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Change agents for Corporate Sustainability (CS) play an important role for companies when integrating
CS into their business activities. While change agents can be differentiated by their worldviews, little is
known about the contextual factors influencing their success in supporting CS integration. By proposing
and illustrating an analytical model based on contextual factors of CS integration and change agents'
worldviews, this paper contributes to the understanding of their influence on CS integration. Through a
case study we find that change agents show a worldview profile rather than a specific worldview and
that whether a worldview is supportive for CS integration depends on the specific context. We conclude
that the analytical model contributes to the understanding of the individual and group level of CS
integration. When discussed with company representatives, the outcomes of the application of the
model could contribute to improve the identification of key individuals to support CS integration
activities.

© 2019 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Corporate Sustainability (CS) plays a vital role in ensuring or-
ganisations' positive impact on the environment and society
(Gibson and Birkinshaw, 2004; Lozano, 2012; Stubbs and Cocklin,
2008). This implies that companies need to integrate economic,
social and environmental issues (i.e. triple issue focus) (Maas et al.,
2016) into their business activities. CS integration requires a revi-
sion and adjustment of the allocation to and the coordination of
people, resources and functions to organisational tasks, and is
focused on the dynamic capabilities that enable companies to
satisfy current demands while simultaneously being prepared for
tomorrow's developments (Gibson and Birkinshaw, 2004). The
resulting necessity for interventions in the organisation aimed at CS
integration requires the application of a different combination of
corporate processes (i.e. developing the structure of the organisa-
tion), performance measurement, and reward systems (i.e. ensure
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continuous improvement of the organisation) (Maas et al., 2016),
but also a change in leadership, culture, and people's attitudes or
values (i.e. the socio-cultural elements of the organisation) (Epstein
and Buhovac, 2010).

To support interventions in the organisational system, com-
panies have been developing numerous mechanisms (Visser and
Crane, 2010; Witjes et al., 2018) whose application could affect the
company's physical or social dynamics (Schein, 2015). The use of
these integration mechanisms entails determining and applying
objects, activities or verbal expressions (Witjes et al., 2018), leading
to adjustments to processes and products, revision of communica-
tion strategies, and adaptation of value and knowledge systems
(Azapagic and Perdan, 2005; Epstein and Buhovac, 2010;
Siebenhiiner and Arnold, 2007). CS specifically needs to be inte-
grated into the organisational culture (Baumgartner, 2009;
Linnenluecke and Griffiths, 2010), implying an important role for
leadership (Benn et al., 2006; Doppelt, 2009; Eisenbach et al., 1999;
Hatch and Cunliffe, 2013). Change agents play an important role in
the process of CS integration by leading the change effort and
coordinating the use of integration mechanisms aimed at the inte-
gration of CS (Kitzmueller and Shimshack, 2012; Witjes et al., 2018).

Whereas research on CS integration has focused mainly on the
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organisational level (Schein, 2014; Visser and Crane, 2010), the
importance of the individual level for the success of CS integration
is often overlooked (Arrata et al., 2007). While the concept of CS
and the different strategies, models or methods to reach it have
been highlighted extensively in research (Dyllick and Hockerts,
2002; Lozano et al.,, 2015; Salzmann et al., 2005; Van Marrewijk,
2003), how to arrive at their successful implementation by organ-
isational members has received little attention. This article con-
tributes to the literature by premising that successful CS integration
can only be accomplished by the initiation and management of this
process by change agents within the organisation. The idea of
change agents for CS is not new (see Hesselbarth and Schaltegger,
2014; Weerts et al., 2018). However, some existing work has
focused on CS integration approaches utilized by change agents
with official leading or managing roles (Weerts et al., 2018). Others
do recognize the change agent potential of other individuals but
solely focus on their competencies (e.g. analytical skills
(Hesselbarth and Schaltegger, 2014). There is a need for a more
holistic understanding of the contribution of change agents to CS
integration (Epstein and Buhovac, 2010; Miller and Serafeim, 2014).
This article contributes to the literature by asserting that such an
understanding arises from (i) expanding the range of whom to
consider as change agents and (ii) expanding the way we charac-
terize them. One way to gain a holistic understanding of change
agents is through their worldviews. However, as individuals do not
act in isolation but are part of a context, the understanding of
change agents requires the study of worldviews in combination
with the context in which the change agent is situated. Our study
thus adds insights from a psychological point of view. It provides a
model to assess the ‘change agent potential’ of different individuals
given the match between the change agent's worldview and the
context in which the change agent operates. Indeed, little is known
about how worldviews (Hunter et al., 2011; Schein, 2015) and
contextual factors (Armenakis and Bedeian, 1999; Walker et al.,
2007) may affect change agents in contributing to CS integration.
Therefore, our main research question is as follows:

What is the influence of the combination of change agent
worldviews and context factors in the process of CS integration?

The aim of this paper is to propose and illustrate an analytical
model to investigate change agents’ influence on CS integration and
thereby to contribute to the understanding of change agents and
their contribution to CS integration. In section 2, a literature review
and discussion on CS integration, the concept of change agent,
worldviews, and contextual factors leads to the proposal of an
analytical model. Section 3 explains the methods applied and in-
troduces the case study. Subsequently, the case study results are
used for the illustration of the framework discussed in section 4.
This is followed by an analysis of these results in section 5. This
paper finishes with a discussion including the lessons drawn from
the case study, its implications and limitations and suggestions for
future research in section 6.

2. Change agents intervening for corporate sustainability
integration into the organisational system

2.1. Corporate sustainability integration

To integrate CS into an organisational system companies have
been developing numerous integrating mechanisms, which are
activities especially applied by managers and change agents (Uhl-
Bien and Arena, 2018) in order to create the most favourable con-
ditions to attain their objectives, while at the same time ensuring
an effective and efficient use of their resources (Hatch and Cunliffe,

2013; Hill and Jones, 2011). Integration mechanisms have been
discussed by scholars from organisation theory and strategic
management fields (Burgers et al., 2009; Karlsson et al., 2010;
O'Reilly and Tushman, 2013). Integration mechanisms include hi-
erarchy, cross-functional teams, permanent teams, task forces,
direct contact or communication between departments or man-
agers and integrating roles or liaison roles (Hatch and Cunliffe,
2013; Hill and Jones, 2011). We argue that for the process of CS
integration, an important role can be assigned to permanent teams,
task forces and integrating roles. Task forces are ad hoc committees
and function on a temporary basis; once the problems are solved,
members return to their normal roles. To deal with reoccurring
problems effectively, permanent teams can be established (Dam
et al,, 2011). It can be argued that some CS integration processes
require a task force (e.g. moving from a work environment based on
paper use towards one where people work digitally), and others
permanent team (e.g. working with lean principles in which is
aimed at continuous improvement in organisational processes).
Within these teams and task forces, specific people take the lead,
and communicate and coordinate the activities between the
different actors involved, thereby taking additional integrating or
liaison roles (Hatch and Cunliffe, 2013; Hill and Jones, 2011). As the
success of such teams or task forces seems to rely on those specific
people, and integrating CS into an organisation can be viewed as
something that requires change, we attribute a certain level of
agency to these individuals. For the purpose of this research, we
therefore define these people as change agents.

2.2. Change agents

Change agents can be defined as individuals either external or
internal to the organisation who assist in managing (Herron and
Hicks, 2008), triggering or promoting the change effort (Strudler
and Gall, 1988). According to (Van der Heijden, Cramer and
Driessen, 2012), change agents can be senior managers or organ-
isational members who have been specifically assigned to manage
the change process. However, more often than not, we only see a
partial image of change agents for CS integration, since it is often
assumed that only managers or formal leaders can fulfil the role of
change agent. But, as Visser and Crane (2010) put it, “Not all sus-
tainability champions are sustainability managers, and not all
sustainability managers are sustainability champions”. Thus, CS can
be promoted by individuals from all hierarchical layers, with or
without an official level of authority (Hesselbarth and Schaltegger,
2014). However, solely promoting CS does not suffice to describe
the merit of these individuals, as the term merely seems to imply
that people support a certain cause, in this case CS. Arguably, the
success of CS does not rely on championship alone, it requires more.
Therefore, we prefer the use of the term change agent as opposed to
synonyms such as champion (Lozano, 2006), as agents have, next to
the actual intention of doing something, a certain level of power
which enables them to actually put this intention into action
(Giddens, 1984), be it the senior manager of the organisation or be it
the employee on the shop floor.

2.2.1. Change agent worldviews

So, to understand the contribution of change agents to CS
integration we need to adopt a more comprehensive way of looking
at individuals. One way of doing this is by looking at their world-
views, which are comprised of both personality related aspects as
well as how these actually manifest themselves in certain behav-
iours. Worldviews of change agents for CS can be researched from a
developmental psychology frame (Boiral et al., 2009; Brown, 2011;
Divecha and Brown, 2013) and range from pre-conventional to-
wards conventional and finally, post-conventional (Lynam, 2012).
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As a change agent moves from one worldview towards the next, his
or her worldview develops from simple to complex, from static to
dynamic and from egocentric to socio-centric to world-centric
(Cook-Greuter, 2004). Each later worldview reflects an increased
capacity to function in a complex and changing environment
(McEwen and Schmidt, 2007). Word views reflect the change
agent's level of complexity, the extent to which he or she can deal
with different situations and the extent to which he or she is
personally engaged (Beck and Cowan, 1996). Thus, worldviews
comprise more than just simple listing of personality characteris-
tics and related actions, it entails a broad spectrum of cognitive and
behavioural states, encompassing the individual's entire being.

Seven worldviews have been defined (Rooke and Torbert, 2005)
that can be used to analyse the different approaches to change
agency: 1) the Opportunist (pre-conventional), 2) the Diplomat, 3)
the Expert, 4) the Achiever (all conventional), 5) the Individualist,
6) the Strategist and, 7) the Alchemist (all post-conventional). With
multiple authors discussing these worldviews (e.g. (Boiral et al.,
2009; Brown, 2012, 2011; Cook-Greuter, 2004; Divecha and
Brown, 2013; Lynam, 2012; McEwen and Schmidt, 2007; Schein,
2014; Vincent, 2014; Vincent et al., 2015, 2013), the following
compilation (see Table 1) presents the typical personality charac-
teristics and capabilities (i.e. column A with typical manifestations)
and types of behaviour and activities reflected by each worldview
(implications for sustainability leadership (i.e. column B), strengths
(i.e. column C) and weaknesses (i.e. column D)) which serves as the
source for the operationalization in Section 4.

When considering the worldview typology of Table 1, several
different personality characteristics and capabilities as well as be-
haviours and activities can be allocated to each worldview.
Considering their characteristics, change agents with (pre-)con-
ventional worldviews each reflect a desire for some form of control
(Boiral et al., 2009; Rooke and Torbert, 2005). In general, the Op-
portunists, Diplomats and Eindxperts are not capable of handling
conflicts easily (Boiral et al., 2009) and are not open to feedback
(Cook-Greuter, 2004; Lynam, 2012). As reflected by their behaviour,
these change agents have a limited vision on or understanding of
sustainability (e.g. Boiral et al., 2009; Brown, 2011; Lynam, 2012).
We contend that such qualities likely result in an incapability to
integrate sustainability issues into the organisational system. In
turn, Achiever change agents find themselves in between the more
conventional and post-conventional worldviews. For example,
their behaviour does reflect the recognition of the importance of
sustainability (Lynam, 2012; Schein, 2014), setting them apart from
the (pre-)conventionalists, but their personality is not character-
ized by a high level of self-awareness as holds for post-conventional
change agents (Vincent et al., 2015, 2013).

In contrast to those with (pre-)conventional worldviews, change
agents with post-conventional worldviews are better capable of
dealing with conflicts (Boiral et al., 2009; Rooke and Torbert, 2005)
and are more open to feedback (Cook-Greuter, 2004). They are also
increasingly tolerant towards ambiguity and uncertainty (Brown,
2012; McEwen and Schmidt, 2007; Vincent et al., 2015), indi-
cating a decreasing desire for control. Their behaviours and activ-
ities reflect a long-term vision (Baron and Cayer, 2011; Lynam,
2012; Schein, 2015, 2014), a focus on the wider context of sus-
tainability (Lynam, 2012; Schein, 2014) and its true integration in
the organisation (Boiral et al,, 2009; Brown, 2011; Lynam, 2012).
Therefore, change agents seem to be most effective in their roles
when they display a post-conventional worldview (Boiral et al.,
2009; Brown, 2012; Rooke and Torbert, 2005).

2.2.2. Context factors influencing change agents impact on
corporate sustainability integration
The effectiveness of a change agent does not only depend on the

worldview, it is also supported or mitigated by context factors
(Witjes et al., 2017a). Context factors can be divided into content
factors, and internal and external factors (e.g. Armenakis and
Bedeian, 1999; Walker et al., 2007).

Content factors refer to the type of change that CS integration
represents, thus either incremental or radical or a combination
(Walker et al., 2007). Radical change is often episodic, disruptive,
planned - there was an intention to pursue the change prior to the
change - and top-down implemented, whereas incremental change
is often emergent, continuous, bottom-up implemented and
adaptive (Petersen et al., 2004) and alters the organisation in a slow
step-by-step movement (Walker et al., 2007). CS integration can
represent a radical change, for example for companies which have
not yet dealt with CS. Naturally, once they start implementing CS
related strategies or alterations to the organisation, it poses a
disruption to the status quo. For this reason, it is almost always
pursued top down, as organisations usually do not accept the status
quo being threatened from the bottom up. It can also represent an
incremental change, for example in case of a company where ele-
ments of CS have already been pursued earlier and there is simply a
continuation of the implementation process. In such as case, bot-
tom up implementation is possible as the change does not pose a
threat anymore and the proverbial green light already has been
given earlier on.

Internal factors relate to the change process itself and include
setting relevant and realistic objectives (Stelzer and Mellis, 1998),
communication, (Fernandez and Rainey, 2006), involving organ-
isational members (Armenakis and Bedeian, 1999; Fernandez and
Rainey, 2006; Stelzer and Mellis, 1998), collaboration between
teams (Stelzer and Mellis, 1998), planning and controlling, effective
measuring and continuous maintenance, support and improve-
ment (Stelzer and Mellis, 1998) and monitoring and evaluating
(Fernandez and Rainey, 2006). Other internal factors include
matching the change to the strengths and weaknesses of different
teams and departments and reorganising the roles and re-
sponsibilities with respect to the new organisational structure
(Stelzer and Mellis, 1998). Internal factors thus indicate the extent
to which the change agent and other organisational members
concerned with the change process take actions that are aimed at
increasing the level of success.

External factors can be factors external to the change process or
external to the organisation. Factors external to the change process
include the presence or lack of management support (Fernandez
and Rainey, 2006; Herron and Hicks, 2008; Walker et al., 2007;
Stelzer and Mellis, 1998), resources and their redirection or rede-
ployment towards new activities (Fernandez and Rainey, 2006),
levels of expertise, presence of specialized knowledge and excess,
underutilized resources (Walker et al., 2007), the change history of
the organisation (has the organisation experienced the same type
of change before?) and whether the change for CS is consistent with
the identity and image of the organisation (Armenakis and Bedeian,
1999). Factors external to the organisation include competition,
lack of government regulations, changes in legislation or technol-
ogy (Walker et al., 2007) and the presence or lack of support of key
external stakeholders (Fernandez and Rainey, 2006). Such external
factors are important for the change agent and others to take into
consideration, however, they cannot directly influence these factors
themselves.

2.3. Proposing an analytical model to assess change agents’
potential for successful CS integration

Change agents play a key role in CS integration. The extent of
their influence depends both on their worldview as on the
contextual factors. Based on the literature in this section, we
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The seven worldviews of sustainability leadership and their personal descriptors (compiled from (Boiral et al., 2009; Cook-Greuter, 2004; Divecha and Brown, 2013; Lynam,
2012; McEwen and Schmidt, 2007; Rooke and Torbert, 2005; Schein, 2014; Vincent et al., 2015, 2013) (Crucial characteristics and capabilities are highlighted and coded as CC-x;
and the behaviours and activities as BA-y to be used in the analysis as described in section 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 (see also Tables 4 and 5)).

Worldview

A. Typical manifestations

B. Implications for
sustainability leadership

C. Strengths

D. Weaknesses

Pre-conventional A1 Opportunist
(Coercive

power)

Conventional A Diplomat
(Persuasive

power)

A3 Expert
(Authoritative
power)

A4 Achiever
(Coordinating
power)

Post-conventional A5
Individualist
(Confronting
power)

Al. Impulsive (CC-1), demanding (CC-
2), dependent (Vincent et al., 2015),
externalizing blame, (Divecha and
Brown, 2013; Vincent et al., 2015),
focus on personal wins, the world and
other people are considered
opportunities to be exploited (Rooke
and Torbert, 2005), rejects feedback (is
seen as an attack) (Cook-Greuter, 2004),
approach to outside world determined
by perception of control (CC-9)(Rooke
and Torbert, 2005)

A2. Conventional (CC-4), rule-bound
(Vincent et al., 2015), need for
belonging (CC-3) (Rooke and Torbert,
2005; McEwen and Schmidt, 2007;
Brown, 2011; Lynam, 2012; Vincent

et al., 2015), avoids conflict (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005; McEwen and Schmidt,
2007; Brown, 2011; Lynam, 2012;
Schein, 2014), is loyal to a certain group
(McEwen and Schmidt, 2007; Lynam,
2012; Schein, 2014), focus on control
(CC-9) of own behaviour instead of
external events/people, overly polite
and friendly, has difficulties giving
challenging feedback (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005), feedback is received as
disapproval (Cook-Greuter, 2004;
Lynam, 2012)

A3. Desires to stand out, wants to be
unique (CC-6) (Divecha and Brown,
2013; Vincent et al., 2013), a
perfectionist (CC-5) (McEwen and
Schmidt, 2007; Brown, 2011; Divecha
and Brown, 2013), has some self-
awareness and is appreciative of
multiple possibilities, self-critical,
emerging awareness of inner feelings of
self and others (Vincent et al., 2015),
thinks he is always right (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005), takes feedback
personally (Cook-Greuter, 2004), and
does not accept feedback from people
who are not considered experts in the
field (Cook-Greuter, 2004; Lynam,
2012), exercises control (CC-9) by
perfecting his knowledge (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005)

A4. Reflective (CC-8), responsible (CC-7)
and empathic, perceives broader
complexities and patterns, self-critical,
(Vincent et al., 2015), looks beyond
personal concerns (Vincent et al., 2013),
open to feedback if (Lynam, 2012) or
especially when it supports goals
(Cook-Greuter, 2004), wants to improve
himself (Vincent et al., 2013), values
achievements, (Vincent et al., 2015) and
focuses on results (Lynam, 2012;
Schein, 2014)

A5. High sense of personal identity,
tolerant towards self and others (CC-
11)(Vincent et al., 2015), appearing
awareness (CC-15) of inner conflicts
(CC-21, CC-22) (Divecha and Brown,
2013; Vincent et al., 2013, 2015) and
paradoxes (CC-18), values relationships
over achievements (CC-10) (Vincent

et al., 2015), interested in unique
expressions of self and others (McEwen

B1. Environment is seen as a
collection of resources for
exploitation (Boiral et al., 2009),
focus on self (Brown, 2011;
Divecha and Brown, 2013), few
and short term measures (BA-
24), only sensitive to
sustainability issues when it
affects him personally (BA-25)
(by means of a threat or gain)
(Boiral et al., 2009; Brown,
2011)

B2. Focus on expected
behaviour and approval (BA-
26) (McEwen and Schmidt,
2007; Brown, 2011; Lynam,
2012; Schein, 2014), supports
environmental initiatives out of
concern for the organisation's
image/appearance (BA-27)
(Boiral et al., 2009; Brown,
2011; Schein, 2014), calms
pressures related to
sustainability issues within the
organisation (Boiral et al., 2009;
Brown, 2011), sustainability is
considered out of a sense of
moral obligation/concerns for
security (Lynam, 2012)

B3. Considers sustainability
issues from a technical,
specialized perspective (BA-29)
(Boiral et al., 2009; Brown,
2011; Schein, 2014);
Sustainability is a technical
issue that requires proven
environmental services (Lynam,
2012), pursues continuous
improvement, efficiency and
perfection (McEwen and
Schmidt, 2007; Lynam, 2012),
searches for scientific certitude
before acting, preference for
proven technical approaches
(Boiral et al., 2009; Brown,
2011), focuses on compliance
with environmental laws
(Schein, 2014)

B4. Integrates sustainability
issues in organisation's
objectives and procedures, is
concerned with improving
performance (BA-31) (Boiral

et al., 2009; Brown, 2011);
recognizes need for
sustainability performance
measures (Lynam, 2012;
Schein, 2014), effectively
achieves goals through teams
(Brown, 2011)

B5. Sustainability is seen as our
responsibility to the planet (BA-
41); nature has intrinsic rights
(BA-42) (Lynam, 2012; Schein,
2014), integrates opposing own
and company's behaviour
(Brown, 2011), develops
creative and original
sustainability solutions (BA-33)
(Boiral et al., 2009; Brown,

C1. Quick to respond to
sustainability issues (Boiral
et al., 2009; Brown, 2011),
seizing sustainability
opportunities (emergencies
and sales) (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005; Boiral et al.,
2009; Brown, 2011)

C2. Considers regulatory
limitations, reactive
attitude with respect to
sustainability pressures
(Boiral et al., 2009; Brown,
2011), supportive glue on
teams, brings people
together (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005; McEwen and
Schmidt, 2007; Brown,
2011; Lynam, 2012)

C3. Development of
sustainability knowledge
(BA-30), implementation of
sustainability technologies
(Boiral et al., 2009; Brown,
2011), good individual
contributor (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005; Brown,
2011)

C4. Pursues employee
involvement (Boiral et al.,
2009; Brown, 2011),
challenges and supports
employees, creates a
positive team (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005), well suited
to managerial work (Rooke
and Torbert, 2005; Brown,
2011), action and goal
oriented (BA-32) (Brown,
2011)

C5. Personal commitment
(BA-34), active
consideration of
suggestions and ideas of
others (Boiral et al., 2009;
Brown, 2011), stimulates
awareness of other
worldviews (McEwen and
Schmidt, 2007), effective in
consulting roles (Rooke and

D1. Limited understanding
of what sustainability is
(Brown, 2011), no regard
for sustainability impacts
(Boiral et al., 2009; Brown,
2011), few people want to
follow them in the long
term (Rooke and Torbert,
2005)

D2. Superficial coherence
with external pressures,
lack of true revaluation of
current practices,
statements often contradict
actions (BA-28) (Boiral

et al., 2009; Brown, 2011),
incapable of providing
painful feedback or making
the hard decisions
necessary to improve
performance (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005)

D3. No clear definition of
the concept of
sustainability (Lynam,
2012), limited vision on
sustainability, no
integration of sustainability
issues, does not appreciate
collaboration (Boiral et al.,
2009; Brown, 2011), no
desire or appreciation of
emotional intelligence or
respect for people with less
expertise (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005)

D4. Lacks critical attitude
towards conventions, finds
it difficult to challenge
current management
systems (Boiral et al., 2009;
Brown, 2011), does not
think outside the box
(Rooke and Torbert, 2005)

D5. Long and unproductive
discussions, idealism that
may lack logic (Boiral et al.,
2009; Brown, 2011),
ignoring key processes and
people in the organisation
(Rooke and Torbert, 2005),
ignoring rules when they
are considered irrelevant
(BA-35) (Rooke and
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Worldview

A. Typical manifestations

B. Implications for
sustainability leadership

C. Strengths

D. Weaknesses

A6 Strategist
(Integrative
power)

A7 Alchemist
(Shamanistic
power)

and Schmidt, 2007; Divecha and Brown,
2013), communicates well with people
who have other action logics (CC-19,
CC-20)(Rooke and Torbert, 2005),
feedback is considered necessary for
self-knowledge (CC-23) (Cook-Greuter,
2004),

A6. Highly collaborative (CC-12)(Rooke
and Torbert, 2005), highly self-aware
(CC-15) (Vincent et al., 2013), respects
people (Vincent et al., 2013),
relationships are seen as
interdependent (McEwen and Schmidt,
2007), tolerates ambiguity ((CC-17)
(Brown, 2012; Vincent et al., 2015), and
paradoxes (CC-18) (Vincent et al.,
2013), recognizes the systemic nature
of relationships (CC-16), able to cope
with (inner) conflicts (CC-22) (Vincent
etal.,, 2015), feedback is invited for self-
actualisation (CC-23) (Cook-Greuter,
2004),

A7. Charismatic (CC-13) (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005), wise (CC-14), broadly
empathic, highly self-aware (CC-15),
reconciles inner conflicts and integrates
paradoxes (CC-17), understands own
intrinsic nature (Vincent et al., 2015), is
self-reflecting and realizing (self-
actualisation)(CC-22) (Vincent et al.,
2013), starts to see manners of own
thought and language (Vincent et al.,
2013), recognizes limitations of the ego
(McEwen and Schmidt, 2007) and
feedback is seen as essential (CC-23) for
learning and change but at the same
time it is taken lightly, sceptically
(Cook-Greuter, 2004)

2011; Lynam, 2012), questions
accepted ideas and underlying
assumptions, development of a
participative approach
requiring employee
involvement (McEwen and
Schmidt, 2007; Boiral et al.,
2009; Brown, 2011), discusses
issues and differences (Brown,
2011; Lynam, 2012)

B6. Thinks decisions should be
based on greatest good for
humanity (BA-41) and nature
(BA-42) (Lynam, 2012), brings
about transformations on
individual and organisational
level (Brown, 2011), reframes
issues (McEwen and Schmidt,
2007; Brown, 2011; Lynam,
2012), challenges existing
assumptions (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005), proposes a pro-
sustainability vision and
culture, interest for global
sustainability issues, strives for
integration of economic, social
and ecologic aspects (Boiral

et al., 2009; Brown, 2011)

B7. Recognizes the existence of
a multitude of sustainability
definitions and is able to
connect them (Lynam, 2012)/is
able to integrate different
worldviews (BA-43) (McEwen
and Schmidt, 2007), brings
about societal transformations
(transforming self and others)
(Brown, 2011; Lynam, 2012),
reframes (Brown, 2011; Lynam,
2012), holds up mirror to
society (BA-38) (Brown, 2011),
supportive of global
humanitarian causes (BA-41),
involved in multiple
organisations (BA-39) (Boiral
etal., 2009; Brown, 2011), often
works behind the scenes
(McEwen and Schmidt, 2007;
Brown, 2011)

Torbert, 2005; Brown,
2011)

C6. Transformational
leadership (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005; Brown,
2011), true integration of
sustainability, long term
perspective (Boiral et al.,
2009; Brown, 2011),
socially conscious business
ideas carried out in a
collaborative manner,
capable of creating shared
visions among people with
different action logics (BA-
37), well able to handle
people's resistance to
change (BA-36) (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005)

C7. Leading society-wide
transformations (Rooke and
Torbert, 2005; Brown,
2011), active involvement
in transformation of the
organisation (BA-40) and
society, concern for
authenticity, truth and
transparency, has a
complex and integrated
vision (Boiral et al., 2009;
Brown, 2011)

Torbert, 2005; McEwen and
Schmidt, 2007) or adapting
them/creating new rules
(McEwen and Schmidt,
2007; Lynam, 2012)

D6. Approach may seem
impractical and difficult to
understand, risk of
disconnecting with
pressure for short term
gains (Boiral et al., 2009;
Brown, 2011)

D7. Risk for diverging
managerial and
organisational efforts for
the benefit of the common
good, risk of losing touch
with the primary mission of
the organisation (Boiral

et al., 2009; Brown, 2011)

propose to create an analytical model that allows the analysis of the
coherence between CS integration success, change agent world-
views and contextual factors. The type of factors influencing the
integration process leads us to question what the interactions could
be between the contextual factors, the change agent's worldview
and the integration success. For example, a radical change with
ample support of external stakeholders requires other in-
terventions than an incremental change without the necessary
resources (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967 as used in Hatch and Cunliffe,
2013), but do these different situations also require change agents
with different worldviews? A model could help to answer this
question by identifying the type of change agent necessary for
specific types of contexts, thereby contributing to the success of CS
integration.

2.4. The method

To design the analytical model, the theory on worldviews and

context factors was applied in a case study organisation.! With the
existing need for theory building on CS integration (Linnenluecke
et al,, 2009), case study research, as a valid method for theory
building (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007; McCutcheon and
Meredith, 1993), facilitates the exploration of CS change agents in
organisational contexts. The outcomes of the case study served as
practical knowledge to support the development of strategic goals
of the case study organisation, as well as theoretical knowledge to
add to the existing theory. Whereas the output of this research
cannot be considered as generally applicable, its intention is to

! A Dutch independent research institute funded by the government was used for
the case study research. The research took place in a Dutch public organisation,
RIVM, which counts 1500 employees and focuses on research in the field of public
health and the environment, from where it draws up policy advice. RIVM is an
independent research institute that is funded by the government and is working for
among others the Dutch government and international clients such as the EU and
UN.
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provide a both theoretical and practical perspective for the exam-
ination of CS integration cases as emphasized by Yin (1994).

The qualitative study consisted of three sub case studies: three
projects assessed as relatively successful in terms of CS integration
(as a result of the application of the LEAPFROCS method as
described in Witjes, 2017; Witjes et al., 2017b) in a parallel research
project in the same organisation (Denzel, 2016) and three involved
change agents. By selecting multiple projects as separate case
studies, the internal validity of the research was increased (Bryman,
2015).

2.5. Data collection

Data was collected on two topics: the context of the projects and
the change agent worldviews. While the projects were already
defined, the change agents were yet to be identified. The charac-
terization of the projects’ context supported in the identification of
the change agent.

2.5.1. Characterizing the context

To start, in total 15 different organisational members connected
to the projects were informally consulted in order to get a better
view on the context of the projects. They were asked about the
people involved, the steps that had already been taken, the plan-
ning of the projects and their role in the projects. Available docu-
ments concerning the projects were consulted to substantiate the
view of the employees. These documents include a quick scan and
policy document (project 1), pilot studies and evaluations (project
2), and a change map and acquisition PowerPoint presentation
(project 3) (see Table 2). This resulted in an overall description of
the context of the projects:

Project 1 represents the set-up of a CS policy document and
describes the topics related to sustainability. The document also
describes which sustainability ambitions the organisation has and
how the institute aims to achieve them by 2020. Though changing
its structure over time, the project is led by a permanent team since
the implementation of the policy remains a target in the future. In
turn, project 2 aims at reducing paper use by working more digi-
tally using a tablet or laptop instead of paper. This was attempted by
executing different pilot projects in different departments. The
execution of the project was temporary, for the duration of the

Table 2

overall programme, therefore the team can be described as a task
force. Project 3 implies working to a method that focuses on
achieving continuous, small enhancements in processes with a
team. To that end, a core team collaborates on a weekly basis, now
and in the future; it can therefore be considered a permanent team.

2.5.2. Identifying the change agent

With the identification of the change agent, an exploratory
approach was taken. The description of each project, substantiated
by the consultation of involved organisational members revealed
several individuals with influential roles within the permanent
teams and task force. The final selection was substantiated by
linking back to the definitions of a change agent as stated in the
theory. It was found that multiple possible change agents exist, but
with regards to feasibility it was chosen to select one change agent
per project. For the purpose of this research, the individuals with a
perceived integrating role concerning the projects were selected. To
facilitate the selection process, the people involved were also asked
about their view on who they think is a change agent with regard to
the projects. Together with the view of the researcher, this deter-
mined the final selection of the change agent. In practice, this
meant that for project 1, four possible change agents were identi-
fied. The person who promoted and managed the project at the
time it was first set up was selected as change agent. Others were
seen as change agents for 1 and 2) initiating the change process
(person 1 and 2) and for currently taking over the project's coor-
dination from our selected change agent (person 3). For project 2,
the person assigned as project leader was selected as change agent.
Others were seen as change agents for initiating the project (person
1) and for managing the integration process (person 2 and 3). For
project 3, four possible change agents were identified. The person
currently in charge of the project's coordination was selected as
change agent for this study. Others were seen as change agents for
having an initiating, triggering role at the start of the project
(person 1) and for being part of the core team around the project
(person 2 and 3). Table 2 summarizes the first two steps in the data
collection process, the characterization of the projects' contexts and
the identification of the change agents.

2.5.3. Change agent worldviews
Data on change agent worldviews were collected by one in-

Data collection for characterizing the context and identifying the change agent per project, including the number of people consulted per project, their roles, whom can be
identified as change agents and the documents consulted for the description of each project. In italics are those individuals who were connected to multiple projects.

Data collection No. of people consulted Roles within organisation

No. of documents
consulted

No. of possible
change agents

Document type/source

Project 1 5
Drinking Water & Soil

Department Head Sustainability,

4 2 e Report

Head of Purchasing Performance Center,

customer and supplier management

Deputy Director General

Project 2 7 Information Manager

Director General
Project leader (2)

Program Leader

Deputy Director General
Project leader, manager
Coordinator

Project 3 5

Consultant/Program manager

Project leader/Lean professional

Head Secretariat & Management

Staff Chief General & Technical Service
Deputy Head Human Resource Management

3 5 e PowerPoint
Intranet
e Report

Deputy Head Human Resource Management

N
N
.

Infographic
e PowerPoint




J. van den Berg et al. / Journal of Cleaner Production 229 (2019) 1125—1138 1131

Document
analysis and

In-depth
interviews and

World View

. ; or Context factor small
uestionnaires i
q Charact-e.n.stlcs Content interviews
Capabilities
X Internal
Behaviour External
Activities

Impact of change agent on CS integration success

LEAPFROCS:

action
research

Fig. 1. Analytical model in which worldviews and the context factors of the integration
process are assumed to influence the impact of a change agent on the success of CS
integration and are to be assessed using a multimethod approach.

depth interview and two questionnaires per case study (per change
agent).” The purpose of both the interview and the questionnaires
was to find out which worldview the change agent holds, or of
which range of worldviews the change agent shows most elements.
In this case, elements refer to both characteristics and capabilities
or behaviour and activities of the change agent as presented in
Table 1 (see section 2.2.1). The 23 highlighted characterises capa-
bilities (identified and shown as codes CC-1 until CC-23) are used
for this analysis, as well as the highlighted behaviours and activities
(identified and shows as codes BA-24 until BA-43).

Fig. 1 visualizes the proposed analytical model, linking change
agents and CS integration, in which worldviews and the context
factors of the integration process are assumed to influence the
impact of a change agent on the success of CS integration. The
model consists of a multimethod approach in which we use qual-
itative methods such as interviews and document consultation, in
combination with quantitative survey elements and the practical
orientation represented by action research (Denzel, 2016).

2.6. Data analysis

The results of both questionnaires and the separate interviews
were analysed by grouping together the elements covering each
specific worldview, and those covering a range of worldviews. The
interview transcripts were analysed by selecting quotes and ana-
lysing them based on what was said directly in the quote, combined
with an analysis of what the change agent said earlier or later in the
interview. It should be noted that describing worldviews is done on
the basis of one's own worldview or by the specific way in which
one approaches and identifies an individual as a research subject
(Van Opstal and Hugé, 2013). Therefore, ethnocentrism and
researcher bias may have occurred.

In the overall analysis, an investigation was made of the extent
to which the success of the CS integration was determined by the
change agent (worldview) and to which extent it was determined
by contextual factors. This was done according to Eisenhardt's
method of within- and cross-case analysis (Eisenhardt, 1989): the
data for each sub case was compared so that similarities and dif-
ferences could be discerned. The data analysis has improved the
preliminary framework by giving an indication of the influence of a
change agent in the process of CS integration. A detailed description
of among others the projects, respondent selection, research

2 Data on worldviews are normally obtained by psychological analyses (e.g.
Sentence completion Tests (Loevinger, 1985),) but for reasons of time and means
availability, for this particular research it was decided to develop a different
method.

instruments and methods of analysis is available (see Van den Berg,
2016) to increase the replicability of the study (Bryman, 2015).

3. Case study results

To illustrate the analytical model, this section shows an over-
view of the different results obtained, existing of the different
contextual factors found to be of influence on the change processes
represented by project 1, 2 and 3 (section 4.1.), and the worldviews
of the change agents found to be in characteristics and capabilities
or behaviour and activities (section 4.2.).

3.1. Contextual factors

3.1.1. Content factors

Type of change The motivation and activity for project 1 orig-
inated mainly from the operational part of the organisation and
links to related, already ongoing projects. As a result of this, it is
seen as initiating a redirection of changes that are already taking
place, indicating an incremental, continuous change. Project 2 is
seen as the result of a misalignment between the organisation's
structure (based on working with paper) and environmental de-
mands (working digitally) and therefore represents a radical
change. Strong strategic motivation further implies a top-down
approach. Project 3 mainly impacts the way people work and the
way processes take place, a characteristic typical to incremental
change. The focus is integrating the project within the organisation
via a bottom-up approach.

3.1.2. Internal factors

Strategy Project 1 is not officially included in the organisation's
strategy. However, a clear link exists between the project's topic
and some of the key success factors from the organisation’s strat-
egy. Since project 2 was part of an already existing program con-
nected to the organisation's strategy, its integration is an official
target for the organisation. Like project 2, project 3 is officially part
of organisation's strategy and thus is an official Key Performance
Indicator (KPI) for the organisation.

Planning For project 1, the document concludes with a plan
including different targets for each theme (e.g. waste manage-
ment). However, the plan did not include a clear strategy: there
were no clear targets or objectives formulated. For project 2 and 3 a
plan and a course of action (project 2) and a plan combined with
objectives (change map, project 3) were developed.

Collaboration or involvement of employees For project 1,
there was no official team around the policy, but there were a
number of sub-teams that all contributed, including teams from
operations and primary process. For project 2, three pilots in
different departments were undertaken. During the pilots, there
was collaboration between organisational members working on
the pilots. For project 2, the participating employees of the different
pilot departments were not actively involved in the process.
Nonetheless, a positive attitude of most participating employees
with respect to the project existed. For project 3, a core team
collaborated on a weekly basis. When it came to involving others, it
is not clear how this was dealt with in project 1 and 3, possibly
indicating that employees could have been more actively included
in the projects.

Communication For project 1, official communication other
than the policy document itself was absent. This communication
also lacked a clear vision, a sense of urgency, an explanation of why
the change should be pursued and why this particular strategy was
the right way to do it. With respect to project 2, there was clear
communication of a vision and the purpose of the pilots and their
process. Communication went via the pilot groups as well as via
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Table 3

Contextual factors influencing each project (consisting of content factors, i.e. the type of change, internal factors, and factors either external to the project or external to the

organisation).

Content factor Type of change

Project 1 Project 2 Project 3

Incremental
(bottom-up)

Radical
(top-down)

Incremental
(bottom-up)

Collaboration

Communication

Evaluation & Monitoring

Measuring & Adjustment

Strategy

Planning

Setting relevant and realistic objectives
Involvement of organisational members

Internal

Reorganisation of roles and responsibilities

Postponing implementation
Management support & commitment
Underutilization of resources

Lack of knowledge

Specialized knowledge

Consistency with image/identity
Technological changes

Government as a role model

External (to project)

External (to organisation)

\%

<< <<<<

\%
\
\'
\%
\
\'

X

<X <
<
>

<
<< <<<
<

intranet, presentations and evaluation documents. For project 3,
the planning and combined objectives are communicated via e.g.
intranet, in wiki> and flyers in the cafeteria, specifically on the why
and how of the project. This communication seemed to lack a sense
of urgency and explicit communication of the benefits of the
project.

Evaluation and measuring There was no official monitoring
and evaluation of project 1. For project 2, all pilots have been
evaluated, and employees who participated in the pilots experi-
enced project 2 as efficient and effective. These evaluations coupled
with subsequent recommended adjustments show that moni-
toring, evaluating and adjusting were part of the integration pro-
cess. For project 3, the effects of each subproject were measured. It
seems that monitoring and evaluation and maintenance, support
and improvement took place.

Reorganisation of roles and responsibilities/Other factors
related to the projects Particularly worth noting for project 3, is
that the subprojects usually resulted in a reorganisation of roles
and responsibilities of organisational members. For project 1, it is
worth noting that its implementation had been postponed whilst
considering other strategies.

3.1.3. External factors

3.1.3.1. Factors external to the project. Management support and
commitment There was a lack of management support for project
1. In contrast, project 2 was initiated and motivated by the Director-
General. The initiative of the highest member of the board even-
tually offset the lack of enthusiasm among other members of the
board. The integration of project 3, although initiated by someone
in a strategic position, also seemed hampered by a lack of full
management support and commitment since other strategic posi-
tion staff were not fully supportive of the project.

Underutilization of resources For project 1, an inventory was
made on which models were available and whether they were
used. It turned out that most available models were not yet being
used their full extend, indicating an underutilization of resources.
For project 2 and 3, there was no information on the availability and
deployment of resources.

Lack of knowledge For project 2, team members had expertise

3 Communication applications for case study organisation.

but lacked sufficient knowledge with respect to the safe use of the
devices. This was acknowledged but the implementation of the
project was pursued anyway for reasons of strong strategic
motivation.

Specialized knowledge Training of employees to become spe-
cialists in project 3 have resulted in the presence of specialized
knowledge and expertise.

Consistency with image or identity All projects seem to be
consistent with the identity and image of the organisation, which is
based on time and place independent working and commitment to
sustainability.

3.1.3.2. Factors external to the organisation. Government as a role
model In the documentation of project 1 it is noted that the
corporate world wants the government to create a more chal-
lenging environment when it comes to sustainability and it is
mentioned that the organisation, being a public research institute,
should respond to this request. For the initiation of project 2, the
fact that the Dutch Parliament has also started to work digitally was
mentioned as a driver to pursue the same within the case study
organisation.

Technological changes For project 2, there were possibilities to
do it differently through the application of iPads. For project 1 and
3, no such technological possibilities were relevant.

Contextual factors influencing each project are presented in
Table 3. A ‘V’ indicates that the specific factor was found present
with regard to the project, while an X indicates that it was found
that the factor was not present. When neither X or V is shown, this
indicates that no data on this factor were found with respect to the
project.

3.2. Change agent worldviews

A brief overview is given below of the results concerning the
change agent worldviews by using interview quotes and by refer-
ring to questionnaire answers. To make it concise, we elaborate on
only the most significant results.

3.2.1. Characteristics and capabilities

In Table 4, an overview is given of the characteristics and ca-
pabilities (abbreviated as CC) that were investigated for all change
agents, ranging from CC-1 (impulsive) to CC-23 (likes to receive
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Table 4

1133

Characteristics and capabilities of each change agent (numbered CC-1 until CC-23). Each characteristic or capability refers to a worldview range (post-conventional, con-

ventional or pre-conventional) or a specific worldview.

Worldview (Code as given (range) Characteristics/capabilities CA1 CA2 CA3
in first column, Table 1) Nr. (Code Table 1,
Column A)
Opportunist (A1) Pre-conv. CC-1 Impulsive
CC-2 Demanding
Diplomat (A2) Conventional All (Pre-) Conventional CC-3 Wants to belong
CC-4 Conventional
Expert (A3) CC-5 Perfectionist \%
CC-6 Wants to be unique
Achiever (A4) cc-7 Responsible \% \'%
CcCc-8 Reflective \% \%
(A1-A4) cc-9 Wants to be in control w \%
Individualist A5 Post-conventional All Post-conventional CC-10 Values relationships over \%
achievements
CC-11 Tolerant w w \
Strategist A6 CC-12 Likes to collaborate w w w
Alchemist A7 CC-13 Charismatic \% \%
CC-14 Wise
(A5-A6-A7) CC-15 Self-aware w w w
CC-16 Enhanced systems consciousness w \
CC-17 Handles uncertainties well w w
CC-18 Awareness of conflicting viewpoints \% w
CC-19 Capacity to understand people \% \%
with conflicting viewpoints
CC-20 Interacts well with people holding \ w w
different viewpoints
CC-21 Handles conflicts well \% \%
CC-22 Awareness of conflicting inner emotions \%
and capacity to integrate them
CC-23 Likes to receive feedback \%

feedback), as explained in section 3.1.3. All change agents” are
considered as tolerant (CC-11) by their colleagues and by them-
selves, especially CA1 and CA2, indicating an Individualist world-
view. All three change agents appear to be self-aware (CC -15) to the
same extent (according to the questionnaire answers), indicating a
more post-conventional worldview. For example, CA3 said: “(..) ... |
was always very much thinking like ‘oh we have a problem, oh, let's
solve it’, you know, dive fast into the solution and what you learn from
*project 3* is, crazy enough maybe, to sit back and consult with each
other like ‘what is the problem really? Where is it? Who is bothered by
it? What are the causes?’ “[Quote 1] As this quote indicates a change
in her way of thinking, and especially her own realization of this
change, it was interpreted as showing a high level of self-
awareness.

All change agents to the same extent like to collaborate (CC-12),
indicating a Strategist worldview. CA1 noticed about her work in
project 1 the following: “Especially working with other people who
were also enthusiastic about sustainability ... (..). But especially
working together with others, then you feel that something is flowing
so to say.“[Quote 2] As CA1 explicitly mentions she likes to work
together with other people, this was interpreted as an indication of
her preference for collaboration.

All change agents (especially CA2 and CA3) seem to be able to
interact with people holding different viewpoints (CC-20), indi-
cating a post-conventional worldview. CA2 notes the following
about people resisting participation in project 2: “And there have
been a few people that remained with that [resistance] and then we
said ‘ok, then you have the option, then you just don't participate in
this pilot right now, return the tablet. Just return to the old way of

4 Each change agent (CA) is referred to as change agent 1, 2 or 3, or CA1, CA2 and
CA3 respectively. In accordance, CA1 is connected to project 1, CA2 to project 2, and
CA3 to project 3.

working, fine, also ok.” [Quote 3]. This quote was interpreted as an
indication of his capability to interact with people holding different
viewpoints. CA2 met quite some resistance of others to participate
in the project, he appeared to be able to handle this resistance with
clear wording and an open attitude, without arguing with those
involved.

CA3, but particularly CAl, show a more enhanced systems
consciousness (CC-16) in contrast to CA2, indicating a post-
conventional worldview. For example, CA1 reflects on sustainabil-
ity on a personal level, work level or even a global level: “You can
make it really big, but you can also keep it small [sustainability]. I think
in any case that if you make it really big, we first have to make sure we
continue to be able to populate the world well, that we can live on it
well. That I can leave the planet to my children, if I am not there
anymore at one point. Small, then I think here, at [case study orga-
nisation] ( .... ) and for me it is even smaller, it is actually a kind of way
of life.” [Quote 4] As systems consciousness, or systems thinking
implies that one is aware of the interconnectedness between and
interdependence of systems, CA1 realizes that the system she is
part of (personal level, work level) are not just systems in them-
selves but are connected and part of an even bigger system (global
level).

CA1 thinks relationships are more important than achievements
(CC-10), indicating an Individualist worldview. As sole change
agent, she showed clear awareness of her conflicting emotions (CC-
22), indicating a post-conventional worldview. For example, when
she reflects upon a sustainable initiative that never took off because
there were bureaucratic and safety issues involved: “(..). it is a little
bit of a head-heart discussion that you have then actually.” [Quote 5]
Though she knows rationally that it is better not to continue the
initiative, she still feels as though she still wants to continue.
Because she explicitly states that her head and ‘heart’ are not on the
same page, this quote was interpreted as indication of an awareness
of inner conflicts.
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Table 5

Behaviour and activities of each change agent (numbered BA-24 until BA-43). Each behaviour or activity refers to a worldview range (post-conventional, conventional or pre-

conventional) or a specific worldview.

Worldview (Code as given  (range) Behaviours/activities CA1 CA2 C(CA3
in first column, Table 1) Nr. (Code Table 1,
Column B, C and D)
Opportunist Pre-conv. BA-24 Takes measures that are focused on the short term \%
BA-25 Is only involved because it affects him/her personally
Diplomat Conventional BA-26 Focused on expectations and approval of others \% \% \%
BA-27 Focused on the image of the organisation with respect to sustainability \%
BA-28 Often makes statements that are not in line with his/her behaviour
Expert BA-29 Approached the project from a specialized perspective \%
BA-30 Focused on knowledge development \% \% \Y
Achiever BA-31 Focused on improving performance \ \Y
BA-32 Focused on actions and targets w v
Individualist Post-conventional  BA-33 Develops creative and original solutions \% \%
BA-34 Personally committed w v \%
BA-35 Creates new rules if existing ones are considered irrelevant \% \Y
Strategist BA-36 Handles resistance of colleagues well \% w w
BA-37 Capable of creating shared visions among people with different viewpoints \Y
Alchemist BA-38 Holds up a mirror/confronts you with your own way of thinking \Y \Y
BA-39 Involved in multiple organisations \%
BA-40 Pursues transformation of the organisation \% \% \%
(A5-A6-A7) BA-41 Thinks in the longer term \%
BA-42 Has an integrative focus on sustainability \%
BA-43 Capable of reframing/challenging existing ideas and assumptions w

In contrast to CA2, CA1 and CA3 clearly show that they can
handle uncertainties well (CC-17), indicating a post-conventional
worldview. CA3 states for example: “Look, how bad it was exactly
in the past, we will never know, those data are not there, but we all
experience it like ‘ok, there is a problem and we are bothered by it. We
cannot measure it but there is a problem ... we accept that.” [Quote 6]
She shows herself as accepting that she cannot control things she
doesn't know, which was seen as an indication of her capability to
handle uncertainties.

CA3 most clearly likes to receive feedback (CC-23), indicating a
post-conventional worldview as became clear from the question-
naires as well as the interview: “(..).it was also partly behaviour that I
partly caused myself and then it is good that someone holds a mirror
up to you ... (..) [Quote 7] This quote reflects that CA3 appreciates
someone confronting her with her own behaviour and why that
may lead to something undesirable. For this reason, it was inter-
preted as an indication of a positive attitude towards receiving
feedback.

When considering the seven worldviews, CA1 was found to
show most distinct characteristics and capabilities reflecting an
Achiever or Individualist worldview (e.g. CC-7,8,10,11). In contrast
to the other change agents, she shows more elements indicating a
post-conventional worldview range. In turn, CA2 shows an even
distribution of characteristics and capabilities among the Expert to
Alchemist worldview. While CA2 shows a specific characteristic of
the Expert worldview (Perfectionist, CC-5), CA1 and CA3 do not
show any characteristics of the (pre-)conventional worldview
range (Opportunist — Expert) in the questionnaire results. More
clearly than CA3, CA2 wants to be in control (CC-14), indicating a
more conventional worldview range. Fewer elements were found
indicating a post-conventional worldview range for CA2 in com-
parison to CA1 and CAS3. Finally, CA3 shows a distribution of char-
acteristics and capabilities among the Individualist to Alchemist
worldview, but also likes to be in control, which is interpreted as
more indicative of a (pre)conventional worldview range. It is worth
noting that she does not show specific characteristics of the
Opportunist, Diplomat or Expert worldviews (CC-1-6) according to
the questionnaire results. As CA1, she shows relatively many ele-
ments indicating a post-conventional worldview range.

Table 4 shows the characteristics and capabilities that were
investigated among the change agents. As deduced from the in-
terviews and questionnaires, each change agent shows certain
characteristics (numbered CC-1 until CC-23). Elements either apply
to the change agent or strongly apply to the change agent (in bold
and underlined: V_V),5 to a normal extent (as V) or not (blank
space)G Each characteristic or capability refers to a worldview
range (post-conventional, conventional or pre-conventional) or a
specific worldview, which can be traced back via the corresponding
code in Table 1 consisting of the letters CC and a number.

3.2.2. Behaviour and activities

In a comparable way we assessed the behaviours and activities,
as outlined in Table 5. Here, we used codes abbreviating behaviours
and activities (BA), ranging from BA-24 (takes measures that are
focused on the short term) to BA-43 (capable of reframing/chal-
lenging existing ideas and assumptions). All change agents appear
to be personally committed (BA-34) (Individualist) to their work
related to their projects, but CA1 shows the strongest signs of
personal commitment during the interview. For example, she feels
emotionally involved in the climate case: “That Marjan Minnesma
arrives at the symposium and you keep following her a little. That has a
special meaning ... and that climate case also really moved me so to
say.” [Quote 8] Since this statement shows a more emotional feeling
towards sustainability, it was seen as a sign that sustainability not
only motivates her on a professional level, but also on a personal
level, which was then translated as her being personally
committed.

All change agents were found to be focused on the expectations
and approval of others (BA-26) (Diplomat), on knowledge

5 The distinction between applied and strongly applied rests on the fact that
elements that strongly applied were found applicable to the same extent by both
the change agent and/or all three colleagues (questionnaires) and/or were strongly
reflected by the interviews (either by the clarity of the quote itself or the total
number of quotes all indicating the same).

6 The last option could both indicate that this element was found NOT to be
applicable to the change agent or simply did not come forward in either the
interview or questionnaires.
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development (BA-30) (Expert), and were considered to be able to
handle the resistance of colleagues well (BA-36) (Strategist). For
example, as CA3 noticed about uncooperative colleagues: “People
often have to, so to say, get out of the resistance, or first get out of the
fear before they can start to build. It is a change curve, with changes,
people actually go a little bit through a change curve. At first there is
denial, subsequently they get angry, then they become frustrated or ...
and then they can start to climb again. You first have to pull them
through the curve before you can move on with them.” [Quote 12] As
she shows herself to be aware of what drives people's resistance
and how they can overcome it, this was interpreted as a sign of her
capability to handle colleagues' resistance. Finally, all change
agents are considered to pursue transformation of the organisation
(BA-40) (Alchemist).

With respect to sustainability itself, CA1 shows with Quote 4
that she can place sustainability in a wider context and was thus
seen as having an integrative focus on sustainability (BA-42),
indicative of a post-conventional worldview. CA1 was considered
by her colleagues as being focused on the short term (BA-24)
(Opportunist) while in the interview she simultaneously appeared
to be involved in multiple organisations with respect to sustain-
ability (BA-39) (Alchemist). CA2 seems especially focused on ac-
tions and targets (BA-32), indicating an Achiever worldview. For
example, he notes the following: “Well for projects, at least there
should be a goal, where do we work towards, that is something I myself
think is important.” [Quote 9] CA2 expressed in this and other quotes
that he prefers to have a clear goal for a project, which was sub-
sequently translated into a focus on actions and targets. CA2 seems
mostly focused on the image of the organisation (BA-27)
(Diplomat) with respect to sustainability: “Even if it is just only for
the image ... all these piles of paper, no that is not appropriate for these
times anymore.” [Quote 10] CA2 shows clear capability to challenge
and reframe existing ideas and assumptions (BA-43), indicating a
post-conventional worldview. For example, he recognizes the need
for the organisation to spend time during meetings differently: (..)
... pretty quickly the awareness arose like ‘we can use our time in
meetings also more effectively’ and then I also thought ‘yes’, I agreed
with that completely, I still do. We can win so much time, there are so
many meetings being held in such an inefficient way (..)” [Quote 11]
This statement shows that the current ideas and assumptions about
how to fill meetings do not consider how they can become more
efficient and less time consuming. CA2 is not afraid to challenge this
line of thinking and expresses that he would like to change the way
things are being done. CA3 was considered to approach the project
from a specialized perspective (BA-29) (Expert) and capable of
creating shared visions among people with different viewpoints
(BA-37) (Strategist).

All change agents thus show a broader range of behaviour and
activities among the worldviews, even including the Opportunist
(CA1) and Diplomat (CA1,2,3) worldview. As CA1 shows most clear
signs of an Individualist worldview, CA2 seems to represent the
Achiever worldview in his behaviour. CA3 equally appears to be an
Individualist as well as a Strategist. While CA2 showed the least
elements of a post-conventional worldview range in his charac-
teristics, it is the other way around for his behaviour. Table 5 shows
which behaviours and activities were found applicable to each
change agent (indicated by the last 3 columns in Table 5) and to
what extent (numbered BA24 until BA-43). Each behaviour or ac-
tivity (first column in Table 5) refers to a worldview range (post-
conventional, conventional or pre-conventional; second column in
Table 5) or a specific worldview, which can be traced back via the
corresponding code in Table 1, consisting of the letters BA and a
number as also used in the first column of Table 5. Elements either
apply to the change agent (indicated by a V) or strongly apply to the
change agent (in bold VV).

4. Case study analysis

All change agents were involved in relatively successful projects
concerning the integration of CS, of which most discernible were
the in general negative context of the change process for project 1
and the relatively positive context for project 2 and 3. Though some
variation exists for each change agent in both the broader world-
view elements (characteristics, capabilities and behaviours, activ-
ities combined) as well as the specific elements, all change agents
seem fairly consistent in their worldview. That is, simultaneously
considering both characteristics and behaviour, CA1 reflects the
Individualist worldview, CA2 the Achiever worldview and CA3 the
Strategist worldview.

When taking the contextual factors and worldviews together, a
few things are worth mentioning. First, change processes charac-
terized by incremental change (projects 1 and 3) and a lack of
management support and commitment involve change agents with
Individualist (CA1) and Strategist (CA3) characteristics. Second, a
radical change process, with strong management support involves
a change agent with, in general, more conventional behaviour
(Achiever, CA2). As all three projects were relatively evenly suc-
cessful, it could be interpreted that a change process lacking full
management support (and is thus pursued more bottom-up) re-
quires a bigger influence by the change agent him or herself and
therefore requires a change agent with more post-conventional
characteristics. Conversely, a change process that already is sup-
ported by the strategic level of the organisation might require less
influence by the change agent, and therefore someone with less
post-conventional behaviour, such as that of the Achiever. As
collaboration seem to be part of each project, this also coincides
with the collaborative nature of all three change agents. As project
2 and 3 both experienced the positive influence of the presence of
communication, evaluation and monitoring, measuring and
adjustment, a strategy and planning, and project 1 did not, it could
be argued that the role of CA1 was more vital in the change success
of project 1. Thus, it could be that the worldview level of a change
agent becomes more important in the case of a change project with
a context that mostly hampers CS integration (mostly a lack of
management commitment), and vice versa.

Some contextual factors appear to interact directly with the
change agent's worldview, others more indirectly. For example,
internal (process related) factors are within the change agent's
ability to influence: communication or evaluation of the change
process are activities which the change agent can undertake his or
herself or appoint another organisational member to do so. On the
other hand, whether the change process is of an incremental or
radical nature (content factor) is beyond the change agent's control.
The change agent could, however, improve the change process by
approaching the nature of the change process in a fashion that is
required by the type of change. Therefore, it can be argued that
there is an indirect interaction between the change agent world-
view and the context of the change process.

When combining the most notable scores of each CA per
worldview (Tables 4 and 5) and the contextual factors (Table 3)
which showed a clear score for each project, the following results
can be distinguished in Table 6.

Not surprisingly, all change processes include a planning (in-
ternal factor) and are consistent with the image of the organisation
(external factor). It goes without saying that a change process that
is not planned or does not align with what the organisation stands
for, will not succeed to begin with. So, what mostly stands out from
Table 6 is, the type of change (content factor), the presence or
absence of management support and commitment (external factor)
and how these two factors relate to worldview type of the change
agent.
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Table 6
Key results of worldview combinations and contextual factors determining the change process.
Worldview Achiever Individualist Strategist
Type of change Radical Incremental Incremental
Determining factor Planning Yes Yes Yes
Management support and commitment Yes No No
Consistency with image organisation Yes Yes Yes

For example, with regards to CA2 (Achiever), the fact that he had
a clear focus on targets as well as the capability to challenge and
reframe existing ideas and assumptions (see Table 5) likely
matched well with the radical nature of the change process. That is,
other organisational members’ hesitation and resistance towards
the change arguably necessitated a change agent who made them
challenge their own mindsets as well as stays on top of targets. In
line with this, when management support is present, it is easier for
the change agent to stay on top of those goals. By contrast, more
incremental change processes without clear management support
apparently needed change agents with more postconventional
worldviews. To be precise, these change agents (CA1 and CA3)
showed the capability of handling uncertainties well and were able
to develop creative and original solutions, in contrast to CA2. The
absence of management support, or in this case probably the
absence of an upfront beaten pathway to be followed by the change
agents, required them to come up with solutions themselves.
Inherent to such a lack of guidance, these change agents found
relatively many uncertainties on their journey and thus necessi-
tating them to be able to handle these.

All data together thus reflect a heterogeneous image of the
organisation with respect to CS integration. Indeed, as CS integra-
tion is considered a certain type of process, the results show that it
is more likely to be a process that can be defined in different ways,
depending on certain organisation- and project-bound character-
istics. Results indicate that CS integration is not always character-
ized by one type of context and therefore does not always require
the same type of worldview in a change agent.

5. Discussion

The aim of this paper was to contribute to the understanding of
change agents and their contribution to CS integration by propos-
ing and illustrating an analytical model. The model has been based
on literature concerning worldviews and context factors of change
agents contributing in a positive way to the integration of CS into
the organisational setting. A single case study has been used to
illustrate the model.

5.1. Lessons from the case study

The case study shows that the analytical model is operational
and results in information on CA worldviews and contextual factors
that is that can be combined in such a way that it creates insights
into the influence of change agents on the success of CS integration.
Also, the case study shows that interpretation of the results in
terms of change agents' influence and the role of their worldviews
is challenging and three projects do not provide enough material to
detect patterns on the interplay between worldviews, contextual
factors and CS integration success. With the wide diversity of
worldviews and context conditions, a wider set of cases is needed
to arrive at general patterns. But with the proposed model we
developed a new way of analyzing which was not yet available in
literature. On the other hand, some of the results align with what
can be found in literature. For example, Petersen et al. (2004)

discuss that incremental change is usually bottom-up imple-
mented while radical change is top-down implemented. While the
first holds for project 1 and 3, project 2 showed clear signs of the
latter type of change. As project 1 and 3 seemed to be projects with
a longer time span, initially set up with an indefinite ending time,
they were intended to alter the organisation step by step, as already
mentioned by Walker et al. (2007) as a characteristic of incremental
change. Conversely, project 2 was meant to cover a certain, limited
period in which it was intended to become successful, clearly
planned by top management, which was also marked as a feature of
radical change (Petersen et al., 2004). The lack of (full) management
support and commitment for project 1 and 3 and its clear presence
in project 2 were found to be of important influence on the projects’
success, as supported by existing literature (e.g. Fernandez and
Rainey, 2006; Herron and Hicks, 2008; Walker et al., 2007;
Stelzer and Mellis, 1998).

On the other hand, where literature seems to agree that a
change process is most benefited by a change agent with a post-
conventional worldview (e.g. Brown, 2012; Rooke and Torbert,
2005), this case study shows that this is not necessarily true,
given the fact that all three projects were equally successful. The
results provide more support for the hypothesis that context-
specific factors determine which worldview is most beneficial
(e.g. Boiral et al., 2009). That is, someone with a more conventional
worldview might better adapt to the specific context of the orga-
nisation than a change agent with a post-conventional worldview
(Boiral et al., 2009).

Furthermore, the case study revealed that the change agents do
not hold one worldview, but rather a worldview profile. That is, a
unique combination of characteristics and behaviours of different
worldviews as described in literature. Indeed, change agents act
according to a spectrum of worldviews showing elements of several
worldviews at the same time, though each to a greater or lesser
extent (O’loughlin, 2011). Although the change agents have
different worldviews and the projects showed different contextual
characteristics, all projects were considered equally successful. This
result underlines that the success of a change agent is determined
by both contextual factors and the change agent's worldview.

5.2. Implications for theory and practice

We developed an analytical model that supports exploration of
the influence of the worldviews of change agents on the success of
integration of corporate sustainability in an organisation. The
model is derived from interview, survey and review techniques.

With the review, the resulting analytical model and the illus-
trative case study we contribute to theory building and oper-
ationalization of previously ill-defined terms such as worldviews
and CS integration processes. We build up the argument for in-
clusion of both the change agent worldview and the contextual
setting in which the change agent is involved.

The case study to develop an analytical model confirmed that
change agents show a worldview profile rather than a specific
worldview. It is this profile in combination with the context of the
process that determines the impact of the CA on CS Integration.
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Fig. 2. Schematization of how the analytical model was used in this paper's retro-
spective case study and how it can be used for future retro-and prospective in-
vestigations of change agent impacts on CS integration.

After performing multiple case studies, it could be possible to
project the impact of the CA on CS Integration and thus predict
which combination of process context and CA worldview profile
would be optimal for a specific case. Further, discussing patterns
among the results supports a learning process based on which the
organisation can make more conscious and informed future choices
regarding who to appoint as change agent. Fig. 2 shows the appli-
cation of the analytical model in our illustrative case study and the
potential for further use in the near future.

5.3. Limitations of the study and suggestions for future research

Two aspects of the analytical model and its operationalization
require further exploration and scientific debate. First, the chosen
theory requires clear delineation of which elements correspond to
which worldview, and clarification of the differences between
these elements. Second, change agent selection should be dis-
cussed as potential change agents without formal positions are
often not taken into consideration (see Boiral et al., 2014; Brown,
2012; Schein, 2014 who focus on change agents with formal lead-
ership positions). These two topics for further research do not
hamper the sense and necessity to start performing more case
studies on the interplay between CA worldviews contextual factors
and CS integration success and, in time, gather the information
from these case studies and perform a meta-analysis to detect
patterns in successful combinations of CA worldviews and specific
contexts.
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