special quality of the connection of life forms is realised,
we speak of dialogic (speech) situationlf some degree of wierstanding' is reached as well,

we speak of dialogue.

3.1 The necessary, but not sufficient, conditions of dialogue

In dialogue, the communicative action takes place (generally) betweesufyects The

subject involved in dialogue is a human being, but mlicg to some theories it can also be
superhuman (e.g. organisations, groups),-bulnan (animals, plants) or transcendent (e.g. the
deities of certain religions) (Buber, 1923;
human dialogue, | will @pense here with the investigation of the communicative actions of
other life forms, however interesting they might be.

Dialogue can be interpreted between more t ha
without ©partici p.a8)tYsuwcan(hale adiogue with ydulrsklf3alonepbut

21 A distinction will be maddetween the definitions of agreement, understanding and knowledge, and of
reaching an understandindinding yourfeet withot h er s 0 (32.¢ e antipaigntl eefer to these as
Avarious degrees of understandingo
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also with several others, inagrétp Hor §ny i (2013) stresses that
human attention, there iIs obviously a-ceil i/
known 7+/-2 thesis sets the limit at 9 persons. Bohm (1990) raises that figuré*tasa3ed on

his experience of working with groups.

Dialogue has anbjectthat is the topic of the conversation of the subjects. A dialogic process,
aninteraction, is taking plaebetween the participants, but there is alsslationship between

them That is, dialogue as communicative action is the product of an interaction (process) and
a relationship (connection). The interaction of the two (or more) participants is ndt direc
indirect, mediated by a transmissioredium such as the written text or the spoken language.
The interaction/relationship can be interpreted not only between the participants of dialogue,
but also between the medium and the subject, or the subptthe object of dialogue.

OBJECT

RELATIONSHIP

PARTICIPANT;, PARTICIPANT,

MEDIUM

INTERACTION

6. Figure. Basic model of dialogue. (Aut hordés figure)

In this model, the emphasis is on the interactiand relationships of the model elements
(subject(s), object, medium). It is the relationships and their special realisation that make
dialogue more than communication pure and simple. One must study the special characteristics
one by one to interpret the vanisdialogue definitions correctly.

3.1.1 Relationship and interaction of the participants
Irrespective of the number of parties to dialogue, besides the communicative action (process),
there is also some kind of relationship between the subjects.

INTERACTION is a speech act where, at any given point in time, one participant is
talking and the other is attentively listening. The interaction of the participants can only be

22 And, as mentioned, you can have a dialogue also with material, natural and transcendental life forms such as a

tree, a Doric columnraa deity Such relations lie outside the scope of my investigations, but sdgubs,

1923, p. 80 82, 149i 155.

2l'n his opinion, this IlIimit has physical reasons in t
comfortably in a circle  ( rB 4990, p. 22).
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indirect (the role of the transmission medium will be discussed in more detail in theifgl
Chapter3.1.3).

During the interaction, one participant uses signs (a medium) to show (reveal) something of
himself to the other(s). This definition makes it possible to interpret dialogue not only for the
spoken language, but also for the readw @e written text. Selfevelation, selexpression

are active roles, whereas that of the other party acting as receiver/listener is a more passive one.

It is @ most important criterion of dialogue that #tutive i passive or speaked listener roles

are sequential( Haber mas, 1987; T°r°k, 2013; Feh®r M.
these roles is the smlled symmetry condition of dialogue (P. Szilcz, 2013). The word
Apassivedo i s meant in relative toepassivepaitynst e a
Alistens with highly intensive energyo (Bohm
Based on the examination of the 1981 Paris debate between Gadamer and*Derridlze h ® r M.
(2013) adds to the symmetry condition that
chronological succession of the alternating roles: withorglevant responseto what was
heard, to its content, the factthieond ewaflol (bFee hn®ol
p. 42), with the participants conducting two monologiies. relevant response, a relevant
relationship means that you react, respond, to what was said, on the basis of what was said,
when it is your turn to play the active role

That is, reaction requires adaptation and hence implies a cartaerability . Similarly to the

order of sentencesinatéf P| ®h, 2014), the order of the s
relevance in a speech act. The action may take diffewems depending on that and also, as
Feh®r M. (2013) hi gh |Ipongrposiionsae sieecent m thisrtdeaant , c e
The person who starts or terminates dialogue has some advantage over the other(s). The person
who speaks first or who initias dialogue is at an advantage, since the next person has to react
to/adapt to what was said. Of course, the latter may choose not to react, but tell his own ideas

i nstead, but that would |l ead to the already

Thispower agymmetry can only be eased by the interrelationship of the participants, including
their attitude to each other and to the situation upon entering dialogue, that will prevent any
abuse of their power positions. didcussedismonee nt i o

Feh®r M. (20 fuBher exponmetthe similarly incanclusive 1929 Davos deba@assirerand
Heidegger. Bohm (199@hentions as a similar example the relationshiplbért EinsteinandNiels Bohrthat

had been quite good in the beginning of their categould like to refer as countexample to the 1973

Royaumont debate éfdornoandGoldmann (Alornoi Goldmann, 1973): although it waslornowho started

the conversation there, the series diefons of the participants on each other and on themselves had gradually
led to their(Adorndd s G@ohldrdan )detter understanding of themselves and also of the agreements,
similarities and differences of their thinkirigdeed, that debate (dialogus)a very nice example of the

possibilities inherent in neagreement will return to this topic in Chapter 3.2

25 Literary theory calls this situation tlzhekhovian dialoguén the dramas ofinton P. ekhov, the actors are

so immerged in their ownavld and emotions that what may seem a dialogue in the drama is actually a series of
parallel monologues: the actors expect and receive no relevant answer, no reaction of merit, from e&ble other
conversations are therefore divergent and varied, leadwhere having no common topic, with no hope for
triggering some change in the drama, in the lives of the a¢@®eseben, 1980)

%p|l ®h (20ndfemps ©OB87DH he (d) BeriHit thevdatragainst theagrogntl. &he cafi meowed
desperately(b) The cat meowed desperatdherihit the cat against the grounthe meaning of the text is

obviously not the same with the two ordérs
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detail later on: if one party approaches the other with openness and genuine attention; if his aim
is not to obtain control or power over him, but to cooperate to reveal the truth, he will certainly
not exploit the power advantage duetie order of the speakers.

That is, the special relationship of the participants to each other and to the dialogue $ituation
a precondition of dialogue itseif does not eliminate, only remedies, the power positions
inherent in the sequence of speakers.

Before expounding the special relationship of the participants, let me highlight how, in what
state of mind, each of tttARTICIPANTS should enter the situation.

Every party to dialogue is situated and biased, but also free, autonomous and adthesgic.
are big words, and the weight of their semantic connotations makes it imperative to expound
their meaning here and now to arrive at a correct interpretation of dialogue.

The subject of the understanding process, the understanding subject, thegpanicdialogue

is situated and biased. Beibgasedrefers to themotives andpreconceptions, assumptions,

prejudices and expectationsunderlying the process of understanding, of entering dialogue
(Gadamer, 1984). Each participant enters dialogue withimn(Bohm, 1990), for a reason

(Buber, 1923) and with preliminary, often implicit or tacit assumptions, in possession of certain
pieces of information (Habermas, 1979, 1987). These circumstances apparently limit his
understanding by efisdedferum che mgt arhdei ncgo uirns adva
165). I n fact, however, these are the Acondi
Awe understand and aspire for the truth bec
(Grondin, 2002, p158) and we have questions.

As for the expectations of meaning or the preconceptions, some promote understanding while
others lead to misunderstanding. It is a key problem of hermeneutics how to distinguish the
Atrueo preconceptimhsuhdemsthosenghatAckeadin
tempor al di stance can solve question (¢é&), n é
which we wunderstand, from the false ones, by
298. Temporal distance ley®u step back from your preconceptions/prejudices and subject

them to critical review and reflection.

Bohm (1990) also considers revisions and fisu
1990, p. 52) the solution. Suspend your motives, aims, li#sdor the time being tdree

yourselfil and Thou freely confront one anot her |
nor coloured by any causality. o (Buber, 1937
whom fr eedonbideg s s br2ed. dGiéwi |l I s without arbi
p. 59), Athe winds of causality cower at his

of our prejudices and explore our pre@audices
makes us deafo (Gadamer, 2004, p. 272)

This is an important paradox of dialogue: you need to enter the process freely, without
expectations and prejudices, but there is no real personal commitment to dialogue without
motives, a personal cause and amg neither would we enter the process in their absence.
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Note in connection with assumptions that, whether tacit or not, they may be tested during
dialogue. A related issue is tlotaim to truth, one of the four validity claims identified by
Habermag1987¥’. This means that what is being said by the speaker tells the truth about the
world, with the proviso that his words are based on information available to him and on his
assumptions. In case of disagreement, these assumptions are to be brogghteuwidiwed.
However, from the speakerds perspective, the
more importantly, they can be investigated, overridden and modified. Beyond the suspension
of cause, aim and motive, and the testing of themagBans, freedom also means that the
individual(s) in the process enter the dialogue situation without being under any constraint
(Habermas, 1987). You cannot enter dialogue under some constraint, dialogue being the
Ameeting of two f rzgoe @t3np.138)Nn fr eedomo ( Ma

The situated quality of the understanding party refers to his being determined historically
(Gadamer, 1984) and socially (Bahtyin, 1929a; Bourdieu, 1968).

Social determinatiomeeds no refining: the social group that you are a meail@rdows you
with a special perspective. A text, a situation or a work of art will be interpreted differently by
a whitecollar or a bluecollar worker (Bahtyin, 1929a; Bourdieu, 1968).

In the interpretation of Gadamer, situatedness is historically rdeted (Gadamer, 1984;
Grondin, 2002). The soalled historyof-effect principle is based on the recognition that the
same as literary oeuvres are interpreted differently by historical era, the works themselves will
also elicit different interpretationsemac h er ao ( Grondin, 2002, p .

Historical determinationapplies to every understanding subject, irrespective of whether he

faces a text or a speaking party, and irrespective of his relationship to the historical era that gave
birth to the text. Wearpart of a given historical cont ext
expresses at t he first | evel t he requireme
situatednesso (Grondin, 2002, p. 161). On th
is far from irrelevant where exactly we are in it at a given moment. This is reflected by the well
known phrase of the Ancient Greek philosophe
The river will not be the same on the second {b) accasionand neither will you (Gaarder,

1991). This has serious implications for understanding (Cha@ersince it follows from that

above that understanding is always created in relation to a specific dialogical relationship,
between the given participanthete and then.

Situatedness, bias and prejudices are closely related to freedom. For, to be free in a relationship,
you need to be able to keep your distance from all of these (Gadamer, 1984), to suspend them
(Bohm, 1990).

27The validity claimsdentified by Harbermas are rather difficult to integrate in the dialogue modelgreisanted

here Habermassays that in communicative action (such as dialojue)h e parti ci pants (é) r
validity claims that can be accepted or contestedo (1}
to At he ustpeakaenrcses (oHa b e rthmkis whatlisObRidg, heagihey @l I6e)linked,

somewhat cumbersomely, to dialogue criteria described in the present chapter
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The meaning odutonomyisalsca s soci at ed with freedom: -fAfreec
protect i nBohnr, 204]tp.r18)i Fnreedom means also liberation from the protection

of your identity (Bohm, 1990). In a relevant dialogue, the subjects quickly move to essential
things,typically tacit assumptions that determine the bases of their ideas of the world and also

their identity. Protecting your identity is an instinctive response. If your most fundamental
beliefs are challenged, you experience that as an attack on yourseticavate your
mechanisms of setfefence (Bohm, 199& r gy r i s ®s Tiesedéfence meci®aiising .

are natural and instinctive, yet you must learn to recognise and suspend them. A truly
autonomous person is free also from his own identity but, asaie time, enters dialogue
relationship with that identity another paradox.

~

The participants of dialogue aagthentic,c, fAr oot edi dennttihteyiad (s@d&§m, 1
Their attitude to dialogue, its object and the other participant(s) is not neutral (P. Szilcz, 2013;
Feh®r M., 2013). The -piectivelyanane of this bias.dtisexaclyy o g u e
this bias that makes dialogue genuine: you enter dialogue driven by your genuine relationship
with its object (for more detail about this relationship between the object and the subject, see
Chapter3.1.2).

Being biased does not make a person closeat. dmly accept the other participant, his identity

and bias, butlamalsspent o him (Feh®r M., 2013). WnAAlIl t ht
to the meaning of the other person or text.
his being diffe ent fr om me, as other, as differento

refers to both the alteration of my own assumptions and the understanding of the world of the
other. | suspend my own assumptions and aims, | appear as | am to the ayhemplaralso
accept the other as he is.

We have certain assumptions concerning the other participant(s), their attitude, intentions and
also their preconception concerning ourselywv
attitude/relationship shoulok characterised basically by thermeneutics of trust( F e h ®r M.
2013).

From the point of view of the more passive participant,hdéeneneutics of trustquals the
assumption that the other party may be right. You permit the assumption that whas & say

true, or at leastohereni n hi s own world (Adorno, 1973; Bo
your opinion and adopt an openinded attitude, receiving what the other communicates and

even asking questions in case of any inconsistency or incompi@mesensidering these clues

to specifying, differentiating or modifying the utterance of the other, rather than seeing them as
signs of weakness and an opportunity to expo
make his ar gume(n@Gasdaemern, s20®d,gepx.. 0327) AHA pe
text is prepared for the fact that it will tell him something. That is why a hermeneutically trained
consciousness must be, from the startvity sensi
involves neither neutrality with respect t o
foregrounding and appropriation of onebds ow
thing is to be aware of o0 neidefinalisiothériessand s o t
thus assert its own truth against -2620eds own
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This does not mean shutting an eye to incons
distinction between coherence and incoheeerand to grasp the truth content always means

the ability to distinguish the truth content
thing is again theéeasonwhy you point out the inconsistency/incoherence/falseness: if your
objective is to nderstand the other more deeply, to see his opinion and ideas more clearly, and

not to beat or at least control him by pointing out some inconsistency, incoherence or falsehood,
then your act, i.e. the pointirmut, is in your common interest. There ismeal understanding

without this moment of criticism (Adorno, 1977). This critique, this pointingy is meant to

perfect, to specify, the otherness of the other.

From the perspective of the active participant, on the other hantheth@neutics of trust

means the assumption that the other (the 1|is
he |l istens Awith i ntens.ia®ppeseddatheihemeaeuticsBodb h m,
suspicion, where the aim is deconstruction, catching the otherentact , exposi ng

M., 2013) or, on the side of the active participant, covering things up. The hermeneutics of
suspicion undermines dialogue: being suspicious of the other party makes understanding

i mpossible or at | ededaratidmis of the sglferdyindy selbfulfiding and i
kind: it will produce what it surmises. o (Fe
look for what might corroborate your suspicion; you will see weakness as evidence and not as
opportunity

The hermeneutics of suspicion therefore excludes the possibility of dialogue: it makes it
fundamentally impossible. But the inverse is not true: hHbemeneutics of truswill not
automatically ensure under st andblerbggweenfu8 Yy s ayi
open the way to reaching an understanding, b
M., 2013, p. 55) Théiermeneutics of truss a necessary condition of dialogue, but it is not
sufficient.

It is a critical divide line in th hermeneutics of trustuspicion whether you get what you see.

If you spot something suspicious in the other, you accept that at face value. If youstpon

the other hand, that needs verifying20Bhd fit
p . 65) . Bauerdos (2013) paper details the r e
experience, the social norms, the role of the senses.

Several philosophers wrote abautstbeing a rare, unusual and surprising phenomenon in the
societieseer . This firepresents a particular view
but there is no doubt as to the presence of
Consequently, someone entering a dialogue tnistcan expect surprise @mncertainty (lack

of trust) on behalf of the other party. AAII
suspiciously, is the overwhelming, disarming powetro$®o ( Bauer , 2013, p. 6

Another reason of the suspicious attitudértstis the uncertainty concernirigustitself. Can
| acceptrustat face value? Can | assume that someone shamistipas good intentionsirust
may be a guise of manipulative intentions, of some hidden strategic action against the
communicative action idialogue (Haberma4984). Manifest ilkwill is certainly sincereTrust
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