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[bookmark: _Toc74646863]Introduction.
As a multi-national organisation, Google has a responsibility to provide a safe and secure working environment. However, in recent years Google has gained a reputation of being a place where employees are finding it difficult to work. There have been many reported cases, where employees are constantly harassed. Cases of discrimination and sexual harassment are rife, and employees feel ignored and are at breaking point. Employees are aggrieved at how senior management has dealt with the issues, they feel Google are not taking them seriously, whilst rewarding the accused instead of holding them accountable. 
The situation at Google has escalated, employees all over the world have decided to stage walk outs. London, Singapore, New York, Zurich and Dublin have seen protests. Negative publicity has had a detrimental effect on the organisation. Google must resolve the dispute before irreparable damage is done to its credibility. 
This report will analyse strategies and forward recommendations to resolve the conflict within Google. Part A will evaluate “Kotter’s 8 steps of change” model, a critical evaluation will determine how “Kotter’s Change model” will facilitate the implementation of meaningful change at Google. This change must be substantial, beneficial and acceptable to both the employees and the organisation.   
Part B will focus on conflict resolution, as stated above employees have serious grievances, these must be resolved before normality can be resumed. Clear understanding of the type and perspective of the conflict will enable a suitable strategy to be adopted. ”Thomas-Kilmann’s conflict resolution model” will be analysed to propose a suitable strategy to resolve the conflict. 
In Part C, the role of senior management at Google will be adopted, this will facilitate the creation of a “Terms of Reference” (TOR) document. These terms will identify key points that need addressing and will be forwarded to the conflict management team. 
In Part D, the role of a consultant from a conflict management team will be assumed. Here the utilisation of the “Terms of Reference” will help propose a resolution to the conflict. This will include an outline of the conflict, a proposal to resolve the conflict and recommendations to change the organisational culture within Google. A cost analysis and schedule is included, as well as addressing the other key points in the “terms of reference”.
Finally in Part E, a personal reflection on the module and my account of learning outcomes will be included. This will include my thoughts on change management and conflict resolution.
[bookmark: _Toc74646864]Part A.  Analysis of “Kotter’s eight Steps of Change” and implementation of model to create change at Google.
Google employees have lost faith in the structure, management style, culture, and processes at Google. They are no longer acceptable, and meaningful changes must be implemented. According to Cushway and Lodge (2001) organisation structure is a framework that is designed to achieve organisational goals, the structure determines how resources are allocated and decisions are made. However, organisational change is a constant and must occur, this can be triggered by the micro or macro environments and cannot be bound by time (Scott, 2007). The internal conflict within Google indicates that organisational change is necessary. According to Suarez (2005) “corporate transformation” is required as the issues affect the whole organisations. 
Renowned Harvard professor John Kotter’s 1995 book “Leading Change” introduced a model to help facilitate organisational change. This model was called “Kotter’s eight steps of change”, This model is an adaptation of Kurt Lewin’s (1951) 3 step model of Unfreeze, Change and Refreeze.  Lewin’s 3 step model is quite simplistic and does not break down the processes to facilitate change. However, change is always difficult, by utilizing Kotter’s 8 step model a breakdown of the process is forwarded and a systematic approach can be adopted. 
The 8 steps can be categorised into 3 sections, Figure 1 shows how steps 1 to 3 can be used to create a climate for change. Step 4 to 6 will engage and empower the whole organisation, whilst step 7 and 8 will help implement and sustain all changes that are made.
Step 1 Increase Urgency	
Organisational change is an intimidating task, many people within the organisation will be apprehensive about the change. They may have personal reasons to resist, or they may be too “stuck in” their ways to consider change. Kotter (1995) posits that change can only happen when the whole organisation understands and wants change. In the interest of all stakeholders at Google, normality must be resumed. The following steps must be taken to increase urgency for change.    
· Urgency will be achieved by emphasising the negative impact of doing nothing and identifying how positive changes within the organisation can benefit all stakeholders. 
· The involvement of expert consultants will encourage all stakeholders that negotiations will be fair and impartial.
· The fact that the current situation is not acceptable and cannot continue must be conveyed.
· Inclusion of facts and data showing how time/resources are being wasted. 
· Emphasis the current situation will negatively affect the future working environment.
· Internal and external threats and opportunities should be highlighted.
· Positive and negative future scenarios can be suggested to encourage change. 
All stakeholders must buy-in to the above strategies to increase the urgency for change. 
Step 2 Build the Guiding Team
Creating a guiding coalition with powerful individuals from all sections of the Google will ensure all stakeholders are represented. The stakeholders must be influential and respected as this will encourage and help drive the change. Morgan (1986) states that power is a medium that can help resolve conflicts, whilst Mullins (2006) defines power as having the ability to influence the decision-making process in others. 
Power comes from various sources, these involve stakeholders with powerful jobs, expertise and experience. The coalition will consist of individuals with formal and informal power from the organisation. 
· Formal power will bring legitimate power and authority to the guiding team. They have the positions of power within the organisation to make the changes in policy because they have authority to reward and punish (Heller, 1974). Top executives from Google must be in the guiding coalition, this brings credibility and power to the process. 
· Employee representatives and individuals with informal power must be in the guiding team. They will include people who have gained power and respect from their standing with employees, expertise and from their knowledge. They will be vital in convincing and communicating the changes to employees (Raven, 1992). Employee’s and  representatives from all relevant parties must be included in the coalition.
· Powerful individuals will bring vital leadership qualities. Change will not only need careful management, but it will also require leadership of the highest order (Johns and Saks, 2007). 
· Involve as many influential stakeholders as possible, this will ensure fewer dissident voices further down the process.
However, convincing influential stakeholders may not be straight forward, especially those who have powerful positions within the organisation. According to Kotter (2014) organisational change cannot be accomplished by individuals and 75% of management must be convinced of the change, this is vital to successfully fulfil all the steps of the model. The involvement of powerful stakeholders will add credibility to the change movement. However, although finding the right people is vital ensuring they are 100% committed to the change is crucial.
Step 3 Creating the Right Vision.
This step will involve brainstorming of ideas and strategies, the coalition know the main reasons for change. This is paramount in creating a vision for the future. However, at this point all ideas are considered, this will create an appealing and inspirational vision which is clear and understood by everyone. People need to know why they are being asked to do something (Cesarone, 1993). 
· The guiding team must incorporate the identified changes for Google in the vision. 
· The vision must be future proof and consider all stakeholders.
· It must reiterate the need for equality and fairness.
· It will clarify the direction of organisational change; this will reduce misunderstandings and costs later in the process. 
Successful implementation of steps 1-3 will create the climate for change at Google. With a conducive environment, the whole organisation can now be infused with enthusiasm and empowered to facilitate the change movement. According to Kotter (1995) creating a vision needs enthusiastic people, who use their head and heart to make rational decisions. 
Step 4 Communicating the Vision for Buy-In.
The communication of the vision will determine if the change process will be successful or not (Beaver, 2000). Resistance to change will show up at this stage. Bringing the resisting voices to the discussion will be beneficial, as their problems can be solved before the actual change is implemented (Forsyth and Kay, 2008). This can be beneficial to the organisation in the long run. The powerful guiding team must communicate the vision regularly and with passion. Communication of vision must be verbally and physically manifested in people’s actions. The vision must be communicated not only in meetings but in corridors and free times. It should be formal and informal, so the message is continuously conveyed. Written vision statements encourage all stakeholders to work towards a common goal. When making decisions focus can always be on the vision. 
To further enhance the need for change, guiding team stakeholders must ensure their actions and their words are aligned as this will further reinforce the vision and convey the visual change to employees (Tarnow, 2001). The best strategy for communication is the walk the talk and use the vision to direct policies and strategic planning. This step will also encourage discussion, whilst training and education on the benefits of change should be introduced as a concept.
Step 5 Empower Action.
According to Kotter (1996), four obstacles need to be overcome to empower people, these are organisational structure and departmental systems that are in place. These may hinder one’s ability to progress or seek extra responsibilities. Training and development will empower people, they will learn the necessary skills and behaviours required for change. Supervisors and managers have an important role, they must be willing to allocate responsibilities and provide training for staff to develop. They must be flexible in their methods because changing the culture at Google will be difficult and people will make mistakes. Managers must also be trained to identify and deal potential problems before they happen. 
Empowering influential people to coach and mentor colleagues, will not only help less able people, but it will also help create leaders of the future This will give a sense of responsibility and encourage organisational engagement (Bekirogullari, 2019).
Whist implementing the above steps, potential obstacles and resistance to change will be identified, the purpose of the influential guiding team is not only to promote the change, but to also use their influence to facilitate the change. Powerful Influence will be needed when obstacles are identified Processes, systems and employees that get in the way of change need to be replaced. This will give the people a better chance of success. This step must be continuously monitored, and obstacles must be removed (Gardiner, 1996).

Step 6  Create Short Term Wins
Short term wins are vital to the organisation, the short-term win must be related to the change, as this will encourage employees whilst also boosting moral. It should be felt throughout the organisation. All short-term wins should be celebrated. Elaborating the short-term wins reassures employees and encouragement can be given and taken towards the achievement of the long-term goals. Momentum can be generated and can provide evidence that the change movement is effective (Kotter, 1996).
All short- term wins should be highlighted, these can be organisational efforts in increasing revenues, saving costs or even employee satisfaction. Short term wins should be catered for, they should be planned and embedded within the structure of the organisation. Resources must be allocated to ensure successful short-term wins, as these are directly related to the success of the change movement. Short- term wins can also be a weapon against any resistors identified throughout the process.
Step 7 Do not Let Up and Consolidate.
Having created successful short-term wins, it is vital to continue the momentum and build on earlier successes. Although short-term wins are healthy for morale they are not the end goal. The momentum from the short-term wins must carry on. At this stage reaffirming the vision statement and reassessing the procedures should be done. Emphasis must be made on the vision and all decisions should be aligned with the vision.
Step 8 Make it Stick by Anchoring the Changes.
At this stage, the procedures and systems put in place in the earlier steps should be embedded within the culture of the organisation. According to Kummerow and Kirby (2013) organisational culture is a set of believes, values and assumptions that dictates the working environment of the organisation. The vision should be manifested in the culture and all aspects of the day-to-day operations of the organisation. The changes should be evident in training procedures and communicated to new employees. Main contributors of the guiding team should be recognised and rewarded. These steps will ensure the implementation and sustainability of the changes.
Having analysed Kotter’s Eight steps of change and applied them to the facilitate the change movement at Google, a summary of the model is included below.
As mentioned above, organisational change is vital to Google, to facilitate the change process Kotter’s change management tool will be utilized. The model was chosen to facilitate the change because Google is in crisis, they need urgent solutions. It creates and maintains the urgency required at Google. Each step is dedicated to maintaining and communicating the importance of the change. The model is designed to produce results in urgent situations. 
As a top-down model, it is focused on creating an environment to implement organisational change. This model proposes 8 notable steps to make the change successful. Each step of the model is designed on practicality and divided into small stages. Time and costs can be saved by implementing the model, instead of learning theories related to change. 
The formation of a coalition to oversee the change is appealing because it can involve all parties and facilitates the use of external conflict management teams. However, having considered the advantages of the model, mention of the weaknesses will balance the analysis, as why the model was adopted. 
Limitations of Kotter’s 8 Step Model.
As a top-down approach, it focuses on management enforcing change to benefit the organisation, instead of how employees benefit from change. Google already has the problem of not listening. Employee participation and involvement in the whole change process is vital to its success (Judson, 1991). Throughout the implementation of the model, too much is focus was placed on urgency, this may create its own problems. By manufacturing the urgent need for change, people may more likely resist the change, because they may need time to adjust or may not like the idea of change (Palmer, 2004). 
The model does not specify how to achieve each step, it only states they need to be done in a specific order to be successful. Furthermore, the steps may not be seen as aligned, i.e., step 3 creating a vision, should logically be step 1, how can we create urgency without a vision to convey to the people. Furthermore, feedback is not considered in the model. Ideally feedback should be considered otherwise, how will continuous change occur? 
However, the steps to keep employees motivated and engaged is appealing, as are the steps to consolidate and anchor the changes within the culture of google and will work well for solving Googles problems. [image: ]Fig 1. Kotter’s 8 Steps (The Fundamentals of Change Management, 2021)

[bookmark: _Toc74646865]Part B. Thomas-Kilmann’s Conflict Mode Instrument (TKI).
Conflicts occur in all organisations, some are trivial, and others are major leading to disputes. According to Dix et al., (2007) disputes arise when a breakdown in working relationship occur and work cannot continue until its resolved. Furthermore, disputes can be collective i.e., strikes or individual disputes i.e., raising grievances. These can only be solved via mediation or negotiation. Google has a major problem, trust is at a minimum and lines of communications are severed. According to Comfort and Franklin (2014) if employees feel strongly about an event or situation, this can cause conflicts and disputes, leading to working relationships breaking down. Furthermore, Mullins (2006) states that organisational behaviour is directly related to conflict and is intended to obstruct others achieving their goals. 
Pettinger (2000) states, to effectively deal with conflicts managers must identify the type of conflict and have a clear perspective to organisational conflicts. Ashleigh, et al., (2007) states the main causes of organisational conflict are interpersonal, inter-group, intra-personal or inter-organisational. The problem at Google is affecting the whole organisation,  as a multinational this has become an inter-organisational conflict. 
Fox (1966) states, if managers approach employee relationships through “frames of reference”, they will have a better perspective on how to deal with employees and conflicts. The “frames” are defined as “unitarists, pluralists, radical and interactionist”. A managers perspective on conflict can determine a strategy to resolve the conflict. According to Townsend (1995) organisational conflict should be controlled, healthy conflict is vital and should be nurtured. Google must not eliminate but encourage healthy conflict. This is vital to the success of the organisation. Goggle must adopt an interactionist perspective to resolve this conflict..
Thomas-Kilmann’s mode instrument (see figure 2) is designed to analyse the behaviours of people during conflicts. It is based on 5 conflict management styles of competing, ,compromising, avoiding, accommodating and collaborating. It also measures how assertive individuals are in pursuing their own agenda, whilst also evaluating how co-operative a person is when satisfying the needs of the other person (Kilmann and Thomas, 1978). The fact that this model includes 5 different styles is vital because it allows the user to choose a right style according to the nature of the problem. This model encourages cooperation and builds trust, which is vital to resolving the conflict. Analysis of the 5 strategies, will be presented below.


Competing
According to the Thomas-Kilmann’s Mode Instrument, the user of the competing strategy is highly assertive, they do whatever it takes to achieve their standpoint. They do not co-operate and tend to be aggressive. The utilization of this strategy focuses on putting ones needs above the needs of others (Thomas and Kilmann, 1982). Furthermore, competing strategy can be used if the user needs to assert power or their opinion is correct and quick decisions are needed. This strategy may be useful in making better organisational decisions. This leads to a win-lose scenario. However, if over used, this will lead to negative relations. The loser may become resentful and manipulated, eventually leading to a stalemate in the resolution process (Womack, 1988). 
Competing style cannot work for Google or the employees because trust is already low, if they start to assert their power they cannot build trust. Google and their employees must work together to find a solution.
[bookmark: _Toc74642662][bookmark: _Toc74646866]Compromising
This style is a moderate approach, it considers the concerns of both parties. Compromising style requires the appeasement of both parties, concessions are made to reach an agreement (Thomas-Kilmann, 1982). This is a lose-lose style because both people do not get everything they want and need to give up aspects of their desires. This style can be used when the opinions/power of both people are equally valid or when temporary solutions are required, especially when there is no obvious solution. This style allows for quick resolutions, whilst relationships are maintained. This is a pragmatic style, that gives both parties just enough to get the job done, without exerting too much time or resources. This also maintains relationships as both parties compromised (Trippe and Baumoel, 2015). However, if this is overused, both parties can misuse and manipulated this style to gain what they want. As both parties have compromised, the conflict is not fully resolved, this can result in the problem resurfacing again. 
Google and their employees cannot compromise because this will be a temporary solution and will not resolve the underlying problem, this will inevitably result in the problem resurfacing. It is better to resist this style. 


Avoiding.
This style does not solve anything, there is no desire to solve any issues. It only delays the conflict and may even escalate it. However, it can be useful when a cooling down period is required after a conflict, or the problem is minor. This may also be used if escalating the problem will create animosity between colleagues. Avoiding may also be used as a strategy if the intention is to gain more time to prepare for a meaningful resolution (Keet, 2010). This is a lose-lose strategy and is not assertive nor is it co-operative. To avoid a conflict may save time if the problem resolves itself, furthermore, this may also lead to low productivity because people are avoiding each other, distrust may emerge because people will think they are being neglected.
Google cannot avoid the issues it is facing because they and their employees are in serious dispute that needs resolving. The issue will remain, and nothing will get resolved. This will be counterproductive because the employees will feel more neglected and may become more aggressive towards Google. 
[bookmark: _Toc74642663][bookmark: _Toc74646867]Accommodating
This style puts the interest of others before the needs of one’s self, making this style highly cooperative and low on assertiveness. This is a popular style because it focuses on appeasement and maintaining relationships in the workplace (jones, 1976). This style is a win-lose scenario because it allows for others to achieve their goals, whilst sacrificing your own desires. This may be used if the other parties needs are not in conflict with your own needs, or you are trying to support the other party to gain trust or support (Thomas and Kilmann, 1978). However, because this style is low on assertiveness, it may lead to loss of respect from colleagues and if used regularly, people may take advantage of you. 
This style is not viable for Google because the needs of both parties are vital. Google cannot accommodate the needs of their employees over organisational needs. The employees cannot expect Google to sacrifice organisational goals to appease them. This is not a suitable strategy to adopt. Google cannot be seen to lose face or employees may take advantage and protest whenever they have an issue with their employers.

[bookmark: _Toc74642664][bookmark: _Toc74646868]Collaborating
This conflict management style focuses on the satisfaction of both parties. The style needs to be established on trust and often leads to the best solution. It allows for both parties to collaborate and create a space where all ideas and needs can be discussed, this may lead to better solutions to the original viewpoints (Kilmann and Thomas, 1977). This is a win-win strategy and is highly cooperative and highly assertive. Collaboration will inevitably bring commitment to the solution and create a better work environment. The negotiations tend to be time and resource consuming. It is used when dealing with complex situations and when relationships must be created and maintained at a high level. This style may be difficult to use because effective negotiating skills are required.
Collaboration style is a suitable strategy to resolve the ongoing issues at Google. The complexity of the problem requires specialist skills to create a solution. Both parties must be willing partners in the process. The main negotiators from both parties must have integrity, be competent, possess the skill and be open and honest towards each other, this will ensure the conflict is resolved and preserve the peace throughout the negotiations (Ting-Toomey and Dorjee, 1999). The creation of a bigger space will help ensure all their needs are met. This style allows relationships to be rebuilt and maintained, and no one loses face. 
Due to a breakdown in relations between Google and their employees, and after considering the advantages and weaknesses of the TKI model, we can surmise that Google’s strategy must be to enlist the services of a globally respected third-party conflict management team. This strategy is also connected to team dynamics because the change needed at Google is group and relationship oriented. This strategy will emphasise the need to build co-operation and trust, whilst creating a common culture within the organisation (Thomas and Kilmann, 1978). However, Google is a multi-national and multi-cultural organisation, they have offices all over the globe. The TKI model does not consider the cultural differences, so serious consideration must be given to this during negotiations. Therefore, it is prudent that the conflict management team must have expertise in cultural diversity and have presence globally. [image: The Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Model]Fig 2. Thomas-Kilmann’s Mode Instrument. (What is your Conflict Style? | Emory University | Atlanta GA, 2021).
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[bookmark: _Toc74646869]Part C. Terms of Reference (TOR).
This section the role of a Google executive will be assumed. TOR will determine the major points that need to be addressed by the third-party consultant team. It will provide clear detail, so there is no misunderstanding in the nature of the problem and what is required of the consultant team.
	
1. Background.
	
Google is a multinational organisation with a great record of workplace culture and employee satisfaction. However, increased cases of harassment, discrimination and inequality has led to employees demanding changes and accountability. This has also created unwanted negative publicity for the organisation. Google’s responsibility is to all stakeholders and not just executives. Employee concerns must be taken seriously, they feel that they are being ignored and marginalised. Communication has broken down and negotiations are not working. Googles intention is to create a space where all stakeholders can have their voice heard. Employees have some great ideas, however because of the dispute the ideas cannot be implemented. Google must get back to its core values and once again create the environment, where all stakeholders can work freely, without fear of being harassed or discriminated against and where all stakeholders must be held accountable, if they do wrong.


	
 2. Objectives.
	
· Build trust and cooperation in the workplace by implementing changes to improve communication, whilst representing all stakeholders.
· Mediate and facilitate conflict resolution to related to a wide range of staff issues and disputes that may emerge in the workplace.
· Monitors trends in support of early detection of issues of potential significance at institutional level and advises preventive action.
· Coach staff members for them to independently resolve problems and/or conflicts.
· Provide and coordinate relevant training
· Design a gauge to measure successful implementation


	
3. Issues.

	
· Identify new workforce policies to help prevent further issues (re-emergence of current dispute, dissatisfied employees, lack of accountability)
· Employees walk outs and dissatisfaction.
· Claims of harassment, gender inequality and racism
· Senior executives are accused of sexual harassment
· Employees are unhappy at lack of accountability
· Bad publicity
· Employees feel ignored and marginalised.




	

4. Methodology.
	
· The conflict management team must be independent and not favour the employees or organisation.
· Confidentiality is paramount, communication with third parties will need permission from all concerned. 
· Mediator must be neutral in resolution. 
· All stakeholders will have access to mediators and will not be required to seek permission from superiors.
· Utilize viable ideas from employees, especially where its connected to strategies to change culture and implement best practice.  
· Explore strategies to address employee grievances and enhance workplace conduct.
· Implement feedback procedure to monitor and review.
· Data must be collected from all Google offices globally.
· Due to urgency of situation, the timeline in the workplan must be strictly followed.


	
   5. Expertise.
	
· Reasonable resources will be available for implementation of program.
· In the resolution proposal, the mediator is neutral and un biased towards any party.
· Steering committee must be selected from employees within google.
· Mediator does not have decision making powers.
· Recommendations should be forwarded for effective resolution by the 3rd party team.
· Google executives will be available to help facilitate change.
· Negotiator must be available to all employees who wish to discuss grievances in private.
· Consultant team must be recognised globally and must have expertise in cultural differences globally.
· The consultant team must have offices globally, this will aid data collection and collaboration between offices. 


	
   6. Reporting.
	
· Consultant teams must directly report and forward all communication to the director of Human Resources at all participating google offices. 
· Regular weekly updates via email to all steering committee team and provide weekly reports to Google executives. 
· Report unusual circumstances.
· Report any further disputes that arise.


	
   7. Work Plan.
	 , 
· Start date of action 25th July 2018 
· Selection of steering group and facilitators by 1st August 2018. 
· Start Interviews and employee consultation by 2nd August 2018. 
· 1st report provided by 10th August 2018, then every week until completion of negotiations.
· Completion of negotiations by 31st January2019
· Final report by 30th March 2019.
· All communication in English.




[bookmark: _Toc74646870]Part D. External Conflict Resolution Proposal.
In this section, the role of the conflict management team will be adopted. Below a proposal to end the dispute and transform the Google to a culturally diverse organisation is forwarded. 
Executive summary.
An environmental scan of Google has indicated serious issues affecting the internal environment of the organisation. This proposal details how “Thomas-Kilmann’s Conflict Mode instrument” strategy of “collaboration”  will effectively resolve the internal conflict before it starts to affects the micro environment, thus, affecting suppliers and customers etc. The strategy was intentionally utilized because it builds trust and cooperation, allowing relations to develop so organisational change can take place. The application of “Nadler-Tushman Congruence Model” will facilitate aligning employees with work processes resulting in better work environments. This is vital in creating employee satisfaction and an organisational culture that all stakeholders are proud of.
Introduction.
Analysis of the “Terms of Reference” (TOR) and results from the internal analysis of Google (including SWOT analysis, interviews and statements from stakeholders) has identified and confirmed the severity of the ongoing issues at Google. It has also highlighted the global issues affecting the micro environment of the organisation. Google wants the issues resolved and priority will be given to these requirements. All consideration is given to enhancing and developing organisational culture and design, so disputes are prevented in the future. This will also accommodate for the ever-changing business environments Google must operate in.
What the Problem is?
The ongoing conflict between Google and their employees only confirms the seriousness of the issues. Google is in crisis, they have deep rooted issues. The seriousness of the allegations and accusations have become a global problem. The internal issues must be resolved to satisfy all stakeholders. The reputation of Google is being damaged because the internal problems are creating negative headlines in the news. Employees have great concerns relating to the way Google has dealt with the accusations of sexual harassment, inequality and employee dissatisfaction. 
The lack of accountability further increases the conflict and creates division. Employees feels that Google is rewarding the perpetrators, instead of holding them to account. Due to their recent record in conflict resolutions, employees feel Google cannot fairly resolve conflicts.
Employees feel they are not appreciated, and their opinions are ignored. Google must engage and empower their staff, this will inevitably add to satisfaction. However, this can only be achieved by changing the culture with careful alignment of resources, systems and processes. Organisational design is vital and will inevitably impact employee satisfaction, increased performance and create a multicultural and tolerant working environment.
How the problem will be solved?
The current conflict of employee protests will be resolved using the “collaborating” strategy from “Thomas-Kilmann’s Mode Instrument”, this will build trust and cooperation so further changes can be made to enhance organisational culture. This strategy creates a bigger space to discuss and resolve all concerns of both parties. This will ensure no party loses face and both parties achieve their goals creating a win-win scenario. The discussions further identified the underlying issues that contribute to organisational conflict. 
Furthermore, the identified issues of harassment, discrimination, dissatisfaction and lack of accountability are flaws in organisational structure, design and culture.  Due to misalignment the working environment is not in harmony. This is addressed by utilizing “Nadler-Tushman Congruence model”. This model ensures “congruence” allowing all aspects of the organization to work in harmony. The alignment of employees with the working environment will create a more inclusive and diverse organizational culture. This will alleviate most conflicts before they become serious. Furthermore, management should be given training on how to identify potential conflicts before the happen. 
To further facilitate the change process, “Kotter’s Eight steps to organizational change” will be utilized. This framework allows the gradual change to organisational culture. The seriousness of the issues will create the urgency, whilst the above steering team will be the guiding coalition. The vision will be powerful and meaningful, as it involves all stakeholders they will buy into the vision. The involvement of influential stakeholders will empower the people to engage in the change. Each small win will be celebrated and communicated, creating moral boosting confidence towards the change. Finally, organizational design and cultural changes will have beneficial effects on all stakeholders. This will create a positive environment, thus allowing for the organisation and the employees to consolidate the changes, making Google great again.
[bookmark: _Toc74646871]Part E. Cost and Schedule of Project.
 Schedule of Project.
	SCHEDULE OF WORK

	DATE

	Project Start Date
	25th July 2018

	Formation of Steering group
	1st August 2018

	Start of Employee Consultation
	2nd August 2018

	Weekly Report from
	10th August 2018

	End of Negotiations
	31st January 2019

	Final report with Feedback
	30th March 2019



	Project stage

	Cost (£)

	 Conflict Resolution
	100,000

	Organizational design
	200,000

	Training and support for managers
	300,000

	
Total
	
£600,000.00


 Cost of Project.






[bookmark: _Toc74646872]Part E. Reflection on Module.
Many academic frameworks are available to help reflect on experiences, however, reflection is a process we do continuously daily, it helps us to grow and learn from our mistakes. Reflecting on experiences has many benefits to organisations and individuals i.e., saves time and resources and is a wonderful way to gain self-awareness and self-improvement. 
Throughout this module, I have utilized and analysed many models to facilitate change at Google. I found many tools to help with different aspects of organisational and personal development. Furthermore, as a business owner, I felt a connection with the module and found it very engaging. I realised that to achieve organisational goals the selection of the correct model or strategy should always match the situation i.e., Lewin’s 3 step model for small changes and Kotter’s 8 steps to implement bigger or complicated changes. 
I also found Thomas-Kilmann conflict model particularly useful when resolving conflicts at work. It gives options to match strategy to the situation. I also appreciated the insight into organizational design, I realised complete congruence is vital to increase employee satisfaction, which increases engagement and workplace performance. 
The use of different models has opened my eyes and made me realise that at the core of every decision, must be the welfare of all stakeholders. This can only be achieved by fully engaging them in the decision-making process and encourages all parties to actively participate in any changes to the organization.
The analysis of the different models has made me understand that in complex situations, when more than one problem exists or new problems arise i.e., Google’s dispute, organisations need to be flexible and combine models to achieve success. 
Having understood and reflected on the module, I would apply the models to my working life, however I would not be rigid in the application of certain models i.e., Kotter’s model. I would prefer to arrange the steps to suit the situation. Nevertheless, I appreciate that these are well established model and will help organizations to be successful. 

[bookmark: _Toc74646873]Conclusion.
Whatever your organization, and wherever you are, change is inevitable. There are many reasons for change, but the most powerful one is to empower your employees. Without employees the organisation is just a name. However, change is not easy, it must be planned and implemented with precision and cannot happen instantly. The need for change must be meaningful and must be conveyed with urgency. Its a long process and will need patience and perseverance. Obstacles will emerge, but with careful planning, obstacles can be overcome. 
The use of established models will help the process, but the rigidity of some models may seem to hinder the process instead of facilitating the process, however if we are creative and can adapt the models to suit our needs, they can be very useful to achieve success. 
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