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1 Introduction 

The theses presented in this booklet are based on results the majority of which were published 

in works I wrote jointly with co-authors as indicated in the dissertation as well. The theses are 

primarily related to two relatively distinct scientific areas (project management (PM), and 

psychology) and their points of connection to change management (CM). The research 

questions (RQs) addressed are related to these points of connection, and consequently also 

provide the structure of the dissertation and this booklet as well. 

The structure of this booklet is as follows: Chapter 1 introduces the context of the 

research, the RQs, briefly the methods used and outlines the structure of the dissertation. 

Chapter 2 presents hypotheses, related results, and theses by RQ in three main subsections. 

Chapter 3 presents limitations and future research avenues, while chapter 4 lists references used 

in this booklet. Appendix 1 lists my publications with the ones relevant for theses marked. 

1.1 The Context 

Today, dynamic changes and capabilities enabling them and adaptation to them are necessary 

for modern organizations to succeed (Saxena & McDonagh, 2022)—and, increasingly, even for 

their survival. This needs perhaps even less in need of explanation than ever before in the years 

of the post-CoViD-19 era (see, e.g., Chudziński et al., 2022; Florek-Paszkowska et al., 2021; 

Hitt et al., 2021; S. Zhang et al., 2022) as the “pandemic has pushed the necessity for change 

with respect to digitization, business models and organizational aspects for many companies 

even further” (Haumer et al., 2021, p. 423). The Russia-Ukraine war, which is currently very 

dominant in our region, also shows: there will always be some (unexpected) external 

circumstance that needs to be addressed (Aguinis et al., 2022; Cumming, 2022). Therefore, it 

is no coincidence that we often hear that we live in an era of constant change (Kotter et al., 

2021) and many including Pettit et al. (2019, p. 56) are on the opinion that the “immutable law” 

attributed to Heraclitus of the sixth century that “The only constant is change.” still holds true 

in today’s volatile business world. 

In sync with this line of thought, “scholarly work in the field of change management is 

on the rise” (Moosa et al., 2022, p. 1044), yet the majority of companies are still far from being 

in a position to succeed in the years and decades ahead. Faeste et al. (2019) argued that 

successful companies in the 2020s will be able to continuously learn and adapt to a changing 

world, to (re)use both human and AI capabilities in combination, and to build on the benefits 

of the wider business ecosystem. However, achieving this necessary future state, maintaining 
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and improving organizational performance can—for most companies—only be achieved 

through profound transformation(s). For this reason, effective management of change is 

essential even for survival (Mashhady et al., 2022) in today’s ever-changing (business) world. 

Permanent, continuous changes, however, were not always the norm. The roots of change 

management (CM) date back to pioneering work of Lewin (1947, 1951) and the National 

Training Laboratories Institute for Applied Behavioral Science in the mid-20th century (By et 

al., 2011) when changes were much more sporadic than nowadays. But the development of the 

world (including the emergence and expansion of globalization as well as digitalization) 

brought not only more (and more frequent) changes but also more interconnectedness—

including a series of interrelated and emergent changes (Schumacher & Scherzinger, 2016). 

These trends affect individuals, companies but also scientific fields. Interdisciplinary 

knowledge integration (Tell et al., 2017) or so-called cross-fertilization, the “processes through 

which disciplines can learn from each other to address complex and changing empirical 

realities” (Davies et al., 2018, p. 965) in much needed in today’s world. 

Consequently, CM also needs to change and has actually been in the process of changing 

recently (Boonstra, 2023). Its focus seems to have shifted from trying to facilitate the 

implementations (i.e., the hows) of distinct changes (see, e.g., Lewin, 1947, 1951) to helping 

organizations build the capacity to be able to withstand or even thrive on constant, even 

overlapping changes, for instance, through helping organizations develop their change capacity 

(Buono & Kerber, 2009, 2010; Kerber & Buono, 2005) or organizational resilience (e.g., 

Conner, 1998; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011; Reeves et al., 2022; Välikangas, 2010; S. Zhang et 

al., 2022). However, Schumacher & Scherzinger (2016) claimed recently that how the capacity 

for handling these simultaneous changes should be developed was still under-researched (see 

more on this in sections 1.2.1 and 3.1 of the dissertation). 

1.2 Research Questions, Goals 

The dissertation aims to contribute to the better execution of this change process through 

exploring some interdisciplinary connections of CM with PM and psychology. First, the 

intersection of the fields of CM and PM, then points of connection between CM and psychology 

are examined. 

1.2.1 Connection of Change Management and Project Management 

As previous paragraphs highlighted it already, the increasing importance of changes is of no 

debate nowadays (Cowan-Sahadath, 2010; Gareis, 2010; Moosa et al., 2022; Partington, 1996; 



 

 5 

Stummer & Zuchi, 2010; Tersine et al., 1997; Turner et al., 1988). Furthermore, the undeniable 

relation between CM and PM was already recognized more than two decades ago: according to 

Firth and Krut (1991), changes need to be managed as projects in most large organizations as 

these organizations use project (or task) teams to implement changes (e.g., reorganizations). 

Citing Tréhorel’s work, Lehmann (2010) claimed that matching CM to PM had become a new 

challenge for organizations as changes are “increasingly being organized as projects” 

(Söderlund, 2010, p. 130), while Hornstein (2015) called the integration of CM and PM a 

necessity. Recent studies (e.g., Badewi, 2022; Mashhady et al., 2022) also highlight the 

connected nature of the two disciplines and that their joint application is often needed for 

delivering positive change outcomes (Saxena & McDonagh, 2022). 

Based on the above, the following questions arise: How can the knowledge of these two 

distinct but related fields be better used and exploited? How can interdisciplinary knowledge 

transfer become possible between CM and PM? This logic leads to the first research question 

(RQ1), ‘How can the common domain(s) of CM and PM be defined?’—both in theory and in 

practice, as there is a lack of scientific sources dealing with this question. 

One might argue that everyday practices of organizations give some answers to such 

questions: organizational changes are often carried out via projects (Söderlund, 2010) by 

(project) managers (e.g., Barratt-Pugh et al., 2013). (In Saka’s (2003) empirical work, for 

instance, 12 out of the 14 interviewed change agents were project managers.) However, having 

been appointed to managing changes does not necessarily mean that the individuals are well 

qualified for the task. According to Hartley et al. (1997), such “internal change agents” often 

lack the necessary CM knowledge (Saka, 2003). The same applies vice versa: being appointed 

the project manager of an organizational change does not necessarily come with the sufficient 

PM knowledge. Li and Sun (2020) identified four sets of competences needed for international 

project managers with change management competences being one of these sets. 

These organizational practices also suggest that the roles individuals perform in 

organizations have quite some importance in their (projects’) successes. However, despite the 

undeniable importance of role concepts in both CM and PM, only a few works (Almeida & 

Ramos Filho, 2019; Crawford & Nahmias, 2010; Gareis, 2010; Gareis & Huemann, 2008; 

Hornstein, 2015; Lehmann, 2010; Pádár et al., 2011, 2016; Pollack & Algeo, 2014a, 2014b, 

2015, 2016; Saxena & McDonagh, 2022; Stummer & Zuchi, 2010) exist that examined these 

two fields simultaneously (see details in section 2.1.3.1).  

The field of role concepts provides an opportunity for theoretical (and, based on that, also 

practical) developments as similarities, differences, and relationships between roles of changes 
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and projects are not clearly defined in the literature, which results in their ambiguous 

understanding (Aaltonen & Sivonen, 2009; Ferns, 1991; Gardiner, 2005; Gareis, 2010). As 

Stummer and Zuchi (2010, p. 384) put it: the “relationship between change roles and program 

and project roles seems not to be clear, although many changes are organized by projects”. The 

problem is that if both sets of roles are not known and/or understood then someone who is 

familiar with only one of these two bodies of knowledge (BoK)1 cannot fully exploit that of the 

other, in such cases when it would be justifiable to do so. 

This gap in the literature described in the previous paragraphs induced a further research 

question (RQ2): ‘Which roles of CM and PM correspond to each other?’ One of the aims of 

this work is to compare the different roles and terminologies of the two fields and to show the 

similarities, differences, and connections to help academics and practitioners recognize the 

necessity of studying and applying the other field’s BoK. This analysis also implicitly supports 

PM in addressing (and possibly even exceeding) the needs of stakeholders, especially given 

that stakeholders often act as change agents, as they have the potential to positively change 

others’ judgments of the project (McElroy & Milk, 2000).  

1.2.2 Connection of Change Management and Psychology 

For managing changes, which often happen in the forms of projects or program in 

organizations, successfully the understanding of reactions to change (RTC) is substantially 

important (Endrejat et al., 2021; Khaw et al., 2022). In a survey of McKinsey & Co., for 

instance, 563 respondents evaluated “clear, organization-wide ownership and commitment to 

change across all levels of the organization” as the most important key capability for 

implementing change efforts successfully (Pustkowski et al., 2014, p. 2, Exhibit 2). These 

statements seem to be truer than ever before based on Brazzale et al.’s (2022) work, who 

compared pre-and post-pandemic experiences of employees and found that they “commonly 

experience more than one change, with those experiencing large amounts of change reporting 

predominantly negative emotional impacts”. Accordingly, CM literature, education, research, 

                                                 

 
1 A BoK is defined as “a set of knowledge within a profession or subject area which is generally agreed as both 
essential and personally known” (Oliver, 2012, p. 3) and is used in line with this definition throughout this work. 
Several examples exist, the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBoK®) (PMI, 2004, 2008, 2013, 2017, 
2021), for instance, is a widely acclaimed one, while the so-called CMBoK™, (CMI, 2013, 2022) the Change 
Management Body of Knowledge has only been published first in 2013 by the Change Management Institute 
(CMI). 
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consultancy, and everyday managerial practice often have to deal with people’s different 

reactions to change—especially with resistance.  

There are several different theoretical models of RTC, comprising different aspects of 

this phenomenon, but the literature is rather fragmented on this topic. Smollan (2011, p. 828) 

claimed that different dimensions “need to be blended into a more complete and more realistic 

conceptualization of the term.” He was also of the opinion that the proper visualization of the 

dimensions and complexities of RTC is necessary. Based on the thorough review of the RTC 

literature, Straatmann et al. (2016, pp. 2–3) also emphasized the vital importance of “a better 

understanding of the psychological aspects of change” and “comprehensive frameworks which 

integrate the various streams of research on change management interventions and their effects 

on employees’ reactions to change”. 

The fact that recent empirical studies tend to adopt the concept of RTC more and more 

often also underlines the need for conceptual synthesis. Bayraktar and Jiménez (2020), for 

example, empirically tested the impact of transformational leadership on RTC (meaning 

commitment to and intention to support organizational change when talking about RTC). 

Based on this gap in the literature, this works looks for answer to the thirds research 

question (RQ3): ‘How can the complexity of RTC be described in a more informative way than 

the concept of resistance to change is able to do so?’. 

This work aims to propose a new, comprehensive multi-dimensional model for describing 

target persons’2 or groups’ RTC and their underlying reasons. The new model synthesizes 

already known, fragmented, separately published elements, complemented with some new or 

modified components developed by the authors, into one complex system. The proposed RTC-

model comprises multi-dimensional graphic representations and general-purpose change 

reaction descriptors as well, making the representation of the complexity, ambiguity, and 

context of RTC possible with enhanced clarity. The results of this work help managers and/or 

consultants react better when handling such situations. 

1.3 Methods, Structure 

As can be seen from the previous paragraphs, this interdisciplinary work is built on RQs 

projecting both theoretical and empirical/practical findings, which has fundamental effects on 

                                                 

 
2 Targets, also called recipients (Barratt-Pugh & Bahn, 2015; Ford et al., 2008) are individuals or groups who are 
affected by the change (Conner, 1993, 1998; Harrington et al., 2000). 
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the methods applied. Figure 1 provides an overview of the relations of RQs, hypotheses, and 

theses throughout this work (which will be introduced in later sections in detail). 

 

 
Figure 1: Research structure 

 

Methodologically, the complete work falls into the category of mixed method research 

(Hesse-Biber, 2010) as it combines quantitative and qualitative data to answer (a set of) 

questions (Figure 1). Theoretical results are based on qualitative data analysis such as 

systematic literature reviews. Parts of the empirically backed3 results build on quantitative 

methods such as the use of inferential statistics (using the software Minitab 21.1.1 and IBM 

SPSS Statistics 28), while other parts on content analysis. The latter is classified as an inherently 

mixed method or, as Bauer (2000) put it, a hybrid method that can mediate the unproductive 

                                                 

 
3 See section 2.1.5.1 of the dissertation about the data and sampling used regarding the empirical data collection. 
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dispute over the virtues of quantitative and qualitative analyses as, by now, computer assisted 

quantitative data analysis software (such as KH Coder 3 (Higuchi, 2022), which was used in 

this work) are capable of creating quantitative measures from qualitative data (Hesse-Biber & 

Leavy, 2011).  

The dissertation is structured as follows (Figure 2).  

  
Figure 2: Visual table of contents with a focus on the RQ-led structure of the dissertation 
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In chapter 24 of the dissertation, RQs related to the connection of CM and PM are 

addressed. Sections 2.1.1, 2.1.2, and 2.1.3 of the dissertation cover basic definitions of CM and 

PM used later on as well as their relationship. Section 2.1.4 of the dissertation identifies the 

theoretical common domain of CM and PM, while section 2.1.5 of the dissertation tests these 

findings based on empirical data. Section 2.1.6 of the dissertation explores the differences in 

meaning behind the concept “change” from the viewpoint of PM practitioners building on both 

theoretical and empirical findings. Then, the correspondence of role theories of CM and PM 

are explored in section 2.2 of the dissertation, in which CM and PM roles (section 2.2.1 of the 

dissertation), their theoretical (section 2.2.2 of the dissertation) and empirical (section 2.2.3 of 

the dissertation) correspondence are examined. Discussion of the results and practical 

implications (section 2.3 of the dissertation) close the chapter. 

The second part of this work (chapter 35 of the dissertation) covers results related to the 

intersection of CM and psychology, more precisely resistance to change and RTC. The 

synthesis of the suggested model (section 3.4 of the dissertation) and the newly defined 

descriptors (section 3.5 of the dissertation) come after the summary of current knowledge 

(sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 of the dissertation). Section 3.6 of the dissertation discusses of the 

results and practical implications. 

Conclusions, and thought on limitations and future research avenues (Chapters 4 and 5 of 

the dissertation) close the main body, which are followed by the list of references used and the 

appendix. Appendix 1 lists the author’s publications marking relevant one to this work, while 

Appendix 2 of the dissertation contains the relevant parts of the questionnaire which was used 

for data collection. 

  

                                                 

 
4 Most parts of chapter 2 of the dissertation are based on the author’s joint publications (Pádár et al., 2011, 2016, 
2017, 2019; Sebestyén et al., 2012) with Béla Pataki and Zoltán Sebestyén. 
5 Most parts of chapter 3 of the dissertation are based on the author’s joint publication (Pataki et al., 2022) with 
Katalin Krasz and Béla Pataki. 
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2 Summary of Hypotheses, Results and Theses by RQs 

In this chapter, the main findings of the dissertation will be summarized according to the 

research questions RQ1-RQ3, which have been raised in Section 1.2.  

2.1 RQ1: How can the common domain(s) of CM and PM be defined? 

The first part of the dissertation aimed to discover how interdisciplinary knowledge sharing 

between CM and PM is possible as it had been shown by other researchers that the relation of 

these two areas is undeniable yet also understudied.  

Based on an initial literature review and professional experience (sections 2.1.1, 2.1.2, 

and 2.1.3 of the dissertation covered basic definitions of CM and PM used later on as well as 

their relationship), the following hypotheses were formed related to RQ1: 

 

H1a: There is a common domain of CM and PM that can be determined in theory. 

H1b: The common domain of CM and PM are second order changes that are projects, which 

transform the very essence of an organization or a system. 

 

H2a: There is a common domain of CM and PM that can be determined in practice. 

H2b: The DIP is capable of identifying the common domain of CM and PM: second order 

changes that are projects, which transform the very essence of an organization or a 

system. 

H2c: Following the steps of the DIP, people can identify projects that are also second-order 

changes, i.e., (organizational) change projects. 

 

H3: The interpretation of change by people fulfilling PM roles or taking part in projects and the 

interpretation of change by CM practitioners only partially overlaps, because under the 

concept of “change” PM practitioners consider both the first-order and second-order 

changes, while CM only considers second-order ones. 
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Section 2.1.4 of the dissertation identified the theoretical common domain of CM and 

PM. Based on Figure 36 and its analysis, the following could be stated regarding H1a and H1b. 

Since CM only deals with second-order changes (domains C and D in Figure 3) but changes 

that belong to domain C are not projects, domain D contains the only common domain of CM 

and PM: namely second-order changes that are also projects or, in other words, change projects. 

 
Figure 3:Domains of Changes and Projects 

Source: Pádár et al. (2017, p. 805) 

Based on these, the following thesis was formed. 

 

Thesis 1 

There is a common domain of CM and PM that can be determined (in theory). CM and PM can 

only make use of each other’s body of knowledge (BoK)7 in this common domain, which 

consists of such second order changes that are projects (i.e., temporary endeavors with a unique 

result) transforming the very essence of an organization or a system.  

 

Related publications: Pádár et al. (2011, 2016, 2017) and Sebestyén et al. (2012) 

 

Based on Figure 4 and the related explanation, hypotheses H2a and H2b were regarded 

as true, acceptable: There is a common domain of CM and PM that can be determined in 

practice. The DIP (Figure 4) is capable of identifying the common domain of CM and PM: 

                                                 

 
6 Please note that numbering in the case of tables, figures, and mathematical formulas are identical to the 
numbering of the same items in the dissertation, therefore, numbering in this booklet is not necessarily consecutive.  
7 BoK is used according to its definition provided in section 1.2.1. 
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second-order changes that are projects, which transform the very essence of an organization or 

a system.  

 
1. Will the event (make you) create a unique product, service, or result? 

2. Is it a temporary endeavor (i.e., planned for a limited duration)? 

3. Will an essential part/a core element of the system go through a transformation (i.e., second-

order change)? 

Figure 4: The Domain Identifying Procedure (DIP) 
Source: Author’s edit based on Pádár et al. (2017, p. 807) 

To test H2c, the conditional likelihood that an activity actually belongs to domain D given 

that this activity was judged to be a project and a second-order change as well (by participants 

of the survey, see details in section 2.1.5.1 of the dissertation) had to be calculated, and it was 

estimated as the proportion of the corresponding number of observations. The Minitab 

Statistical Software (Version 21.1.1) was used for statistical analyses and as a result (Figure 5), 

at the significance level of 0.05, the alternative hypothesis (H1) that the conditional likelihood 

is greater than 0.5 was accepted. (At the significance level of 0.05, the null hypothesis (H0) that 

this conditional likelihood (i.e., an activity actually belongs to domain D given that this activity 

was judged to be a project and a second-order change as well) is equal to 0.5 was rejected.) The 
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lower bound for p (0.569034) even for this 44/65 conditional probability suggested that the DIP 

(Figure 4) does not work just by chance. 

 
Figure 5: Hypothesis test results and confidence interval for one proportion (n=65, event=44, H0: p = 0.5; 

H1: p >0.5) 
Source: Generated by Minitab 21.1.1 using questionnaire data 

In the case of the optimistic scenario (44 + 8 descriptions are actually change projects), 

at the significance level of 0.05, the null hypothesis (H0) that this conditional likelihood is equal 

to 0.5 also had to be rejected, and the alternative hypothesis (H1) that this is greater than 0.5 

had to be accepted (Figure 6). The lower bound for p (0.700947) for the 52/65 conditional 

probability suggests that the DIP leads to the correct conclusion regarding domain D in, at least, 

a 70% of the cases. 

 
Figure 6: Hypothesis test results and confidence interval for one proportion (n=65, event=52, H0: p = 0.5; 

H1: p >0.5) 
Source: Generated by Minitab 21.1.1 using questionnaire data 

Figure 7 provides more detail regarding this last piece of information indicating that with 

a 95.2 confidence (P-value=0.048) the null hypothesis (H0) (i.e., this conditional likelihood is 

equal to 0.7), has to be rejected and the alternative hypothesis (H1) (i.e., the conditional 

likelihood is greater than 0.7) has to be accepted. 
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Figure 7: Hypothesis test results and confidence interval for one proportion (n=65, event=52, H0: p = 0.7; 

H1: p >0.7) 
Source: Generated by Minitab 21.1.1 using questionnaire data 

Based on Figure 5, Figure 6, and Figure 7 and the related explanation, hypothesis H2c 

was also regarded as true, acceptable. That is, following the steps of the DIP, people can identify 

projects that are also second-order changes, i.e., (organizational) change projects). Thus, 

building on findings presented related to H2a, H2b, and H2c, the following thesis was formed:  

 

Thesis 2 

The common domain of CM and PM can be determined in practice with the help of the Domain 

Identifying Procedure (DIP). The DIP can be utilized to identify if a change is both unique and 

temporary (i.e., a project) and also one that transforms the organization’s or a system’s very 

essence (i.e., a second-order change). 

 

Related publication: Pádár et al. (2017) 

 

Section 2.1.6 of the dissertation explored the differences in meaning behind the concept 

“change” from the viewpoint of PM practitioners building on both theoretical and empirical 

findings. The latter built on content analysis (performed by KH Coder 3) of the relevant answers 

(Q11, Q16) of the survey (see details in section 2.1.5.1 of the dissertation).  

In the case of the analysis of “change” definitions by PM practitioners, results in Table 4 

show that the word most often appearing in the definitions together with change is “project”. 
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Table 4: Results from the word association analysis. Words with the top 30 Jaccard-similarity to the word 
„change” in definitions (n=177) of “change” by PM practitioners 

 
Word Part of 

Speech 
Unconditional 

Probability 
Conditional 
Probability Jaccard-similarity 

1 project Noun  38 (0.211)  31 (0.244)  0.2313 
2 company Noun  24 (0.133)  21 (0.165)  0.1615 
3 work Verb  23 (0.128)  20 (0.157)  0.1538 
4 different Adj  24 (0.133)  18 (0.142)  0.1353 
5 organization Noun  19 (0.106)  15 (0.118)  0.1145 
6 work Noun  19 (0.106)  15 (0.118)  0.1145 
7 consider Verb  13 (0.072)  13 (0.102)  0.1024 
8 mean Verb  13 (0.072)  13 (0.102)  0.1024 
9 team Noun  15 (0.083)  13 (0.102)  0.1008 
10 management Noun  13 (0.072)  12 (0.094)  0.0938 
11 activity Noun  15 (0.083)  12 (0.094)  0.0923 
12 need Verb  13 (0.072)  11 (0.087)  0.0853 
13 task Noun  11 (0.061)  10 (0.079)  0.0781 
14 structure Noun  13 (0.072)  10 (0.079)  0.0769 
15 way Noun  14 (0.078)  10 (0.079)  0.0763 
16 example Noun  9 (0.050)  9 (0.071)  0.0709 
17 time Noun  9 (0.050)  9 (0.071)  0.0709 
18 everyday Adj  11 (0.061)  9 (0.071)  0.0698 
19 organizational Adj  11 (0.061)  9 (0.071)  0.0698 
20 plan Noun  8 (0.044)  8 (0.063)  0.0630 
21 think Verb  8 (0.044)  8 (0.063)  0.0630 
22 come Verb  9 (0.050)  8 (0.063)  0.0625 
23 use Verb  9 (0.050)  8 (0.063)  0.0625 
24 require Verb  7 (0.039)  7 (0.055)  0.0551 
25 make Verb  9 (0.050)  7 (0.055)  0.0543 
26 tool Noun  9 (0.050)  7 (0.055)  0.0543 
27 colleague Noun  6 (0.033)  6 (0.047)  0.0472 
28 budget Noun  7 (0.039)  6 (0.047)  0.0469 
29 implement Verb  7 (0.039)  6 (0.047)  0.0469 
30 technical Adj  7 (0.039)  6 (0.047)  0.0469 

Source: Generated using KH Coder 3 based on questionnaire data (Q11) 

A visual representation of these results is shown in Figure 10, which presents the 

minimum spanning tree (with the Jaccard co-efficient shown along the edges) of the co-

occurrence network up to the top 60 words as the result of the word association analysis for the 

target word “change” in definitions (n=177) of “change” by PM practitioners.  

 



 

 17 

 
Figure 10: The minimum spanning tree (with the Jaccard co-efficient shown along the edges) of the co-
occurrence network up to the top 65 words as the result of the word association analysis for the target 

word “change”(shown in rectangles separately as a verb and as a noun) in definitions (n=177) of 
“change” by PM practitioners. 

Source: Generated using KH Coder 3 based on questionnaire data (Q11) 

Some subgraphs of Figure 10 (sub-graphs colored, e.g., red #04 or green #01) suggest 

that changes in project specifications also appear in the examined definitions. This notion is 

supported by various examples: 

• “Customers change their requirements from time to time. For example we had 10 

seconds to react to a key being pressed. Later on in the project the customer assigns a 

Change Request (CR), and says we no longer have 10 seconds, only 8 seconds to react. 

We consider something changed, if the requirement is so different from the previous 

state that we have to modify the software in order to fit the new specification.” 

(Respondent 12, highlight added by the author) 

• “A customer change request (technical change in the product) is received, which 

influences the project time, efforts and costs.” (Respondent 78, highlight added by the 

author) 

• “Change is an unexpected, unforeseen development that has an effect on the 

implementation of the project. Most of the time we need to deviate from the original 
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project plan to handle the change. As my projects are financed by grants, we need to 

amend the workplan, the HR plan, or the budget and declare these changes to the grant 

operating agency while we also need to communicate the changes to the management 

of the organization. It always takes extra time and effort. Examples for change: 

resignation of a project team member / change in procedures within the organization / 

a team member is not ready with his or her work on time and this causes a delay (…)” 

(Respondent 141, highlight added by the author) 

 

Some answers appear to cover second-order changes as well, for instance: 

• “Change of team structure and the allocation of responsibilities; execute additional 

activities (not part of initial action plan) in order to meet targets.” (Respondent 94, 

highlight added by the author) 

• “Change can be structural or process based. Process based change in a simple 

approach is a modified process flow granting the same output. Structural change is the 

modification of the organizational setup.” (Respondent 172, highlight added by the 

author) 

 

Taking a step further and having a look at collocation statistics (Table 5) as the result of 

KWIC or concordance analysis also contributes to the acceptance of H3. Table 5 shows those 

(top 35) words that appear most frequently five words left and right form the target word (in 

this case “change”). The word “project” is ranked fifth in this list which means it appears not 

only often in the definitions in which the word change appears (see Table 4 and Figure 10) but 

also appears often close to the word change in these definitions (Table 5). This suggests that 

change is defined somehow related to projects, which—as Figure 3 shows—can refer to first-

order and second-order changes as well. Quantitative text analysis helps identify these 

underlying patterns, thus suggesting “which part of the data is considered to be important and 

which part of the data is to be interpreted in detail by researcher” (Higuchi, 2017, p. 144).  
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Table 5: Results from the concordance analysis. Words with the top 35 scores in definitions (n=177) of 
“change” by PM practitioners 

Word 
Part of  
speech 𝑳𝑳,𝟓𝟓 𝑳𝑳,𝟒𝟒 𝑳𝑳,𝟑𝟑 𝑳𝑳,𝟐𝟐 𝑳𝑳,𝟏𝟏 𝑹𝑹,𝟏𝟏 𝑹𝑹,𝟐𝟐 𝑹𝑹,𝟑𝟑 𝑹𝑹,𝟒𝟒 𝑹𝑹,𝟓𝟓 Score 

change8 Noun 10 7 10 5 0 0 5 10 7 10 19.167 
mean Verb 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 0 1 0 9.250 
process Noun 3 4 1 3 2 0 1 3 3 2 8.083 
organizational Adj 1 1 1 0 6 0 1 1 1 0 7.867 
project Noun 3 4 0 3 2 0 1 3 2 2 7.500 
company Noun 0 1 2 3 2 0 1 4 2 1 6.950 
new Adj 3 4 3 1 0 0 2 1 5 2 6.083 
management Noun 0 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 0 5.917 
technical Adj 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 2 1 1 5.783 
consider Verb 2 2 5 3 1 0 0 0 1 1 5.517 
organization Noun 1 0 0 1 2 0 2 2 0 2 4.767 
significant Adj 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 4.333 
customer Noun 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 1 2 4.183 
make Verb 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 3.500 
everyday Adj 0 1 4 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 3.367 
big Adj 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 3.333 
think Verb 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3.167 
different Adj 1 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2.817 
work Noun 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 2 1 0 2.750 
work Verb 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 1 2.600 
request Noun 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 2.583 
activity Noun 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 1 2.533 
law Noun 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 2.500 
schedule Noun 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 2.450 
handle Verb 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 2.333 
morphogenetic Adj 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 2.333 
structure Noun 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 2.333 
constant Adj 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 2.250 
require Verb 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 2.200 
product Noun 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 2.117 
role Noun 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 2.033 
budget Noun 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2.000 
team Noun 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1.917 
attitude Noun 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1.833 
level Noun 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1.817 

Source: Generated using KH Coder 3 based on questionnaire data (Q11) 

 

                                                 

 
8 The word “change” may appear in the context of another instance of it. For example, “Change means something will be 
better or maybe worse than previously. Positive change when a change makes my job easier, faster and effectiver [sic] for a 
long time.” (Respondent 11, highlight added by the author) 
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The following definition is a good example that could be found based on the results of 

the collocation statistics (Table 5), which are based on the KWIC or concordance analysis (i.e., 

the word “project” appears in the fifth position on the left from the word “change”)9: 

“In our project we have to handle changes. In PM plan, we define the process of change 

management (contract, communication etc.).” (Respondent 2, highlight added by the author) 

 

Similar examples could be brought, for instance, in the case of the word “technical”, 

which according to Table 5 appears most often right before (L, 1) the word “change”10: 

• “technical changes are changes in the customer specification or in the process 

landscape, organisational changes are changes in the project team setup, in the line 

management or in the processes of the company” (Respondent 20) 

• “For technical changes every activity changing the setup of a Configuration Item is a 

change, even risk times requires a change. Typical technical changes to me is 

installation, migration, decommissioning. Project changes are when the contracted 

timeline, budget or scope has to be changed.” (Respondent 65) 

 

Even though the examples above regarding Table 5 presented definitions regarding first-

order changes brought to the attention of the author based on the quantified characteristics of 

the examined textual data via content analyses (Higuchi, 2017), there are also definitions that 

mean second-order changes when defining the concept “change”: For instance, the word 

“significant” appears most often right before (L, 1) the word “change” according to Table 5: 

• “Introducing and utilizing new software technologies which require significant change 

in our workflow.” (Respondent 175, highlight added by the author) 

Or the word “organizational” appears most often right before (L, 1) the word “change” 

according to Table 5 

• “There was a large organizational change in the company during last summer (and 

ever since). New teams were set up from scratch, other teams totally disappeared.” 

(Respondent 87, highlight added by the author) 

 

                                                 

 
9 Respondent 141’s previously quoted definition is also an example for this scenario. 
10 Respondent 78’s previously quoted definition is also an example for this scenario. 
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The analyses highlighted that “technical” and “organizational” appeared to be keywords 

in how changes had been defined in the examined sample. Furthermore, they also appear in the 

same definition, which clearly distinguishes and includes first-order and second-order changes 

as well: 

“technical changes are changes in the customer specification or in the process 

landscape, organisational changes are changes in the project team setup, in the line 

management or in the processes of the company” (Respondent 20, highlight added by the 

author) 

 

Based on Figure 10, Table 4, and Table 5 it could be stated that definitions of change by 

PM practitioners contain both first-order changes and second-order changes, which supported 

the acceptance of H3 as CM does not deal with first-order changes (e.g., changes in project 

specifications).  

 

Therefore, based on findings of section 2.1.6.1 as well as Figure 10, Figure 11, Figure 12, 

Table 4, Table 5, Table 6, Table 7, the following thesis was formed: 

 

Thesis 3 

The interpretation of change by people fulfilling PM roles or taking part in projects and the 

interpretation of change by CM practitioners only partially overlaps, because under the concept 

of “change” PM practitioners consider both the first-order and second-order changes, while CM 

only considers second-order ones. 

 

Related publication: Pádár et al. (2019) 
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2.2 RQ2: Which roles of CM and PM correspond to each other? 

The correspondence of role theories of CM and PM were explored in section 2.2. of the 

dissertation and further hypotheses were also formulated in regard to RQ2 calling for the joint 

examination of certain CM and PM roles in the common domain of CM and PM (i.e., second-

order changes that are also projects). Namely: 

 

H4a: The role of the change sponsor in CM corresponds to the role of the project sponsor in 

PM in theory based on their definitions in the common domain of CM and PM (i.e., in 

the case of second-order changes that are also projects).  

H4b: The role of the change agent in CM corresponds to the role of the project manager in PM 

in theory based on their definitions in the common domain of CM and PM (i.e., in the 

case of second-order changes that are also projects).  

 

H5a: Practitioners performing the role of the project sponsor (PM role) also perform the 

activities of a change sponsor (CM role) in the common domain of CM and PM (i.e., in 

the case of second-order changes that are also projects). 

H5b: Practitioners performing the role of the project manager (PM role) also perform the 

activities of a change agent (CM role) in the common domain of CM and PM (i.e., in the 

case of second-order changes that are also projects). 

 

Based on Table 10 and the related analysis and explanation, H4a and H4b were regarded 

as true, acceptable. That is, the role of the change sponsor in CM corresponds to the role of the 

project sponsor in PM in theory based on their definitions (H4a); and the role of the change 

agent in CM corresponds to the role of the project manager in PM in theory based on their 

definitions (H4b) in the common domain of CM and PM (i.e., in the case of second-order 

changes that are also projects). 



 

Table 10: The correspondence of change management and project-related roles within domain D 

Note: The checkmark () indicates roles (i.e., pairs of CM and PM roles) that correspond to each other based on their definitions. A minus sign (-) was used when 
roles of the given pairing cannot have the same (very similar or overlapping) meaning under any circumstances. Additionally, none of the roles in the pairing is a 
subset of the other. (PMBoK stands for Project Management Body of Knowledge, all other abbreviations are deducible from the headers of the Table.) 
Source: Author’s edit based on Pádár et al. (2017, p. 809) 

 

Sponsor Agent (AG) Target (T) Advocate (A) 

Initiating 
(IS) 

Sustaining 
(SS)  

Transition 
Target (TT) 

New State 
Target 
(NST) 

Voluntary 
(VA) 

Asked 
(AA) 

 
Sponsor 

owner  – can be can be can be – – 
sponsor –  can be can be can be – – 

Project Manager can be can be  can be can be can be can be 

Team Manager Project Management 
Team  

resources 

IS can be a 
member 

SS can be a 
member  

TT can be a 
member – VA can be a 

member 
AA can be a 

member  

  Performing 
Organization (PO)  IS can be a 

member 
SS is a 

member 
AG is a 
member 

TT can be a 
member – VA is a 

member 
AA can be a 

member 

  Project Team 
Members (PTMs)  IS can be a 

member 
SS is a 

member 
AG is a 
member 

TT can be a 
member – VA can be a 

member 
AA can be a 

member 

  Influencer    can be can be – can be – – can be 

  Customer/User    user can be, if 
affected 

can be, if 
affected 

can be, if 
affected can be  can be can be 

    Project 
Champion  can be – can be can be can be   

Project Board 
Portfolio Managers/ 
Portfolio Review 
Board 

   IS can be a 
member 

SS is a 
member – TT can be a 

member – VA can be a 
member 

AA can be a 
member 

PRINCE2 
(OGC, 2004) 

PMBoK 
(PMI, 2004, 2008, 
2013) 

Kerzner 
(2003)  

Turner 
(2006, 
2009) 

 TT, NST, VA, and AA introduced by the authors 

Conner (1993, 1998); Harrington et al. (2000) 



 

 

Based on the above, the following thesis was formed: 

 

Thesis 4 

CM and PM roles correspond to each other (based on their definitions) on the common domain 

of CM and PM (i.e., in the case of second-order changes that are also projects): the change 

sponsor to the project sponsor; the change agent to the project manager.  

 

Related publications: Pádár et al. (2011, 2016, 2017, 2019) and Sebestyén et al. (2012) 

 

Section 2.2.3 of the dissertation examined the correspondence of the select CM and PM 

roles based on empirical data. For testing H5a and H5b, chi-square (𝜒𝜒2) tests were performed 

(using Minitab 21.1.1 and IBM SPPS 28) on the binary variable pairs of change sponsors and 

project sponsors and as well as change agents and project managers. 

Figure 17 presents the tabulated statistics for the aggregated binary variables related to 

project sponsor (Qs34_37_project_sponsor_Y_N) and change sponsor 

(Qs41_42_change_sponsor_Y_N) activities.  

 
Figure 17: Tabulated statistics for the binary variables related to project sponsor 

(Qs34_37_project_sponsor_Y_N) and change sponsor (Qs41_42_change_sponsor_Y_N) activities (n=44) 
Source: Questionnaire data analyzed using Minitab 21.1.1  
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Based on the statistical test results in Figure 17, the null hypothesis (H0) that the two 

variables are independent (not associated, i.e., activities performed by project sponsors and 

change sponsors are independent of each other) was accepted at the significance level of 0.05. 

The alternative hypothesis (H1) that the two variables are dependent (associated) was rejected. 

The Cramer’s V-square value of approx. 0 indicated that there was no associative connection 

between the two variables. Consequently, H5a was rejected.  

 

Figure 21 presents the tabulated statistics for the aggregated binary variables related to 

project sponsor (Qs38_40_project_manager_Y_N) and change agent 

(Q44_change_sponsor_Y_N)11 activities. 

 

 
Figure 21: Tabulated statistics for the binary variables related to project manager 

(Qs38_40_project_manager_Y_N) and change agent (Qs44_change_agent_Y_N) activities (n=44) 
Source: Questionnaire data analyzed using Minitab 21.1.1  

Based on Figure 21, the alternative hypothesis (H1) that there was an associative 

connection between the two variables (i.e., activities performed by project managers and change 

agents are not independent of each other) was accepted at the significance level of 0.05. (The 

null hypothesis (H0) that the two variables are independent (not associated) was rejected.) The 

                                                 

 
11 Since there was only one activity statement for the change agent role among Qs34-44, the variables „Q44” and 
„Q44_change_sponsor_Y_N” are identical, the latter name is used for consistency in variable labels. 
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Cramer’s V-square value indicated that there was a mid-strong associative connection between 

the two variables. Consequently, H5b was accepted. 

Based on the above, the following thesis was formed: 

 

Thesis 5 

Based on empirical evidence it can be demonstrated that performers of the role of the project 

manager (PM role) also perform the activities of a change agent (CM role) in the common 

domain of CM and PM (i.e., in the case of second-order changes that are also projects). 

 

Related publications: Pádár et al. (2011, 2016, 2017, 2019) and Sebestyén et al. (2012) 

 

2.3 RQ3: How can the complexity of RTC be described in a more informative way 

than the concept of resistance to change is able to do so? 

Chapter 3 of the dissertation shed light on a connection point between CM and psychology as 

it addressed the third RQ of this work, namely ‘How can the complexity of RTC be described 

in a more informative way than the concept of resistance to change is able to do so?’. The 

review of relevant literature revealed that numerous publications dealing with RTC put the 

emphasis mainly on resistance, in most cases, even without giving a precise definition of the 

concept, merely supposing that it is palpable. Even those who defined resistance, interpreted it 

in different ways. However, thinking merely of resistance is not enough when dealing with 

RTC as the whole spectrum of negative, neutral, and positive reactions should be considered if 

one wants to identify, understand, and handle the complexity of RTC in their entirety. 

Therefore, the following hypothesis was formed: 

 

H6: The complexity of reactions to changes can be described in a more informative way via a 

multidimensional attribute vector than how the concept of „resistance to change” is able to 

depict the phenomenon. 

 

Section 3.4 of the dissertation suggested a model (Figure 25) that contains the cognitive 

(C), emotional (E), intentional (I), overt actional (Ao), and covert actional (Ac) aspects, which 

together give a fuller and clearer picture of the complexity of RTC than one-, two-, or three-

dimensional models. Additionally, the model distinguishes communication (c) and actual 



 

 27 

participation (p) within the actional dimension. Furthermore, it was also pointed out that a clear 

distinction should be made between reactions to the transition process and those to the new 

(planned or implemented) state. Marquitz et al. (2016, p. 2) claimed that “[c]oncrete tools are 

needed to help manage reactions to change, and the emotions which often accompany it,” and 

this new model can serve as a useful tool for clearly and precisely representing RTC in its 

complexity, both in theory and in practice.  

 
Figure 25: Components of the proposed, multi-dimensional model of reactions to change 

Source: Pataki et al. (2022, p. 12) 

Based on the suggested model (Figure 25), the different kinds of RTC can be 

characterized systematically, using the following two proposed Change Reaction Descriptors 

(CRDs): 

• CRDtp for the reactions to the transition phase/process; and 

• CRDns for the reactions to the new state. 

Both vectors consist of five components, representing the cognitive (C), emotional (E), 

intentional (I), and both the overt and covert actional (Ao and Ac) dimensions of reactions. 

These are all categorial variables which lead to the vectors having a qualitative meaning. The 

CRD, either for the transition process (CRDtp) or for the new state (CRDns), can be formulated 

in the same way, as in the general syntax below: 

COGNITION 

(C) 
INTENTION 

(I) 
participation (p) 

ACTION 

(A) 

EMOTION 

(E) 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

o 
c 

o 
c 

o 
c 

o 
c 

o 
c 

o 
c 

o 
c 

o 
c 

communication (c) 

o: overt 
c: covert 
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 CRD = (E, C, I, Ao(c, p), Ac(c, p)) (11) 

This means change reactions can be described in the emotional (E), cognitive (C), 

intentional (I), overt actional (Ao) and covert actional (Ac) dimensions. Furthermore, both Ao 

and Ac are functions of communication (c) and participation (p). 

An example to describe a reaction in the transition phase could be the following: 

 

 CRDtp = (E: -, C: +, I: 0, Ao(c: 0, p: +) , Ac(c: -, p: 0)) (12) 

 

This means that the emotional reaction (E) is negative, the cognitive reaction (C) is 

positive, for instance, in a case when the targets agree with the well-developed change plans 

(C: +) but hate the agent’s irritating leadership style (E: -). These two reactions with opposite 

signs can approximately equilibrate each other and can result in a neutral behavioral intention 

(I), namely a hesitation whether to actively take part in the change or not (I: 0). However, if the 

targets fear the agent and do not dare to express their indignation to the agent openly, then when 

the agent is present, their overt actions (Ao) are c: 0, p: + (i.e., neutral communication and active 

participation), they obediently do what the agent tells them to do. But their covert actions (Ac) 

are c: -, p: 0 (i.e., negative communication and no participation): in the absence of the agent, 

they complain about their indignation to their peers and stop doing what they have been told to 

do. 

These descriptors help agents or managers notice and handle RTC and ambivalences 

between and within the examined (sub-)dimensions and determine where the point of necessary 

interventions might lie. 

Serving as a conceptual framework, the proposed new model and the descriptors make 

more precise detection and interpretation of (ambivalent) reactions become possible. Hence the 

real, underlying causes of RTC are identifiable more efficiently and accurately, which results 

in a more precise determination of the optimal focus, target, and method of handling reactions 

to change. 
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Based on the above, H6 was regarded as true, acceptable; therefore, the following thesis 

was formed: 

 

Thesis 6 

Resistance is not the most appropriate concept to express the complexity of reactions to 

changes. At the same time, change reaction descriptors (CRDs), which describe reactions to 

changes, have the capability to synthesize the emotional, cognitive, intentional, and actional 

(including communication and participation) dimensions of reactions to changes. Hence, CRDs 

are capable of providing a more complete picture of the reception of changes. 

 

Related publication: Pataki et al. (2022)  

 

Please note that the discussion of results and relevant theoretical and practical 

implications were presented in sections 2.3 and 3.6 of the dissertation.   
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3 Limitations and Future Research Avenues 

3.1 Related to the Examination of Change Management and Project Management 

Part of this work examined of the connections of CM and PM based on RQ1 and RQ2; however, 

role theories mean only a small fraction of the potential points for connection or cross-

fertilization (Davies et al., 2018). Furthermore, the focus was on how the aforementioned 

change roles can be matched to their project-related counterparts. The aim was to explore the 

connections between them and not to provide an exhaustive overview of various instances of 

different stakeholders and roles throughout the literature. This, however, could mean an 

interesting thread of future research. 

It also has to be noted that there can be some confusion about project roles to be performed 

when stakeholders become uncertain about their expected roles (Sense, 2013). This is 

undoubtedly an important issue, but the examination of this phenomenon was also outside the 

scope of this work. Furthermore, the focus was on key, internal project stakeholders, thus the 

detailed discussion of program and/or project portfolio-specific roles (e.g., Blomquist & 

Müller, 2006; Filippov et al., 2014; Korhonen et al., 2014) was outside the scope of this work. 

Findings are also backed with empirical data, however, expanding the sample size as a 

whole or focusing on various currently underrepresented groups (e.g., people a higher average 

age that usually also translates to different roles and experience) involving perhaps performers 

of a wider variety of roles could provide added value to the scientific communities and also 

practitioners of the two fields. Furthermore, the questionnaire was in English, which was 

supposed not to be the mother tongue of the majority of respondents. It would be interesting to 

have data regarding which the language of the data collection is not a constraint by any measure 

for participants, however, it has to be also acknowledged that it is rare if a quantitative content 

analysis solution is available in Hungarian. 

This interdisciplinary research exploring adjacent scientific areas has laid important 

foundations for future joint exploration of CM and PM, be it in regard to roles or any other 

specific (sub)field. Further exploration of what knowledge from the other field would be the 

most useful in given roles could be of high value for practitioners in either of the two fields. 

A possible opportunity for further research avenue would be the analysis of “not single” 

project-related entities, program-related roles and entities, or other, directly program-related 

participants and their comparison to CM roles. 
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Based on professional experience, so-called ‘can be’ pairings (Table 10) also happen in 

real life; for instance, when agents (CM) find themselves being project sponsors (PM) or vice 

versa or when project managers (PM) end up being change sponsors (CM) as well. The 

development of a framework or a checklist that could help guide the steps taken in such 

situations would be an easily justifiable aim for any further research. 

Additionally, the same applies to further theoretical and/or empirical findings regarding 

the suggested role refinements (see sections 2.2.2.1 and 2.2.2.2 of the dissertation). For 

instance, determining the important differences in handling transition targets and new state 

targets would be beneficial not only for change agents but also for project managers—provided 

that they are in domain D. 

Furthermore, in today’s more-than-ever globalized world, the examination of the 

problems and findings (described throughout this work) would also be quite timely in 

interorganizational settings (see, e.g., Pádár et al., 2015; Szalkai et al., 2018) as the pace and 

complexity of organizational changes have been extremely accelerated recently (Barratt-Pugh 

et al., 2013). This often also holds true for changes involving more than one organization as 

competition is stronger and stronger in today’s increasingly interconnected world, in which 

even a minor event can create the so-called “butterfly effect” in a wide interconnected network 

of companies (Annarelli & Nonino, 2016). Identifying the most crucial typical problems as well 

as their potential solutions in cases, for instance, when sponsors of a change project come from 

two, previously distinct organizational entities owing to a merger or an acquisition, would be 

highly valuable for all of the stakeholders involved in the process. 

The point has been made already that making representatives of different functional fields 

realize that ‘their’ reality is ‘a’ reality, not ‘the’ reality is crucial. However, ‘change’ and 

‘project’ are not the only problematic expressions. Further exploration of these differences 

could result in valuable information for all the involved fields. 

The examination of the success of projects has long been a subject of research in PM, and 

this trend is greatly reflected in the latest relevant literature (e.g., Daniel & Stewart, 2016; 

Lindsjørn et al., 2016; Marzagão & Carvalho, 2016; Rodríguez-Segura et al., 2016). 

Researchers are constantly looking for the causes of project success from various aspects. Based 

on this study, a potential research direction might be the analysis of whether any correlation 

exists between the application of CM knowledge and project success in domain D. Exploring 

in which industry the supposed relationship exists, and in what project types the CM knowledge 

hiatus is valid, could also be potentially interesting lines of further research. 
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Managing change requires not only PM-type dynamic organizational capabilities 

(resilience, flexibility, nimbleness, or whatever term is used), managerial tools, and skills, but 

CM-type capabilities as well. Furthermore, changes are often carried out with the help of 

(external) consultants, who also perform certain types of roles (Canato & Giangreco, 2011). 

Hence, examining the cross-section of projects that are second-order changes and also involve 

external change consultants could also be an interesting research avenue with potentially 

valuable findings.  

3.2 Related to the Examination of Change Management and Psychology 

The other part of this work examined of the connections of CM and psychology, more precisely 

resistance to change and RTC based on RQ3. The proposed model (Figure 25) focuses on the 

role of the components of the attitude, but it is important to note that some other factors also 

influence actual actions. As it was mentioned in section 3.4 of the dissertation, external factors 

can modify the actors’ intended behavior, making them act differently than how they would 

have intended to do without such constraints. These “non-volitional factors” do appear in Figure 

24 of the dissertation as their importance is acknowledged, but their examination was beyond 

the scope of this research.  

However, the examination of these factors can also open up interesting new research 

avenues. Some examples of such non-volitional factors (from the viewpoint of any of the 

involved actors of the change) are listed in Table 16 of the dissertation. 

Additionally, besides examining the viewpoint of the targets, the exploration of the 

sponsors’ or the agents’ attitudes could add further insights. 

Responses to change are not static, they evolve: sometimes even negative and positive 

responses alter over time (Akarsu et al., 2018; Balogun et al., 2015; Castillo et al., 2018; Huy 

et al., 2014; Khurshid & Imran, 2011; Lahtinen et al., 2015; Moran & Brightman, 1998; 

Rafferty & Jimmieson, 2017; Sherman & Garland, 2007) sometimes only due to factors outside 

the control of the involved actors (e.g. Feldman, 2004). Therefore, it is not enough to examine 

RTC only transversally, on one occasion, but the process should be repeated from time to time 

again, longitudinally, throughout the same change initiative (Chreim, 2006; Giæver & Smollan, 

2015; Rafferty & Restubog, 2010; Sackmann et al., 2009; Vakola, 2016). There are several 

different models, works dealing with such alterations of RTC in time—see, for instance, 

Adams, Hayes, and Hopson (1976); Binci, et al. (2012); Borgen and Amundson (1987); Carnall 

(1986, 2007); Conner (1993); Dallavalle (1991); Isabella (1990); Kets de Vries and Balazs 

(1998); Kim et al. (2011); Lipitt (1982); Rashford and Coghlan (2006), Smollan (2011). 
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However, the coexistence of so many different models can indicate uncertain points in 

knowledge about this kind of behavior. The significant differences and contradictions between 

the existing models can be considered as signs of the need for further research in this field. 

Supposedly, the differences between these models may ensue (among other things) from the 

differences between the dimensions of RTC (i.e., cognitive, emotional (affective), behavioral 

intention and action) considered, so the different curves on the graphs or lists of stages may 

refer to (partly) different dimensions. The new model (Figure 25) demonstrated in this work 

integrates the different important dimensions; consequently, it could be a useful tool for further 

research along the above-described avenue as well. 

Another interesting factor somewhat related to how RTC change over time is how people 

remember having lived such experiences and how these affect their RTCs. Do and Lyle’s (2022) 

work has taken a step in this direction, which would be worth further pursuing. 

Assessing RTC along the different dimensions of the suggested model (Figure 25) and 

scaling the axes of these measurements are further important research topics. The simple scales 

used in this work (-, 0, +) were good enough for conceptual purposes, but practical assessments 

might require scales with higher resolution and practical measuring tools (e.g., questionnaires, 

scorecards). The development of such tools can also be an interesting subject of valuable future 

research. 

Furthermore, the suggested model (Figure 25) (and consequently, the change reaction 

descriptors introduced in section 3.5 of the dissertation) are not fully comprehensive; there can 

be further characteristics of RTC worth considering when examining one given case—for 

example, the conscious (deliberate) vs. unconscious (not deliberate) or the rational vs. irrational 

nature of the reaction (Smollan, 2011). For another example, Stouten et al. (2018) examined 

eleven different factors related to RTC on three levels: on micro or individual level (four 

factors); on the meso or interpersonal, group, intergroup level (three factors); and on the macro 

or organizational level (four factors). These factors and distinctions are all important and useful 

concepts; however, the aim was not to incorporate every possible characteristic of RTC found 

in the literature into an overcomplicated model but to concentrate on the most critical aspects 

that have a close connection to attitude. 

A further option for extending the current knowledge on RTCs would be to examine in 

which direction does the knowledge or availability of the necessary information 

(none/partial/overwhelming/full) cause a shift in any of the dimensions of the CRDs. 

Findings related to RQ3 are conceptual; however, further empirical research testing the 

model, the descriptors, and related findings (including mixed-method approaches, which can 
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be grounded in live data) could add valuable insights, and thus means an important future 

research avenue. Borges and Quintas’ (2020) work, which analyzed individual RTC including 

some antecedents of it based on empirical data, took a step in the direction of incorporating 

the multidimensional theoretical approach of RTC in empirical works—partially building 

on Piderit (1999, 2000) and Szabla’s (2007) scales. Zayim Kurtay and Kondakci (2021) 

also took a multidimensional approach but primarily investigated both positive and negative 

change-related affect with antecedents, attitudes, and change implementation behaviors in 

their study. Another recent empirical work adopting a multidimensional view but of 

resistance to change based on Piderit’s (1999, 2000) and Oreg’s (2006) instruments was 

Pallotti et al.’s (2023) article. This empirical line of research—but based on the finding of 

this work—should be further explored as well. 

Moving beyond the level of the individuals and exploring the relationship of different 

levels of resistance (e.g., individual and organizational) is a direction already of interest of 

the most recent publications (see, e.g., Pallotti et al., 2023; Sverdlik & Oreg, 2022). Whereas 

further investigating components of the “micro-level” might also lead to interesting 

discoveries (see, e.g., Brandes & Lai, 2022). 

3.3 Future Research Avenues Related to the Intersections of RQs and Beyond 

While RQ1 and RQ2 dealt primarily with certain connection points CM and PM, RQ3 linked 

CM to psychology via the concepts of resistance and reaction to changes. It has to be noted that 

even though it was out of the scope of this work, there is a growing scientific interest regarding 

the intersection of these separately handles parts, namely resistance to projects that carry out 

changes. B. C Lines et al. (2015), for instance, identified change management factors that were 

instrumental in minimizing the resistance encountered during change implementation of 

projects, while van Marrewijk (2018) aimed to understand how change and resistance were 

shaped in interorganizational projects. 

Therefore, exploring and better understanding the manifestation and nature of resistance 

in projects as well as introducing the notion of reactions to changes instead of the over-

simplifying concept of resistance could open research avenues with potentially valuable 

contributions—theoretically and empirically as well. Furthermore, the extension of these 

questions to the inter-organizational level also appears to be a research path that is quickly 

gaining scientific interest (see, e.g., Haniff & Galloway, 2022; Polova & Thomas, 2020; van 

Marrewijk, 2018; Yang et al., 2022; D. Zhang et al., 2022). Martinsuo and Aloha (2022) have 



 

 35 

already developed propositions and recommended future research viewing these matters from 

a PM standpoint. 

Similarly, in the case of potential knowledge transfer between role players of CM and 

PM, it would be important to examine in more detail what skills, for instance, a project manager 

needs to acquire in the context of the challenges of the modern business environment when 

given a CM role and vice versa. The theoretical and/or empirical investigation of this matter 

could be the subject of a different dissertation. 

Finally, a look at Arazmjo and Rahmanseresht’s (2019) work, in which they built a multi-

dimensional meta-heuristic model for managing organizational change by combining 

qualitative methods (content analysis and Delphi Technique) and Artificial Neural Networks 

(Fuzzy Theory and Genetic Algorithm), would demonstrate it perfectly that the potential 

contribution of emergent scientific fields or technologies including the application of AI, for 

instance, to any of the issues this work touched upon seems to be limitless.  

  



 

 36 

4 References Used in This Booklet 

Aaltonen, K., & Sivonen, R. (2009). Response strategies to stakeholder pressures in global 

projects. International Journal of Project Management, 27(2), 131–141. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2008.09.007 

Adams, J. D., Hayes, J., & Hopson, B. (1976). Transition: understanding & managing personal 

change. Martin Robertson. 

Aguinis, H., Cope, A., & Martin, U. M. (2022). On the Parable of the Management Scholars 

and the Russia–Ukraine War. British Journal of Management, 33(4), 1668–1672. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12638 

Akarsu, O., Gencer, M., & Yıldırım, S. (2018). Listening to the organization: change evaluation 

with discourse analysis. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 31(5), 1040–

1053. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-05-2017-0198 

Almeida, H. R., & Ramos Filho, A. D. C. (2019). Organizational Change Management 

Concepts Applied To The Effectiveness Of Project Management: A Study With Senior 

Managers. Revista de Gestão e Projetos, 10(2). https://doi.org/10.5585/gep.v10i2.11622 

Annarelli, A., & Nonino, F. (2016). Strategic and operational management of organizational 

resilience: Current state of research and future directions. Omega, 62, 1–18. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.omega.2015.08.004 

Arazmjoo, H., & Rahmanseresht, H. (2019). A multi-dimensional meta-heuristic model for 

managing organizational change. Management Decision, 58(3), 526–543. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-07-2018-0795 

Badewi, A. (2022). When frameworks empower their agents: The effect of organizational 

project management frameworks on the performance of project managers and benefits 

managers in delivering transformation projects successfully. International Journal of 

Project Management, 40(2), 132–141. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2021.10.005 

Balogun, J., Bartunek, J. M., & Do, B. (2015). Senior Managers’ Sensemaking and Responses 

to Strategic Change. Organization Science, 26(4), 960–979. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2015.0985 

Barratt-Pugh, L., & Bahn, S. (2015). HR strategy during culture change: Building change 

agency. Journal of Management and Organization, 21(6), 741–754. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2014.95 



 

 37 

Barratt-Pugh, L., Bahn, S., & Gakere, E. (2013). Managers as change agents. Journal of 

Organizational Change Management, 26(4), 748–764. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-

Feb-2011-0014 

Bauer, M. W. (2000). Classical Content Analysis: a Review. In Qualitative Researching with 

Text, Image and Sound (pp. 132–151). SAGE Publications Ltd. 

https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849209731.n8 

Bayraktar, S., & Jiménez, A. (2020). Self-efficacy as a resource: a moderated mediation model 

of transformational leadership, extent of change and reactions to change. Journal of 

Organizational Change Management, 33(2), 301–317. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-12-

2018-0368 

Binci, D., Cerruti, C., & Donnarumma, S. A. (2012). Resistance in HROs, setback or resource? 

Journal of Organizational Change Management, 25(6), 867–882. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/09534811211280618 

Blomquist, T., & Müller, R. (2006). Practices, roles, and responsibilities of middle managers in 

program and portfolio management. Project Management Journal, 37(1), 52–67. 

Boonstra, J. (2023). Reflections: From Planned Change to Playful Transformations. Journal of 

Change Management, 23(1), 12–31. https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2022.2151149 

Borgen, W. A., & Amundson, N. E. (1987). The Dynamics of Unemployment. Journal of 

Counseling & Development, 66(4), 180–184. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-

6676.1987.tb00841.x 

Borges, R., & Quintas, C. A. (2020). Understanding the individual’s reactions to the 

organizational change: a multidimensional approach. Journal of Organizational Change 

Management, 33(5), 667–681. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-09-2019-0279 

Brandes, B., & Lai, Y.-L. (2022). Addressing resistance to change through a micro 

interpersonal lens: an investigation into the coaching process. Journal of Organizational 

Change Management, 35(3), 666–681. https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-07-2021-0214 

Brazzale, P. L., Cooper–Thomas, H. D., Haar, J., & Smollan, R. K. (2022). Change ubiquity: 

employee perceptions of change prevalence from three countries. Personnel Review, 

51(2), 770–786. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-04-2019-0211 

Buono, A. F., & Kerber, K. W. (2009). Building organizational change capacity. Management 

Consulting Division International Conference, 1–36. 

Buono, A. F., & Kerber, K. W. (2010). Creating a Sustainable Approach to Change: Building 

Organizational Change Capacity. SAM Advanced Management Journal, Spring, 4–14, 21. 



 

 38 

By, R. T., Burnes, B., & Oswick, C. (2011). Change Management: The Road Ahead. Journal 

of Change Management, 11(1), 1–6. https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2011.548936 

Canato, A., & Giangreco, A. (2011). Gurus or wizards? A review of the role of management 

consultants. European Management Review, 8(4), 231–244. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-4762.2011.01021.x 

Carnall, C. A. (1986). Managing strategic change: An integrated approach. Long Range 

Planning, 19(6), 105–115. https://doi.org/10.1016/0024-6301(86)90103-2 

Carnall, C. A. (2007). Managing Change in Organizations. Financial Times - Prentice Hall. 

Castillo, C., Fernandez, V., & Sallan, J. M. (2018). The six emotional stages of organizational 

change. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 31(3), 468–493. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-05-2016-0084 

Chreim, S. (2006). Managerial Frames and Institutional Discourses of Change: Employee 

Appropriation and Resistance. Organization Studies, 27(9), 1261–1287. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840606064106 

Chudziński, P., Cyfert, S., Dyduch, W., & Zastempowski, M. (2022). Leadership decisions for 

company SurVIRval : evidence from organizations in Poland during the first Covid-19 

lockdown. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 35(8), 79–102. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-09-2021-0289 

CMI. (2013). The Effective Change Manager: The Change Management Body of Knowledge 

(CMBoKTM) (1st ed.). Change Management Institute. 

CMI. (2022). The Effective Change Manager: The Change Management Body of Knowledge 

(CMBoKTM) (2nd ed.). Vivid Publishing. 

Conner, D. R. (1993). Managing at the speed of change: How resilient managers succeed and 

prosper while others fail. Villard Books. https://www.amazon.com/Managing-Speed-

Change-Resilient-Managers-ebook/dp/B000FCKPH6 

Conner, D. R. (1998). Leading at the edge of chaos. How to create the nimble organization. 

Wiley. 

Cowan-Sahadath, K. (2010). Business transformation: Leadership, integration and innovation 

– A case study. International Journal of Project Management, 28(4), 395–404. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2009.12.005 

Crawford, L., & Nahmias, A. H. (2010). Competencies for managing change. International 

Journal of Project Management, 28(4), 405–412. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2010.01.015 



 

 39 

Cumming, D. (2022). Management Scholarship and the Russia–Ukraine War. British Journal 

of Management, 33(4), 1663–1667. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12657 

Dallavalle, C. (1991). Managing during Organizational Change. Journal of Management in 

Engineering, 7(4), 357–364. 

Daniel, S., & Stewart, K. (2016). Open source project success: Resource access, flow, and 

integration. The Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 25(3), 159–176. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2016.02.006 

Davies, A., Manning, S., & Söderlund, J. (2018). When neighboring disciplines fail to learn 

from each other: The case of innovation and project management research. Research 

Policy, 47(5), 965–979. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.03.002 

Do, B., & Lyle, M. C. B. (2022). Memory-based change management: Using the past to guide 

the future. Organizational Psychology Review, 12(3), 306–331. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866221093512 

Endrejat, P. C., Klonek, F. E., Müller-Frommeyer, L. C., & Kauffeld, S. (2021). Turning change 

resistance into readiness: How change agents’ communication shapes recipient reactions. 

European Management Journal, 39(5), 595–604. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2020.11.004 

Faeste, L., Reeves, M., & Whitaker, K. (2019). The Science of Organizational Change - 

Winning the ’20s. BCG Henderson Institute, 1–9. 

Feldman, M. S. (2004). Resources in Emerging Structures and Processes of Change. 

Organization Science, 15(3), 295–309. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1040.0073 

Ferns, D. C. (1991). Developments in programme management. International Journal of 

Project Management, 9(3), 148–156. 

Filippov, S., van der Weg, R., van Ogtrop, F., Beelen, P., & Mooi, H. (2014). Exploring the 

Project Portfolio Manager’s Role: Between a Data Manager and a Strategic Advisor. 

Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 119, 95–104. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.013 

Firth, G., & Krut, R. (1991). Introducing a project management culture. European Management 

Journal, 9(4), 437–443. https://doi.org/10.1016/0263-2373(91)90106-Z 

Florek-Paszkowska, A., Ujwary-Gil, A., & Godlewska-Dzioboń, B. (2021). Business 

innovation and critical success factors in the era of digital transformation and turbulent 

times. Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management and Innovation, 17(4), 7–28. 

https://doi.org/10.7341/20211741 



 

 40 

Ford, J. D., Ford, L. W., & D’Amelio, A. (2008). Resistance to Change: The Rest of the Story. 

Academy of Management Review, 33(2), 362–377. 

Gardiner, P. D. (2005). Project Management: A Strategic Planning Approach. Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

Gareis, R. (2010). Changes of organizations by projects. International Journal of Project 

Management, 28(4), 314–327. 

Gareis, R., & Huemann, M. (2008). Change management and projects. International Journal 

of Project Management, 26(8), 771–772. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2008.09.009 

Giæver, F., & Smollan, R. K. (2015). Evolving emotional experiences following organizational 

change: a longitudinal qualitative study. Qualitative Research in Organizations and 

Management: An International Journal, 10(2), 105–133. https://doi.org/10.1108/QROM-

11-2013-1185 

Haniff, A. P., & Galloway, L. (2022). Modeling strategic alignment in project networks. 

International Journal of Project Management, 40(5), 517–530. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2022.05.001 

Harrington, H. J., Conner, D. R., & Horney, N. L. (2000). Project Change Management. 

McGraw-Hill. 

Hartley, J., Benington, J., & Binns, P. (1997). Researching the Roles of Internal-change Agents 

in the Management of Organizational Change. British Journal of Management, 8(1), 61–

73. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00040 

Haumer, F., Schlicker, L., Murschetz, P. C., & Kolo, C. (2021). Tailor the message and change 

will happen? An experimental study of message tailoring as an effective communication 

strategy for organizational change. Journal of Strategy and Management, 14(4), 426–443. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JSMA-08-2020-0207 

Hesse-Biber, S. N. (2010). Mixed Methods Research: Merging Theory with Practice. Guilford 

Publications. 

Hesse-Biber, S. N., & Leavy, P. L. (2011). The Practice of Qualitative Research. SAGE 

Publications. 

Higuchi, K. (2017). A Two-Step Approach to Quantitative Content Analysis: KH Coder 

Tutorial Using Anne of Green Gables (Part II). Ritsumeikan Social Sciences Review, 53(1), 

137–147. 

Higuchi, K. (2022). KH Coder website. 



 

 41 

Hitt, M. A., Arregle, J. L., & Holmes, R. M. (2021). Strategic Management Theory in a Post-

Pandemic and Non-Ergodic World. Journal of Management Studies, 58(1), 257–262. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12646 

Hornstein, H. A. (2015). The integration of project management and organizational change 

management is now a necessity. International Journal of Project Management, 33(2), 

291–298. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2014.08.005 

Huy, Q. N., Corley, K. G., & Kraatz, M. S. (2014). From Support to Mutiny: Shifting 

Legitimacy Judgments and Emotional Reactions Impacting the Implementation of Radical 

Change. Academy of Management Journal, 57(6), 1650–1680. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0074 

Isabella, L. A. (1990). Evolving interpretations as a change unfolds: How managers construe 

key organizational events. Academy of Management Journal, 33(1), 7–41. 

Kerber, K., & Buono, A. F. (2005). Rethinking Organizational Change: Reframing the 

Challenge of Change Management. Organization Development Journal, 23(3), 23–38. 

Kerzner, H. R. (2003). Project Management: A Systems Approach to Planning, Scheduling, and 

Controlling. Wiley. 

Kets de Vries, M. F. R., & Balazs, K. (1998). Beyond the quick fix: The psychodynamics of 

organizational transformation and change. European Management Journal, 16(5), 611–

622. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-2373(98)00037-1 

Khaw, K. W., Alnoor, A., AL-Abrrow, H., Tiberius, V., Ganesan, Y., & Atshan, N. A. (2022). 

Reactions towards organizational change: a systematic literature review. Current 

Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-03070-6 

Khurshid, A., & Imran, S. (2011). The Challenge of Change at Teradata Global Consulting 

Center (GCC) Pakistan (A and B). Asian Journal of Management Cases, 8(2), 143–170. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/097282011100800204 

Kim, T. G., Hornung, S., & Rousseau, D. M. (2011). Change-Supportive Employee Behavior: 

Antecedents and the Moderating Role of Time. Journal of Management, 37(6), 1664–

1693. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310364243 

Korhonen, T., Laine, T., & Martinsuo, M. (2014). Management Control of Project Portfolio 

Uncertainty: A Managerial Role Perspective. Project Management Journal, 45(1), 21–37. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/pmj.21390 

Kotter, J. P., Akhtar, V., & Gupta, G. (2021). Change: How Organizations Achieve Hard-to-

Imagine Results in Uncertain and Volatile Times. John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 



 

 42 

Lahtinen, M., Ruohomäki, V., Haapakangas, A., & Reijula, K. (2015). Developmental needs 

of workplace design practices. Intelligent Buildings International, 8975(February 2015), 

1–17. https://doi.org/10.1080/17508975.2014.1001315 

Lehmann, V. (2010). Connecting changes to projects using a historical perspective: Towards 

some new canvases for researchers. International Journal of Project Management, 28(4), 

328–338. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2010.01.011 

Lengnick-Hall, C. A., Beck, T. E., & Lengnick-Hall, M. L. (2011). Developing a capacity for 

organizational resilience through strategic human resource management. Human Resource 

Management Review, 21(3), 243–255. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.07.001 

Lewin, K. (1947). Frontiers in Group Dynamics: Concept, Method and Reality in Social 

Science; Social Equilibria and Social Change. In Human Relations (Vol. 1, Issue 5). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/001872674700100103 

Lewin, K. (1951). Frontiers in group dynamics. In D. Cartwright (Ed.), Field theory in social 

science: Selected theoretical papers by Kurt Lewin (pp. 188–237). Harper & Row. 

Li, Y., Sun, T., Shou, Y., & Sun, H. (2020). What Makes a Competent International Project 

Manager in Emerging and Developing Countries? Project Management Journal, 51(2), 

181–198. https://doi.org/10.1177/8756972820901387 

Lindsjørn, Y., Sjøberg, D. I. K., Dingsøyr, T., Bergersen, G. R., & Dybå, T. (2016). Teamwork 

quality and project success in software development: A survey of agile development 

teams. Journal of Systems and Software, 122(December 2016), 274–286. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2016.09.028 

Lines, B. C., Sullivan, K. T., Smithwick, J. B., & Mischung, J. (2015). Overcoming resistance 

to change in engineering and construction: Change management factors for owner 

organizations. International Journal of Project Management, 33(5), 1170–1179. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2015.01.008 

Lippitt, G. L. (1982). Organization renewal: a holistic approach to organization development 

(2nd ed.). Prentice-Hall. 

Marquitz, M., Badding, S., & Chermack, T. J. (2016). The effects of scenario planning on 

participant perceptions of grief in organisational change. International Journal of 

Technology Intelligence and Planning, 11(1), 1. 

https://doi.org/10.1504/IJTIP.2016.074227 

Martinsuo, M., & Ahola, T. (2022). Multi-project management in inter-organizational contexts. 

International Journal of Project Management, 40(7), 813–826. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2022.09.003 



 

 43 

Marzagão, D. S. L., & Carvalho, M. M. (2016). Critical success factors for Six Sigma projects. 

International Journal of Project Management, 34(8), 1505–1518. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2016.08.005 

Mashhady, A., Khalili, H., & Sameti, A. (2022). Does change agent selection procedure matter? 

A strategic decision-making toward a more objective selection approach. Leadership and 

Organization Development Journal, 43(8), 1157–1185. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-01-

2022-0041 

McElroy, B., & Milk, C. (2000). Managing stakeholders. In J. R. Turner & S. Simister (Eds.), 

Gower handbook of project management (3rd Ed., pp. 757–776). Gower Publishing 

Limited. 

Moosa, V., Khalid, A. H., & Mohamed, A. (2022). Intellectual landscape of research on change 

management: a bibliometric analysis. Management Research Review, 45(8), 1044–1059. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-04-2021-0256 

Moran, J. W., & Brightman, B. K. (1998). Effective management of healthcare change. The 

TQM Magazine, 10(1), 27–29. https://doi.org/10.1108/09544789810197792 

OGC. (2004). Managing Successful Projects with PRINCE2 (Third). The Stationery Office. 

Oliver, G. R. (2012). Foundations of the Assumed Business Operations and Strategy Body of 

Knowledge (BOSBOK): An Outline of Shareable Knowledge. Darlington Press. 

Oreg, S. (2006). Personality, context, and resistance to organizational change. European 

Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 15(1), 73–101. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320500451247 

Pádár, K., Pataki, B., & Sebestyén, Z. (2011). A comparative analysis of stakeholder and role 

theories in project management and change management. International Journal of 

Management Cases, 13(4), 252–260. https://doi.org/10.5848/APBJ.2011.00134 

Pádár, K., Pataki, B., & Sebestyén, Z. (2016). Issues of dual managerial roles in projects that 

are morphogenetic changes—Case studies. International Journal of Management Cases, 

18(2), 48–57. 

Pádár, K., Pataki, B., & Sebestyén, Z. (2017). Bringing project and change management roles 

into sync. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 30(5), 797–822. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-07-2016-0128 

Pádár, K., Sebestyén, Z., & Pataki, B. (2019). Examining corresponding project management 

and change management roles in practice. International Journal of Business and 

Globalisation, 22(1), 127. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBG.2019.097394 



 

 44 

Pádár, K., Szalkai, Z., & Pataki, B. (2015). Üzleti kapcsolatok együttműködési szerepproblémái 

a változásmenedzsment tükrében [Role problems of business cooperations in the light of 

change management]. In S. Bíró-Szigeti, I. Petruska, Z. Szalkai, I. Kovács, & M. Magyar 

(Eds.), Marketing hálózaton innen és túl - Az Egyesület a Marketing Oktatásért és 

Kutatásért XXI. országos konferenciájának tanulmánykötete (pp. 507–516). Budapesti 

Műszaki és Gazdaságtudomány Egyetem. 

Pallotti, F., Mascia, D., & Giorgio, L. (2023). A multilevel study of social networks and 

collective reactions to organizational change. Journal of Organizational Behavior. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2687 

Partington, D. (1996). The project management of organizational change. International Journal 

of Project Management, 14(1), 13–21. 

Pataki, B., Pádár, K., & Krasz, K. (2022). Toward a More Comprehensive Model of Reactions 

to Change: A New Framework and Change Reaction Indexes. Change Management: An 

International Journal, 22(2), 1–27. https://doi.org/10.18848/2327-798X/CGP/v22i02/1-

27 

Pettit, T. J., Croxton, K. L., & Fiksel, J. (2019). The Evolution of Resilience in Supply Chain 

Management: A Retrospective on Ensuring Supply Chain Resilience. Journal of Business 

Logistics, 40(1), 56–65. https://doi.org/10.1111/jbl.12202 

Piderit, S. K. (1999). Navigating Relationships with Coworkers: Understanding Employees’ 

Attitudes Toward an Organizational Change [University of Michigan]. 

https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.22389.17121 

Piderit, S. K. (2000). Rethinking resistance and recognizing ambivalence: A multidimensional 

view of attitudes toward an organizational change. Academy of Management Review, 

25(4), 783–794. 

PMI. (2004). A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBoK® Guide) (Third 

Ed). Project Management Institute. 

PMI. (2008). A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBoK® Guide) 

(Fourth Ed). Project Management Institute, Inc. 

https://www.works.gov.bh/English/ourstrategy/Project Management/Documents/Other 

PM Resources/PMBOKGuideFourthEdition_protected.pdf 

PMI. (2013). A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBoK® Guide) (Fifth 

Ed). Project Management Institute. 

http://www.citeulike.org/group/14887/article/9008974 



 

 45 

PMI. (2017). A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBoK® Guide) (6th 

ed.). Project Management Institute, Inc. 

PMI. (2021). A guide to the project management body of knowledge (PMBoK® Guide) and The 

standard for project management (Seventh). Project Management Institute. 

Pollack, J., & Algeo, C. (2014a). A comparison of Project Manager and Change Manager 

involvement in organisational change project activities and stages. Journal of Modern 

Project Management, 2(2), 8–17. 

https://journalmodernpm.com/manuscript/index.php/jmpm/article/view/162 

Pollack, J., & Algeo, C. (2014b). Perspectives on the Formal Authority between Project 

Managers and Change Managers. Project Management Journal, 45(5), 27–43. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/pmj.21446 

Pollack, J., & Algeo, C. (2015). The contribution of project management and change 

management to project success. The Business & Management Review, 6(2), 30–31. 

Pollack, J., & Algeo, C. (2016). Project Managers’ and Change Managers’ Contribution to 

Success. International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 9(2), 1–16. 

Polova, O., & Thomas, C. (2020). How to perform collaborative servitization innovation 

projects: the role of servitization maturity. Industrial Marketing Management, 90, 231–

251. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.06.005 

Pustkowski, R., Scott, J., & Tesvic, J. (2014). Why implementation matters. 

McKinsey&Company. https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/operations/our-

insights/why-implementation-matters# 

Rafferty, A. E., & Jimmieson, N. L. (2017). Subjective Perceptions of Organizational Change 

and Employee Resistance to Change: Direct and Mediated Relationships with Employee 

Well-being. British Journal of Management, 28(2), 248–264. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12200 

Rafferty, A. E., & Restubog, S. L. D. (2010). The Impact of Change Process and Context on 

Change Reactions and Turnover During a Merger. Journal of Management, 36(5), 1309–

1338. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309341480 

Rashford, D., & Coghlan, N. S. (2006). Organizational Change and Strategy. Routledge. 

Reeves, M., Dea, A. O., & Carlsson-szlezak, P. (2022). Make Resilience Your Company’ s 

Strategic Advantage. Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org/2022/03/make-resilience-

your-companys-strategic-

advantage?utm_campaign=hbr&utm_medium=social&utm_source=facebook&fbclid=Iw

AR0qcFALo3v0o9T14DN9437YcEq36naK8m4GvvVbomnd-zGAolloghLr8JQ 



 

 46 

Rodríguez-Segura, E., Ortiz-Marcos, I., Romero, J. J., & Tafur-Segura, J. (2016). Critical 

success factors in large projects in the aerospace and defense sectors. Journal of Business 

Research, 69(11), 5419–5425. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.148 

Sackmann, S. A., Eggenhofer-Rehart, P. M., & Friesl, M. (2009). Sustainable Change. The 

Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 45(4), 521–549. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886309346001 

Saka, A. (2003). Internal change agents’ view of the management of change problem. Journal 

of Organizational Change Management, 16(5), 480–496. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/09534810310494892 

Saxena, D., & McDonagh, J. (2022). Communication breakdowns during business process 

change projects – Insights from a sociotechnical case study. International Journal of 

Project Management, 40(3), 181–191. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2021.11.011 

Schumacher, T., & Scherzinger, M. (2016). Systemic in-house consulting: an answer to 

building change capacities in complex organizations. Journal of Change Management, 

16(4), 297–316. https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2016.1230932 

Sebestyén, Z., Pataki, B., & Pádár, K. (2012). A projektek és a változtatások szerepelméleteinek 

összehasonlítása. Vezetéstudomány, XLIII(3), 30–38. http://unipub.lib.uni-

corvinus.hu/2099/1/vt2012n03p30.pdf 

Sense, A. J. (2013). A project sponsor’s impact on practice-based learning within projects. 

International Journal of Project Management, 31(2), 264–271. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2012.06.007 

Sherman, S. W., & Garland, G. E. (2007). Where to Bury the Survivors? Exploring Possible Ex 

Post Effects of Resistance to Change. SAM Advanced Management Journal, 72(1), 52–62. 

Smollan, R. K. (2011). The multi-dimensional nature of resistance to change. Journal of 

Management & Organization, 17, 828–849. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1833367200001206 

Söderlund, J. (2010). Knowledge entrainment and project management: The case of large-scale 

transformation projects. International Journal of Project Management, 28(2), 130–141. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2009.11.010 

Stouten, J., Rousseau, D. M., & De Cremer, D. (2018). Successful Organizational Change: 

Integrating the Management Practice and Scholarly Literatures. Academy of Management 

Annals, 12(2), 752–788. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0095 

Straatmann, T., Kohnke, O., Hattrup, K., & Mueller, K. (2016). Assessing Employees’ 

Reactions to Organizational Change. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 52(3), 

265–295. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886316655871 



 

 47 

Stummer, M., & Zuchi, D. (2010). Developing roles in change processes – A case study from 

a public sector organisation. International Journal of Project Management, 28(4), 384–

394. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2010.01.009 

Sverdlik, N., & Oreg, S. (2022). Beyond the individual‐level conceptualization of dispositional 

resistance to change: Multilevel effects on the response to organizational change. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2678 

Szabla, D. B. (2007). A multidimensional view of resistance to organizational change: 

Exploring cognitive, emotional, and intentional responses to planned change across 

perceived change leadership strategies. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 18(4), 

525–558. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.1218 

Szalkai, Z., Pataki, B., & Pádár, K. (2018). Roles of change management in interactive inter-

firm relationships. In European Operations Management Association (Ed.), 25th Annual 

EurOMA Conference. To Serve, To Produce and to Servitize in the Era of Networks, Big 

Data and Analytics (pp. 1–10). 

Tell, F., Berggren, C., Brusoni, S., & de Ven, A. H. (2017). Introduction. In Managing 

Knowledge Integration Across Boundaries (pp. 1–19). Oxford University Press. 

Tersine, R., Harvey, M., & Buckley, M. (1997). Shifting organizational paradigms: Transitional 

management. European Management Journal, 15(1), 45–57. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-2373(96)00073-4 

Turner, J. R. (2006). Towards a theory of Project Management: The functions of Project 

Management. International Journal of Project Management, 24(3), 187–189. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2006.03.001 

Turner, J. R. (2009). The handbook of project-based management: Leading strategic change in 

organizations (Third). McGraw-Hill. 

Turner, J. R., Grude, K. V, Haug, T., & Andersen, E. S. (1988). Corporate development: 

balancing changes to people, systems and organization. International Journal of Project 

Management, 6(1), 27–32. https://doi.org/10.1016/0263-7863(88)90055-5 

Vakola, M. (2016). The reasons behind change recipients’ behavioral reactions: a longitudinal 

investigation. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 31(1), 202–215. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-02-2013-0058 

Välikangas, L. (2010). The Resilient Organization: How Adaptive Cultures Thrive Even When 

Strategy Fails. McGraw-Hill. 

van Marrewijk, A. (2018). Digging for Change. Project Management Journal, 49(3), 34–45. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/8756972818770590 



 

 48 

Yang, X., Wang, L., Zhu, F., & Müller, R. (2022). Prior and governed stakeholder relationships: 

The key to resilience of inter-organizational projects. International Journal of Project 

Management, 40(1), 64–75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2021.10.001 

Zayim Kurtay, M., & Kondakci, Y. (2021). Modeling change implementation behaviors: 

teachers’ affective and attitudinal reactions to change in Turkey. International Journal of 

Leadership in Education, 24(6), 789–814. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13603124.2019.1690704 

Zhang, D., Guo, P., & Zhao, J. (2022). The motives system for developing project-based inter-

organizational cooperation. International Journal of Project Management, 40(3), 167–

180. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2021.11.010 

Zhang, S., Sun, Q., Dai, L., & Wang, X. (2022). Turn calamities into blessings: the impact of 

resource reconfiguration and firm resilience on the company’s recovery and growth in the 

COVID-19 times. Journal of Organizational Change Management. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-04-2022-0115 

  
  



 

 49 

Appendix 

 List of Publications12 

 

Daruka, E., Finna, H., Gyökér, I., Marcsa, A., Pataki, B., Pádár, K., & Szabó, T. (2015). A 

menedzsment alapjai. In J. Kövesi, G. Andor, J. Erdei, H. Finna, I. Gyökér, N. Kalló, T. 

Koltai, J. Topár, & Z. E. Tóth (Eds.), Menedzsment és vállalkozásgazdaságtan: üzleti 

tudományi ismeretek (pp. 111–198). Typotex Kiadó. 

Daruka, E., & Pádár, K. (2019). Talent management of academics: A systematic literature 

review and implications for further research in Hungary. Deturope, 11(3), 110–137. 

Daruka, E., & Pádár, K. (2020). High potentials and high performers in the center of talent 

management. Gradus, 7(2), 277–282. 

Daruka, E., & Pádár, K. (2021). A Novel, Competency-Based Approach of the HRM-Related 

Definition of Talent: A Suggestion Based on Theoretical and Empirical Findings. In M. 

H. Bilgin, H. Danis, E. Demir, & S. Vale (Eds.), Eurasian Business Perspectives (pp. 37–

71). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-65085-8_3 

Daruka, E., & Pádár, K. (2022). A tehetségmenedzsment értelmezése Magyarországon 

empirikus eredmények alapján. Gradus, 9(2), 1–6 

Daruka, E., & Pádár, K. (2018). Talent Management: A Systematic Review on its 

Conceptualizations. 26th Ebes Conference - Prague Proceedings, 243–1257. 

Harazin, P., & Pádár, K. (2009). How Can Gold Collar Workers Become Gold Medalists ? The 

Most Important Factors of the Successful Consulting Policy. Proceedings of the 

Challenges for Analysis of the Economy, the Businesses, and Social Progress : 

International Scientific Conference, 770–784. 

Harazin, P., & Pádár, K. (2013). Measuring and evaluating the added value of human resources 

management, knowledge management, and organizational learning. International Journal 

of Management Cases, 15(4), 37–47. 

Pádár, K. (2012a). Döntéskényszer a szüntelen változások szorításában. In J. Topár (Ed.), A 

műszaki menedzsment aktuális kérdései (pp. 261–279). Műszaki Könyvkiadó. 

                                                 

 
12 Publications relevant for this work are marked with an asterisk (*). 



 

 50 

Pádár, K. (2012b). A fiatal tehetségek innovatív toborzása: Egy nemzetközi kutatás erdményei. 

A Virtuális Intézet Közép-Európa Kutatására Közleményei 2062-1396, 4(10), 79–90. 

Pádár, K. (2013a). Innovative Recruitment of High Potentials: The potential benefits of 

organising student competitions: Results of a Cross-National Study. International Journal 

of Sales, Retailing, & Marketing, 2(1), 34–49. 

Pádár, K. (2013b). Some Important Factors Contributing to Organisational Resilience. In Á. 

Ferencz (Ed.), “Környezettudatos gazdálkodás és menedzsment” : Gazdálkodás és 

Menedzsment Tudományos Konferencia. I-II kötet Kecskemét, Magyarország : 

Kecskeméti Főiskola, Kertészeti Főiskolai Kar (2013) 1 079 (pp. 732–736). 

Pádár, K., & Harazin, P. (2014). Links and Evaluation Possibilities of Intangible Value Creation 

in Organizations: The Importance of Human Resources Management, Knowledge 

Management, Organizational Learning, and Intellectual Capital (Management). In M. 

Russ (Ed.), Value Creation, Reporting, and Signaling for Human Capital and Human 

Assets (pp. 49–86). Palgrave Macmillan US. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137472069_3 

Pádár, K., & Pataki, B. (2012). What Lies Behind the Concept of Organizational Resilience and 

Related Concepts? An Analytical Literature Review. Economics Questions, Issues and 

Problems, 280–286. 

* Pádár, K., Pataki, B., & Sebestyén, Z. (2011). A comparative analysis of stakeholder and role 

theories in project management and change management. International Journal of 

Management Cases, 13(4), 252–260. https://doi.org/10.5848/APBJ.2011.00134 

* Pádár, K., Pataki, B., & Sebestyén, Z. (2016). Issues of dual managerial roles in projects that 

are morphogenetic changes—Case studies. International Journal of Management Cases, 

18(2), 48–57. 

* Pádár, K., Pataki, B., & Sebestyén, Z. (2017). Bringing project and change management roles 

into sync. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 30(5), 797–822. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-07-2016-0128 

* Pádár, K., Sebestyén, Z., & Pataki, B. (2019). Examining corresponding project management 

and change management roles in practice. International Journal of Business and 

Globalisation, 22(1), 127. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBG.2019.097394 

Pádár, K., Szalkai, Z., & Pataki, B. (2015). Üzleti kapcsolatok együttműködési szerepproblémái 

a változásmenedzsment tükrében [Role problems of business cooperations in the light of 

change management]. In S. Bíró-Szigeti, I. Petruska, Z. Szalkai, I. Kovács, & M. Magyar 

(Eds.), Marketing hálózaton innen és túl - Az Egyesület a Marketing Oktatásért és 



 

 51 

Kutatásért XXI. országos konferenciájának tanulmánykötete (pp. 507–516). Budapesti 

Műszaki és Gazdaságtudomány Egyetem. 

Pataki, B., & Pádár, K. (2013). Making decisions in an ever-changing environment-A research 

agenda. Perspectives of Innovations, Economics & Business (PIEB), 13(1), 33–42. 

Pataki, B., & Pádár, K. (2020). Rethinking Classical Precondition Formulas of Changes. 

Theory, Methodology, Practice, 16(2), 61–68. https://doi.org/10.18096/TMP.2020.02.06 

Pataki, B., & Pádár, K. (2015). A változtatások klasszikus sikerkritériumainak és feltételi 

formuláinak újragondolása. In M. Veresné Somosi & K. Lipták (Eds.), „Mérleg és 

Kihívások” IX. Nemzetközi Tudományos Konferencia = „Balance and Challenges” IX. 

International Scientific Conference: A Gazdaságtudományi Kar megalapításának 25. 

évfordulója alkalmából (pp. 676–686). 

* Pataki, B., Pádár, K., & Krasz, K. (2022). Toward a More Comprehensive Model of Reactions 

to Change: A New Framework and Change Reaction Indexes. Change Management: An 

International Journal, 22(2), 1–27. https://doi.org/10.18848/2327-798X/CGP/v22i02/1-

27 

Sipos, L., Pádár, K., & Soós, R. (2007). Ásványvíz-preferenciák a fiatalok körében. Marketing 

& Management, 41(3), 39–50. 

* Sebestyén, Z., Pataki, B., & Pádár, K. (2012). A projektek és a változtatások 

szerepelméleteinek összehasonlítása. Vezetéstudomány, XLIII(3), 30–38. 

Szalkai, Z., Pataki, B., & Pádár, K. (2018). Roles of change management in interactive inter-

firm relationships. In European Operations Management Association (Ed.), 25th Annual 

EurOMA Conference. To Serve, To Produce and to Servitize in the Era of Networks, Big 

Data and Analytics (pp. 1–10). 

 

  



 

 52 

 


	1 Introduction
	1.1 The Context
	1.2 Research Questions, Goals
	1.2.1 Connection of Change Management and Project Management
	1.2.2 Connection of Change Management and Psychology

	1.3 Methods, Structure

	2 Summary of Hypotheses, Results and Theses by RQs
	2.1 RQ1: How can the common domain(s) of CM and PM be defined?
	2.2 RQ2: Which roles of CM and PM correspond to each other?
	2.3 RQ3: How can the complexity of RTC be described in a more informative way than the concept of resistance to change is able to do so?

	3 Limitations and Future Research Avenues
	3.1 Related to the Examination of Change Management and Project Management
	3.2 Related to the Examination of Change Management and Psychology
	3.3 Future Research Avenues Related to the Intersections of RQs and Beyond

	4 References Used in This Booklet
	Appendix
	Appendix 1 List of Publications11F


