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Executive Summary 
The purpose of this research project is to evaluate to which degree have the People in PSR 

understood and acted upon the new changes implemented 1st of November 2012. How has the 

communication of the change process affected this understanding and level of acting upon? 

We used a qualitative research design with 28 informants in total, with every business unit 

represented. As the project developed, we chose to write the report with a critical perspective. 

We believe PSR will benefit from us using our resources to focus on areas of improvement. 

Main Findings 

• The Peoples’ understanding of the change process is diverse and limited. 
• The process before 1st of November is experienced as a closed process. 
• Great variation in leaders’ translation expertise concerning the communication of the 

change process.  
• People’s main focus lies on the structural changes and there is less attention towards 

the new Operating Model.  
• Some of the new interfaces are unclear and challenging. 
• Indifference concerning the change process is widespread. 
• There have been created too few incentives for the People to act upon the change 

process.  
• Leaders’ passive attitude can cause a spillover effect making the employees do 

“business as usual”. 
 

Recommendations 

• Update PSR on where they are now, with detailed information on the progress being 
made and the challenges ahead in relation to the change process. 

• Emphasize the implementation as a process, rather than having a specific 
implementation date. 

• Distribute more information in Norwegian. 
• Solve the insecurity regarding the new interfaces by giving the People a chance to 

train, giving room to collaborate between units.  
• Create relevance through translation expertise, making PSR act upon the change 

process. 
• Create a training stage, and a social arena for sharing experiences related to the change 

process. 
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Preface 
 

We are a group of students attending a master programme at the University of Oslo. As a part 

of the programme we were set to a project involving working for another organisation for a 

semester. We were thrilled to be chosen to work for Statoil. It was a privilege because of 

Statoil’s organisational complexity and great competence. To be given the opportunity to 

study a change in one of Norway’s greatest organisations must be every student’s dream, and 

it has truly exceeded our expectations. We have learned so much. 

We would like to thank our supervisors in PSR, Lars Tronsmo and Marte Johnsen, for all the 

help and support we have received. We would also like to thank Moira Eidahl who warmly 

welcomed us and has been a great help during the project. Our external advisor Øystein 

Fossen has been very helpful regarding theory and made us think outside the box. But we 

would never have the ability to write this report without our informants. We did not have any 

problems with recruiting people for our interviews - all the People in PSR responded quickly 

and made an effort to make time for us. We greatly appreciate it.  

Hopefully our report will circulate and People will take an interest in its content. For future 

thought, it could also be a reminder for what external views can give your organisation, 

especially students with their “rude naivety”.  

 

Thank you for this opportunity! 

 

Fornebu, May 2013 

 

Emilie Kristine Andreassen  

Ingvild Vårdal Bredesen 

Magnus Breistein 

Karoline Jakoba Sandsbråten Scheide 

Helene Terese Segrov 
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Abbreviations  

 

PSR   Procurement and Supplier Relations 

PIN   Procurement International  

SSR   Strategy and Supplier Relations 

PNO   Procurement Norway 

PCP   Procurement Capital Projects 

OPMM   Operational procurement and materials management 

POSC   Process owner 

L3   Leader at Statoil, level 3 

L4   Leader at Statoil, level 4 

L5   Leader at Statoil, level 5(lowest leader level) 

Entry   Statoil’s intranet 

People   Leaders and employees in PSR 
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1.0 The Background for the Project 
“Statoil wants to grow - the ambition is 2.5 mill barrels in 2020. This means that we will 

develop new positions, new business, new skills, new works processes - all built on the 

Statoil we know today. Our procurement approach and how we collaborate and work 

together with high-quality suppliers will be important building blocks for the company’s 

strategic direction going forward” (Entry 20.12.2011). 

The quote above from Chief Procurement Officer Jon Arnt Jacobsen summarizes the 

background for the journey Procurement and Supplier Relations (PSR) are going through 

adjusting to Statoil’s ambitions. This section will in short describe “the journey” PSR is going 

through improving their organisation. We present figure 1 as an overview of this journey: 

        Fig.1: PSR Improvement Journey 

Statoil’s corporate strategy for 2020 is to deliver 2,5 mill barrels of oil per day. The PSR 

organisation plays an important role in this strategy. PSR procures products and services for 

projects and operations worldwide. The PSR organisation consists of one thousand 

professionals. They manage more than NOK 140 billion in annual spend and predict that this 

spending will double in the years to come. As a response to the new corporate strategy, PSR 

initiated a strategy update process. They redefined their ambitions in order to deliver on the 

corporate strategy;  

1. We create value with the business by developing the best sourcing alternatives and 

deals through excellent market knowledge, business understanding and commercial 

skills.  

2. We realize value through structured supplier relationship management.  

3. We avoid value leakage by securing supply to our customers on time with the least 

amount of effort possible and through effective contract deployment and follow-up.  

    (Entry, 20.12.2011) 

PSR established a change agenda, which describes their improvement priorities in order to 

reach their redefined ambitions: 

Corporate	  
strategy	  

PSR	  strategy	  
update	  

Redefine	  
ambi;ons	  

Change	  agenda	   Organisa;onal	  
change	  

New	  Opera;ng	  
Model	  
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1. Get the basics right: We must deliver on the basics; operational excellence.  

2. Strengthen supplier relationships: Our collaboration with and ability to follow up our 

suppliers is key to Statoil’s future performance. We must further professionalise our 

supplier relationship management.  

3. Further improve category management: Interviews with PSR employees and 

customers have shown that we need to improve how we work with category 

management in order to be able to realize greater values and increase the speed of our 

processes.  

The journey we have described created a need for “enablers” to handle the increase in the 

amount of procurement without organisational growth (expanding the number of employees). 

These “enablers” took form as a new organisational change and a new Operating Model. They 

were both implemented 1st of November 2012. We will from now on mainly focus on these, 

and refer to them as a change process.   

New Organisational Change 

The organisational change is a structural change, dividing the new organisation into three 

parts; strategic, tactical and operational supply chain responsibilities. It now consists of seven 

business units.    

 

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  Fig. 2: The New PSR Organisation 

New Operating Model – New Work Processes  
PSR’s new Operating Model describes the new work processes, internal interfaces and the 

new ways of working together in the new organisation. This document is primarily directed to 

PSR’s management teams, but is open to all to read as the L3 leaders have been encouraged to 

pass it on in their respective line. The new Operating Model describes the new structure of the 

organisation and the division of PSRs responsibilities between the business units. 
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2.0 Revising the Mandate 
The original mandate from PSR (see appendix) wanted the project team from Prosjektforum 

to evaluate leadership and cultural aspects related to the strategic and organisational changes 

in PSR (PSR Mandate 2013).  The mandate listed several key issues under different topics 

that they needed input on.  Based on these key issues we revised the mandate focusing on: the 

Peoples understanding of the change process, the leadership communication during this 

change process and the Peoples commitment to the changes.  

This led us to our research question: 

“To which degree have the People at PSR understood and acted upon the change process? 

How has the communication of this process affected the understanding and level of acting 

upon?” 

To examine this research question we have to specify what we mean with the terms 

“understanding” and “act upon”. When using the term “understanding”, we mean the People’s 

understanding of the change process; knowing what it means for PSR, themselves and their 

role in it. With the term “act upon” we mean the concrete actions the People have done in 

accordance with the change process. We would like to emphasize that by change process, we 

mean the organisational change and the new Operating Model, which were implemented the 

1st of November 2012. We argue that the implementation of a change is successful when all 

the People in the PSR organisation are acting upon it.  

To answer the research question we have focused on elements that affect the Peoples 

understanding and incentives to act upon the change process, both in the time before the 

implementation date and after. We have chosen to focus on the signification of the leadership 

communication and the information given to be able to analyse the Peoples’ level of 

understanding and acting upon. We will also present recommendations that can be initiated in 

a change process based on our analysis.  

On this basis we developed two supporting research questions: 

• How have the People experienced the information and leader communication and how 

has this affected their understanding of and incentives to act upon the change process?  

• What recommendations can be initiated to increase the likelihood of a successful 

implementation of the change process? 
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2.1 Our Perspective 
There has been a great variation in the experiences among our informants, and they are being 

both enthusiastic and critical. However, the overall impression is that the majority of our 

informants expressed either a passive or critical attitude towards the change process. Based on 

this tendency together with PSR’s request for recommendations of improvement, we have 

chosen a critical perspective in this project. The intention is therefore not to criticize, but to 

identify possible improvement areas using this angle. We believe that this will be the best way 

for this project to add value to PSR.   

The People of PSR 
Both the structural change and the way of working (Operating Model) focuses on 

collaboration between business units. As a consequence PSR is in need for every leader and 

every employee to be “on board” the changes happening in their organisation. This 

holistically dependency is the framework for this project. We will address all of our 

informants, both leaders and employees, as the People (of PSR). The term People will also be 

used when discussing possible transferability to PSR in general. 	  
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3.0 Methodology  

3.1 Qualitative Research  
We chose a qualitative approach to the project. PSR had recently performed a survey after the 

changes were implemented, so there was no need for us to do the same thing. We had the time 

and resources to do qualitative research on the subject. The results from the survey were 

available for us, so we used some of the comments to find tendencies to look for in our own 

results. We also used it to revise our interview guides after we decided to perform semi-

structured interviews with leaders and arrange focus groups with employees. Qualitative 

studies demands greater time spent and since we have had the whole spring semester, we 

wanted to get a hold of the in-depth understandings and experiences with the change process.  

Semi-structured Interviews 
After intensive work on the interview guide for the leaders, we performed two pilot 

interviews. This resulted in constructive feedback on the interview guide before we used it. 

Next, we performed interviews with 14 leaders from PSR’s lowest-level leaders; L4 and L5. 

Leaders were chosen strategically based on an ambition to cover all seven business units. We 

also conducted an interviewed with an employee that wanted to contribute to our project. We 

landed at 15 semi-structured interviews in total. We wanted to record the interview, even 

though we were aware of the fact that recording the interview may affect what is being said 

(Willig 2008:26). We performed the interviews with two members of the group being present, 

one to lead the interview and the other one to take notes during. After the interviews, we 

immediately transcribed it to ensure that every member of the group could read it, so we could 

interpret the results together later on.  

Focus Groups 
Focus groups are an alternative to the semi-structured interview. It’s a group interview that 

put at use the interaction among participants as a source of data (Willig 2008:30). We found 

this to be an adequate method in our meeting with the employees, since we could reach out to 

more People using a relatively small amount of time, and get a hold of the different 

perspectives and engage in a discussion about the PSR strategy update and especially the 

change process. Based on our findings from the interviews with the leaders, we revised the 

interview agenda to make it suitable for the focus groups. Our role was more as moderators to 

introduce the focus of the discussion and to gently steer the discussion, making sure it kept 

focus on what was relevant for our research question. We wanted to arrange three focus 

groups based on the main findings after the interviews with the leaders. We only wanted 
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employees with non-leaders positions to participate in these discussions. This to ensure that 

the employees could speak freely and feel at equal social status. We wanted to represent both 

employees with leaders who had communicated that the process has been positive, and to 

meet the employees working under leaders who were not so positive. In two of the groups, we 

had arranged it so that the participants in the respective groups had the same leader. In the 

third group however, the participants did not all share their closest leader.  We picked the 

participants at random, only based on the fact that they worked in certain business units.  

The strength of arranging focus groups lies in the methods ability to mobilize participants to 

respond to and comment on one another’s contributions (Willig 2008:31). This results in rich 

data for us as researchers, seeing how statements are challenged and developed in the group. 

This type of data addresses questions about ways in which attitudes can be formed and 

changed and how the participants together construct meaning. Since the theme of the 

discussion is not of a sensitive matter, we believe that arranging focus groups was a good 

methodological decision.  

3.2 Validity  
Qualitative methodologies ensure issues related to validity being covered in a number of 

ways. First, the data collection techniques aim to make sure that participants are free to 

challenge the researcher’s assumptions about the meanings being investigated. Second, the 

data collection takes place in real-life settings, here in the actual work-place settings. The 

real-life settings result in a higher ecological validity since the research isn’t being conducted 

in an artificial setting (Willig 2008:16). Third, reflexivity is considered as a factor related to 

validity; being how the researchers continuously review their role in the research. “Reflexivity 

invites us to think about how our own reactions to the research context and the data actually 

make possible certain insights and understandings” (Willig 2008:18). Reliability however, is a 

measurement qualitative researchers are less concerned about. This is because this type of 

research is interested in the unique experience, not a general trend (Willig 2008:17). We 

wanted to capture the individual experiences and opinions of the People in PSR. 

3.3 Representativeness and Transferability  
Qualitative research usually works with a small number of participants since nature of 

qualitative data collection and analysis is quite time-consuming. Therefore, qualitative studies 

do not work with representative samples in the same way you do with statistics. However, 

theorists argue that qualitative studies can have transferability in the findings in their samples. 

Gobo (2004) states that when you talk about generalizability in qualitative research, you 
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should specify the conditions that make phenomena persist, or the actions that maintain the 

phenomena. Features or characteristics that the sample might have, may also apply to the 

group the sample has been drawn from (Gobo 2004). Transferability is about social 

representativeness instead of statistical representativeness. Therefore, our analysis is based on 

our informants’ individual experience, and we argue that these statements could represent the 

opinions of a larger part of the People in PSR.  

3.4 Risks  
On a general basis we can state that qualitative research can’t provide the researcher with 

certainty (Willig 2008:158). Secondly, the researcher is never objective. This is a well-known 

ideal but alternative interpretations of the data are always possible. Since we arranged 

interviews and focus groups at the employees’ work place, we are not able to control for some 

variables and focusing on others. This is also a reason for why you cannot identify generally 

applicable laws of cause and effect with this type of research (Willig 2008:158).  

There are also some weaknesses with using interview as a method. First of all, an interview 

transcript can never mirror the actual interview. All types of transcription are a kind of 

translation of the spoken to something else (Willig 2008:27). Also, it is important to bear in 

mind all the possible interviewer-effects. Regarding the focus group interviews, they will 

never produce the same results as if the participants were interviewed one-on-one. This is 

because “(...) individuals in groups do not speak or answer questions in the same way as they 

do in other settings” (Kidd and Parshall 2000:294 in Willig 2008:32). However, we 

considered the possible benefits of bringing employees together to discuss and reveal the 

different perspectives and to challenge each other to make up for the possible risks of them 

not being as honest as they would have been one-on-one.  

3.5 Ethics 
In both qualitative and quantitative research the same basic ethical guidelines apply and we 
have used all five of them in our research (Willig 2008:19): 

-‐ Informed consent.  
-‐ No deception 
-‐ Right to withdraw.  
-‐ Debriefing 
-‐ Confidentiality 
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Introduction to Analysis 
The report’s analysis will be divided in three different chapters, analysing the three aspects of 

our research questions. In chapter four we will analyse and discuss the aspect of 

communication and information in relation to the change. This is followed by the analysis of 

the People’s understanding of the PSR strategy update and especially the change process in 

chapter five. Chapter six will examine the tendency to act upon the changes in PSR. 

4.0 Analysis of Communication and Information 
Communication practices are important in implementation of change in organisations. One 

should be careful not to jump to the conclusion that “communication is everything”; other 

resources, both physical and financial, planning and leadership are also important for the 

outcome. But communication processes and practices are a prominent part of change (Lewis 

2011: 55). We will in this chapter present our findings regarding the communication process 

and information given in the time before 1st of November and after. We will focus on 

leadership communication of the change process. The communication process concerning the 

change process has been both through the formal channels and down the respective lines. 

Through the formal channels, consisting of Statoil’s intranet called Entry and town hall 

meetings, information has been distributed to all the People in PSR.	  We argue that the 

communication process and information is vital for the People’s understanding of the change 

process and their incentives to act upon it. We acknowledge that People seldom feel that they 

have received enough information during a process of change in an organisation. Still, we 

argue that the communication and information given in this change process haven’t been 

satisfying enough for PSR to conduct a successful implementation.  

4.1 The First Impression  
In the following section we introduce our main findings about the People’s experience of the 

communication and information given in the months before the 1st of November. The 

statements we have from our informants about this time are diverse, but it is especially three 

common experiences that the main part of the informants has described.  

Lack of Openness   
One experience from both leaders and employees, but especially described by the employees, 

was the lack of openness in the time before the 1st of November. Some informants point out 

that they perceived it as a closed process with a lot of secrecy around it. The informants in our 

focus groups all felt that they didn’t understand why the process up to the implementation 
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date had to be such a closed process. One employee stated: “The information wasn’t so 

strategic, so it shouldn’t been so classified. I am left with the question; why couldn’t they 

inform us earlier?” 

“Open” is one of Statoil four values, and thereby at the core of Statoil’s management system. 

Statoil’s values drive the Peoples’ performance and are guidelines in the way they work 

together (The Statoil Book 2011:11). One informant questioned the compliance of this value 

in the process before the 1st of November and related his dissatisfaction with the process 

directly to the value “Open”:  

“It was too little information, we knew too little; almost no one knew what was 
happening, what the thing with tactical, operational and strategic was. It was almost 
forced upon us. So if you are supposed to be open you should get the people on board, 
be clear and evident about what you do and why you do it.” 

The informant’s experience of the implementation process contains elements that Lewis 

(2011) calls “factors that predict failure in an organisational change”. These elements are poor 

communication, lack of openness and forcing through a change (Lewis 2011: 136). These 

three elements indicate an implementation process with low inclusion of the People, thereby 

reducing their opportunity to participate in the change. This assumption is confirmed by 

several of our informants who felt that this change process was top-down managed and 

implemented, and that they weren’t included, neither at the design stage nor in the 

implementation of it. Participation is thought to have a positive impact on the employees’ 

attitudes towards the change process and increase the level of effort spent, thereby producing 

a higher level of commitment towards the change (Lines 2004: 196-199).    

Another interesting point in the informants’ statement is the need for clear and evident 

information about “what you do and why you do it” during a change. To obtain a successful 

organisational change good communication, meaning establishing a clear vision and purpose 

of the change, is a key factor (Lewis 2011:136). The informants’ experience of a closed 

process can lead to confusion about the PSR strategy update, especially the change process, 

thereby increasing the risk of passive employees. If the implementation process had been 

more of a participative process, the management could create an arena to explain and present 

the motives for the purpose of the change. This would also be an arena where counter-

arguments made by the People at PSR could be discussed (Lines 2004: 196-199). Doing this, 

management could to a greater degree secure a common, basic understanding of the change 

process. 
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The Absence of Content 
Not only did the informants describe the time before the implementation date as a closed 

process, but they also stated that when they first got information, it missed new content. Two 

leaders stated:  

 “I expected new information being shared at these town hall meetings, considering 
that they had gathered everyone. But the information given was already posted on 
Entry a couple of days earlier. I would have used these meetings to drop some new 
information, making them a lot more interesting. People lose their motivation when 
new information isn’t shared.” 

 “Up until the summer last year they conducted town hall meetings, and every time 
you had an expectation that something new would be brought to the table. But 
throughout a year no new information came. We got so little information. It was a lot 
of speculation; it has never been so much speculation before. You started to make up 
your own opinion.” 

They both describe how the town hall meetings didn’t meet their expectations. The informants 

described a feeling of disappointment when the information distributed didn’t bring anything 

new. One informant stated that even though the intension with the town hall meetings was 

good, the lack of new information resulted in a negative effect for the organisation. This 

notion is important to consider; we emphasise the first impression because it can set the tone 

for the rest of the process. If People create negative feelings towards the change, this can 

increase the risk of failure in the implementation of the change process (Lewis 2011:136). The 

town hall meetings reach out to all the People in PSR, and are therefore an important channel 

for the implementers to inform and create enthusiasm about the change process. Instead, the 

absence of new content in the information presented led to loss of motivation and contributed 

to create a negative first impression among the People at PSR.  

The Ketchup-effect 
The process before the 1st of November is described by several of our informants as a 

stressing process. Our informant called it “the ketchup- effect”, stating that no one knew 

anything and that no information was distributed, before suddenly it all came at once. As one 

employee describe it in a focus group:  

“It doesn’t feel like this has been directly planned, it has just been stressful. They have 
probably planned this for a long time, but they should have the people on board from 
day one. It has been a stressful process, where we haven’t quite got a hold of what we 
are getting into.” 
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The feeling of not knowing what they were getting into were emphasised by several of our 

informants. The rest of the informants in our focus group agreed with this employee, sharing 

the impression that the implementation of the change process had been initiated too soon. One 

informant stated that he was left with a feeling that they tried to implement an unfinished 

strategy. As discussed earlier, this lack of understanding is likely to have an effect on the 

degree of success in the implementation. Steady and continuously communication can 

enhance the basic understanding, and is vital to get the People “on board” from the beginning.  

4.2 The Sound of Silence 
We have till now presented our main findings concerning how our informants have 

experienced the process up to 1st of November. In the following we will present how our 

informants have experienced the information given after the implementation date as we 

interviewed the People in PSR in March and April 2013. 

 

“It hasn’t been any status-updates lately. We had this workshop day and that was very 
helpful. We got a lot of information about the way forward and information 
concerning our responsibilities.” 

“If this interview had been in December 2012, I would have had extensive control over 
the new organization. But now I feel like there has been a while since we have 
received an update.” 

 

The two informants comment on how it has been a while since the last update regarding the 

new organization. Implicitly, the first statements express how informational updates can affect 

their knowledge about the new organization in a positive matter. The second informant states 

that the knowledge and understanding of the new organization was at a greater level closer to 

the implementation date because of the increased focus they experienced around that time. 

This focus however, seemed to disappear quite quickly according to our informants. When the 

informants talked about the communication and information given in the months after 1st of 

November, they focused on the “silence” they experienced from the top management. 

 

This statement from a leader is an interesting remark of the silence experienced and the 

consequence this can have:  

“(…) I think that there has been a stop in the flow of information. It stopped 
November 1st; from my leaders and further up the line. So that’s just a fact. 
Unfortunately this means that the information stops on my behalf as well. And that’s 
unfortunate, especially for those who felt that this change wasn’t necessary to begin 
with. The lack of follow-up might give them an enhanced feeling of that the change 
was unnecessary.”  
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The leader states that the communication regarding information about the strategy stops on his 

behalf when the information stops flowing from the leaders above him. What’s even more 

interesting is the concern about how this perceived stop of information could enhance the 

doubt of those who didn’t feel the need for this change. Several leaders were also missing the 

monthly updates from Chief Procurement Officer, Jon Arnt Jacobsen. One informant said that 

this just stopped, and states that if you don’t hear anything for several months it all kind of 

disappears; 

“They should continue with the monthly status updates from Jon Arnt. It just stopped. 
They should continue with this focus. When you don’t hear anything in several months 
then it just disappears a bit. It’s in the first six months you create the new routines and 
working culture, so you have to have at least as much focus as before the 
reorganisation.”  

This is a clear encouragement to the management in PSR, that when you want to create new 

work routines and work processes, you should make sure that you have a heavy focus on the 

change also after the implementation date. This is clearly something the People at PSR are 

missing.  

 

A leader surprisingly stated that many leaders probably were not communicating why they 

were going through this process of change, and that some of the leaders probably hadn’t fully 

understood why themselves. We argue that when leaders are not being clear in their 

communication down their respective lines, the employees will potentially get frustrated and 

passive.  

 

4.3 Variation in the Translation  
Our findings show a striking variation in the leadership communication through this process 

of change. This variation in the communication and information given is both between and 

within business units and sectors. Variation itself is not necessarily a problem as the change 

process affects the different business units in different ways. However, when the variation in 

information is arbitrary, it can indicate “poor” translation of the change process from the 

leaders.  

In accordance with the new Operating Model, all business units in PSR shall establish and 

maintain their own version of it (PSR Operating Model 2012: 4). The way the new Operating 

Model has been communicated to the employees exemplifies the different leader’s capability 
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to translate the model to the employees and make it relevant for them. Our findings indicate 

that there have been both good and poor cases of translation of the new Operating Model. 

According to Røvik (2009) a good translator of organisational ideas is a person who has 

inbound knowledge about what that is going to be transmitted and translated, and good 

knowledge about the context(s) where it is translates from and to (Røvik 2009:325). For PSR, 

this means that the leaders need to have inbound knowledge of the change process and the 

new Operating Model as well as of their sector or department. 

On a positive matter, we want to highlight the good translation expertise several of the leaders 

have shown in their sector/department. Some leaders have arranged gatherings and workshops 

to work through the new Operating Model:  

“We looked at the most important interfaces the different business units will work 
with, and through working with several cases, we managed to deal with possible 
scenarios(…) the feedback have been that the employees have a greater understanding 
of the model.” 

“We have spent the last months to figure out the new way we should work. It has been 
some frustrating months, but it is starting to cool down now. We have found the 
concepts, working tools, forms of cooperation and forums, so it’s a different feeling 
around it than it was earlier on.” 

These statements from two different leaders describe how they have dedicated time and effort 

to make the new Operating Model relevant and meaningful for their sector/department. The 

first leader says that their work with the new Operating Model have led to greater 

understanding of it. Employees who attended one of the workshops on the new Operating 

model confirm this effect. The last statement describes how they have adjusted the new 

Operating Model and made it suitable for their department.   

In a contrast to this, we also found that the way some leaders have communicated the new 

Operating Model can be characterizes as “poor” translation, as suggested by Røvik (2009). A 

leader stated:  

 “My leader sent an email in December with the new Operating Model. I don’t think 
anyone had registered the e-mail, most of them had most likely not opened it. It is not 
in their everyday to be concerned with that.” 

This leader further tells us that he hasn’t spent time translating the new Operating Model, and 

simply e-mailed it down his respective line. This is a paradox considering he had just 

indicated that he believed most of his employees weren’t likely to open these kind of e-mails. 

This non- existing translation of the new Operating Model can result in lacking understanding 
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of it. The different ways the leaders have translated and adjusted the new Operating Model to 

their sector/department are likely to create a divergence in the understanding of it. This 

divergence can be especially problematic concerning the interfaces between business units. 

We will return to the issues related to interfaces later on in our analysis.  

4.4 When There Is Little to Communicate 
The communication process concerning the change has been through formal channels and in 

the respective lines. Still, a statement that frequently recurred both from employees and 

leaders when we asked them, was that their respective leader often couldn’t answer their 

questions. They told us that their leader didn’t seem to know more than they did themselves. 

As one leader stated: 

“I informed as best as I could in the time before the reorganisation. I had actually no 
more information than what I found on entry and town hall meetings. This is a little 
unusual compared to earlier reorganisations. Don’t think my leader knew more 
either.” 
 

This statement is just one of many statements from our informants saying that they didn’t 

have any more information to give their employees then the information that had been 

released through the formal channels. As we have discussed, the informants have missed 

information in the process before the 1st of November, and in the months after. It’s the 

leader’s responsibility to translate the change process and make it relevant and meaningful for 

the People. As mentioned, a good translator needs to have inbounded knowledge about what 

is going to be transmitted and translated. We argue that L4 and L5 leader’s possibility to be 

good translators of the change process are restricted as a consequence of the minimal 

information they have been able to get a hold of. Further, we argue that this will restrict the 

People’s opportunity to act upon the change. Related to this manner, it’s important to bear in 

mind that many of the leaders in PSR just had been recruited to this new role. We do agree 

with what one leader pointed out; “It is a lot of people who have new roles, and they need 

time to get into these new roles. The people dimension takes a longer time.” One risk of 

recruiting many leaders into new leader positions and business fields is the lack of knowledge 

of the context they are entering. This could reduce their ability to being good translators of the 

change process.  

We will now move on to look at the consequences the information and communication have 

for the Peoples at PSR’s understanding of the change process.  
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5.0 Analysis of Understanding 

5.1 Lack of Understanding 
This paragraph is quoted from the focus groups we arranged; 

Employee 1: “What is tactical?”  

Employee 2: “That is what you do. It’s a new structure now.” 

This dialogue was followed by a discussion about what strategic and tactical procurement is. 

The discussion was full of confusions and misunderstandings between our informants. In 

another focus group an employee stated; “I am in the tactical area, don’t really know what 

that is. Nobody has told me, but I think I am starting to get the hold of it.” These statements 

illustrate some of the challenges that PSR is facing concerning understanding of the change 

process. It is quite clear that some People have great trouble understanding it, especially the 

interfaces, and the implications for them as employees. The informants seem to be mostly 

concerned with the new organisation rather than the new Operating model. On this basis, we 

believe that there is a lack of understanding of the change process in total. This, of course, has 

to do with the information, meaning and communication we just discussed in the former. The 

theory on translation of information by Røvik (2009) is relevant for this matter. 

We believe that leaders’ poor translation of the change process increases the chances for poor 

understanding on behalf of the employees. In some of the cases identified in our research, the 

new Operating Model is perceived as not specific and thoroughly enough, which makes it 

seem unfinished. This is illustrated by the following quote from an interview; “My impression 

is that it is not quite done, even though it is official.”  This type of speculation is rather 

unfortunate because it can compromise the authority of the management in PSR, and result in 

negative attitudes towards the leaders in charge of the PSR strategy update. However, this 

kind of perspective of the new Operating Model might also be a consequence of poor 

translation from the leaders, not making it relevant enough for the employees to be able to 

identify with. Therefore, we believe that poor translation of the change process from the 

leaders towards the employees can be the reason for this lack of understanding.  

5.2 Uncertainty About the Meaning of the Change Process  
Some of our informants had understood more elements of the change than the former 

paragraph illustrate. However, they had interesting remarks on the different elements. 

Uncertainty about the change process, especially the new Operating Model, was consistently a 
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theme brought up by our informants; “It’s a change process that is really important, but it is 

still a little fluffy, we want it to be brought down, and be more concrete. Direct it towards us.” 

The informant tells us that even five months after the implementation, the change process still 

seems unclear for some of the People in PSR. He feels that the change process is important, 

but isn’t sure of the consequences for them and how it is supposed to “hit them”. Especially 

when it comes to the new Operating Model, several of the informants - both leaders and 

employees - seem to share a feeling of uncertainty. One leader emphasizes this when saying; 

“I know they have established an Operating Model which describes the way the new 

organization is working together. But I think it’s a lot of uncertainty about what it really 

means.” In all our focus groups it becomes evident that the employees are not confident in 

their understanding of, or feel the same way about the change process. 

There seems to be a longing for a more specified and concrete change process; “The 

framework has been given, but then what?” A leader also tells us that; “In these types of 

working environments, the understanding often doesn’t come before they understand the 

meaning of it related to their work”. These statements raise an issue that several of the 

informants have pointed out; the need to concretize the change process and to make the 

changes meaningful and relevant for every employee in PSR. As mentioned before, they seem 

to be missing that the implications for them as employees are made clear and focused upon. A 

leader also told us; “You have to tell them how the big picture is going to work, and think in 

terms of context all the way”. He believes that you have to make the changes relevant for the 

People by connecting it to their context. We will return to this matter in our recommendations.  

Regarding support and sharing the top-management’s view of what’s the right direction for 

PSR, we find that the main part of the leaders say that they support the decision to make 

changes now. As one leader stated: “The change is definitively going to contribute to reach 

the goal set for 2020.” Within the value “hands-on” lays an expectation on the People at 

Statoil that they should be loyal to decisions. If we look to the Statoil Book, another 

expectation about the leaders is that they will accept and drive change (The Statoil Book 

2011:18). The type of finding illustrated by the quote is therefore not surprising. However, a 

bit surprisingly considering the findings in the Statoil book, some doubt about the decision 

has been expressed in our research.  

There’s a doubt about whether or not the reorganization is the right solution to the challenges 

PSR are facing:  



23	  
	  

“I see where we are going, and I see the goals, but I am not sure if this reorganization 
will help us to reach this goal. Some people here believe that it won’t help us.”  

Another leader stated: 

“We understand that we have a goal to be more international, but how is this model 
going to contribute to that. That hasn’t been communicated well enough (…) we miss 
a solid evaluation of why they have made this decision. And afterwards, an 
explanation about what they want to accomplish with it. I can see that it is reasonable, 
but what is the thought behind it? I haven’t got a good grip of the thought behind it, 
and my leader hasn’t either.” 

We believe that especially the point on what they want to accomplish by making this decision, 

is critically important for everyone in the PSR organisation to understand.  

5.3 Interfaces 
The uncertainty around the change process largely seems to stem from frustration around the 

new interfaces. This clearly was the subject that had made the informants most frustrated. An 

informant tells us:  

“How does the distinction work? We have spent a lot of time on this issue, and it’s 
been four months since the reorganization, but it’s is still not in place. We have an 
unfortunate interface. Maybe we don’t understand why they have chosen this 
(solution). I miss a solid evaluation of why they have made this choice.”  

How is this particular categorization of “simple” and “complex” procuring, stated in the new 

Operating Model, intended to work? This is a recurrent frustration amongst our informants.  

“The interfaces are demanding.” Many of the employees in PSR complain about the lack of 

clarity in the new divisions. One employee even contacted us voluntarily to criticize the 

solution. The issue seems to have a quite large impact and create disturbance in many of the 

business units at PSR. The most frequent mentioned is the interface between tactical and 

operational. As we shall see in the next chapter, some respond by doing business as usual, 

while others work hard to try understanding it. As long as the interface issue is left unresolved 

it is seemingly one of the biggest barriers for People to be able to act upon the new working 

processes. The employees feel that this categorization of “simple” and “complex” procuring is 

oversimplified and difficult to act in accordance to.  

5.4 Language Barrier 
Language is evidently important for communication and understanding. In some of the 

interviews and focus groups we found important and interesting experiences concerning the 

English working language in PSR:  
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“(…) the town hall meetings tend to become too distant; it is a challenge that the town 
hall meetings and the information is in English. People do not dare to ask questions.”   

“In 2012, Helge Lund had an open meeting in Norwegian for the employees in Bergen 
(…) if Helge Lund manages to do that, then PSR should be able to do that.”  

“Everybody understands English, but it becomes a barrier to asking questions. The 
dialogue becomes different.”  

“It’s all good that we are a global company and have English as official language, but 
it would add a lot more value if you split it into one English session, and one 
Norwegian session. When you’re delivering a message, and you’re really excited 
about it, it’s a lot easier to do it in Norwegian”.  

The messages from the People are quite clear; English becomes a barrier to asking questions, 

town hall meetings in English becomes too distant and the dialogue becomes different in 

English. In a focus group they agree and discuss how value is lost. “It’s about being as 

precise as possible, get rid of noise between sender and receiver”, an informant says.  

We believe that a much larger group in PSR share these thoughts. It is probably 

uncomfortable to admit that you would prefer to be presented this kind of information in 

Norwegian, when English is the official work language. Still, as the main part of PSR has 

Norwegian as their first language, it would be profitable to practice sharing this kind of 

important information in Norwegian to create closeness. Some of the informants, both leaders 

and employees, believe that the language barrier prevents People to ask questions – this can 

be critical and can also explain some of the uncertainty we’ve seen about the change process. 

If People are uncertain about the content of the change, but do not dare to ask because it has 

to be in English, PSR will face challenges related to understanding.  

5.5 In What Way Have the People Understood the Change Process? 
We started every interview with the leaders asking an open question about the PSR strategy 

update and experienced changes in PSR after November 1st. We wanted the leaders to tell us 

about what they thought were the most important changes. The leaders explained the changes 

to us, and almost all of them seemed to have a good understanding of some of the changes 

that had happened in PSR. However, most of the leaders focused on the organisational change 

and the corporate strategy formulated by Helge Lund, and said little or nothing about the new 

Operating Model. In addition, only two leaders focused on the fact that PSR strategy update is 

about working in new ways to follow the corporate strategy.  

Some leaders expressed that the changes that had happened in PSR did not concern their 

sector/department, and that it did not have an impact for their work. One leader stated: “I 
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experienced that it wasn’t the biggest changes that would affect me, and that it wouldn’t affect 

my work. So I didn’t focus much on it, to be honest.” From a top management perspective we 

believe that the statements above might imply that some of the informants have not entirely 

understood the change process, even though they claim to do so and might believe that they 

do. An important point is that the change process is not just a structural change, but also an 

implementation of new ways of working. In contrast to the statement from this leader, the new 

Operating Model is intended to concern and affect all the People in PSR. Our findings suggest 

that it has been difficult to put the changes into practice. PSR is depending on all the 

employees to understand and follow the new Operating Model if PSR strategy update is going 

to succeed. It appears that some of the leaders consider the new Operating Model to be of no 

relevance to their sector/department. Therefore we conclude that they might be missing some 

understanding of the changes in PSR. 

On a related matter, when some leaders have this lack of understanding, how can we expect 

the employees to be able to understand it and act upon it? When some leaders tell us that they 

in fact “did not focus too much on the change process”, or “did not feel the need to go into it”, 

we are of the opinion that this attitude will easily spread and influence the employees. Several 

employees copy the statements of their leaders saying that their work has not been affected 

much by the change process and that they still work as they used to, calling it “business as 

usual”. We argue that because they do not quite understand the whole intent of it, they are 

really not accepting the changes. From a top management perspective it may seem that they 

do not have a thorough understanding of it, because they are not really following up on it, but 

are stating that the change does not affect them. Naturally, an alternative explanation could be 

that some of the People in PSR do understand, but do not accept the change as they disagree 

with the contents of the change process. Still, we would argue on the basis of our analysis that 

acceptance is low due to a lack of understanding in PSR. 
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6.0 Analysis of Acting Upon  
To follow the corporate strategy, PSR are depending on all of their People acting upon the 

new Operating Model. In the chapter on communication and information, we found some 

examples of leaders translated the change process, setting good examples for the leaders’ 

responsibility to disseminate information about the new Operating Model through the line:      

“We looked at the most important interfaces the different business units will work 
with, and through working with several cases, we managed to deal with possible 
scenarios (…) the feedback have been that the employees have a greater 
understanding of the [new Operating Model].” 

Another leader also explains how his sector/department has faced the new changes: “We spent 

two days working intensely with the new Operating Model to understand it”. These 

statements are examples of what we have chosen to characterize as “acting upon” the new 

changes in PSR. As a new change is introduced, both of these leaders see the benefits of 

taking action, trying to create understanding around the new processes and ways of working. 

This is therefore a great example of translation expertise. As we can see, it’s also reported that 

this kind of “acting upon” has created a positive response of better understanding among the 

employees.   

6.1 Not Driving Change?        
Throughout several interviews leaders and employees express attitudes towards the change 

process that we characterize as indifferent. We further believe this could prevent them from 

later acting upon it. We asked the leaders what kind of actions they had performed to make 

sure the information was further disseminated. A leader expresses:  

“(…) the information from the upper levels has been very good, so I didn’t feel that it 
was necessary to go any deeper. (…) This change will not affect my people that much 
and not their everyday work either. So I need to be a little pragmatic about what kind 
of information I should share with them, and how much time I should spend on it. In 
an ideal world a leader should think holistically about Statoil and so on. But with a 
large workload taking 10-12 hours of your day, there’s not that much time left to think 
about what’s going on in the whole system.”	    

Through interpretation of this statement, three things should be highlighted. The first concern 

is about how the informant hasn’t “felt the need” to spend more time communicating the 

changes, creating a passive or indifferent attitude on the leadership level. This is also assumed 

to spread down the line to the employees, and may result in a feeling that the information 

suddenly stops, as discussed under the topic of the sound of silence. We have reason to 

believe that the passive attitude from the closest leader easily can be transmitted to the 

employees and undermine the perceived importance of the change process. This assumption is 



27	  
	  

reinforced when the leader and several employees tells us that: “We do what we always have 

done” and “This change won’t affect us”. The second concern is regarding the need for a 

“pragmatic” selection of the information being forwarded to the employees. This is based on 

an idea that the change won’t affect their sector/department or their work processes. The last 

concern regards the leaders’ justification of his pragmatic actions, referring to the scope of his 

position, highlighting that “it’s not much time left” to think holistically about Statoil. It’s 

quite clear in this statement that implementation of the change is not a prioritization in this 

leaders sector/department compared with the everyday work one is expected to carry out. This 

indicates that our informant leaves the responsibility of implementation to someone else, and 

that his part in it hasn’t been clearly communicated or understood. 

 

As mentioned earlier, according to the Statoil book (2011) you are expected to “drive change” 

when accepting leadership responsibility in Statoil. This includes identifying and 

communicating the need for change, ensure involvement and making change happen (The 

Statoil book, 2011: 18). All of these expectations underline the leader’s responsibility to act 

upon the changes being implemented, giving little room for indifference. It’s quite clear that 

an indifferent attitude towards a large-scale organisational change isn’t the reaction Statoil 

expects from their leaders when they are in a change process. On the other hand, it must be 

taken into account that this leader seems to be lacking knowledge of his own and his 

sector/department’s part in the change. We believe that this is a consequence of incomplete 

information and understanding, creating a barrier to act upon it. 

 

6.2 Incentives for Acting Upon PSR Strategy Update 
There seems to be a connection between our informants’ attitudes towards the change and to 

which degree they express being affected by it. Most of our informants expressed indifference 

towards the change process and the implementation process, as they perceived themselves as 

being less or not at all affected by the change process. When People say they were not 

affected by the change it means they work mostly in the same way as before. A statement 

from one of the leaders highlights this:  

 

“We were open and talked a lot about it, but then in my department, it hasn’t been 
much  change. Most of my [employees] were like oh here we go again (…) they were 
all well informed but more or less indifferent because it wouldn’t result in any big 
changes.” 
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This informant tells us that it’s hard to find the changes relevant for their everyday work. As 

mentioned earlier, a feeling of lack of relevance seems to make People rather careless to the 

whole PSR strategy update. This also contributes to create a barrier for acting upon it, not 

knowing when or what to act upon. It’s also stated that most of the informants’ employees 

were expressing that this was just another change. This passive reaction that can be called 

BOHICA – Bend over, here it comes again. It’s a way to outdistance oneself from the change, 

and is often typical for the ones who believe that another change will be right around the 

corner. This is also a typical attitude for those who have been through frequent organisational 

changes (Meyer & Stensaker 2011: 72). How People respond to changes affect how they act 

upon it. Active or passive reactions will then be a pinpoint to which degree they will 

contribute to ensure that the changes actually will be implemented (Meyer & Stensaker 

2011:71). This could result in People not changing, rather performing their work processes as 

they are used to.   

 

An informant highlighted that every employee should feel responsibility, which could act as 

an incentive, influencing People to act upon the change process.  

“You could preach about this message for ever, but if people don’t care and it doesn’t 
mean anything to them, then they will never get it. It requires that you have an interest 
in how it affects you. I’m saying this because it’s too easy to say that this is all in the 
hands of the senders of this message, because it’s also in our hands, the receivers”. 
 

As the informant points out, it’s not only about disseminating of the information, but also 

about the importance of interest in the change. It can be argued that the People of PSR should 

feel obligated to have an interest for a big change like this, and should have an interest for 

organisational knowledge, if they would to live up to Statoil’s core values and the guidelines 

imposed by the Statoil book (2011). On the other hand, it could also be argued that some of 

the responsibility lies with the top management’s ability to create interest and commitment by 

being good translators (Røvik 2009:320) and communicating the effects the change will have 

for the individuals in PSR. As we see through our research that the perceived change might be 

largely different from the real change. In PSRs’ case, the change for many is not being 

perceived as a big change at all. The leaders should strive to make sure the employees have 

the same understanding, to get everybody working towards the same goals (Andersen et. Al 

2009:47). A leader in PSR shares his view on the matter:  

 “I feel that they haven’t managed to get people with them. The whole thing has been 
 diffuse. (...) They are going to increase the production with the same people. But how 
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Act	  Upon	  	  

Accept	  

Understanding	  

Familiarity	  

 are we going to do this? They have certainly not managed to inform us properly about 
 their way of thinking about this.” 

 

In chapter 4 regarding the leaders’ responsibility to function as a “translator”, it is discussed 

how being a good translator can have a positive effect on the understanding of the change. It 

is believed to contribute to the employees accepting the changes happening in the 

organisation, which in turn can lead to People taking action and acting upon the change. Both 

translation and creating relevance can be viewed as tools in preparing People for change, and 

are therefore important features in an implementation process. Inspired by Kreutzer (2013) we 

have created a model that illustrates the different stages People can go through while 

processing changes. In an ideal world we could fulfil each step in the pyramid, creating a very 

successful change.  

 

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

 

 
 
 
 
  Fig.3: Different levels of implementing a successful change (Inspired by Kreutzer, 2013) 

 

Figure 3 illustrates the importance of translation and creating relevance to make People act 

upon the changes. The main objective in PSR’s change process is to make People conduct 

their work processes differently and according to the new Operating Model - acting upon it. 

This, we believe, can be achieved through creating familiarity, understanding and acceptance, 

as well as using leaders as good translators creating relevance for the People involved. We 

believe that all five of these factors will function as incentives making People act upon the 

change being implemented. The translation and creating of relevance should ideally be 

incorporated throughout the whole change process. It should be mentioned that in Kreutzer’s 

original model, “ownership” is at the top of the pyramid. We have chosen to replace this with 
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“acting upon” because we believe that actions in accordance to the change process show us 

that they have accepted the changes. Measuring the degree of “ownership” is also more 

complicated than measuring actual actions. This model of implementing a successful change 

will be a basis for the recommendations presented later on.   

 

6.3 Making People Act Upon It – The Example of Employee X 
When interpreting our interviews, we discovered that the People of PSR that perceive 

themselves as being affected by the change were highlighting the necessity of everybody 

taking responsibility and working together to make the change work. The first step that’s 

acquired is creating an understanding throughout the organisation, leading to acting upon, 

according to figure 3. A statement from one of the employees from our focus groups shows a 

good example of how some kind of requirement or testing can lead to the People taking 

action, and thereby also taking steps up the pyramid in figure 3:  

“I’d like to say that now that I’ve read the documents, prior to this interview, I can 
definitely see that they want something, they want a change of pace, and they have a 
clear set of goals. They identify actions to reach these goals (…) it is obvious that 
there is an idea behind all of this. There are a lot of good actions there, which makes 
it possible for us to reach our goals. I’ve probably understood this more or less from 
self-study, at least a lot more than what we have been told related to the change”.  

The informant felt obligated to familiarize himself with the information available prior to the 

interview, even though all the information has been available on Entry since the 1st of 

November. The informant also points out that his knowledge about the change process comes 

from self-study and that this has created a greater level of understanding. What’s interesting is 

that the informant also pointed out that it was the interview situation that made him 

familiarize and immerse himself with the PSR strategy update, because he wanted to be 

prepared and be able to answer our questions. We interpret this action as a result of having an 

incentive to act upon the change process. On the basis of this experience, we want to draw a 

line between being exposed for some kind of requirement or testing from the management, 

creating an increase in the understanding of the changes, resulting in acting upon. The 

employees themselves consider a stricter style of leadership and some kind of demands, 

testing or measurement of organisational understanding as a method of increasing People’s 

knowledge, understanding and the degree to which they act upon it:  

(...) The information is out there, it’s been communicated, but we have to take some 
responsibility as well. To express myself in a trivial way, when you go to school, 
you’ll get homework, and they’ll check your homework afterwards. In [PSR] it’s more 
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like: read this if you want. There is an expectation that it’s being done, but I don’t 
think that many actually do. It´s like voluntary homework. It doesn’t get done because 
there’s no consequence.  

It seems that it’s not enough that the information is available or distributed through mails and 

meetings; they have to feel some kind of responsibility to familiarize themselves with it.	  If 

not, it becomes like voluntary homework not being done since it’s not any consequences 

attached to it. This indicates that it can make a difference if the leaders in PSR actually set 

specific requirements measuring People’s understanding of the information being given, as an 

incentive to read the information distributed. It’s also interesting that a situation like our 

interview triggered this kind of reaction. We suggest that this is giving PSR reason for 

arranging follow-ups and situations where lack of knowledge and understanding can be 

detected.  
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7.0 Recommendations and Discussion 
From our point of view, it is important that the recommendations we present are based on 

local relevance to PSR. That’s why we during our interviews asked the informants directly 

about possible recommendations, in order to identify what they missed when going through 

this change and what they would like to be different in the future. On the basis of this and of 

our analysis, especially the worrying “this doesn’t affect me”-attitude, we would like to 

present our recommendations. They are intended to represent possible approaches to be used 

in future changes, and actions that can be initiated to strengthen the current implementation. 

To strengthen these recommendations we’ve grounded them in a theoretical basis.  

 

Introducing Planned Phases 
Our recommendations can be summarized in a figure we have termed Planned Phases. It 

illustrates how a change can be implemented as a planned process of four separated phases 

instead of a specific date of implementation. As our informants have described a hectic period 

around 1st of November, this kind of planned process could contribute to “lowering the 

shoulders” of PSR and might open up for more patience throughout the organisation.  

 
Inspired by an informant who suggested dividing the implementation process into smaller 

sections to make it easier to comprehend, we designed a model based on Kilmann’s model of 

planned change (in Mohrman et al., 1989:203).  

 

    Fig.4: Model of Planned Phases, implementing through a process of change. 
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The model’s various phases and the recommendations related to them will be explained 

throughout the chapter. The ideal is to incorporate each phase in every business unit before 

you move on to the next phase. We acknowledge that implementing a change in Statoil and 

PSR is extremely difficult. It is difficult because of the organisational complexity and the 

amount of People and processes involved. We also acknowledge that an implementation in 

real life is more complex than linear models in general suggests. Therefore we have 

incorporated possible feedback loops to be able to capture more of the dynamic processes 

experienced in practice. The dynamic dimension in the model illustrates how feedback can 

affect each phase, creating a progression or a reversal effect. It is important to use the 

feedback as a resource because it contains valuable information on where the organisation 

actually is in the process. We believe that the idea behind the model could reduce some of the 

negative attitudes discussed in our analysis. We will therefore recommend regarding figure 4 

as an ideal where the central messages are the point of concrete planning, conducting the 

different phases and evaluating the feedback.  

Our findings and analysis indicates that the work with the change process has mainly been 

implemented in accordance with Phase 1. Still, we want to emphasize the great diversity in 

the effort to implement the change process in PSR. There are good examples of both Phase 2 

and 3, for instance the different workshops arranged to create understanding and relevance of 

the new Operating Model. We therefore argue that this model will be relevant for all parts of 

PSR, bearing in mind that the People may be located in different phases.  

7.1 Phase 1: Introducing the PSR Strategy Update and Reasons for Change 
As the headline describes, Phase 1 regards the introduction of the change, including the 

information being given and the meetings being held. It also contains information regarding 

the background for the change, in order for the People to relate to and understand it. If this 

doesn’t occur, there might be dissatisfaction when the actual implantation begins and the 

changes are expected to be visible. In this first phase, we want to highlight the importance of a 

positive first impression.  

 

Recommendation 1: Use More Time and Resources On the First Visible Change 

We claim that the People’s first experiences of the PSR strategy update have created a 

negative first impression, because of the lack of openness and new content in the information 

given. Meyer and Stensaker (2011:85) points out that a positive first experience of a change is 

essential to avoid resignation towards a change. Reversing this view we should find support 
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towards that negative first impressions with the change might trigger resignation creating 

reticent attitudes and lack of enthusiasm. This view is supported by Lewis who points out that 

one of the factors predicting failure in implementations is “negative attitudes towards change” 

(2011:136). To avoid this from happening we recommend using more resources on the 

introduction and the first visible changes, not rushing the process. 

 

Recommendation 2: Use Town Hall Meetings to Release New Information  

We also identified dissatisfaction about the information given at the start of the implementing 

point, where town hall meetings were held to inform and update the People on the changes 

being implemented. When these meetings are used only to repeat information they’ve already 

found on Entry, it makes them lose their motivation and commitment. In addition, the 

technical execution of these meetings has also been mentioned in a negative context. It is 

intended to create enthusiasm, but it is experienced as noise that interferes with the message. 

This can be related to PSR’s own new Operating Model, stating that you should “get the 

basics right”. It’s considered as one of the main objectives of the change process and should 

also be consistently carried out through the implementation process. On this basis we would 

recommend, aside with “getting the basics right”, to release new information whenever 

possible through town hall meetings, to create enthusiasm and a better impression of the 

change. 

7.2 Phase 2: Creating Relevance 
As mentioned earlier in our analysis we’ve found an arbitrary variation concerning the 

perception of the change process. We have diagnosed one of the reasons for this as lack of 

considered relevance. Based on our findings, we believe that lack of considered relevance 

leads to an indifferent attitude towards the change. This can also trigger cases like the 

voluntary homework incident mentioned earlier. Therefore, this phase is rather critical for 

making the People feel ownership and actually act upon the change. It is directly linked to 

figure 3, at the fourth stage in the pyramid. 

Recommendation 3: Translation Expertise 

As some of our informants have stated, this change cannot be completely integrated unless 

everybody in the organisation grasps it. The leaders should make this clear to their employees 

by explaining in detail how the change affects their sector/department. In relation to this, 

translation expertise can function as a way to reach out to the entire organisation. According 

to Røvik (2009:320-323), a key factor to success regarding transmission of ideas within and 
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between organisations is translation expertise. He suggests that if you want a version of an 

overall idea to be suitable for a local context and its challenges and peculiarities, you have to 

be in a modifying modus. You should carefully add and/or subtract aspects of the overall 

version to get rid of noise and be able to focus on what’s really important for your context. A 

classic mistake would be a pure replicating modus (Røvik 2009:322). In our case, that would 

entail simply copying the information given in the new Operating Model without adjusting it 

to your context and creating relevance.  It seems like the overall and superior vision and 

ambition has been incorporated in each business unit. There is some familiarity, but it hasn’t 

been spent enough time trying to translate and concretise it to organisational practice. Many 

informants state that it doesn’t really affect them, which, in addition to the arbitrary variation, 

indicates weak contextualisation, specification and poor translation work. Leaders with 

staffing responsibility should ask themselves;   

How will the change process affect this sector/department, my work and my 

colleagues? What is important for us? 

We argue that this will reduce the feeling of noise and the “this doesn’t affect me”-attitude. It 

is important that even those business units and employees that perceive themselves as not 

being affected much also experience some kind of relevance or reason to learn more, making 

them a significant part of the change. Even though their workday may not be all that different, 

their way of working has changed, as this change affects the entire organisation. Concretising 

would be a key concept with translation, in order for the employees to absorb it more easily. 

To translate the new Operating Model through concretizing might also help to solve the 

problems they experience with the interfaces. The employees seem to miss detailed and 

concrete information on how to handle this new way of working.  

Recommendation 4: “Tighten Up and Facilitate” 

Another reason for this arbitrary variation might be the lack of strict leadership, in terms of 

being too little “managing”. A leader in fact said that he had observed weak leadership, and 

that they didn’t set enough requirements to their employees. In relation to what we mentioned 

earlier about the leaders’ responsibility to drive change, we would recommend clearer or more 

defined leader roles. This should include more frequent follow-ups for the People at PSR. The 

leaders should be able to require that their employees read and try to understand the change.  

If they don’t understand, the leaders should be able to answer their questions. Leaders should 

also be followed-up in order to strengthen the discipline. This would also amplify that 
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implementing the change is a part of the leaders’ responsibility. An employee said that he 

thought they should be tested in organisational understanding, and being evaluated based on 

their performance at this. Their understanding could be a theme for the People@Statoil 

employee reviews, where level of understanding should be evaluated. If these results indicate 

poor understanding, initiatives to increase level of understanding should be initiated.  We 

recommend that both leaders and employees get tested in their understanding of the change 

process, in order to give them an incentive to act upon it. This will make them feel more 

responsible and increase the level of acting upon the change. As an extension to this, we 

would also recommend the use of Norwegian at meetings from time to time, for example 

every other time. A major part of what the leaders prioritize and share with their employees in 

this context should strike as directed directly towards them, and that will be easier 

communicating in their mother tongue.  

7.3 Phase 3: Training Stage 
Phase 3 emphasizes the importance of allowing the People at PSR to train on the new ways of 

collaboration. This period should consist of flexibility to sort things out, including possible 

adjustments and the possibility to give and ask for feedback. Incorporating a period of trial 

and error could help create ownership and result in an even greater learning outcome as 

discussed below (Klev and Levin, 2009:52) 

Recommendation 5: Make Time for Testing in a Training Stage 

To learn something new, or readjust to new changes, we argue that you need an opportunity to 

train. This kind of training is equivalent to pilot testing, and allows the employees to process 

and adapt to the changes being introduced. Klev and Levin (2009:52) point out that training 

groups with focus on feedback gives the leaders and employees a common opportunity to 

reflect on their own experience. This has a positive effect on the groups learning outcome. 

The training and reflection gives the People a chance to gain a wider understanding of their 

own role and their sector or department’s position in the new organization. It gives them 

opportunity to influence their own way of executing their work, eases the confusion and 

uncertainty regarding the interfaces and even giving them a better chance of gaining 

ownership to the new changes. The training arenas can be established through IT-services or 

as functional work-groups gathering the People on a given location. A mixture of both is 

recommended, giving a more personal experience and getting to know your collaborating 

colleagues. 
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7.4 Phase 4: Evaluation and Regular Follow-up 
It is important to keep the organisation updated, both during the implementation, but also in 

the time after. Several of our informants stated that they were still missing an update on status 

quo and that they didn’t know anything about how they are doing. 

Recommendation 6: Follow-up 

There should be regular follow-up meetings to address potential challenges, share experiences 

and give the possibility to ask questions directly. Regularly updates from the leaders will 

encourage and motivate, and make sure that working habits don’t fall back to how they used 

to be. Several informants were afraid the latter might happen, since they feel that the change 

process hasn’t been prioritized since the implementation date. In addition, follow-up meetings 

across the business units are a good way of learning from each other’s obstacles and positive 

experiences, not to mention possible solutions to challenges. For instance, we believe several 

business units can learn from the units where good translation work has been conducted. It 

may also contribute to resolve some of the uncertainty and frustration regarding the interfaces.  

An alternative for sharing experiences is to create a social arena. This would also ensure that 

those not yet affected by the change receive more information, expand their knowledge and 

experience the consequences of the change process. It also adds an opportunity for the People 

to establish an important network of collaboration between business units, sectors and 

departments. One of our informants recommended using Facebook, where it’s easy to ask 

questions if uncertainty erupts. A more local alternative could be to establish a forum or 

feedback channel on Entry, opening the communication-lines across the business units of 

PSR. This kind of communication channel could also be valuable during the training stage in 

phase 3.  

Recommendation 7: The Use of (Internal and External) Consultants in Evaluation 

Activity 

Kilmann (in Morhman et al. 1989:204) underlines the notion of external evaluation. In 

relation to his model, from which we have gathered inspiration, he says that there should be a 

collaborative effort among managers, members and internal and external consultants. 

Managers should know their limitations and use external consultants, especially regarding 

issues like collecting sensitive information, revealing cultural norms, exposing out-dated 

assumptions, confronting the organisation’s troublemakers, and help collecting honest 
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feedback (Kilmann in Mohrman et al. 1989:204). We would particularly recommend the use 

of external consultants to collect sensitive information. We believe that especially leaders 

could have a tendency to restrict their critical views if someone internal in PSR would 

conduct the evaluation. It is a question of anonymity and avoidance of closeness to a leader 

during an evaluation. Another reason for using external consultants in the evaluation work is 

that it might give the employees a reason to try to understand the changes more carefully. As 

we illustrated with the example of employee X, giving the employees a reason to prepare, can 

eventually result in higher understanding and work as an incentive to act upon the change 

process. 

PSR can also make use of the internal resources they possess within the organisation. We 

propose the use of employees with extensive experience in the company to function as 

internal consultants. These employees’ experiences with earlier changes could be used as 

resources and function as change agents. Some of our informants mentioned that parts of an 

earlier changing process went a lot smoother, and didn’t understand why those who conducted 

this one didn’t learn from the previous. We argue that PSR’s high level of competence can be 

used more deliberately as a resource in implementation of the change, for example as internal 

consultants. 
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8.0 Conclusion - The Way Forward 
We have in this report examined to which degree the People in PSR have understood and 

acted upon the change process. We have seen how their understanding and incentives to act 

upon the change process have been affected by the leaders’ communication and translation 

expertise. We have experienced great variation of this matter, both within and between 

business units. As we acknowledged in our introduction to the analysis; there will always in 

some degree exist a gap between ideal change process and practice.  

The Peoples’ understanding of the change process is diverse and limited. They experience 

especially the new Operating Model as unclear and point out a need for concretising. This 

indicates that the leaders’ translation of the change process hasn’t been successful in making 

it meaningful or relevant for the individual employee. One result of this lack of relevance is 

passive and indifferent attitudes toward the change process that can reduce Peoples to act 

upon it.  

Several of the leaders have performed good translation of the change process, especially of 

the new Operating Model. This has resulted positively in increased understanding. Other 

leaders have expressed that the change process doesn’t affect their sector/department, therefor 

are not prioritizing it. We also found that in this change there have been too few incentives to 

make the People act upon the change process. This combined with the passive attitudes we 

found among the leaders, can cause a spillover effect making the employees do “business as 

usual”.  

Based on our analysis, we recommend PSR first of all to update the organisation on where 

they are now, with detailed information on the progress being made and the challenges ahead. 

The People would like to know if there have been any results. We also recommend 

distributing more information in Norwegian, in order to create motivation, higher level of 

understanding and commitment. Further on, we recommend solving the insecurity around the 

interfaces by giving the People a chance to train, giving room to collaborate between units. 

The leaders should also read the new Operating Model more in detail, in order to conduct 

greater translation expertise. They should be able to create relevance by communicating to 

their employees what the new Operating Model is, what it means for them and how to use it. 

We recommend that PSR simultaneously develop a social arena for sharing knowledge and 

experiences related to the change process. This could be used as a tool towards solving the 

challenges regarding the new interfaces. 
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Appendix 

A: PSR Mandate 

 
Leadership and performance culture in 
Statoil 
Evaluation of a strategic change process in Statoil’s Procurement 
and Supplier Relations Organisation 
 

Background 

Statoil wants to grow – and has set an ambitious production target for 2020. This means that we will 
develop new positions, new businesses, new skills, new works processes. We will have to do this in a 
world with more uncertainty, more volatility and constraints in the oil and gas supply chain.  

Our approach to supply chain and procurement, and the way we work together with high-quality 
suppliers will be important building blocks for the company’s strategic direction going forward. 

The role of the Procurement and Supplier Relations (PSR) organisation in Statoil is to procure 
products and services for projects and operations world-wide. The PSR organisation consists of 950 
professionals procuring for more than NOK 120 billion per year. The yearly spend is anticipated to 
double in the years to come, based on the expected increase in activities that will be required to deliver 
on the 2020 production target. The ambition is to handle this increase in activity without 
organisational growth. 

PSR has during 2012 gone through a strategy process and a restructuring of the organisation to be 
better shaped for the challenges in front of us. Just as important as structural change, is to improve the 
way we work and further develop our organisational culture to be able to meet the expectations set out 
for the organisation. This requires strong and clear leadership. 

Key issues  

We need help from a project team in Prosjektforum to evaluate leadership and cultural aspects related 
to the strategic and organisational changes. We need to do research within different parts and levels of 
our organisation to get inputs on the following themes:  

o Do our people understand the new strategic direction for the organisation?  

o Do our people consider the strategic changes as important and necessary, in light of the corporate 
strategy? 

o Has there been a shift in leadership communication? 

o Is the leadership communication clear about strategic targets and performance expectation? Is the 
communication consistent in all parts of the organisation? 

o Do our people share the view of the business challenges communicated by the leaders?  
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o Has the organisational performance culture been affected by the strategic changes? Do our people 
experience consequences (positive or negative) based on their performance?  

o Has the new strategic direction and the new organisational structure affected the collaboration 
between people in the organisation?  

o Do our people feel committed to the strategic changes? 

 

Reviewed mandate and key issues 

-‐ Main issue:  
1. “To which degree have the People at PSR follow through, understood and accepted the 

implementation of the strategic change?” 
2. “ 

-‐ Key issues:  
1. Understanding/ Clarity in consequences and expectations (Strategy) 
2. Accept/ Commitment to the strategic changes /Shared view in the business challenges 

(Process) 
3. Changes in leadership communication/Effect on the collaboration between people 

(Process) 
 

Project deliveries consist of five main parts 

o Develop mandate including project plan, strategic context, and desired output 
o Develop questions and interview guides for qualitative and quantitative surveys 
o Collect information from people in all parts of the organisation 
o Analyse the information in light of PSR’s strategic agenda 
o Recommendations to the PSR management 

A reviewed mandate will be presented to the management committee in the beginning of the process. 
Final results and recommendations will be presented to the management committee in the end of the 
process.  

Practical information 

The project team will have work places in Statoil’s office at Fornebu 

A steering committee consisting of 4 people will have regular follow-up meetings with the project 
team 

Contact persons in Oslo are: 
Marte Johnsen – 93 62 40 57, martjo@statoil.com  
Lars Tronsmo – 91 73 73 76, lartr@statoil.com 

Statoil’s values are basis for all activities in the company:  
Courageous, Open, Hands-on, Caring 
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B: Interview guide semi-structured interviews 
 

Intro 
- Spør om mottatt skjema og anonymitet 
- Be om tillatelse til opptak  
- Fortell litt kort om hva vår rolle er og hvorfor vi er her i PSR 

 
Tema 1: Bakgrunn 
1. Du er ansatt i stillingen som....	  kan du si noe om dine oppgaver? Har dine oppgaver 
endret seg på noen måte etter 1 november? 

- Når ble du ansatt i PSR? 
- Hvor lenge har du vært leder? 

 
Kan du fortelle litt kort om den nye strategien som nå er innført i PSR?  
 

 
 

Tema 2; Opplevelse av strategiprosessen 
 
2. Hvordan har strategioppdateringen og organisasjonsendringen blitt kommunisert til 
deg?  
- Når fikk du høre om endringen første gang? 
- Kan du fortelle meg hvordan du opplever kommunikasjonen som har foregått i denne 
sammenheng? 
- Hva er din formening om prosessen?  
 
3. Hva opplever du som de viktigste endringene etter 1. nov 2012? 

- Se bort ifra organisasjonsendring, er det andre ting? 
- Bevisst på andre elementer ved endring?  
- Note to self: Snakker generelt om PSR eller kun om sin unit?   

 
4. Hvordan har du formidlet informasjon til dine ansatte? 
     - Har du fått klar beskjed om hva som skal formidles og hvordan? 
     - Hvordan opplever du dine ansattes engasjement, opplever du at dethar vært god          
vilje til endring?  
 
Utydelighet, motstand, misnøye, forbedringstiltak 
5. Har strategioppdateringen og organisasjonsendringen vært et mye diskutert 
samtaleemne? Hva snakkes om i lunsjen? Har det vært motstand? Begeistring? 

- Formelt og uformelt 
- Hvilke temaer snakkes mest om?  
- Hvorfor tror du noe blir mer diskutert enn annet? 
- Oppleves noe som unødvendig?  

 
6. Opplever du noen deler av strategioppdateringen som utydelige?  

- Hvorfor? Årsak? 
- Har det som en konsekvens av utydeligeheter oppstått noen uklarheter/misforståelser?  
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7. Ser du eventuelle forbedringstiltak som kunne vært gjort ifht. den strategiske 
oppdateringen og organisasjonsendringen? Hvilke?  

- Er det noe du savner?  
- Føler du mangel på informasjon?  

 
 
Tema 3: Forståelse  
 
8. Hvilke forventninger stiller endringene til deg som leder? Og til PSR/Unit? 
      - Har dette blitt klart uttrykt?   
 - Hva er dine tanker rundt disse forventningen?  

- Ser du en klar kobling mellom strategioppdateringen og ditt eget arbeid i dag? Ser 
du faktiske endringer i ditt arbeid? 

 
Tema 4: Aksept  
 
9. I hvilken grad opplever du at tiltakene som er funnet sted i din avdeling og PSR bidrar til å nå 
det strategiske målet i 2020?  

- Har du opplevd noen konkrete endringer i resultat eller er dette for tidlig å si?  
- Tror du at omorganiseringen vil være relevant i forhold til målene? Utdyp.. 

 
Tema 5: Egen rolle 
 
10. Hva gjør du i dag for å forsikre deg om at din avdeling opprettholder de målene som er 
satt i forbindelse med den nye strategioppdateringen?  
 
 
Avslutning:  
 
Er noe du ønsker å legge til?  
 
Er det noen temaer vi ikke har snakket om som du føler kan være relevant med henhold til de 
endringene som har skjedd i PSR? 
 
Takk for at du tok deg tid til oss.  
 
 
Oppsummert (Det viktigste vi burde få svar på, og som kan være lurt å bruke i stedet for hele 
spørsmålet for å skape en naturlig samtale) 

- Om informanten generelt 
- De viktigste endringene? 
- Hvordan blitt kommunisert til deg? 
- Hva snakke som i lunsjen? 
- Forstått forventningene som er blitt stilt til deg? 
- Deler som er utydelige? 
- Kunne noe gjort annerledes/bedre?  
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C: Interview guide focus groups   
	  

- Presentasjonsrunde 
 
Statoil har satt seg nye mål og vekstambisjoner for 2020 som har medført en rekke endringer i 
PSR organisasjonen som trådde i kraft 1.november 2012. Vi prøver å kartlegge hvordan 
denne prosessen har vært. Vi er ikke her for å teste dere, men høre litt hva dere tenker, en 
temperaturmåling. Kan dere fortelle litt om hva denne endringen innebærer? 
 

-‐ Hva innebærer endringen for PSR som helhet? 
-‐ Arbeidshverdagen deres blitt mye endret etter 1.november?  

 
1. Kommunikasjon og informasjon – Hva er deres refleksjoner rundt 

kommunikasjon og informasjon i endringsprosessen? 
-‐ Hvordan blitt kommunisert? 
-‐ Nok informasjon? 
-‐ Har det vært tilfredsstillende? 
-‐ Mye konkret informasjon? For store ord, lite faktiske endringer? 

 
2. Åpenhet og involvering – i hvilken grad opplever dere at det har vært åpenhet og 

involvering under endringen? 
-‐ Komme med innsigelser 
-‐ Følelse av involvering  
-‐ Kan man prate med sine ledere og stille spørsmål 
-‐ Føler dere at dette har vært en prioritert sak? På hvilken måte? Hvorfor ikke?  
-‐ Uformell prat i lunsjen? Hva snakkes om? 

 
3. Forståelse –  er det noe som er/har vært utydelig med endringen? 

-‐ Utydelighet? 
-‐ Unødvendighet? 
-‐ Operating model? 
-‐ Hva har lederne gjort for å skape forståelse hos dere?` 
-‐ Hva har dere gjort for å skape egen forståelse? 
-‐ (Har dere noen refleksjoner rundt KPI`ene som er satt?) 

 
4. Engasjement 

-‐ Medvirkning – har det vært et behov/mulighet for å påvirke eget arbeid?  
-‐ Egne tiltak – hva har dere gjort for å sette dere inn i endringen? 
-‐ Hva føler dere har vært ledernes oppgaver og hva har vært deres? (Eierskap?) 

 
5. Sammenheng 

-‐ Sammenheng mellom målene i 2020 og endringene gjort? 
-‐ Sammenheng med endringene i ditt daglige arbeid og målene? 
-‐ Forventninger til endringen videre 

 
6. Recommandations 
-‐ Hvordan bli bedre for dere ansatte 
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-‐ Hva kunne vært gjort bedre 
-‐ Hva kan gjøres bedre nå 

 
Hva er dere fornøyd med, hva er dere ikke fornøyd med? I forhold til hvordan endringen har 
blitt innført, hele prosessen? 
Er noe du ønsker å legge til?  
Er det noen temaer vi ikke har snakket om som du føler kan være relevant med henhold til de 
endringene som har skjedd i PSR? 
	  

	  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


