
Organisations are under tremendous pressure to adapt to a

continuous and increasing number of changes in the

environment. In most instances, organisations are aware of

these environmental pressures, but do not change

accordingly (Hammer, 1997). In many cases, organisational

focus is only on external forces instead of both external and

internal (Jones, 2000). The question arises which force,

external or internal, demands change in organisations.

Research (Conner & Lake, 1998; Fomburn, 1992) revealed that

in most instances demands for change within organisations

may be initiated either by external or by internal forces.

However, Kinnear and Roodt (1998) confirmed that external

forces usually trigger change while internal forces tend to

prevent change. Thus, the efforts to overcome resistance to

change should be focused on the human component of the

organisation (Kinnear & Roodt, 1998).

The above phenomenon is the result of a concept known as

“organisational inertia” which refers to forces inside an

organisation that cause resistance to change (Jones, 2000). The

evolutionary steps the term “organisational inertia” took will

not be expounded here, but it will be shown that the term

“inertia” in an organisational context has featured in several

forms in literature reviews, such as “organisational

responsiveness”, “organisational learning disabilities”,

“organisational viscosity”, “organisational momentum” and

“structural inertia”. The difficult terminology attached to this

concept is comprehensively summarised in recent research

publications (Kinnear & Roodt, 1998; Roodt, Kinnear, Erwee,

Smith, Lynch & Millett, 2001). In this summarised context,

organisational inertia indicated the tendency to remain within

the status quo and the resistance to strategic renewal outside the

existing frame of strategy (Huff, Huff & Thomas, 1992).

The inertia phenomenon is hallmarked by its inherent

momentum, either retarding change or contributing to the

forward movement of organisations (Fomburn, 1992). The

momentum relevant to inertia is that it reinforces the status

quo. The organisational forces which are supposed to initiate

stable structures and processes generate resistance to change,

because they protect and maintain the status quo (Kelly &

Amburgey, 1991).

Inertia is a vicious circle in which organisations are trapped. It

means that certain forces impede change while others gather

momentum for the continuation of the status quo. As a result of

this, change-facilitating forces have limited impact on

organisational management practices and the phenomenon

becomes a growing and integral part of the system (Connor &

Lake, 1988). Kinnear and Roodt (1998) found that various

synonyms or antonyms often overlap with the existing theory or

merely adding a different dimension to theories on inertia. 

French and Bell (1999) draw a distinction between the different

types of change that can take place in an organisation. Day-to-

day- adaptation- to-change demands can be referred to as

incremental or evolutionary changes. On the other hand,

organisational transformation or second order change, which

can be defined in terms of comprehensive, drastic and radical

alterations imposed on organisations as a whole, take place after

an organisation maintained the status quo for too long.

Therefore, drastic change become a means for survival or to

create a state of equilibrium.  

The change efforts referred to in this article apply to any type of

change that is initiated and ranging from either incremental,

evolutionary adaptation efforts, or radical second-order changes.

Louw (1995) confirms that the phenomenon of organisational

inertia stems from individual resistance to change, which can be

traced back to the psycho-analytic theory. This theory postulates

that resistance to change is an individual response to uncertainty

or fear of unexpected events, or when the outcome of change

demands cannot be predicted. Such sluggishness may be

manifested in group as well in organisational activities. Kreitner

and Kinicki (1998) describe the phenomenon in terms of a

vertical continuum which may vary from individual acceptance

to active resistance. Those who do not directly resist, but who

may experience uncertainty, are unproductive. The situation

converts into individual pathology which can result in an

“individual crisis”.

Senge (1994) argues that organisations which do not change may

face immediate death, because it is a matter of survival of the

fittest. According to Senge (1994), the largest industrial

enterprises have an average lifetime of forty years. The corrective

actions that may be needed to get the organisation out of the

turmoil, namely organisational transformation, may be
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dangerous if not correctly managed. Maurer (1996) estimates a

success rate not more than nine percent for organisations who

opt for transformation. Stewart (1999) is more lenient and

estimates it on fifty percent. The main reason for failure is that

organisations forget that the human side must also be managed

into transition. Governmental organisations can survive for a

longer period in comparison with corporate organisations, due

to the “sponsorship” of the taxpayer’s money. 

To deal with difficulties in the change process itself, Lewin

(1951) suggests change in organisations as a three-stage process.

The first is to unfreeze the organisation’s behaviour from the

status quo. Then movement takes place into new behaviour. The

last stage is to refreeze behaviour at a new level. A very strong

characteristic of this change process is the movement from one

equilibrium stage to another. It creates the perception that

movement from the one stage should not take place unless it

occurs from a position of equilibrium. However, it seems that

the change process can keep on swinging from one vicious circle

to another. The reasons for this can be linked to the impatience

of management with employees’ uncertainties, a lack of systems

thinking in terms of business/human resource management and

the fact that change is not monitored as a multi-systems flow

process. The most important factor here may be the consolidated

human behaviour into the future state.

An example of a multiple systems flow is depicted in figure 1 as

postulated by the Burke and Litwin (1992) model of

Organisational Performance and Change. Concerning the

business processes, the figure is self-explanatory. The model

explains the causality in the organisation and the feedback loops

between the different systems. It consists the following

dimensions: 

i) The transformational variables (depicted in the upper part of

figure 1) which represents the external environment, mission,

leadership and organisational culture. These variables refer to

areas which are suppose to be sensitive to alteration needs

caused by internal or external environmental focus and

which require new sets of behaviour.

ii) Transactional variables (depicted in the lower part of figure 1)

which consist of structure, management practices, systems,

work unit climate, task requirements, motivation, and

individual needs and values. These variables are affected by

short term interaction between individuals and groups.

According to Burke (1992) diagnostics should be focused on

these systems to establish the organisation’s readiness to change.

However, it seems that the unfreezing stage as postulated by

Lewin (1951), may be the most problematic due to the cyclical

nature of the change process. As mentioned earlier, movement

from one stage to another should occur between stages of

equilibrium. Maurer (1996) warns that the movement can slide

into diseliquibrium.

To drive the change process successfully, Maurer (1996, pp. 29-

32) explains the change process in terms of the “cycle of

change”. It postulates the monitor of the change process in

terms of the “big picture” or “gestalt”. This change process is

shown in figure 2. 

The cycle can be explained as follows:

Random incidents (one o’clock on the cycle). Only senior

management may be aware of problems that may require change.

Most staff are unaware of any problems.

Recognition (three o’ clock). Recognition is the most crucial stage

of the cycle. Senior management committed to be open and talk

about the problems. Once everyone sees the same picture, it

becomes possible to get all the role players aligned to move

around the cycle together. During this stage, it is important that

everyone recognizes the situation and realizes the need for a

shift. When this shift occur, people’s views are transformed.

Initial actions (five o’clock). Once the issue is recognized, energy

starts to build. Everyone wants to do something. Here

conversations emerge out of the situation in an effort to address

the problem. Such conversations can only take place after

everyone had recognized the seriousness of the status quo.
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Figure 2: Cycle of change

(Maurer, 1996, p. 30)

Implementation (seven o’clock). During this stage the idea to

address the situation is rolled out. The plan how to tackle the

problem will be announced and implemented immediately. The

implementation of any change initiative will fail at this stage if

any individual employee does not understand and support the

initiative. Even unions, who agreed up to now, can derail the

process. The phase seems to correspond with Lewin’s (1951)

stage of unfreezing. Thus, during this stage, the organisation

must be in total readiness to enhance the new vision.

Integration (nine o’clock). During this stage, the new initiative

forms part of the business cycle. If the organisation experiences

full integration, almost no resistance may exist. If any

uncertainty or resistance is detected, the initiative may be

hampered. 

Waning activities (eleven o’clock). The transition stage between

integration and the waning activities take place at this stage. This

is also an important part of the process. If resistance of any

nature is not identified and addressed properly, the whole

process moves back to the stage of “random incidents”. The

implication thereof is that the new vision or change initiative is

back to the original stage without any progress. This is the stage

where the status quo is still in existence.

In this regard, Scott and Jaffe (1991, pp. 51-52) distinguish

between individual as well as group manifestations of

organisational inertia. These manifestations are displayed in

table 1.

The cycle of change supports the theory of inertia which

further implies that the dynamics of change can hamper

change processes itself. For example, committed employees

who can propel any change initiative successfully, may

become involved in the political dynamics within an

organisation. Political activities can obstruct change

initiatives. One obvious reason for obstructing the change

process, is uncertainty (Maurer 1996).

Although organisational transformation is a process that

usually follows as an initiative to drive the organisation out

of the vicious cycle of inertia, the individual or

(organisational) inertia can emerge if the human component

is not managed properly (French & Bell, 1999). To overcome

this problem, accurate diagnostic information is needed to

drive the change and development process. Kinnear and

Roodt (1998, pp. 44-54) developed an instrument to measure

the existence of inertia within the target organisation. This

instrument is known as the “Organisational Inertia Scale”

which is based on the key systems within an organisation as

depicted in figure 1. 

TABLE 1

INDIVIDUAL AND GROUP MANIFESTATIONS

Individual Manifestations Group manifestations

Complaints Accidents

Errors Increased absenteeism

Anger Sabotage

Stubbornness Increase in union activity

Apathy Lower productivity

Absence due to illness

Withdrawal

(Adapted from Scott & Jaffe, 1991, pp. 51-52)

The results of the “Organisational Inertia Scale -OIS” provide

diagnostic information regarding the target organisation. From

the results a facilitator can see whether an organisation is ready

to change (Kinnear & Roodt, 1998). Organisational systems that

reflect negative results can be isolated. Multiple organisational

interventions can be targeted to move the organisation out of

diseliquibrium.

As a result of the new National Constitution (Act 108 of 1996)

which was promulgated in South Africa, it is assumed that most

corporate and public sector organisations should change in

response to this “environmental obligation” which is contained

in the act.

The main objective of this study was to target a typical public

sector organisation in obtaining a sample respondents that

represents this particular sector, as well post levels between

the lowest and junior management. For this study, the focus

was specifically to determine whether the same systemic

variables, that are identified by Kinnear and Roodt, (1998) 

in the corporate sector as causal factors of organisational

inertia, are also manifested in a sample obtained in a public

sector organisation. 

The aim of this study is thus to explore the manifestation of

organisational inertia in the target organisation, because the

latter represents a government organisation, and similar studies

have not been conducted in such work environments as yet. 

METHOD

Sample

The subjects for the study were 347 employees in a typical state

department who represent the demographic composition of the

organisation. This particular sample was obtained at an in-

service training institution. Table 2 reflects the various

biographical categories of each group. The age category of 25 to

34 years is the largest while the category 18 to 24 years

representing the smallest. Male respondents dominate the

sample with 88,8%

Although the sample is covering all language groups in 

South Africa, Afrikaans comprises the largest proportion 

with Tshivenda as the minority. The tenure category,

representing the proportion between 6 to 10 years, is in the

majority. Despite a missing value of 1,4 percent, a proportion

of 88,8 percent of the respondents have a qualification of

matric or higher. To explore the leadership/management

training levels, a proportion of 67,6 percent indicated that

they haven’t attended either of the courses while 20,3 percent

indicated that they attended at least an internal management

training course. 
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TABLE 2

BIOGRAPHICAL DATA

AGE

N %

18 – 24 Years 9,0 2,6

25 – 34 Years 162,0 46,7

35 – 44 Years 135,0 38,9

45 – 54 Years 18,0 5,2

55+ 0,0 0,0

Missing 23,0 6,6

Total 347,0 100,0

GENDER

N %

Male 308,0 88,8

Female 38,0 11,0

Missing 1,0 0,2

Total 47,0 100,0

LANGUAGE

N %

Afrikaans 85,0 24,5

Sepedi 25,0 7,0

Setswana 56,0 16,1

Xitsonga 7,0 2,0

siXhosa 61,0 17,6

SiSwazi 8,0 2,3

English 24,0 7,0

Sesotho 26,0 7,5

Tsivenda 3,0 0,9

IsiNdebele 4,0 1,2

IsiZulu 43,0 12,4

Other 3,0 0,9

Missing 2,0 0,6

Total 347,0 100,0

TENURE

N %

Less than 3 years 7,0 2,0

3 – 5 years 36,0 10,4

6 – 10 years 122,0 35,2

11 – 15 years 102,0 29,4

16 – 20 years 65,0 18,7

More that 20 years 14,0 4,0

Missing 1,0 0,3

Total 347,0 100,0

QUALIFICATIONS

N %

Lower than matric 36,0 9,8

Matric 193,0 55,6

Matric with diploma 88,0 25,4

B-degree 17,0 4,9

Post graduate 10,0 2,9

Missing 5,0 1,4

Total 347,0 100,0

COURSES ATTENDED

Rank Management Leadership No Course Total

N N N N

Entry level 3,0 1,0 11,0 15,0

Second level 26,0 10,0 119,0 155,0

Third level 21,0 15,0 55,0 91,0

Junior Management 17,0 3,0 34,0 64,0

Civil/Professional 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

Other 1,0 1,0 5,0 7,0

Missing 0,0 0,0 2,0 2,0

Total 68,0 40,0 226,0 334,0

Percentage 20,3 11,9 67,6 100,0

Measuring instrument

To identify the constructs applicable to organisational inertia,

the “Organisational Inertia Scale” (OIS), developed by Kinnear

and Roodt (1998), was used with the permission of the

developers. The questionnaire consists of 109 items,

representing the synergised and overlapping dimensions,

adapted by Kinnear and Roodt (1998) on the Burke-Litwin (1992)

model of organisational change and development. This model is

depicted in terms of its systems flow in Figure 2. In the South

African context, the OIS was standardised on samples

representing the corporate sector and respondents from post

levels between junior-or middle management (Kinnear & Roodt,

1998). The dimensions measured by the OIS are as follows:

� External environment. Any outside condition or situation that

influences the performance of the organisation.

� The business and change strategy (mission and strategy). The

necessity of a change strategy in terms of the external and

internal demands for change.

� Change leadership. Executive behaviour that provides

direction and encourages others to take needed action. Data

gathering focuses on perceptions of executive practices and

values.

� Supportiveness of organisational culture. The overt and covert

rules, values and principles that guide organisational

behaviour.

� Business composition. The structure and arrangement of

functions and people into specific areas and levels of

responsibility, decision-making, authority and relationships.

� Change management practices. What managers do in the

normal course of events to use the human and material

resources at their disposal to carry out the organisation’s

strategy.

� Change related systems. Policies, mechanisms, compensation,

financial resources and any other reward systems that are

conducive to change efforts.

� Work unit orientation. A supportive climate, availability of

resources, level of expertise of change agents and the work

unit’s acceptance of change initiatives.

� Job/task requirements and individual skills/abilities. This

dimension concerns what is often referred to as job-person

match.

� Motivation. Aroused behavioural tendencies to move toward

goals, take needed action and persist until satisfaction is

attained.

� Personal impact of the change initiative. Aspects that may have

an impact on individual and organisational performance. For

example, people’s existing status, earnings job security and

power networks.

� Individual needs and values. The ability to cope and the impact

of psychological factors (emotional impact) that provide

desire and worth for individual/personal actions or thoughts.   

The instrument gives a summary of the individual respondent’s

perception and experience of the change process. The
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questionnaire is a Likert seven-point intensity response scale,

anchored at either side in terms of Schepers’s (1992) requirements

for measuring instruments. The items are formulated in question

format. To overcome the error of item prejudice, the scale is

numbered in a reversed order (from left to right with decreased

intensity). High scores on the scale indicate an individual’s

satisfaction with the questions set, and vice versa. The instrument

proved to be reliable with an internal consistency of 0,981

(Cronbach Alpha) (Kinnear & Roodt, 1998, p. 50).

Procedure

Respondents were gathered in a lecture room. The nature and

purpose of the research were explained to them. Full

instructions on how to complete the questionnaire were given

verbally. Respondents were given the opportunity to take part in

the research project voluntarily. Confidentiality and anonymity

were assured by requesting respondents not to write their names

on the questionnaire. No time limitation was set to complete the

questionnaire. The questionnaires were distributed in the

lecture room and collected after it was completed.

Statistical analysis

The measuring instrument generated an enormous amount of

data. Therefore, the publication of all of them is beyond the scope

of this article. However, it is available for inspection if necessary. 

In order to confirm the reliability of the instrument for the

purpose of this study, a principal factor analysis with a Varimax

rotation was conducted. The analysis was subjected to Kaiser’s

normalization. A three level rotation was done to determine the

measurement consistency of the instrument as such, as well as

for the sub-scales and individual items respectively.

TABLE 3

FACTOR MATRIX

FACTOR I FACTOR II

Factor I 0,773 0,634

Factor II –0,634 0,773

Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Black (1995, p. 374) have

requirements for assumptions relevant to reliability indexes for

analysis. For example, an index of 0,90 or above is “marvelous,”

0,80 or above is “meritorious”, 0,70 or above is “middling,” 0,60

or above is “mediocre,” and 0,50 or above is “miserable.” Those

lower than 0,50 is unacceptable.  

The nature of the OIS Likert-scale makes it difficult to obtain

results that meet the requirements of normality. In this case, it

was decided to conduct significance tests by means of Pearson’s

Chi-square (X²) on those items that reflects seriousness in terms

of inertia’s existence.

The “Statistica (1995)” software was used to conduct the analysis.

RESULTS

Tables 3, 4 and 5 show the reliability indexes of the OIS as it was

rotated on the three levels respectively.

The matrix in table 3 confirms an inter-correlation of 0,773

(Alpha) for the instrument as a whole. It means that the results

are referring to only one common factor, namely the

phenomenon of organisational inertia. Table 4 depicts the

reliability indexes of the underlying dimensions of inertia as

reflected in the 12 sub-scales of the instrument. Indexes in 

this table varies between 0,677 for factor G, which is the

lowest, to 0,896 for factor F representing the highest index for

all sub-scales.     

TABLE 4

RELIABILITY INDEX OF SUB-SCALES

Factor Alpha

A 0,845

B 0,820

C 0,870

D 0,846

E 0,837

F 0,896

G 0,677

H 0,730

I 0,851

J 0,870

K 0,828

L 0,871

Although table 5 is reflecting the reliability indexes of the

individual items on the OIS, it also displays all other descriptive

statistics for further discussions in the article. 

TABLE 5

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

ITEM N X SD Alpha Skewness Kurtosis

A. Inertia factors in change strategy

A1 339 5,56 1,19 0,834 -1,13 0,09

A2 345 5,17 2,00 0,848 -0,82 -0,53

A3 342 4,48 2,05 0,831 -0,35 -1,07

A4 341 3,68 1,97 0,831 0,19 -1,08

A5 343 3,90 1,96 0,833 0,02 -1,07

A6 345 3,71 1,94 0,830 0,23 -1,02

A7 343 4,22 2,06 0,830 -0,13 -1,20

A8 346 3,60 1,98 0,831 0,26 -1,06

A9 343 3,88 2,01 0,832 0,12 -1,16

A10 342 3,60 2,00 0,838 0,32 -1,09

A11 344 4,46 1,90 0,837 -0,24 -1,00

A12 345 4,63 2,03 0,830 -0,39 -1,09

A13 344 4,54 1,92 0,838 -0,32 -0,99

B. Environmental influences as inertia factor

B1 343 3,88 1,93 0,808 0,04 -1,06

B2 346 4,45 2,06 0,789 -0,34 -1,08

B3 345 4,29 1,88 0,791 -0,18 -1,02

B4 342 4,34 1,78 0,799 -0,18 -0,83

B5 346 4,38 1,86 0,794 -0,22 -1,02

B6 344 4,11 1,95 0,794 -0,10 -1,10

B7 342 3,58 1,91 0,797 0,20 -1,00

C. Inertia factors surrounding change leadership 

C1 341 3,62 2,17 0,855 0,27 -1,33

C2 338 3,20 2,04 0,856 0,56 -0,95

C3 337 3,59 1,93 0,861 0,36 -0,98

C4 338 3,19 1,90 0,864 0,53 -0,85

C5 338 2,95 1,95 0,865 0,69 * -0,71

C6 339 3,17 1,84 0,864 0,55 -0,67

C7 340 3,46 1,96 0,870 0,31 -1,06

C8 337 3,01 1,95 0,852 0,69 * -0,71

C9 337 3,12 1,89 0,855 0,60 -0,66

C10 337 3,33 1,90 0,857 0,40 -0,89

C11 339 3,19 1,83 0,858 0,48 -0,75

C12 345 3,39 1,91 0,865 0,42 -0,84
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D. Inertia factors in organisational culture 

D1 345 3,22 1,80 0,828 0,55 -0,67

D2 347 3,18 1,97 0,819 0,50 -0,96

D3 345 3,13 1,89 0,814 0,55 -0,83

D4 344 3,09 1,85 0,827 0,58 -0,71

D5 345 2,99 1,75 0,833 0,54 * -0,69

D6 344 3,32 1,83 0,822 0,42 -,084

D7 345 3,37 1,85 0,849 0,41 -0,81

D8 345 3,57 1,99 0,826 0,21 -1,16

E. Inertia factors in business composition

E1 342 3,72 1,96 0,839 0,13 -1,13

E2 342 3,35 1,93 0,811 0,43 -0,97

E3 343 3,38 1,92 0,807 0,38 -0,98

E4 343 3,28 1,90 0,814 0,48 -0,88

E5 344 3,28 1,93 0,805 0,48 -0,89

E6 343 3,37 1,87 0,819 0,31 -0,98

E7 342 3,39 1,92 0,819 0,42 -0,90

E8 343 3,31 1,93 0,829 0,48 -0,90

F. Inertia factors in change management practices 

F1 343 3,43 1,93 0,890 0,42 -0,89

F2 3,23 1,87 ,653 0,48 -0,81

F3 346 3,07 1,92 0,626 0,63 * -0,72

F4 343 3,13 1,90 0,888 0,58 -0,71

F5 344 3,20 2,00 0,538 0,53 -0,91

F6 343 3,25 2,05 0,544 0,55 -0,96

F7 346 3,77 2,09 0,381 0,13 -1,26

F8 345 3,21 2,01 0,491 0,57 -0,92

F9 344 3,62 2,08 0,475 0,27 -1,20

F10 344 3,10 1,82 0,552 0,62 -0,56

F11 341 3,26 1,87 0,599 0,46 -0,86

F12 344 3,20 1,79 0,686 0,50 -0,64

F13 343 3,34 1,82 0,670 0,44 -0,77

F14 341 3,47 1,75 0,629 0,33 -0,72

F15 340 3,36 1,83 0,618 0,44 -0,74

G. Inertia factors in change related systems 

G1 339 2,99 1,77 0,634 0,68 * -0,44

G2 340 2,79 1,77 0,597 0,76 * -0,48

G3 341 2,91 1,88 0,560 0,76 * -0,53

G4 343 3,10 1,99 0,637 0,60 -0,88

G5 344 3,23 1,98 0,693 0,55 -0,87

H. Inertia factors in work unit change organisation 

H1 345 3,88 2,12 0,730 0,12 -1,34

H2 343 3,66 2,06 0,698 0,20 -1,22

H3 343 3,43 2,10 0,725 0,37 -1,16

H4 343 3,34 2,09 0,705 0,44 -1,10

H5 343 2,98 1,93 0,667 0,63 * -0,80

H6 339 2,96 1,99 0,683 0,68 * -0,78

H7 342 3,20 1,98 0,693 0,57 -0,81

H8 342 3,42 2,05 0,698 0,37 -1,12

I. Inertia factors in job requirements 

I1 343 3,66 2,04 0,848 0,28 -1,13

I2 343 3,79 2,08 0,845 0,18 -1,23

I3 342 3,83 2,02 0,840 0,11 -1,21

I4 343 4,45 2,03 0,839 -0,26 -1,19

I5 342 4,48 1,96 0,837 -0,27 -1,03

I6 342 4,78 1,93 0,830 -0,51 -0,83

I7 340 4,61 1,96 0,826 -0,34 -1,10

I8 343 4,52 1,99 0,831 -0,28 -1,12

I9 340 4,48 2,00 0,832 -0,30 -1,08

I10 344 4,24 2,11 0,832 -0,15 -1,31

I11 341 4,08 2,03 0,846 -0,11 -1,16

J. Motivation for change as inertia factor

J1 341 4,39 2,05 0,854 -0,19 -1,22

J2 338 4,46 2,02 0,833 -0,25 -1,17

J3 340 4,51 2,04 0,846 -0,31 -1,14

J4 341 4,35 2,09 0,849 -0,21 -1,24

J5 342 4,28 2,10 0,847 -0,18 -1,29

J6 342 4,09 2,07 0,859 -0,04 -1,24

K. Personal experience of change as inertia factor

K1 343 3,83 2,14 0,801 0,12 -1,29

K2 340 3,95 2,16 0,794 0,08 -1,36

K3 339 4,02 2,09 0,811 0,03 -1,28

K4 340 4,24 2,01 0,803 -0,06 -1,19

K5 338 3,86 2,04 0,821 0,09 -1,23

K6 332 3,88 1,99 0,803 0,14 -1,12

K7 335 3,78 2,02 0,802 0,17 -1,13

L. Emotional experience of change as inertia factor

L1 327 3,61 2,10 0,855 0,28 -1,22

L2 323 3,53 1,97 0,867 0,29 -1,03

L3 326 3,23 2,01 0,859 0,47 -1,07

L4 324 3,68 2,04 0,860 0,18 -1,18

L5 326 3,29 1,99 0,861 0,42 -0,98

L6 325 3,52 2,11 0,846 0,30 -1,17

L7 325 3,85 2,01 0,859 0,04 -1,16

L8 325 3,73 2,04 0,849 0,15 -1,20

L9 325 3,71 2,11 0,855 0,11 -1,25

The “Statistica (1995)” software programme was used to conduct

the analysis. 

The reliability indexes among the 109 items, as reflected in

table 5 varies between 0,870 and 0,381. Bartholomew,

Henderson and Marcia (2000, p. 298) argue that reliabilities

between 0,80 and 0,60 are acceptable. Those lower than 0,60

are also acceptable as long as the testing of a hypotheses is not

involved. Thus, during this research it was decided that the

relevant items were highly reliable during the development of

the questionnaire and that the low indexes in this study should

not be omitted. Due to the nature of the questionnaire that

was characterized by a reversed intensity, the researchers were

interested in items with a positive skewness index from 0,5 and

higher. Such indexes demonstrated a majority of responses

closer to option one (1) on the seven-point Likert-scale. To

determine a cut-off for the mean, the authors were guided by

previous research. In similar studies (Burke, Coruzzi & Church,

1996; Church, Margiloff & Coruzzi, 1995) item means lower

than 3,06 were considered as items that reflect concern for the

purpose of organisational development interventions. To be

conservative, a mean of 3,08 and lower was set for this

research. Kurtosis indicates a measure of the peakedness of a

distribution. In this study the distributions vary between 0,09

(the most leptokurtic) and -1,36 (the most platykurtic). Due to

the nature of the measuring instrument that usually generates

data which tend to group or cluster at either extreme end of the

scale, none of the items reflected a normal distribution

(mesokurtic distribution).

An inspection of results in table 5 reveals that some items

create data with concern in terms of the change process as a

whole. Table 6 is a summary of items below the 3,08 cut-off. It

can also be relayed to the particular dimension the OIS

measures as well as the specific sub-system as explained in this

article in terms of the Burke-Litwin (1992) model of

Organisational Change and Development.
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TABLE 6 

ITEMS BELOW CUT-OFF MEAN

Items Dimensions Variable

C5,C8 Leadership Transformational

D5 Organisation culture Transformational

F3 Management practices Transactional

G1,G2,G3 Organisational systems Transactional

H5,H6 Work unit climate Transactional

A further interpretation attached to this data is that development

interventions would usually be focussed in these areas within

the target organisation, due to the fact that low means is a signal

of sluggishness of organisational systems relevant to the change

process (Burke et al., 1996). All items listed in table 6 have means

below the 3,08 cut-off set for research purposes.

The questions in the OIS referring to the items depicted in table

6, are displayed in table 7 to give direct support for any

conclusions in this article.

TABLE 7

QUESTIONS RELEVANT TO ITEMS THAT CAUSE CONCERN

ITEM QUESTION 

C5 Do employees have confidence in top management’s ability to manage

changes?

C8 Do top management show commitment to the change initiative, by

practising what they preach?

D5 Are creative contributions to business improvement rewarded?

F3 Was the change initiative planned well?

G1 Does the company’s compensation system support the change

initiative?

G2 Are employees who implement the changes rewarded for it?

G3 Have sufficient human resources been allocated to manage the change

initiative?

H5 Are some people of your team selected as change agents (individuals

who will drive the change initiative within your team?

H6 Are those selected fully trained to act as trained agents? 

TABLE 8

CROSS TABULATIONS

Biographic Dimension on Confidence P-Value Significant/

Dimension “Organisational level No significance

Inertia Scale”

Courses Leadership (C5) 5 0,906022 no

attended

Educational Organisational 5 0,874334 no

level culture (D5)

Tenure Management 5 0,215841 no

practices (F3)

Educational Organisational 5 0,170926 no

level systems

(G2)

To rule out the possibility of chance, data listed in table 6 was

subject to Pearson’s chi square (X²) cross-tabulations with

biographic dimensions in table 2. All these item means were below

the cut-off mean of 3,08. The results of the cross-tabulations are

shown in table 8. The confidence level of 0,05 in this exercise

confirms that the results obtained are not due to chance. 

DISCUSSION

The results in table 5 confirm that the respondents do support

the changes initiated by the organisation (see items A1 and A2)

but also prove that there are some reasons for concern with the

process drive itself. 

The data summarised in tables 6 and 8 confirm that the respondents

were not satisfied with dimensions like leadership and organisational

culture which represent the transformational variables as

conceptualised by Burke and Litwin (1992). A similar argument can

be raised in terms of management practices, organisational systems

and work unit climate which represent the transactional variables

conceptualised by the same authors. The impact there-of is that the

target organisation is not ready for change and that the the

“unfreezing” stage of change will be problematic. In fact, the

organisation will maintain the status quo unless target interventions

could be implemented to drive the change process.

As from an interpretation of the responses generated by means of

the OIS, it can be assumed that respondents are uncertain about the

leadership vision for the change process. It also reflects the

perception that previous change initiatives were unsuccessful and

that top management do not posses the ability to manage the

change initiatives properly. The fact that respondents feel that

management is not honest enough with the change objectives

implemented, can also be interpreted as a matter of insufficient

communication between management and ground level employees.

The scores relevant to the dimension “organisational culture” (D5)

give the impression that employees are not given an opportunity to

do experiments in the work context to find solutions for the daily

problems experienced. The findings relevant to “organisational

culture” supports a possible leadership crisis is experiencing. The

data generated by the questionnaire reflects an assumption that a

learning culture is still not being introduced and that creativity is

not rewarded within the organisational context. The classification of

leadership and organisational culture as transformational variables

reveals that the target organisation does not possess the ability to

respond to environmental pressures. 

Management practices can be seen as the tools to deal pro-

actively and reactively with the pressures from inside and outside

the organisation. However, the sample in this study shows a lack

of participative management practices. Further more, role models

are not clearly identified to promote interaction and drive during

the change process. A lack of management skills are manifested.

This leads to a lack of guidance to subordinates which is crucial

during the change process.

The respondents revealed the insufficient allocation of 

financial resources to reward extraordinary change successes

initiated by employees. The non-existence of supporting change

systems, as indicated by respondents, may result in stagnated

organisational systems.

The presence of a negative organisational climate is a causal

effect of weak leadership and a lack of interaction between

management and subordinates. The weakening climate is

suppressing inter-employee relationships as well as the trust

relationships between supervisors and subordinates. 

Although item means on and below 3,08 were selected for

research purpose in this article, items with means up to 3,5 (out

of the Likert scale of seven) could also been isolated for

intervention purposes, because item means up to 3,5 are still not

convincing that all are well with the change process in the target

organisation. If this was the case the following items would have

been selected for intervention purposes:
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� Items C2,C3,C4,C5,C6,C7,C8,C9,C10,C11,C12 (Leadership)

� Items D1,D2,D3,D4,D5,D6,D7D,D8 (Organisation culture)

� Items E2,E3,E4,E5,E6,E7,E8 (Business composition)

� Items F1,F2,F3,F4,F5,F6,F7,F8,F9,F10,F11,F12,F13,F14,F15 

(Change management practices)

� Items G1,G2,G3,G4,G5 (Organisational systems)

� Items H4,H5,H6,H7,H8, (Work unit climate)

With the mentioned negative aspects in mind, it will not be

unjustified to argue that the target organisation is heading for a state

of organisation pathology. Organisation dysfunctions like these

have serious threats to employee physiological and mental well-

being (Herman, 1963; Kets de Vries & Miller, 1984; Krantz, 1985).

The outcome of the empirical study supports the theory

regarding the dynamics within the organisational change

process. It also underlines the psycho-socio dynamics of change.

Ignorance of these components will inevitably result in the

failure of change and transformation interventions (Burke, 1992).

According to the findings of this study, it can be concluded that

organisational inertia is a phenomenon that affects both corporate

and public sector organisations. However, the results of this study

and those of Kinnear and Roodt (1998) differ partly in terms of

organisational inertia’s manifestation in organisational systems.

Whereas Kinnear and Roodt (1998) pointed out that the variables

named management practices, change-related systems, work-unit

climate, task requirements and individual experience of change

(variables labelled “transactional variables” by Burke and Litwin)

is mostly causal to inertia, this study reveals similarity with regard

to management practices, change related systems and work unit

climate. Besides these similarities, variables like individual

skills/abilities as well as individual and organisational performance

can be added to transactional variables that are causal to inertia. 

What appears to be different from Kinnear and Roodt’s (1998)

findings, is that leadership and organisational culture (labelled as

“transformational variables” by Burke and Litwin, 1992), are

more prominent in this study. The latter’s prominence supports

Maurer’s (1996) argument explaining that change in

organisations should be initiated by management/leadership as

the driving force. Further, change should be facilitated through

socialisation processes in order to create a new corporate culture

that may reduce or eliminate restraining forces during the

cyclical phase of the change process. 

This research has succeeded in providing a holistic view of

organisational inertia as a logical factor manifested in different

organisational environments. It added value to the accuracy of

the OIS as an instrument that was only representing particular

samples before this study was conducted.

It can be expected that the improperly management of change in

organisations can cause psychological dysfunction, it is

suggested that pathology as a phenomenon also be investigated

in organisations that undergo major change processes.

Although it can be concluded that the research objectives

reached its goals, the study may be hampered by the 9,8 percent

respondents who have qualifications lower than matric (grade

12). This level of literacy may exert a negative influence on the

interpretation of the research items.
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