AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION OF THE CAUSES OF EMPLOYEE CHANGE RESISTANCE
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ABSTRACT

This study examines the causes of workers resistance to change in an organization. It is the contention of this study that one of the ways people react to change is resistance to change in an organization. Such factor as fear of security uncertainty, threatened expertise, disruption in social relationship may make workers to resist change in an organization. The data of study are collected thought data or questionnaire and secondary sources. However the questionnaire forms are the major instrument of data collection. This simple random sampling method is used to select the respondents for the study. In other to make change achieve its intended objective, change should be managed there are different strategies of managing change and among such strategies are, education, communication, participation, building of climate of trust and effective leadership. The adoption of particular strategies for managing change in the organization should be contingent on the situation of change.

CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

Change is an inevitable phenomenon in any organization. This was aptly observed that all organization are in a state of flux whether or not they want to recognize it and manager it, resist it or ignore it.

The manager that succeeds in managing his organization effectively is one that knows how to adopt and manage change in his organization. To survive dynamic competitive environment they must recognize the need for change.

The history of an organization is littered with the corpses of enterprises that failed to respond apposp the demand of the environment of change.

The inevitability of changes was expressed, in the following by kolosa (1969).

We may not recognize it or other wise be of it, we may oppose it or we may even try to accelerate it, no matter what our position may be, change make the course in the evaluation, of human effort.

Change may take place so slowly that it is not able to be seen in one generation or even two or more may occur with such rapidness that we are left some what breathless in the woke of were. The great challenge of management, today is to acceleration tempo of change that challenge, in an organization was socially put in the following words by peter (1980).

Turbulent market place, demands that we make innovation a way of life for every one must learn individual as an organization as vigorously as we fight it in the past.

People in an organization resist charge in different ways depending on how they perceive change. Thus, people’s resistance  to change can take the form of withstanding change. It is in view of this, that the study want to look at work’s resistance to change by using some selected banks in Edo North sartorial district as a case study and these banks are UBA, GTB, FIRST BANK and FIDELITY BANK.    

1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

As pointed out in the background of this study, change is an all-important and pervasive feature of life. The hallmark of success in the contemporary organization is keeping up with important trends. Changes and the emerging Issues and problems which are only permanent characteristics of any organization.

Apart from changes which take place in the foregoing contexts, other kind of change are deliberately brought as a matter of policy and strategy aimed at achieving specific missions objectives and goals.

The modern executive therefore needs to be change oriented in his attitude and approach to Issues and situations consequently, it is necessary for the executive not only to react to changes but also to be able to anticipate and influence them.      

1.3 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

1. Examining the causes of changes in the organization.

2. Determining the strategies of changes in the organization.

3. Knowing the ways of managing resistance to change in an organization. 

1.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This research work is intended to ask the following questions

Is the consultation of the workers by management before introducing change influence the way they react to change in the organization.

Is charges have impact on workers well-being in an organization.  

1.5 STATEMENT OF THE HYPOTHESIS (es)

The following hypothesis shall throw more light on this study.

Ho1: The consultation of workers by management before introducing a change will not influence the way they react to change in the organization

Ha1: The consultation of workers by management before introducing change will influence the way they react to change in the organization.

Ho2: changes have no impact on workers well-being in an organization

Ha2: Changes have impact on works well-being in the organization.

1.6 SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The scope of the study is on some selected banks in Edo North Amongst which are Union Bank of Africa (UBA), First Bank plc, intercontinental, Bank plc, Oceanic Bank plc e.tc.

In this course of study questionnaires of this study shall be distributed in different categories of workers in the Banks included in this study. Also to be considered are Issues like sources of exchange causes of resistance to change and the management of resist area to change.  

1.7 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The significance of the study is two fold firstly its practical usefulness to the organization and those concerned with the management of workers. Practical significance this study is a case study, As Ectsein, (1960) has asserted that case study never prove anything, their purpose is to illustrate generalization which is established other wise or direct attention towards such generalization, thus, one of the practical of the study is to establish, and generate generalized view which will be useful to practioner this research is undertaken on the premise that those involved in the management, of workers in the organization will draw lessons from its findings.

Theoretical significance Apart from practical usefulness of practicing managers, work mainly is the analysis Endeavour

This work may have serve purpose, if it galvanizes, scholars into furthering the frontiers to knowledge, by making improvement in some errors that may have been discovered in the course of this study thus, the study of a particular, episode may suggest a further hypothesis which forms the basis of further, researchers and which in turn lay the foundation for generalization alternatively they may be interpreted as  the general process.                

1.8 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

In the course of this study, the researcher encountered some problems getting respondent for the study. As for the results of the banks, it was difficult getting them fill the questionnaires, distributed to them.

Secondly, time was not favorable in the sense that hours of lectures was sheered with collection of data for the research i.e combining class room activities with going to field to collect information for the reseated

The fact is that a number of banks under study further compounded the problems.

Thirdly, getting materials for the research due to the poor state of the polytechnic library. The researcher, was moving from one library to another looking for materials and articles on change.

This further aggregate the precarious financial situation of the researcher as a student.

Finally, getting funds to finance this study was as hill up task couple with the economic situation of the country.

Inspirit of these limiting factors, the researcher did her best to overcome, them therefore the reliability and the authoritative use of the research should not be under scored by its potential users.      

1.9 OPERATIONAL DFINATION OF TERMS

Management: This can be operationally referred to as the higher level of deco in makers in an organization they formulate policies and procedures for achieving organization goals, is also the act of getting people together to accomplish desired goals and objectives using available resources efficiently and effectively. Management comprises planning, organizing, staffing, leading or directing and controlling an organization, for the purpose of accomplishing, a goal.

Planning: planning means looking ahead and checking our future courses of action to be followed. It is a preparatory, step. It is a systematic activity which determine when, how and who is going to perform a specific job. He also went on to say that planning is a detailed programme regarding future courses of action it is lightly said that “Well plan is half done”. Therefore planning takes into consideration available and prospective, human and physical resources of organization so as to get effective, co-ordination, contribution and perfect adjustment (pill and Michael zoos).

Organizing: Organizing plays a central role in the management process once plans are created the managers task is to see that they are carried out. Organizing is to begin the process of implementation by clarifying jobs and working relationships. It identifies who is to do what, who is in charge of whom, and how different people and parts of he organization relate to and work with one another. (Henrifayol 1949). He also said in his work that organizing, as a function of management on his classic monograph. General and industrial administration.

Resistance to change: The adoption of innovations involves altering human behavior and the acceptance of change. There is a natural resistance to change for several reasons. He also said that effort to change inevitably beget resistance that must be confronted (ken Eisold, 2010).

Change: Change is the utilization of basic structure and tools to control any organizational change effort. Change is so persuasive in our lives that is almost defeats description and analysis. (kotter 1990).

Perception of changes: perception is said to be a process by which people organize, interpret, experience being much more complete and much broader than sensation. The perceptual process involves a complicated, interaction and selection, organization and interpretation. Although perception depends largely upon the senses for raw materials. The cognitive process may filter, modify, change these materials (Luthan 1998).

CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

INTRODUCTION
Our focus in this chapter is to critically examine relevant literature that would assist in explaining the research problem and furthermore recognize the efforts of scholars who had previously contributed immensely to similar research. The chapter intends to deepen the understanding of the study and close the perceived gaps.

Precisely, the chapter will be considered in three sub-headings:

Conceptual Framework
Theoretical Framework

Chapter Summary
2.1
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Change 

Change processes are driven by several strategic considerations” (Schilling & Steensma, 2001). Balogun and Hope Hailey (2008) point out that change processes are the need to improve business performance. People resist change because change is seen as a threat to them, their status and financial rewards. Joan Woodward (1968) (cited in Armstrong, 2010) made this point clearly, “resistance to change, employees are emotional to change or unjustified and do not respond appropriately to changes”. However, some people will welcome change as an opportunity. Employees who welcome change can be used to help introduce changes as agents of change (cited in Armstrong, 2010). In organisations, resistance to change is related to concerns about the implications of change, and there seems to be some attitude or behaviour that demonstrates willingness to support perverted changes (Mullins 2005; Schermerhornet et al., 2005) (quoted in Yılmaz & Kılıçoğlu, 2013). Globalisation, economic crises, “developments in information and communication technology, demographic changes dramatically force human beings to change” (Ragsdell, 2000). Change management programs must have been the result of many people resisting change. There are many people who are stimulated by change and see it as a challenge and an opportunity. But they are a few. People have one of the following reasons for resisting changes (Armstrong, 2009): 

This will not work; 

We have made the change; 

Change is first tried but unsuccessfully; 

This is not practical; 

It will not solve the problem; 

Change can be dangerous; 

It's purely based on theory; 

These changes will cost us a lot;

Categories of Change

Change on the basis of its causes:  

Internal and external forces: External forces are due to its general environment (international, economic, socio cultural, and political legal dimensions) and task environment (competition, customers, suppliers, regulators and strategic allies) which make change, called exogenous change. The internal forces are proceeding from within and derived internally (culture, organizational strategy) and are sometimes reflection of external environment. Internal forces create change which is called endogenous change. 

As measurement/solution to complex problems in organization e.g. change for controlling high operating losses, theft, corruption, and safety threats in the working environment of organization. (Macri et al, 2002; Burnes, 2004; Kanter et al, 1992 p.211; Woodward Nancy, 2007; Trader, 2002).

Change On The Basis Of Its Implementation Or Adaptation  

Adaptive & proactive: Adaptive change is more directed towards changes and management on day to day organizational transactions. When an organization changes some of its core attributes to fit environmental contingency. On the other hand in proactive change the organization changes to secure from future threats and potential problems. 

Planned & Unplanned: In planned change, the direction of change is controllable. It is mostly group based on, consensual, and relatively slow in nature. Lewin’s three steps model (unfreeze, Move, Refreeze) is a good example of planned change. Unplanned changes are those which occur independently of the system’s intentions, but to which it has to respond (e.g. an unexpected change in demand, a machine breakdown or faulty supply) (Correa and Slack 1996). (Schein, 2002; Fernandez, 2007; Burnes, 2004).

Change On The Basis Of Its Extent, And Speed i.e. Time It Takes To Be Done 

Incremental & Radical: Incremental change is hardly noticed and slow in nature, but can lead to transformation over a long period of time (long march approach) (Kanter, Stein and Jick 1992), it is also called first order change. Incremental change is geared to achieving changes in culture and behavior (Burnes 2004). Radical change is also called second order and transformation change. It is sometime the result of mergers, acquisitions and disposals. Different authors discuss it as bold stroke approach towards change (Rosabeth Moss et al. 1993). 

Continuous & Episodic: Continuous changes are those changes, which are ongoing, evolving, and cumulative in nature (Orlikowski, 1996). Episodic changes tend to be infrequent, discontinuous and. It occurs as organization moves away from equilibrium stage, or change as a result of misalignment or environmental encroachment (Miller, 1994). (Woodward Nancy, 2007; Weick and Quinn 1999, Perkins et al. 2007).

Change On The Basis Of Its Effect On Different Functions, Units/Divisions, & Tasks 

Technological: Change in actions measurement, introduction of advance computer systems, machinery & tools, and improved communication system. Technology is concerned with design and layout of production facilities, type and mix of machines and equipment, product mix, flow of data and sharing of information, inventing new materials, automation, using computer software and hardware, monitoring and control of production processes, maintenance and simulation of operations and facilities and others. Technology change has been derived as a two-stage process. In the first stage, the firm is found to make a decision to adopt a new advanced manufacturing technology. This is followed by adjustment of the labor force in the second stage. Much technical advancement has been found as labor-saving innovations enabling companies to eliminate lessskilled positions. This has also led to a shift in labor composition in favor of more highly educated workers (Garg and Singh 2006). 

Structural: There are six elements of structures: work specialization, chain of command, span of control, authority and responsibility, centralization and decentralization, and departmentalization. Changing structure in a company includes alteration in any authority relationships, coordination mechanisms, degree of centralization, job design, or similar other structural variables. Process reengineering, restructuring, downsizing and empowering have resulted in more decentralization, wider spans of control, reduced work specialization, and cross functional teams. These structural components have given employees the authoritative flexibility and ease to implement process improvements (Robbins, 2001). Drucker (1990) has stated, “Structure is a means for attaining the objectives and goals of an organization. Any change in structure must start with objectives and strategy”.

Cultural change: Many companies describe structure and system change under the label of ‘culture’ (Kanter et al. 1992). Organizational culture denotes a system of shared meaning within an organization that determines to a large degree, how employees behave. New systems or patterns of values, symbols, rituals, myths, belief, norms, social forms, and practices have evolved over time in the industry. Organizations around the world are experiencing changes in the culture, and the trend is towards even more changes as countries continue to undergo changes in the cultural composition of their general populations (Erez and Somech, 1996; Hambrick, et al, 1998; Wenting and Palma, 2000). 

Infrastructural: Change in the physical infrastructure of organization, e.g. relocation of departments or expansion of building, 

Strategic: Change that is driven by “strategy” and “environmental forces” and is tied closely to the organization ability to achieve its goal. For example, Merger, acquisition, downsizing, joint venture and to an extent the impact of environmental forces like governmental, societal, technological or political changes are decisive which an organization has to bear and incorporate in its strategic output. Also firms often change goals and tactics, sometimes these plans are a variation on a common theme that is specified in the organizational mission statement. - Identity change: Change in identity of firm, e.g. change in institution from college to university college. Kanter define it as change because of firm’s relationship with its environment (Kanter et al. 1992).

Organizational change is such a complex phenomenon that it is very difficult to define and differentiate collectively. For this study, Change can be defined as modification and up-gradation of organization’s activities (functions, strategy, policies, and culture) (Goldstein, 1984 p.v; Leavitt, 1965; Van de Ven and Poole, 2004) and resources (technology, human skills, knowledge, learning etc) (Spicer, 2006) as per its internal and external requirements (or forces) (Macri Diego, Tagliaventi Maria, & Bertolotti, 2002; Trader-Leigh Karyn, 2002).

Resistance

Resistance is the resultant employee’s reaction of opposition to organizational change (Keen, 1981; Folger & Skarlicki 1999). It has been studied as a prime reason why most change does not succeed or get implemented (Egan & Fjermestad, 2005). As employee’s resistance has certain implications for management, also employees play an important role in the success of firm’s change that is why; it is a very important factor to be considered during organizational change program. In a study of 288 companies who shared lessons and best practices in change management, Tim Creasey found that the top obstacle to change was employee resistance at all levels (Haslam et al, 2004). Two types of resistance may stem when in an organizational change, the attitudinal and behavioral resistance (Sandy Kristin, 2000). The extent of employee’s resistance range from lack of interest, negative perception & attitude, and strong opposing views, to; overt blocking behavior, violent strikes, and boycotts (Coetsee, 1999).

Early research on Employees’ Resistance The notion of resistance to change is credited to Kurt Lewin who discussed it first in 1940’s. His early work focused on the aspects of individual behavior that must be addressed in order to bring about effective organizational change (Kurt 1945). The first research regarding resistance to change titled "Overcoming Resistance to Change" is based on a study conducted by Lester Coach and John R. P. French in 1948 at Harwood Manufacturing Co. in Virginia. Their research was generally on the importance of employee participation in decision making. They claim that their “preliminary theory was that resistance to change is a combination of an individual reaction to frustration with strong group-induced forces” (p.521). Coch and French argued that participation was the primary method to overcome resistance to change (Coch and French, 1948).

Causes / Antecedents of Employees’ Resistance 

The study of causes/antecedents in the literature of employees’ resistance is very important as it plays significant role in proposing solutions and implementation of different measures to overcome resistance and its resulting problems. As discussed by Mintzberg, “the cure might actually prove to be just more of the cause” (Mintzberg 1998 p. 324). In addition, to make successful organizational change, lots of work has been done by different authors and researchers to find the major causes of employee’s resistance and to perfectly deal with the symptoms of resistance. This will lead organizations to solve the right problem which is causing resistance to change. One or some of the below causes can lead the change to severe resistance from employees. The consequences of employees’ resistance are very important to be mentioned here, to reveal the miseries of resistance for organization and the change program. The consequences of employee’s resistance to change range from; slow down of the change (and thus increase in cost) (Bryant, 2006), less productivity (outcome), employees corruption, high employees’ turnover, disturbance & trouble in change program, failure of change program, and in extreme situation it can even lead the organization to destabilization & breakdown (Coetsee, 1999; Coch and French, 1948). Organizations may face the above problems in change due to employees’ resistance. It should not be denied that resistance to change might be a valuable employees’ passion that can be channeled more constructively (Dent Eric and Goldberg Susan 1999). It may help in improving the change plan by utilizing rather than just overcoming (Waddell and Sohal Amrik 1998). However the contention of this study is that, beyond a certain initial level, the employees’ resistance results more destructively as mentioned above. The first step after discovering employee’s resistance lead us to the exploration of causes of employee’s resistance to change which has been thought by different authors as very important for overcoming it. After studying the different causes of employees’ resistance to change, as, discussed by different authors. We have been able to divide these causes in different categories, based on the nature of resistance causes. The four categories of different causes of resistance are;

Psychological: Employees negative perception, frustration, anxiety, preference towards status quo, cognitive comfort, fear, past failure, Cynicism or mistrust in top management/owner (Kreitner, 1992; Dubrin & Ireland, 1993) (Val and Fuentes 2003) Materialistic: Loss of pay, comfort, status, and threat to job security (Dent & Goldberg 1999), 

Employees’ Constant Capabilities: Employee’s skills (existing), knowledge, & expertise getting obsolete i.e. capabilities gap, embedded routines (Lawrence, 1986) (Val and Fuentes 2003). 

Employees concern for firm: Faults & weaknesses in change program i.e. change is not good for the firm or employees and management have difference/conflict of perceptions about change program and its effects (Dubrin & Ireland, 1993). 

Individual Factors And Situational Factors As Relate To Change Resistance

Individual factors that cause resistance to change, first starting from lack of confidence (Kanter, 1985). It is because employees do not have confidence in themselves, whether they are confident that change will have a positive effect on him and the organization. Second is low self-stability (Steptoe et al., 1993). The low self-stability makes employees unable to consciously control themselves, resulting in behaviors that harm others and the organization, one of which is resistance to change. The third is increased stress (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). It is basically due to organizational changes that will bring pressure on employees. Besides, resistance to change is not only for the organization but also for its consequences, for example, losing comfort, salary, or status. Therefore, increasing stress will tend to affect employees in accepting changes in an organization negatively. The fourth is uncertain feelings (Ashford et al., 1989). This uncertain feeling refers to the lack of information about the change to be carried out so that it causes employees to worry about the demands of the change itself, which results in rejection of the change. The fifth is the lack of need for achievement (Mabin et al., 2001). Employees who do not need achievement will work improperly or are not oriented to make their abilities increase so that employees will tend to resist change because they feel the change will improve their performance and that is not their need. Still on the same factor, the sixth is a weak disposition towards change (Amarantou et al., 2016). This is because basically, employees do have a problematic nature to accept a novelty, one of which is change because disposition is innate from birth. Seventh is little motivation (Hultman, 1998). Employees with low encouragement to meet their needs will also receive a profound organizational change. By understanding motivation, it will be able to understand why employees reject the change. The eighth is a fear of failure (Kuyatt, 2011). This fear is already present in pessimistic employees because this feared failure is oriented toward personal consequences if the change fails. Ninth is low self-efficacy and autonomy job (Jaramillo et al., 2012). The low selfefficacy refers to experiences that are oriented to change cannot be applied directly; in other words, employees who have low self-efficacy will not be maximized if included in the implementation of the change. And employees with low autonomy jobs will have difficulty in planning and determining the methods used to carry out work, including change programs. The tenth is too little affective commitment (Mckay et al., 2013). Employees with low commitment mean not having psychological attachment and work orientation for an extended period. Moreover, employees with low affective commitments lack the conformity they believe in and do not have the voluntary attitude to remain in the organization, in other words, employees do not care about the future of the organization and tend to resist changes, so they do not accept new demands to make work to be maximized. Whereas situational factors that cause resistance to change include, first, high information ambiguity (Greenhalgh, 1983). The high level of uncertainty in information makes it difficult for employees to accept information that is not certain in the truth. This causes employees to trust the issues that exist within the organization so that employees find it difficult to believe information about organizational change programs that lead to resistance to change. Second, the lack of participation in change (Coch & French, 1948; Lines, 2004). The low participation in these changes will make employees feel unnecessary in the organization because the lack of participation and suddenly asked by managers to make changes will make employees confused and tend to reject changes. Third, low work comfort (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). Employees will work under pressure if the comfort in the workplace is low; this makes it difficult for employees to accept changes because they do not work in good conditions. Fourth, high cynicism and organizational silence (Reichers et al., 1997; Morrison & Milliken, 2000). The increased cynicism makes the work environment uncomfortable, because this cynicism will affect other employees who have been positively oriented to accept change. Besides, the presence of organizational silence will make concealment and diversion of information, so employees tend to resist change because they do not know the problems facing the organization. This is due to the existence of norms that employees have so that it prevents them from stating what questions they see because they are forced to be silent on specific problems. Fifth, the lack of employee support (Kanter, 1985). This low level of support occurs because employees are lack work integrity, so they work merely to meet their needs without supporting the needs of the organization. It causes the organizational change program will not run if it is not accompanied by employee support, because they are the most members of the organization. Still on the same factor, the sixth factor is poor organizational culture (Leigh, 2002). Poor culture in an organization makes employees will also be accustomed to working with a poor orientation as well, so to run an organizational change program must first change the organizational culture to be better. The seventh factor is increasing job insecurity (Swanson & Holton, 2001). Employees with high levels of job insecurity will potentially resist change; this is caused by the concern that employees feel about job loss or insecurity about the future of their work that raises resistance to change. The eighth factor is the lack of information adequacy (Stanley et al., 2005; Oreg, 2006). Lack of understanding of information, especially about changes, can also be caused by a lack of employees' ability to interpret information. In other words, resistance to change occurs because employees are not sufficiently comprehensive in receiving information. The ninth factor is the lack of communication adequacy (Mckay et al., 2013). The low level of communication adequacy is the same as the low level of information adequacy. Rejection of change occurs because, within the organization, managers are not able to apply open communication to all employees. Finally, decreased organizational support and organizational justice (Jones & Ven, 2016). It can be caused by conflicts between leaders and employees; in other words, if there are problems within the working relationship between managers and employees, resistance to change will occur. Besides, when managers are unfair to all employees, employees with less fair treatment will tend to resist change than employees with appropriate treatment In general, the dangers of adverse employee reactions that can inhibit changes in an organization, it is necessary to discuss how to overcome resistance to change. There are seven strategies to overcome resistance to change. The first is introducing the changes slowly. It allows all employees to be involved with the time of change, to find information, determine whether further training is needed to accept it, to adjust to change (White, 1998). The second is participation; participation is the most effective solution to overcome or reduce resistance to change (Griffin, 1993). It explains that all employees who are concerned with change can help or take an active part in the implementation or planning of change (Schermerhorn, 1999). Although this strategy can take a lot of time, the success rate in this strategy is quite high. The third strategy is psychological ownership which refers to feel attached to an organization (Dirks et al., 1996). There are three basic needs of self which are strong supporters of behavior and attitudes, among others: self-continuity, self-improvement, and control and efficacy. These three basic needs will affect how employees resist change, but will also depend on what type of change the organization has planned and whether the change is considered attractive or not by the employee. The fourth strategies are facilitation and education. Educating employees about the importance of the potential benefits of significant change, it can reduce resistance to change (Griffin, 1993). Some facilitation procedures must be sufficiently available for planning changes. For example, human resource division or change initiating agents must notify that any changes that are carried out before the real implementation will occur and sufficient time is given by employees to adjust to doing something related to the change program in various ways, even new ways that are not yet controlled by employees (Griffin, 1993). The fifth strategy is the development of trust, with a strategy of minimizing misunderstandings and uncertainties that will ensure that all employees involved during the change process will receive the same information. Clarification during the change process will provide an opportunity for all members to seek their understanding of what problems they may face or have (Griffin, 1993; White, 1998). The sixth strategy is additional support. This support can facilitate change by reducing fear and anxiety in the change program itself. For example, active in understanding the problem and listening to all suggestions are forms of additional support (Schermerhorn, 1999). Also, training and the addition of employees during the training period, to minimize the workload during the change process, were considered good enough to reduce resistance to change (White, 1998). The seventh strategy is changing agents. The latter strategy can be used to reduce resistance to change when the initiator of change is deemed to be less than optimal and needs to be changed both programmatically and even in his position. Having people with objective thinking from outside the organization is responsible for helping to introduce organizational change (White, 1998). The initiating agent for change begins with assessing the situation before implementing the change. However, the employee's initial involvement with the agent who will be affected by the change is significant for his success in this strategy.
Goal 

Goal can be defined as the primary mission or purpose as central element, or a desired/future state of affairs which the organizations and individuals attempts to realize and trying to bring about (Mohr, 1973; Grusky, 1959). Goals can provide structure, meaning, identity, and a sense of purpose, and, progress toward goals results in positive affective states such as hope, enthusiasm, and pride (Segerstrom & Nes, 2006). These include long term goals, and short term goals. Short term goals are characterized and made to achieve the long term goals and are under much influence from long term goals (Grossman & Hart, 1983). Firms are guided by goals and policies set by the top management. Goals should be defined by firm as to make a fair profit while providing high quality goods and customer service and meeting social responsibilities (Bolman and Deal 1991).

Change in goals

Firms are viewed as coalitions altering their goals and purposes, and domains to accommodate new interests, sloughing off part of them to avoid some interests (James 1962). As stated by Gross, goals may and do change over time (Edward 1969). Goldstein defined change as it occurs as a consequence of inner modifications of purpose, motivation, value, goals, and the like (Goldstein, 1984 p.v). The goals of the firm can be seen as primary and secondary, where secondary goals are also call support goals. In a strategic and major change program, firms alter their goals as per its new requirements/needs, demand of change, and also as per its market requirements. In literature, there are two basic forms of goal change are (1) goal succession, where the goals are achieved and are followed by new ones (2) goal change, in which the avowed goals are not achieved but are replaced by new ones, this type of goal change takes two forms (a) goal diversion, where the original objectives are supplanted by alternative ones (b) goal displacement, or means ends inversion, the neglect of the claimed goals in favor of the means as end in themselves (Warner and Havens 1968). A suitable example can be of a University merger with a research body which results in shifting university goals from ‘providing quality education’ to ‘research’, this result in shifting University focus from education to research, and affect/constrain students & some staff from achieving their personal goals.

Goal Conflict 

Goal conflict can be defined as the degree to which individuals feel that firm’s goals, are incompatible and conflicting with their own goals and needs, and make it difficult to achieve them (Locke et al., 1994; Slocum et al., 2002). Edward differentiated individual’s goals from firm goals and called it private goals, which is defined as a future state that the individual desires for himself (Edward 1969). The achievement of one goal (e.g. firm’s goal) is seen by an individual as interfering with the achievement of other goal(s) (their personal goal) (Emmons and King, 1988). Where, individuals (employees) personal goals are immediate regulator of their actions. The resultant employees’ resistance can thus inhibit the achievement of both goals. It may also arise from the discrepancy between the level of goal difficulty associated with a goal assigned to an individual (employee) by an external party (firm), and individual’s personal goal. 

The conflict between individual goal and organization goals is the heart of management as a field of study (Barnard, 1938).

Beside this, goal conflict can occurs when organizations set its goal without considering the interest and needs of its employees, i.e. their personal goals. As, firms have more authority and power, change favors the firms goals while compromising on the employees goals. Making firm’s goal in a weak and selfish way which has no meanings and challenges, can also add more to goal conflict. Further more, individuals and firm have different needs/requirements, and what is expected from a firm is different from individuals, so the basis of setting a firm’s goal and individual’s goal is different. Variations in individuals and organization needs make them set different and conflicting goals. Most of the time the goal set by a firm, in change program, may have negative consequences for individuals. This kind of situation can also enhance the magnitude of goal conflict between individuals and firm. The interests of principals and agents diverge primarily because these different groups have different utility functions. In turn, this can lead to direct conflict over the use to which resources are put (Hill Charles and Jones Thomas 1992). It should not be denied that to a degree the goals of employees and firm also converge, e.g. satisfying employee claims for higher wages and better working conditions may improve employee productivity and thus provide the firm with greater resources & profits. However, the contention of this study is that; in a strategic and major change program, firms alter their goals (e.g. cost minimization, innovative products, etc), which result in shifting and increasing their focus towards new goals. The firm’s increased commitment and self-centered focus on its own goals affects employees’ personal goals, and it become very difficult for employees to achieve their own goals and satisfy their needs. Both parties (firm and employees) start extreme efforts which increases the magnitude and intensity of goal conflict and causes employees resistance which make it very difficult for both parties (firm & employees) to accept each other’s goals.

2.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The domain of agency theory are relationships that mirror the basic agency structure of a principal and an agent who are engaged in cooperative behavior, but have differing goals and attitudes toward risk. An agency relationship is defined as one in which one or more persons (the principal(s), firm) engages another person (the agent, employees) to perform some service on their behalf (Jensen and Meckling, 1976; Ross, 1973). The essence of agency theory rests on two important assumptions, a) the desires or goals of the principal and agent conflict and (b) It is difficult and expensive for the principal to verify what the agent is doing and to measure his exact output (Eisenhardt, 1989). This situation is known as the agency problem. The cornerstone of agency theory is the assumption that the interests of principles and agents diverge (Hill Charles and Jones Thomas 1992). It should also be noted that the utility function of both principal and agent change over time, and there is a variance of utility function (Shankman Neil 1999) (Hill and Jones, 1992).

Agency theory & Goal conflict 

Agency theory focuses on the divergence of interests between owners and employees. This theorizes that owners are wealth maximizers, while managers maximize a utility function that includes incentives and remuneration, power, interesting work, job security, free time, and status as its central elements (Hill Charles and Jones Thomas 1992). Principal and agent’s relationship change overtime, reflecting a shift of interest alignment or divergence (Baumol, 1959; Marris, 1964; Williamson, 1964). The situation of goal conflict between firm (owners) and employees is best described in the principal agent theory, also called agency theory. The most common form of the agency relationship is described in the principal-agent view of the firm in which employees (Managers and labor) of firms are seen as agents of the owners (principals) who invest their efforts in firms primarily to increase their wealth (Quinn and Jones, 1995). In this study, the senior managers and owners of the firm will be considered as principals of the firm and a single entity, although top managers are technically employees, but their unique role suggests that they can be seen as the principals. Also their roles in this case imitate the behavior of owners and truly represent them. The middle managers and supervisors of the firm are acting and considered as agents, also they are representing the large number of rest of the employees (labor) of the firm. In this case two senior managers and owners (principals) perform the work of contracting on behalf of the firm (directly or indirectly) with agents. The normative condition here is that employees as agents must act only in such a way as to maximize the NPV (profit and value) of the firm, since that is what is presumed to be the goal of the owners (principals). Although under efficient markets, this will lead to the most desirable social outcome (Shankman Neil 1999).

2.3 EMPIRICAL REVIEW 

In the 1940s, someone who initiated the resistance to change emerged and discussed it for the first time. He was Kurt Lewin, who, at the beginning of his thinking, was focused on handling aspects of employee behavior so that organizational change could work effectively (Kurt, 1945). After that, the first research that was inspired by the concept of resistance to change entitled "Overcoming Resistance to Change" in a study conducted by Coch and French (1948) in Virginia. One important finding that Coch and French have examined, and to date has been useful in overcoming problems in an organization, is that participation is the most effective method of overcoming resistance to change (Coch & French, 1948). Generally, resistance is an individual reaction that arises from opposition to change (Folger & Skarlicki, 1999). Meanwhile, Oreg (2003) in his research, states that resistance to change is an individual characteristic that shows a negative attitude to change, and there is a tendency to avoid and even fight against it. Employees who have resistance to change must have specific goals and objectives for management; therefore, resistance to change is an essential factor for consideration of organizational change programs. Forms of resistance carried out by employees, include: boycotting, reduced interest, blocking, opposing views, strikes, to negative perceptions and attitudes (Coetsee, 1999). So many forms of adverse reactions that arise by individuals related to the scope of resistance to change, making understanding of the responses that are raised are still too broad. To that end, in understanding the logic of resistance to change that occurs in an organization, Davis (1977) divides resistance to change into two types, namely: first, resistance to change based on logical analysis shows that the costs required for the change program are greater than the benefits of the change, and second, resistance to change based on selfish hopes and emotions that do not care about the benefits of change widely or for others and therefore become less necessary for an organization. On the other hand, Piderit (2000) classifies resistance to change into three parts, including: first, emotional (frustration and aggression, which can influence attitudes), second, behavior (commission, intentional, inaction), and third, cognitive (unwillingness and negative thoughts about change). With the resistance to change that occurs in an organization, it will bring a negative impact on the sustainability of the organization's growth, because resistance to change is a negative reaction of employees that inhibit change. The negative effects of resistance to change in an organization include reducing job satisfaction (Wanberg & Banas, 2002; Burke et al., 2009), reducing perceived organizational effectiveness (Jones & Ven, 2016), and minimizing creative performance (Hon et al., 2011). In addition, as a result of employee resistance to change turned out to be referred to as one of the main obstacles to organizational change initiatives (Lippert & Davis, 2006), and cause negative impacts such as reducing employee motivation (Ude & Diala, 2015), less than optimal results of failure change programs (Giangreco & Peccei, 2005), reducing employees' adaptability to work and causing organizational setbacks (Greenhalgh, 1983), and ultimately increasing turnover (Oreg, 2006). On the other hand, not all consequences of resistance to change have a negative impact, but there are also positive effects. Piderit (2000) has found that resistance to change is also able to provide a useful source of information for learning how to develop a more successful change process.
CHAPTER SUMMARY

In this review the researcher has sampled the opinions and views of several authors and scholars on resistance, organizational change and workers resistance to change. The works of scholars who conducted empirical studies have been reviewed also. The chapter has made clear the relevant literature.
CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 
INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses the researcher's design and methodology for carrying out this research. It also shows the analysis and a test of research hypothesis.

3.2
RESEARCH DESIGN

Research designs are perceived to be an overall strategy adopted by the researcher whereby different components of the study are integrated in a logical manner to effectively address a research problem. In this study, the researcher employed the survey research design. This is due to the nature of the study whereby the opinion and views of people are sampled.

3.3
POPULATION OF THE STUDY

According to Udoyen (2019), a study population is a group of elements or individuals, as the case may be, who share similar characteristics. These similar features can include location, gender, age, sex or specific interest. The emphasis on study population is that it constitutes individuals or elements that are homogeneous in description. 

This study was carried out to analyse the causes of workers resistance to change in an organization using selected banks in Edo North sartorial district as a case study. Hence, in the course of this study, six (6) banks in Edo North sartorial district were selected which include; 

Union Bank of Africa (UBA), First Bank plc, Intercontinental Bank plc, Oceanic Bank plc, Fidelity Bank and GT Bank

Hence, all the staff of the above selected banks form the population of the study.

3.4. SAMPLE SIZE AND SAMPLING TECHNIQUES

A study sample is simply a systematic selected part of a population that infers its result on the population. In essence, it is that part of a whole that represents the whole and its members share characteristics like similitude (Udoyen, 2019). In this study, the researchers adopted the simple random sampling (srs.) method to determine the sample size. 

In this study, the researchers adopted the purposive sampling method to determine the sample size. Out of all the entire population of staff of the selected banks, the researcher purposively selected 180 staff which comprise of 30 workers(staff) from each of the six selected banks making a sum of 180 respondents as sample size. 

3.5
INSTRUMENT FOR DATA COLLECTION

The research instrument used in this study is the questionnaire. A survey containing 10 questions were administered to the enrolled participants. The questionnaire was divided into two sections, the first section enquired about the responses demographic or personal data while the second sections were in line with the study objectives, aimed at providing answers to the research questions. Participants were required to respond by placing a tick at the appropriate column. The questionnaire was personally administered by the researcher.

3.6 METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION

Two methods of data collection which are primary source and secondary source were used to collect data. The primary sources included oral interviews and questionnaires, while the secondary sources include textbooks, internet, journals, published and unpublished articles and government publications. 
3.7 METHOD OF DATA ANALYSIS

The responses were analyzed using the frequency tables, which provided answers to the research questions. While the hypothesis were tested using Chi-square Statistical Tool.

CHAPTER FOUR

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents the analysis of data derived through the questionnaire and key informant interview administered on the respondents in the study area. The analysis and interpretation were derived from the findings of the study. The data analysis depicts the simple frequency and percentage of the respondents as well as interpretation of the information gathered. A total of one hundred and eighty (180) questionnaires were administered to respondents of which one hundred and fifty (150) were returned and all were validated. For this study a total of  150 was validated for the analysis.

4.2
DATA PRESENTATION

The table below shows the summary of the survey. A sample of 180 was calculated for this study. A total of 150 responses were received and validated. For this study a total of 150 was used for the analysis.

Table 4.1: Distribution of Questionnaire

	Questionnaire 
	Frequency
	Percentage 

	Sample size
	180
	100

	Received  
	150
	83.33

	Validated
	150
	83.33


Source: Field Survey, 2021

Table 4.2: Demographic data of respondents

	Demographic information
	Frequency
	percent

	Gender
Male
	
	

	
	67
	44.67%

	Female
	83
	55.33%

	Age
	
	

	20-30
	43
	28.67%

	30-40
	79
	52.66%

	41-50
	28
	18.67%

	51+
	0
	0%

	Education
	
	

	HND/BSC
	85
	56.67%

	MASTERS
	42
	28%

	PHD
	23
	15.33%

	Marital Status
	
	

	Single
	56
	37.33%

	Married
	75
	50%

	Separated
	05
	3.33%

	Divorced
	15
	10%

	Widowed
	0
	0%


Source: Field Survey, 2021
4.2
ANSWERING RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Question 1: Is the consultation of the workers by management before introducing change influence the way they react to change in the organization?
Table 4.3:  Respondent on question 1

	Options
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Yes
	111
	74

	No
	28
	18.67

	Undecided
	11
	7.33

	Total
	150
	100


Field Survey, 2021

From the responses obtained as expressed in the table above, 74% of the respondents said yes, 18.67% of the respondents said no, while the remaining 7.33% were undecided.

Question 2: Does changes have impact on workers well-being in an organization?
Table 4.4:  Respondent on question 2

	Options
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Yes 
	91
	60.67

	No
	32
	21.33

	Undecided
	27
	18

	Total
	150
	100


Field Survey, 2021

From the responses obtained as expressed in the table above, 60.67% of the respondents said yes, 21.33% of the respondents said no, while the remaining 18% were undecided.

Test Of Hypothesis

Ho1: The consultation of workers by management before introducing a change will not influence the way they react to change in the organization.

Ho2: Changes have no impact on workers well-being in an organization.

Decision Rule: 

In taking decision for “r”, the following riles shall be observed;

If the value of “r” tabulated is greater than “r” calculated, accept the alternative hypothesis (H1) and reject the null hypothesis (H0).

If the “r” calculated is greater than the “r” tabulated, accept the null hypothesis (H0) while the alternative hypothesis is rejected

Hypothesis One

4.5: The consultation of workers by management before introducing a change will not influence the way they react to change in the organization.

	Response 
	Observed frequencies
	Expected frequencies (E) 
	O-E
	(O-E)2
	(O-E)

  E

	Agreed

Disagreed

Undecided


	111

28

11

150
	50

50

50

150
	61

-22

-39


	3721

-484

-1521


	74.42

-9.68

-30.42


34.32


Degree of freedom =
(row-1) (column-1) 

= (3-1) (2-1)

= 3*1

=2

At 0.05 level of significance, given the above degree of freedom, table value of X2 (ie X2t) = 5.991.

The decision rule is

Accept Ho if X2t>X2cal, and

Reject Ho if X2t<X2cal

Thus, since the X2t (5.991) > X2cal (34.32), we reject null and accordingly accept alternate hypothesis which state that the consultation of workers by management before introducing change will influence the way they react to change in the organization.

Hypothesis Two

Table 4.6: Changes have no impact on workers well-being in an organization

	Response 
	Observed frequencies
	Expected frequencies (E) 
	O-E
	(O-E)2
	(O-E)

  E

	Agreed

Disagreed

Undecided


	111

28

11

150
	50

50

50

150
	41

-18

-23


	1681

-324

-529


	33.62

-6.48

-10.58


16.56


Degree of freedom =
(row-1) (column-1) 

= (3-1) (2-1)

= 3*1

=2

At 0.05 level of significance, given the above degree of freedom, table value of X2 (ie X2t) = 5.991.

The decision rule is

Accept Ho if X2t>X2cal, and

Reject Ho if X2t<X2cal

Thus, since the X2t (5.991) > X2cal (16.56), we reject null and accordingly accept alternate hypothesis which state that changes have impact on works well-being in the organization.
4.3 Discussion of Findings

The findings of this study revealed that the consultation of workers by management before introducing change will influence the way they react to change in the organization in table 4.5.

Lastly, the findings of this study revealed changes have impact on works well-being in the organization.. This was disclosed in table 4.6  
CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

5.1 Introduction

This chapter summarizes the findings into the causes of workers resistance to change in an organization using selected banks in Edo North sartorial district as a case study. The chapter consists of summary of the study, conclusions, and recommendations. 

5.2 Summary of the Study

In this study, our focus was on the causes of workers resistance to change in an organization using selected banks in Edo North sartorial district as a case study. The study specifically was aimed at checking the compliance or otherwise, of the accounting standards by business entities, study the effects of the various accounting standards produced by Nigerian Accounting Standard Board on the financial report and draw conclusion on their effectiveness and make recommendation where necessary.

The study adopted the survey research design and purposively enrolled participants in the study. A total of 50 responses were validated from the enrolled participants where all respondent are active members of  Institute of Chattered Accountants of Nigeria.

5.3 Conclusions

The major categories factors responsible for change resistance in an organization can be categorized into two major parts which are the individual factors and situational factors. However to improve organizational quality through change, several strategies have been identified to overcome resistance to change. Hence based on the findings of this study, the researcher made the following conclusion;

The consultation of workers by management before introducing change will influence the way they react to change in the organization.
Changes have impact on works well-being in the organization.

5.4 Recommendation

Based on the analysis and findings of this study, the research recommends that n other to make change achieve its intended objective, change should be managed there are different strategies of managing change and among such strategies are, education, communication, participation, building of climate of trust and effective leadership. The adoption of particular strategies for managing change in the organization should be contingent on the situation of change.

5.5 Suggestion For Further Studies

This the current study is focused on examining the causes of workers resistance to change in an organization, it is therefore suggested that further studies should be conducted on the effect of organizational change on workers performance.
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APPENDIXE

QUESTIONNAIRE

PLEASE TICK [√] YOUR MOST PREFERRED CHOICE(S) ON A QUESTION.

SECTION A

PERSONAL INFORMATION

Gender

Male [  ]
Female [  ]

Age 

20-30

[  ]

31-40

[  ]

41-50   
[  ]
51 and above [  ]

Educational level

BSC/HND
[  ]

MSC/PGDE
[  ]

PHD

[  ]

Others……………………………………………….. (please indicate)

Marital Status

Single

[  ]

Married 
[  ]

Separated 
[  ]

SECTION B

Is the consultation of the workers by management before introducing change influence the way they react to change in the organization?
Yes

(  )

No

(  )

Undecided`
(  )

Does changes have impact on workers well-being in an organization?
Yes

(  )

No

(  )

Undecided`
(  )

Do changes in an organizational influence workers productive?

Yes

(  )

No

(  )

Undecided`
(  )

Do organizational changes result to workers strike?

Yes

(  )

No

(  )

Undecided`
(  )
Do changes result to workers protest?

Yes

(  )

No

(  )

Undecided`
(  )
 Do workers resign from their jobs as a result of organizational changes?

Yes

(  )

No

(  )

Undecided`
(  )
Do changes affect or influence organizational performance?

Yes

(  )

No

(  )

Undecided`
(  )
