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Introduction
Stewart et al., once said that organizational change is hard to change like bad habits are (2008, p. 374). An organization is composed of diversified minds and so are ideas and this makes efforts to bring about change futile in most cases. This is a problem that has over and over downgraded organizational strengths and capabilities. However, designing diagnostic models that are compatible to the organization can help the situation. 
The Positive Stand and Model structure
Looking at most models that have been proposed over the years, there is one critical thing that is not considered in their development – compatibility. Most change interventions today are organized in a systemic way, this is to say that they don’t allow room for customizations since the organizational constraints differ. Precisely, my model will factor compatibility so that it suits any organization. 
Varied and undecided implementation staff
Desired Goal(s)
Compatible decisions that allow for positive change 





This model is very simple. It intends to makes use of the entire organization’s stakeholder. Changes are purposed because of problems that constraint the organization’s goals. This model will take the implementing staff as the deciders of every move that the organization will purpose, as is always the case. However, in this situation, I am referring to a competent staff. The manager calls up a meeting to discuss and highlight areas that need change. Interventions to drive the changes are proposed, factoring every stakeholder’s view and resulting on what to go by. The first stage is to concentrate differences and agree on a common agenda. 
The distinguishing force of this model from the other is that it welcomes all positive interventions. It can be seen that a Decision Support System will be used when evaluating any intervention. All variables will be quantified in a scale system that will measure the degree of success. After quantification, the values of the variable will be fed into a DSS model and then the projected results will help the company decide on whether to pursue the change or not. For instance, changing the company’s staff in a view to reach its goals. The existing staff can be rated out of 100 and a comparison with an elaborate and productive aspired staff made. If the existing is ranked 67/100, then the 67 value is fed into the system and results compared to the computation of a perfect staff. 
	Comparing this model to McKinsey 7S Framework of 1981-82, it is evident that my positive stand model will factor all interventions. The 7S model focuses only on structure, strategy and systems while keeping off skills, staff and shared values (Jurevicius, 2013). This is because the model implementer thought that these variable are unchangeable. Again my model factor even other positive variable that will impact organization’s growth unlike the 7S model which is merely constrained on the 7 variables and which are not wholly executed. You can routinize systems but until you define objectives, not a single growth of the organization will be achieved. It is imperative to say that skills cannot be changed – the 7S model. Skills are trained and developed to assume the current trend in technology. The Positive Stand Model has factored all positives as long as they don’t harm the company at the very end. 
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