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Abstract

Driving sustainable development through new prodwssvices, techniques and organisational modes

that substantially reduce environmental impacts, or ecopreneurship, is especially important for small
and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) as they have a vital role to play in managing limited
environmental and social resources. Reaping the benefits associated with ecopreneurship, however,
requires a fundamental qualitative change process at the firm level. However, there remains
considerable uncertainty as to how ecopreneurs will discover, develop and realise sustainability-
related opportunities in their organisations. Thus, the purpose of this article is to address this gap by
analysing how this qualitative change process associated with a shift to sustainable development
actually unfolds in SMEs. To do so it examines small and medium-sized wineries in Austria. Based on
the results of a Delphi study, a multi-layer process model that differentiates between unfreezing,
changing and refreezing processes is developed. The framework shows that the unfreezing of the
status quo is mainly accomplished by the business owner’s attitude towards sustainability. In the
course of the changing process, change related to the adoption of greener business practices follows a
hierarchical order, starting with business activity (the first layer). Then, four dimensions of capital
resources (the second layer) must be revised in order to implement the change successfully. After that,
relevant stakeholders (the third layer) must be integrated into this iterative learning process. Finally, in
the course of refreezing, change is embedded in the organisation by the ongoing commitment of the
business owner and future sustainable expansion strategies. The developed framework may serve as a
guideline for small and medium-sized wineries, but also for a broader set of SMEs implementing
sustainable organisational change in the future. The framework could also be used by national

governments or certification authorities uncertain of how best to support the change process in SMEs.
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1 Introduction

Since the Brundtland Commission Report (World Cossioin on Environment and
Development 1987) popularised the concept of “susbhe development” and explicitly outlined a
positive impact of environmental protection on dmnomic performance of businesses (Sharma and
Vredenburg 1998), a large body of research has ieeahwhy and how businesses should engage in
environmentalism, that is, integrate environmentahsideration into their business decisions
(Banerjee 2002; Cherrier et al. 2012). Howeverhwitost extant research on making environmental
progress in the core business being oriented welaand often multinational, corporations (Bos-
Brouwers 2010; Brammer et al. 2012), the envirortalepractices of small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) have remained an under-resebm@tea within the business and environment
literature (Schaper 2002; Revell and Blackburn 260&witz and Hansen 2014).

Driving sustainable development through new praoglucservices, technigues and
organisational modes that substantially reducerenmiental impacts is known as ecopreneurship
(Schaltegger 2002), and is especially importarthenSME sector. SMEs have a vital role to play in
managing limited environmental and social resousres innovation (e.g. Acs and Audretsch 1990;
Tether 1998; Fink and Kessler 2010). One strategylable to meet the associated challenges is to
adopt a greener business practice, which is usaahlyajor stimulus for innovation within a firm,
giving rise to improvements in processes, prodactinaterials usage and marketing (e.g. Porter and
van der Linde 1995; King and Lenox 2001; Cherrieale 2012). With regard to SMEs, it has been
argued that improvements in environmental managemeactices can result not only in improved
products and better public relations but also higiraployee commitment and increased customer
satisfaction, thus constituting competitive advgeta(Simpson et al. 2004; Gadenne et al. 2009}. Har
and Milstein (1999, p. 25) therefore predicted tleatrepreneurs will soon begin to consider
sustainable development as “one of the biggeshbasiopportunities in the history of commerce”.
Since this prediction, the number of businesseseasing their investments in sustainability has
grown significantly (Hind et al. 2013). Not onlyshthe public discourse on sustainable development
reached unprecedented levels, it continues to asere(Barkemeyer et al. 2009). Moreover,
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practitioner journals such as the Harvard Busii®agew and the MIT Sloan Management Review

have advanced the idea that ecopreneurship maelganacea for environmental and social concerns
(Brugmann and Prahalad 2007; Senge et al. 2007 c#mabe also associated with firm performance

(Eccles et al. 2012; Haanaes et al. 2013).

Ecopreneurship, however, “requires more than eficiaicy, or the minimising of energy,
resources and waste; it also requires fundamemetalopal, social and institutional transformation”
(Birkeland 2002, p. 20). In fact, a firm must impient a fundamental qualitative change process
(Siebenhiner and Arnold 2007; Martinuzzi and Krun2i3) to reap the benefits of sustainable
development (Lee 2009; Klewitz and Hansen 2014js Thange cannot be a superficial or cosmetic
public relations response but has to address aligrgnsion of the organisation (van Marrewijk and
Hardjono 2003), including its identity, mission agoals, corporate and competitive strategies,
organisational structure and formal systems, celtand leadership, competencies, organisational
processes, and resources (Porter 1980; GalbraitKaranjian 1986; Glasl and Lievegoed 2011).

Yet, despite the promise offered by sustainableeltgment for SMEs, there remains
considerable uncertainty regarding these qualgatimanges associated with a shift to sustainable
development. Not only is there little understandaighow ecopreneurs will discover, develop and
realise these opportunities that lie beyond thd plilexisting markets (Hall et al. 2010) but, in
addition, the academic discourse on sustainableldement and organisational change has, to date,
and especially with regard to the management asthéss literature, been sparse (Siebenhtner and
Arnold 2007; Goodall 2008; Lee 2009; De Matos aregg 2013; Martinuzzi and Krumay 2013).
Thus, while the case for sustainable developmdeting a panacea for transitioning towards a more
competitive and innovative organisation is alluritttere remain major gaps in our knowledge of how
the changeover processes and the qualitative chaagethe firm level associated with the
implementation of innovative environmental practieee actually shaped within SMEs.

The purpose of this study therefore is to addressfallowing research question: How does
the qualitative change process associated withftatstsustainable development unfold in SMES? To
address the purpose, the study first establishestitboretical grounding for ecopreneurship and
organisational change in SMEs (Section 2). Sedtioge explains the qualitative empirical approach
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adopted to link the debate on sustainable developmih that on organisational change in SMEs
using the example of small and medium-sized Austvigneries. The wine industry of Austria was
chosen as the empirical setting for the followiegsons: First, the structure of the Austrian wine
industry is characterised by a large number of kmaleries. Second, the Austrian Wine Marketing
Board (2011) has reported a dramatic shift withia wine industry, in that the number of small
wineries has been shrinking rapidly since 2009.rd@floee, a focus on ecopreneurship may be an
important strategy for the remaining SMEs in thadustry (Sawyer 2003; Cordano et al. 2010). Third,
the Austrian wine industry has had a strong commnitimio quality and sustainability since the wine
scandal of 1985 when the collapse of the wine itmgusd to the enforcement of strict regulations on
wine quality by the Austrian government. Howevemsinsustainability approaches in the wine
industry context concentrate on performance-rela@sgects of environmental practices related to
water utilisation, chemicals and waste managenstakeholder-related aspects, or the motivational
drivers for engaging in sustainability practicegg(eMarshall et al. 2005; Gabzdylova et al. 2009),
rather than highlighting the qualitative dynamissaciated with implementing such environmental
instruments and concepts in small and medium-sidadries. Thus, within a Delphi study, 20 semi-
structured face-to-face interviews with open-endaestions were conducted. Fifteen were with eight
working owners of Austrian wineries, and five wiather industry experts (three farmers, one brewer
and one consultant). The aim of the interviews twadetermine how the qualitative change process
associated with a shift to sustainable developraettally unfolds in SMEs. The audio transcripts of
the interviews were analysed using a qualitativetexat analysis, following Layder (1998). The result
are presented in Section 4 and discussed in Sestimefore conclusions are drawn in Section 6 and
the final element is Section 7 presenting suggestior further research.

The resulting analysis and assessment, in the fdrm multi-layer process model, of the
entrepreneurs’ motives for engaging in sustainaleleelopment, the changeover processes, and the
gualitative changes at the firm level associateith Wie implementation of innovative environmental
practices should enable entrepreneurs to map @iegtes for stimulating and supporting sustainable

development in their SMEs.



2 Literature Review

2.1 Sustainability and SMEs

The Brundtland Commission described sustainabditymeeting “the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future genecais to meet their own needs” (World Commission
on Environment and Development 1987, p. 54). Faligwhat, many researchers have focused on the
basic linkages between overall economic behavimanagement and sustainability (e.g. Hall and
Vredenburg 2003; Aragon-Correa and Sharma 200&gbm-Correa et al. 2008; Albertini 2013).

Two streams of research can be distinguished weigfand to ecopreneurship (Kuckertz and
Wagner 2010). Early literature often dealt exclaBiwith environmentally oriented entrepreneurship
(e.g. Keogh and Polonsky 1998; Walley and TayldiZ2®chaltegger 2002; Linnanen 2002; Schaper
2005; York and Venkatatraman 2010), and other dmrttons to the entrepreneurship field focus
primarily on the social aspect of sustainable dgwelent (e.g. Borzaga and Solari 2001; Prahalad and
Hammond 2002; Mair et al. 2005; Nicolls 2006; Za26Q9).

One of the main thrusts in the literature is theettgpment of a typology of ecopreneurs
(Schaltegger 2002; de Bruin and Lewis 2005; Linma2@05), defined by Pastakia (1998, p. 157) as
“a new breed of eco-conscious change agents whoateinpt to popularise eco-friendly ideas and
innovations either through the market or non-markeites”. However, there is little consensus on
such a typology that would distinguish ecoprendprffom other forms of corporate environmental
management activity, and also little distinctiontvirmen the particular behaviours of SMEs and
between the different types of SMEs. In fact, ithiscessary to distinguish entrants that provide
environmentally benign products and services usingironmentally friendly processes from the
inception of their business operations, from incantbSMEs that become more environmentally
concerned by increments (Isaak 1999, 2002; Holi201

Those SMEs that try to become more sustainable fimelr conventional operations
fundamentally challenged as processes, productsemites need to be reinvented, basic values and
knowledge systems need to be adapted, and extarddhternal communication strategies need to be
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revised (Siebenhiiner and Arnold 2007; Klewitz anansén 2014). Thus, the triple-bottom-line
approach (Elkington 1997; Bowden et al. 2001) s#leamiembers of an organisation as motivated and
aware of the need to view sustainability as equaitportant to environmental and economic
performance. In a similar vein, debates on corposastainability (van Marrewijk and Hardjono 2003;
van Marrewijk and Werre 2003; Martinuzzi and Krun13) and the sustainable firm, emphasise
the unprecedented and “complete redesign of orgaois and strategies” (Shrivastava and Hart
1995, p. 157). However, empirical research haggted to keep pace with these conceptual advances
(Schaper 2002; de Matos and Clegg 2013). Likewibe literature on environmental and
sustainability management for the most part negldet role of qualitative changes made at the firm
level (e.g., mission, structure, culture) in theurse of implementing new environmental practices
(Muller and Siebenhiiner 2007; Siebenhuner and Arrgf07), especially in relation to SMEs
(Klewitz and Hansen 2014).

Nevertheless, given that SMEs contribute to econaeivelopment by virtue of their sheer
number and increasing share of employment and glms®stic product (Van Gils 2005; Brammer et
al. 2012), there is a growing concern over the neeidentify and understand the business case for
ecopreneurship (Schaltegger et al. 2012). In lirta wis, Lee (2009) emphasises that, in order “to
promote SME investments in sustainable businesgipe& (p. 1106), it is essential to identify and
understand how SMEs “change through a process optimgy and implementing sustainability

internally and externally” (p. 1105).

2.2 Organisational Change and SMEs

Consequently, it would be beneficial to understhod sustainability-related change unfolds
in SMEs (Hind et al. 2013). With regard to changeeneral, it is assumed that SMEs have several
characteristics that counteract their efforts todnee more sustainable (Jennings and Beaver 1997;
Hamann et al. 2009). For example, it is widely grased that SMEs often lack the resources, in terms
of money, time and human capital (Van Gils 20055Boouwers 2010), to make the desirable
sustainability-related changes within their orgatims (Lee 2008). In particular, they lack the
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knowledge, skills, and expertise to pursue the Hmmgn strategic change necessary to drive
sustainability (Laverty 2004), owing to their oftadopting a firefighting management style (Ates and
Bititci 2011). In addition, change within SMEs isnsidered to be managed in a highly personalised
way, as the vision, mission and goals of the oggin are strongly influenced by the intentiond an
behaviours of the business owner (Beaver and Pr2@; Moore and Manring 2009). As a
conseqguence, change in SMEs is often seen as itr({@largman et al. 2006), or even as “a process
distinguished by reactive, short-term oriented raneental behaviour” (Ates and Bititci 2011, p.
5603).

However, given the increasing customer pressure SBIES to embrace environmental
sustainability (Miles and Covin 2000; Masurel 208Vijliams and Schaefer 2013), and the need for
innovative responses and new product developmeanr{el and Walsh 2002), sustainability-related
change in SMEs is required in order to sustain @iitipeness (Zhang et al. 2006; Klewitz and
Hansen 2014).

Two types of change can be differentiated thathmeynthesised into a third type, that is, the
process view. Whereas planned change is intendeer ridoan implemented on impulse (Lewin 1951),
emergent change is complex and continuous, reguitom opportunities and threats that arise. The
process view of change incorporates the charaptsrisf both the planned and emergent change
perspectives, and suggests that there is “a puioge. planned or intended) set of activities in
change projects that leads [...] the content of changemerge” (Ates and Bititci 2011, p. 5605; see
also Pettigrew and Whipp 1993). Since the objectif/dhis article is to explore how qualitative
changes associated with sustainable developmamlcunfold in SMEs, clearly a process approach
to studying change is appropriate.

However, the literature on organisational changg. (&rgyris 1993; Weick and Quinn 1999),
does not offer any research with an incontrovestiiolcus on sustainability-related change processes.
Very few contributions directly address subcategpudf this phenomenon like culture (e.g. Harris and
Crane 2002; Howard-Grenville 2006). While a randestudies examine organisational change

processes regarding technological and market-@deninnovations, environmental and/or



sustainability-oriented change processes haverandyy been the focus of empirical studies in gaher
(Siebenhtiner and Arnold 2007), and still less selation to SMEs (Lee 2009; Hind et al. 2013).
Generally speaking, this raises the importance pfagess-based analysis of the qualitative
changes in SMEs associated with a shift to sudie@ndevelopment. The basis for the analysis is the
application of Lewin’s (1951) influential concepf change, which differentiates between the
unfreeze change andrefreezeprocesses. The unfreezing of the equilibrium ¢astajuo) can be
understood as preparing for the required changs. ddn be accomplished by (1) increasing driving
forces, which are those forces that direct behavimway from the status quo, (2) decreasing
restraining forces, which are those forces thaddérimovement away from the existing equilibrium, or
(3) combining the two approaches. Thus, unfreeiinglves recognising the need for change,
identifying what changes need to be made withindiganisation, and preparing for the change by
increasing driving forces and/or decreasing foxmeresistance. The change itself is implemented in
the course of the changerocess. Here, through changes to the organisatiozsource base,
organisational structure (e.g. the chain of commandormalisation) and organisational processes,
new values, attitudes and behaviours are develdpged.occurs through an iterative learning process
in which options are identified, selected, impleteenand evaluated by trial and error (Lewin 1951;
see also Ates and Bititci 2011). In the courseaffeezing, change must become embedded in the
organisation so that it can be sustained over tifrieis not, members of the organisation will egt/
to the old equilibrium state, doing things as tliéy in the past. The objective here is therefore to
stabilise the new situation by reinforcing new babars. Within the present study, these three sub-
processes of change provide the structure for isxpdtsing ecopreneurs’ responses to the qualitative

dynamics associated with implementing environmensttuments and concepts in SMEs.

3 Method

3.1 Delphi Method



The Delphi method refers to a structured researobgss systematically combining expert
knowledge and opinion through several iterationsfegdback to arrive at an informed group
consensus on a complex problem (Weber and LadKiB;ZDonohoe and Needham 2009). Originally
invented in the course of an American Air Forcersgmved RAND Corporation study in the 1950s
intended to predict military interventions, the plalmethod has been widely applied in management
areas including forecasting, public policy analyaisd project planning (Chang and Wang 2006; Chen
and Hsieh 2012), leading to various modificatiofighe original technique (see Gupta and Clarke
1996 for an excellent historical overview of thethosl).

The benefits and drawbacks of the Delphi methodeHasen extensively discussed in the
literature. Delphi advocates argue that the teclmigllows for a repeated inclusion of experts in
diverse geographic locations and with a range ehsrof expertise (Okoli and Pawlowski 2004,
Czinkota and Ronkainen 2005). Additionally, its kEggtion enables the experts to be challenged
indirectly (Donohoe and Needham 2009). Accordingtalkey and Helmer (1963), who first
developed the Delphi method for corporations, adleid interaction as a main characteristic appears
to be more conducive to and aid the gradual foomatif a considered problem. In fact, the Delphi
method is well suited for addressing emerging issaed complex problems such as sustainable
development, climate change and cultural sengitigidiller 2001; Donohoe and Needham 2007).
Opponents of the Delphi method have criticisedsmapling and use of experts. They argue that there
is a clear potential for bias in the selectionfeséxact composition of the panel can affect tsalte
obtained (Keeney et al. 2001; Donohoe and Needha®®)2 Another problem is reflected in the
unclear definition of consensus and the optimum bemof iterations (Hasson et al. 2000). Finally,
attrition or low response rates due to the longp@mal commitment may lead to biased outcomes and
conclusions (for a comprehensive discussion optios and cons of the Delphi method see, Donohoe
and Needham 2009).

Since the Delphi method has been applied to a tyadk research contexts because it is
structured to be an inclusive, flexible and reflexiprocess that facilitates (but does not force)
consensus (Donohoe and Needham 2009), specifielingd have been suggested for conducting and

presenting this iterative technique (Crisp et 807, Sumison 1998; Hasson et al. 2000):



Vi.

Vil.

viii.

It is suggested a panel of between 8 and 16 exisestdected.

Experts from different areas should be includedhenpanel.

The Delphi process should start with an initiakimtew guide (round 1) which acts as an idea
generating strategy.

Propositions should be developed after round 1.

Two or three rounds of iterations, that is, segaknguestionnaires interspersed with

controlled feedback and the interpretation of tlxpegt opinion, are recommended. The

number of iterations is based on the consensuweaéxperts.

The response rate over all iterations should beerti@n 70 per cent.

The results of each iteration should be reportpdrseely.

Graphical representation and textual presentationld be used for reporting the results.

3.2 Justification of the Delphi Method

For this study, the Delphi method was chosen asareh method for the following reasons:
This study’s research question (“How does the tptale change process associated with a
shift to sustainable development unfold in SMEsi®)explorative in nature. Therefore,
qualitative methods are most suitable to answerdbearch question properly.
Consensus methods such as the Delphi technique beea recommended for theory
development and answering research questions iwittedl theoretical knowledge (Hasson et
al. 2000). The results of our literature reviewgesg that the findings on qualitative changes
induced by a shift to sustainability in the SME ¢ are still scarce, motivating the choice of
a consensus method.
The Delphi method is a well-established qualitatoensensus technique that is “used to
address complexity and uncertainty in an area wkieov/ledge is imperfect, where there are
no correct answers or hard facts, and consensespeirt opinion is considered an acceptable
second choice” (Donohoe and Needham 2009, p. 4tlig).in this context that Kaynak and
Macauley (1984, p. 90) spoke of the Delphi as “@ue method of eliciting and refining
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group judgement based on the rationale that a gpbegperts is better than one expert when
exact knowledge is not available”. Hence, the ergtiee nature of this study justifies the
choice of the Delphi method. The choice has theitiaddl purpose of encouraging the
discussion of different viewpoints on sustainapiliélated change processes in SMEs.

The Delphi method’s main advantage is that it alandividuals to deal with a complex
group problem (Okoli and Pawlowski 2004). Organdisal changes in general and
sustainability-related changes in particular arghlyi complex processes. Many of the
organisation’s stakeholders and organisational dgioms are likely to be affected by such
change processes. Again, the integration of difieveewpoints is crucial to this study.
Qualitative approaches such as the Delphi methcal déth a low number of study
participants. The overall population of respondenteur study (sustainable wine growers in
Austria) is relatively small. This makes a quanit&approach almost impossible.

Two rounds of iteration were used for data colt@TttiSemi-structured interviews were used in

both iterations. This specific design has beeniag@uccessfully in various scientific discipliregh
as management, marketing, and international busifeeg. Melnyk et al. 2009; Korten et al. 2010)
and has been successfully utilised for developinstasnability-related concepts and frameworks

(Donohoe and Needham 2009).

3.3 Participants and Data Collection

The unit of analysis is small and medium-sized we®ethat have undertaken the process of

sustainable organisational change. As the seleofierperts has been labelled a critical succadsrfa
in Delphi studies, it was necessary for the pgo#iots to understand the research issues and for the

to represent a range of views. Therefore, theviollg selection criteria were applied:

The participant had to be the working owner (oetkxecutive) of an SME.

The enterprise in question had to have made semdbiasts to become sustainable (as
exemplified by investments or certification).

The sustainability-related change process must stawrted at least three years earlier.
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A stratified sampling approach was used in orderecruit participants. First, the wine-
growing region of Lower Austria was selected. Lowferstria is popular for its high-quality wine
(certified by the Austrian Wine Marketing Board).clovers half of the total wine-growing area in
Austria in terms of vineyard acreage. Second, wesein the area of Lower Austria were selected
based on the above criteria. A list of wineries wasd to select and contact the respondents. For
validation purposes, five additional interviews wepnducted in iteration one (three farmers, ome be
maker and one sustainability consultant). Tabldfér® an overview of the characteristics of all the

Delphi participants and their wineries.

Table 1: List of Delphi Participants

Participant Role Industry Sales (€) Employees Yda&hange Iterationl Iteration2
R1 Business Owner Wine 3 million 20 2005 v 4
R2 Business Owner Wine NA 5 2005 v 4
R3 Business Owner Wine 4 million 23 2006 v 4
R4 Business Owner Wine 2 million 15 2006 v v
R5 Business Owner Wine 600.000 3 2008 4 4
R6 Business Owner Wine NA NA 2006 4 v
R7 Business Owner Wine NA NA 2002 v 4
R8 Business Owner Wine NA 12 2004 v
R9 Chief Executive Farmer NA NA 1989 v
R10 Chief Executive Farmer NA 3 2007 v
R11 Business Owner Farmer NA NA 2010 v
R12 Chief Executive Beer 21 million 100 2004 v
R13 Expert Consulting NA NA NA v

Note: All business owners are working owners.

In December 2012, the first iteration of interviewas carried out with 13 participants. These
interviews were conducted by well-trained intervéesv (not the authors). The length of those
interviews ranged between 45 and 90 minutes. Theed interviewers audio-recorded and
transcribed all of their interviews.

The Delphi method commenced with an open-endedtignesire asking the 13 participants
about the drivers, organisational redesigns, chg#le, and environments of sustainability-related
organisational change. In total, 30 questions vesieed. Additionally, the participants were asked to
explain and discuss the change process in detadlly; the participants were encouraged to explain

their future sustainability plans. The interviewidgiof iteration one is shown in Appendix B.
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Then, in a second iteration of interviews, in Deben2013, the main results of the first round
were presented to all the wine growers, again bistwaned interviewers (and again not the authors)
Unfortunately, only seven interviews could be aadrout since one interviewee from the first itenati
declined to participate in the second. The intevees were encouraged to comment on the findings
and share their opinions again. The lengths oftisrviews ranged between 30 and 60 minutes. The
interview guide for the second iteration consistéden main questions and more than 20 probing
guestions. The trained interviewers again audiongd and transcribed all of the interviews. The

interview guide of iteration two is shown in Appéng.

3.4 Analysis and Interpretation

As stated above, all transcripts were audio-recbiat®d transcribed by trained interviewers
who were not the authors. Two authors coded thestripts and all authors were involved in
analysing and interpreting the data. NVivol0 sofevavas used for coding, paraphrasing, reducing
and generalising the data. The entire processdihg@and analysis was based on the seminal work of
Lang et al. (2014). An example of the coding precesgiven in Appendix A. More details are
available from the authors on request.

The process of coding and interpretation was thieatly embedded into adaptive theory.
Adaptive theory was developed by Layder (1998) ases both inductive and deductive elements for
the development of theory. Adaptive theory assuthas the social world is complex and multi-
faceted. It focuses on the multiple interconnediand relationships of individuals, activities, and
organisations. The theory is characterised by mibegration of influences from extant theories and
empirical data (Layder 1998). It overcomes thethtibns of the simple black-and-white perspectives
used in both deductive and inductive theories gmtaaches, and has been named one of the most
influential theories in qualitative research (Sileed Lewins 2014). In this regard, abductive cgdi
seen as a guiding principle of empirically-basegbtly construction and integrates data and theory in

the coding process (Timmermanns and Tavory 201R}his study, the theoretical framework of
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Lewin (1951), the interview guide and the intervianscripts have been integrated into the coding

process.

4 Findings

The results of the Delphi study are summarised iiguié 1. The process model of
organisational change induced by a shift to suahdlity will be discussed below, following the
theoretical framework of Lewin (1951). In other wsy the process model can be grouped into three
stages: unfreezing, changing, and refreezing. Wéthard to the change stage, the process model
consists of three different layers: primary busénastivities, capital resources, and stakeholdars.
order to ensure the traceability of the empiridadiings, the results of the empirical analysisleneed

to statements made by the interviewees.

Figure 1: Process Model of Sustainable Organisati@ah Change

UNFREEZE CHANGE REFREEZE

Suppliers Customers

Increasing
Driving Forces

Expansion of
Change Process

Primary <
Business Activities
1) Operations
2) Logistics & Procuremen

3) Marketing & Sales

Commitment

Business Owner of Business Owner

Capital Resources <-'

1) Human Resources
2) Organisational Resources

3) Physical Resources

4) Knowledge Resources |
A

Commitment
of Employees

Decreasing
Restraining Forces
\

Competitors Consultants

Note: The first layer (primary business activitiesjepresented by red circles. The second laygpital
resources) is represented by the blue square Hiddayer (stakeholders) is represented by thergre
rectangle.
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4.1 Unfreezing

The first stage of the sustainability-related oigational change process, that is, the
preparation for the change, consists of increa#iregfollowing driving forcesand decreasing the
following restraining forces

The most frequent driving force behind the orgaiosal change is astrong and
comprehensive positive attitut®vards sustainabilityheld by the business owner (and his/her family
in the case of family businesses). The majorityhefinterviewees also emphasised the importance of
environmental protection in the primary sector engral, and in the wine industry in particular.
Nevertheless, the business owners (and their feghilnfluence the sustainability-related procesdes
qualitative change with theuision of a sustainable busine$sr the most part. This is reflected in the
following statement:

Yes, as a matter of principle, we want to shiftlihsiness to sustainable methods, preferably

organic, because we have the aim of declaring thatwine is produced that way, that we

conduct ecological measures, that we work ecoldigicaistainably [...].

A related driver that directs behaviour away frdme status quo is the goal ofcreased
quality of wine (production)which can be attained through organic productbrwine (e.g. the
decision to reduce or even avoid artificial festlis, and adopt manual harvesting of the grapes).
Furthermore,economic pressurand substantial changes in the wine industry esm @as a major
driver of the recognition of the need for orgariwadl change, as one interviewee states:

[...] smaller businesses or wine producers in cowstrivith smaller industries, as in Austria,

will have, in the long run, no other choice tharfdous on sustainable, high-quality products.

The future lies in the manual growing methods, amahual work means producing in an

ecologically sound way [...].

Scrutiny of the context of organisational changetlgh a shift to sustainability identified two
main restraining forces that have to be decreased lack of knowledge about changing to

sustainability, and the resistance of (key) empdsyeOur interviewees had started the process of
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organisational change several years earlier. Attthne, knowledge about the sustainable production
of winewas scarce. All the business owners reporteditthnads difficult to obtain useful information.
As a result, in order to decrease this restraifiimge, some business owners had recruited external,
international consultants, and/or built stratediieaces with competitors.

To overcome the second restraining factor, rikmistance of (key) employedke business
owners had shared their visions and their knowledgh (key) employees and supervisors. The
employees had also been sent to workshops andnggasessions about sustainable production. The
business owners reported positive outcomes frosetharkshops in terms of their employees’ skills
and attitudes to sustainability. In this contexame participants also reported that it would be
necessary to dismiss employees if they did notldpva willingness and commitment towards the
sustainable change process.

Whereas driving forces largely relate to recogmydine need for change, thus affecting the
vision, mission and goals of the business owneraiit be assumed that the perception of restraining
forces enables the identification of the changes tieed to be made within the organisation. It is
through the increase in the driving forces and e in the restraining forces that the businessiow
prepares the organisation for the sustainabilityteel change (see Figure 1 and related arrows from

and to the business owner).

4.2 Changing

The process of implementing the organisational gaassociated with sustainability is shown
at the centre of Figure 1. Three different layefghe change process can be distinguished: (A)
primary business activities, (B) capital resoureesl (C) stakeholders. (rimary business activities
(the first layer)are at the heart of the change implementationgsdt starts with a (Al) change in
operations(the production of wine), where in this case witf fertilisers are replaced by organic
ones. Moreover, the use of (B&)achinesis reduced and the amount of manual work increases

substantially. It is important to mention that tlisange in operations occurs through an iterative
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learning process in which options are evaluatedriay and error. This is reflected in the following
statement:

For we wine growers, this means that we have toimkteverything. There is no formula that

you can apply. It is not the same every year. H isontinuous process of training, gaining

experience and interpreting the knowledge gainedutphout this process, correctly, and at
the right moment, as well as applying it [...] in ltgps — in fact, it is more like many small
steps [...].

The (A) primary activity of wine production is strigly connected with all four (Byapital
resources (the second layeAs mentioned above, the wine growers have haatapt their capital
resources based on the revised sustainable produtti terms of (B1lhuman resourceemployees
had to be trained regarding new production teclesgand additional workers had to be acquired.
Additionally, new management leveds inter-organisational changes were necessadgab with the
increased level of planning and communication (B2Yuired. The change in (B4Anowledge
resourceswvas supported by (@xternal relationships (the third layewith (1) competitorg(strategic
alliances), (2) and universitiespnsultants/expertand a governing body called Deme(tre third
layer: stakeholders)Again, this is an example of the interplay of thiiee layers and the complex
process of organisational change required to tagghainability.

[...] it was also external. | was always in contadéthaprofessors at my university in Germany

who really supported me with important informatidnhave also had the help of organic

consultants who visited us regularly and accompanis into the vineyards for inspections.

My uncle has also been a strong resource. He iseraéco-obsessed and has supported me

throughout in all aspects.

Following the change in (Aldperations(wine production), (A2)ogistics and procurement
(primary business activities) must be realigned adhpted according to the principles of
sustainability. The wine growers reported that tiheyl revised their (B2, B3yansportation and
storage system@he wine cellars). Moreover, (C8uppliershad to be chosen carefully or sometimes
existing ones had been replaced (e.g. those suppliartificial fertilisers). Again, the complexiand
multi-layered process becomes evident. Based oncliamge in primary activities (logistics and
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procurement), capital resources (e.g. organisdtanmd physical resources) need to be adjusted,hwhic
in turn affects the third layer of the process nmdsakeholders such as suppliers).

Finally, (A3) marketing and salesare affected by the organisational change towards
sustainability. The entire change process only maense if the entire value chain is adapted and
realigned. In other words, there must be a cohestategy, from production through logistics to
marketing and sales. The emphasis on the qualitly saistainability of production makes a wide
variety of marketing strategies possible, but aésqpuires a thorough communication plan with regard
to the (C4) sustainability-sensitieeistomeras one interviewee states:

We have done our best to explain to our customvbiet we are all about. On the one hand,

this is about sustainability. On the other hands @&bout our wish to be as individual as

possible. But of course this has to be communidatddhe more individual and extravagant

a product is, the more one has to communicate With customers. To some extent, the

customers make the shift to sustainability togethigr us, because they say, we are interested

in organic wines, and also possibly because wenateonly searching for sustainability, but

also for more individuality [...].

4.3 Refreezing

As in the unfreezing stage, the business owneis@ayital role in the last phase of the change
process, during which the new situation is stadlisAll the business owners interviewed were highly
committed to sustainability and the change protlesis businesses had undergone. This commitment
was made up of visible outcomes (e.g. improvemienténe quality and increased sales) and invisible
benefits such as emotional and social gratificatidrese outcomes and benefits were communicated
continually to all employees so that the changelvbecome embedded in the organisation through
employee commitmerif new behaviours are not reinforced throughfségpraisals and passing on
direct customer feedback, employees tend to réoehte old state of equilibrium. One business owner

summarised the effect of the change process oentipdoyees as follows:
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Even those employees who seemed rather ambivaleit our vision are now fully
committed. This is evident when we hear positigdifack from our customers telling us how
much they love the new wines. Suddenly our em@amarereally see that the path we chose
was the right one.

Finally, all the interviewees reported that thergfg process was a long-term project or even

one without end. All the primary and secondary \dtitis of a company can be environmentally
optimised éxpansion of the change procedsuture projects mentioned by the intervieweetusted

solar technology, energy autarchy, packaging antbgical agriculture.

4.4 Validation Check and lteration Two

Five interviews were conducted with non-winegrowerorder to validate and contrast the
results (please refer back to Table 1 for an oeevyi The interpretation of these interviews suggest
the multi-layer process model could be generaltsesther industries. All participants confirmed the
hierarchy of primary business activities, the cleango capital resources, and the need for the
integration of stakeholders. In contrast to theerwviewed wine growers, though, the farmers also
highlighted economic reasons for initiating thera@process.

A second iteration of interviews was conducted dbidate the results (and the model). The
second round of data collection was limited to wgnewers only, who were presented with the results
of iteration one and asked explicitly whether thegreed or disagreed with a defined set of
propositions (see Appendix C). The response wagsaunding endorsement of the formulated

propositions, as all seven interviewees agreed alitihe statements without reservation.

5 Discussion

This paper addresses two issues of fundamentalriempze for the management practice of
SMEs and related academic research: First, theepbraf sustainable development has come to be

discussed as a potential panacea for SMEs facinmagasingly competitive landscape. Second,
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organisational change is analysed as a complexiakyg process for SMEs and their stakeholders.
Interestingly, it shows that major gaps remain e tknowledge of how sustainability-related

organisational change processes actually unfoBMEs. To close this gap, the qualitative change tha
takes place in small and medium-sized wineriewvisgifor sustainability was analysed using the
Delphi method.

The findings of the current study align with praysoresearch (Beaver and Prince 2004; Ates
and Bititci 2011; Williams and Schaefer 2013) imttthey underline the paramount importance of
business owners to the sustainable developmenM&sSWithout the entrepreneurial mindset and
commitment of business owners (driving forces)ppring for sustainable change —umfreezingthe
equilibrium — would be inconceivable. On the onadiébusiness owners are motivated by a more or
less precise sustainability-related vision for ithveinery, while on the other hand they are striving
improve the strategic position of their organisasiothrough individualisation, improvements in
product quality and cost structure, and adjustmeatsmeet changing consumer needs. Hence,
considering the increasing number of small and ormaelized Austrian wineries under financial
pressure, the transformation towards sustainabdityot only a question of altruistic convictiorytb
also an attempt to exploit a profitable gap iniarket. Interestingly, the heuristic that sustailitstb
leads (at least in the long term) to competitiveaadages and business success was broadly accepted
by the business owners in our study; whereas relgms in other studies have indicated that they do
not believe that customers can be won or costscestithrough sustainability-related organisational
change (e.g. Revell and Blackburn 2007). Furtheeaech is required to evaluate the success rate of
such transformations and their lasting impact orESM

To facilitate sustainability-related change, busiewners must instil a sense of urgency (by
decreasing restraining forces) in their colleageaegployees and often their families (Birkeland 2002
Siebenhiiner and Arnold 2007; Hind et al. 2013)luf@ito do so might encourage the tendency to
revert to the status quo or remain in the comfamez (Kotter 1995). This study shows that
sustainability-related organisational change iantyea team project. Sustainable transition is ues®-
intensive and includes investment not only in tlantng of employees and the business owner, but
also in machinery, external consulting, etc. Itréfiere involves considerable risk for all parties
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involved. To reduce potential resistance, busirmgsers need to consider and address this issue,
convey to the relevant parties both the individaatl organisational opportunities relating to the
change process, and anticipate existing or potesriges (Kotter 1995). Dealing with the last agpec
may require assistance from a consultant. Moreovauynching the sustainability-oriented
transformation and instilling a sense of urgencly mat be sufficient to unfreeze the equilibriumo T

be successful, organisations will need to repeatagbport the process and recall their vision lfar t
future if they are to counter the emergence ofa@snhg forces, such as the resistance of employees

The findings of this study clearly confirm that s&isability-related change in SMEs cannot be
superficial and must embrace the whole organisdiian Marrewijk and Hardjono 2003; Martinuzzi
and Krumay 2013). This study also shows that pymiwsiness activities are at the core of
organisationathange This seems to be true both when the organisa&iperforming well, and when
it is coming under economic pressure. In the forsigration, adjustments of operations, logistics or
marketing imply changes in previously successftividies, increasing the potential for resistange.
lack of resources can hinder the transformatioprishary activities and further increase uncertainty
In that case, the conviction of the ecopreneur bwyested, particularly in the case of unanticigpate
setbacks to the change process. To address thes isdactic of seizing on quick-wins (e.g. thatfir
self-made organic vintage wine) early in the chapgeess — one adopted by very few ecopreneurs
interviewed — would seem useful and promising édse Kotter 1995).

Alterations at the level of primary business atieg have a direct influence on capital
resources (Barney 1991) such as human, organiaftiphysical, and knowledge resources. For
example, organisations will need to rethink theiman resources approach and style of management,
particularly if they have tended to adopt a firefigg management style (Ates and Bititci 2011).
Changes at this level are particularly difficult 8MEs owing to their lack of resources (Van Gils
2005; Lee 2008; Hamann et al. 2009). Related tq tew concepts for marketing and sales will
require SMEs and their owners to change their conication strategies. In our context, for example,
small business owners in the wine industry arenoftet used to communicating proactively with
employees, suppliers, customers, and other staketsol Although most of these issues could be
solved by bringing in external expertise, SME basiowners are often uncomfortable with receiving
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advice from consultants as they are used to baileysesponsible for the operation. Nevertheless,
move from one stage to another involves serioussadents to resources and requires acquiring
additional knowledge and the adoption of new behaal patterns on the part of the whole staff,
including the business owner, especially with rdgarmanaging stakeholder relationships.

Once sustainable processes have been implemenigidess owners must strive to stabilise
the new situationréfreezing. At this point, the inherent limitations of SMEsddenly benefit the
sustainable change process. The limited resourseslable to SMEs mean adjustments to
infrastructure, operations, and human resourcesotdre undone without major economic losses or
even jeopardising the entire organisation. In otiverds, the decision to become a sustainable
business is definite and forces ecopreneurs toispdrs their attempts to overcome reoccurring
problems and doubts. The (usually) low number gblegees in SMEs facilitates communication, and
should help business owners to motivate, contmad, @xpand the change process. For this reason,
employees should revert less readily to former tialtind become accustomed to new behaviours
quickly, just as long as the business owner setgxample. Consequently, most of the business
owners interviewed in this research did not retgking their steps towards sustainability, butestat

that sustainable change was an ongoing process.

6 Conclusions

Acquiring an in-depth understanding of the qualitatchanges associated with a shift to
sustainability in SMEs is important, not only franscientific perspective but also from a practical
one. Hence, this study makes the following contiriims to existing knowledge.

First, the study applied Lewin’'s concept of changehe context of SMEs. As a result, it
offers rare and systematic insights from a procadowint of view, and not only snapshots of specifi
isolated moments. This approach makes it possibldraw a differentiated picture of the transition
within each individual organisation. It also proesda longitudinal perspective on sustainability-

oriented change by analysing SMEs at two pointénie. The approach permits the critical validation
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of the study’s findings and, even more importanlyservation of the changes at multiple levels.(e.g
primary business activities and capital resources).

Second, because “a small business is not a ligldbsiness” (Welsh and White 1981, p. 18;
see also, Tilley 2000), empirical insights drawanir change processes in big companies are not
comparable to such ambitions in SMEs. This studytrdautes to existing knowledge by identifying
the determinants of sustainable change in SMEs.udtog on technical or market-oriented
innovations, the existing literature emphasise$eihces between large enterprises and SMEs in
terms of resources, knowledge, and skills (e.gBdiel and Junquera 2003; for an overview see, Bos-
Brouwers 2010). In addition, the current reseadsniifies novel influencing factors and patterns of
sustainability-oriented change, such as the visibrindividual ecopreneurs, or the concerns of
employees and particularly family members, whidkedor hinder change in SMEs.

Third, national governments, universities and fiediion authorities are often uncertain of
how best to support SMEs (Large 2011). Without Keolge of the qualitative changes in SMEs that
are associated with the implementation of enviramadepractices, a successful form of support is
impossible to achieve. Yet, finding a way to offerch support is of critical importance given the
social and economic impact of SMEs, in additiothiir environmental relevance (Lee 2009; Klewitz
and Hansen 2014). This study provides informed ejiunds for improving the management of
sustainable change in SMEs (see Lee 2009), anessil the critical moments at which the support
or advice of external organisations is paramount.

Finally, as stated previously, the study revealgslance of the exceptional role ecopreneurs
play in change processes in SMEs. These ecoprenaissally business owners — initiate, motivate,
manage and control change processes from begirtairend. Along with functional factors (e.qg.
increased product quality) and economic factorg. (eigher revenues), emotional aspects (e.g. self-
fulfilment) are particularly important drivers fdhem. The change from industrial to sustainable
organisational processes gives the business ovadiglifonal impetus, as sustainability has altraisti
and optimistic connotations. Hence, the multidinemality and complexity of the factors underlying

change processes in SMEs are revealed.
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7 Limitations and Avenues for Further Research

Aside from the new and substantive learning derifiemn this study, there are some
limitations indicating directions worthy of furthezsearch.

First, the explorative Delphi technique helped asdevelop a rich understanding of the
gualitative change processes associated with atshfustainable development in SMEs. However,
the Delphi technique per se also carries speciéiakmesses, in terms of the sampling proceduresor th
integration of experts that limit the generalisiypibf the findings to other industries and regiona
contexts. Consequently, future research could @gprsustainable change processes (a) from a more
guantitative perspective by increasing the samjzie substantially, (b) by using robust and diverse
guantitative measurement instruments and (c) aupéd quantitative quality criteria for empirical
research.

Second, working business owners and chief exeautivgre questioned in this study. Future
studies might include the perspective of otheredtalders as well. The findings of this study leal t
authors to recommend including suppliers and engasyof SMEs that have recently undertaken a
sustainable organisational change. The complexityralevance of qualitative sustainable change in
SMEs makes the integration of more heterogenealelsblders a necessity.

Third, all of the entrepreneurs included in thisdst were male. While this reflects the
distribution of social roles in the area of farmirigere being systematic differences associateld wit
the implementation of new environmental practiceSMEs managed by men and those managed by
women cannot be ruled out. Thus, a more gendenbathapproach is needed in future research to
counteract this limitation and further improve tieneralisability of our findings.

Fourth, the findings stem from only one industrgmely farming/wineries. On the one hand,
focusing exclusively on this industry provided ax¢o detailed knowledge, and hence facilitated an
exhaustive analysis of the research problem. Onother hand, such a narrow focus limits the
generalisability of the findings to other contexitbus, replicating this study in different indusgriand

cultural backgrounds would help define the scopthefstatements generated here and would help to
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confirm their generalizability. Additionally, stue examining SMEs from other sectors (e.g.
production or service sectors) might yield diffdresults.

Fifth, the interview guidelines (i.e. the measuratriastruments) used here represent an early
attempt to capture the complex nature of sustagnabhnge processes. Although the results clearly
support the approach chosen, more sophisticatedgureaent instruments would be necessary to
understand how qualitative change happens undegrsdivconditions and periods. In addition,
efficacious measurement scales are necessary (@ deio the complex dimensionality of the
phenomenon. However, the methods and findingsieftiidy provide a solid basis for future research

on the topic.
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APPENDIX A

Capital Resources

Business Activities

Operations (A1)

Logistics & Procurement (A2)

Maikgt& Sales (A3)

Human Resources (B1)

From the beginning, you have to get your s
on board with you. We sit down just like
did at school. Here they learn how to harvg
the grapes, transport them to the cellar, a
how musts differ in taste. Here they will al
come to understand what it means to
biological work.(R1)

affVe certainly have a completely different te
véhan we did a few years ago. Of course
eqgjood number have stayed with us 4
ndontinued following our vision. However,
s@also have completely new employees who
deady to become a part of the tegR1)

afBven those employees who seemed ra
ambivalent about our vision are now ful
ndommitted. This is evident when we hg
Ipositive feedback from owustomers (SH3)
aedling us how much they love the new win
Suddenly our employees can really see that
path we chose was the right oKie4)

ther

ly
par

es.
the

Organisational
(B2)

Resource

,sT0 begin with, we had the initial productid
reorganised — the grapes and the cellar.

nStructural organisational changes go hand

hand. We have tried to build in a certa
middle management because | cannot do it
myself. | simply ask for people who 4
responsible. For example, we have a ce
master who, to a large extent, makes decisi
independently(R3)

isales activities begin with packaging a
aistribution, which at the same time requir
rehought on how to get the product to t
lacustomer. Here we initiated huge chang
ormsgarding the organisational structuréR8)

in..but we also restructured sales. For example,

hd
es
he
es

Physical Resources (B3)

| had to first develop a concept and then be
making my initial investments. | had to look
how many tractors and how much manpows
really had available to cover the enti
vineyards in a short amount of tin(R2)

gi@n one hand, | certainly made some savir
afor example with material input. On the oth

eriand, | made some massive investments,

eas in the wine cellar reconstructio(GH1).
(R9)

g the next few years, | am going to put
estronger emphasis on export. Up until now,
sueve stayed within Germany, but in the fut

also means that | am going to have to raise
marketing budget accordingl{R7)

a
we
re

| would like to expand to other countries. This

my

Knowledge Resources (B4)| was always in contact with professors at

university in Germany who really support
me with important information. | have alg
had the help of organiconsultants (SH4)
who visited us regularly and accompanied
into the vineyards for inspections. My un
has also been a solid resource. He is rat
eco-obsessed and has supported
throughout on all aspects. Additionally,
friend of mine who is also winegrower has
shared his experiend&H?2). (R3)

myith organic wine-growing, | had to g
cdhrough a certain rethinking process becaus

over the next year. For example, what woul
useed to do in the case of heavy rainfall? Or
€00 much sunfR7)
ner
me
a

ohad to know exactly what | was going to neeg,

CWe have done our best to explain to ¢
edustomers (SH3) what we are all about. O

e one hand, this is about sustainability.

dthe other hand, it's about our wish to be

Qhdividual as possible. But of course this h
to be transported and communicated [...] t
more individual and extravagant a product
the more one has to communicate with

customergR4)

ur
L
Dn
as
as
he
S,
the

Coding Scheme:

R
BA
CR
SH

Respondent
Business Activity (1 = Operations, 2 = Logisti&

Procurement, 3 = Marketing & Sales)

Capital Resources (1 = Human Resources, Zyariyational Resources, 3 = Physical Resourced(dowledge Resources)
Stakeholders (1 = Supplier, 2 = Competitors,Gustomers, 4 = Consultants)
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APPENDIX B — Interview Guide lteration #1

GUIDELINES FOR THE INTERVIEW ,,CONVERTING TO SUSTAIN ABLE METHODS*

(italic type indicates possible use)

1. Welcome
2. Introduction

Before we begin the interview, | would like would likdo introduce myselburselvesMy name is
/Our namesre

| amive areinterested in your reasons for converting to soalde production/winegrowing/supply,
how the conversion process ran out, and how theersion has affected your compamue to the
thorough nature of this topic, we are conducting thterview in pairs. We will alternate asking you
guestions and, at the same time, make sure wetdonget to cover any important points.

With your permission, | would like to/we would like to record this conversationso that We can
accurately transcribe the interview later withoaing only mybur memoryfmemoriesto rely on.
Naturally | will/ we will handle all recorded material according to applicake data protection
laws. Under no circumstances will any of your person&drimation be shared or publicised.

In order to ensure thatweé cover every question and do not forget anythingrdfe course of the
interview, | havete havedeveloped a guide. It is possible that at sometmhiring the interview you
may encounter difficulty understanding a questiofiral that a question is not worded clearly. lfsth
happens, please tell us right away. Finallywe Avould like to emphasise once again thiais
interview is not concerned with the current media dscussion on the issue of sustainable
methods/sustainable business managementy am/are only concerned with your own personal
perspective on this issue.

Naturally, | would like tole would like tahank you in advance for your willingness to taikh us
today!

Interviewee: Interview Time/Duration :
Age: Place
Gender. f m Date:

D D Interviewers:

3. Beginning the Interview

Background Questions for Interviewees/Co-workers

1. What is your position at your company?
2. What tasks are you responsible for?
3. When did you start working at your company?

Questions on Sustainability and Bio/Organic Prosluct

4. What is your personal opinion on the issues ofaénability and bio/organic products?
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4. Focus on Reasons for Conversion and Time Period

Why did you/your company switch to sustainable rod#?

When did the thought occur to integrate the issfesustainability and organic production
into your company?

When did youjour company actually make the switch towards sostality (with a
concentration on sustainable metho(3ate)?

What were the driving forces?

5. Concentration on the Conversion Process

1.

kW

N

Please explain how the conversion process was imguited (in the respective divisions).
What were the individual steps taken?

Which divisions (purchasing, production, commodigytices) has your company had
converted to sustainable methods?

What challenges were you confronted with in thersewf the conversion process?

Who was responsible for the conversion process?

Who was involved in the conversion processtefnally — which divisions/externally —

advisors, suppliers, competitors, co-operation par§?

In what ways were employees brought into the pites

How long did the conversion process last?

How cost intensive was the conversion?

6. Focus on the Effects of the Conversion

oo

9.

In your opinion, how did the conversion to susthlaanethods affect the company?
What effect did the conversion have on your comfsamyssion (purpose/goal)?
What changes to goals/targets and strategies canwd the conversion?
What effect did the conversion have on your com{gmmyanning activities and politics
(finances, personnel policy)?
How is your organisation structured? Were any $tinat changes made in comparison to the
time before the conversion?
What company divisions and departments were atfdntehe conversion?
What effect did the conversion have on internalcpsses (operational procedure, planning
and decision-making processes)?
How did the conversion affect your resources?
a. Which acquisitions needed to be made so that thmpanoy could continue to
produce/supphpustainably?
b. To what extent have costs increased since the cgiomgand in which departments)?
c. How did the conversion affect your company’s susqasrnover/sales, profit)?
d. How did the conversion affect the number of empésye
How have tasks, responsibilities and requiredskitlanged for you and your co-workers?

10. What effect has the conversion had on your compattyre?

a. To what extent have changes occurred in yauy co-workersvalues, attitudes and
manner of conduct?

b. What values, attitudes and manners of conduct mgept today, and how are they
different to those present before the conversion?

11. To what extent has the management style changeel ia conversion?
12. How have roles and tasks changed since the commvétsi
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13. Since converting to sustainable methods, how doas gompany deal with internal conflicts?

14. How have your co-workers responded to the conve®sio

15. How did the external field (distributors, customegsmpetition) react to your company’s
conversion?

16. What effects could you still expect to observe?

. Conclusion
If you could start over, would you convert to susahle methods all over again?

7
1

2. What would you do differently?

3. What goals have you set in sustainability for titeife?

Thank you for your interview!

8. Final Information

Founding Year: Turnover:
Company Director: Number of Employees:
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APPENDIX C — Interview Guide Iteration #2

GUIDELINES FOR THE INTERVIEW ,CONVERTING TO SUSTAIN ABLE METHODS*
(italic type indicates possible use)

(red indicates additional help with the question)

1. Welcome
2. Introduction

Before we begin the interview, | would lik&e would likeo introduce myselburselvesMy name is
/Our namesare . | would like te/e would liketo conduct an interview with you on the
issue of‘Converting to Sustainable Methods within the Winelndustry.”

We already talked with you regarding this topic oneyear ago. In this interview we are interested
in any developments and changes that have occurreder the past year.

With your permission, | would like to/we would like to record this conversationso that Mve can
accurately transcribe the interview later withoawing only mybur memoryfmemoriesto rely on.
Naturally | will/ we will handle all recorded material according to applicabe data protection
laws. Under no circumstances will any of your personédrimation be shared or publicised.

In order to ensure thatwé cover every question and do not forget anythingrdtae course of the
interview, | havele havedeveloped a guide. It is possible that at somethiring the interview you
may encounter difficulty understanding a questiofiral that a question is not worded clearly. listh
happens, please tell us right away. Finallywk Avould like to emphasise once again tlizis
interview is not concerned with the current media d@cussion on the issue of sustainable
methods/sustainable business managementy# am/are only concerned with your own personal
perspective on this issue.

Naturally, 1 would like toie would like tahank you in advance for your willingness to telith us
today!

Interviewee: Time of interview:
Age: Place
Gender: f m Date:

D D Interviewer:

3. Beginning the Interview

Background Questions for Intervieweeslf to be asked when interviewing different pedpben the

same company

1. What is your position at your company?
2. What tasks are you responsible for?
3. When did you start working at your company?

Questions on Sustainability
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4. Did your personal opinion regarding the issue attanability change in any way during the
conversion processfyes, in what way?

4. Focus on Reasons for Conversion and Responsityili

1. What were the reasons for converting to sustainablenethods?
Which of these were most importantietter quality, higher revenue, competitive pressur
consumer demand, or self-intefei$tquestioned, please read each category indivigual

2. Which people/groups were involved in the convergimcess?

a. Who initiated the conversion?

b. Who was responsible for the conversion process?

c. Who was involved in the conversion process? (ial&rn- which divisions/externally
— advisors, suppliers, competitors, co-operatiortpers)

d. Was the staff brought into the decision-making ess€@ Did they need to be
persuaded?

5. Concentration on the Conversion Process

1. Which divisions (purchasing, production, commodigrvices) has your company had
converted to sustainable methods? Which divisi@awe lbeen converted during the last year?

2. Please explain how the conversion process was ingolteed. What were the individual steps
in this process?

6. Focus on the Internal and External Effects of th Conversion

1. In your opinion, how did the conversion to susthleamethods impact the business? Which
effects have arisen during the last year?
a. What effect did the conversion have on your comfsamyssion (purpose/goal)?
b. Which company divisions and departments were afteby the conversion?
c. How is your organisation structured? Were any #fmat changes made in
comparison to the time before the conversion?
d. What effect did the conversion have on internalcpsses (operational procedure,
planning and decision processes)?
e. How did the conversion impact the staff? Have rales tasks changed? Did the
number of staff increase due to the conversion?
f. How has the conversion impacted your work climat&@re there any internal
discussions or even conflicts? If yes, how wersehmnflicts resolved?
2. How did the external field (distributors, customecsmpetition) react to your company’s
conversion?
3. How did the conversion impact the company’s finahsituation?
a. Which acquisitions needed to be made so that thepany could continue to
produce/procuresustainably? Which of these occurred in the laaty
b. How did the conversion affect your turnover (in thst year)?
c. Would you say that the conversion has already reddatself/payed offf no, will
it and when?
4. Which effects could you still expect to observe?

7. Results of the First Wave of Interviews
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As we have already mentioned, we conducted therinend of interviews last year. In connection
with this, we would like to share with you sometioé main ideas resulting out of that interview and
invite you to comment on them. More specificallye would like you to indicate whether these
statements apply to your company and the converpiotcess it has undertaken. Whether the
statements apply to your company or not, we wopldreciate it if you could also give us a short
explanation for your answer.

kW

The initiative to convert to sustainable methodstrengly driven by the personal initiative
and entrepreneurial spirit of the company’s owner.

Because initiative came mainly from the companyiser, the staff needed to be convinced
of the necessity for conversion during the process.

The conversion process ran in different phasestliindegan with production factors.

The conversion process included most, if not athefcompany’s divisions.

For a successful conversion process, it is negedbat external resources or advisors are
included.

Conversion to sustainable methods is financiallytiwehile.

The conversion to sustainable methods has bothifunat (better quality) and emotional (|
feel better as an entrepreneur when | produceigabty) advantages.

8. Conclusion

»pwnN

If you could start over, would you convert to sustdle methods all over again?
Which factors would you say are imperative for ecessful conversion process?
What would you do differently?

What goals have you set in sustainability for tineife?

Thank you for your interview!

8. Final Information

Founding Year: Turnover:
Company Director: Number of Employees:
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