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PART 1 

1) Executive Summary: 

There is an inevitable need to recognize change how it best fits the goals and objectives of the 

company. Several types of changes are known however the adaptation of the appropriate type of 

change is essential for the change plan to be effective. The success of the change plan is heavily 

dependent upon the process of change as well as the support from top management. The purpose 

of this study is to firstly comprehend what change is and then analyze the appropriate type of 

change for Google.  

Change has become a vital part for corporate existence and thus many organizations are faced 

with the urgency of change in their daily operations however, the perspective on change differs. 

In this study, need for change is critically evaluated to understand the dynamics of the industry 

as well as the company that leads towards change. Several scholars have established that macro 

and micro-environmental factors influence the type of change executed, for that detailed 

discussion on SWOT and PESLTE analysis is carried out. However, not all companies welcome 

change which may result in serious implications such as lack of customers or loss in market 

share.  

Furthermore, well-known theories and literature on change is discussed which sheds light on the 

importance, steps and need for change management. Nonetheless, these models are critiqued and 

finally a suitable model for Google is selected. To further understand the change plan at Google, 

the type of change is discussed followed by the nature, intervention and perspective of change. 

For a change to be successful, it is equally important that all stakeholders take active part in the 

change plan. For that a stakeholder analysis is carried out. Stakeholders are analyzed and 

categorized either as internal or external stakeholders. When conveying the message of change to 

these stakeholders, proper and active communication holds the utmost important. Thus, a 

communication strategy is devised for each stakeholder of Google. Lastly, the discussion is 

wrapped up by providing few recommendations that could further enhance and make the change 

process rather seamless for Google.  

 

  



PART 2 

 

1)  Introduction: 

 

1.1 Introduction to Google:  

Established in 1998 by Sergey Brin and Larry 

Page, Google is an American multinational 

created around the immensely popular search 

engine. It’s headquartered in California and in 

2015, Google reorganized its interest as a 

holding company named Alphabet with Google 

as its leading subsidiary. In 2017, it was 

recognized as best company to work in 

(Fortune, 2017). And in 2006, was considered 

as the first priority of MBA student as it was 

regarded as ‘the ideal place to work’ (Oldaker, 

2020). Google Cloud, YouTube, Gmail and 

Google Classroom are few examples of 

successful products from Google.  

The mission and vision statement mentioned on 

Google’s official website are:  

Mission Statement: ‘To organize the 

world’s information and make it 

universally accessible and useful.’ 

Vision Statement: ‘Provide an important 

service to the world-instantly delivering 

relevant information on virtually any 

topic.’ 

 

1.2 History of Google: 

The story of Google kick-starts in 1995 when Sergey Brin and Larry Page, two graduate 

students from Stanford University met and started working on a search engine as part of 

their research project. After several trial-and-errors, they launched PageRank which was a 

technology that enabled them to analyze a website’s relevancy which directed to the idea of 

a search engine. This search engine initially was given the name of Backrub but soon 

changed to Google (Google, n.d.). Initial attempts were made to license the search engine 

however the developers failed to find anyone interested in the project in its early stages of 
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•Larry Page
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Fig 2.1. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



development. 

However, in 1998 

the first check was 

received from Andy 

Bechtolsheim to the 

developers for 

$100,000 and 

Google was made 

public (Bellis, 

2020). Google was 

able to raise 

$1.67billion in their 

first Initial Public 

Offerings (IPO) in 

2004. Soon enough, 

the rapid growth led 

Google to acquire more products such as Gmail in 2004, acquisition of YouTube in 2005, 

Google Earth and Maps in 2005, Android and Google Chrome in 2007 and 2008 

respectively.  

 

2) Understanding Change:  

 

2.1 Change and organizational change: 

Change is inevitable; it is a transition from one phase to another. In the present dynamic 

business world, for any company to simply exist they need to adapt to changes. Lucey 

(2008) emphasizes that any change initiative in an organization should align with the 

corporate goals and objectives to ensure that the change plan is successful. Change may 

either bring positive or negative outcomes for the company and thus it is vital that the 

change is managed efficiently (Jalagat, 2015). Furthermore, decisions of the management is 

dependent upon how the change is emphasized or taken into consideration because of the 

influence that is brought by internal and external drivers such as culture, leadership and 

organizational changes that is driven by economic, political, social, environmental factors 

and even business trends (Armstrong, 2009).  

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 2.2. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



2.2 Change typologies: 

Grundy (1993) classifies changes into three types: smooth incremental change, bumpy 

incremental change, discontinuous change also called ‘frame breaking change’. His study is 

presented in tabular form with examples below: 

 

Another theorist named Professor Nut also introduced three types of changes: adaptative 

change, innovative change and radically innovative change (Karaxha et al. 2018). His study 

is also displayed in tabular form below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

VARIETIES OF 

CHANGE 

DEFINITION EXAMPLE 

Smooth 

Incremental 

Change 

Change which evolves slowly 

in a systematic and 

predictable way.  

Organizational culture evolving 

overtime.  

Bumpy Incremental 

Change 

Periods of relative tranquility 

punctuated by acceleration in 

pace of change.  

Changing demands for products 

resulting from the advent of 

computer-based office systems.  

Discontinuous 

Change 

Change which is marked by 

rapid shifts in either strategy 

or culture or in all the three.  

Privatization of previously publicly 

owned utilities.  

VARIETIES OF 

CHANGE 

DEFINITION 

Adaptive Change Encompasses the transfer of change from organizational unit to 

another unit. It is a reptation of change through imitating the once 

adapted change.   

Innovative Change Change of idea or new ideas, devices or methods.   

Radically Innovative 

Change 

Change that is considered the most difficult to attain because it has 

tendency to threaten the administrative confidence, disadvantages 

to the workforce and in people’s life in general.  

Table 2.1 

Table 2.2 



2.3 Impact of change on an organization: 

Although change institutes fear and confusion for organizations, it has several positive 

impacts both for the company and its employees (Petouhoff et al. 2006; Todnem, 2005). The 

impact change can inflict upon the company are clustered below:  

 

 

  

o Enables organizations to 
respond quickly to changing 
customer demands 

o Allows more flexibility 
o Provides scope for growth, 

adaptability and creativity 
o Change process helps 

employees embrace new skills, 

opportunities and knowledge 

 

o Resistance to Change 
o Incompetence of change agents 
o Pressuring to keep the status 

quo 
o Resistance from employees 

towards change if it doesn't 
add to their personal goals and 
objectives 

o If the change plan doesn't go as 
planned, it will result in 
financial loss for the company 

 
Positive Impact of   

Change 

Negative Impact of 

Change 

Fig 2.3. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



PART 3 

 

1) Need for change: 

The changing nature of the business world expects companies to evolve with it, simply because 

without change, business will be left behind and their competitors are likely to take over. Thus, 

change becomes important either for the sake of survival or growth (Zogjani and Raci, 2015).  

Change falls in one of four categories: 

 

When considering Google, the need for change is mainly directed towards the constant 

reconstruction of the technological industry. Massive development and successes of 

technological companies have them to outspread to new sectors such as robotics. Which aid 

humans to mainly achieve work and time efficiency. As of 2020, there are 2.4million industrial 

robots operating all around the world (Morris, 2020). By 2025, it is expected that the global 

market revenue of this industry will hit $210billion (Scerra, 2020). And by 2025, there will be 

100Billion internet of things (IoT) connected devices generating total revenue of $10Trillion  

(Nichlos, 2020). This supposedly creates an opportunity for Google, as since May 2016, Google 

is already associated with IoT via Google Home.  

Consumer needs:

Similarly, to the business world, consumers need also shift. If the company fails to change and 
give consumers what they need, they most likely go for the second-best option.

Technology:

Change in technology mirrors Moore’s Law closely Mollick, 2006). Which states that after every 
eighteen months there is a potential need to make changes to keep with technology. 

Competition:

Pressure to stay ahead of competitors and change to attain competitive edge

Economy:

Constant need to steer a course through the changes in economy and particularly the impact it 
may inflict on customers

Fig 3.1. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



Therefore, if Google expects to uphold its position as leading tech company it is essential for 

them to dive in this sector and make great changes. If Google fails to change, their competitors 

Apple and Microsoft, will attain the competitive advantage by steering into this sector and thus 

formulating far better products.  

 

2) Factors driving change: 

 

a. SWOT analysis: 

STRENGTHS: 

• Search engine market share:  

As evident from fig 3.2, Google dominates the market share of 

search engine with a whopping 91.54% with around 6.9billion 

searches everyday as of 2020 (WebFX, 2020).  

• Brand value:  

Amongst MNC’s, Google is the most highly recognized brand 

globally. According to Forbes, Google ranks no.2 with a brand value of $207.5billion (Forbes, 

2020).  

• Rapid growth:  

Google is one of the fastest-growing 

companies in the world. As witnessed 

from fig 3.3, in 2001, it had 300 

employees however, by December 

2019 the number of employees 

reached around 118,899 (Elias, 2020).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 3.2. Source: WebFX (2020) 

THE TOP SEARCH ENGINES 

Fig3.3. Source: Elias (2020) 



 

• Acquisition capabilities:  

Since 2001, Google has successfully 

acquired around 238 companies, one of 

the highest business acquisitions 

worldwide, as evident from fig 3.4. 

These acquisitions enable Google to obtains new 

skills and technologies. Key acquisitions of Google 

are listed in table 1 (Gadgetsnow, 2019).  

 

 

WEAKNESSES: 

• Overdependence on advertisements:  

Along the years, the revenue of 

Google heavily depends on 

advertisements. In 2019, total 

revenue of Google was 

$160.74billion out of which 

$134.81billion came from 

advertisements (fig 3.5) 

(Alphabet, 2019). Due to 

increasing concerns regarding 

privacy, users are now using 

adblockers or alternate search 

engines negatively affecting 

Google (Forbes, 2019).  

• Unfair business practice:  

In 2017, Google was held accountable by European Union for breaching E.U.’s online privacy 

rules and was fined $2.7billion (Gilchrist, 2017). Nonetheless, in 2020 Google is to be faced 

with another antitrust charge by the US government which will allegedly, be the biggest 

Fig 3.4. Source: Statista (2017) 

Fig 3.5. Source: Statista (2020) 
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antitrust case since 1990s (Benner and Kang, 2020). These unfair business practices have time-

and-time again put Google in turmoil.  

• Poor pricing strategy:  

On June 2020, Google raised the subscription price of YouTube TV from $49.99 to $65, the 

price hike resulted the company to lose around 2million subscribers stating that Netflix and 

Disney+ offer more content at lower price (CNBC, 2020).  

• Employee protest:  

Employees of Google have repeatedly gathered to protest against the company or its policies, 

one such recent protest took place in June 2020 when around 1,600employees petitioned for 

Google to stop offering its G-suite services (includes tools for email, file storage and document 

editing) to police departments in light of Black Lives Matter protest (Dave, 2020).  

 

OPPORTUNITIES: 

• Wearable market:  

Wearables are the new upcoming trend providing Google with a great opportunity to explore. 

Because it was struggling to meet Apple and Samsung head-on in the wearables, thus they had 

to buy their way in which they did by acquiring Fitbit in 2019 (Bohn, 2019).   

• Cloud services:  

To diversify its revenue stream, 

Google is placing big bets on cloud 

services. In the fiscal year 2019, 

around 5.5% ($8.9billion) of 

revenue came from Google Cloud 

Platform and its services (fig 3.6) 

(Alphabet, 2019).  

• Expanding services to 

emerging markets:  

Google is exploring opportunities to expand in emerging markets, one such example is when in 

July 2020, Google offered world’s first commercial high-speed internet in Kenya using 

balloons to provide 4G internet access in rural areas (Miriri, 2020).  

 

Fig 3.6. Source: Alphabet (2019) 



THREATS: 

• Decline in market shares:  

Digital ad revenues of Google are 

gradually declining over the years as 

new applications such as Facebook, 

Instagram and Snapchat are growing. 

The gradual decline in revenues can be 

comprehended from fig 3.7. 

 

• COVID pandemic:  

The pandemic of 2020 has projected Google’s revenue to drop for the first time since the 

recession of 2008. Economic uncertainty threatens 

Google’s revenues and profits. Q1 of 2020 saw 

revenue of $41.20billion whereas it dropped to 

$38.3billion in Q2 of 2020. The difference between 

revenue of 2019 and 2020 is presented in fig 3.8. 

 

• Competitors:  

Primary threat to Google comes from 

competitors such as Apple and 

Microsoft that have secured the top 

place as the most valued tech brand in 

2020 (fig 3.9). Moreover, Facebook 

and Amazon are gradually catching up 

with Google. In future, these 

competitors could overrule Google 

from the market completely.  

Google Share of total US digital Ad spending, 2016-2020  

Fig 3.7. Source: eMarketer (2020) 

Fig 3.9. Source: Wood (2020) 

Fig 3.8.  



FURTHER EVALUATION: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Further Evaluation of Google’s SWOT Analysis  

Fig 3.10. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



b. PESTLE analysis: 

For the purpose of this research, factors from the American market are captured and explained. 

POLITICAL FACTORS: 

 

• Free Trade Agreements (FTA): 

USA has FTAs with 20 countries including Costa Rica, Panama, Chile and Australia and as of 

2019, is in process of getting FTAs with other countries which will reduce barriers on 

import/export allowing goods to be purchased with little or no government tariffs (USTR, 

2019).  

• Corporate tax imposed by US government: 

Corporate taxes imposed by the US government is exponentially high and to save that money, 

the silicone sixes, including Google, allegedly have a gap of $100billion in their provision and 

paid taxes (Taylor, 2019). These taxes have resulted Google to stash its cash in tax havens such 

as Bermuda and Ireland. In 2016, Google reportedly saved itself as much as $3.7billion using 

the tax avoidance technique called ‘Double Irish Dutch Sandwich’ (Statt, 2018). Nonetheless, 

Donald Trump has reduced corporate taxes from 35% to 21% and since the reform is passed, 

Google executives have claimed that they will no longer exploit the tax loophole (Reindl, 

2018). 

• Political tension between US and China: 

Political tension has led Google 

to pull back Android services 

from new Huawei phones. This 

decision is a huge blow for 

Google for 2 reasons, firstly, as 

evident from fig 3.11, as of 

May 2020 the market share of 

Android in Chinese market is 

79.39%. Secondly, new OS 

developed by Huawei called 

HarmonyOS is expected to 

become a significant rival for 

Google (Kharpal, 2020). This 

could put Google’s 

international dominance in 

jeopardy if Huawei’s OS performs better than Android. 

 

 

Fig 3.11. Source: Statista (2020)  



ECONOMIC FACTORS: 

 

• Recession of 2008 and employee layoff: 

Revenue of Google had only been going up 

since it went public in 1998, but 2008 was 

the first year when their revenues slowed 

down due to the recession (fig 3.12). Eric 

Schmidt, CEO at that time stated, ‘No 

company is recession proof, Google is 

absolutely feeling the pressure.’ During 

this time, 300 employees were laid off 

(Gomstyn, 2009).  

 

• Recession of 2020 and layoff: 

Nonetheless, in 2020 as the American market suffers another recession, Google witnessed a 

decrease in revenues again. As highlighted in SWOT analysis, the revenue decrease could be 

associated to the fact that Google earns 86% of their revenues from advertisement, people are 

searching less and buying less which means advertisers are advertising less leading to decrease 

in revenue. Nevertheless, the silver lining for Google is that amidst the pandemic, YouTube 

advertisement rose from $3.6billion in 2019 to $3.8billion in 2020 (Protalinski, 2020). The 

recession led jobs revoked of around 2000 people (Gubagaras, 2020).  

 

SOCIAL FACTORS: 

• Dependence of teens on social media: 

Average American teenager spends 7 hours 

per day on phone and as of 2019, social 

media users have surpassed 223million 

(Moyler, 2019). This serves as an 

opportunity for Google and its services 

such as YouTube. Fig 3.13, shows the 

percentage users of YouTube by age group, 

as of 2020, this survey proves that majority 

of US citizens have access to YouTube. 

  

Fig 3.12. Source:  Shankland (2009) 

Fig 3.13. Source: Clement (2020) 



• Competing application and shifting user preference: 

Increasing competition 

in technology sector 

has resulted Google 

applications to 

gradually being 

replaced with 

Facebook, Instagram 

and Snapchat. Fig 

3.14 shows that 

Facebook is the most 

popular app in USA.  

 

• No geographic dependency: 

As the technology of internet is spread worldwide, Google has no geographical dependence. It 

operates in now than 191 countries, few are not even economically established.  

 

TECHNOLOGICAL FACTORS: 

• Competition: 

Google’s search engine is its cash cow however, competitors of Google, Amazon and Microsoft 

have devised search algorithm that are as effective as Google’s which could put Google’s 

position or dominance in search engine market share in jeopardy (Raphael, 2019).  

• R&D expenditure: 

As of 2019, Google has the second-highest expenditure on R&D in the world after Amazon 

(Alphabet, 2019). Amazon’s R&D expenditure was reported at $35billion (Amazon, 2019). 

Competitors of Google, Apple and Microsoft have lower expenditure of R&D at $16.2billion 

and $16.8billion respectively (Apple, 2019; Microsoft, 2019).  

• iOS taking over Android: 

Usage of cellphone is higher than any other gadget. As 

of September 2020, 74.25% people worldwide prefer 

Android phones whereas only 25.15% people prefer 

iOS. However, in USA, a whopping 59.33% people 

prefer iOS phones whereas only 40.46% people prefer 

Android phones. This means that in USA, Google is 

gradually being replaced by Apple.  

Most popular social media app in US 

as of 2020 

Fig 3.14. Source: Clement (2020) 

Mobile OS Market Share 

Worldwide 

Mobile OS Market Share in USA 

Fig 3.15. Source: Statcounter (2020) 



• Opportunity during covid’19: 

In the COVID-19 pandemic remote working and video conferencing is accelerating creating an 

opportunity for Google. Google introduced its video conferencing app called Google Meets. As 

of July 2020, Google Meets ranks second-best video conferencing app with around 100million 

users daily (Unnikrishnan, 2020).  

 

LEGAL FACTORS: 

• Consumer laws: 

Consumers nowadays are greatly concerned regarding the tracking of their online activities; 

this tracking enables technological companies to display advertisements centered around their 

interests. However, Google transparently displays an option of ‘Why This Ad’ providing a 

detailed explanation. Google follows ‘General Data Protection Regulation’ that mandates 

companies to have a transparent justification for storing private data. As Google makes 86% of 

its revenues from advertisement this means that they’re unable to show relevant advertisement. 

Even though Google claims to comply this regulation, Australian Competition and Consumer 

Commission (ACCC) sued Google for misleading consumers for 18 months (Cameron, 2020). 

• Copyright laws: 

Restriction on copyright have limited the broadness of content available specially across 

YouTube resulting in reduced traffic. Google had also been sued by authors in 2008 for 

copyright infringement for unethically uploading their books online, the case was settled for 

$125million (Sterling, 2008). In 2012, Google was sued by Dr Guy Hingston for defamation of 

auto-complete search suggestion, it was marked as the first case filed for defamation against 

Google in USA (Pattison and Carrick, 2013).  

• Antitrust laws: 

Antitrust laws in USA include ‘The Sherman Act’ which outlaws attempted monopolization; 

‘The Federal Trade Commission Act’ which bans the unfair means of competition and ‘The 

Clayton Act’ that tackles the unfair means of merger and acquisition that creates unfair 

competition (FTC, 2020). 

European Union filed a case of antitrust against Google in 2017 claiming that Google abused 

the search market dominance to give Google Shopping service higher gain on other retailers 

creating unfair monopoly over consumer, for this case, fine of $2.7billion was imposed 

(Gilchrist, 2017). Trampling over the ‘Clayton Act’, Google stifled the competition by 

acquiring existing companies such as DoubleClick and AdMob to entrench itself in part of the 

ad tech chain. Regarding these acquisitions (Eoelman, 2020) stated ‘These acquisitions reveal a 

sustained effort to occupy the entire ad tech stack as well as the related analytics market 

through mergers.’ 



Google is faced with another antitrust charge in 2020 by US government which will be the 

biggest antitrust case since 1990s. The charge targets the unfair means of market dominance by 

Google as well as their advertisement making it difficult for other tech companies to compete 

(Benner and Kang, 2020). 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: 

• Carbon emission: 

As of 2020, Google has achieved 14 consecutive 

years of carbon-neutrality. Google reduces its 

carbon footprints by efficiency improvements, 

generating renewable energy and purchasing 

green power. Rest of the footprint is brought to 

zero by purchasing carob offset (fig 3.16).  

• Shifting preference to renewables: 

In 2018, Google became the first corporate company to match 100% of its electricity usage 

with renewables. 2018 marks 2nd consecutive year for operations with renewables. As of 2019, 

Google has purchased around 26million 

MWh of renewable energy (Ambrose, 

2019). Since 2010, Google has invested 

around $2.5billiion in renewables and their 

latest agreement resulted in construction of 

energy infrastructure of $2billion including 

several wind turbines and solar panels 

spread across 3 continents. The renewable 

energy fleet of Google stands at 52projects 

(Pichai, 2019). As part of ‘American 

Business Act’ on Climate Pledge, Google 

tripled their investment on renewables from 1.1GW to 3.4GW by 2025 however, in 2018, 

signed 34 agreements totaling more than 3.75GW reaching target 7years early (Google, 2019). 

• Climate change:  

Google follows ‘circular economy’ which emphasizes on reusing by creating a closed-loop 

which limits both input material and waste (Riggins, 2020). Google diverts 87% of waste from 

data centers that goes towards landfill. At the Climate conference in Paris in 2015, Google 

executives called for a strong action and in 2018 during the Global Climate Action Summit in 

San Francisco framed a new project named ‘Environmental Insights Explorer’ as a way for 

leaders to improve and focus on local climate programs (Meyer, 2018). 

 

Fig 3.16. Source: Google (2011) 

Fig 3.17. Source: Weise (2018) 



3) Implication of ignoring change: 

If the expected change is ignored the company could find itself in great turmoil. The basic issue 

that follows is that the company could witness itself losing customers to their competitors that 

did change and are providing customers with better services. Next, challenges come from 

employees that are looking forward to be associated with a company that has a strong market 

presence and provides with development opportunities. In general, the company falls into stress 

and confusion producing an unhealthy work environment.  

Back when the internet was small-scale, Yahoo saw phenomenal success. It was one of the first 

companies to embrace banner ads. Businesses would rent space on Yahoo homepage like 

billboard for $10,000 a month. When Larry page and Sergey Brin came up with an algorithm 

named PageRank that determined the relative importance of a webpage based on other pages 

linked to it or by their importance. When they tried to sell PageRank to Yahoo in 1997, yahoo 

executives criticized stating that this algorithm would mean that people would find whatever 

they were looking for too fast and they’d see fewer banner ads in process which could reduce 

Yahoo’s revenue (Dyck, 2019). Not only that, Yahoo refused to develop a web directory as 

Google did. Along the years, Google refined its products whereas Yahoo remained stuck on 

making money via banner ads refusing to change (Levy, 2015). This led Google to take over the 

market as well as the tech giant, Yahoo, which once dominated the internet. If Yahoo had agreed 

to change and diversified their services as Google did, their position wouldn’t be threatened.  

 

  



PART 4 

 

1) Kurt Lewin’s model of change: 

Planned approach to organizational change surfaced through the work of Kurt Lewin in early 

1940s. Which was related to social changes, group decision-making and implementation (Lewin, 

1951). For Lewin (1958), the alarm factor was the issue of group conduct, he observed that 

individual’s behavior different from group to group. He argued that people may join a group with 

different reasons, however if they are to share a common objective, they are likely to act together 

accomplish it. Furthermore, he established that the group conduct required changes so that they 

wouldn’t revert to old levels with time. Thus, Lewin’s theory was based on the notion that 

planned change, through learning, enables individuals to understand and reframe their views on 

ways to solve social conflicts.  

Consequently, Lewin’s work resulted in a model that considers change as a three-step procedure 

depicted below:  

 

 

 

 

This model is correlated to an intentional change in a company and the management may use 

variety of strategies to implement the change that is intended (Branch, 2002). 

Step 1: The first step, unfreezing, is where the employees are informed regarding the change and 

are expected to break away from the way things were done. A sense of urgency is created in the 

organization and employees are encouraged to replace their old behaviors and attitudes. 

Furthermore, they are mentored to acclimatize to new work practices (Harper, 2001).  

Nonetheless, this process proves to be extremely excruciating for employees and many times can 

lead to unconstructive behavior rather than constructive behavior by the employees. Argyris 

(1993) noticed this behavior pattern and stated that employees are rather more anxious while 

performing a new task if are unknown of the outcomes of the change. 

Step 2: The second step, moving, engage in activities that implement new ways of doing things 

or engaging in activities that bring about change. To facilitate the change process, trainings from 

mentors or role models help employees to learn new concepts or ways to adjust within the new 

established system. For a seamless change process, management needs to ensure that all relevant 

stakeholders are given an opportunity to take part when making decisions or when solving a 

problem in a collaborative way (Harper, 2001). Once an employee engages in the organization 

Unfreezing Moving Refreezing

Fig 4.1  Source: Lewin (1951) 



and its activities, it is most likely that they will accept the change and get committed to make the 

change process a success.  

However, as simpler as it seems, this is the hardest step of the model where miscommunication 

can spread unnecessary conflicts and make employees feel negated (Cummings et al. 2016). 

Rumors could spread regarding the certainty of the company. In this step, a high number of 

employee turnover is witnessed if the change plan is too strenuous.  

Step 3: Third step, refreeze, emphasizes on reinforcing the new process and procedure in the 

company. To further stabilize the change process, employees must be acknowledged for their 

inputs considering their contribution essential for the success of change plan. Recognition could 

be either intrinsic or extrinsic depending on what motivates the employees (Ryan and Deci, 

2000).  

Nevertheless, this process requires the management to be patient with employees and to help 

them adjust in new ways of the company. Listen and empathize or else the employees are most 

likely to fall back to the old ways. And most importantly celebrate the successes that have been 

achieved along way.  

According to Branch (2002), Lewin’s model can be accomplished in 3 ways which are indicated 

below: 

 

2) Criticism on Kurt Lewin’s change model: 

Scholars have widely debating on the relevance of the change model and have levelled criticism 

against it. The main criticisms are: 

• The model is mechanistic and simplistic in the current nature of organizational change. 

Critics have stated that organizational change is a continuous and open-ended process 

rather than being abrupt (Dawson, 1994; Wilson, 1992).   

• Kurt Lewin’s model fails to incorporate radical and transformational change. The plan is 

only beneficial when the change is incremental and has relevance only for isolated 

change projects (Harris, 1985; Miller and Friesen, 1984).  

Changing the individuals who work in the organization (their skills, values, 
attitudes, and eventually behavior) - with an eye to instrumental organizational 
change

Changing various organizational structures and systems - reward systems, 
reporting relationships, work design

Directly changing the organizational climate or interpersonal style - how often 
people are with each other, how conflict is managed, how decisions are made

Fig 4.2  Source: Branch (2002) 



• The model ignores the role of politics and power in a company. The nature of conflicts 

that exist in a company are completely ignored (Hatch, 1997).  

• The plan supports a top-down, management-driven approach to change, ignoring 

situations requiring bottom-up change (Dawson, 1994).  

• It assumes that an organization operates in a rather stable environment and can move 

from one phase to another in a planned way. Thus, this model may not be useful in 

chaotic or turbulent business environments (Pfeffer, 1992).  

 

3) ADKAR model of change: 

When a change is implemented in the company, it is not the organization but rather the behaviors 

of the individuals that change. The change in collective behavior is what leads to different 

outcomes of change. For example, when a company goes through reorganization or restructuring, 

it is not the rearrangement that represents the change but the shift in accountabilities and 

responsibilities of every person (Shah, 2014). This results in new behaviors and different 

business outcomes. In other words, it is not the business that changes but the people within the 

company that changes. Jeffrey Hiatt constructed his analysis on this point of view and came up 

with a change management model called ADKAR model of change in 2003 (Hiatt and Creasey, 

2003).  

 

The above elements signify the basic requirements for an individual to achieve and sustain 

change. These elements can neither be skipped nor be reorganized. Such as, a company can’t 

solely manage change with employees by plainly sending them to training classes. They may not 

be able to grasp the requirements of change and may resist both the training and change 

(Cameron and Green, 2004).  

Awareness

Desire

AbilityKnowledge

Reinforcement

Fig 4.3  Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



Thus, the connection between strategy, process, system changes and expected business results is 

the collective achievement of the elements of ADKAR by the individuals of the company (Hiatt 

and Creasey, 2012). More specifically, the ultimate business results are a function of how many 

individuals work through ADKAR elements leading towards the ability to implement change and 

to what extend the capability is reinforced (Hiatt, 2006). 

4) Criticism on ADKAR change model: 

Regardless of functionality, scholars have put forth criticism on the ADKAR model discussed 

below: 

• ADKAR model focuses on the change at individual level and offers a prescriptive 

approach to change management which may not be useful for every business, as every 

busines functions in its own ways (Smith, 2019). 

Awareness:

Help understand why change is necessary

Give reasoning for the change

Communicate with employees

Desire:

Motivate the employees towards the change

Help them understand what the change is and 
how it will affect them

Encourage them by showing the positive side of 
change

Knowledge:

Provide with adequate knowledge that would 
support the change plan by trainings and 

seminars

Transfer knowledge by coaching, mentoring or 
workshops

Most important types of knowledge are; 
knowledge on how to change and knowledge on 
how to perform once the change is implemented

Ability:

Help translate the knowledge to application

Help employees to implement the change to 
reach the desired outcomes

Give employees time, coaching and constant 
feedback during this stage

Reinforcement:

Make changes stick to inhibit employees to fall 
back in the old ways

Provide positive feedbacks, rewards and 
celebrate successes business has achieved along 

the way

Enforce that the changes is now the part of 
company structure

Fig 4.4  Source: Researchers 

Work (2020) 

ELEMENTS OF THE ADKAR MODEL 



• This model is well suited for organizations that prefer incremental change and would not 

be suited for a step change. Many organizations believe in prompt changes which may 

not align with the ADKAR model (Boca, 2013).  

• There is an important distinction between the micro level and the macro level 

perspectives of change management - and which the ADKAR fails to recognise (Goyal 

and Patwardhan, 2018). 

→ At the macro level the root cause of this is lack of clarity and lack of 

communication about the people aspects of how to manage change - and even 

more fundamentally - the lack of a language and contextual framework to 

articulate and manage the necessary processes of change that will work for people. 

→ At the micro level, delivering a strategy and changing a culture requires hands-on 

detailed management - micro management on occasions - in the specifics of how 

to do it - especially during the early stages. 

 

5) Crossover of ADKAR and Kurt Lewin’s model: 

Elements from the ADKAR model and Kurt Lewin model’s for change somehow complement 

each other however both models contain components or emphasizes on aspects of organizational 

change that aren’t found in the other model. The parallels of both models are displayed below: 

• As during the unfreezing stage in the Kurt Lewin’s model, the employees are alerted 

regarding the change, its urgency and importance, similar strategy is adopted during the 

awareness, desire and knowledge stage of ADKAR model where the employees are not 

Unfreezing

Awareness

Desire

Knowledge

Changing Ability

Freezing Reinforcement

Fig 4.5  Source: Researchers Work (2020) 
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only made aware of the change but also provided with adequate knowledge to support the 

change.  

• During the changing stage of Kurt Lewin’s model, the change that was desired is made 

similarly, in the ability phase, the knowledge given to the employees is translated to 

application.  

• Lastly, in the freezing stage, the management expect the employees to embrace the 

change and the new ways of the company. Correspondingly a similar route is observed 

during the reinforcement phase where the management administers the change so that the 

employee doesn’t fall back to the old ways.  

 

6) Preferred model for Google: 

Kurt Lewin’s change model serves as a useful framework to understand the dynamics of a 

company however, sometimes is misinterpreted by companies and is solely used as an 

implementation plan. Nonetheless, the model has somewhat proved to be successful and has 

been used by managers to consider change in a different perspective. ADKAR model for change 

mainly states that it is not the organization that changes rather the individuals. The behavior that 

an individual express towards the change heavily induces the way company will change, thus the 

elements of this model serves the individuals rather than the company.  

Although both models have proved to be relevant, ADKAR model seems to be more suitable for 

Google. ADKAR model is more supportive, broad and specific in nature. It provides the 

employers with a step-by-step framework to help employees with the change process. The 

application of ADKAR model for Google is discussed in in the next task.  

  



PART 5 

1) Change Management Strategy: 

 

1.1 Expected Change:  

The technological environment is drastically evolving triggering tech giants to step-up. This 

uncertain world expects the companies to strategically make changes in the organization. 

Companies that fail to adapt, are unfortunately left behind. For example, Google executives 

met with Zuckerberg, during 2004 and 2007 to ‘work with or buy Facebook’ (Kirkpatrick, 

2010). Alas, Google was not successful in striking a deal, which costed Google significantly. 

As previously highlighted in PESTLE analysis, as of 2019, Facebook now dominates the 

mobile messaging apps in US, leaving Google Messenger behind Snapchat and WhatsApp.  

Regardless of the fiasco with Facebook, Google still retains its position as the leading tech 

giant, however to maintain its place and stay relevant in the technological market in future, 

the company is required to make appropriate strategical changes.  

Google is deeply rooted in majority sectors of technology however, is yet to explore the 

world of robotics. The technology of AI will be used to create robots that can learn on their 

own and doesn’t require programming by humans ahead of time to perform a chore 

(Meisenzahl, 2019). It is expected that robotics will enhance work efficiency as well as time 

efficiency.  

1.2 Nature of Change: 

Darwin’s theory of evolution has been characterized as an incremental process of change but 

more recently, scholars have questioned this opinion stating that these changes occur in 

spurts (Burke, 2007). Constructing analysis on the presented viewpoint, change can either be 

incremental or radical for individuals, groups or organizations. However, the nature of 

change is largely dependent on the nature of the company and the type of change.  

Majority organizations consist of improvements, incremental steps to resolve a problem or 

change a part of a larger system. Google is an MNC with thousands of employees worldwide 

thus a system of change that evolves at a slower pace encourages active communication and 

is inclusive is required. Such a change is called evolutionary change. Most organizational 

changes are referred to as kaizen meaning ‘continual improvement.’ Scholars such as Weick 

and Quinn (1999) and Orlikowski (1996) explain the meaning of evolutionary as ‘the idea 

that small continuous adjustments created simultaneously across units, can cumulate and 

create substantial change. That scenario presumes tightly coupled interdependencies.’ 

1.3 Change Intervention: 

The concept of intervention is associated with identification of the targeted group the change 

is aimed at. Change may affect individuals, group or the entire organization, duly taking 

heed of this aspect and developing a plan that resonates is of paramount importance for the 



change plan to be successful (Coetzee et al. 2012). Since, robotics is a segment of 

technology, creation of robotics from Google will be a business-level intervention as it Is 

related to business development and rigorous research & development. Nonetheless, when 

the change plan advances and the robots reduce costs and enhances work efficiency, it will 

become a corporate-level intervention as robots will then become part of an entire system 

probably by replacing humans.   

1.4 Change Perspective: 

With the proposed nature and intervention, the suitable perspective is the ‘contingency 

perspective’. This perspective describes the ways in which organization breaks down 

complex processes or changes into manageable phases that simplifies the process to save 

time and money.  

2) Application of ADKAR model for the change plan:  

As discussed earlier, due to its comprehensiveness, ADKAR model has proved to be more 

practical for an MNC like Google when approaching a change.   

To thrive and remain relevant, change is essential for Google. But while the company and its 

executive may consider the need for change, stakeholders involved may not be comfortable or 

understand the need for change. To ensure a seamless change process, steps from the ADKAR 

model will be examined and put under application. 

Awareness: Stakeholders should be made aware of the requirement for change. In this step, 

active communication is the key as the stakeholders will be in a state of shock. Some may give a 

passive reaction or some may actively resist change. Communication is the key at this step, to 

share uncomfortable truths and facts that require the company to bring forth the change (Kiani 

and Shah, 2014). Employees at Google may resist the change of robot creation fearing that 

robots might replace them, however at this point it is essential to communicate with the rationale 

of change and state facts.  

Desire: Even if the stakeholders understand the need for change, they still might not agree to 

change. Stakeholders may not care if the facts stated are rendering to the business but will care if 

it meant layoffs and freezing wages. Stakeholders will truly participate in the change plan if they 

fully support the change. This is where the management at Google is required to hear the 

stakeholders, understand their perspective, grievances and reluctance to change. Give them 

appropriate feedback and answer their queries while also motivating them intrinsically and 

extrinsically (Al-Qahtani, 2010). 

Knowledge: Once the stakeholders agree to change, the next step is to educate with required 

skills to aid the change plan (Goyal and Patwardhan, 2018). The change will require new 

processes and procedures which compels employees to have proper training and mentoring to 

ensure that operations run smoothly. Stakeholders such as software engineers, infrastructure 

engineers and architect require high-level training to undertake such complicated task of robot 

creation. 



Ability: Educating stakeholders does not give them the ability to commence with such complex 

responsibilities. To translate knowledge to ability, stakeholders are required to have some 

practice runs and analyze what goes well and what doesn’t. Make adjustments along the way and 

try again until a final outcome is reached. For example, once the software engineer is given the 

required training, they should be allowed to come up with relevant softwares for the robot, trail-

and-error will lead Google to the most suitable software for the engineer.  

Reinforcement: Once the change process is complete, it is essential to make the change stick or 

else it is most likely that stakeholders will fall back to the old ways. Positive reinforcement keeps 

employees on track and productive, this can come in form of recognition and rewards, 

performance measures and positive feedbacks (Angtyan, 2019). 

Sponsorship model: for ADKAR model is portrayed below which depicts the criticality level of 

each stakeholder as the phases pass. This elucidates that not all stakeholders will hold 

importance along the stages: 

3) Stakeholder Analysis: 

The term ‘stakeholder’ has appeared in literature at several instances, however scholars have 

provided different definitions, such as Freeman and Reed (1983) stated ‘An individual or group 

who can affect the achievement of an organization’s objectives or who is affected by the 

achievement of an organization’s objectives’ whereas Thompson et al. (1991) expressed 

stakeholders ‘as groups in relationship with an organization.’ 

For the change proposed for Google, various stakeholders will be engaged. Nonetheless, few of 

these stakeholders will hold the title of being internal stakeholders whereas few will hold the 

status of external stakeholders for the company.  
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STAKEHOLDERS 

Software Engineer 

Architect             

Machine Operator 

Workers      

Infrastructure Engineer 

Project Manager 

Marketing Team 

KEY: 

Fig 5.1  Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



3.1 Identification of stakeholder:  

Freeman (1984) distingushed stakeholders in two categories; internal and external 

stakeholders. Internal stakeholders have direct impact on firm’s objectives whereas external 

stakeholders are affected by firm’s objectives. The stakeholders involved in the change 

management process for Google are categorized below  

 

3.2 Particulars of stakeholders: 

Internal Stakeholders

Project Manager

Infrastructure 
Engineer

Software Engineer

Architect 

Board of Directors 

Marketing Team

External Stakeholders

Supplier

Insurance Company

Government Bodies

Customers

Investors

Competitors

Fig 5.2. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 
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Management
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CEO
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Investors

Employees

Architect

Product Designer

Software Engineer

Professional Users

Researcher

Workers

Marketing Team

Local Community 
and Society

Insurance Company

Suppliers

Customer
Fig 5.3. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



3.3 Stakeholder mapping: 

Stakeholder mapping is also referred as stakeholder analysis technique (Sharma, 2003). The 

aim of this analysis is to understand the power/interest exerted by each stakeholder (Brugha 

and Varvasovszky, 2000). 

Mathur et al. (2007) states that the analysis is advantageous for 2 reasons – firstly, helps link 

stakeholders to their power of influence on a project and the result can be helpful to identify 

the power imbalance within stakeholders, thus formulate relevant strategies. Secondly, 

mapping stakeholders to their interest level provides opportunity to bring them within the 

assessment process who otherwise might be left out.  

The relevant stakeholders for the project are positioned on the power/interest matrix below: 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 5.4. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



4) Communication Strategy: 
 

Stakeholder Power/ 

Interest 

Key interest Communic-

ation Mode 

Frequency Comments 

Project 

Manager 

HP, HI 

(Q2) 

Make sure project is off the 

ground with proper 

implementation plan and 

technologies 

Manage 

Closely 

Regularly Frequent updates on project progress, 

issues & risks regarding the project. 

Ensure that the direction and plan for the 

project is followed 

Software 

Engineer 

HP, HI 

(Q2) 

Use engineering principle and 

programming language to 

develop systems and software for 

the robots  

Manage 

Closely 

Regularly, 

thrice a week 

Frequently get acquainted by setting 

meetings and conferences to get updates 

on the progress and softwares established 

for the project  

Investor LP, HI 

(Q4) 

Capitalize the proposed project Keep 

Informed 

Once in 6 

months 

Inform regarding company image, legal 

status, profit & loss status, project 

progress and business plan 

Government HP, LI 

(Q1) 

Ensure that the robots are used 

for lawful reasons and permit its 
legalized use 

Keep 

Satisfied 

Rarely, 

mainly at the 
end of project 

Government doesn’t change its policies 

or enforce guidelines. However, once the 
project is over, approval from govt 

bodies will be required. 

Board of 

Directors 

HP, HI 

(Q2) 

Make certain that the company 

has adequate, well-managed 

resources at its disposal. They set 

goals and support executive 

duties  

Manage 

Closely 

Once every 

month 

Updates on business plan and project 

progress, issues and risks regarding the 

project, brief regarding return on 

investment and profit & loss 

Marketing 

Team 

LP, HI 

(Q4) 

Promotes the business and 

communicate robotic expertise as 

an extra selling point for 

company  

Keep 

Informed 

Regularly 

towards the 

completion of 

project 

Explain the project details so that 

appropriate marketing strategy can be 

formulated.  

Supplier LP, LI 

(Q3) 

Supply the products, raw 

materials or machineries required 

to kick-start the project 

Monitor Towards the 

beginning of 

project or 
when an item 

is required 

Since this is an identified macro-element, 

changes in the project are not directed 

towards this stakeholder but towards 
systems and processes or adds value to 

the company 

Insurance 

Company 

LP, HI 

(Q4) 

Help manage companies’ risks Keep 

Informed 

Rarely, 

towards the 

end 

Present the project details and explain 

the significance of the venture 

Customers LP, LI 

(Q3) 

No specific interest with the 

project 

Monitor No 

interaction 

regarding the 

project 

Changes in the project are not directed 

towards this stakeholder but towards 

systems and processes or adds value to 

the company 

Infrastructure 

Engineer 

HP, HI 

(Q2) 

Involved in setting up 

development environment, server 

setup and developer operations 

related functions for the project 

Manage 

Closely 

Regularly Regular meetings on the progress of 

designing, building and maintaining the 

IT infrastructure for the project 

Competitors LP, LI 

(Q3) 

No specific interest with the 

project 

Monitor No 

interaction 
regarding the 

project 

Changes in the project are not directed 

towards this stakeholder but towards 
systems and processes or adds value to 

the company 

Architect HP, HI 

(Q2) 

Design the robots and set its 

specifications 

Manage 

Closely 

Regularly Regular meetings to gather the progress 

on the outline made for the robots, 

updates on changes or alterations 

required in the design 

 
Fig 5.5. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



5) Resistance to Change: 

 

5.1 Reasons for resistance to change: 

When a change is instilled in the organization, it often runs into some form of human 

resistance. Kotter and Schlesinger (2008) 

discuss the four most common reasons 

why people resist changes which is 

presented in fig 1. Resistance to change 

introduces costs and hinders the process 

(Ansoff, 1990). Nonetheless, resistance is 

a way to keep the status quo, that is to 

say, resistance is equivalent to inertia, as 

the persistence to avoid change (Maurer, 

1996; Rumelt, 1995; Zaltman and 

Duncan, 1977).   

5.2 Kubler-Ross change model: 

This model was proposed by Elizabeth Kubler-Ross in her book ‘On Death and Dying’ in 

1969 which analyzes the five phases of loss (Kubler-Ross, 1969). The first stage is, denial, 

where the employees are initially shocked and cling to the status quo. This may result in 

temporary slowdown and productivity loss. Second stage, Anger, is when individuals realize 

that denial can’t be continued and turns towards anger and exhibits frustrated behavior to 

those around them. Third stage, Bargaining, is where the try to deflect the change. If all 

attempts fail, the fourth stage, Depression, emerges wherein the individual finally accepts 

their fate. And the last stage, Acceptance, is where the individuals embraces the inevitability 

of change. In this stage, individuals show emotional stability (Malone, 2018).  

Desire not to lose something of value

Misunderstanding of the change and its implication

Belief that change doesn't make sense for the 
organization

Low tolerance for change

REASONS FOR RESISTANCE TO CHANGE 

Fig 5.6. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



Ways to address employees concern at every stage of Kubler-Ross model is depicted below: 

 

5.3 Strategies to manage change/ leadership style: 

Resistance to change can be actively managed by implementing few strategies. 

Communication is the first strategy to manage resistance. Communication relives the 

individuals from the distress and makes the transition easier by providing them with 

knowledge on the change and why it is essential. Scholars have stated that a management 

that actively communicates the change process with its subordinates have higher chances of 

successful change implementation (Odine, 2015).  

The second strategy is learning. Individuals should know the facts and figures, the actual 

reason for change. Knowledge empowers employees to make an informed decision as to 

why it is so important for the company to change. Once the individual has all the facts, they 

will be more accepting towards the change (Leybourne, 2016).  

The final strategy is the change in leadership style of the company. The practical implication 

of this, if not insistently change, will constantly bring about absenteeism, employee turnover 

and demotivation. 

Fig 5.7. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



Leadership Style: Kurt Lewin, an American Psychologist, in 1939 presented the first major 

study on leadership styles in which he led a group of researchers categorize different styles 

of leadership (Lewin et al. 1939).  

Robert Blake and Jane Mouton formulated a 

leadership grid in 1964 which highlighted the 

degree of importance a leader gives to the task 

versus employee (Blake and Mouton, 1964). 

The preferred leadership style for Google 

would be ‘Team Style’. This leader understand 

that employees are a vital part of the company 

as well as gives utmost importance to the task at 

hand. The integration of concern for employee 

and production results in positive results and 

help triumph the set goal. Leaders communicate 

with employees and welcome their suggestions, 

any problem faced is tackled as a team (Alonzo, 

2017).  

  

Fig 5.8. Source: Researchers Work (2020) 



PART 6 

1) Recommendations: 

Under the present circumstances when Google is surrounded by competitors that are coming 

forth with better products such as Facebook or search engine by Microsoft or Amazon, to 

maintain its position in the market, it is essential for Google to make alterations in the company 

and embrace changes that will lead it towards success.  

The SWOT analysis of Google shows the opportunities and threats faced by Google. Thus, to 

remain as the market leader, Google needs to grasp on the opportunities and try to minimize the 

threats as much as possible. The best way forward for Google is to focus on its workforce and 

recruit labors that are educated and skilled that can come up with better and competitive 

products. Moreover, Google’s constant challenge has been in regards to security and privacy for 

which it is critical that they reduce dependency on advertisement for revenues and channel 

revenue streams from other sources that have proved to be success such as Google Cloud. As of 

209, 5.5% annual revenue of Google comes from Cloud technology. Expanding their services in 

this sector will prove to be beneficial for the company’s income.  

Nonetheless, in order to embrace these factors, Google needs to make several changes in the 

company. For that they need to come up with a change plan that aligns with the goals and 

objectives. An inclusive type of change that promotes active communication and evolves slowly 

has always shown positive results. Alongside communication, educating the employees 

regarding the change is also important. It is essential that the employees know what the change is 

and why the change is required. Once the employees are educated on the facts and figures their 

resistance changes to support.   

2) Conclusion: 

Organizations such as Google, have to change by adapting to the constant alterations in the 

technological environment and choose a change model that is consistent to its structure and 

strategies. Change is inevitable and unavoidable; it is impossible for Google to flourish and not 

bring changes. Change exists in different dimensions and can be categorized as internal factors 

that includes operational changes, internal laws and policies. While the external factors include 

stiff competition between companies in the same industry, socio-cultural, economic or political 

changes. In other words, changes occur in different types. Scholars or theorist have different 

views or models for change, which may be suitable for a company according to their company 

structure and size. Thus, it is vital to carefully select the type of change and the nature of change.  

Google entered the technological market with an approach of creating a system that would 

enable them to analyze a websites relevancy soon this technology thrived to a search engine and 

in today’s world, Google dominates the market share of search engine. This was only made 

possible by adopting appropriate changes and implementing relevant strategies along the way. 

Few notable changes of Google include acquiring YouTube, Nest Labs, Waze and Motorola, 

introducing innovative products such as Google Loon, Gmail, Google Cloud which has captured 

interest of billions of users proving to be extremely fruitful for Google’s success.  



However, changes are a continuous and excruciating process, one which is absolutely necessary 

for every organization. Nonetheless, the main setback when implementing change comes from 

the stakeholders and their resistance. They try to resist to the change to maintain the status-quo. 

However, once the resistance is efficiently managed in the company, the implementation of 

change plan goes smooth.  
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