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"The best  leaders are those the people hard ly  know exist .  
The next  best  is  a leader  who is  loved and pra ised. 

Next  comes the one who is  feared. 
The worst  one is  the leader  that  is  despised. 

I f  you don' t  t rust  the people,  
they wi l l  become unt rustworthy. 

The best  leaders va lue thei r  words,  and use them spar ingly .  
When they have accompl ished thei r  tasks, 

the people say,  "Amazing:  
we d id i t ,  a l l  by  ourse lves!" 

Chinese verb 
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ABSTRACT 

This research is all about implementing change. It is about if and how servant-leadership, the 

quality of communication, and readiness for change, influence the success of a change 

implementation. Among others it is hypothesized that readiness for change mediates the relationship 

between the factors servant-leadership and quality of communication, and the dependent variable 

change implementation success. A model has been formulated and tested among 38 Dutch 

municipalities implementing a Customer Contact Centre. Findings indicate that servant-leadership is a 

much stronger predictor of change readiness than the quality of communication is. A more detailed 

analysis revealed that certain servant-leadership behaviors can be identified as forecasters per 

dimension of change readiness. Organizations are thus recommended to customize their interventions 

on change readiness. This can increase the effectiveness of the intervention, and with an increased 

level of change readiness, the ultimate success of the change implementation is also likely to be 

increased. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Many organisations are faced with change. Many studies show that most change initiatives fail 

(Burnes & Jackson, 2011; Higgs & Rowland, 2010; Kotter, 1995; Pettigrew, Woodman & Cameron, 

2001). As one and one is two, many studies are dedicated to the important topic of implementing 

change. However, still gaps in the literature exist that need to be further explored. As a first, servant-

leadership is an increasingly popular leadership style (Nuijten, 2009), and leadership as a general 

concept is seen as very important for determining change readiness and change implementation 

success. However the two of them, servant-leadership and readiness for change, have not been tested 

yet on correlations. It would be interesting to see if and especially how the ‘new’ leadership style of 

servant-leadership (that is assumed to fit the modern, more rapidly changing organisations better), has 

an impact on the success of a change implementation. Furthermore, it is also known that the quality of 

communication has an influence on the implementation success (Miller, Johnson, & Grau, 1994). It 

might help organizations to know how, or through what mechanism, this relationship actually works. 

More knowledge about how the quality of communication and servant-leadership affect the success of 

change implementation, can make interventions during change implementations more successful. This 

is exactly where readiness for change comes in. All of the change implementation theories are in 

agreement that organisational change has a huge impact on human beings, a thing that should not be 

overlooked (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Burnes, 2009; Kotter, 1996; Lewin, 1947). The resistance to or 

readiness for change of employees has a high influence on the degree to which a change program is 

successful. Still, not much attention is paid to the possibility of readiness for change as a mediator, 

while there is scientific evidence pointing in that direction (Jones, Jimmieson & Griffiths 2005; 
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Wanberg & Banas, 2000). In conclusion of the gaps formulated above, it is questioned in this study 

whether readiness for change mediates the relationship between servant-leadership and the quality of 

communication, and the success of change implementation. 

In the next section the foundation for the assumed relationships and hypotheses will be 

elaborated by the use of literature. The model that is set up accordingly will be tested at Dutch 

municipalities, who are each undergoing a specific change process concerning the development of 

their own Customer Contact Centre (CCC). Research conducted in 2011 (Vrolijks) showed that many 

municipalities are behind the original schedule of the Committee of Jorritsma. Their prescribing 

maturity model called ‘Antwoord©’ consists of five phases, and includes a deadline for implementing 

the final phase in 2015 (Overeem, De Voogd & Minderhoud, 2007). With this deadline approaching 

quickly, and the slow development thus far, this study answers the need for a diagnosis. It aims to 

discover the obstacles that are slowing down the development of the CCC’s. In the final section of this 

article, practical implications and advise will be given that might help speeding up the process of 

implementing the CCC’s.  

In summary of the above, the following research questions are formulated: 

1. To what degree do servant-leadership and the quality of communication have an influence on 

the level of readiness for change of employees?  

2. To what degree do servant-leadership and the quality of communication have directly 

influence on the successful implementation of change? 

3. Can readiness for change be seen as a mediator between the independent variables servant-

leadership and quality of communication, and the dependent variable successful change 

implementation?  

4. What does this mean in practice for the implementation of CCC’s according to the standards 

of the Committee Jorritsma? 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Before starting to review what change means in a business setting, I would like to shortly 

address the question of “What is change in general?”. The answer the Cambridge dictionary provides 

is: to make or become different. In my own simple words, change is about going from one state to the 

other. With the latter state preferably being better than the first ‘old’ state. One might then wonder, 

isn’t there always change? It seems that this must almost be so, since the antonym of change is 

permanence, and what is permanent in this world? Not an human, not a building, not a city, not a 

mountain, not the climate, not even a simple stone stays completely the same over the years! As 

Charlie Chaplin the famous actor and screenwriter states: Nothing is permanent in this wicked world, 
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not even our troubles. Being philosophical one could conclude that the one thing that is always there, 

is ‘change’.  

In similar vein, but then with an organisational perspective, By (2005) perceives change as an 

industry-wide phenomenon affecting all organisations. While the form or outlook of the changes 

organizations face may differ, all organizations need to find a way to deal with it. Mourier and Smith 

(2001) define organisational change as “the activities associated with planning, designing, 

implementing and internalising tools, procedures, routines, processes, or systems that will require  

people to perform their jobs differently.” An excess of examples show however that implementing 

change is not that easy. Most attempts to implement changes within or between organisations are 

highly unsuccessful, and estimates even indicate a failure rate of about 70-80% (Burnes & Jackson, 

2011). These examples come from both practice and academic research (Higgs & Rowland, 2010; 

Kotter, 1995; Pettigrew et al., 2001). Efforts to explain these high failure rates have pointed out a wide 

array of factors that could influence the degree to which a change is successfully implemented. 

Examples are: leadership, managerial behaviour, organisational culture, organisational structure, 

communication, organisational learning and power and politics (Burnes, 2009: 376; Coker, 2006). 

What all change management theories have in common is that they all describe the impact change has 

on human beings, and consequently, the importance of the attitude of people towards it (i.e. the 

readiness for change). Kotter (1995) and Kanter et al. (1992) both talk about creating a sense of 

urgency, removing obstacles of resistance. Beer and Nohria (2000) stress that the soft factors should 

get an equal amount of attention as the ‘hard’ factors during a change. Pettigrew and Whipp (1993) 

stress the important role of leaders to create a positive climate for change. And Lewin (1947), as 

humanist, highlights the importance of ‘unfreezing’. 

2.1 So, what is readiness for change? 

Since readiness for change is assumed to influence the degree of success with which a change 

is implemented, the question is raised: what is it? King Whitney Jr first illustrates with his citation 

below that change is ‘something’ that individuals can judge very differently. Consequently, the 

attitude towards change (change readiness) also differs per individual. 

“Change has a considerable psychological impact on the human mind. To the fearful it is 

threatening, because it means that things may get worse. To the hopeful it is encouraging, because 

things may get better. To the confident it is inspiring, because the challenge exists to make things 

better.” – King Whitney Jr. 

What more? Lyons et al. (2009) define it as a belief characterizing ones attitude about a change 

initiative. It is distinguished from intentions, which represent action-oriented thoughts toward some 

goal or activity. Similarly, Jones et al. (2005) explain readiness for change as the extent to which 

employees hold positive views about the need for organizational change, which can also be interpreted 
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as the degree to which the change is accepted. In line with Lyons et al. and Jones et al., Holt et al. 

(2007) state that it is indeed about beliefs. Beliefs that employees have about whether they think they 

are capable of implementing a proposed change, whether they perceive that the proposed change is 

appropriate for the organization, whether they perceive that their leaders are committed to the 

proposed change, and finally whether they see the proposed change as being beneficial to 

organizational members. These beliefs are grouped in four dimensions known as change-specific 

efficacy, appropriateness, management support and personal valence. This view on readiness for 

change as a multidimensional concept was confirmed by the quantitative research they conducted.  

Bouckenooghe, Devos and Van den Broeck (2009) also view readiness for change as a 

multidimensional concept. However, while Holt et al., Lyons et al., and Jones et al. only talk about 

cognitive beliefs, Bouckenooghe et al. stress that readiness for change should also include an 

emotional and intentional dimension. This is in line with a recent meta-analysis conducted by Oreg, 

Vakola and Armenakis (2011), and is the definition that will be followed in this research study. 

Formulated as the outcome of their analysis of all the quantitative studies in this field within the past 

60 years, Oreg et al. presented a model of antecedents, change reactions, and change consequences. 

The three dimensions (cognitive, emotional and intentional readiness) together form the change 

reactions, which is illustrated as a mediator in the model. Concepts as management support and 

participation are seen as antecedents influencing the change readiness of employees, which on its turn 

has consequences for their organisational commitment and their performance. 

 The last point to be discussed when defining readiness for change, is the specific choice for the 

positive concept of change readiness instead of using the more negative label of change resistance. 

There is an ongoing discussion in the literature about these two concepts (Coetsee, 1999; Piderit, 

2000). Which one should be used? And can they be seen as two ends of the same continuum? In this 

study the perspective of Piderit is followed and both concepts are indeed seen as opposite poles of the 

same spectrum. The ‘positive’ pole change readiness is followed, since focusing on resistance can 

have negative effects. Piderit (amonst others) states for example that resistant behavior of employees 

could be based on initially positive intentions, which are neglected when one focuses too much on 

resistance. In other words, critical feedback of employees that otherwise can make a change program 

better, is not used and/or disregarded. The use of positive linguistics can, in contrast, work out as a 

self-fulfilling prophecy, leading to an higher readiness for change (Cummings & Worley, 2005). 

 

Now readiness for change has been defined, we continue discussing the importance of it for 

the successful implementation of change. Besides the most common change management theories 

mentioned before, a lot of research specifically dedicated to the topic readiness for change, also 

support the statement that change readiness is a very important element for successful organizational 

change (Levesque et al, 2001; Lyons, Swindler & Offner, 2009; Miller et al., 1994). According to 

Holt, Armanakis, Field and Harris (2007) change readiness is the precursor for employees to either 



 

5 

 

engage ore resist change initiatives. Beckhard and Harris (1987: 92) stress that in any complex change 

process, a critical mass of individuals with an active commitment is necessary, to provide the energy 

for change to occur. In conclusion, the words of Hendry (1996: 624) say it all: “Scratch any account 

of creating and managing change and the idea that change is a three-stage process which necessarily 

begins with a process of unfreezing will not be far below the surface.”  

As a summary of the above mentioned theory about whether change readiness plays a role in 

the implementation of change, the first hypothesis is:  

 

H1. The degree of readiness for change of employees is positively related to the degree of 

successful change implementation. 

Change readiness as mediator. In contrast to the sufficient amount of definitions on change readiness 

and the literature about the role of change readiness during change implementation, research on the 

specific mediating role of readiness for change falls short. Even though the study of Oreg et al. is 

based on a comprehensive meta-analysis, they did not perform quantitative research on change 

readiness as a mediator. Wanberg and Banas (2000) did so, but the evidence that was found in their 

study remained weak (Jones et al., 2005). While Oreg et al. and Wanberg and Banas studied readiness 

as a mediator between antecedents and individual outcomes, Jones et al. (2005) investigated it as a 

mediator between change management strategies and change implementation success. Hence, instead 

of focusing on individual change outcomes, they investigated the effects of change readiness on a 

business level. Their study did provide strong evidence for readiness for change as a mediator. The 

support was found for the relationship between organizational culture and change implementation 

success.  

In light of the finding of Jones et al., this research continues in investigating readiness for 

change as a mediator. It is assumed that two factors (servant-leadership and the quality of 

communication) have an influence on the degree of readiness for change, and eventually also influence 

the degree to which a change is successfully implemented. Both of these factors were also mentioned 

in exploratory interviews as important during change programs, and suit the humanist perspective in 

which this study is written. In the next paragraphs, the importance of these two factors, and their 

assumed relationship with readiness for change and change implementation success, will be 

elaborated.  

 

2.2 Servant-leadership 

Ten Have and Ten Have (2004) explicitly state that it is a prerequisite to analyze the factors 

that facilitate an organization’s capacity for change, before it can move on with the next phases of a 

planned change project. It is a condicio sine qua non for successfully implementing a change program. 

Since some logic can be found in this statement, the results of the analysis of servant-leadership, is 
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presented in this paragraph. Starting with the definition of servant-leadership, followed by a discussion 

of what distinguishes servant-leadership from other leadership styles. 

Defining servant-leadership. As a start to this paragraph, a quote of Robert Greenleaf (1977), the 

founding father of servant-leadership: 

"The servant-leader is servant first… It begins with the natural feeling that one wants to serve, to serve 

first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead. That person is sharply different from one who 

is leader first, perhaps because of the need to assuage an unusual power drive or to acquire material 

possessions…The leader-first and the servant-first are two extreme types. Between them there are 

shadings and blends that are part of the infinite variety of human nature." – Robert Greenleaf 

As the citation shows, the word servant-leadership can be taken quite literally. A servant-leader is 

someone whose primary focus is on serving the interests of the employees, clients and community. He 

or she is not focused on power, hierarchy and status. From the desire of serving others, the servant-

leader aspires to start leading. Hence, the sequence of the word servant-leader is very relevant in this 

theory. Since Greenleaf (1997) never made explicit definitions of the concept, Spears (1998: 5-8) tried 

to grasp the concept and formed ten characteristics. According to him, servant-leadership exists of 

listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, 

commitment to the growth of people and building community. The writings of these two scholars have 

basically formed the foundation for all the measurement instruments that have been developed for 

servant-leadership since (Dennis & Winston, 2003; Laub, 1999; Liden, Zhao & Henderson, 2008; 

Page & Wong, 2000; Sendjaya, Sarros & Santora, 2008). However, most of these instruments either 

psychometrically failed, or neglected the ‘leader’ part of servant-leadership (Nuijten, 2009). For this 

reason, the elaboration of the concept by Nuijten will be used in this study. The eight key aspects she 

identified are: empowerment, accountability, standing back, humility, authenticity, courage, 

forgiveness and stewardship (Nuijten, 2009: 78-81). The aspects are in this study seen as behaviours, 

that can be trained.   

Empowerment is about turning followers into proactive, self-confident persons. It is about 

stimulating self-directed decision making and initiatives, recognition, and stimulating followers to 

grow further. Accountability means giving followers responsibilities and a certain freedom, but also 

have clear boundaries. It is a powerful instrument of leaders with which they can show confidence in 

their followers. Standing back is about serving; putting the interest of others first. It means offering 

time, energy, care and compassion to employees. The leader is accountable for its followers, but gives 

the full credits to his/her employees, when a task is successfully accomplished. The humility aspect is 

about seeing one’s own successes and talent in a proper perspective. A servant-leader is very aware of 

his or her strong and weaker points and dares to admit that he or she sometimes need the help of others 

to fulfil a task. Authenticity includes being your true self, regardless of the situation. A leader should 

do what is promised, be visible in the organization, honest and vulnerable. Avolio and Gardner (2005) 
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provide a detailed overview of authentic leadership. Its relevance as a behaviour is also very important 

in servant-leadership. Courage means being pro-active as a leader. It is about creating new ways or 

new approaches to old problems, and about daring to take risks. A leader should be able to challenge 

conventional models of working behaviours (Hernandez, 2008). Forgiveness is about not holding a 

grudge, understanding the psychological perspective of others. It is important for servant-leaders to 

create a surrounding of trust where people feel accepted and dare to make mistakes, since they will not 

be rejected for it. Finally, stewardship means that leaders should be willing to take responsibility of 

the larger institution, and go for service, instead of control and self-interest (Block, 1993). To quote 

Peterson and Seligman (2004: 370), servant-leaders have “a feeling of identification with and sense of 

obligation to a common good that includes the self but that stretches beyond one’s own self-interest”. 

In our statistical analysis, we will primarily test whether servant-leadership as a total concept 

influences the readiness for change. However, we will also pay attention to the individual effects of 

these eight behaviours on change readiness.  

Why servant-leadership? Of course, other leadership theories exist and could also comply in a certain 

way with the former mentioned aspects that are important for leaders that want to improving change 

readiness (i.e. interpersonal skills, trust, respect, etc.). However, servant-leadership is very different 

from other leadership styles on two points. The first is that servant-leaders are genuinely concerned 

with serving, while other types of leaders are more concerned with getting followers to engage in, and 

support organizational objectives followers (Greenleaf, 1977; Graham, 1991). A servant-leader is thus 

honestly interested in how his/her personnel feels about a change, instead of being motivated to 

increase change readiness, since this would be in the best interest of the organization. Moreover, 

servant-leaders do not focus primarily on the organizational (or their own) goals (Stone, Russell & 

Patterson, 2004), but they are more focused on their followers. Keith (2008) states that servant-

leadership is about identifying, and meeting the needs of others. Based on this, it could be assumed 

that in times of organizational change (in which employees who feel unsecure, anxious or do not 

comprehend the change), this attention for their needs could significantly contribute to an increase in 

change readiness or a decrease in the resistance to change. 

The second way in which servant-leadership is different from other leadership styles is that 

servant-leadership is a way of being (Marinho, 2006; Spears, 1998). Consequently, the behaviour of 

servant-leaders is potentially more consistent and credible over time, than that of others. This could 

contribute to the level of trust employees have in their leaders, which is (as previously discussed) very 

important for an employees’ readiness to change. 

Servant-leadership associated with readiness for change. After a discussion of the concept of 

servant-leadership and what distinguishes it from other leadership styles, we now turn to the 

elaboration of the relationship between servant-leadership and readiness for change.  In order to 
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discuss this relationship however, it is important to note that in this study the leadership style of 

‘permanent’ leaders is investigated. This can have a different effect on the level of change readiness 

than the leadership style of specifically appointed change agents, since this last category can only 

influence the level of change readiness during the process of change. They might therefore also have 

less influence on change readiness than the ‘permanent’ leaders have. Hence, one should separate 

leadership as an internal context antecedent from leadership as a process antecedent (Oreg et al., 

2011).  

The first supporting evidence for the correlation between leadership and change readiness is 

provided by the study of Lyons et al. (2009). It was conducted at the US military and suggests that 

senior organizational leaders should provide guidance and support during change initiatives, and 

should seek to understand the unique barriers, in order to influence their employees’ change readiness. 

Furthermore, supervisors should seek to provide the needed resources and serve as role models for 

personnel. Hence, leadership is seen by them as providing the necessary continuity in communications 

and support for the change. A perspective confirmed by research of Holt et al. (2007) and Oreg et al. 

(2011).   

The study of Jones et al. (2005) also provides interesting insight on the topic, even while it is 

not explicitly about leadership. One of the ways culture was examined in that study was by asking 

employees questions about their leaders. Cultures in which leaders are seen as warm and caring, and 

seeking to develop employees’ full potential (i.e. human relations and open systems), were found to be 

positively related to the readiness for change. An outcome that leads to the question of whether such a 

style of leadership on its own would also be related to the readiness to change of employees.  

In similar vein, the studies of Coyle-Shapiro and Morrow (2003), Cunningham et al. (2002), 

Eby, Adams, Russell, and Gaby (2000), and Kiefer (2005) also show interesting findings. Summarized 

by Oreg et al. (2011) these studies illustrated that change recipients who have high levels of trust in 

management, who perceive management as supportive, and who feel respected, are more open to 

suggested changes. They are also more likely to report a greater willingness to cooperate with the 

change. Vice versa, employees in that study who perceived their work environment as unsupportive 

were more likely to have cynical reactions, negative emotions, and to reject the change (Kiefer, 2005; 

Martin, Jones & Callan, 2005). Trust, respect and support can thus be seen as important elements that 

organizational leaders should take in consideration. Organizational leaders should also be aware of the 

level of their interpersonal skills (Burnes, 2009: 382). These skills are much needed in situations 

where individuals and groups resistant to change seek to block or manipulate the implementation of 

change. Based on the assumption that change resistance can be seen as the other end of the same 

continuum as change readiness, high developed interpersonal skills can contribute to a higher level of 

readiness for change. 

Interpersonal skills, trust, respect, a leader that is warm and caring and seeks to develop 

his/her personnel, all these concepts comply to one certain leadership style which is gaining more 
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interest every year: servant-leadership. It also seems to fit the human relations and open systems 

culture (Jones et al., 2005), which validates the second hypothesis: 

H2. The degree of servant-leadership is positively related to the degree of readiness for 

change of employees. 

Servant-leadership and change implementation success. While reviewing H1 and H2 one might 

wonder whether there would also be a direct relationship between servant-leadership and change 

success. The view that managers’ own behavior is the key to success, hence that managers are the 

decisive factor in creating a focused agenda for organizational change, is indeed proclaimed by many 

scholars (Burnes, 2009; Kanter, 1989, Kotter, 1999). Managers must first be prepared to challenge 

their own assumptions, attitudes and mindsets, in order to develop an understanding of the emotional 

and intellectual processes involved in change (Buchanan & Boddy 1992; Burns, 1978; Harrison, 

2002). A statement that resembles features of the characteristics/behaviours humility and forgiveness, 

mentioned before. Higgs and Rowland (2010), who explicitly investigated the relationship between 

leadership and successful change, found that leaders who have a certain blindness to their 

organizational systems and/or who focus too much on their own ego and needs, are likely to fall in 

certain traps. Which consequently, damages the success of a change intervention. On the contrary, 

successful change efforts were in that study associated with leaders that displayed a range of behaviors 

that demonstrated high levels of self-awareness, an ability to ‘work in the moment’, and an ability to 

remain in tune with the overall purpose of the change (Higgs & Rowland, 2010). Again, this outcome 

can be translated into some of the behaviors of servant-leadership, namely standing back, humility and 

stewardship. And of course in general, the whole concept of servant-leadership is about putting the 

interests of others first, instead of focusing on your own needs.  

Following this line of reasoning, the degree of servant-leadership can be assumed to have an 

influence on the readiness to change. Leaders that score high on the eight behaviours of servant-

leadership are more likely to be involved in successful changes programs. This relationship, 

formulated underneath, has however never been tested before and as such, this study makes an 

important contribution to the literature about servant-leadership and change implementation. 

Moreover, an increased knowledge about the effect of servant-leadership on the success of change 

implementation, can facilitate the search for what style of leadership is (most) effective within 

organisations faced with change. Especially an analysis of the dimensions of servant-leadership can 

bring forward what the most important behaviours are, for leaders facing organisational change. 

H3. The degree of servant-leadership is directly and positively related to the degree of 

successful of change implementation.  
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2.3 Quality of communication 

As Elving (2005) explains with help of research of Francis (1989) and De Ridder (2003), 

organizational communication can be divided in two based on their purposes. The first type, 

“Communicatio”, is aimed at providing information to the employees about their tasks, about the 

policy of the organization, etcera. The second type, “Communicare”, is used as a mean to create a 

community spirit. While Elving does give suggestions of questions that could be asked when 

investigating information quality, he does not provide a valid measurement instrument. Other scholars 

did try to grasp the concept of quality of communication in the form of a questionnaire. Amongst 

them, the most used and validated measurement instrument is that of Miller et al. (1994). His 

definition of the quality of communication refers to how change is communicated. The clarity, 

frequency, and openness determine whether communication is effective. Are the staff clear about how 

they must apply change in practice? Should they learn about changes through rumours? Miller et al. 

also found empirical evidence supporting the statement that employees receiving good quality 

information about the change, view change more favourably.  

A more recent study of Bouckenooghe et al. (2009) also provides validated questions about the 

quality of communication. These are based on Oreg’s recent meta-analysis (2011) and the study of 

Miller et al.  Since these questions capture the concept of quality of communication in just a small set 

of questions, these will be used in this study. Not surprisingly, the definition they maintain is similar to 

the definition of Miller et al.  

Finally, the instrument of Downs and Hazen (1977) is also well-known. This questionnaire is 

however not chosen for two reasons. First, the scope of their measurement instrument covers more 

than the scope that is set in this research. They namely consider more aspects of communication 

quality, while in this study the focus is limited to the quality of change communication. Secondly, the 

questionnaire is also outdated. 

 

Quality of communication associated with change implementation success. As Johann Heinrich 

Pestalozzi states, humans are creatures of habit. I am myself. For example, when going to the toilet at 

work, I always select the same one. Or when entering a bus or train, unconsciously I pick a spot on the 

right. In organizations sometimes, certain behaviour or actions also become the habit. These often 

comfortable rules are however, interrupted or disbanded in times of change. People are forced to move 

from the known to the unknown (Jones, George & Hill, 2000). And the unknown comes with 

uncertainty most of the times, if not always.  

These human, social and organizational dynamics should be taken into consideration by 

managers that are concerned with implementing change (Collerette, Legris & Manghi, 2006). The way 

that the employees influenced by the change are addressed, can have a serious impact on their attitude 

towards it. Not surprisingly, workers want to understand the reasons justifying a change that interferes 

with their usual way of working. Furthermore, they want to be kept informed about the change and can 
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become defensive when they feel neglected, left to themselves or disrespected (Collerette et al., 2006). 

Also Klarner (2008) stresses the importance of the transparency of the change process. In order to let 

employees understand and interpret the change and its outcomes correctly, continuous communication 

of the change process as well as the change message is very important (Armenakis et al., 1993). 

Merely announcing a change program and its reasons is not sufficient. As described by Ostroff (2006) 

goals like ‘centralize IT’ or ‘reduce management layers’ will not generate the amount of energy 

necessary to transform an organization. As such, the quality of communication is in theory very 

important for implementing change successfully (Elving, 2005; Difonzo and Bordia (1998); Lewis and 

Seibold, 1998), which leads to the following hypothesis that will be tested in practice:  

 

H4. The quality of communication is directly and positively related to the degree of successful 

of change implementation. 

 

Quality of communication associated with readiness for change. Following our perspective of 

change readiness as a mediator, and in alignment with the support above for H4, we state that the 

quality of communication is related with the readiness for change. As a first argument, readiness is 

about the cognitive perception of the employee about the change. By communicating what is going to 

change, and what that means for the employees, a large part of the uncertainty can be reduced. 

Communication in such a role was identified in the study of Mourier and Smith (2001). They found a 

series of elements that were strongly correlated to successful changes. These elements were, amongst 

others, the degree to which the change was explained to everyone, the degree to which attempts were 

made to keep people informed and the degree to which people understood the need for change. 

Secondly, studies of Miller and Monge (1985) and Smeltzer (1991) also provide ground for 

the assumption that information and communication is necessary in reducing anxiety about change. 

Emotional readiness is thus influenced by the quality of communication. Furthermore, good 

communication quality can also have a positive impact on the willingness to participate in planned 

change (Miller et al., 1994). Hence, it probably has a positive effect on the intentional readiness for 

change too. These assumptions are illustrated in the study of Schweiger and DeNisi's (1991). In that 

case study, employees in one plant received a planned program of information concerning a merger 

with another organization (i.e. a realistic merger preview), whereas employees in a second plant 

received only limited information. Employees in the first plant experienced less uncertainty and 

perceived the company to be more trustworthy, honest, and caring than employees did in the second 

plant. These arguments form the basis for the next hypothesis: 

 

H5. The quality of communication is positively related to the degree of readiness for change of 

employees. 
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2.4 Research model 

The above discussed hypotheses are reflected in Figure 1 depicted underneath.  

 

FIGURE 1 

Research model 

 

 

3. METHOD 

Overall, this cross-sectional, quantitative study was set up as an explanatory research, which 

aimed to provide further insight into the way the variables from the model interact. The model 

illustrated above was tested among 38 municipalities in the form of cross sectional research.  

 

3.1 Sample descriptions  

The target population of this study were Dutch municipalities in a specific change program 

concerning their service provision. As mentioned before, the change program was suggested by the 

Committee of Jorritsma. Inspired by the development of Customer Contact Centers in the United 

States, they formed the five-phases Antwoord© model illustrated below.   

FIGURE 2 

The five phases of the Customer Contact Centre
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Of all 415 municipalities in the Netherlands, 38 municipalities participated by filling out 

questionnaires. These municipalities were geographically, and in terms of size, very diverse. Ten out 

of the twelve Dutch provinces were represented (Friesland and Flevoland were not represented). 

Furthermore, respectively 32% were small municipalities (0 ≤ 25.000 inhabitants), 50% medium 

(25.000 - 100.000 inhabitants) and 18% were large ( ≥100.000 inhabitants).  

In total 159 civil servants filled in a questionnaire; 41 department heads and 118 employees. 

The participating employees were predominately female (73%), while in the sample of the leaders the 

two sexes were about equally represented (58.5% female, 41.5% male). The average age of the 

employees and department heads was respectively 42 and 46 years old. The amount of years working 

for the municipality was also calculated. Of all employees, 43% worked less than 5 years, 11% 

worked between 5 and 10 years, and 46% worked longer than 10 years for the same municipality. Of 

the department heads, 44% worked less than 5 years, 29% worked between 5 and 10 years, and 27% 

worked longer than 10 years for the same municipality.  

Based on all the former mentioned descriptives, the sample was seen as a good reflection of 

the targeted population. 

 

3.2 Research design & procedure 

Five exploratory interviews were held in order to understand and grasp the complexity of the 

concept and implementation of Antwoord©. Moreover, the semi-structured interviews also provided 

in-depth information about leadership programs, communication lines, and the way the municipalities 

tried to increase the change readiness of their employees. Finally, during the interviews also the 

questionnaire was tested to eliminate shortcomings. The interviews were held at smaller and larger 

municipalities, in several regions of the Netherlands (Oisterwijk, Bodegraven-Reeuwijk, Enschede, 

Amsterdam en Deventer. The interviews were not systematically analyzed, but were conducted to 

gather in-depth information and illustrative material.  

Afterwards, online surveys were conducted by using open links. The questionnaire for the 

department heads consisted of 63 items, and included 10 questions about the phase of the CCC, 30 

questions about their leadership style and 15 questions about their own level of readiness for change. 

The employees were confronted with 62 items among which 21 statements measuring their readiness 

for change, 30 statements about their perceptions of the leadership style of their superiors, and 4 about 

the perceived quality of communication. In both surveys some questions were reversed in other to 

prevent response bias. 

The municipalities were approached by telephone. As the study was partly a follow up 

research, the 30 participating municipalities of the former study were called first, and 22 of them were 

willing to fill out the surveys. The second group of municipalities that were called were municipalities 



 

14 

 

with which Berenschot consultants, or the researcher herself, had a good relationship. In total 70 

municipalities were approached, 38 approved to participate, turning the response rate into 54%.  

Where possible, the municipalities chose the participating employees a-select, and almost 

always used a third person within the organization to approach the selected employees. This way the 

employees stayed anonymous (to the leader) and the risk of socially desired answers was reduced. The 

survey could be found by clicking on a link that was send in an e-mail.  

 

3.3 Measures 

The questions from the survey of Nuijten (2009) and Bouckenooghe et al. (2011) were 

translated in Dutch. No specific linguistic remarks or problems were indicated by the respondents. All 

the statements, except for the items about change implementation success, were measured on a 7-point 

Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree, disagree, somewhat disagree, neutral, somewhat agree, 

agree, strongly agree. For all the variables in the model, the sum score was deducted, which formed 

the input for the statistical tests that were performed.  

Change implementation success – the outcome variable. This variable was measured on the 

organizational level. The 10 questions about the CCC were deducted from the research of Vrolijks 

(2011), who used  the criteria set up by the Committee of Jorritsma (Overeem et al., 2007) as the basis 

for his questions. His (non-scientific) measurement instrument and its five subscales had internal 

validity (all Cronbach’s alphas measured in that study were >.07). Besides, the items were already 

formulated in Dutch. The four dimensions set up by the Committee of Jorritsma are: Product/services 

& channels, processes & control, systems & information, leadership & employees. Each was measured 

by two questions. The final two questions measured the overall performance of the municipality on 

quality and service. The six answering possibilities to these questions resembled phase 1 to 5 of the 

CCC (option six was: “this question is not applicable in our case”). The answering options were mixed 

in order to prevent respondents from selecting the answer that correlated to the desired phase. The 

internal validity of the items about change implementation success was measured by Cronbach’s 

alpha, which should normally be equal to or higher than .7 to declare a measurement instrument 

reliable (Field, 2000). However, this criterion does also depend on the number of items that together 

form the variable. In cases where a variable/dimension is measured with less than 10 items, an alpha 

of .5 is also sufficient (Field, 2000). At first glance, the internal validity of all the 10 questions 

together was relatively high (α=.76). However, analyzing reliability on dimensional level showed that 

the two questions from the dimensions ‘product/services and channels’ and the two questions from 

‘leadership and employees’ had to be left out from further analysis (α was respectively -.03 and .27). 

The Cronbach’s alphas of the other dimensions were: overall performance (α=.75), processes and 

control, (α=.49), and systems and information (α=.53). As can be seen, the dimension processes and 
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control also fell a bit short on the reliability criterion. It was still included, since the shortcoming was 

very small, and in reality the questions were relevant for determining the phase in which a CCC was 

situated.  

Readiness for change – the mediator. The view of Bouckenooghe (2005) on change readiness as a 

three dimensional construct consisting of emotional, intentional and cognitive readiness, was taken as 

the basis for measuring readiness. This instrument was complemented by questions of Holt et al. 

(2007). The questions of Holt et al. were assumed to measure only the cognitive readiness to change, 

since they are all about the beliefs employees have. Holt et al.’s instrument measures (cognitive) 

readiness for change on four dimensions: change efficacy, management support, personal valence and 

appropriateness. The 12 questions about the first two dimensions were added to the questionnaire. 

However, the questions about appropriateness showed a high resemblance with the questions of 

Bouckenooghe about cognitive readiness. Furthermore, the study of Holt et al. indicated that 

participants in their sample had difficulty distinguishing personal valence and appropriateness, and the 

scholars suggested that these dimensions could be taken together. Therefore, to prevent measuring the 

same objects twice and to decrease the amount of questions, these last two dimensions were not 

included in the questionnaire. Testing this classification in practice by a factor analysis indicated 

however, that cognitive readiness, change efficacy and management support did not form one 

dimension. Thus a five-dimensional construct of change readiness was used for the statistical tests.  

The internal reliability of the newly combined change readiness measurement instrument was found to 

be high in the sample of the employees (α=.86). Similarly, the internal reliability per dimension was 

also high: emotional readiness (α=.83), intentional readiness (α=.92), cognitive readiness (α=.77), 

change efficacy (α=.79) and management support (α=.76). 

Servant-leadership – independent variable. Servant-leadership was measured by the questionnaire of 

Nuijten (2009). This instrument called SLS was tested by two qualitative and seven quantitative 

studies, with almost 1200 participants. It consists of eight dimensions that have been proven stable and 

cover the most important aspects of servant-leadership. Finally, the SLS also has criterion-related 

validity. Each department head was asked to describe his/her own leadership style, by indicating to 

what degree the statements applied for them. Each employee was asked to indicate to what degree they 

agreed upon the statements about their direct superior. For this purpose, the statements of Nuijten were 

slightly adjusted (example: “I have a long term vision” into “My superior has a long term vision”). 

Measuring both perceptions of the type of leadership enabled us to compare both perspectives. The 

hypotheses are however, only tested with the perceptions of the employees of the degree of servant-

leadership. The Cronbach’s alpha for the total construct of servant-leadership in the sample of the 

employees was .91, which confirmed the expectation that the survey of Nuijten has a high internal 

reliability. Likewise, the variances of the dimensions in that sample were also high: empowerment 

(α=.90), standing back (α=.63), accountability (α=.88), forgiveness (α=.76), courage (α=.56), 
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authenticity (α=.70), humility (α=.89) and stewardship (α=.83). The variances of the dimensions in the 

sample of the department heads were: empowerment (α=.95), standing back (α=.65), accountability 

(α=.85), forgiveness (α=.55), courage (α=.54), authenticity (α=.62), humility (α=.95) and stewardship 

(α=.75). 

Quality of communication – independent variable. The quality of communication was measured by 

four questions of Bouckenooghe et al. (2005), which were set up according to the definition of Miller 

et al. (1994) on quality of communication. A small remark should be made about these four questions. 

Namely, they loaded on the same factor as the two questions about participation in their study. 

Nevertheless, the original classification of Bouckenooghe of them being two separate entities, was 

followed. The questions were internally reliable (α=.92).  

 

3.4 Statistical procedure 

The analysis of the data started with addressing the missing values. Only missing values on 

change implementation success were filled up with the mean value on the other questions determining 

the change implementation success. In total, 19 values were missing, counting for 4.63% of all the 

answers given by the respondents to the questions about change implementation success. The second 

step was recoding the (reversed) questions, which was followed by testing the internal reliability for 

all the scales (outcomes are shown above). Except for four items about change implementation 

success, no items were removed. After these preceding steps of data preparation, the variables from 

the model were tested on correlations first. The associations between servant-leadership, the quality of 

communication, change readiness and the outcome variable change implementation success, were 

measured with Spearman’s rho correlations tests. This correlation test was selected, since change 

implementation success was measured on an ordinal scale. The other three variables were measured on 

an interval scale, and therefore the associations between them were measured with Pearson’s 

correlations tests. After finding out whether the variables were correlated, the actual hypotheses were 

tested with five singular regression analyses. These regression analyses were followed up by the four-

steps procedure of testing for mediation, of Baron and Kenny (1986). The four steps were: 1. Show 

whether the initial variables are related to the outcome (thus, whether there is an effect that may be 

mediated); 2. Show that the initial variables are related to the assumed mediator; 3. Show, with 

regression analysis, that the mediator affects the outcome variable; 4. Test in the same regression 

equation, whether the mediator completely mediates the relationship between the initial variables and 

the outcome.  

After testing for mediation it was decided to investigate the relationship between servant-

leadership and quality of communication, and change readiness (H2 and H5), more in detail. Pearson’s 

correlation tests and additional multiple regression analyses were again conducted, only this time on 
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dimensional level. The tests were set up to discover which behaviors of servant-leadership were 

associated (the most) to readiness for change, and which of the behaviors could be seen as predictors 

for every dimension of change readiness.  

The outcomes of all statistical tests described above, will be discussed in the next section.  

 

4. RESULTS 

As a start to this section, the table underneath provides descriptive information about the four 

elements in our model. Among others, the overall means of the variables, the internal consistencies 

(Cronbach’s alpha), and the correlations between the variables are presented.  

 

4.1 Testing correlations  

As discussed in the method section, the statistical analysis started with correlation tests. Since 

change implementation success was measured on an ordinal scale, the associations between this 

outcome variable and the other three variables were measured with Spearman’s rho correlation tests. 

Preceding the tests, scatterplots were made. These already indicated that probably no correlation 

would be identified between change readiness and change implementation success (H1), or between 

quality of communication and change implementation success (H4). Furthermore, the scatterplots 

showed that the relationship between servant-leadership and change implementation success (H3), 

would probably be linear. A two-tailed significance level of .05 was chosen to test the assumed 

associations. The Spearman’s correlations tests showed indeed quite low and no significant 

correlations (see Table 1), indicating that the level of change implementation success was not related 

to any of the three other variables.  

The associations between the factors servant-leadership and quality of communication and the 

mediator readiness for change (H2 and H5), were measured with Pearson’s correlation tests. Again, 

scatter plots were made in advance. These indicated that the relationships were most likely linear, and 

that servant-leadership would probably be stronger related to change readiness than the quality of 

TABLE 1 

Descriptive statistics  and correlations about research variables  

 Variable N M SD 1 2 3 4 

1. Change implementation success 41 2.80 .52 (.76)    

2. Readiness for change 118 5.38 .59 .32 (.86)   

3. Servant-leadership 116 5.03 .63 .29 .49** (.91)  

4. Quality of communication 116 4.40 1.26 -.03 .34** .38** (.92) 

Note. The alpha coefficients are listed in parentheses.      *p < .05 (two-tailed).  **p < .01 (two-tailed). 
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communication. The Pearson’s correlation tests showed that all three elements were significantly 

related to each other: servant-leadership and change readiness, r(114) = .49, p < 0.05; quality of 

communication and change readiness r(114) = .34, p < 0.05; and servant-leadership and quality of 

communication r(114) = .38, p < 0.05. These findings provided strong preliminary support for H2 and 

H5. However, in order to decide whether our hypotheses could be accepted or should be rejected, 

linear regression analyses were conducted.  

 

4.2 Testing the hypotheses 

 As mentioned above, five singular regression analyses were conducted to test whether the 

direct effects mentioned in our hypotheses existed. In the first regression analysis, change 

implementation success was brought in as the dependent variable and readiness for change as the 

predictor. It showed that change readiness did not explain any of the variance in change 

implementation success, R² = .00, F(1, 114) = .01, p = n.s. Likewise, change readiness did not 

(significantly) predict change implementation success either, b = -.01, t(1,114) = -.08, p = n.s. Thus 

H1, stating that readiness for change was positively related to change implementation success, was not 

accepted.  

The second hypothesis was based on the assumption that servant-leadership was positively 

associated with change readiness. The regression analysis with change readiness as dependent variable 

and servant-leadership as predictor, delivered statistical support for this assumption. Servant-

leadership explained 24% of the variance in change readiness, R² = .24, F(1, 113) = 36.87, p < .05 and 

it significantly predicted change readiness as well, b = .46, t(1,113) = 6.07, p = < .05. Thus, H2 was 

accepted.  

The third hypothesis posed that servant-leadership would also be positively related to change 

implementation success. The outcome of the regression analysis with change implementation success 

as dependent variable and servant-leadership as predictor, did however not provide support for H3. 

Servant-leadership did not explain any of the variance in the success of change implementation, R² = 

.00, F(1, 112) = .23, p < n.s., and consequently, it did not predict change implementation success in 

this study either, b = .03, t(1,112) = .48, p = n.s. Therefore, H3 was not accepted.  

The fourth regression analysis included change implementation success again as dependent 

variable, but this time the quality of communication was brought in as predictor. The outcome 

indicated that quality of communication did also not explain any of the variance in change 

implementation success, R² = .00, F(1, 112) = .00, p < n.s., And in contrast to our expectations up 

front, it could not be seen as predictor of change implementation success, b = -.00, t(1,112) = -.06, p = 

n.s. Hence, no support was found for a positive relationship between the quality of communication and 

change implementation success. Consequently, H4 was not accepted.  

The final regression analysis included change readiness as dependent variable and the quality 

of communication as predictor. It showed that quality of communication explained 11% of the 
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variance in change readiness, R² = .11, F(1, 113) = 14.44, p < .05 and that it significantly predicted 

change readiness as well, b = .46, t(1,113) = 6.07, p = < .05. Based on these findings, it was concluded 

that the quality of communication is positively related to the readiness for change. Subsequently, H5 

was accepted.  

As a short summary of the findings above, the five singular regression analyses showed that 

H2 and H5 could be accepted. In other words, servant-leadership and the quality of communication are 

positively related to the readiness for change. H1, H3 and H4 were not accepted; the level of change 

implementation success was in this study not positively related to servant-leadership, quality of 

communication and change readiness. 

 

4.3 Testing for mediation 

 In order to test our mediation model, the four steps of Baron and Kenny (1986) were followed. 

As a recap, the model stated that readiness for change mediates the relationship between the initial 

variables servant-leadership and quality and communication, and the outcome variable change 

implementation success.  

In order to fulfill the first step of Baron and Kenny (1986), a multiple regression analysis with 

the change implementation success as dependent variable, and servant-leadership and quality of 

communication as initial variables, was conducted. The outcome is shown in Table 2 below. 

Considering the findings of the singular regression analyses regarding H3 and H4, the outcome of this 

test was not surprising. Servant-leadership and quality of communication together did not declare any 

of the variance in change implementation success (R² = .00, F(2, 111) = .15, p = n.s). And neither did 

servant-leadership predict the success of a change implementation in this study (b = .04, t(112) = .54, 

p = n.s.) or could the quality of communication be seen as predictor (b = -.01, t(112) = -.26, p = n.s.). 

The issue of multicollinearity was also addressed, since the correlations tests conducted previously, 

indicated a significant relationship between servant-leadership and quality of communication. Taking 

into consideration the level of tolerance which was higher than .10 (.86), and the variation inflation 

factor that was lower than 10 (1.17), it was concluded that multicollinearity did not form a serious risk 

(Field, 2000; Huizingh, 2006). 

TABLE 2 

Multiple regression analysis with change implementation success as dependent variable (N=116) 

Predictors b SE T Adjusted 

R² 

F Sig. 

(Constant) 2.67 .35 7.53 -.02 .15 .00 

Servant-leadership .04 .08 .54   .59 

Quality of communication -.01 .04 -.26   .80 
*p < .05 (1-tailed).        **p < .01 (1-tailed). 
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Based on the findings in this first step, it was concluded that testing for mediation had become 

impossible in this study. This also made the succeeding steps of testing for mediation of Baron and 

Kenny (1986) redundant. Nevertheless, the second step was still carried out, since it was assumed that 

researching the relationship between the initial variables servant-leadership and quality of 

communication, and change readiness (H2 and H5), could still provide interesting insights. The 

multiple regression analysis of step two and the further statistical tests conducted over these three 

variables, will be elaborated in the next paragraph. 

 

4.4 Testing the relationships between servant-leadership and quality of communication, and 

readiness for change 

As mentioned in the former paragraph, the second step of testing for mediation involved a 

multiple regression analysis with readiness for change as dependent variable and servant-leadership 

and quality of communication as predictors. The outcome shown in Table 3 below, indicated that the 

two independent variables together declared 27% of the variance in readiness for change (R² = .27, 

F(2,113) = 20.90, p < .05). Servant-leadership significantly predicted readiness for change, b = .40, 

t(113) = 4.94, p < .05 and quality of communication did so as well, b = .08, t(113) = 1.99, p < .05). In 

similar vein of the two singular regression analyses illustrated above and the outcomes of the Pearson 

correlation tests, these findings confirmed once more the conclusion that H2 and H5 could be 

accepted. The issue of multicollinearity was also again addressed. Similarly to the regression analysis 

of step 1 of Baron and Kenny (1986), multicollinearity did not form a serious risk in this regression 

analysis either. While rounding off the level of tolerance and the variation inflation factor, the exact 

same values came forward (T = .86 and VIF = 1.17).  

 

TABLE 3 

Multiple regression analysis with readiness for change as dependent variable (N=116) 

Predictors b SE t Adjusted 

R² 

F Sig. 

(Constant) 3.00 .38 7.87 .27 20.90 .00* 

Servant-leadership 0.40 .08 4.94   .00* 

Quality of communication 0.08 .04 1.99   .05* 

*p < .05 (1-tailed).        **p < .01 (1-tailed). 

 
The second conclusion that was deducted from this multiple regression analysis, was that 

servant-leadership can be seen as a much stronger predictor of readiness for change than quality of 

communication. Therefore, servant-leadership and its dimensions were analyzed more specifically. 
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This analysis started with a correlation analysis, which indicated that all eight dimensions of servant-

leadership correlated with the level of change readiness of employees (see Table 4). However, the 

strongest were empowerment, humility and stewardship. 

Note. The alpha coefficients are listed in parentheses.   *p < .05 (two-tailed). **p < .01 (two-tailed). 

Secondly, a regression analysis with readiness for change as dependent variable and the eight 

dimensions of servant-leadership as the predictors was conducted (see Table 5). These eight predictors 

declare 29% of the variance in readiness for change (F(8,106) = 5.43, p < .05). Looking at the 

regression coefficients, it was concluded that ‘stewardship’ is the only significant predictor of change 

readiness (b = .16, t(106) = 2.54, p < .05). Although, using a significance level of 0.10, the dimension 

‘empowerment’ can also be seen as a significant predictor (b = .15, t(106) = 1.93, p < .10). While most 

dimensions were correlated, multicollinearity does again not form a significant risk. The levels of 

tolerance were far above .1 and the variation inflation factors were far below 10. 

 
TABLE 5 

Multiple regression analysis with readiness for change as dependent variable and the eight 

servant-leadership dimensions as predictors (N=116) 

Predictors b SE T Adjusted R² F Sig. 

(Constant) 2.94 .45 6.50 .29 5.43 .00 

Empowerment .15* .08 1.93   .06 

Standingback -.04 .06 -.76   .45 

TABLE 4 

Pearson correlation coefficients of the relationships between dimensions of servant-

leadership and readiness for change (N=116) 

 

 Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Readiness for 

change 
(.86) 

        

2. Empowerment .43** (.90)        

3. Standing back .25** .55** (.63)       

4. Accountability .16* .13 .18* (.88)      

5. Forgiveness .26** .47** .38** .01 (.76)     

6. Courage .16* .19* .21* .03 .04 (.56)    

7. Authenticity .30** .48** .27** .11 .31** .09 (.70)   

8. Humility .43** .59** .43** .19* .44** .10 .53** (.89)  

9. Stewardship .45** .43** .38** .27** .37** .17* .34** .52** (.83) 



 

22 

 

Accountability .03 .06 .51   .61 

Forgiveness .00 .05 .06   .95 

Courage .04 .05 .76   .45 

Authenticity .01 .06 .20   .84 

Humility .12 .08 1.45   .15 

Stewardship .16** .06 2.54   .01 

*p < .10 (1-tailed).        **p < .05 (1-tailed). 

 

Thus far, the statistical analysis has showed that servant-leadership is the main predictor of 

readiness for change, and that all the dimensions of servant-leadership are related to it. Furthermore, 

we found out that empowerment and stewardship can also individually be seen as predictors of change 

readiness. However, as discussed in the literature review, readiness for change consists of five 

dimensions. We felt it would be worthwhile to investigate whether the eight servant-leadership 

behaviors have a different influence on these separate five change readiness dimensions. The final step 

was thus to perform five singular regression analyses with cognitive readiness, emotional readiness, 

intentional readiness, management support and change efficacy as dependent variables. In all these 

regression analyses the eight dimensions of servant-leadership were brought in as the predictors. In 

other words, it was investigated which dimensions of servant-leadership predict what type of readiness 

for change. Only the predictors that were found significant are listed in Table 6. Summarizing the 

findings, it can be said that empowering your employees as a leader, has a positive impact on the 

cognitive and  emotional readiness of your employees, and on the management support for the change 

they perceive as well. Besides empowerment, courage is a second predictor of cognitive readiness, and 

humility is a second predictor of emotional readiness. Stewardship was found to forecast the 

intentional readiness as well as the perceived management support. The regression analyses did not 

point out any predictors for change efficacy.  

TABLE 6 

The results of five multiple regression analyses conducted with each of the five dimensions of 

change readiness as dependent variable 

Dependent 

variables 

Significant servant-leadership predictors Variance in change readiness 

explained 

Cognitive  

readiness 

Empowerment (b = .28, t(106) = 1.98, p = .05) 

Courage (b = .24, t(106) = 2.67, p < .05) 

R² = .20, F(8,106) = 3.27, p < .05) 

Emotional  

readiness 

Empowerment (b = .26, t(106) = 1.87, p < .1) 

Humility (b = .26, t(106) = 1.81, p < .1) 

R² = .17, F(8,106) = 2.79, p < .05) 
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Intentional  

readiness 

Stewardship (b = .16, t(106) = 1.67, p < .1) R² = .18, F(8,106) = 2.97, p < .05) 

Management  

support 

Empowerment (b = .21, t(106) = 1.83, p < .1) 

Stewardship (b = .27, t(106) = 3.01, p < .05) 

R² = .30, F(8,106) = 5.73, p < .05) 

Change  

efficacy 

None R² = .06, F(8,106) = .89, p = n.s.) 

 

In short, an interpretation of the meaning of the above found predictors will already be provided here, 

starting with empowerment. When an employee is encouraged to be proactive and to develop himself, 

this could result in an employee who has more self-efficacy and who is more trained in seeing 

possibilities. Consequently, he/she might understand the advantages of the change project better, 

which positively influences his cognitive readiness. Secondly, a leader who empowers his employees 

and recognizes their efforts, might be seen as trustworthy. This could result in employees having more 

trust in, and feel more safe during, the change (= emotional readiness). Thirdly, by empowering 

employees, senior managers show a kind of trust in the employees. They provide information to them, 

and encourage their ideas, which might give the feeling to the employees that the leaders are active, 

involved and supportive of the change. 

When a leader is known for his courage, and dares to speak up to his superiors when he/she is 

not in agreement with them, a leader might also be more trusted by his/her employees. They might 

have the cognition that their superior would have shown his disagreement, when he/she did not believe 

in the change project. Consequently, their cognitive readiness, which is about beliefs about the 

benefits of the change, can be increased.  

In contrast to the more ‘hard’ behavior as showing of courage, a softer approach of being 

humble, could increase the emotional readiness of employees. A leader who dares to show his 

strengths and weaknesses, and is open towards criticism, could make his/her employees feel more 

safe. They could have more trust in that they will not directly be punished for having a weakness, and 

might not perceive criticism directly as negative. 

Showing of stewardship, taking responsibility for the whole and putting the interests of the 

whole always before your own, and emphasizing a long term vision, might stimulate the intentional 

readiness. Employees might trust that the change is in the best interest of the organization, and care to 

participate or stimulate the change. Besides, when showing off stewardship, a leader shows that he 

takes responsibility of the whole and probably will also show that he is taking responsibility for the 

ongoing change as well. Logically, this can increase the management support for the change that the 

employees perceive. 
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4.5 Additional finding 

During the data analysis an additional research finding was found, that was considered worth 

mentioning. While analyzing servant-leadership, the following question came up: Does the perception 

of the employees on the leadership style of their department heads differ from the perception of the 

department heads themselves, on their own leadership style? An independent samples t-test showed 

that this was indeed the case in this study. Employees (M = 5.03, SD = .63) reported significantly 

lower levels of servant-leadership than the department heads (M = 5.53, SD = .66), t(156) = -4.31, p < 

.001. The preceding Levene’s test showed that equal variances may be assumed (sig. = .32). 

 

4.6 Short summary of results   

The first statistical tests that were conducted, the correlation tests, already provided strong 

preliminary support for H2 and H5. They also indicated however, that H1, H3 and H4 were probably 

going to be rejected. However, to test the hypotheses the correct officially, five singular regression 

analyses were conducted. Not surprisingly, these regression analyses confirmed the outcomes of the 

correlation tests. Thus, servant-leadership and the quality of communication were found to be 

positively related to the readiness for change of employees. In contrast to this finding, change 

implementation success was not found to be positively related to change readiness, servant-leadership 

or the quality of communication.  

After the five singular regression analyses, we started to test our mediation model by the four 

steps of Baron and Kenny (1986). However, after the previous findings, it was again not a big surprise 

to discover that servant-leadership and the quality of communication were not associated with change 

implementation success. Since the first criteria of Baron and Kenny (1986) was not met, the 

conclusion was drawn that testing for mediation was impossible in this study. This made the 

subsequent steps of testing for mediation redundant.  

Despite this finding however, the second step was still carried out, since it was assumed that 

researching the relationship between the initial variables servant-leadership and quality of 

communication, and change readiness (H2 and H5) in more detail, could still provide valuable 

information. The multiple regression analysis conducted to that purpose, confirmed once more that 

servant-leadership and the quality of communication were positively related to the readiness for 

change. It also showed that servant-leadership was a much stronger predictor than the quality of 

communication. A second multiple regression analysis of servant-leadership on dimensional level, 

suggested that specifically the behaviors ‘stewardship’ and ‘empowerment’ predicted change 

readiness. And finally, five separate multiple regression analyses showed (per dimension of readiness 

for change) which of the eight servant-leadership behaviors were identified as predictors of that 

dimension (see Table 6).  
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5. DISCUSSION 

As we know, everything changes, including the ideas that we had previously about change 

implementation. The assumptions discussed in the literature part are changed by the research findings 

of this study. It cannot be said that the ideas changed for the good or the better, this depends on what 

meaning we give to them, which is what is discussed in this section. However, first by answering our 

research questions posted in the beginning, a short summary will be given of the result findings. 

 

5.1 Conclusion 

There were four research questions set up in advance, that can now be answered. The first 

question was about the idea that servant-leadership and the quality of communication are factors 

positively related to the level of  readiness for change of employees (H2 and H5). These assumptions 

have been confirmed. Both were even found to be significant predictors of change readiness, with 

servant-leadership being the strongest forecaster of the two. Furthermore, it was discovered that that 

stewardship and empowerment were the only servant-leadership dimensions that have predictive value 

on their own, for the total level of change readiness (even though all dimensions were correlated to it). 

When looking at change readiness on dimensional level, it was discovered that certain servant-

leadership behaviors could be identified as predictors per individual dimension (see Table 6).   

The second research question was about whether the factors servant-leadership and quality of 

communication were positively related to the degree to which a change is successfully implemented. 

The matching hypotheses, H3 and H4, were not confirmed, which also made testing for mediation 

impossible. Consequently research question three, about whether change readiness mediates the 

relationship between servant-leadership and the quality of communication, and the outcome variable 

change implementation success, could not be answered in this study. Also the expected positive 

association between readiness for change and change implementation success, was not found (H1). 

Several explanations could be found for these outcomes. Assuming that all the variables are related, 

the outcome might result from the set-up of the research or the sample features. These are further 

discussed in the research limitations. Perhaps we might also consider that simply no relationship could 

be found. Not because it does not exist (gut feelings and literature are strongly in favor of the 

existence of a relationship), but because it is very hard to investigate the success of a change program 

and what contributed to that success. This is partly due to the fact that measuring the exact success or 

development of a change implementation an sich is very difficult (Sawhill & Williamson, 2001). Some 

of the department heads in this study for example indicated that they had difficulty with the 10 

questions. They did not know exactly how far the CCC was developed (“somewhere between phase 2 

and 3”). And secondly, other factors influencing the dependent variable cannot be fully neutralized. In 

the case of the municipalities, one such factor was for example another change happening in the 
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organization (like an upcoming merge or downsizing). Also the degree of the independent variables 

could be influenced by something out of the research scope, i.e. change readiness could be influenced 

by the fact that numerous changes have pasted the revue, and people are tired of change. Still, while it 

is unfortunate that change implementation success in this study was not related to readiness for 

change, servant-leadership and quality of communication, the hypotheses should not be rejected 

immediately. The literature discussed in the beginning of this article is quite strong in favor of the 

assumptions. To find support for them, one could replicate this research, only then with a different 

measurement instrument for change implementation success. 

The fourth research question was about a diagnosis of the current situation of the Dutch 

municipalities, and about how this study could help in speeding up the development of the Customer 

Contact Centers. This second purpose will be discussed later on. The diagnosis indicated that the 

municipalities are still behind schedule with the implementation of their Customer Contact Centers. 

Although, compared to the study of Vrolijks (2011) some progress has been made. While in 2011 60% 

of the participating municipalities were in phase 2 or lower, in 2012 this amount has decreased to 

19%. Furthermore, the number of  municipalities in phase 3 has increased from 40% to 76% and some 

have progressed even to phase 4 (which was not reached by any of the municipalities participating in 

2011). Still as said, when taking the deadline of 2015 in mind (and considering the transit time of one 

phase being 2 years), most municipalities are behind schedule. Especially the elements within the 

Antwoord© model of ‘product/services & channels’, and ‘systems & information’ are less developed. 

 

5.2 Theoretical contribution 

The first contribution to the literature this research has made regards the predictors that were 

found for change readiness. It was discovered that the style of leadership contributes more to the 

readiness for change of employees, than the quality of communication does. An interesting finding, 

considered that we have not found any studies that have studied the sequence of predictors of change 

readiness in terms of their predictive value. Knowing what predictor influences the readiness of 

employees the strongest, might help organizations in deciding how to allocate time, money and efforts 

most effectively while implementing change. More research on this subject is therefore recommended.

 Furthermore, on the basis of the perception of change readiness and servant-leadership as 

multidimensional constructs, this study has showed that ‘customization’ of interventions in this area is 

necessary. Hence, a contingency approach is recommended for organizations. Thus, when 

organizations want to increase the level of readiness for change, they need to look at it on the 

dimensional level. For example, when they perceive that the emotional readiness is low, the most 

effective interventions of leaders (found in this study) are working on the behaviors ‘empowerment’ 

and ‘humility’. This more specific approach for increasing the level of readiness for change could, 
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ultimately, increase the level of change implementation success. We therefore strongly recommend 

further research in this area. As a starting point scholars could then use the insight found in this study 

of ‘empowerment’ being important for multiple dimensions of change readiness. Its positive impact is 

in the current body of literature already acknowledged (DeWettinck & Ameijde 2011; Zhang & Bartol, 

2010). However, we have not found studies that linked empowerment to the level of change readiness 

or change implementation success.  

Finally, one could state that this study has provided more ground for servant-leadership as an 

effective leadership style in the context of change. The statistical evidence in this study point out that 

it is an important predictor of readiness for change, and since readiness for change seems very 

important for the degree of change success (although we could not have established that in this study), 

we are one step further in our quest for the best way of implementing change.  

 

5.3 Practical implications 

In this research it was questioned whether the slow development of certain CCC could be 

caused by lower scores of those municipalities on the factors servant-leadership, quality of 

communication and change readiness. However, as already described, H1, H3 and H4 were not 

accepted. Thus, in that sense, the advice of improving the policies around those three variables cannot 

be backed up by statistical evidence. Still, based on what we did found in this study, we do have some 

recommendations to give. These recommendations are useful for other organizations as well. We did 

for example found some predictors for readiness for change (which is still assumed to be a prerequisite 

for implementation success). 

So a first, the municipalities are advised to look at what dimension(s) of change readiness 

need(s) to be improved. Do employees know enough about the change and see the benefits of it? Do 

employees feel positively about the change? Do employees think and feel positively about the change, 

but still do not show the intention to contribute to it? Or do they perceive that the upper managers do 

not support the change, and therefore themselves also decide not to participate? Or do they simply not 

have the confidence in themselves, in that they can acquire the new necessary skills?  

Knowing this brings us to a logical follow-up recommendation: Let your leaders work on the 

specific servant-leadership behaviors that were in this study found to be predictors of the specific type 

of readiness that needs attention. With this advice, we refer to Table 6 and assume that the dimensions 

of servant-leadership can be learned and expressed in a certain way. When one perceives the servant-

leadership dimensions as characteristics, a municipality is advised to attract/hire leaders that show off 

the needed characteristics for increasing the specific dimension of readiness for change. Thus, to 

adjust recruitment and selection of managers to the need of the employees. Besides, (regardless of 

what specific type of readiness falls short) it is always wise to select those candidates that show off the 
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characteristic ‘empowerment’ and to stimulate current ‘leaders’ to work on that characteristic. 

Evidence in this study showed that it is good (for multiple dimensions of change readiness) to have 

leaders that stimulate their employees to develop themselves and to come up with ideas, and who give 

their employees the decision authority and let them solve problems themselves.  

The third recommendation is: Communicate. While it was not proven that high 

communication quality was related to a higher developed CCC, it was shown that communication 

quality had a positive effect on the attitude of employees towards change. A conclusion supported by 

research of Neves (2009). Regularly providing information about the progress of the change, having 

information that is clear, and communicating the organizations policy about the change well, is thus 

recommended.   

 
5.4 Research limitations 

Some limitations that might have influenced the research findings are discussed here.  

Methodological limitations. As a start, the survey instrument for measuring the dependent variable 

change implementation success is not a validated instrument. Its internal reliability turned out to be 

low and two dimensions had to be removed. Secondly, the choice for limiting the distribution of the 

survey to only three employees raises the question whether these employees are a good representation 

of the whole staff. However, asking for a higher amount of employee respondents per municipality 

would have increased the barrier for municipalities to participate in this study. A third methodological 

limitation can be found in approached municipalities. The participating municipalities might be better 

developed and less different from each other, since most of them make use of the same external 

consultancy firm. Another limitation is that a certain amount of response bias may have flawed the 

research findings. Department heads could have given socially desired answers, perhaps because they 

would like to present the performance of their municipality and their own performance more 

positively. The employees could also have been biased, despite the anonymity which was guaranteed 

in almost all municipalities (by making use of a third contact person as much as possible, and by 

stressing the anonymity in the e-mails and questionnaire that was send to the employees). Of course, 

that third contact person could also have caused a bias by selecting the three ‘nicest/best performing’ 

employees. Finally, the study is based on a ‘one point in time’ measurement. To endorse the findings 

of this study and to enable causalities tests, longitudinal research should be pursued. 

Other limitations. One of the important limitations in this study was that the variance in the variable 

change implementation success was quite low, which made it difficult to establish statistical effects. 

Secondly, the variables servant-leadership, quality of communication and readiness for change were 

measured on an individual level, while the outcome variable ‘change implementation success’ was 

measured on the organizational level. This difference in abstraction levels might also declare why no 
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statistical relationships were found between the outcome variable and the independent variables. 

Future research, dedicated to the setup of a comprehensive model of change, that combines macro and 

micro levels of analysis, is therefore recommended.  
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

 

De relatie tussen Dienend Leiderschap, de kwaliteit van communicatie, en veranderbereidheid 

van medewerkers, en het succesvol implementeren van verandering  

 Het is niets nieuws onder de zon: Organisaties zijn in een toenemende mate onderhevig aan 

verandering. Of ze dat nu willen of niet. Het feit dat veel pogingen tot organisatieverandering falen, 

brengt ook geen shockeffect teweeg. Het is dus geen verassing dat er al veel studies zijn toegewijd aan 

dit onderwerp. Er is echter nog weinig empirisch onderzoek gedaan naar de specifieke rol van 

veranderbereidheid van medewerkers als mediator. Dit, terwijl de veranderbereidheid van 

medewerkers wordt gezien als één van de meest cruciale factoren die het succes van een 

organisatieverandering bepalen. Ook is er nog weinig bekend over de invloed van Dienend 

Leiderschap op de veranderbereidheid van medewerkers, terwijl deze leiderschapsstijl steeds meer 

bekendheid vergaart. Bovendien is een focus op ‘dienen’ niet alleen een trend in de (publieke) 

dienstverleningssector. Ook in het bedrijfsleven wordt er steeds meer gekeken naar hoe de klant het 

beste ‘bedient’ kan wordeni. Naast het belang van leiderschap, werd in verkennende interviews onder 

gemeenten bezig met de implementatie van verandering, ook het belang van communicatie benoemd. 

Kortom, samenvattend in één zin: dit onderzoek gaat over de mediërende rol van veranderbereidheid 

van medewerkers in de relatie tussen de factoren Dienend Leiderschap en de kwaliteit van 

communicatie, en de uitkomst variabele het succesvol implementeren van verandering.  

 Deze mediërende rol, en de relaties tussen de bovenstaande factoren onderling, is onderzocht 

aan de hand van kwantitatief onderzoek onder 38 Nederlandse gemeenten. Deze gemeenten zijn 

momenteel bezig met het ontwikkelen van een Klant Contact Centrum, waarmee zij beogen de 

kwaliteit van hun dienstverlening aan de burger en het bedrijfsleven te verbeteren. In totaal hebben 41 

leidinggevenden en 118 medewerkers deelgenomen aan het onderzoek.   

 De eerste resultaten uit het onderzoek gaven aan dat Dienend Leiderschap, de kwaliteit van 

communicatie en de veranderbereidheid van medewerkers in deze studie niet gerelateerd waren aan 

het succesvol implementeren van verandering. Hierdoor werd het onmogelijk om veranderbereidheid 

als mediator te testen. Wel is gebleken dat Dienend Leiderschap en de kwaliteit van communicatie de 

veranderbereidheid van medewerkers positief beïnvloeden, en dat deze factoren zelfs als voorspellers 

van veranderbereidheid kunnen worden gezien. Dienend Leiderschap kwam daarnaast als een veel 

sterkere voorspeller uit de bus. Nader onderzoek naar deze variabele liet zien dat vooral de aspecten 

‘stewardship’ en ‘empowerment’ invloed hebben op de veranderbereidheid van medewerkers. Dit 

houdt in dat de medewerkers van leidinggevenden die laten zien dat ze de verantwoordelijkheid voor 

het geheel op zich nemen en een lange termijn visie nastreven, én leidinggevenden die medewerkers 

stimuleren zich te ontwikkelen en hen aanmoedigen om met nieuwe ideeën te komen, meer 
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veranderbereid zijn. Tenslotte blijkt uit het onderzoek dat bepaalde dimensies van Dienend 

Leiderschap specifiek invloed hebben op bepaalde dimensies van veranderbereidheid. Hierdoor 

kunnen interventies op veranderbereidheid (via leiderschap), veel effectiever en meer doelgericht 

worden opgezet. Bijvoorbeeld: Een organisatie constateert dat er een is gebrek aan emotionele 

veranderbereidheid. In dat geval zouden leidinggevenden volgens dit onderzoek meer moeten doen 

aan ‘empowerment’ en ‘humility’. Met andere woorden: Medewerkers zouden meer moeten worden 

gestimuleerd om zich te ontwikkelen, en met nieuwe ideeën te komen. Ook zouden leidinggevenden 

zich wat bescheidener/kwetsbaarder kunnen opstellen, zodat medewerkers ook hun minder sterke 

kanten durven te laten zien, en zich veiliger (en emotioneel prettiger) voelen.  

 

 

 

 

                                                      
i  http://trendwatching.com/nl/trends/servilebrands/ 


