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1. Background and context
In the context of fierce competition and a rapidly changing situation, firms may not only have to adapt to keep up with the changes in their environment but can be required to transform themselves. The instability and dynamic conditions of socio-economic systems, the impact of globalization and integration processes, the change in the strategic direction of public policy… are becoming the driving force behind changes not only in the organizations themselves, but also in the results of their activities. Change is seen as a factor in organizational development, and development, in turn, becomes one of the main ultimate goals of change. Yitzhak Adizes, a management guru and one of the best management consultants, claims that while an organization is confronted with problems, it is viable and is changing in order to increase the efficiency of its work. Carrying out organizational changes in modern conditions becomes the essence of management, or rather, strategic management, the final product of which is organizational potential, which ensures the timely response of the company to external changes. In the process of organizational change, a change in the values, aspirations and behavior of people is achieved while changing processes, methods, strategies and systems. Organizational change is accompanied by: new decisions, actions and events; change of strategies, structures and systems; changes in the thinking of managers, creating the creation of new strategies, structures and systems (Levy and Merry, 1986). The reasons for organizational change can be distinguished by two main sources: environmental source and internal source. Environmental or external sources are subject to control by the administration; internal forces operate within the firm and are controlled by the administration.
Ford is an automobile company from the US which occupy the fourth position in terms of output in ranking of car manufacturers over the world since its establishment. It is currently the third manufacturer in the US market after GM and Toyota, and the second in Europe after Volkswagen. Henry Ford's first company was the Detroit Automobile Company, founded in 1899. After a while, it crashed, and in 1901 the Henry Ford Company was already created. In March 1902, after a quarrel with his financial backers, Ford left the company with the rights to its name and 900 dollars of capital. In 1903, Ford attracted 12 investors who in total owned 1,000 shares of the Ford Motor Company.  (Ford, 2014). The company is comprised of three divisions according to geographical features: Ford North America, Ford Asia Pacific and Ford of Europe. Before 2006, every division operate base on its separate line-up, however since Alan Mulally adopted a new strategy called "One Ford", Ford has gradually begun to produce common global cars models to all markets with Ford Focus III to be the first model. In 2018, the company's consolidated net profit fell by more than two times - to $ 3.7 billion due to the decline of most markets except for Middle East and Africa. The main market for Ford is North America, which at the end of 2018 accounted for about 49% of sales by volume or 60% by revenue. The decrease in sales volumes of this area (-1.6%) was due to interruptions in the operation of the plants in Dearborn and Kansas City due to fires at the company's supplier plant - Meridian Magnesium Products. The European direction was marked by the transition of profit before tax to the negative zone. Negative factors for European indicators were higher costs, adverse exchange rate effects and low sales volumes. Revenue growth (+ 2.1%) in the Middle East and Africa is directly related to the increase in average car prices (+ 11.4%), while the pre-tax loss for this segment significantly decreased, which is also associated with a decrease in unit costs. The Asia-Pacific segment showed a 11.8% decrease in revenue, mainly due to lower sales volumes and the company also lost a significant market share in China (2.9% versus 4.2%) (Ford, 2019). The Ford Company was chosen as the analytical subject in this paper because with its long history, the company has undergone many structural and strategic organizational changes to continually develop and survive. Among these was the change carried out by Alan Mullaly during the crisis period in an attempt to help the company get out of bankruptcy. In 2006, the financial crisis started to appear on the US financial market, which led to a sharp decline in car sales. Ford had a deficit of 12.7 billion USD in this period, along with serious devaluation in the stock market, stock price of the company fell from $ 17.34/ share in 2004 to $ 8.39 and stood at $ 1.01/ share during the economic downturn. (Ford, 2016). Some investment analysts and experts suspected that Ford would not be able to sustain operations and was forced to go bankrupt. A series of incidents caused Ford to recall all of its big SUVs and cars in the market, along with high oil prices, which led Ford to stand on the verge of bankruptcy. In that “hanging by a thread” moment, Chairman Bill Ford, grandson of Henry Ford founder, has taken a historic step by quickly inviting Alan Mulally, who was CEO of the largest airline company - Boeing, became Ford Motor Company CEO.
2. Aims and objectives
The purpose of this work is to review and synthesize on organizational change theories and models. We offer a thorough analysis on scientific evidences of both qualitative and quantitative research regarding organizational change and then, apply this theoretical framework to interpret a practical situation at Company Ford Motor in its significant structural change under the leadership of Alan Mullaly. 
We begin with the overview of basic definition and the general context of Ford Company at the time before the changes were conducted to fully understand the need and graceful impact of organizational change which determined the survival possibility of the company. Then, we demonstrate the overview of previous studies with the most popular theories and models on organizational changes as well as their core prescriptions and relevant scientific evidence. Based on that, we try to identify any field in the scientific literature which might be insufficiently investigated or ignored to highlight any opportunity for improvement. Next, we apply such theoretical knowledge into a practical case study of Ford Company to analyze similarities or differences from theoretical basis to actual situation before finalizing the research and practice implications of our work. 

3. Theoretical framework
To begin with, we will define what organizational changes are. Analyzing the definitions of different authors, we can see that, like most definitions from the social sciences, these are mainly attempts to describe the phenomenon. Here are some of them:
1. [bookmark: _GoBack]“A change in an organization means a change in how the organization functions, who its members and leaders are, what form it takes and how it allocates its resources” (Bridges, 1991). “Change is an empirical observation of the difference in the form, quality, or condition of an organizational element over time. Organizational elements can be the work of a particular employee, a working group, an organizational strategy, a program, a product, or the entire organization as a whole” (Lövingsson and Karlöf, 2007). 
1. “Organizational change is the transformation of an organization between two points in time” (Ansoff, 1965).
The pitfall of most of these definitions, in our opinion, is that the term “change” can be understood as the content of the change (as in Definitions 1 and 2), the process of implementing the change and both of these characteristics simultaneously (as in Definition 3).
Nevertheless, one should distinguish between these two important components of organizational change - the content (what has changed?) and the process (how has it changed?). A content analysis of changes allows understanding what characteristics of the organization have changed over the studied period of time. Process analysis focuses on the way in which this change occurs - the causes of occurrence, speed, sequence of events, the decision-making and dissemination system, the resistance of the personnel who had to deal with, etc.
Two polar concepts of organizational development are distinguished, each of which determines the corresponding strategy of changes. The creators of those concepts, named Theory E and Theory O, respectively, are Michael Beer and Nitin Noria. Theory E put emphasis on financial objectives and the method how to achieve them effectively under the constant pressure from the company's shareholders. Theory O, on the opposite, concentrate on corporate structure as supporters of theory O believe that an organization is a self-developing system (Sharma and Khokle, 2017).
Leaders who support theory E usually use tough methods, the application of organizational changes from top to bottom to form new structures and systems, like a mechanistic approach. Leaders, applying theory E in their course of action, usually do not ask for the involvement of managers or employees in setting goals and objectives. Leaders, who are adherents to the theory O, concentrate on the training and development of employees, changes in corporate culture and the process of changes from the bottom up.
However, the possibility of the organization to stay competitive in the long run is doubtful. Bir and Noria argued that to ensure that the company can achieve sustainability and prosperity in the long run, the combination of the two mentioned theories should be adopted. Obviously, the implementation of such approach requires much efforts, but the results will be more reliable. First of all, it is necessary to realize that an arbitrary and half-hearted combination of these approaches will never lead to success, but only weaken and destroy the organization. Instead of such a half-hearted approach, managers are better off using any clean model with its advantages and disadvantages. These theories can be combined in two ways. The first method is the sequential application, while the second approach is the simultaneous application (Sharma and Khokle, 2017). A sequential approach: it is necessary to strictly adhere to the sequence of application of two theories: first theories E, then - theories O (Bridges, 1991). A simultaneous approach: the use this approach requires the leader, knowledge of the tools and management styles of both theory E and O. Their synthesis requires simultaneous and equal focus on both increasing profits and developing organizational skills (Bridges, 1991).
The study of organizational changes as a separate area of managerial science began after the Second World War, when, as a result of changes in consumption characteristics, the emergence of new technologies and new markets, there was a need to adapt companies to new environmental conditions and the problem of successful implementation of changes came to the attention of many managers and scientists. One of the first concepts of organizational change management appeared in 1967 and is associated with the name of L. Greiner. L. Greiner’s organizational change management model is one of the most widespread and successfully applied in practice. He developed a model of effective change management, which consists of 6 stages as well as identified three ways of distributing power between the levels of the organization in the process of change management: separation of powers, delegation of authority and unilateral actions of the leader. For each specific situation, depending on the factors of the external and internal environment, traditions and corporate culture, its own way of distributing power is relevant. (Greiner, 1967). The change process consists of six successive stages with the following content:
Step 1: Pressure on top management. Pressure on the top management of the company (organization) and its incitement to unusual actions. Management should feel the need for some changes and the abnormality of the existing situation.	
Step 2: Mediation at the highest level of leadership. Although management concludes that change is necessary, it may not be able to accurately analyze the problems and make the changes properly. As Greiner notes, “it is likely that high pressure might induce top managers to interpret their problems or shift their responsibility to someone else, for example, “to this vile trade union” or “this government that pokes its nose everywhere” (Greiner, 1967).
Stage 3: Diagnosis of the problem area. At this stage, management carries out analysis to identify the true factors that lead to an organizational change in the existing situation. As Greiner stated that “this process begins at the top, and then gradually descends to the lower level of the organizational hierarchy” (Greiner, 1967).
Stage 4: Finding a new solution and commitment to implement it. The change applies either to a certain period of time or the expert gets under control the reserve resources of the organization or individual specific units of the organization. (Greiner, 1967).
Step 5: Experiment with a new solution. The risk of making major changes in one time is overwhelming and should not be consumed by any organization. It is recommended that planned changes should be tested in advance in order to define any possible difficulties before being introduced widespread. Using control mechanisms, management determines the extent to which planned changes help correct an unsatisfactory state of affairs, how they are perceived, and how their implementation can be improved.
Stage 6: Reinforcement based on positive results. At this final stage, it is necessary to encourage people to accept these changes whether by showing them that change is beneficial both to the company and to themselves. As Greiner explains, when every person receives an incentive to make changes successful, “it can be expected that most people at all levels will accept the methods by which these changes are implemented” (Greiner, 1967).
Another merit of Greiner is that he considered situations for which he determined the level of workers’ involvement in the process of organizational changes. Due to the influence of the school of human relations, many scientists believe that workers’ involvement in making organizational change is essential. There were three methods, by Granier, to distribute power between different levels of organization:
Separation of powers. The approach to managing change from a separation of powers implies a high degree of employee participation in decision-making. Managers and subordinates jointly determine the necessary changes, develop alternative approaches to their implementation and recommend actions to be taken.
One-way actions. This approach involves using legitimate authority to make a difference in life. Greiner believes that “organizational change is implemented on the basis of authority in each given position of the organizational hierarchy. With this approach, the definition of the problem and the way to solve it are carried out, as a rule, by the highest echelons of power and are sent down the formal and impersonal control mechanisms ” (Kotter, 1996).
Delegation of authority. The approach from such positions to the implementation of organizational changes is generally consistent with the liberal style of leadership. Top-level management provides subordinates with information about the necessary changes, and then delegates authority to evaluate corrective actions and their implementation. According to Greiner, the manager “encourages individual staff members to formulate their personal position and ... put it into practice at their discretion. Here it is necessary to proceed from the assumption that by discussing specific situations, people develop problem-solving skills, which will help them make appropriate individual and organizational changes.” (Sanchez, 2018). In general, insufficiently developed provisions in the theory of organizational changes are, in our opinion, the relationship between different theories and models of organizational changes, possible combinations and their effectiveness.
1. Proposed methodology
Among empirical methods for investigating certain events, the comparative analysis method is most often used. Thanks to this methodology, general and typical features of a phenomenon at different stages of development (temporary, event, etc.) are revealed. O. Comte, J. S. Mill, and E. Durkheim substantiated the importance of the comparative method as the best and even the "only suitable" for the social sciences, which allows for "indirect experimentation." They believed that this method is objective. At the same time, Comte emphasized that a comparative analysis must be necessarily supplemented by a historical one in order to see the movement of human evolution as a whole in a wide historical context.
Comparative analysis is a method of analyzing objects in which a new state of an object is compared with an old state or a state of one object is compared with another, with which a comparison may be appropriate. Comparative analysis is one of the main methods used in scientific research. The main purpose of the comparison is to obtain new facts not only from the properties of the objects or phenomena being compared, but also to analyze their relationships. On the basis of this comparison, a general tendency can be drawn up for their subsequent functioning and development (Karlöf and Söderberg, 1989). The comparative analysis method can be used in the study of any objects and, therefore, should be considered as a general technique. A comparative analysis compares the contents of documents reflecting the same type of operation. At the same time, deviations of any specially calculated indicators are also revealed. The method of comparative analysis of objects is simpler in practical application but gives a more thorough insight. In particular, within this paper, the comparative method is applied to analyze the similarities or differences of the theory of organizational changes in scientific literature with a practical example of Ford Motor Company in order to indicate any distance between theory and practice as well as the applicability of research into reality.
1. Case study
By a practical analysis of the organizational change of the Ford company under the leadership of Alan Mulally, we can see the similarities and differences between reality situation and scientific research which has been presented in the previous part. It was clear that the reasons for the organizational change of Ford Motor in 2006 were due to environmental forces. Mulally starting as the CEO of Ford in September 2006, just before the US financial crisis in 2008. Ford had been in a fever for a long time, and the chairman of the BOD at that time was William Ford. In the year when Alan Mulally took over the company, the loss amount has reached $ 17 billion; therefore, to rescue Ford Motor, Alan Mulally had to act quickly.
In the first stage, in line with L. Greiner’s organizational change management model, the need of change was soon realized by the top managers of the company. William Ford, having tried himself as a general director, nevertheless decided to hand over his duty to an outside manager. He made a risky decision, which then turned out to be wise: to pass the leading responsibility of Ford Company to a person who was not familiar with the automobile industry – Alan Mulally. When choosing Alan Mulally as a new CEO, William Ford has started on the next step of mediation at the highest level of leadership. There were mixed and angry reactions towards Ford's new President and CEO at that time; they argued that Alan Mulally was just an "outsider," with no executive experience in the car manufacturing industry, which is the pillar industry throughout the length of American economic history. However, Alan Mulally responded: “Ford manages only about 3,000 parts. I used to run a company that uses 30,000 details and flies in the sky.” (Ford, 2016). After taking the offer of William Ford, Alan Mulally has immediately moved on the third stage of diagnosis the problem area. Alan Mulally has thoroughly analyzed and understood the company’s characteristics in order to take a course of effective changes. He defined the following problems:
· As for Ford, including too many brands around the world has overwhelmed the company. Ford expected to create a market segment for the elite by acquiring high-end brands like Aston Martin, Land Rover, Jaguar or Volvo. Unfortunately, these brands directly competed with each other for scarce resources and caused unpredictable losses.
· After purifying the Ford structure Mulally began to focus on redeveloping the abandoned Taurus line several years ago, together with the Focus and Fiesta. He asked this Taurus to be the best product ever produced by Ford. The Taurus revival project is expected to cost Ford a huge budget. (Ford, 2016)
· At the end of 2006, an ambitious restructuring plan named “One Ford” was initiated, which included the sale of all European and Asian brands owned by Ford; the optimization of production capacities and the large-scale investments in the development of new models on global platforms. The main brand of the company was named after its founder - Ford. 
Once the problems have been detected, Alan Mulally also figured out a new solution and commitment to implement it. In more detail, he boldly sold all of these expensive brands to major corporations around the world. This helped Ford earn a decent amount of cash to make up for the budget before the financial and economic crisis in 2008. (Ford, 2014) In addition, Mulally planned to borrow $ 23.6 billion from banks across the country and mortgage Ford's entire assets, which was a shocking decision for the entire Ford board. After only 2 weeks, Mulally did all he had presented to the Ford board, bringing back a $ 23.5 billion loan from banks. This loan has helped the Ford budget to be more plentiful, ensuring to maintain operations in every worst scenario of the economy at that time. And in just 2 years, Mulally's prediction came true. As the 2008 world economic crisis worsened, car sales collapsed around the world and the capital market froze during the crisis. Ford's two major competitors, Chrysler and General Motors, fell into recession. They were forced to come to Washington to borrow emergency loans from the government.
Finally, the positive results turned into reality, Alan Mulally did not forget to reinforce them. By selling more unified cars, Ford will be able to earn more. In order to transform Ford from a multi-regional company into a single global company, Mulally rebuilt the entire IT department: never before in the history of a car company, the information division head became a member of BOD and reported directly to the CEO. As a result of “One Ford” plan, the number of employees decreased to 178,000, the number of plants reduced to 80 but their load grew to 85%. Today Ford produces about 45 models of cars, and the objective set by Mulally is to reduce this number to only 20 or 25 models remaining. Actually, attempts to assemble Ford, which grew over five continents over 107 years of its existence, into a single structure are not new and have been undertaken before: for instance, in 1995, Alex Trotman announced a consolidated plan but was unsuccessful. (Ford, 2014)
Moreover, Alan Mulally has succeeded in ensuring the promotion of new ideas by ordinary employees. All his principles come down to a philosophy of working together. In Ford's Taurus car project, Mulally applied a new approach to Ford. Instead of simply transferring the project in stages, they involved all employees in the implementation of the program from concept development to completion. Their team included assemblers, ordinary drivers, engineers, and suppliers. He instilled in his staff and used his commitment to help Ford revive miraculously and overcome the crisis. Since his inauguration, he has assembled a group of the most elite management staff in the company to discuss Ford's new vision. He built a new value, "Ford above all" and helped them thoroughly understand the company's overall value. Therefore, when the company was in trouble, all officials and employees were willing to work over the weekend until 1-2 am without asking for any extra wage. Even the nearly retired employees tried to stay in the extra work, because they didn’t know if tomorrow would be accompanied with Ford. According to President Bill Ford, Mulally gave him the secret that business should not only be a place to pay wages, but a place to give employees something more. Building good company values is the most effective way to retain employees (Ford, 2019).
In a nutshell, from the above analysis, we can easily realize that in the case study of Ford Motor company most of steps of organizational changes in the model of L. Greiner were conducted except for the only stage of experiment with a new solution. Such demission is understandable as in case of Ford the need of organizational change was emergency in the context of financial crisis while the process of experiment is time-consuming and may require additional fund, which might be detrimental in the situation of Ford. Therefore, scientific research can be taken as a strong basic for actions in reality but should be amended to suit with each different context.
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