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The Change Process at General Motors
John Kotter’s 8 Steps In A Change Management Process
Henderson created a sense of urgency by initiating a dialogue. He replaced the CEO rick Wagon and approached the human resource (HR) for a dialogue on culture for the organization. This dialogue is usually one of the guiding processes to any changes in an organization. Henderson also formed a coalition by approaching the most strategic persons in General Motors. According to Kotter, (2012) these persons are key for the organization's decision making and with him being in a coalition with them, influence for change becomes inevitable. Henderson created a vision by letting people know that he wanted a change in the organizational culture and he could not achieve that all by himself hence the need for the involvement of all the people (Jeremy, 2009). He also communicated his vision clearly. Henderson removed the barriers to the intended change, by eliminating vehicle brands, reducing the number of employees and reducing the organization’s debts. Henderson also created quick wins by making and writing down his vision on risk taking, accountability, speed and the focus on customers and clients. By creating these quick wins it made it easier for the other employees to buy the vision and aid with its actualization. Henderson built the change by restructuring the HR system and actualized the change by introducing a new system to the organization’s Human Resource system.
The Culture-Climate-Change Cycle
The General Motors company is  littered with bureaucratic waste. This elaborates the organizational culture that it is one of bureaucracy and endless procedures. The change of culture in the company will have this culture change as culture is simply a people's way of doing things. As  Hofstede (2009) alludes, when the structure of a company appears to be too segmented it makes it difficult to make collective decisions.  However the new change with Henderson has a better option. By restructuring the structure of the organizations, he hopes the bureaucracy will reduce to allow for changes to be effected. The change in the organization will, therefore, help change both the culture of the organization and in return reduce and manage the waste the company emits to reduce the menace of climate change. This will in turn ensure that the company complies with local and international obligations of being socially responsible to the environment.
How Employees at GM Went Through Emotional Transitions to Achieve Their End Goal
The company was already being faced with serious bankruptcy by the time the change was being implemented. Oster, however, encouraged the employees as they sat in conferences that bankruptcy is an opportunity for change to take place. This must have been an emotional period for the employees of the company since they had to cope with two major realities, that of change and bankruptcy. According to Burke (2017), the new cultural practices that were being introduced also affect the employee’s emotions especially if it is a new culture that had not previously been being practiced by the organization. However, despite the need for the change, the executives in the company were not yet ready for the cultural changes. The bankruptcy also made some employees leave the company and other employees were forced to have changes happen in their salaries. The whole event was an emotional period of transition that the employees were forced to go through. The senior management of the organization experienced some emotional changes where they felt that with the situation the company is already in at the moment, there is no option but to accept new changes (Teece, 2016). Their rigidity was therefore softened and slowly they began to support the changes that were being imposed on the structure (Bridges, 1986).
Assessment on What the Major Resistors Were To the Change at GM
 	Senior managers in the company experienced resistance from the workforce anytime they tried to push for cultural change.  Besides when the cultural change was being driven by the workforce, resistance was from the senior management of the company (Bridges & Mitchell, 2000). The resistance was, therefore, experienced from both the workforce and the senior managers of the company depending on which party wanted the change at that particular time. The political system within the United States was also opposed to the changes that were previously being proposed at the General Motors Company. For example, the Obama administration' rejection of the company's restructuring plan shows that they were opposed to the changes the organization was trying to make. The pressure from other big companies like itself also encouraged resistance at the General Motors Company (Bridges, 2009).  For example as it was experienced in the global internal and executive communications, where employees quit their jobs anytime the company plunged into bankruptcy, some employees at General Motors also expected to do the same rather than take Henderson’s advise that the bankrupt state they were in was an opportunity for them to change the way they run their organization for the future success of the company in general.
Why the Resistance Occurred
The resistance occurred because of the comfort that the senior management had been enjoying previously before the company was hard hit by bankruptcy. The structure of the organization also contributed to the resistance. The structure was so bureaucratic that even a slight change would take ages for it to be actualized. The bureaucracy created contention between the senior management and the workforce with each fighting single-handedly to have their views accepted and implemented. According to Choo and Bontis (2002), the relationship between the management and the other employees was not as strong such that its weakness sparked off resistance any time there was a need for change. The financial stability of the company also contributed to the resistance as people were comfortable with the company’s status and they felt that any change would disrupt this status. The employees were too comfortable to even reason with any proposal of change both in the company’s structure and to the organization’s culture.
Perhaps previously, the parties that were pushing for changes in the organization did not prepare the employees for the transition. A failure to understand that change is a process that needs a well-organized transition always results in the change being resisted and people do not even have an understanding of what the change is and why it needs to be implemented at that particular time and not at a later time (Boxall, 1998). The people pushing for the change did not always begin by showing the team they work with the urgency of the change and expounding on the benefits of the change if it was achieved. The building of coalitions is also not clear and probably the failure to have the coalitions to help push for the change further boosted the resistance for change. There was also no evidence of the gradual introduction of the change like the restructuring of the organization. Unless the existing structures are amended in an organization, the resistance will still be experienced. Changing the way things are done and the management of a company makes sure that the people who occupy these new positions, are there to actualize the change that is needed for the organization.
The company's bankruptcy must also have contributed to the resistance. The satisfaction and motivation of employees is usually very important for their cooperation. Any time a workforce feels that they are not being motivated enough then they choose to resist. Since the company was bankrupt it is possible that the employees were not being paid sufficient wages neither  were they being given opportunities to take part in capacity building activities like leadership training and bonding activities (Kanter, 2003). This demotivates the employees and gives them a negative attitude which threatens their acceptance of any changes that need to be effected in an organization.
The resistance also resulted from the people in their respective departments being reluctant and failing to do their job as expected of them. The heads of different departments including the head of the Human Resources and the head of the cultural department as well were not loyal to the system of the organization. When Henderson comes in, he lets people know that they are stewards of the system and they must work best to give the best results each at their own level of service. The failure of feeling obliged to ensuring the success of the system, therefore, created resistance to changes because of the lack of loyalty.
The lack of a clear elaboration of an organization’s activities might also result in resistance. There is a need for all the people in an organization including both the management and the junior employees, to sit down and discuss the issues that the organization is facing. The opinions of all the people need to be considered and all the members to reason together for them to see things from one angle. For example, as Henderson did, he made everyone in the organization see and feel the need for change. The leadership of the company could therefore previously failed to have taken an initiative to make all the employees understand that the company was in a crisis and change was the most needed thing. Without this sense of understanding, then changes would not be achieved as everyone assumes things are running normally.
The Approaches Used Were Very Conducive To Effecting Change in the Organization
Henderson’s approach of gradually introducing change to the organization using Kotter’s 8 steps to a management change process is maximally responsible for the change that occurred in the organization. The creation of a need for dialogue greatly helped the organization's members sit together and discuss the issues affecting the company. It is always important for an organization to first show people how the changes it wants to make are really urgent and cannot wait. Henderson successfully did this and then dialogue followed as the urgency creates some sense of reasoning to the involved parties. Once people dialogue, then the change process can be agreed upon as the consequences both good and bad will be analyzed during the conversations making it easier for people to take up positive changes (Bridges, 1986). The dialogue also enables the other step of the creation of a coalition. Once people have understood the idea and the need for change then they easily collaborate. The formation of a coalition at General Motors eased the attainment of change as both the management and the change propellers were in agreement. The coalition also makes it easy for decisions to be made especially if the coalition is between the senior managers who are the company’s decision makers.
A company cannot be led without a vision. A change in the company also requires that a vision describing the change be established. Henderson created a vision for the change he wanted to see in the company. Kotter (2012) states that a vision gives people a clear picture of what the implementation of a certain action will look like once the change has been achieved. It, therefore, encourages people to support the change if the exchange is one that is desirable. After establishing his vision towards reforming the company, Henderson communicated his vision. This communication reached everybody and everyone felt part of the vision. This ownership removes any resistance that was there and prevents further resistance from happening.
The elimination of barriers to change also ensure the change is achieved. Henderson’s elimination of these barriers, therefore, fastened the achievement of the change he intended to achieve. Once these barriers do not exist, it also becomes easier to introduce quick wins which make people further buy into the idea that is being sold to them (Hofstede, 2009). Henderson did this successfully. The quick wins are usually a win-win situation for everyone in the company and once they are all framed and structured towards the attainment of the common good of all the people, then change becomes easy to effect. The restructuring of a system is paramount for change to happen. Every structure has a system of decision making and governance.  Unless this structure is changed, imposing new decisions on the system will only prove futile since the systems are used to its way of doing things. When the need to impose new decisions and changes, then the system must be altered with for their rigidity to be taken away and the minds of the decision makers and policy makers to be filled with a new way of thinking and doing things (Kotter, 2012). The change of the system at General Motors Company, therefore, contributed to the successful effect of the new changes. Henderson did not delay in actualizing the change. It is important that managers and leaders effect the change they want to implement while it is not too late for people to get tired of hearing and waiting for them to actualize their vision. This immediate action also helped the change to be accepted as the idea behind the change was still very fresh in people’s minds.
The Changes That Have Occurred Will Be Sustainable
I believe the changes will be sustainable because Oster made it clear to the people that they are all expected to pledge their loyalty to the system.  When all the employees of a company feel part of the system then it becomes easier for them to give the best results. When one accepts and owns something, then they always do the best they can to protect that which they are loyal to. The employees of the company, feel they are part of the company after the changes have occurred (Booth, 2015). Since in the establishment of the changes they were involved, they will definitely defend these changes and this will ensure its sustainability and further improvements.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The linkage of the changes to a matter like  climate change which people have a lot of knowledge about makes a company’s changes sustainable. Everyone would accept a culture that helps tame climate change in an organization they work with because of the hazardous effects of climate change. The linkage of the changes in the cultural systems of General Motors to climate change, therefore, helped sell the need for change further (Bridges & Mitchell, 2000). Their support of the changes then makes the new system of the company more sustainable.
Barriers removal also helps to pave the way for change and its sustainability. Since Henderson eliminated the barriers that perhaps could have been contributing to the company’s bankruptcy, then it is a guarantee that the changes will be sustained as there is nothing anymore to prevent the changes from being enjoyed. The concept of an opportunity lying in any difficulty, also helps people be quick to support changes (Burke, 2017). The concept itself will sustain the changes in the company as people now have an understanding that the solution to any problem is not running away from it rather it is an opportunity for people to come up with better ways of doing things.
The changes in organizations’ way of doing things, also help new changes to become sustainable. Henderson challenges the way the organization would spend most of the time in conferences and their writing of strategies on papers. This challenge helped improve the way things are done. The new changes also cut down on the cost of running and operating the company and a company that is able to save its income becomes financially feasible and its sustainability becomes very easy (Bridges, 2009). The reduction of the bureaucracies also gives employees a sense of acceptance. They feel important and part of the organization. This realization removes any resistance from them as they will be supporting the changes which are not only beneficial to them but to the entire company as well. Absence of resistance creates sustainability and collaboration making success a concerted effort.
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