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Abstract  

Background:  Many change processes in organizations fail and efficient change 

management is therefore crucial for success. For successful change to be possible, an 

organization needs to be readied for that change. The growing demand on sustainable 

business practices leads organizations to embrace sustainable development and therefore go 

through change. Change readiness can be viewed on two levels; organizational and individual 

and there are different factors impacting each of these levels. Examples of such factors are 

Vision & Goals, Organizational structure and A sense of urgency. 

Purpose:   The purpose of this research was to explore how ready Swedish 

organizations were for sustainability-oriented change, taking both organizational and 

individual change readiness into account.  

Method:  8 Swedish organizations were studied with the help of 15 factors that 

impact change readiness. By using mixed methods, qualitative data from interviews and 

quantitative data from surveys was collected, and the factors were evaluated.  

Findings:  The organizations had an average of 67 % change readiness overall, with 

the factor A sense of urgency scoring the highest results indicating that Swedish organizations 

understand the importance of sustainability. The data suggested that the organizations were 

more change ready on the individual compared to the organizational change readiness level. 

The findings also showed that the factors Vision & Goals and Organizational structure had no 

positive impact on the organizations´ change readiness.  
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1. Introduction  

______________________________________________________________________ 

In this introductory chapter the background, purpose and research question are 

introduced and the problem this thesis is addressing is discussed. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

1.1 Background 

“Climate Change is the biggest challenge we’ve ever faced” said Al Gore, the former 

vice-president of the United States (Childs, 2018). Sustainable development initiatives, 

frameworks and “solutions” are being developed, but for this to be implemented in our 

lives, society, and businesses, change is needed. For this kind of change, organizations 

need to be readied and it needs to be made a main objective. Organizations are at the core 

of our economy and are a part of people’s daily life. Organizations and businesses are 

major contributors of carbon emissions and thus play a key role in addressing the 

challenges of climate change (Bakker, 2016). They need to adapt and change to be able 

to make a sustainable society a reality. Sustainability needs to become a precondition for 

the “reason for existence” for organizations (Extend limits, 2019). 

Sustainability in business does not longer mean “covering operational costs for profits” 

but has become a rather blurry term for anything that is “socially or environmentally 

good” (Scharpf, 2013). It may bring confusion when being used by previously 

unsustainable organizations and businesses. More and more businesses are starting to 

acknowledge that their competitiveness in the future depends on how they respond and 

address sustainability challenges (Esty & Lubin, 2010). The way of viewing sustainable 

practices is dramatically changing, as before most business leaders thought of it as a cost 

without benefits (Gitsham, 2009). As explained by Doppelt (2003), sustainable business 

practices mean; to work towards eliminating the linear way of thinking and implementing 

a circular mindset in all parts of the business. The circular mindset encompasses that what 

we take, adds value back to our planet through a reuse, reduce and repair mentality. 

Although many frameworks are available to help implement sustainability, there is no 

“one size fits all” approach (Hind, Magala, & Millar, 2012). 
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To be able to reach the goal of a sustainable economy, real change is needed, which 

implies according to Smith (1982) change that is transformational and penetrates the 

organizations’ “genetic code”. Sustainability needs to be imposed into the business 

strategies, the business model as well as its practices and this demand committed leaders. 

Hind et al. (2012) elaborates that true sustainability leaders have not only the ability to 

transform businesses but as well change attitudes and mindsets in their industry, breaking 

the template of Business as Usual.  

It is known that change is inevitable for any company, may it be for sustainability or other 

reasons, but most major changes do not fully reach their intended outcomes and goals 

(Gilmore, Shea, & Unseem, 1997). 

The success rate of organizational change efforts is remarkable low, about 70% of all 

change initiatives do not reach their goals and fail (Burnes & Jackson, 2011; Bucy, 

Finlayson, Kelly, & Moye, 2016). Reasons for failure of any complex and large-scale 

change, which is often what change for sustainability entails, is the lack of employee 

engagement as well as inadequate management support, communication and 

accountability (Bucy, Finlayson, Kelly, & Moye, 2016). Implementing sustainable 

business practices is about the human factors of the process, it requires organizational and 

culture changes throughout the organization as well as an integrational and a whole 

system approach management style (Doppelt, 2003). 

Increasing the success rate of organizational change through creating readiness for 

change, is crucial as failure can lead to diminished employee morale and commitment to 

the organization as well as increase in cynicism (Gilmore, Shea, & Unseem, 1997).  

Resistance to change is another reoccurring factor that is present in many organizational 

change failures (Chawla & Kelloway, 2004). Change readiness has been a proposed 

solution to change resistance in many change management literatures. Change resistance 

and change readiness can be seen as polar opposites when it comes to successful change. 

Without change readiness, resistance to change can corrupt the change process and lead 

to a failure.  

Sustainability-oriented change in this thesis is defined as; change that is made in the 

pursuit of implementing sustainability practices throughout the organization to become 



 

 

 

 

3 

more responsible in the long-run. Through the thesis “organization” will be used as a 

collective name for both for non-profit and for-profit organizations and businesses. The 

researchers´ definition used for Change readiness in this thesis is; it is how the 

organization or individual in question is ready and capable of going through the change 

process and in the case of this study; change for sustainability.  

1.2 Problem discussion 

According to a study by Nielsen (2015) sustainability and sustainable development have 

become a growing important issue for both society and organizations. Consumers are 

increasingly invested and direct their purchase behavior according to sustainability 

practices by consumer brands. They are increasingly demanding higher transparency and 

rightful behavior from organization (Nielsen, 2015). 

Change readiness is not something that is automatic or cannot be assumed to exist in 

every organization. Smith (2005) goes on that both the organization and its people needs 

to be readied for change. If the change readiness of an organization is not assessed, 

management will be most likely dealing with resistance to the change. If there is 

inadequate organizational and individual readiness for change, then there is a high risk of 

failure (Smith I. , 2005). 

Looking at how organizations prepare their organization and employees for change for 

sustainable development is interesting as it becomes more mandatory to meet certain 

sustainability standards both through legislation and for the organization’s 

competitiveness and survival. By example certifications and contributing to Agenda 2030 

from the United Nations and ISO certifications.  

Organizational change has been researched and translated in books such as “Leading 

Change” and “Accelerate” by John P. Kotter. Multiple peer reviewed articles have also 

been published by prestigious journals and publishers such as the Change Management 

Journal and Harvard Business Review. Change is part of any organization wanting to 

improve and survive in this volatile business environment. 

Change readiness can be evaluated on both organizational and individual level. We 

discovered though the existing change management and change readiness literature that 

there are factors identified that stimulate and contribute to creating change readiness. We 
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therefore wanted to find out if these factors are applicable to and present in sustainability-

oriented change as well. Researching and Placing the factors together that influence 

successful change readiness can contribute and provide useful information to organization 

that still need to evolve on the challenge of becoming more responsible and sustainable. 

1.3 Purpose & Research Question 

The purpose of this research is to examine factors that create change readiness in the case 

of sustainability-oriented change. Sustainability is an ongoing change process and may 

be maintained in a different way than other change. There is very limited research on how 

to create change readiness for sustainability-oriented change initiatives in organizations. 

Still, many organizations fail to introduce and implement change for sustainability and 

even change in general, and lack of change readiness is one of the reasons due to which 

organizations fail. We will look both at the organizational level readiness as well as the 

individual level readiness for sustainability-oriented change. We strive to be able to 

evaluate 15 found factors that contribute to sustainability-oriented organizational change 

readiness. Our research question: 

“How do organizations create change readiness towards sustainability-oriented 

change?” 

1.4 Delimitations 

The topic of change readiness was delimited by focusing on sustainability-oriented 

change due to special interest in the topic of sustainability in organizations. Only Swedish 

organizations were contacted and participated in the thesis so that the organizations have 

a similar prerequisite when looking from a geographical and cultural setting. 
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2. Theoretical framework                                                                     

The theoretical framework chapter contains relevant theory which this study is built upon 

and used as a guide to answer the purpose of this thesis. This chapter is divided into the 

three main areas where the purpose is based upon; Sustainability, Change Management 

and Change readiness including the factors of interest to help answer this thesis’s 

question. 

2.1 Sustainability 

In the business world, it is relatively new to look at sustainability as a priority and in a 

holistic way. It was first addressed at the international summit of the 1972 Conference on 

the Human Environment and has since then become a more stressed subject. The concept 

of sustainability has many definitions and the Brundtland’s from 1983 might be the most 

well-known where sustainability is described as: 

“Progress that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 

generations to meet their own needs.” 

Over the years, the complexity of its meaning has developed and today it is seen as a 

responsibility to both governments and businesses to uphold (Hind, Magala, & Millar, 

2012). The world is becoming more connected and therefor United Nations has set global 

goals for sustainability and sustainable development. The sustainable development goals 

(SDGs) are 17 goals set in the Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development by the UN 

member countries. These goals are based on years of work and give a global overview of 

what needs to be done until 2030 to keep prosperity and peace on the planet and to be 

sustainable.  (United Nations Department of Public Information, 2019). The SDGs can be 

used as guidance for any organization when working with sustainability issues, but other 

concept and framework can be equally beneficial guidance.  

2.1.1 TBL 

Triple bottom line (TBL) is a frequently used framework in business and can even be 

described as a mindset that can guide organizations to become sustainable. Triple bottom 

line describes sustainability in a holistic way where there are three dimensions: economy, 

environment and society, seen as an illustration in Figure 1. The three dimensions of 
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sustainability illustrates the responsibilities that lies in being sustainable and its extent.  

The economic responsibilities are often well understood since they are generally a priority 

in companies. What many businesses fail to grasp is that by understanding and taking on 

the environmental and societal responsibilities as well, the economic performance 

increases and a more sustainable organization is created (Gimenez, Rodon, & Sierra, 

2012). The Triple Bottom Line is the framework that this thesis uses to explain what 

sustainability encompasses which can be seen in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1 The Triple Bottom Line  

2.1.2 Corporate sustainability 

There is not one way to be a sustainable organization since every organization has 

different circumstances, responsibilities and barriers to cross, both internal and external. 

There is a need though for internal change to move towards sustainability and achieve a 

real systematic change. An issue that sustainability-oriented change faces is that it is often 

seen as a cost but there is a growing realization that sustainability is needed to compete 

in the market. With external pressure such as new regulations and societal mindsets, 

organizations feel the need to conform to the corporate sustainability (Hind, Magala, & 

Millar, 2012). With the examples of TBL and SDGs, there is guidance for organizations 

to build their own vision of sustainability and set goals to reach it. To be able to reach it, 

much change is often needed which is why proper change management is crucial.  
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2.2 Change Management 

“Change management is a structured approach to shifting/transitioning individuals, 

teams, and organizations from a current state to a desired future state.” 

(Tamilarasu, 2012, s. 26)  

The basic goal of organizational change is to help cope with a changing business climate, 

and thus make fundamental changes in the way the business is operating. Creating 

urgency for change is a crucial first step of the change process, along with cooperation 

and motivation from many individuals. According to Kotter (2007), at least 75% of the 

company’s management should be convinced that running the business as usual without 

evolving is unacceptable, this to avoid serious problems in later stages of the change 

process (Kotter, 2007). 

“Change management requires careful planning, implementing concrete action plan 

and involving everyone in the organization who are affected by these changes.” 

(Laurentiu, 2016, p. 210) 

There are three general steps or phases that are applicable to most change management 

process; phase 1 is to prepare for change, phase 2 includes managing the change, and 

lastly, phase 3 is reinforcing the change (Tamilarasu, 2012). Kotter (2007) broadens the 

process with 5 additional steps, bringing more detail and clarity to the change process in 

his 8 steps or accelerators “to transform your business”  which can be seen Figure 2. It is 

of crucial importance that change is planned out to be realistic as well as achievable and 

measurable according to Laurentius (2016). Change should not lead to demotivated 

employees as this may lead to problems such as resistance to change (Tamilarasu, 2012). 

It is important that the changes are managed and planned in such a way that employees 

can handle it (Laurentiu, 2016). 
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Figure 2: Overview of the 8 steps change model to transform your organization by Kotter 

(2007) 

The business culture; it's the values, attitudes and beliefs that is held by the people within 

an organization needs to be changed in order for changes to be long lasting and successful. 

Both management and employees need to feel included in the change process as 

acceptance of change by them influences the change management success significantly 

(Laurentiu, 2016). This requires special attention and time, and therefore change 

readiness within an organization is crucial before starting and throughout the change 

process.  

2.2.1 Change management on the organizational level 

Organizational change management provides tools and resources to implement changes 

throughout the organization that affect the strategies, processes, culture, procedures and 

technologies. It is activity-oriented and helps the change implementers to focus finding 

an approach to implement the change (Prosci Inc., 2019).  

There are three different approaches of organizational change according to Kerber K and 

Buono AF (2005); directed change, planned change and guided change. Directed change 

is when the driving force comes from the top of the organization, relying on compliance 

and authority.  
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“Change leaders and implementers seek involvement in and commitment to the change 

by making extensive use of specific actions, identified through research and experience, 

that mitigate the typical resistance and productivity losses associated with directed 

change.” 

(Buono & Kerber, 2005, p. 25&27). 

Planned change can be brought forward from any level of the organization but is backed 

from the top. This change approach creates the necessary conditions for employees and 

stakeholders to become involved in planning and implementation of the change. The 

famous three-stage change process by Lewin (1947; 1951); the “unfreezing, changing, 

and refreezing” is applicable to the planned change approach while a variant of this model 

“freezing, rebalancing, and unfreezing” (Quinn & Weick, 1999) is more applicable to the 

guiding change approach. 

Guided change emerges more from an internal force in the organization where organic 

changes that emerge are stimulated by the expertise, creativity and commitment of the 

organizational members. New ideas are tested, existing practices and models are being 

reconfigured. The guiding change approach requires the organization to pause or “freeze” 

the action to then identify patterns, interrelationships etc. to gain a clear understand of 

what is happening in the organization. The next step is to “rebalance” by reassessing, re-

shifting or rebalance patterns to eliminate obstacles to the emergent changes, the final 

step is to “refreeze” the action. This approach is about inspiring people to see the 

possibilities of the change rather than to tell them what to do and why to do it. It is an 

iterative change approach, a spiral of learning, innovation and development throughout 

the change effort that stimulates continuous improvements as well as bring about novel 

changes and solution. Kerber K & Buono AF (2005) state that all three of the change 

approaches have their appropriate use in certain circumstances, business structures, level 

of complexity, change capacity and context.  

The most effective approach to organizational change depends on four contingencies; the 

complexity of the business environment, the socio-technical uncertainty of the problem, 

the organizations change capacity, and lastly the risk identified with no or slow change 

(Buono & Kerber, 2005).  
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Most successful changes start from a common point; a strong pressure from both internal 

and external forces as well as orderly and logical route of steps that build on one another. 

Implementing a shared approach, where authority or top management seeks participation 

from other member on different levels of the organization, is another way successful 

change process differ from unsuccessful change processes (Greiner, 1967). This fits the 

description of sustainability-oriented change since it is a response from strong pressure 

from both internal and external forces. 

2.2.2 Change management on the individual level 

“Change management is a systematic approach to dealing with change, both from the 

perspective of an organization and on the individual level.” 

(Tamilarasu, 2012, s. 26) 

People are not just a part of the organization, they make up the organization, thus 

individual change management is crucial when introducing and implementing change in 

an organization. Tamilarasu (2012) explains that helping employees with accepting and 

embracing changes that are made to their current work and business environment is part 

of the change management process. Facilitating and enabling change, and everything that 

it concerns, is the responsibility of the managers, they need to interpret, communicate and 

divide the tasks that is required to implement the changes. (Laurentiu, 2016). 

Change is a constant for organizations which are made up by people and so they are the 

real source of and drivers of change (Smith I. , 2005). So, it is them who need to be 

prepared for changes which are inevitable if the organization wants to hold and succeed 

according to Smith (2005). Interestingly, Jørgensen et al. (2009) found that these soft 

values, which include social, people and communicational aspects, are the most 

challenging when managing change. Kotter’s (2007) 8 steps lay emphasis on this by 

highlighting the importance of creating a real urgency for change within the organization 

and its people as well as the role of communication to convey the vision of the desired 

future for the business to the employees. The second step of Kotter’s (2007) model is 

creating a powerful guiding coalition, which is a mix of all levels of employees to 

executives and managers that talk about change. Laurentiu (2016) writes that the 
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communication between employees and managers improves when a firm works within 

teams. 

The way the employees react to change can have effect on the overall change process and 

its success. Oreg et al (2018) identified four major “Change Recipients’ Responses to 

Change and Underlying Core Affect” which are; Change resistance (stressed, angry, 

upset), Change disengagement (despaired, sad, helpless), Change proactivity (excited, 

elated, enthusiastic), and Change acceptance (calm, relaxed, confidence). These affects 

are a result of two kinds of cognitive appraisal, where the individual evaluates events and 

their potential impact on themselves (Oreg, 2018). The primary appraisal; people evaluate 

the event’s relevance to themselves including their own goals and the personal relevance, 

and secondary appraisal; people evaluate the event against their resource, ability and 

options for coping with the event (Oreg, 2018). Beyond the individual appraisals, the 

view the individuals have on the change when it comes to being in line with the overall 

goals of the organization plays an important role as well. If the individuals deem the 

change consistent with the goals of the organization, these individuals are more likely to 

have a positive emotional response towards the change which translate into either Change 

accepting or Change proactive behaviors. 

2.2.3 Change management, leadership and organizational structure 

Management is crucial to the modern organization, without it they could not function 

(Kotter, 2014). Kotter (2014) goes on stating that management is basically “a set of well-

known processes that help organizations produce reliable, efficient, and predictable 

results”. Management and leadership are often used interchangeably but they are not the 

same. Leadership on the other hand is about setting the direction the organization wants 

to head towards, it creates a vision. A leader empowers and inspires people to want to 

fulfil the vision while enabling them to do so by creating an effective strategy. Every 

Change project needs some degree of leadership to lead people throughout the change 

and to inspire, prepare and motive them, simply make them ready to embrace and achieve 

the change. Nonetheless, both are essential to an organization, but leadership seems to be 

less forthcoming when companies experience little change and exist in a static and non-

turbulent business environment. But this kind a world is rapidly disappearing (Kotter, 
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2014).  Shown in Figure 3; management keeps the organization well run while leadership 

keeps it innovative, adaptive, and energetic (Kotter, 2014). 

 

Figure 3 The management/ leadership matrix. by Kotter (2014): Accelerate 

2.2.3.1 Organizational structure and change management  

The organizational structure of start-up companies looks more like a network rather than 

an established hierarchical structure often seen in large organizations (Kotter, 2014). A 

start-up has a clear vision and everyone in the firm is committed to achieve the vision and 

work hard along the way.  Strong and effective leadership is present, yet little to none 

management structure is established. Changes and new ideas can be implemented very 

rapidly as the structure is like a flat-network without levels or policies which makes 

communication easy and fast (Kotter, 2014).  

This kind of flat and network-like organizational structure is agile, fast and adaptive. Over 

time when the firm grows and adds more formal and managerial structures and processes, 

the network-feel of the firm decreases. The agile, opportunity seeking, and fast network 

can turn into the reliable, efficient, and stability creating hierarchy (Kotter, 2014). Tams  

(2018) describes that in a hierarchical structure information and communication takes a 

long time to travel as there are many levels. Information travels most often from the top 

to the bottom along the chain of command. The information might pass through levels 

where the information is not relevant to them and this might cause congestion to the pass-

through process of the information and communication (Tams, 2018). 
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Change management is as mentioned crucial for change to happen and Kotter (2014) 

touches on the subject of creating change readiness when describing the 8 steps of change 

processes. Creating a sense of urgency and a vision is only two things of many that will 

make an organization ready for change though (Kotter, 1996). Creating change readiness 

is a multifaceted process which is sometimes overlooked.  

2.3 Change readiness 

For any organization to have the possibility to have successful change processes, the 

organization must be ready for the change at hand. There is a direct relationship between 

change management and change readiness, if change management increases, so does also 

the readiness of an organization. If the change readiness in an organization increases, so 

does the chance that systematic change occurs (Al-Haddad, Camci, & Kotnour, 2015). 

Kotter (1996) suggests that as much as 50 percent of unsuccessful change efforts in large-

scale organizations are due to the lack of change readiness (Kotter, 1996).  

There are many ways to describe change readiness and it can be of different types 

depending on what is needed. Change readiness can be a quick response, due to crisis but 

could also be done as maintenance. Maintenance is needed when a change process needs 

continuous change readiness, not just before the process (Armenakis, Harris, & 

Mossholder, 1993). Today there is a growing interest for organizations and companies to 

be sustainable but to get to this point, the organization needs to go through changes that 

most likely affects all its members, therefor change readiness is crucial.  

Change readiness is usually looked at on different levels where the two levels; 

organizational and individual are both influencing the collective change readiness in an 

organization (Armenakis, Jimmieson, & Rafferty, 2013). Smith (2005) argues that change 

readiness is mostly about managing the people going through the change which stresses 

the importance of three areas: 

• creating understanding of the urgency and need for the particular change 

• communicating the meaning of the change and involve the whole organization in 

the process 

• providing knowledge and make the organization a good soil for the change to 

make roots 
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The two levels of change readiness, individual and organizational described by 

Armenakis (2013), together with the three areas of Smith (2005), is how this thesis 

defines change readiness. 

Organizational readiness for change is a complex issue since it has many factors 

impacting it. Not every organization will have the same reasons to be ready for change. 

Since organizational readiness is impacted by individual readiness, it is therefore 

impacted by many factors that could be different from individual to individual.   

Some specific factors that are proven to have impact on change readiness are; vision & 

goals (Smith I. , 2005; Kotter, 2007; Oakland & Tanner, 2007), organizational structure 

(Kotter, 2014), leadership (Oakland & Tanner, 2007; Schraeder & Self, 2009),external 

help (Oakland & Tanner, 2007), mass communication (Armenakis, Harris, & 

Mossholder, 1993; Armenakis, Jimmieson, & Rafferty, 2013), resistance (Smith I. , 2005; 

Schraeder & Self, 2009), feedback (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993; Vakola, 

2013), encouragement (Doppelt, 2003; Abbasi, 2007), a sense of urgency (Smith I. , 2005; 

Kotter, 2007; Kotter, 2014), beliefs & values (Hind, Magala, & Millar, 2012; Armenakis, 

Jimmieson, & Rafferty, 2013), transformational leadership (Abbasi, 2007), 

communication (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993; Smith I. , 2005), support & 

trust (Gigliotti, Gonzalez, Marshall, & Vardaman, 2018), and education & training (Smith 

I. , 2005; Weiner, 2009). These factors are described further in the next sections.  

2.3.1 Organizational change readiness 

There are many factors that have impact on how ready an organization is before any 

change. Organizational readiness has many dimensions that are often contextual which 

means that there are many ways to create it but also many ways to fail too (Weiner, 2009).  

A factor that has proven impact on organizational readiness is organizational culture but 

what characteristics that have positive impact is depending on the context. By example; 

an organization that promotes innovation might not have the same tools to handle change 

as an organization with a lot of knowledge and experience, but it might have a more 

flexible structure (Weiner, 2009).  



 

 

 

 

15 

To create organizational readiness is not only a pre-change act but can be seen as 

something to maintain, especially if it is a large-scale change consisting of small changes. 

Based on the urgency of the change and the change readiness of the organization, the 

implementation of change will look different (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993). 

You can view change readiness and implementing change as two interactive processes, 

to be able to implement any change, the organizational change readiness needs to continue 

as well (Oakland & Tanner, 2007). This research focuses on some of the factors that 

makes the process of change readiness happen and make implementation possible.  

2.3.1.1 Vision & Goals 

An essential factor to create change readiness is to have a vision of where the organization 

should be which makes it easier to state the importance of the change. A challenge is that 

the vision needs to be envisioned by all levels of the organization and not just the top 

management for it to contribute to change readiness (Weiner, 2009). The vision needs to 

be able to be communicated efficiently in such a way that it receives a reaction that shows 

understanding and interest and that results in action (Kotter, 2007). 

To create change readiness, it is also essential to set goals alongside the vision and be 

able to measure the success of these goals in a defined way. What to measure will depend 

on the change at hand. For example; if the vision is to be a fossil-free company, the use 

of fossil fuels can be measured. It is also important to celebrate if these goals are met to 

increase motivation for employees to reach other goals (Oakland & Tanner, 2007). 

Creating and celebrating short-term goals also help to keep up the momentum amongst 

the employees as change efforts can take a long time. It can as well build up acceleration 

for tackling or addressing larger problems that need to change in the organization (Kotter, 

2007). 

2.3.1.2 Organizational structure  

The structure of an organization is also a factor that impacts how ready for change it can 

be. It is crucial to be aware of it since an organization’s structure can influence many 

other factors, such as processes, communication and trust. For example; perceived 

bureaucratic structure can have negative impact on change readiness by diminishing trust 

(Abbasi, 2007).  
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A bureaucratic structure contributes to that the flow of information from top to bottom 

lacks speed and effectiveness which leads to stalling (Kotter, 2014). Some other stalling 

factors to implement and accelerate strategic change in bureaucratic organizations are 

according to Kotter (2014); A limited number of change leaders, silo parochialism, rules 

and procedures, pressures to make quarterly numbers and lastly complacency or 

insufficient buy-in (Kotter, 2014).  

2.3.1.3 Leadership 

Another factor that have shown to have importance in any change process is leadership, 

which both includes formal and informal leadership present in the organization 

(Schraeder & Self, 2009). Leaders have the possibility to direct and inspire the 

organization through the change and guarantee that the change gets implemented. To have 

the right leader before any change is therefore key to make an organization ready for 

change (Oakland & Tanner, 2007).  

The biggest task for a change leader is to communicate the change message and its 

urgency. It is both important to communicate why the change needs to happen and why 

it should be done it the manner that is proposed. A great change leader makes it possible 

for people to be involved and to participate. If there is a lack of information, it will lead 

to uncertainty which might lead to resistance. It is also important for a leader to be part 

of the change process and be visible during it. This way the employees can ask questions 

and give continuous feedback (Schraeder & Self, 2009).  

2.3.1.4 External help 

When the internal knowledge of an organization is not enough, management could get 

external help. Oakland & Tanner (2007) argues that using consultants with expert 

knowledge can contribute to organizational change readiness. It is of huge importance 

that the choice of external resources is done with care so the organization benefits from 

the knowledge long-term. When the expertise cannot be found inside the organization it 

is necessary to realize that and bring in external expertise to not danger the possibility of 

the change’s success (Oakland & Tanner, 2007). 
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2.3.1.5 Mass communication 

Communication is a key factor in change processes and to create change readiness. Mass 

communication is a top-down way of communicating and is needed for organizational 

change readiness and to communicate the vision. If the message of the change is not 

understood, the need for the change is not understood. Mass communication is a key part 

of getting the change message across (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993). 

Management and employees must have easy ways to communicate and it is important to 

have different channels for communication since it happens in different ways under 

different circumstances in a change process. Studies have shown that good 

communication is directly related to increasing openness, acceptance and commitment to 

change. If the communication is not efficient enough, it might result in resistance 

(Armenakis, Jimmieson, & Rafferty, 2013).  

2.3.1.6 Resistance 

Resistance for change can have many sources and can be seen as something negative, a 

sort of obstruction for change. One of the factors that can lead to resistance is distrust in 

the change leader. If employees do not trust the leaders of the change, they will be more 

cautious towards the change itself. Resistance can be found on all levels of an 

organization since it could depend on the individuals outlook  (Schraeder & Self, 2009).  

Self and Schraeder (2009) list personal, organizational, and change-specific factors as 

categories that can create resistance which illustrates how many things that can actually 

cause it. To be able to lower the resistance, there is a need to know what kind of factors 

that bring on the resistance before setting the strategy to work it out. Otherwise the work 

might be for nothing and resistance persists (Schraeder & Self, 2009).  

Resistance is not always the opposite of readiness and can be viewed as feedback. By 

viewing it as such, resistance will not lead to less change readiness (Schraeder & Self, 

2009). It is therefore important to make sure that there are proper ways to give feedback 

to promote change readiness. 

2.3.1.7 Feedback 

There can be different channels for feedback such as in person and in written form which 

both have their advantages (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993). Examples of those 
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are that in person, there can be immediate response and in written form, there can be 

anonymity.  

The ability to give feedback gives the organization a possibility to assure that the change 

message gets to all levels and promote trust. By giving employees the opportunity to state 

their opinions and encourage open communication is also a way to promote the individual 

change readiness (Vakola, 2013).  

2.3.1.8 Encouragement 

By encouraging its employees to be innovative, senior management can increase change 

readiness. For any organization to be able to evolve and change, innovation of different 

kinds are needed and for a company to be ready for change and be innovative, there is a 

need for encouragement (Abbasi, 2007). Management showing support for risk-taking 

and tolerance for mistakes are according to Doppelt (2003) two factors that are necessary 

to foster innovation. Through financial rewards or recognition, innovation can be 

encouraged and supported but it is equally important to not punish failed innovative 

efforts. Innovation should be either way encouraged, certainly when innovating for 

sustainable development within the organization. Tools and responsibility should 

therefore be granted to employees to foster innovative thinking (Doppelt, 2003).  

Encouragement of knowledge and education can also increase change readiness since the 

knowledge helps the organization with adjusting to change. Rewards and celebrations of 

successes could in some cases encourage further and increase change readiness even more 

(Al-Haddad, Camci, & Kotnour, 2015).  “Small wins” can serve as a motivation for 

employees and source of direction in longer-term change efforts (Kotter, 1996) as cited 

in (Buono & Kerber, 2005).  

2.3.2 Individual change readiness 

The individual change readiness and organizational change readiness influence each other 

but the individual change readiness is more based on personal characteristics such as 

values and attitudes (Armenakis, Jimmieson, & Rafferty, 2013). Even if the factors are 

stated under individual readiness, they are always directly connected to organizational 

change readiness because of the interdependence of the two.  
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2.3.2.1 A sense of Urgency  

Creating a sense of urgency in an organization can lead people having the desire to 

instinctively work towards embracing and achieving the change. The people’s attention 

needs to be captured and thus this urgency for change needs to be communicated in a 

novel way. Increasing their awareness of what is going on around them, this might mean 

exploring potential crises which can open up a dialogue to discover new possibilities and 

opportunities (Kotter, 2014). Both Smith (2005) and Kotter (2014) agree that creating a 

sense of urgency is the first key step to establish and create the need for the upcoming 

change. As change process for sustainability can be lengthy and ongoing, short-term wins, 

as described under 2.3.1.1 Vision & Goals, short-term goals can as well help maintain the 

urgency levels (Kotter, 2007). 

2.3.2.2 Beliefs & Values 

Both shared beliefs and values are factors that lead to higher change readiness in an 

organization. Beliefs and values have a big impact on an individual’s attitude to change 

(Oakland & Tanner, 2007). Employees who share the same beliefs as the organization 

will more likely trust the management and therefore be more likely ready for change 

(Armenakis, Jimmieson, & Rafferty, 2013).  

Organizational change needs to be anchored to the organizations’ values otherwise there 

will arise issues in the implementation. The anchoring will also lead to trust in the change 

leader (Hind, Magala, & Millar, 2012). When an employee trusts that its organization can 

change, it will make it easier for the individual itself to go along with an organizational 

change (Vakola, 2013).  

2.3.2.3 Transformational leadership 

There are many ways to lead change and the importance of leadership is mentioned under 

organizational change readiness. Transformational leadership is a leadership approach 

where a leader directs its organization to change in a positive and constructive way in 

both individuals and systems. A study by Abbasi (2007) shows that transformational 

leadership have a direct positive impact on individual change readiness. The problem is 

that this impact can be undone by having a complex bureaucratic structure inside an 

organization (Abbasi, 2007). 
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2.3.2.4 Communication 

To further create individual change readiness there is a need for communication and the 

communication can be of different kinds. Armenakis et al (1993) states that the need of 

mass communication is crucial for both organizational and individual change readiness. 

For individual change readiness, the mass communication needs to be consistent to other 

sources of information, such as new regulations or market changes. If this is not the case, 

the communication could instead lead to mistrust (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 

1993). A working communication between managers and employees is especially key to 

be able to uphold the before-mentioned key factors stated by Smith (2005).  

Another way of looking at communication is getting knowledge out to the whole 

organization and providing the possibility of feedback and personal  involvement which 

as well contributes to individual change readiness (Abbasi, 2007).  This indicates that 

there is need for both top-down as well as bottom-up communication for individual 

change readiness.  

2.3.2.5 Support and Trust 

 A study of Gigliotti et al. (2018) shows that trust in management and organizational 

support contribute to individual change readiness. Providing visual support to both 

employees and management, have positive effect on change readiness but can be of 

different kinds depending on circumstance. Building trust between employee and 

management can be very complex but if there is perceived organizational support there is 

a reinforcement in trust and thereby in change readiness. Trust is important to get 

employees to participate and believe in the change and its message (Gigliotti, Gonzalez, 

Marshall, & Vardaman, 2018).  

2.3.2.6 Education, training and learning 

To get individuals to believe in a change’s message, some knowledge might be needed. 

This could come from training and development of the staff and lead to higher individual 

change readiness (Smith I. , 2005). By increasing the knowledge through education, a 

staff’s confidence to handle change will grow (Weiner, 2009) and in some cases, team 

building and education could be of interest to increase individual change readiness (Smith 

I. , 2005). 
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3. Method 

In this chapter the research method, approach and tools as well as other considerations 

while conducting and constructing this thesis are presented and described.  

This research was conducted during spring 2019 in Jönköping, Sweden and was a 

multiple case study. To gather data to answer the research question, mixed methods were 

used. Quantitative data was collected through surveys and the qualitative data was 

collected through interviews. The sample consisted of 8 companies who were working 

with sustainability located in south of Sweden. The companies were in several sectors, 

had different structures and were of different sizes. The only criteria for the organizations 

to be included in our research was that the organizations strive to become sustainable and 

be located or have its origin in Sweden. The criteria were based on the fact that the 

research focused on sustainability-oriented change and not all change.  

When reaching out to organizations, both non-profit and for-profit organizations were 

contacted since they are both are in need of change readiness. Some choices of 

organizations were based on connections even if contact was made through other 

channels. The organizations were intentionally chosen that differ in size and structure in 

order to gather insights on how the size or type of organizational structure influences the 

organization’s change readiness.   

3.1 Research Method 

This research used a mixed method to answer the research question. Mixed methods use 

both quantitative and qualitative methods to produce a broader understanding of an issue 

(Collins & Hussey, 2014). Quantitative data is data that can be measured and be collected 

through surveys or measurements. It can be analyzed through statistics and comparisons 

of numbers.  In contrast, qualitative data is often collected through interviews or 

observations and is analyzed through finding common themes in the data (Collins & 

Hussey, 2014). 

Since change readiness can be viewed at two levels, organizational and individual, getting 

data from different perspectives was of interest. Two viewpoints were therefore decided 

to focus on; a management viewpoint and an employee or individual viewpoint. The data 
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collected from the management viewpoint was collected through a qualitative data 

method. For the employee viewpoint a quantitative data method was deemed to be more 

optimal and time efficient to obtain a diverse and larger sample of the populations of the 

organizations. Therefore, both quantitative and qualitative data was collected for this 

study.  

3.2 Research Approach 

There are three main research approaches: abductive, deductive and inductive (Collins & 

Hussey, 2014). With the inductive approach, the research starts with observing or testing 

something. Then you draw your own conclusions based on an analysis assessing trends 

and such to give findings which is often connected to qualitative methods. With the 

deductive approach, the research starts with stating a hypothesis based on theory and then 

testing it through an analysis of quantitative data collection. The third and last approach, 

the abductive approach starts with something unexplained that the research process tries 

to find the best possible solution to (Collins & Hussey, 2014).  

This research used an abductive approach since it started with the intent to observe the 

change readiness for sustainability-oriented change in organizations. The data was then 

collected, and the findings were analyzed to see how ready for change these organizations 

were according to factors that contribute to change readiness. Even if quantitative 

methods are used to collect data, the analysis of the data and how the survey questions 

are related to factors shows that there is no hypothesis to prove or disprove. The research 

was done to evaluate the present change readiness for sustainability-oriented change 

based on 15 factors, not to prove or disprove anything.  

3.3 Research Philosophy 

As mentioned before, this research used mixed methods which means that both qualitative 

and quantitative data was collected (Collins & Hussey, 2014). This also means that both 

positivism and interpretivism was used to analyze data. The positivism research 

philosophy was used during the quantitative research method. Positivism research 

remains distant from the participants in obtaining the quantitative data, this to stay 

emotionally neutral, keeping reason and feeling distinct from each other (Carson, 

Gilmore, Gronhaug, & Perry, 2001). The interpretivism research philosophy was helpful 
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when collecting the qualitive data in this research. As the qualitative date was obtained 

mostly through in person contact with the participants, the researchers were receptive to 

capturing meanings in the interacting with the participants (Black, 2006). The 

interpretivism research philosophy was beneficial for the overall research analysis as it is 

subject to human motives, meaning, and reasons which are time and context bound 

(Hudson, L., and Ozanne, J., 1988).  

3.4 Data Collection  

The data collection for this research project was done for 10 weeks during spring 2019. 

The sample used in this research was, as mentioned before, consisting of 8 organizations 

working with sustainability-oriented change.  Both primary and secondary data connected 

to the organizations’ change readiness was collected to answer the research question.  

3.4.1 Primary Data 

Since the researchers wanted to look at change readiness on both organizational and 

individual level, it was desirable to find data from different viewpoints. Primary data was 

therefore collected from a management viewpoint and from an individual viewpoint. The 

management viewpoint was accessed through interviews and the individual viewpoint 

was accessed through surveys. The choice to have different methods for the two 

viewpoints was based on the fact that interviews could give more in-depth answers and 

surveys could reach more people. For the management viewpoint, in-depth answers were 

desired and for the employee viewpoint it was desired to get as many answers as possible. 

The details on both the interviews and the survey are described below.  

3.4.1.1 Interviews 

To get information about the organizations and their organizational change readiness, one 

interview per company was held. 8 interviews were held in total where one of them was 

held with two managers during one interview which means that there were 9 interviewees 

in total.  The audio from the interviews was recorded and the interviews were all held in 

Swedish since all interviewees worked in a Swedish speaking work environment. 

The criteria for the interviewees where that they had to have worked with sustainability-

oriented change in their company and/or had a management position in the organization 
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who is or was actively involved in the planning process of sustainability-oriented 

changes. The interviews were semi-structured, and an interview guide was prepared with 

guiding questions as can be seen in Appendix A. The guiding questions were written 

based on the factors impacting change readiness described in the theoretical framework. 

The structure was chosen to be able to be adaptive to the interviewee and get in depth 

answers. Appreciative inquiry was used when possible. How the interviews were 

conducted can be seen in Table 1.  

Since some of the organizations wished to be anonymous, the decision was made to make 

all organizations anonymous and not quote the interviewees so that the answers could not 

be traced back to them.  

Organization type Interview approach 

Social Business Consulting Company Face to face 

Business Consulting Company Face to face 

Furniture Company 1 Face to face 

Public Transportation Company  Face to face 

Municipality 1 Face to face 

Furniture Company 2 Phone call (Business Skype failed) 

Retail Store Skype call 

Municipality 2 Face to face 

Table 1 The organizations in the study and how the respective interview was conducted  

3.4.1.2 Surveys 

The survey was created to get the employee viewpoint on sustainability-oriented change 

initiatives in the organizations and indirectly, change readiness. A survey could reach 

more individuals, from different areas or departments in the organizations and provide us 

with a diverse sample size.  

By using factors of change readiness for the organizational and individual level, survey 

questions were produced to measure if they were or were not present in the organization. 

The survey could be answered by any individual in the organization and the survey 

questions can be seen in Appendix B. The survey consisted of 24 questions which was 

written as statements and the variable was a rating scale with 6 options between 0 and 5 
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where 0=Disagree and 5=Agree with the statements. The scale can be seen in Appendix 

C which shows the first page of the survey.  The employees that were reached through 

the survey could provide the research with valuable insights in how sustainability-

oriented change initiative are experienced by those responsible for the day-to-day 

activities in the organizations.   

The surveys were written in Swedish and written with avoidance of academic words to 

make it easier to understand and answer. The surveys were created in Google Forms since 

the service is free and easy to learn. The links produced by Google Forms was sent out to 

the interviewee in each organization. The choice was up to the interviewee to decide who 

should receive the survey, though the researched urge for as many as possible. In some 

of the larger organizations, the response rate was low which lead to exploring other 

connections to reach more staff inside the organizations. Even if the ratio of staff that 

answered are different and sometimes low, the research is based on the assumption that 

the data from the sample can speak for the whole population.  

3.4.2 Secondary data 

The theoretical framework was built through collecting secondary data form existing 

research articles on the topic. The collection started with a search for articles about 

sustainability-oriented change with the help of JU Library’s search engine, Primo and 

Google Scholar. The search words used were: Change readiness, Change management, 

Sustainability, Leadership, Resistance, Armenakis, Organization, Individual. In the 

beginning of the research process, the criteria were to have peer-reviewed and relatively 

new articles, written after 2010. Since there was no large selection of articles about 

change readiness, the year criteria was removed and thereafter more suitable articles were 

found. The theoretical framework was used to design the study with the list of factors 

found to have impact on change readiness which will be described later in section 3.6.  

Other sources of secondary data came from material given by the interviewee and material 

found on the organizations’ websites. Some examples of the material given by the 

interviewees were brochures and material found via websites were sustainability reports 

and other information regarding organizations’ sustainability. Some up-to-date online 

news articles and other online sources where used when relevant. 
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3.5 Data analysis 

To be able to interpret the data collected, the interviews and the survey results were 

analyzed separately. The findings were then analyzed in relation to each other to see if 

the two sources of data collected gave the similar results or not. Then a change readiness 

analysis was done to connect the data to the factors. The next sections will describe this 

in further detail.  

3.5.1 Interviews 

The data analysis started with the recorded interviews which were transcribed and then 

the content was analyzed with the help of a checklist produced by the literature review.  

The checklist is based on the factors researched, as can be seen in section 3.6 and the 

criteria connected to them.  

3.5.2 Surveys 

The quantitative data collected from the survey was not used for statistical analysis but 

used only as descriptive data. The analysis of quantitative data was done with the help of 

Excel to calculate averages and give graphical ways to present and analyze the data. The 

data was divided by question and organization at first and then connected to the related 

factors. The survey questions related to each factor can be seen in Table 2.   

3.5.3 Change readiness analysis 

By using Excel, the data from the interviews and the survey was brought together to be 

able to view all factors at the same time and weigh them against each other but also to be 

able to get them all evaluated. The interview data and the survey data could contradict 

each other; therefore, it was decided that the survey data was used for all factors expect 

for external help and organizational structure in the final presentation of data in section 

4.4-4.6. This choice was made because the survey data was considered more unbiased 

than the interview data and having higher credibility due to the larger sample size.  

To analyze the data in a holistic way, averages were calculated to be able to conduct 

comparisons. The averages were calculated by taking the sum of the related data divided 

by the sample size. A score of minimum 0 and maximum 5 were able to be given on the 
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survey questions, and for the analysis a score above 3 was analyzed as the CR factor 

having a positive impact on the change readiness of the organization.  

3.6 Change Readiness Factors 

The factors observed in this research came from factors proved to have impact on change 

readiness from studies found in the literature review. The factors are in this report referred 

to as Change Readiness (CR) factors and are assumed to be of equal impact and having 

no influence on each other. The CR factors are listed in Table 2 where the criteria and the 

influence they have on change readiness are stated. If the CR factor has a positive 

influence on change readiness, it means that it increases change readiness if present. If 

the CR factor has a negative influence, it means that if the factor is present in the 

organization, the change readiness decreases. The criteria for all CR factors were written 

based on what the theoretical framework stated about them.   

  



 

 

 

 

28 

CR Factors 

 

Criteria Influence on change 

readiness (if criteria 

holds) 

Related survey 

question 

Organizational level    

1. Vision & Goals 

           

Vision and goals for sustainability 

are visible in the organization  

Recognition and celebration when 

goals are met 

Positive 

 

4, 5 & 11 

2. Organizational 

Structure There is a bureaucratic structure 

where the hierarchy is obvious  

Negative None 

3. Leadership 
Leaders are visible and part of the 

change process 
Positive 8 & 9 

4. External help 
External help is used when there is 

not enough knowledge in the 

organization 

Positive None 

5. Mass 

Communication There is an open communication and 

many channels to communicate 

The vision is communicated 

Positive 

Positive 

5, 13, 14, 18 & 20 

6. Resistance  
Resistance is seen as feedback  Positive 18 

7. Feedback 
Feedback is encouraged and there are 
practical ways to give it 

Positive 19 & 20 

8. Encouragement 
Management encourage employees to 

learn and give ideas about 

sustainability 

Positive 

Positive 

15, 16 & 20 

Individual level    

9. A sense of 

urgency The need for sustainability-oriented 

change is communicated and its 

urgency is understood 

Positive 2 

10. Beliefs & Values 
Beliefs and values about 
sustainability are shared through the 

organization 

Positive 1,3,6 & 7 

11. Transformational 

leadership Leaders manage change in a positive 

and constructive way 

Positive 9 & 10 

12. Communication 
Working communication between 

managers and employees  

Positive 10 & 13 

13. Support 
Employees feel support from 

management  

Positive 16 & 17 

14. Trust 
Employees trust the management 

and, in their abilities 

Positive 21 & 22 

15. Education, 

training and 

learning 

The organization assure that there are 

possibilities for employees to learn 

more about sustainability through 

education, training and learning 

Positive 12, 13, 16 & 17 

Table 2 The organizational and individual CR factors, the criteria for each factor, their 

effect and which survey question that is related to each factor 
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3.7 Limitations  

The surveys were mostly distributed by the interviewees as the authors did not have the 

contact information of every employee and neither the authority to send out the survey to 

their work emails. This was both a limitation as well as an ethical consideration, which is 

reflected upon further under 3.8 Ethical considerations. 

Language was another limitation as most of the material, keywords from the literature 

was in English, which had to be later translated in Swedish as all participant where 

working for Swedish companies. Translating the interview questions as well as the survey 

to Swedish was done to ensure that more participants could understand and answer the 

questions.  Translating keywords used in the research could be challenging at times, as 

some words do not translate as well or alternative ways of explaining had to be used to 

ensure that the participants easily understood the questions without having to make their 

own interpretations.  

3.8 Ethical considerations 

The surveys were distributed to other employees in the organization by the interviewees. 

This way of distribution might influence the results of the survey as the interviewees were 

in the position to decide to which employees to send it to. 7 out of the 8 interviewees let 

us know who they were going to send the survey to. Some of these (first round) chosen 

employees where at positions, such as HR and heads of a department, to then distribute 

the survey further to other employees. The second round of distribution was not possible 

to know the recipients.  

The data collected both through the interviews and the survey was confidential and 

anonymous. Before the interview, the interviewee was offered anonymity and allowance 

for recording the interview session was requested. No personal information was asked to 

partake in the survey, every organization had the same survey questions but were 

collected and analyzed separately.  

The access to the data collected has been constricted to only the researchers of this project. 

Google Drive has been used as the collective point for all the data, both from the survey 

answers and the interview audio. The data on Google Drive could only be accessed with 

permission from the researchers and no other persons have been given the authority to do 
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so. The researchers have also had backups of the data on their personal computers and 

they have been password-protected, this to ensure total control over access of data. The 

data was saved on different platforms and units in case of technical issues.  
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4. Findings 

In this chapter the findings of the collected data for this study is presented. It starts with 

an introduction of the organizations studied in this study and then the result from the 

interview and survey is described. Lastly, the data collected is reviewed and tied to 

organizational, individual and overall change readiness.  

4.1 The organizations 

The participating organizations in this study are classified according to the size of the 

organizations through the number of employees they have employed. SMB or SME 

(Small and Medium-Sized Businesses/ Enterprise), where Small Businesses have 0-100 

employees, and Medium sized businesses account for 100-999 employees. A business 

or enterprise is considered large when the employee count goes beyond 1000 employees 

(Digium Content Marketing Team, 2019). In this study, two municipalities are included, 

and they are classed differently according to the size of the municipalities and the 

number of inhabitants. Municipalities are not traditional “businesses” and do not 

operate for profit.  

4.1.1 Social Business Consulting Company (SBCC) 

SBCC is a cooperative business where each office is governed by the county it operates 

in. There are 25 offices throughout Sweden. One of the office sites participated in this 

study and is located in south Sweden. The main objectives of this cooperative are 

providing consulting and guidance services for social entrepreneurs in the county. This 

office employees 4 people.  

4.1.2 Business Consulting Company (BCC) 

The BCC is a non-profit business consulting organization owned by the Swedish State, 

with offices located in each Swedish county. One office located in south Sweden 

participated in this study with 25 employees.  The organization focuses both on general 

business development consulting and financial business consulting.  
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4.1.3 Furniture Company 1 (FC1) 

FC1 is a large company who is part of a larger, global corporation with its origin in 

south Sweden. In this study, only the operations within Sweden is researched. The head 

office for the Swedish market is located in the South of Sweden. This company sells its 

products through its own physical stores, online store and, stocks and distributes its 

products through its own warehouses. The FC1 offers product lines that are designed for 

personal consumer use as well as product lines that are specially designed for businesses 

or professional use. 

4.1.4 Public Transportation Company (PTC) 

The PTC is a public transportation provider located in south Sweden, governed and 

owned by the county it operates is. This business is a medium sized organization with 

100 employees that provide public transportation services through busses, trains and 

taxi and medical travel through busses and taxi.  

4.1.5 Municipality 1 (M1) 

The M1 that is participating in this study is located in the South of Sweden. This 

municipality employs approximately 11.000 people throughout all their administrations 

and in the municipality owned companies. The municipality is governed by the political 

party who holds the majority. This municipality is classed as a Medium-sized town 

which means that it has at least 50.000 inhabitants, where at least 40.000 live in the 

largest urban area (Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions, 2016). 

 4.1.6 Furniture Company 2 (FC2) 

FC2 is a large family owned international organization, having its origin and head office 

in the south of Sweden. The company designs furniture solutions for businesses and 

workplaces and sells its products to national and international businesses. The products 

are sold globally through showrooms, as well as through online catalogs and local sales 

subsidiaries.  

4.1.7 Retail Store (RS) 

The RS is a retail store of ethical made clothing based in south Sweden. The retailer 

buys in and sells European based ethical clothing brands through their physical store 
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located south Sweden as well as in their online store. The company was started in 2015 

and is classed according to our criteria as a small business. RS has 5 employees 

employed.  

4.1.8 Municipality 2 (M2) 

The M2 is located in south Sweden. The municipality is accountable for 1.100 

employees throughout all its administrations and other activities. This municipality is 

classified as a rural municipality, which means there are less than 15.000 inhabitants 

(Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions, 2016). The municipality is 

governed by the political party who holds the majority. 

4.2 Interviews 

The interviews were recorded, and the audio was analyzed with the factors and their 

criteria in mind. The Table 3 shows the factors that were present based on the 

interviews. If the box is red, the criteria was not met and yielded 0 and if the box is 

green the criteria was met and yielded 5. There is one exception which is the factor 

Organizational Structure which yielded 0 if the criteria was met and 5 if unmet since it 

had negative influence on change readiness. If the box is white, the answer could not be 

attained through the interviewee and was not included in the calculations. If the box is 

yellow, the factor has 2 criteria’s and only one of those were met. The other criteria 

could both be one that is not met or one that could not be attained in the interview.  The 

yellow factor yielded 2,5 in the calculations. The calculations were made by taking the 

average of the factors that could be taken into account for each organization, the colored 

ones. The calculations are an indication of the change readiness in the organizations 

which are shown as the average in Table 3.  
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 Organizational level   SBCC   BCC   FC1   PTC   M1   FC2   RS   M2  

 1.     Vision & Goals                  

 2.     Organizational structure                  

 3.     Leadership                  

 4.     External help                  

 5.     Mass Communication                   

 6.     Resistance                  

 7.     Feedback                   

 8.     Encouragement                   

 Organization Org. Average      3,93      4,64        3,93     4,64      4,50      3,93      4,06      3,13  
         

 Individual level  
        

 9.     A sense of urgency                  

 10.   Beliefs & Values                  

 11.   Transformational leadership                    

 12.   Communication                   

 13.   Support                   

 14.   Trust                   

 15.   Education, training and learning                   

Organization Ind. Average      5,00      5,00      5,00      5,00      5,00      2,50      5,00      3,75  

 Overall Organization Average      4,46      4,82      4,46      4,82      4,75      3,21      4,53      3,44  

Table 3 The result from the interviews based on the 15 factors for all 8 organizations, the 

averages for both levels and overall averages  

On the organizational level BCC and PTC yielded the highest Organization Average set 

by the system described above. M2 yielded the lowest Organization Average even 

though it was one of organizations that had the most CR factors accounted for. 

On the individual level, the interview did not yield as much information which can be 

observed by the many white areas in Table 3. 6 out of the 8 organizations scored a 5/5 

which are misleading because of the amount of unaccounted areas (white ones). FC2 

was the one that scored the lowest since there were a lack of both Transformational 

leadership and Communication.  

4.3 Survey 

Table 4 shows the response rates of the survey in all the organizations and the overall 

response rate. The response rates varied a lot between the 8 organizations. M2 had the 
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lowest response rate but since the survey went to the all employees, the sample size was 

the largest one. In the two small companies, RS and SBCC, the all employees received 

the survey as well, but due to its size, the response rates were contorted to their advantage 

since it is stated in percent.  

Organization Receivers Answered Response rate 

SBCC 4 2 50,0% 

BCC 25 9 36,0% 

FC1 34 21 61,8% 

PTC 100 21 21,0% 

M1 41 27 65,9% 

FC2 37 22 59,5% 

RS 5 2 40,0% 

M2 1100 128 11,6% 

Total 1346 232 17,2% 

Table 4 The response rates from the surveys 

The result from the survey can be seen in Table 5 and because of how the survey was 

designed, a higher number indicates a higher change readiness. Since the survey gave 

the options of 0-5 where 5 where total agreement with statement and 0 was no 

agreement, there were 6 options in total. Choosing 3 would therefore lean more towards 

agreement and choosing 2 would indicate leaning a more towards disagreement. This 

means that everything over 3 indicates positive impact on change readiness and under 3 

indicates no positive impact on change readiness. For each question and for each of the 

organizations, an average was calculated. 
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Survey Questions SBCC BCC FC1 PTC M1 FC2 RS M2 Question 

Average   
Q1 5,00 4,56 4,81 4,55 4,70 4,77 5,00 4,26 4,71 

Q2 4,50 4,67 4,76 3,95 4,52 4,77 4,50 4,03 4,46 

Q3 5,00 4,56 4,71 3,95 3,85 4,45 4,50 3,65 4,33 

Q4 3,00 3,22 3,52 3,05 1,85 2,64 3,50 2,37 2,89 

Q5 3,50 3,67 3,38 3,68 1,81 3,05 4,00 2,38 3,18 

Q6 5,00 3,22 3,81 3,50 2,67 3,32 3,50 3,16 3,52 

Q7 4,00 3,22 3,81 3,09 1,92 3,23 4,00 2,88 3,27 

Q8 5,00 3,67 4,38 3,91 2,93 3,45 5,00 3,56 3,99 

Q9 4,00 3,33 3,43 3,68 2,22 3,00 4,00 2,87 3,32 

Q10 4,00 3,22 3,71 3,64 1,89 3,14 4,00 2,61 3,28 

Q11 3,00 2,67 3,05 2,95 1,81 2,82 4,00 2,35 2,83 

Q12 3,50 3,56 4,19 4,00 3,15 3,73 4,00 2,72 3,61 

Q13 4,50 3,67 3,95 3,50 3,00 3,64 4,00 2,76 3,63 

Q14 4,50 4,00 4,57 4,09 4,31 4,36 4,00 3,91 4,22 

Q15 4,00 3,44 3,38 3,73 2,63 3,45 5,00 2,69 3,54 

Q16 4,00 3,22 3,05 3,55 2,69 3,45 3,50 2,52 3,25 

Q17 3,00 3,11 2,90 3,41 3,08 3,32 3,00 2,29 3,01 

Q18 4,00 2,50 3,00 3,32 2,12 2,71 4,00 2,52 3,02 

Q19 2,00 2,22 2,11 3,29 1,81 2,82 4,00 1,99 2,53 

Q20 5,00 3,44 3,43 3,86 2,62 2,95 4,50 2,94 3,59 

Q21 4,50 4,00 3,62 4,05 3,00 3,59 4,00 3,41 3,77 

Q22 5,00 3,67 3,38 3,91 2,41 3,09 4,00 3,18 3,58 

Q23 4,50 3,11 4,00 3,64 2,21 3,45 4,00 2,90 3,48 

Q24 4,50 3,56 4,05 3,64 2,85 3,64 4,00 3,18 3,68 

Organization Average 4,13 3,48 3,71 3,66 2,75 3,45 4,08 2,96 3,53 

Table 5 The average data for each question in the survey for all 8 organizations 

Table 5 shows that the two municipalities, M1 and M2 scored the lowest average with 

both average under 3. The other organizations´ averaged much higher with the highest 

scoring one being SBC at 4,13 with RS just below at 4,08. The result evaluated every 

question as they have the same impact on change readiness.  
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4.4 Organizational change readiness 

To evaluate the organizational change readiness, both information from the interview and 

the survey was used. Organizational structure and External help are both on a nominal 

scale with their yes or no answer. To make them appropriate in the analysis with the 

ordinal data from the survey, they are transformed into values instead of yes and no.  This 

means that they are either 0 (no effect on change readiness) or 5 (full effect on change 

readiness). The other 6 factors were calculated by the averages from the survey data. 

These calculations were done based on the result of one or several survey questions that 

were related to the specific factor. Which survey questions that relates to each factor can 

be seen in Table 2. Since the data was mostly based on the survey data, everything over 

3 indicates positive impact on change readiness and under indicates no positive impact 

on change readiness. For each factor and for each of the organizations, an average was 

calculated. Table 6 shows the compiled data for organizational change readiness based 

on the 8 factors.  

Organizational level SBCC BCC FC1 PTC M1 FC2 RS M2 Factor 

Average  

1.     Vision & Goals 3,17 3,19 3,32 3,23 1,83 2,83 3,83 2,37 2,97 

2.     Org. Structure 5,00 0 0 0 0 0 5,00 0 1,25 

3.     Leadership 4,50 3,50 3,90 3,80 2,57 3,23 4,50 3,21 3,65 

4.     External help 5,00 5,00 0 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 0 3,75 

5.     Mass Communication 4,30 3,46 3,67 3,69 2,77 3,34 4,10 2,90 3,53 

6.     Resistance 4,00 2,50 3,00 3,32 2,12 2,71 4,00 2,52 3,02 

7.     Feedback 3,50 2,83 2,77 3,57 2,22 2,89 4,25 2,47 3,06 

8.     Encouragement 4,33 3,37 3,29 3,71 2,65 3,29 4,33 2,72 3,46 

Organization Average 4,23 2,98 2,49 3,29 2,39 2,91 4,38 2,02 3,09 

Table 6 The organizational change readiness in the 8 organizations based on the 8 related 

CR factors 

The Organization Averages in Table 6 shows that 5 of the 8 organizations are under 3 

which indicates a low organizational change readiness. The 5 all had 0 impact from the 

Organizational structure which influenced their overall organizational change readiness. 

M2, the organization with the lowest average score, lacked both in positive impact from 

Organizational structure and External help. What can be noticed is that both M1 and M2 
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have generally low values which indicates that Organizational structure and External help 

was not solely responsible for their low average.  

4.5 Individual change readiness 

The individual change readiness was based on 7 factors and the result was calculated 

based on the result of the surveys. These calculations were done based on the result of 

one or several survey questions that were related to the specific factor. Which survey 

questions that relates to each CR factor can be seen in Table 2. Since the data was based 

on the survey data, everything over 3 indicates positive impact on change readiness and 

under 3 indicates no positive impact on change readiness. For each factor and for each of 

the organizations, an average was calculated. Table 7 shows the compiled data for 

individual change readiness based on the related 7 CR factors. 

Individual level SBCC BCC FC1 PTC M1 FC2 RS M2 Factor 

Average  
9.     A sense of urgency 4,50 4,67 4,76 3,95 4,52 4,77 4,50 4,03 4,46 

10.   Beliefs & Values 4,75 3,89 4,29 3,77 3,28 3,94 4,25 3,49 3,96 

11.   Transf. leadership 4,00 3,28 3,57 3,66 2,06 3,07 4,00 2,74 3,30 

12.   Communication 4,25 3,44 3,83 3,57 2,44 3,39 4,00 2,68 3,45 

13.   Support 3,50 3,17 2,98 3,48 2,88 3,39 3,25 2,41 3,13 

14.   Trust 4,75 3,83 3,50 3,98 2,70 3,34 4,00 3,29 3,67 

15.   Education, training and learning 3,75 3,39 3,52 3,61 2,98 3,53 3,63 2,57 3,37 

Organization Average  4,21 3,67 3,78 3,72 2,98 3,63 3,95 3,03 3,62 

Table 7 The individual change readiness in the 8 organizations based on the 7 CR factors 

related to individual change readiness 

Table 7 shows that M1 had an Organization Average below 3 but M2’s was close at 3,03 

and this indicates no positive impact on change readiness. Both M1 and M2 results 

showed generally low numbers for all factors except for A sense of urgency. 

SBCC was the organization with the highest Organization Average at 4,21 and it had 

relatively high values at each factor. This indicates a high positive impact on change 

readiness. In general, the Organization Averages are showing positive impact on 

individual change readiness since most are over 3. All Factor Averages are also over 3 

which indicates no specific problematic factors, although Support received the lowest 

value.  
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4.6 Overall Change Readiness 

The overall change readiness shown in Table 8 is based on the organizational and the 

individual change readiness. This means that all 15 factors were accounted for and that 

they were evaluated as of equal impact to change readiness. The average for all 

organizations for each CR factor is shown in the table as well.  

Organizational level SBCC BCC FC1 PTC M1 FC2 RS M2 Factor  

Average  

1.     Vision & Goals 3,17 3,19 3,32 3,23 1,83 2,83 3,83 2,37 2,97 

2.     Org. structure 5,00 0 0 0 0 0 5,00 0 1,25 

3.     Leadership 4,50 3,50 3,90 3,80 2,57 3,23 4,50 3,21 3,65 

4.     External help 5,00 5,00 0 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 0 3,75 

5.     Mass Communication 4,30 3,46 3,67 3,69 2,77 3,34 4,10 2,90 3,53 

6.     Resistance 4,00 2,50 3,00 3,32 2,12 2,71 4,00 2,52 3,02 

7.     Feedback 3,50 2,83 2,77 3,57 2,22 2,89 4,25 2,47 3,06 

8.     Encouragement 4,33 3,37 3,29 3,71 2,65 3,29 4,33 2,72 3,46 

Individual level 

9.     A sense of urgency 4,50 4,67 4,76 3,95 4,52 4,77 4,50 4,03 4,46 

10.   Beliefs & Values 4,75 3,89 4,29 3,77 3,28 3,94 4,25 3,49 3,96 

11.   Transformational leadership 4,00 3,28 3,57 3,66 2,06 3,07 4,00 2,74 3,30 

12.   Communication 4,25 3,44 3,83 3,57 2,44 3,39 4,00 2,68 3,45 

13.   Support 3,50 3,17 2,98 3,48 2,88 3,39 3,25 2,41 3,13 

14.   Trust 4,75 3,83 3,50 3,98 2,70 3,34 4,00 3,29 3,67 

15.   Education, training and learning 3,75 3,39 3,52 3,61 2,98 3,53 3,63 2,57 3,37 

Organization Average 4,22 3,30 3,09 3,49 2,67 3,25 4,18 2,49 3,34 

Percentage 84% 66% 62% 70% 53% 65% 84% 50% 67% 

Table 8 The overall change readiness in the 8 organizations and a total for all 

organizations based on the 15 factors 

Since the overall change readiness is based on the organizational and the individual 

change readiness, Table 8 shows consistently that M1 and M2 had the lowest 

Organization Average. SBCC and RS were the ones that had the highest average and they 

scored higher than the other organizations in almost all factors. Table 8 also shows the 

percentage of change readiness for all 8 organizations which was calculated by taking the 

Organization Average and divided by 5 then presented in percentage. The Percentage 

therefor shows the same result as Organization Average but in another form.   
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5.  Analysis and Discussion 

In this chapter the data that has been collected will be analyzed, discussed and compared 

to the Change Readiness Factors identified and described in the theoretical framework. 

These 15 factors will be used to assess the readiness of a company to sustainability-

oriented change and to finally answer the research question. 

In section 2.3 in the theoretical framework, 15 factors were identified from the literature 

on change readiness that influence the change readiness of an organization towards 

change. 14 positive and 1 negative influencing factors were identified contributing to 

creating change readiness in organizations. As this research directed its focus to change 

for sustainable development or as the authors describe it; sustainability-oriented change, 

these 15 factors that influence change readiness for general business changes, were tested 

against changes for sustainability.  
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5.1 Organizational change readiness 

8 CR factors were traced to organizational change readiness in the theoretical framework 

and the data can be viewed for all factors and organizations in findings.  To understand 

the meaning of the data, an overview of the organizational change readiness for all 8 

organizations can be viewed in Figure 4 and what the CR factors scored between 0 and 4 

(since no value was between 4 and 5).  

 

Figure 4 The organizational change readiness for all organizations based on the 8 factors 

for organizational change readiness 

Figure 4 shows that on the organizational level, the CR factor that scored the lowest 

overall was the Organizational structure. Since 6 of the 8 organizations in this study 

scored as having a hierarchical structure, that is not surprising. Vision & Goals scored 

just under 3 which was also relatively low, and no factor scored over 4 with the highest 

one being External help.  

While having Figure 4, Table 5 and 6 in mind, it is of interest to analyze why the factors 

values were what they were. A reminder that CR factors’ values over 3 were deemed 

having positive impact on the change readiness and under were deemed to have no impact. 

The CR factors for the organization level were partly assessed with the help of the survey 

data and which question that was related to each factor can be seen in Table 2. 
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5.1.1 Vision & Goals  

The CR Factor Average for Vision & Goals gave a below positive result of 2,97. M1 and 

M2 scored the lowest on this factor, with average of 1,83 for M1 and 2,37 for M2. This 

means that both organization’s employees do not think that management encourages, 

rewards and celebrates positive actions from employees towards the change initiative 

enough and that neither the vision nor goals are made adequate visible throughout the 

organizations. None of the other 6 organizations that scored above 3 had a remarkable 

high result, all averages are under 4. This CR factor needs to yield higher results for the 

whole organization to know the sustainability vision and to be on board for the long run.  

5.1.2 Organizational structure  

SBCC and RS were the only two organizations scoring 5 as they come closest to a flat or 

network-like organizational structure, which is deemed beneficial to change 

implementation and change readiness according to Kotter (Kotter, 2014). These 

organizations were the two smallest organizations in size, with 5 employees at RS and 4 

employees at SBCC. This is one of the two CR factors where the results were obtained 

through the interview.  

The 6 organizations that scored 0 are of very different structures where BCC is seen as 

the least complex and the municipalities are the most complex and hierarchical. The 

criteria set by the theoretical framework did not give the opportunity to give other scores 

than 0 and 5 which groups BCC with the municipalities even though the structures are 

very different.  

5.1.3 Leadership 

The only organization scoring under 3 was M1 with 2,57. Question 9 from the survey 

only yielded 2,22 which means the employees did not see their leaders being actively 

engaged in the change process for sustainability-oriented change in the organization. The 

other organizations had relative high results on this CR factor, with an average of 3,65.  

5.1.4 External help 

This CR factor in one of the two factors answered through the interview from a 

management viewpoint. FC1 scored 0 on this factor, as they did not take in external help, 
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this can look skewed due to the organization being a part of a larger, global organization 

who does take in external help when needed. Only the Swedish market organization was 

researched, and they had the expertise necessary for leading sustainability-oriented 

change through their employees or the global organization.  

M2 was the second organization scoring low with 0 due to not having the financial aid 

necessary available to be able to take in external help for sustainability-oriented change. 

5.1.5 Mass Communication  

The mass communication between employees and management about changes for 

sustainability were overall positively perceived with an average score of 3,53 concluding 

that the communication is open and there are channels where information can be dispersed 

and received by the employees. The two organizations that scored below the positive 

influence mark of 3 were M1 with 2,77 and M2 with 2,9.  

5.1.6 Resistance  

Resistance yielded one of the lowest average scores, in particular BCC with 2,50, M1 

with 2,12, FC2 with 2,71, and M2 with 2,52 scoring under the average of 3,02. Meaning 

the individuals or employees in these organizations found that their leaders were not as 

receptive to resistance and neither managing resistance properly to perceive it as feedback 

on the change process.  

5.1.7 Feedback  

This CR factor yielded a low average score amongst the organizations with 3,06. One of 

the related questions, question 19, gave the lowest average score of 2,53 of all questions, 

resulting in the conclusion that feedback systems to share ideas and feedback were lacking 

in 6 out of the 8 organizations according to the employees. On the other hand, the 

employees of most organizations deemed the management to be receptive of feedback 

and ideas according to question 20 with an average of 3,59.  

5.1.8 Encouragement  

Both M1 with 2,65 and M2 with 2,72 were the lowest scoring on this CR factor, compared 

to the average of 3,46. The overall gap in encouragement between the highest scoring 
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organizations, SBCC with 4,33 and RS with 4,33 and the lowest scoring M1 and M2 was 

large with almost 1,75 difference.   

5.2 Individual change readiness 

Individual change readiness was in this study measured by 7 CR factors, numbered as 9 

to 15 based on the total CR factors list. Figure 5 shows the individual change readiness 

for all organizations for the related CR factors and how they scored between 0 and 5.  

 

Figure 5: The individual change readiness for all organizations based on the 7 factors 

for individual change readiness 

Figure 5 shows that of all the CR factors for individual change readiness, A sense of 

urgency scored the highest. It also shows that the CR factor Support scored the lowest, 

but it is all relative since every factor was in fact over 3.  

This means that the individual change readiness scores relatively high and in Table 9 the 

calculated average individual change readiness for all organizations is stated. The row 

above that data is the perceived individual change readiness that is the result from 

question 24 in the survey. The table also shows the difference between the two which 

demonstrates if the individual change readiness is overrated (if number is positive) or if 

it is underrated (if number is negative). It could also be seen as an indication if the result 

is close to reality or not. The difference varies from -0.14 to +0,29 for the organizations 

and when looking at all the organizations combined, the difference is 0.05. This means 
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that the perception of the individual change readiness is slightly overrated overall. BCC 

and M1 did seem to underrate their individual change readiness though while FC2 did 

seem to be able to say exactly how ready the individuals were for change towards 

sustainability-oriented change.  

 

SBCC BCC FC1 PTC M1 FC2 RS M2 All 

Perceived Ind. Change Readiness 4,50  3,56  4,05  3,64 2,85  3,64  4,00  3,18  3,68  

Calculated Average Ind. Change Readiness 4,21  3,67  3,78  3,72  2,98  3,63  3,95  3,03  3,62  

Difference (Perceived - Calculated) 0,29 -0,11 0,27     0,08    -0,14     0,01     0,05     0,15     0,05     

Table 9 The perceived individual change readiness from question 24 in survey, the 

calculated average individual change readiness and the difference between the both for 

all 8 organizations 

The CR factors for the individual level were all assessed with the help of the data in Table 

5 and 7. The questions related to each factor can be seen in Table 2. The analysis of the 

CR factors for individual change readiness follows in the next sections. 

5.2.1 A sense of urgency 

A sense of urgency was the highest overall scoring CR factor with an average of 4,46 

between all organizations. All organizations scored near or above 4. This CR factor was 

evaluated through the employees on how high they experience the sense of urgency is 

throughout the organization to change towards sustainability.  Creating a sense of urgency 

is an important first step to increase the importance of the changes that are being made. 

For all organizations to score high on this CR factor it shows that sustainability has gained 

importance within the organizations. 

5.2.2 Beliefs & Values 

Values and beliefs about sustainability were present and shared in all organization with 

an average of 3,96 and no organization scoring average below 3. Although questions 7, 

one of the 4 related questions to this CR factor, gave low results for organization M1 with 

1,92 and M2 with 2,88. This means that the know-how between co-workers to reach the 

sustainability vision was lacking in their organization according to the employees 
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answering the survey in M1 and M2. Non the less, the belief in each other and in 

sustainability as a positive change, and the acknowledgement of the benefits of adopting 

sustainability practices are present in all the organization.  

5.2.3 Transformational Leadership 

Transformational leadership had a positive average score with 3,30. The two 

organizations who scored below 3 are M1 with 2,06 and M2 with 2,74. These scores 

reflect that there was not enough transformational leadership presents in M1 and M2; 

leaders are not active and visible enough in the organization’s change efforts and do not 

communicate the benefits and visibly support sustainability practices.  

5.2.4 Communication 

Both M1 and M2 scored below 3, almost 1 below the average score of 3,45 of all 

organizations. Question 10 decreased their average score for this CR factor which reflects 

that both organization’s employees experience that they are not being kept up to date with 

the change effort for sustainability that these two organizations undertake.  

5.2.5 Support 

F1, M1 and M2 employees expressed through question 16 and 17 that support and time 

granted for learning new skills to adjust to the change and to ensure success were not 

sufficient as all three companies score just below 3, F1 with 2.98, M1 with 2,88 and M2 

with 2,41. None of the organizations scored particularly high for this CR factor, the 

average score was 3,13 with none of the organizations scoring above 3,50.  

5.2.6 Trust 

SBCC had the highest result with 4,75, coming close to a full score, while M1 received 

only 2,70, scoring almost 1 under the average of all organizations with 3,67. For M1, 

question 22 caused this low score as this question received a score of 2,41, meaning that 

the employees have a lack of trust in management to ensure sufficient collaboration 

between them and the employees during the change process.  
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5.2.7 Education, training and learning 

This CR factor entails that organizations need to grant employees access to information 

about the change process and be kept up to date, as well as be offered training and 

education when needed to increase success in the change initiative. M2 scored below 

average as well as below the positive impact minimum of 3 on all 4 related survey 

questions with a score of 2,57. M2 sticks out as the organization that was least educating 

and preparing their employees for sustainability-oriented change. Overall, all 

organizations revealed moderate results for this CR factor, with an average score of 3,37 

and none of the organizations scoring above 4.   

5.3 Overall change readiness  

The overall change readiness is based on both the organizational and individual factors 

analyzed in previous sections and this segment will analyze the overall change readiness 

with each organization in mind. There were no extreme outliers in the data except for the 

factors Organizational structure and External help which became extreme because of the 

design of the data collection. Without the Organizational structure and External help, the 

result would probably not be exactly the same but since the thesis is based on the 

assumption that all factor has equal impact, they cannot be ignored.   

Table 10 shows percentages also found in Table 8 which indicates how change ready each 

organization and all organizations together are. Both SBCC and RS shows a high 

percentage of 84% which could be seen as a high measure of change readiness. This could 

be translated into 84% change ready. In this case, the municipalities are below 60% (3 

out of 5) as they got a result of 53% for M1 and 50% for M2. This could be seen as the 

municipalities being 53% and respectively 50% change ready. This way of looking at the 

numbers succumbs to the notion that all factors if not 0 is contributing to change 

readiness.  

 SBCC BCC FC1 PTC M1 FC2 RS M2 All 

Percentage 84% 66% 62% 70% 53% 65% 84% 50% 67% 

Table 10 shows the percentage of change readiness for all 8 organizations 

The percentages in Table 10 can also be viewed as the share of the area which the factors 

cover in the polar graphs shown in the upcoming sections.   
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5.3.1 SBCC 

The SBCC scored the highest average in overall change readiness of all the organizations 

which can be seen in Table 8. This is also what Figure 6 illustrates where all CR factors 

score over 3 and many of them much higher than that. The area covered in the figure is 

84% which is shown in Table 10. SBCC is a small organization where trust is high, and 

beliefs and values seem to be shared. The only weak link seems to be the lack of Vision 

& Goals. With the percentage at 84, it does seem that in SBCC, the CR factors indicates 

a positive impact on change readiness. 

 

Figure 6 An overview how SBCC’s CR factors are upholding 
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5.3.2 BCC 

The overall change readiness at BCC is shown in Figure 7 and noticeable is the difference 

in values for the CR factors. Many factors show high values, but the factors 

Organizational structure and Resistance do not. In Figure 7, 66% of the area is covered 

by the factors and by only looking at the heart-shaped figure, the change readiness is not 

that high. The organization seems to understand the need for the change since the CR 

factor A sense of urgency is one of the highest scoring factors, but it does not make up 

for low values for other CR factors. 

 

Figure 7 An overview how BCC’s CR factors are upholding 
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5.3.3 FC1 

The overall change readiness for FC1 can be seen in Figure 8 and because of the 0 in both 

organizational structure and external help, it seems quite distorted. The percentage in 

Table 10 for FC1 is only 62% which means that it is on the verge of not having positive 

impact on change readiness.  

There are several factors that are under 3 but there are also some CR factors such as 

Beliefs & Values and Leadership that have high values which make up for the low scores. 

FC1 is a big company with a hierarchical structure where Beliefs & Values and 

Leadership could make a great impact.  

 

Figure 8 An overview how FC1’s CR factors are upholding 
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5.3.4 PTC 

The overall change readiness in PTC can be viewed in Figure 9 and it is easily detected 

that only one factor is below 3 which is Organizational structure. In the figure 70% of the 

area is covered by the data which means that 70% of the CR factors are present. There 

are no factors with specifically high values except for External help. The Sense of urgency 

measured at PTC is the lowest of all the organizations which could have a big impact in 

reality as it is the first CR factor that should be present in an organization according to 

Kotter (2007). 

 

Figure 9 An overview how PTC’s CR factors are upholding 

  

 -

 1.00

 2.00

 3.00

 4.00

 5.00
 1.     Vision & Goals

 2.     Organizational…

 3.     Leadership

 4.     External help

 5.     Mass…

 6.     Resistance

 7.     Feedback

 8.     Encouragement 9.     A sense of urgency

 10.   Beliefs & Values

 11.   Transformational…

 12.   Communication

 13.   Support

 14.   Trust

 15.   Education, training…

Overall change readiness in PTC 



 

 

 

 

52 

5.3.5 M1 

The overall change readiness for M1 can be seen in Figure 10 which is covering a small 

part of the area at only 53%. Most of the factors are below 3 which indicates little positive 

impact on the change readiness. There is a high Sense of urgency though which means 

that the organization understands and is aware of the need for sustainability-oriented 

change.  

 

Figure 10 An overview how M1’s CR factors are upholding 
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5.3.6 FC2 

The overall change readiness in FC2 can be viewed in Figure 11 where most of the CR 

factors score over 3. The area covered in the figure is 65% and the factors are spread both 

below and over the value 3. The Sense of urgency and Beliefs & Values seem to be strong 

in the organization, but Vision & Goals seems to be absent or not visible enough 

throughout the organization.  

 

Figure 11 An overview how FC2’s CR factors are upholding 
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5.3.7 RS 

The overall change readiness in RS is shown in Figure 12 which shows that the big area 

of 84% is covered by the CR factors. All CR factors are relatively high except for Support 

which is only 3,25. As mentioned in section 5.2.1.5, the CR factor Support seems to be 

generally scoring low in all organizations. With the percentage of 84, it does seem that in 

RS, the CR factors shows a positive impact on change readiness.  

 

Figure 12 An overview how RS’s CR factors are upholding 
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5.3.8 M2 

The overall change readiness in M2 can be seen in Figure 13, which shows a small area 

covered by the CR factors at 50%. The majority of CR factors scored under 3 and the 

highest scoring one being A sense of urgency which means that there is an understanding 

that change is needed. The other CR factors under 3 show no to little positive impact 

which hinder the positive impact of those few over 3.  

 

Figure 13 An overview how M2’s CR factors are upholding 
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5.3.9 All organizations 

To get an overview of the overall change readiness found by the result, Figure 14 shows 

the 15 CR factors in average based on the 8 organizations. The figure shows the general 

takeaway from the data collected which indicates that the organizational structure is a 

major problem to create change readiness. A complex and multi-layered structure can 

hinder the change-communication and overall visibility over the organization.  There are 

many factors that lie just around 3, such as Vision & Goals and Resistance, which 

indicates that many factors are balancing between having and not having positive 

influence or impact on overall change readiness.  

 

 

Figure 14 The overall change readiness for all organizations based on the 15 factors for 

overall change readiness 

The CR factor; A sense of urgency, scored the highest with 4,46 which indicates that all 
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change it can be noticed that A sense of urgency and Beliefs & Values are important 
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factors to be present as sustainability is a pressing issue that is experienced throughout all 

business and society.  

The heart-like figure covers 67% of the area which indicates that overall the 14 positive 

CR factors have a positive impact on change readiness at all organizations. Looking back 

at Table 6 and 7 the data for organizational and individual change readiness, there is an 

apparent difference in values between the two levels where the values from the 

organizational level is relatively lower from the individual. This does indicate that the 

organizations are overall more ready on the individual level than on the organizational.  

The take-away of this analysis is that the organizational readiness was lower than the 

individual and two of the CR factors: Vision & Goals and Organizational Structure did 

not have a positive impact on change readiness The other 13 CR factor all scored over 3 

which indicates that they did in fact have positive impact on change readiness. 
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6. Conclusion 

______________________________________________________________________ 

In this chapter a discussion is held concerning all parts of the thesis, from process to 

ethics, from literature review to analysis. It will include the discussion of the 

implications of the result and analysis of the data.  

____________________________________________________________________ 

This thesis has studied change readiness for sustainability-oriented change by using 

mixed methods. Change readiness is important for change to succeed and since the 

majority of change processes fail, it is crucial to increase change readiness. For that to be 

possible, the organizations need to know how change ready they are.  

The theoretical framework was used to list 15 CR factors that have impact on change 

readiness on the organizational and individual level. These 15 factors were researched in 

8 organizations of different sizes and structure with interviews and surveys. The factors 

were assumed to be of equal impact and having no influence on each other.  

The data collected indicates that the overall CR factors had values that indicates positive 

impact on change readiness at an average of 67% where under 60% shows no positive 

impact. Two CR factors Vision & Goals and Organizational structure; showed no positive 

impact on the organizations’ change readiness. The organizations are creating change 

readiness through the remaining 13 CR factors: Leadership, External help, Mass 

communication, Resistance, Feedback, Encouragement, A sense of urgency, Beliefs & 

Values, Transformational leadership, Communication, Support, Trust and Education, 

training & learning.  

6.1 Theoretical implications 

The design of the study was based on the theoretical framework which means that the 

data and its analysis gives indications of the change readiness in 8 Swedish organizations. 

In theory, the sample of these 8 Swedish organizations could be viewed as representing 

Swedish organizations overall. This study gives quantitative data on change readiness 

factors which seems to be scarce in the research area of change readiness. The list of 15 

CR factors is composed by the researchers with a clear division between organizational 

and individual change readiness which could be useful for others.  
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Kotter (Kotter, 1996; Kotter, 2014) has inspired the framework of the thesis and largely 

the CR factors. As this thesis is looking closer into change readiness and Kotter’s (Kotter, 

1996; Kotter, 2014) 8 step framework considers further change management actions that 

go beyond change readiness. Therefore, rather than using solely Kotter’s framework, 

other factors that were mentioned by other change management and change readiness 

researchers were chosen to build a new framework of change readiness (CR) factors. 

The 15 CR factor list and related criteria could be seen as a framework or model which 

could be used by organizations when planning and implementing changes. The 

framework could be used for sustainability-oriented change as well as any other 

organizational change, but the criteria should be updated to the specific change in 

question. An organization could assess their change readiness for an upcoming or ongoing 

change through measuring the presence of the 15 factors in the organization.  Tools to 

gather the data could be; employee surveys, the survey could possibly divide between 

management and employees. This in combination with a visible and well-established 

feedback system that is accessible to all, this to receive ongoing feedback which can help 

increase or hold up the change readiness in the organization. Change readiness is an 

ongoing practice that should be a central part of the whole change management process.   

6.2 Practical implications 

Comparing the organizational and the individual change readiness, showed that the 

organizational change readiness was visibly scoring lower on its CR factors. This can 

indicate that the organizations need to work a lot more with the organizational level’s CR 

factors then the individual levels to create change readiness. By looking at the 

organizational CR factors and their criteria, most of them are feasible to increase if 

management was aware of them. The only CR factor that is somewhat complex to change 

is Organizational structure. 

Organizational structure is a problematic factor which was indicated by the data and it is 

challenging to change the organizations structure. Kotter (2014) explains that 

organizations can transition to or create flat or network-like structures within existing 

organizational structures. Another option is to try to make other CR factors make up for 
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complex structures by inventing new and better solutions to the problems that complex 

structure cause. 

The individual CR data indicates that the organizations understands the urgency of 

becoming sustainable, but most organizations are barely prepared and ready for the 

changes needed. This can have a couple of explanations, one being that the management 

is not doing enough to create change readiness or lack the resources to do so. There are 

different ways to increase change readiness since many factors are involved, some easier 

to increase than others. The individual CR factor Education, Training and Learning is a 

factor that management is in charge of and is a concrete factor to increase. The 

organizational CR factor Values & Beliefs is on the other hand very abstract and 

influenced by organizational culture and might therefor be challenging to increase.  

The data states an overall change readiness of 67% which indicates that organizations are 

ready for change but could have big issues along the change process. The 2 organizations 

with the highest percentage had 84% and both had flat structures which is not a 

coincidence. The theorical framework does state the issues of a complex and hierarchical 

organizational structure and the data indicates that all other factors might be influenced 

by it since these two organizations had the highest averages in mostly all other CR factors. 

This is also confirmed by the fact that the municipalities’ CR factors scored the lowest 

and are of the most complex structure with their broad network of employees and 

stakeholders and hierarchical levels.  

Figure 14 of the overall change readiness implicates that the CR factors that do not have 

positive impact is Vision & Goals and Organizational structure while the others do have 

positive impact. The reason for the low score on the CR factor Vision & Goals could be 

because it is not prioritized in the organizations. It might not be viewed as important to 

make the vision known by all and setting goals and celebrating them when achieved.  

6.3 Further insights 

During the research process, the management viewpoint was not to be viewed as equal to 

the organizational level and the same stands for the employee viewpoint was not to be 

viewed as equal to the individual level. There are similarities but the viewpoints were 
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only used to get data from different aspects and the management viewpoint cannot answer 

for all organizational CR factors.  

When reviewing the data, it was decided to turn the interview data into quantitative data 

and that only interview data for the two CR factors; Organizational structure and External 

help, were used for the analysis. The interview could have been replaced by a survey 

directed to those in charge of the change process, in this case the interviewees. What 

would have been missed is the trust built with the company and the manager which made 

it easier to gain access to distribute the survey to the employees in the organization. The 

interview gave a personalized insight as well into the organizations’ sustainability work 

and made it easier to analyze the data for every organization through gaining 

understanding for the organizations sustainability work and assessing their change 

readiness. 

When dealing with sustainability-oriented change, you could argue that the sense of 

urgency of the change might be something very subjective. Therefor some of the CR 

factors might have a bigger impact than others for these change processes. Sustainability-

oriented changes are not a series of one-time fixes but a continuous process which needs 

continuous change readiness. That entails that a lot of work needs to be done to achieve 

the change readiness needed which could result in a high amount of pressure on the 

leadership and change management. That can indicate that leadership should have a 

greater importance than the other factors. Therefore, the choice to have both Leadership 

under organizational level and Transformational leadership under individual level seemed 

reasonable. 

6.4 Limitations 

The idea that the 15 CR factors have no influence on each other and can be measured by 

themselves were assumed but not proven. This limits this research, but assumptions had 

to be made. Another assumption is that all factors have equal impact on change readiness 

which might be misleading, but some assumptions must be done to get a result since there 

is limited research on the subject. It is also probable that in some organizations, some 

factors are of more importance than in others. Different types of organizations have 

different stakeholders and in the case of municipalities, they are more likely to have a 
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direct effect on the nearby citizens than a retail store would have. This also means that 

factors such as Mass communication could be of bigger importance for change readiness 

in a municipality than in a retail store. It could be the reverse effect on other factors of 

course. 

The levels of change readiness can seem misleading and viewed as a limitation during the 

research process since the levels impacts and strengthen each other. In this study, the 

distinctions were made based on previous research but also to give structure and ability 

to analyze the two levels. Other studies do show that increased individual change 

readiness does lead to increased organizational readiness and vice versa.  

When making the choice of interviewee, the levels were considered and specific criteria 

was set to make sure the management viewpoint would give the data for all CR factors, 

especially the organizational. Table 3 shows the lack of data as white areas and the 

amount can especially be noticed for organization M1. This could have been prevented 

by another choice of interviewee or maybe another interview design. The lack of data 

from the interview was compensated by the data collected from the survey.  

In hindsight, the survey and interview questions could have been more tailored to the CR 

factors but since the factor list slightly changed under the research process we worked 

with the data at hand. The altering of the list was made after having some insights and 

more knowledge in the research area which would have been hard to know in the 

beginning of the project. One example of the repercussions is question 23 in the survey 

as this data was not used. The question measured how many that agree with “Most 

changes for sustainability in my organization have been implemented successfully in the 

past”.  It would have been interesting to look at how the employees perceive their 

organization’s change success rate but, in the end, it did not give insight to any of the 

chosen CR factors.  

6.5 Future Research  

As mentioned in theoretical implications, the list of factors and criteria could be used in 

further research and not just for sustainability-oriented change. This research could have 

to have the same assumptions as this research did but that means that it would have the 

same weaknesses, like the assumption that each factor has the same impact on change 
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readiness and that they have the same impact on different type of organizations.  To avoid 

this issue, the impact of the factor could be researched over a number of organizations 

with all possible organizational structures represented.  

Further research on change readiness could focus on industry change readiness for 

sustainability by increasing the sample of organizations within one industry. It could 

focus on how industries can collaborate to create change readiness when it comes to 

implementing change for sustainable development in organizations within the industry as 

well as in the Swedish market.  

It could also be of interest to take a closer look at organizations and determine where their 

specific problems are to achieve change readiness. Since this research took on the 

perspectives of 8 organizations and looking at specific factors, going into detail for a 

single case would be of interest for further research. The simple answer that bureaucratic 

structure is the biggest issue might be found not to be true if looking at it in detail. Some 

companies with bureaucratic structure seem to be thriving in change management so 

looking in depth to why that is could be an interesting research subject. 
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Appendix A: Interview guide (in Swedish) 

Intervju Guide 

Fråga om det är okej att spela in, att använda namn på person och företag i arbetet 

Påpeka att ”Om du inte vet, så är det ett svar” 

Bakgrund 

Info om vem vi intervjuar 

Företaget/ Organisationen 

Företagets struktur 

Hållbarhet 

Vad betyder hållbarhet för din organisation? 

Vad är hållbarhet visionen för organisationen? 

Hur skapade ni visionen? (framework, other tools) 

Vilka var inblandade i att skapa denna vision? 

Har ni olika delmål som ni ska uppnå? 

Vilka värderingar är viktiga för organisationen för att uppnå hållbarhets visionen? 

Förändringar mot en hållbar organisation 

Har det skett en förändring inom hållbarhet på en organisationsnivå, har man försökt 

implementera detta i hela arbete? 

Kan ni förklara hur ni genomför en stor (organization wide) förändring för hållbarhet 

genom att använda en förändring nu har genomförd? (Början till slut) 

Var den förändringen framgångsrik eller misslyckad?  

- Ifall framgångsrik; hur var den framgångsrik? 

- Ifall misslyckad; vad anser du för ett misslyckande? 

Individuell förändringsberedskap 
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Skulle ni påstå att ni skapar förändringsberedskap både organisationen och de 

individuella anställda? 

Hur kommuniceras ni hållbarhetsvisionen och strategin? 

När kommuniceras de kommande förändringarna med de berörda anställda? (innan, 

under, efter) 

Hur kommunicerar ni förändringar för de anställda? 

Under hur lång tid sker kommunikationen (endast i början av ändringarna, halvvägs till 

färdig, kontinuerlig)? 

Skulle alla anställde kunna berätta om eller förklara vad för förändringar ni genomförde/ 

genomför? 

Hur skapar ni en känsla av brådskande eller behov för organisationen och dess anställda 

för att denna förändring ska ske? 

Hur skapar ni förtroende för de anställda? 

Hur motiverar ni anställda för att acceptera att förändringar kommer att ske? 

Hur kommunicerar ni vikten av förändring inom hållbarhet till era anställda? 

- Inkluderar ni era anställda i planeringsprocesser för hållbarhetsförändringar. 

- Hur? (seminarier, brainstorming session, möten) 

- Är alla nivåer av anställda inkluderad i det? 

Hur är era anställda uppmanade att dela sina idéer och tankar och finns det någon morot? 

Feedback och motstånd 

Har du ett feedbacksystem på plats? (i händelse av tvivel eller motstånd) 

- För anställda  

- För externa intressenter (kommunens invånare) 

Vid resistans hur adresserar du motståndet och försöker lösa det??  

Hur ser ni på motstånd mot förändringar? 
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Förberedande åtgärder: på individ och organisationsnivå 

Har ni några ramverk eller modeller som vägledning för att ni ska uppnå din 

hållbarhetsvision? 

Finns det en riskbedömning för både organisation och individer / anställda? (resurs 

tillgänglighet / behov, motstånd mot förändring, andra riskfaktorer, bristande kunskap om 

hållbarhet / förändringsprocess) 

Har ni tagit in andra resurser eller tagit in experthjälp?  

Vad kan din organisation göra bättre för att skapa förändringsberedskap? (organisatorisk 

och individuell) (Svagheter) 

Styrkor? 

 

SIST, fråga om det är okej att återkomma om vi har några frågor. 
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Appendix B: Survey questions (English and Swedish) 

This appendix lists the survey questions used in the data collection process, first in 
English and then in Swedish.  

English version 

1. To be a sustainable organization, social, environmental and financial 

responsibilities should be viewed as of equal importance 

2. It is urgent to become a sustainable enterprise 

3. People here understand how embracing sustainable enterprise values will benefit 

our company, businesses, and jobs 

4. The organization rewards and celebrates successful change or reached goals for 

sustainability.  

5. The sustainability goals are visible and known by everyone in the organization 

6. I view my colleagues as willing to embrace sustainability practices and changes 

in order to reach sustainability goals. 

7. My coworkers and I agree about what do need to change as we move toward 

sustainable enterprise 

8. My coworkers and I respect and value those working to create a sustainable 

enterprise culture 

9. Executives in this organization are visible and active change leaders for 

sustainability. 

10. Senior leaders visibly support and communicate benefits of sustainable enterprise 

business practices 

11. Management recognizes and rewards those leading and/or supporting the change 

to sustainable enterprise 

12. I have access to the information about the organization’s change efforts for 

sustainability 

13. I am kept up to date about the organization’s change effort for sustainability 

14. I am willing to share information and ideas to achieve the best results 

15. I am encouraged to promote change and introducing new ideas for sustainability 

to the whole organization or department. 
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16. The company supports me to learn the new skills and behaviors to adjust to the 

changes  

17. I get time and support for learning new skills essential for future success 

18. Managers address resistance to adopting sustainable enterprise business practices. 

19. There is a feedback system that I can use to provide ideas or general feedback on 

planned changes or goals for sustainability. 

20. My management team is receptive to feedback and alternative ideas and 

encourages open communication. 

21. I have high levels of trust in the management 

22. I trust that there is good cooperation between management and employees at every 

level 

23. Most changes for sustainability in my organization have been implemented 

successfully in the past 

24. I feel ready for the change for sustainability in my organization 
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Swedish version 

1. För att vara en hållbar organisation bör sociala, miljömässiga och ekonomiska 

ansvar tas på lika stort allvar 

2. Det är brådskande att bli en hållbar organisation 

3. Jag förstår hur förändringar för hållbarhet kommer att gynna vår organisation 

4. Organisationen belönar och firar framgångsrik förändring eller uppnådda mål för 

hållbarhet 

5. Hållbarhetsmålen är synliga och kända av alla i organisationen 

6. Jag ser mina kolleger som villiga att utföra förändringar för att nå hållbarhetsmål 

7. Jag och mina medarbetare är överens om vad som behöver ändras i arbetet för 

att vara ett hållbart företag 

8. Jag och mina medarbetare respekterar och värderar de som arbetar för att skapa 

en hållbar företagskultur 

9. Chefer i min organisation är synliga och aktiva ledare för hållbar utveckling 

10. Ledningen stöder synligt och kommunicerar fördelarna med hållbarhet 

11. Ledningen erkänner och belönar dem som leder och/eller stöder förändringen till 

ett hållbart företag 

12. Jag har tillgång till information om organisationens förändringsarbete för 

hållbarhet 

13. Jag håller mig uppdaterad om organisationens förändringsarbete för hållbarhet 

14. Jag är villig att dela information och idéer för att uppnå bästa resultat för 

hållbarhet 

15. Jag uppmuntras att underlätta förändring och introducera nya hållbarhetsförslag 

till hela organisationen eller avdelningen 

16. Organisationen stöder mig för att lära mig nya färdigheter och beteenden för att 

anpassa mig till förändringarna 

17. Jag får tid och stöd för att lära mig nya färdigheter som är nödvändiga för 

framtida framgångar 

18. Chefer hanterar och informerar ifall motstånd mot att anta förändringar för 

hållbarhet uppstår. 

19. Det finns ett återkopplingssystem som jag kan använda för att ge idéer eller 

allmän feedback om planerade förändringar eller mål för hållbarhet 
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20. Min ledningsgrupp är mottaglig för feedback och alternativa idéer och 

uppmuntrar till öppen kommunikation 

21. Jag har stort förtroende för min ledning 

22. Jag har stort förtroende för ett gott samarbete mellan ledning och medarbetare på 

alla nivåer 

23. De flesta förändringar för hållbarhet i min organisation tidigare har varit 

framgångsrika 

24. Jag känner mig väl förberedd för förändringar för hållbarhet i min organisation 
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Appendix C: Copy of printed survey page 1 

This appendix shows the first page of a copy of the survey. The picture shows the 

structure of the questions and survey sent out to the survey participants.  
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