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Abstract
In today’s volatile and uncertain environment of emerging markets, organizations confront changes due to new
innovation strategy or new product development decision. This uncertain scenario not only impacts the organization’s
top management but affects every employee in the firm. The big challenge lies in preparing employees of the
organization to adapt with the necessary changes spontaneously. The need of the hour for organizations is to become
more flexible and change capable. Any change, big or small, can be implemented and sustained only if the employees in
the organization take a wholehearted effort to support the change. Thus, today an inevitable requisite for every
organization is not only to respond to this changing environments but also build their Organizational Capacity for
Change (OCC). In this paper, we have a) explored the linkage between mindset to change of employees and OCC, b)
analyzed mindset for change of employees of different levels of management, and c) highlighted managerial implications
to build organizational capacity for change with special focus on employee’s mindset to change.
Key Words: Change Management, Organizational Capacity for Change, Resistance to Change

1.
Introduction
Today in this constantly growing global business environment, change has become the norm for organizations
to sustain their existence and success. The factors such asglobalisation of economies, competition,
liberalisation, deregulation, privatisation, mergers, acquisitions and new developments in technology have
brought significant changes in organizational paradigm. Change need not always start from an external point
but can originate from an internal source. Some examples of causes for change that lie within an organization
are change in the organizational structure, change in the leadership, inefficient organizational processes,
problems with coordination and lack of cooperation. According to Kotter and Schlesinger (1979), most
organizations need to undertake moderate changes once a year and major changes every four to five years.
Thus, executives are confronted with constant challenge to manage and adapt to this changing world with their
existent knowledge of traditional, rigid and static management systems as well as processes.
Thamesand Webster (2009) define a new metaphor to describe the context in which firms operate today,
namely—a hurricane or an earthquake. They state,
“To many organizations, change comes like a hurricane season. Everyone knows it’s coming. It is the same
every year. The only thing we don’t know is Who will it hit this time?…To other organizations change comes
like the earthquake. We may never see it coming but have this nagging feeling that it is.”
In any company an ‘environmental jolt’ can be said to be experienced when it is not prepared for an oncoming
hurricane, or a potential earthquake. If prepared it would not react with surprise rather would handle it well
Judge(2011). This preparation done in advance is what Judge calls as the organizational capacity for change.
Organizations with relatively high change capacity can successfully handle this hurricane while the
organizations with relatively low change capacity would look around and search for their environment and
may be much more subject to luck and chance.
Every leader wants his workforce to prepare for expected changes in future and has also to deliver results in
the present scenario. This special preparation required for ensuring success in the future includes building
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organization’s ability for change. “Organizational capacity for change (OCC) is the overall capability of an
organization to either effectively prepare for or respond to an increasingly unpredictable and volatile
environmental context” Judge (2011). This ability is available in different dimensions and comprises of three
features, including (a) Human resources and skill sets (b) procedures and formal systems, (c) Culture, values
and norms.
OCC is a dynamic, multidimensional capability that enables an organization to upgrade or revise existing
organizational competencies, while cultivating new competencies that enable the organization to survive and
prosper” Judge (2011). Judge also points that the importance of environmental uncertainty, the organizational
capacity for change increases. In simple words, the more the surroundings are changing or are prone to any
kind of change, the more would be the OCC.
1.1 Mindset to Change
Organisations needs to focus on managing people’s behaviour skills and commitment to deliver the successful
implementation of any change initiative. The vast majority of organisational change is managed from a
technical viewpoint without recognizing or understanding how the human element influences the success or
failure of the change (Arendt et al., 1995). Management has a tendency to neglect and ignore the equally
important human dimension when implementing change (Levine, 1997; Steier, 1989). Thus, it becomes vital
to understand and analyse the employee’s mindset for change that constitutes the organisation when we want
to build Organisation Capacity for Change. The Oxford American Dictionary states that mind set is "an
established set of attitudes held by someone". The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language
defines mindset as “a fixed mental attitude or disposition that predetermines a person's responses to and
interpretations of situations”.
Therefore, it is important to analyse the mindset of employees towards a change when an organization is in the
process to build its capacity for change. The main reason for this is because individuals are different in their
ability and readiness to acclimatize to any kind of organizational change (Darling, 1993). This is mainly
because individuals experience change in different ways (Carnall, 1986), some people tend to move through
the change process rather quickly, while others may become stuck or experience multiple transitions (Scott
and Jaffe, 1988). Thus some employees would show resistance to change while some may show willingness
or readiness to change while the rest would lie in between the two stages.
Employees resist change due to their hesitance and uncomfort that change brings. They get worried about how
the change will harm or have negative impact on them, their jobs and their relationships with other employees.
Resistance, in an organisational setting, is an expression of reservation which normally arises as a response or
reaction to change (Block 1989). This expression is normally witnessed by management as any employee
actions perceived as attempting to stop, delay, or alter change (Bemmels and Reshef, 1991).
One-half to two-thirds of all major corporate change efforts failed (Maurer 1996) .Failure is recognised by
successful implementation of resistance to change. In simple words, many large-scale corporate are
unsuccessful due to the change programs which the employee’s resisted (Maurer, 1997; Spiker and Lesser,
1995; Regaret al., 1994; Martin, 1975). A longitudinal study on 500 large Australian organisations during
1993 and 1996 revealed that employee’s resistance was the most frequently cited implementation problem
encountered by management when introducing change (Waldersee and Griffiths 1997). It is quite common to
experience employee’s resistance in fifty percent of the organisations. Hence it cannot be denied that to
ensure success, the resistance phase could be well managed and handled when implementing any change in an
organisation. It poses a major challenge for the management group to manage employee’s resistance.
Oreg (2003) in his research designed the Scale to measure Resistance to Change for any individual’s
inclination to resist changes. He developed a 17 item scale with factors like Routine Seeking, Emotional
Reaction to Imposed Change, Short- Term Focus and Cognitive Rigidity. These four factors were
conceptualized as they reflect behavioural, affective, and cognitive aspects of resistance to change,
respectively. The scale can be used to account for the individual difference component of resistance to change
and to predict reactions to specific change.
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In this paper, we have explored the linkage between mindset to change of employees and OCC.We have
analyzed mindset for change of employees of different levels of management. Thereafter from the results we
have given some managerial implications to build organizational capacity for change with special focus on
employee’s mindset to change.
2.
Literature Review
For ease of understanding the literature reviewed by us for the research has been categorized under the below
mentioned headings. We have included here aonly a few of the major studies done related to our work.
2.1
Change Management:
Ajmal, Farooq, Sajid, and Awan (2012) discuss the importance of leadership in the process of managing any
change in an organization. Pryor, Taneja, Anderson, Singleton and Humphreys (2008) throw light on the
prevalent models of change management in the globe today. They also indicated the challenges which have
been faced by the leaders guiding the organizations and researches which have been dealing with the
relevance and expected results of their model. By (2005) has critically reviewed some of the main approaches
and theories of change management in any organization. This review has exposed a new outline for managing
any change. Lau and Woodman (1995) have developed a construct of change schema and have explained its
possible dimensions.Amburgey, Kelly and Barnett (1993) suggests that, when viewed dynamically,
organizational change can be both adaptive and disruptive and when viewed over time, the same forces that
make organizations inert also make them more malleable.
2.2
Resistance to Change
Ford, and Ford (2010), discuss how resistance can be an important source in the acquiring of change. They
highlight that people who manage change can assess resistance as an asset instead of blaming resistance for
their failures. Ford, Ford, and D’Amelio, (2008), discuss the concept of resistance and how change agents
themselves become a cause of resistance. The authors alsothrow light on how resistance can be used as a
resource.Oreg (2003) develop a 17 items scale to measure Resistance to Change (RTC). This scale covers four
main factors which point out towards a person’s inclination to accept or resist any kind of change. Bovey, and
Hede (2001), investigate the relation amongst ideas, individual’s emotions and their resistance to change.
Giangreco, (2000) present an overview of the literature of last twenty five years available in the area of
Resistance for Change. Aladwani (2001) describe an integrated, process oriented approach for facing the
complex social problem of workers' resistance to enterprise resource planning. Waddell and Sohal (1998)
focus on how resistance can be used as a constructive tool for change management.Piderit (2000) review
studies of resistance to change and advocate new research based on a reconceptualization of individual
responses to change as multidimensional attitudes.
2.3
Organizational Capacity for Change
Andriany, Rahayuand Djumahir (2013) show the effect of Organizational Change Capacity (OCC) and
environment uncertainties on traditional retail performance. Their study also projects how the cultural
differences reflected in ethnic differences in retail ownership of traditional Chinese and non-Chinese will
affect organizational performance, and to differentiate the effect of OCC and environment uncertainty on
organization performance. Judge (2011) in his book explainsthe concept organizational capacity for change
and provides guidance as to how an organization can build this capacity. Buono(2010) in his paper he
explores the need for a diagnostic orientation to conceptualize and implement change and the challenge of
building organizational change capacity. Judgeand Douglas (2009) through their study have systematically
developed a reliable and valid multidimensional, 32 item instrument which can be used by executives to
prepare for and enhance their organizational change process, or for scholars to study the organizational change
process. Judge and Blocker (2008) have aimed to link and discuss organizational capacity for change with the
new concept of strategic ambidexterity, which is conceptualized as the ability to simultaneously pursue
exploitation and exploratory strategies in ways that lead to enhanced organizational effectiveness.
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3.
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses was framed for our research:
H01 = There is no linkage between the employee’s mindset to change and organization’s capacity for change.
H02 = Employee’s mindset to change is same irrespective of their level of management (top, middle or lower).
4.
Method
4.1 Sample and Procedure
Our study was limited to organizations belonging to manufacturing sector in India. This sectors was chosen
because the organizations in this sector mostly have employees working since long in the same organization
and sector. These individuals are not ready for the changes that have come in the organizations in the last few
decades. These changes particularly include the changes in the machinery or processes due to introduction of
new technology. The role of middle management is getting diminished due the increasing dependency on new
technology and processes. This has led to mass layoffs of the employees who are unable to adapt to the new
changes.
Convenience and judgmental sampling techniques were used for selecting the sample. Five organizations in
the manufacturing sector were chosen to collect the data. Their selection was based on cooperation extended
by the organizations in gathering the data. Ten employees from each of the selected organizations were
approached to fill questionnaires. The employees belonged to all the three levels of management namely top,
middle and lower. The Employee’s Mindset to change of employees and their perceived Organizational
Capacity for Change (OCC) was also analysed in order to understand the relationship between both these
aspects.
4.2 Measures:
The questionnaire for our study included two separate tools; one to measure the employee’s mindset to change
and other to measure the organizational capacity for change (OCC).
a)
Employee’s mindset to change:
For the study, adapted version of the scale developed by Oreg (2003) was used for data collection. The scale
developed by Oreg (2003) has 17 items that cover four main factors which point out towards a person’s
inclination to accept or resist any kind of change. These four factors are routine seeking, emotional reaction,
short term focus and cognitive rigidity. The Questionnaire has a six point Likert scale with option 1 indicating
“Strongly Disagree”, 2 as “Disagree”, 3 as “Inclined to Disagree”, 4 as “Inclined to Agree”, 5 as “Agree” and
6 as “Strongly Agree”. Since Oreg (2003) had developed this scale with a perspective to questions addressed
to students, therefore for the present study the questions were slightly modified so as to serve the need of the
study and to address the employees of the organizations.
b)
Organizational Change Capacity (OCC):
To study the Organizational Change Capacity (OCC), a scale developed by Judge, W. and Douglas, T., (2009)
was used. This scale is a 32 item scale covering eight dimensions. Each dimension had four questions. The
eight dimensions are a) Trustworthy Leadership, b) Trusting Followers, c) Capable Champions, d) Involved
Middle Management, e) Systems thinking, f) Communication Systems, g) Accountable Culture, h) Innovative
Culture. The items were to be marked on a ten point scale where 1, 2, 3 stand for ‘Almost Never’, 4,5,6, 7
stand for ‘Sometimes’ and 8, 9, 10 stand for ‘Always’. A higher ranking, depicted a greater organizational
capacity for change. In other words a better score depicted a higher organization capacity for change. Slight
adaptation of the questionnaire was done by modifying the questions to suit the need of the study and as per
the Indian industry.
5.
Results and Analysis
We have presented our results by the means of descriptive statistics and hypotheses testing.
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5.1 Profile of Respondents
Data revealed that amongst the total respondents, 40% were within the age group of 21–30 years and 30 %
were between 31 - 40 years. Around one fourth of the respondents fell in the age group of 41–50 years and
only 2% of respondents belonged to the age group of 51 – 60 years. Data also revealed that 90% of
respondents were male and only 10 % were female. In context to the educational qualification about 58% of
the respondents were graduates with B.E or B.Tech degrees. Among the selected sample 34% of total
respondents were post graduate and only 8% of the selected sample were diploma holders. Also 80 % of the
respondents had more than one year of experience, 44% of respondents had more than 5 years’ experience,
while 12% of the respondents had more than 10 years’ experience in their current organization. About 56 % of
the selected sample agreed that they had worked in more than 2 organizations in the last few years. About 70
% of the respondents had more than 5 years, 28% had above 11 years and 20% had above 20 years of total
work experience.
5.2
Analysis of Employee’s Mindset to Change
The results for the measure mindset to change is shown in the bar chart (Figure 1) as the average score. The
analysis of the factor ‘routine seeking’ behaviour depicts that change is liked and desired by most of the
individuals in their routine behaviour. The results for factor ‘emotional reaction’ to imposed change indicated
lack of psychological resilience among the selected sample. The results of factor ‘short term focus’ depicts
that respondents do not look at the short term stress and problems that they have to handle when any change is
introduced. In fact the mindset of individuals is such that they want change and would be ready to bear the
pressure, inconvenience and discomforts attached to it and only a few consider it as a hassle. The sample
showed rational thinking and were quite prepared to accept change. The data analysis relating to factor
‘cognitive rigidity’ revealed that once someone had come to a conclusion, one was not likely to change this
mind.
Average Score Mindset to Change
Views consistent over time

4.12

Once come to conclusion , don’t change mind

3.44

Don’t change mind easily

3.48

Often change mind

2.94

Avoid changes even if they are good

2.06

Resist change even if it may benefit

2.08

Feel uncomfortable even change may improve life

1.94

Changing plan is a hastel

2.62

Feel uncomfortable due to change of responsibility

2.74

Get stressed if things don’t go as per plan

3.54

Tense up hearing about change

2.74

Would feel stressed for change at work

2.22

Would prefer to be bored than surprised

1.82

Look for ways to change life

4.46

Do same old things than try new ones

1.82

Would prefer a Routine Day

2.6

Consider Change to be Negative Thing

1.68
0

1

2

Figure 1. Average Score of Employee’s Mindset to Change
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5.3
Analysis of Organizational Capacity for Change
The organizational capacity for change measured by us in the study depicts the perception of an individual
employee of his organizations’ OCC. The Benchmark Value for the Average OCC is given by Judge (2011).
5.3.1 Comparing the Average OCC Scores with the Benchmark Value
The average Organizational Capacity for Change Score when compared to the Benchmark Values is
represented in Figure 2. The average OCC scores obtained for the dimensions ‘Innovative Culture’,
‘Communication Systems’, ‘Capable Champions’ and ‘Trusting Followers’ are quite higher than the
benchmark values for their respective dimensions. The average OCC score for ‘Accountable Culture’ is also
moderately higher than the benchmark value. However the average OCC scores we got for the dimensions
‘Systems Thinking’, ‘Involved Middle Management’ and ‘Trustworthy Leadership’ are lower than the
benchmark values given by Judge (2011).

Average OCC vs Benchmark Value
Benchmark Value

Average OCC
24.6

Innovative Culture

27.84

26
26.38

Accountable Culture
23.4

Communication Systems

27.28

25.9
25.04

Systems Thinking
Involved Mid Management

26.2
25.56

Capable Champions

26.1

24.7

Trusting Followers
Trustworthy Leadership

26.68

25.6
0

5

10

15

20

28.26

27.1

25

30

Figure 2. Average Organizational Capacity for Change versus the benchmark values.
5.3.2 Comparing the Average Scores of Top, Middle and Lower Management with their respective
Benchmark Values
a. Comparing the Average Scores of Top Management with Benchmark Values
Interestingly our results (in Figure 3) show that the average OCC Score obtained for the Top Management for
all the dimensions are quite higher than the benchmark values given by Judge (2011).It can be interpreted that
as perceived by the top management the selected organizations had high organizational capacity to change
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Top Management Average OCC vs Benchmark Values
Benchmark Value

TOP MANAGEMENT

Innovative Culture

27

Accountable Culture

26.8

30.4
32.6

25.8

Communications Systems

30.8

27.1

Systems Thinking
Involved Midmanagement

27.6

Capable Champions

27.8

31
31.8
32

25.6

Trusting Followers

29.2

Trustworthy Leadership
0

5

10

15

20

32
31.7

25

30

35

Figure 3. Comparison of average OCC scores of top management with the benchmark values.
b.
Comparing the Average Scores of Middle Management with Benchmark Values
The average OCC scores for different dimensions from middle management when compared with the
benchmark values, depict that for the dimensions ‘capable champions’, ‘communications systems’, innovative
culture and accountable culture the scores obtained were higher than the benchmark values (Figure 4).
However the scores on the dimension “Involved mid management”, “Systems thinking” and “trustworthy
leadership” as obtained from the middle management were lower than the benchmark values for these
dimensions.

Middle Management OCC vs Benchmark Values
Benchmark Value

MIDDLE MANAGEMENT
26

Innovative Culture

28.9

26.2
26.95

Accountable Culture
24.2

Communications Systems

27

26.2
25.15

Systems Thinking
Involved Midmanagement

27

24.75

Capable Champions

26.7

Trusting Followers

25
26.75

Trustworthy Leadership

25.8
0

5

10

15

20

30.65

27.9

25

30

Figure 4. Comparison of average OCC scores of middle management with the benchmark values.
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c.
Comparing the Average Scores of Lower Management with Benchmark Values
The average OCC scores obtained for the lower management in the present study compared to the benchmark
value are represented in Figure 5. Evidently, only for two dimensions, ‘Communication Systems’ and
‘Innovation Culture’ the average OCC score obtained from is higher than the benchmark value. The average
OCC scores for the rest all six dimensions were found to be lower than the benchmark values.

Lower Management OCC vs Benchmark Values
Benchmark Value

LOWER MANAGEMENT
25

Innovative Culture

25.5
26.5

Accountable Culture

22.7
22.6

Communications Systems

25.8
25.6

Systems Thinking

21.95
25.8

Involved Midmanagement

23.25
26

Capable Champions

24
24.7

Trusting Followers

23.95
26.4

Trustworthy Leadership

22.2
0

5

10

15

20

25

30

Figure 5. Comparison of average OCC scores of lower management with the benchmark values.
5.3.3 Comparing the OCC Score of Top , Middle and Lower Management
The average OCC scores obtained from top management are highest followed by that from the middle
management and then that from the lower management. This result is interestingly for all of the each of the
dimensions that comprise to measure the organizational capacity for change. This result (Figure 6) clearly
depicts that the organizational capacity for change as perceived by different levels of management is different.
The OCC as perceived by the top management is highest followed by that of middle management followed by
the lower management.
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OCC of Top, Middle and Lower Management
TOP MANAGEMENT

MIDDLE MANAGEMENT

LOWER MANAGEMENT

Innovative Culture

30.4
28.9

25.5

Accountable Culture
Communications Systems

25.8

Systems Thinking

21.95

Involved Midmanagement

27

25.15

23.95

Trustworthy Leadership

22.2
0

5

10

15

20

31

30.65

24

Trusting Followers

30.8

31.8

24.75
23.25

Capable Champions

32.6

26.95

22.7

26.75
25.8
25

32
32

31.7
30

35

Figure 6. Comparison of Organizational Capacity for Change of Top, Middle, Lower Management
6.
Hypotheses Testing
The hypotheses H01was tested using correlation. The correlation value between the employee’s mindset to
change and organization’s capacity for change was found to be 0.078. The t stat of correlation when calculated
came to be 0.542. The low values of both of the above measures signified that there is no correlation between
the employee’s mindset to change and organization’s capacity for change. Therefore we failed to reject the
null hypothesis.
The reasons for this outcome could be one of these: a) The sample size from each organization is small (ten
respondents) which may not be sufficient to give the right picture of the OCC, b) The answers related to OCC
are based on the employee’s perceptions of organizational capacity for change. These perceptions could be
different from the reality, c) The answers that employees gave for the factors measuring their mindset to
change may be the ideal answers for the questions as they may have tried to conceal their actual feelings.
In order to test this hypothesis H02, single factor ANOVA was done on the data. Since the F value came out to
be less than F critical we fail to reject the null hypotheses.
Groups
Count
Sum
Average
Variance
Lower Management
20
853
42.65
71.18
Middle Management
20
910
45.5
42.15
Top Management
10
458
45.8
31.73
ANOVA
Source of Variation
SS
df
MS
F
Between Groups
105.03
2
52.51
1.011
Within Groups
2439.15
47
51.89
Total
2544.18
49
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However realizing that this might be due to small sub group sample size, researcher merged groups Middle
and Top Management. Now the hypotheses framed was H0: u1= u2 and Ha: u1≠ u2
Two tailed t test was then performed on the two subgroups ie on Lower management and Top+ Middle
Management. The value comes out to be - 6.52 which is less than -1.96. Thus we reject H0.
7.
Managerial Implications
The results of this research have significant implications for the managers who intend to build the
organizational capacity for change. Resistance or readiness to change is often believed to be the whole sole
cause of an unsuccessful change implementation. Our study however reveals that mindset to change of
employees has no correlation with the organizational capacity for change. In this case managers are
recommended to follow certain simple ways to build the organizational capacity for change.
Manage Resistance to Change: Resistance is a natural part of any change process and is to be expected.
Therefore the management should be prepared to deal with it efficiently and promptly. If the management can
stop blaming resistance and start using it as a resource it can do wonders in helping and carrying out a
successful change process and sustaining it.
Building Trustworthy Leadership: An evident fact is that trustworthiness is important to carry out all
functions in the organization, but it is essential for leadership effectiveness and the ability to prepare for and
drive organizational change. The basic reason to this is trustworthy leadership yields trust and cooperation,
noted that the key to organizational survival and prosperity was cooperation, communication, and a shared
sense of purpose.
Involving Middle Management: Researches suggests that middle managers are often missing in action when
radical change is being pursued. However, when they are properly involved and engaged with the change
initiative, the change process goes more smoothly and the outcomes are more positive.
Systems thinking: Systems thinking emphasizes that we need to understand how the whole affects its parts
and how the parts affect the whole. The subsystems and components within an organization, and the
organization as a subsystem within its larger environment have to be considered to implement any change. A
compelling and well-communicated vision of future is key to bring about change within an organizational
system, and this principle is central to systems thinking.
Creating an Accountable Culture: Accountability refers to an obligation or willingness to accept
responsibility for one’s actions. When a person accepts responsibility, that person is committed to generating
positive results, what some people call “taking ownership.” The leaders should demonstrate this behaviour
that aligns with the proposed change and set an example for the entire workforce.
8.
Conclusion
We are today living in a constantly growing global business environment, where change has become the norm
for organizations to sustain their success and existence. Today the management has to be concerned not only
with the particular change, but more importantly, with developing the strength, or sustaining capacity, for
uninterrupted change. As organizations try to survive and remain competitive, they are reorganizing, reengineering, downsizing and implementing new technology. The business press is filled with many recent and
ongoing stories of organizations that failed to adapt to these changes and to an increasingly fluid and
unpredictable environment. Indeed, a widely cited statistic is that “more than 70% of all organizational change
initiatives fail, (Higgs and Rowland 2005). Thus organizations need to have organizational capacity for
change. Organizations with relatively high change capacity can sail through smoothly in these times of
change. Organizations with relatively low change capacity are at the mercy of the volatile environment and
much more subject to luck and chance.
While talking about change it is necessary to understand the established set of attitudes held by someone
towards that change. A vast majority of organizational change is managed from a technical viewpoint without
recognizing or understanding how the human element influences the success or failure of the change.
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However essential to understand the employee’s mindset for change by management so that the top level may
prepare to tackle the same when they are planning to implement change. Building Organizational capacity for
Change should include development of process, tools and techniques to manage the people aspect of change
in order to overcome resistance and build the necessary commitment in employees that enable them to be
ready, willing and be able to change.
Our study was an attempt to figure out the employees’ mindset to change, the organizational capacity for
change and thereafter exploring the linkage between the two in organizations belonging to manufacturing
sector. The analysis of data on the mindset to change reveals that respondents do not consider change to be a
negative thing and that they do not like to do the same old things rather they would try new and different ones,
yet when things don't go according to the plan, it stresses them out.
The analysis of the data on organizational capacity for change has revealed that the average scores of top
management are highest amongst the group. These scores are followed by that of the middle management and
then that of the lower management for each of the dimensions that comprise to measure the organizational
capacity for change. We also found from are results that there is no correlation between the employee’s
mindset to change and organization’s capacity for change. However, there is a difference in the mindset to
change between employees belonging to lower management and that belonging to top and middle
management.
On the basis of the findings, certain recommendations can be made to the organizations. Foremost being, the
management should stop blaming resistance and start using it as a resource for carrying out a successful
change process and sustaining it. The organization should aim to build trustworthy leadership who are
competent and benevolent because this kind of leadership yields trust and cooperation. Trust makes all
changes possible, therefore creating trusting followers should be one of the aims of the organization. The
organization must take extra efforts to involve middle management because when they are fully involved and
engaged with the change initiative, the change process goes more smoothly and the outcomes are more
positive. The organization should have the systems thinking view to prepare for or manage a change, as well
as to build the capacity for change. Also the organization should aim to inculcate an accountable culture
which will assist to build organizational capacity for change.
9.
Limitations and Future Research
Our study was limited to a small sample of 50, collected from manufacturing sector. This could be a reason
for not getting the ideal picture of the scenario. Such a study can be carried out with a larger sample size. Also
a study concerning the concept of organizational capacity for change and the individual factors that get related
to the changes in organizations should be done in context of Indian organizations. Many researches have done
studies in this area in foreign context but we feel we need to understand this concept and its related factors in
context to organizations prevalent in India so as to work to make them more agile and adaptable.
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