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ABSTRACT

On the basis of a step-by-step procedure (see #id®98), this article discusses the
design and evaluation of a self-report questioen@@hange Climate Questionnaire)
that can be used to gauge the internal contextarige, the process factors of change,
and readiness for change. The authors describe dtudies used to develop a
psychometric sound 42-item assessment tool that ban administered in
organizational settings. In all, more than 3,00§aoizational members from public
and private sector companies participated in thiatgon procedure of the CCQ. The
information obtained from the analyses yielded fiviernal context dimensions, three

change process dimensions, and three facets ahessdor change.

Key words: change climate assessment, scale dewelupreadiness for change



INTRODUCTION

In today’'s global business environment there isrewmg awareness of
organizational change as a crucial vehicle to déthl increasing internal and external
pressures. In this situation of continuous pressorechange, an organization’'s
absorptive capacity in terms of readiness for charmgs become more important than
ever before (lverson, 1996). Both practitioners antolars agree on that it is the
human system (i.e. people and climate) is whatksrea makes the change initiative.
In that respect, one of the most cited barriershange is a dysfunctional corporate
culture (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Heracleous, 2001;hBas& Burke, 1987; Schneider,
Brief, & Guzzo, 1996). In addition, the key focus many change implementation
models is the perception of the work environmeng. (climate) as a driver of
employees’ readiness for change (Armenakis, Haf&igeild, 1999; Kotter, 1995;
Mento, Jones, & Dirndorfer, 2002; Sashkin & Burk&87). Sashkin and Burke
(1987; 406) formulated nicely the centrality of towé in accomplishing change
successfullyThe concept of culture has become clearer and &idagined general
acceptance due to its importance for understantioly to manage, lead, and change
large and complex systems. Senior managers in roarporations are aware that
significant changes in mission and strategy wilbguce great frustration, if not
outright failure, unless concomitant consideratiog given to modifying the
organization’s culture.”

Despite the general consensus about the salienbfabrganizational climate
in understanding the processes that lead to sdotedsmnge implementation, the
relationship between change climate and readinesscliange has been rarely
examined (Jones, Jimmieson, & Griffiths, 2005). #eo observation is that the
construct of organizational climate has been ifird=l (Glick, 1985; James & Jones,
1974; Koys & Decotiis, 1991). The limited researtch combination with the
conceptual diversity helps explain why so few wellidated measures have been
designed with the purpose of diagnosing and meaagutihe crucial levers of
employees’ readiness for change. In this papedesgeribe the development of a new
measure of change climate that is both theoreficatbunded and empirically sound.
But before we start explaining this instrument apth, we first define the conceptual

boundaries of climate and delineate the dimensibrehange climate.



THE CLIMATE CONCEPT: DEFINITION AND DIMENSIONS

The study of organizational climate has a longdnmstin organizational
sciences (Forehand & Gilmer, 1964; Glick, 1985; da& Jones, 1974; Patterson et
al., 2005; Schneider, 1990; Schneider & Reiche®83)L Despite its popularity, the
construct has suffered from conflicting definitionand inconsistencies in
operationalization (Patterson et al., 2005). Thisceptual diversity prompted Guion
(1973) to conclude that organizational climate ifuazy’ concept. Although this
conceptual ambiguity made the study of climate®rganizations difficult (Glick,
1985), considerable advance has been made ovgeding with respect to defining the
conceptual boundaries (Schneider & Reichers, 1988)e of the more general
accepted definitions we adhere, views organizaliolmate as a set of summary or
global perceptions held by individuals about tleganizational environment (Moran
& Volkwein, 1992).

Two issues emerged from this conceptual fuzzinésstly, there has been a
lot of discussion among scholars about the measmerapproach, and more
specifically the rules for aggregation (Glick, 198ames & Jones, 1974; Moran &
Volkwein, 1992). Secondly, those same scholarsndidconcur on the dimensions
that should represent organizational climate (Gli9385).

Measurement of organizational climate

With respect to the measurement issue we noticadl tthe majority of
empirical studies have used aggregate units oyaisalln other words, climates have
been operationally constructed by aggregating iddal scores to the appropriate
level (organization, department and team) and ugiagmean to represent climate at
that level (Schneider, Bowen, Ehrhart, & HolcomB800). The rationale behind
aggregation of individual level data to unit lei@the assumption that organizational
collectives have their own climate and these can identified through the
demonstration of significant differences in climadietween units and significant
agreement in perceptions within units (Pattersoalet2005). We concur with this
rationale by adopting the interactive approachhe tormation of organizational
climate (Moran & Volkwein, 1992). Basic contentiaos that the interaction of
individuals in responding to their situation brirfgsth the shared agreement which is

the source of organizational climate.



It can be seen as an abstract representation tédspaychological meanings
created by the interaction of group members. BHgitais implies that the items of
our guestionnaire are developed to measure indiVigherceptions but with the
possibility of aggregation at a higher unit of atsé.

Climate dimensions: Rules of selection

Due to the conceptual diversity, in combinationtvtie uncertainty that exists
as to the level of analysis, some studies havdifgahup to 80 dimensions (Koys &
Decotiis, 1991). Of course, this plethora of dimens has lead to questioning the
value-added by the concept to organization sciengeneral. Because climate seems
to overlap with most constructs of organizationahdvior, one can ask whether the
study of climate contributes anything to organizasl behavior (Glick, 1985;
Patterson et al., 2005)? Therefore a first cha#leingorder to delineate the scientific
boundaries of our ‘Change Climate Questionnaire€QQ and limit the overlap with
related OB constructs, was defining a set of decisules for the selection of our
climate dimensions.

We borrowed from Koys and Decotiis following thraelusion rules: each
dimension (1) has to be a measure of perceptigrhd® to be a measure describing
(not evaluating) activities; and (3) cannot be ape&t of organizational structure or
job design. Although we agree with rules 1 and 8renrecent work contradicts the
view that climate perceptions summarize an indialdudescriptionof his or her
organizational experiences rather than his ordffsactive or evaluative reactioto
what has been experienced (Patterson, Warr, & V2€64). Broader psychological
research has pointed to the inseparability of detsoe and evaluative perceptions
(Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957). Therefore oeasurement instrument will
not only incorporate descriptive items of the ctinds under which and how change
is implemented, but also items with a more attitatlicontent referring to people’s
thoughts, feelings and intentions towards change.

Apart from those three rules, a fourth conditionwarrant the scientific
parsimony of our selection procedure was the doiterelated choice (Glick, 1985).
In summary, the four decision rules of inclusionreveeach dimension (1) is a
measure of perception, (2) includes both descrilbing evaluating activities, (3) is

not a measure of structure nor job design, andrid)is criterion relevant to readiness



for change. In choosing a criterion relevant framogyy we found that the human
relations perspective offered a strong and hisatlyicrich model from which our

climate dimensions could be tapped as relevantseswf readiness for change.

The human relations perspective

The human relations approach is derived from tin@rsa works of McGregor
(1960) and Emery and Trist (1965), both strongliivey the internal organizational
focus with a flexible orientation in relation toetlenvironment. This model rests on a
number of assumptions about people and relatioashiporganizations. Firstly,
people desire growth and development and can leiveewhen they have these
opportunities. Secondly, people value interpersam@raction, both with peers and
with superiors, making the formal and informal matof such relationships a salient
feature of organizational life. Thirdly, people detust, support and cooperation to
function effectively. These assumptions make thatrhajor task of management is to
empower employees and facilitate their participgticommitment and loyalty
(Schneider et al., 1996).

Cameron and Quinn (1999; 82) described the humiatiaes or clan type
climate as'A friendly place to work where people share adbthemselves. It is like
an extended family. The leaders, or the headseobtiyanization, are considered to
be mentors and perhaps even parent figures. Thanmgtion is held together by
loyalty or tradition. Commitment is high. The orgaation emphasizes the long term
benefit of human resource development and attaghest importance to cohesion
and morale. Success is defined in terms of semgitiv customers and concern for
people. The organization places a premium on teakweparticipation, and
consensus.In summary, the human relations movement assunaotbanizational
effectiveness can be achieved by successfully nmagadghe interpersonal
relationships within organizations. More specifigabuilding supportive, cooperative
and trusting relationships are crucial to creataroiment.

In the context of dealing effectively with orgaripaal change, we believe
that the human relations climate provides an esnelinatrix in which readiness for

change can grow.



Indeed a human relations orientation with its enspghan belonging, trust, and
cohesion, achieved through participation, suppod apen communication, may
relate to an employee’s confidence and capabilityuhdertake new workplace
challenges and changes (Jones et al., 2005). Bsisngption is consistent with a
growing body of research evidence. For instanceyrdato and O’Connor (1992) and
more recently Jones and colleagues (2005) found diganizational cultures with
flexible structures and supportive climates weradtwive to establishing a positive
attitude towards change. In addition, Burnes amde3a(1995) observed that change
resistance was low when a supportive and partigipatulture was present,

characteristics that are consistent with the hurekations philosophy.

The ten dimensions of change climate

Applying the four inclusion rules to the human telas climate model led us
to infer following ten dimensions: (1) quality ofh@nge communication; (2)
participation; (3) attitude of top management ta¥saorganizational change; (4)
support by supervisors; (5) trust in leadership; ¢6hesion; (7) politicking; (8)
emotional readiness for change; (9) cognitive mesh for change; and (10)
intentional readiness for change. A description dach dimension is listed in the
Appendix. These definitions were also used as tagidhe content adequacy test for
the items constructed to represent those ten diores

Assuming that the practical soundness of usefidameh on change requires
the appreciation of conditions (input variablesyl @mding results (output variables),
together with an analysis of the process variafifettigrew, 1990), our selection of
climate dimensions did an excellent job at covertigthree aspects of change. In
particular, quality of change communication, pdpation, attitude of top
management towards organizational change, and suppcupervisors all refer to
how change is dealt with (i.e. process). The cdmax, also the internal environment
under which change occurs, involves trust in lesitipr cohesion, and politicking.
Finally, with regards to the criterion variables wdistinguished three dimensions of
readiness for change: emotional readiness for &haragnitive readiness for change,

and intentional readiness for change (see Figure 1)



Insert Figure 1 About Here

In the CCQ readiness for change is conceived asuléi-facetted concept
which incorporates an emotional, a cognitive, améhgentional dimension of change.
We believe that such a multidimensional view ofdieass for change instead of a
unified conceptualization will be better able topwae the complexity of the
phenomenon and lead to a better understandinglatiorships between readiness
and its antecedents. Thus, it is assumed that mmiral; cognitive and affective
reactions towards change come into play at diftestages in the change process, and
in consequence do not always coincide (George &sld2001; Piderit, 2000).

The choice of the ten dimensions is justified beeafirstly they are rooted
into a theoretical framework (i.e. human relaticfimmate model), and secondly none
of these dimensions breached the four inclusioasruDespite the deductively driven
selection, one could argue that we omitted theiakgimension of autonomy. Indeed,
Patterson et al. (2005) identified autonomy as raportant feature of the human
relations model. Yet, we think there are severasoas that allow the omission of this
factor. First of all, in literature autonomy is debed as designing jobs in ways which
give employees a wide scope to enact work (e.gert@h) 1976; Klein, 1991). From
this definition it is clear that the third rule aficlusion (i.e., not a measure of
organizational structure or job design) is not ez$ed. Apart from that, literature is
unclear about the role of autonomy as a predictaeadiness for change. In some
inquiries autonomy has been found to have an iodireffect on readiness
(Cunningham et al., 2002), whereas in other studgiesffect has been noted (Iverson,
1996). Of course, due this ambiguity doubts hawenbaised about the relevance and
meaningfulness of autonomy as an antecedent oinessifor change (i.e., fourth rule
of inclusion). In the next paragraphs, we elabooatéhe studies conducted as part of

the validation process of the CCQ.



VALIDATION STUDIES

Traditional ‘psychometric theory’ asserts that amfitative survey instrument
should meet three standards of validity: (1) contatidity, (2) construct validity, and
(3) criterion related validity (Anastasi, 1982; Ny, 1978). Hinkin (1998) provided
a procedure to construct a measurement instrunhantnbieets all three criteria, by
describing a step-by-step approach towards deglyntem development, (2) content
validation and questionnaire administration, (&mtanalysis (factor analyses and
interitem analyses) (4) scale evaluation, anddphcation.

The validation procedure encompassed four stu@itsly 1was designed to
examine the content validity of the items develog&tudy 2involved a first test of
the factor structure and the construct validitytref items.Study 3examined whether
the scales that emerged from study 2 could becapll in a different sample.
Simultaneously, the scales were evaluated for ageve validity, discriminant
validity, known-groups validity, and shared grougriance. Finallystudy 4was a

first step towards the development of an Englisisie@ of the original Dutch CCQ.

Item development: Pilot study

In accordance to previous validation studies, wiovieed Hinkin’s (1998)
guidelines suggesting that survey items should deldped by first specifying the
domain, then developing items to assess that donamid finally determining the
extent to which items measure the specified dom@ie. consulted literature on
climate dimensions (Patterson et al., 2005) andimeas for change (Holt et al,
2007a,b) to inductively generate our items. Twdhef authors independently wrote
items for each of the 10 dimensions. This procéslgd a large set of items. Then
items were rewritten or eliminated when poorly wextd duplicated other items, or
seemed inconsistent with the dimension descripifses Appendix). Finally, the third
author reviewed the items for clarity and redungarichis whole item generation

process yielded a final selection of 63 items.
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Content validity: Study 1

Procedure. Following the procedure described by Chen, Gully d&den
(2001), a panel of ten judges examined the comalidity of the 63 items along the
dimensions described in Appendix 1. Each of thepanel judges were academic
staff at the organizational behavior departmentigirominent business school in
Belgium. We gave these judges the descriptionkefdn dimensions and asked them
to base their designations on the definitions mledi Apart from the 63 items we
added nine filler items respectively referring toab orientation and risk-taking
reward orientation. None of these filler items weilassified in one of the ten
specified dimensions, providing a first indicati@i the content adequacy and
discriminant validity of the 63 items.

Results. The percentage of interrater agreement was cédclites a measure of
content adequacy (Chen et al., 2001). Table 1 ajspthe ten dimensions, the initial
number of items that were developed before the etintdequacy test, item
designation according to the expert panel, thegreage of interrater agreement, and

the scale to which our items were initially assidne

Insert Table 1 About Here

A first remark is that some items that were inijialeveloped for a particular
scale were assigned to another dimension. Thisheasase for our process variables
quality of change communicatiorsupport by supervisorsand attitude of top
management towards changthe context variabldrust in leadership and the
outcome variablesemotional readiness for changend cognitive readiness for
change After assessing this grouping, we concur with panel experts that the
content of these items (Q65, Q76, Q20, Q15, Q31, @60, Q55, Q73, Q39, Q56)
allowed a re-designation.

Although the content adequacy test is a viable twagetermine whether the
items that were generated represent the underbgtent constructs, an important
point raised by two of the panel judges is thatythkassified all 63 items from a
general change point of perspective, whereas deweras in the questionnaire

actually have a change specific character.
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In other words, our item pool is comprised of itemgh a more general
content, and items that are specifically desigmsehtds measuring the perception of
an ongoing company or department specific changgedd a re-evaluation of those
items (see final column Table 1) reveals that @ pan be grouped as more general
and a part as change specific. In following thiasslfication, we notice that our
context factors (i.e. trust in leadership, politick and cohesion) have a general
content, whereas the process factors (i.e. quaditychange communication,
participation, support by supervisors) and the oue variables (emotional and
cognitive readiness for change) are a mixture ofeg®l and change specific items.
Not taking this arrangement of general and chapgeiSc items into consideration
would serious flaw the further validation of ouregtionnaire. In particular, factor
analyses may yield biased findings if one is noam@nof this distinction.

Implications. Looking at the mixed dimensions (quality of change
communication, participation, support by supenss@motional readiness for change
and cognitive readiness for change), we believettimitems Q65 and Q76 will lack
high factor loadings on their targeted dimenstgprality of change communication
because of their general content compared to ther ahore change specific items
identified for this dimension.

Examining the general and change specific papaoficipationwe expect that
two sub dimensions will emerge from the factor ge@$. The items with a more
general content (Q5, Q25, Q34, Q50, Q51 and Q74)irarfact items that gauge
participatory managemenin contrast to the process of being involved pagicular
change project (Q11, Q35, Q42, Q74, Q77). To pdiferently, the first set of items
refer to the more general context part of partigra whereas the second set of items
deals with the process aspect of participationafepecific change project. Similarly
two sub dimensions based upon this general comtensus change specific
designation were identified faupport by supervisord he first set of items (Q1, Q37
and Q38) involves the perception that leaders haeeability to lead their staff
through a specific change project. Secondly, Q1%l,@40 and Q60 are items that
refer to support by supervisors independent frapexific change. Therefore we may
consider the latter set of items as an internatecdrfactor instead of a process factor

of change.
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With respect to our outcome variables we obsertiatl <ome items from the
emotional readiness for changeale were grouped undeognitive readiness for
change(Q55 and Q73) and vice versa (Q39 and Q56). Althowe admit that it is
difficult to study cognitive and emotional respomsmdependently, the content
adequacy test suggests that these four items aiglepratic ones. The experts’
judgments suggest that these items are both enadiffoand cognitively laden.
Therefore, we assume that Q55, Q73, Q39 and Q3®&awk high cross loadings, and
therefore should be omitted from the scale devetprprocess.

In summary, based upon above discussion, we aateiphat following
dimensions will emerge from our item and factorlgses in study 2: (1) quality of
change communication (process), (2) participatiorchange project (process), (3)
attitude top management towards change projectégs), (4) ability of management
to lead a change project (process), (5) participatanagement (context), politicking
(context), (6) cohesion (context), (7) general supfpy supervision (context), (8)
trust in leadership (context), (9) cognitive readis for change (outcome), (10)
emotional readiness for change (outcome), andi(t&htional readiness for change

(outcome).

Questionnaire administration

A questionnaire was designed which incorporateditaths from the pilot
study (i.e. 63 items). The questionnaire was spadtij developed taking into account
the considerations from the panel that some iteave la more general character than
others. In the first part of the survey, responglevgre asked to indicate how strongly
they agreed/disagreed with statements on changeriaral. The second part of the
guestionnaire dealt with the more change sped#éms and was introduced by the
following instruction: This part contains questions about [specific chamgthin
department or organization X]. We are interestedfiimding out about people’s
attitudes to change. In answering the following sjiems, please have [the specific
change project] in mind. Especially try to rememlbleose things that particularly
affected you and your immediate colleaguestie general part (internal context
variables, and cognitive readiness for change) aioatl 28 items, whereas that
change specific part (process variables, and emaltiand intentional readiness for

change) was comprised of 35 items.
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Data gathered based on this questionnaire were faseitem analyses and
exploratory factor analyses in study 2. All itemghe questionnaire were phrased in
such a way that participants expressed their lefvafjreement with each item using a

five-point response format ranging from 1 = strgrdjsagree to 5 = strongly agree.

Item analysis: Study 2

In the second step of the validation process ththoasi computed the
variability in the items, explored the intercorteas between items and their scales,
and conducted exploratory factor analyses as a snéamn further refining and
evaluating the construct validity of the measufésnivay & Huffcutt, 2003). Finally,
Cronbach alpha coefficients were computed to exartire internal consistency of
these measures.

Organizational context. In this study data were collected from both pr@fit=
18) and non-profit sector companies (n = 24). AlBelgian organizations were in
the process of change (i.e., downsizing, reengingetotal quality management,
culture change, technological innovation, etc.)e 2 companies represented several
sectors including IT, petrochemicals, telecommuiics, fast-moving consumer
products, finance and insurance, consultancy, liesé and medical services, but
also government services (i.e., police departmentgols).

Data on 1,358 individuals were acquired and inaude the analyses. On
average 32 people of each organization answereduéstionnaire. As was the case
for all studies reported throughout this paperpbedilled out the survey on voluntary
and anonymous basis. Therefore, not all the derpbgranformation was collected
from the respondents. The number of participantsnfboth profit and non-profit
sector companies was almost equally distributedfigp54% (n = 738); non-profit:
46% (n = 620). In addition, the sample consistedhofe male (64%, n = 244) than
female participants (36%, n = 138), and more pebplding a non-managerial (54%,
n = 479) than a managerial position (46%, n = 466)ally the age of the people in
this study was quite heterogeneous (< 25 years(r3%ol1); 25 — 34 years: 33% (n =
121); 35 — 44 years: 35% (n = 127); > 44 years: 20% 103). In short, this sample
involved a varied set of companies and respondentexamine the validity of the
CCQ.
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In each organization there was a contact personotiect the data. This
person, often part of the organization’s senior ag@ment, was asked to distribute
the questionnaire to members affected by the ifiedtchange project. Each potential
participant was contacted by this person eithere-faeface or by written
communication. Respondents were explained the perpb the study and asked to
keep the specific change project in mind when cetmy the survey. The
participants had the possibility to hand over thevey in a sealed envelope to the
contact person in the company, or to one of thearebers that visited the company
one or two weeks after the survey was administered.

Procedure factor analyses. Very few validation studies in organizational
sciences emphasize on constructs with dimensioaisate manifested at both the
antecedent and outcome level. In our case, howewuerifferent climate dimensions
can be grouped into internal context, process amdome variables of change.
Similar to our case, we found that the ‘OccupatioBtaess Indicator’, a popular
instrument developed for the diagnosis of stress, iavolved an antecedent-outcome
setup. To determine the factor structure of the, ®8th sets of antecedent variables
and outcome variables were factor analyzed separéiiwers, Frese, & Cooper,
2000). In this inquiry a similar strategy was agaptind therefore treated context,
process and outcome items as three sets of itemfact, our CCQ is a change
climate diagnosis tool that incorporates three dpaquestionnaires aimed at
measuring: (1) the internal context, (2) the precd@schange, and (3) the readiness for
change. Respectively 22 (internal context), 26dpss) and 15 (outcome) items were
factor analyzed using principal axis factoring aficect oblimin rotation (cases to
item ratio is more that 20:1) (Conway & Huffcut@B). In study 3 we replicated the
factor structure found in study 2 by conducting CGFAn new data (Hurley et al.,
1997).

Results exploratory factor analyses. In exploratory factor analyses, several
rules of thumb are combined to decide on the nundbefactors that should be
retained. The extraction of factors resulted fréwe following two procedures: (a) the
scree plot examination (Cattell, 1966) and (b) tigenvalues-greater-than-one-
criterion check (Kaiser, 1960).

In general, the preliminary findings of our pilatcacontent validity studies

were confirmed.
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Four items of the 22 internal context items wereniglated because their
primary loadings were below .40 on their targetactdr, and/or had high secondary
loadings on other factors. The remaining 18 iteiefdgd five dimensions explaining
50.45 per cent of the total variance. With respeaiur 26 change process items, we
retained 15 items representing three factors tkplaaed together 52.6 per cent of
the variance. Finally, of 15 items that were depelb originally for measuring the
outcome variables 9 were retained. These 9 iterme ha3-factorial structure that
explained 58.1 per cent of the total variance. @ald through 4 display the factors
and items that were retained after an overall extslo of the findings collected from
exploratory factor analyses, inter item analysed, @ntent adequacy evaluation.

Context factors. Factor 1, termedeneral support by supervisionontained
four items (Q15, Q31, Q40, Q60) that were initiadlgssified by the panel judges as
support by supervision. This factor, however, is the original process variable that
represents the experienced support and undersgaddinmg a change project, but an
internal context factor referring to the overallpport provided by management
independent of a specific change. Factor 2, temesd in leadershigQ19, Q44, Q65
and Q76), incorporates four items that were dewopy the authors as items
representative of the context factor trust in leski@. Since six items dropped out,
we notice that the participants have a more smecifinceptualization of trust in
leadership. In fact an examination of the contdrnthese items suggests that factor 2
measures the trustworthy communication by seniaragament in general. Factor 3,
termedcohesion included five items originally designed to asstws perception of
togetherness or sharing within the organizatiord aooperation and trust in the
competence of team members. Four items were retai@d4, Q24, Q48, Q61)
causing no significant change in the content «f thimension. The fourth factor, was
a factor that emerged from the process factor @paiion. Three items were kept
(Q5, Q25, Q50) referring tparticipatory managemennstead of actual involvement
in the implementation of change. Finally, our fifititernal context factor, labeled
politicking, perfectly mirrored the results of the contentqaaey test. Items Q8, Q9
and Q 30 had high factor loadings measuring thegdezd level of political games.

Insert Table 2 About Here
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Process factors. The result of the first change specific factor wasre
complicated than expected. In all, six items loadadhis factor. Four of the items
were intended to measure quality of change commatioit (Q3, Q12, Q22, Q 47).
Two items (Q35, Q42) were designed to gauge thenéxb which organizational
members participate in the change process. Thetlidedhese items tended to cluster
in one factor should not come as a complete s@psBce the quality of change
communication in combination with participationtime change project can create a
sense of ownership or control of the change processs, factor 1 is labeled as
involvementin the change proces3he second factor that emerged from the factor
analysis included six items (Q1, Q37, Q38, Q13, ,(349) and measures the process
factor support by supervisiorAlthough the items Q1, Q37 and Q38 were clagkifie
by the expert panel as items representing supposgupervision, the second set of
items (Q13, Q46, Q49) were assigned across two rdiioes (i.e. support by
supervisors and trust in leadership). The ambigihn&t arises from the expert panel
classification in combination with the data driviamdings compelled us to revise the
content of this dimension. All six items actuallgfer to the perceived ability of
management to deal with the change project. Thexgfwe called this dimension
ability of management to lead the changally, the third factor that was retained
from the analysis counts three items (Q17, Q66,)@®B@ involves the stance taken
by top management with regard to a specific chgrggect. In other wordsattitude
of top management towards the change projiscaibout the active involvement and

support of top management during the change process

Insert Table 3 About Here

Outcome factors. The first factorintentional readiness for changeas a
perfect reflection of the content adequacy testnft Q18, Q57 and Q67 loaded high
on this first factor indicating that intentionaladiness for change is about the effort
and energy organizational members are willing i@# in the change process. With
respect to the second and the third factor, ite®s, Q73, Q39 and Q56 did not yield
the expected pattern of loadings. Because of thh becondary loadings of these
items and the fact that the loading pattern conttad the evaluation made by the

judgment panel, these items were omitted in thinéurdevelopment of the CCQ. The
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second factor initially labeledognitive readiness for change comprised of three
items (Q41, Q59, Q62) and measures the beliefshamajhts organizational members
hold about the outcomes of change. Because alk thieens are formulated in a
negative sense they seem to somewhat overlap witt \iterature calls cynicism
about organizational change (Wanous, Reichers, &tiAu1997). The third factor
emotional readiness for chang®nsists of three items and attempts to captwre th
feelings about a specific change project beingothiced (Q4, Q33, Q75). To
conclude, a final note with respect to these theaeliness for change components is
that cognitive readiness for change involves mdrarpattitude towards change in
general, whereas emotional and intentional readif@schange are both reactions

headed towards a specific change.

Insert Table 4 About Here

I nteritem analyses. In addition to the exploratory factor analyses, tlext step
was evaluating whether the items and scales retaimeTables 2 through 4 had
adequate variability. Although there is no absoluéoff score what's high and low
variability in items, standard deviations around theans of at least .5 on traditional
five-point Likert scales can be considered as aatde variability. All 42 items
displayed in Tables 2 through 4 had standard dewsithigher than .5 with values
that ranged between .71 (Q57) and 1.45 (Q75). Téansiof item variances for the
11 scales was also acceptable with values rangetgden .53 (i.e. intentional
readiness for change) and 1.24 (i.e.emotional neadifor change). Although none of
the 42 items were excluded, we note that the sosdational readiness for change
had a lower level of variability (SD = .53) and Ingg mean (M = 4.09) compared to
the other scales in the CCQ.

The following step in analyzing these 42 items \aasexamination of the
intercorrelation matrix between the items and thecales. The items had
intercorrelations higher than .4 with all othemite in their scales (Hinkin, 1998).

Because all items reached this recommended minifeueh, none were eliminated.
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Internal consistency reliability. Based upon the promising results from the
exploratory factor analyses and interitem analyses,could expect that the 11 scales
that emerged from the prior analyses will show ptadae internal consistency. This
was the case with Cronbach alpha’s ranging betwég(i.e. politicking) and .89 (i.e.
intentional readiness for change).

Conclusion. A comparison of the results from study 2 to theuasptions
posited after the content adequacy test, one maglede that the data driven
dimensions are a good representation of the exghesttacture that was assumed to
emerge from the items generated in the pilot stuteed, we found strong evidence
for the unidimensional structure of the contextdescohesionandpoliticking. Trust
in leadershipwas refined leading to a revision of the meanihths scale. Actually
this new scale captures the trustworthiness of comication by management in
general. Furthermore, as was anticipated the psdeesorsparticipationandsupport
by supervisioralso had a more internal context part that ispedeent of any specific
involvement in the change process. Subsequendgethew context dimensions were
calledgeneral support by supervisi@mdparticipatory management

With respect to the change process factors therdatstructure ofttitude of
top management towards changas corroborated. However, for both process factor
quality of change communicaticaand participation we noticed that a more general
loading pattern appeared covering both dimensiohg new factor produced from
the combination of both factors was labeli@golvement in the change process
Finally, we noticed that the process partsapport by supervisiowas referring to
supervision’s ability to deal with a specific changroject. Thus, we called this factor
ability of management to lead change

To conclude, the anticipated three factorial stmeof our outcomes was also
confirmed: emotional readiness for changeognitive readiness for changand
intentional readiness for chang@lthough the results from studies 1 and 2 progide
fairly strong evidence for the content and congtnadidity of these 11 scales, in

study 3 this structure will be replicated by meahsonfirmatory factor analyses.
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Confirmatory factor analyses: Study 3

Organizational context. To replicate the items, scales, and factors that
emerged from study 2, data were collected from ifférént organizations covering
several activities and sectors. This sample indudere profit than non-profit sector
companies (profit: n = 35; non-profit: n = 12). dan to study 2 each organization
was undergoing a change project.

The procedure for collecting data in each orgarpatvas similar to the one
described in study 2. A total of 1285 individualketl out the survey, meaning that on
average 27 employees for each organization agreegatticipate. This sample
included more participants from the profit sector< 797, 62%) than the non-profit
sector (n = 488, 38%). In addition, we observed thare were slightly more people
holding a non-managerial (n = 491, 53%) than a manal job position (n = 433,
47%), more male (n = 594, 62.5%) than female redpots (n = 357, 37.5%), and
that the age of the participants followed a hetenegus distribution (< 25 years: 5%
(n = 48); 25 — 34 years: 28.5% (n = 261); 35 — ddry: 36.5% (n = 334); > 44 years:
30% (n = 273). In short, this replication studylited a heterogeneous sample of
participants.

Results. Confirmatory factor analyses was performed to fmtanalyze the
factor structure of the CCQ and provided additiamatlence of the construct validity
of the eleven scales. The results of these analgsessummarized in Table 5.
According to Hair et al. (1998) the adequacy of @dai should be determined based
on an examination of a set of fit indices. Apadnirreporting the traditional absolute
measures of fit (likelihood ratigf, normedy?, GFI, RMR and RMSEA), ‘incremental
fit indices’ were computed to determine the adeguadmur models. For this inquiry
the normed fit index (NFI), the Tucker-Lewis ind@NFI) and comparative fit index
(CFI) were deemed appropriate measures of incrahén(Kline, 2004; MacCallum
& Austin, 2000).

Insert Table 5 About Here
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The results indicated that the fit of the interr@intext (i.e., cohesion,
politicking, trust in leadership, participatory namement and general support by
supervision), the process (i.e., attitude of mansaye towards change, involvement
in the change process, ability of management ta lelaange) and the outcome
variables (i.e., emotional readiness for changgnitive readiness for change and
intentional readiness for change) were acceptalie.values for the normedindex
of the three first-order factor models (mod1, maaitd mod1l) were well within the
boundaries of 2.0 and 5.0 (Kline, 2004). The gosdrmf-fit index (GFI) exceeded
the .9 cutoff value, indicating adequate fit ofsdenodels. Also the RMR index was
satisfying with values below .05. Accompanying RMSEalues were also good with
values below the .08 criterion. In addition to thbsolute measures of fit, the
incremental fit indices (NFI, NNFI and CFI) reach#te recommended criterion
levels (.9). Overall, based on these indices ong coaclude that the ‘first order 5-
factor model of internal context (modl1)’, the ‘firsrder 3-factor model of process
(mod6)’, and the ‘first order 3-factor model of d@@ess for change (mod11)’ fitted
the data very well.

Model misspecification. Although we feel safe to say that our hypothesized
models (mod1, mod6, mod11l) fitted the data wellJdikuet al. (1989) suggested that
good fitting models may suffer from misspecificatiosuggesting that alternative
models should be considered. Before comparingretee models we first examined
model misspecification by evaluating modificationdices (MI's) for variances,
covariances and regression weights.

The modification index of the error covariance betw thetrust in leadership
items Q65 (i.e., Corporate management team keégds@drtments informed about its
decisions) and Q76 (i.e., Two way communicationrMeen corporate management
team and departments is very good), suggestedasam@pterization of the ‘first order
5-factor model of internal context (modl)’ by rdkemtion of a new model that
incorporates this error covariance (mod2). Theslecj however, to reparameterize a
model based on MI specification only is not acckigaTherefore MI specification
should have a sound substantive sense (Joresk®8). The specification of the error
covariance between Q65 and Q76 has substantive imgeabecause the error
correlation between both items indicates possiudieindancy in the item content.

A chi-square difference test\f?) between the model without the error

specification (mod1) and with error specificationod2) demonstrated that the latter
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model had significantly better fit\gZmod1-modz= 98.97, df = 1, p < .001). With respect
to the ‘first order 3-factor process model (mod6je observed that a
reparameterization with the free estimation of ¢neor covariance (mod7) between
items Q38 (i.e., Our department’s senior managerge Hrouble in adapting their
leadership styles to the changes) and Q46 (i.e.d&partment’s executives focus too
much on current problems and too little on thesgible remedies) yielded a better fit
(AXZmodG-mod7: 34.93, df = 1, p <.001). Again specifying thieoe covariance between
both items was justified because it may indicatkunglancy in item content. Finally,
with respect to the ‘first order 3-factor outcomeodal (modll) no
reparameterization on the basis of Ml specificati@s acceptable.

Model comparison. Apart from respecification based on MI's, we made a
comparison of the hypothesized models (mod1, moufj11) against at least three
alternative models (null model, first order singdetor model, and second order
factor model). In direct comparisons between ‘motfebnd the ‘null model’ (i.e.
model in which no variables are related, mod3) #ral ‘single factor model’ (i.e.
model in which all 18 items represent a singledac¢hat could be labeled internal
context, mod4), the chi-square differences demateddrthe superiority of the first
order 5-factor model Ay’mods-mod1= 7584.22, df = 28, p < .001Ay*moda-mod1=
2797.68, df = 10, p <.001). Similarly, we foundéthhe hypothesized ‘first order 3-
factor models’ for both procesaymods-mods= 7372.05, df = 18, p < .00Dxmodo-mods
= 753.19, df = 3, p < .001) and outcome MOdA}E fod12-modr= 4889.12, df = 8, p <
.001; Ay’modiz-mod12= 1263.66, df = 3, p < .001) yielded better fit ithétne more
restricted models (i.e. null model and single factodel).

Another alternative to the hypothesized first ordesdels was to specify a
structure which accounts for the variances and riavees between the first order
latent factors. These models also labeled secoder dactor models (Rindskopf &
Rose, 1988), put structure onto the first ordetdiacby introducing a general latent
factor. A word of caution, however, is the idemt#iion problem of second order
models that only incorporate three or less firsteorfactors. This implies that the
overall test of goodness-of-fit cannot test thengeloorder structure of these models.

However, to make it possible to examine this secorttér structure of the
outcome and process models we checked whethericadditdegrees of freedom
could be gained by making equality restrictionsfaetor loadings or error variances.
Applying the critical ratio difference method (Bwyn2001) indicated that the
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variances of the residuals of the three first opptecess factors (i.e., involvement in
the change process; ability of management to Idemchge; attitude of management
towards change) could be constrained to equalityil&ly for the three factor
outcome model, error variances for both dimenswognitive readiness for change
andintentional readiness for changeere set to equality. These imposed restrictions
made it possible to test both second order factodets that were overidentified
(mod10 and mod15). Because the number of dataexteeded the number of
parameters to be estimated, no such parameteictiests were necessary for testing
the second order structure of the ‘5-factor intecoatext model (mod5)'.

A comparison of the goodness-of-fit indices for thgothesized first order
internal context model (modl) against the secondkeriinternal context model
(mod5), showed that the absolute fit measures (GIR and RMSEA) and
incremental fit measures (NFI, NNFI and CFl) weyevér in the second order model.
Although the fit was still acceptable with valudmit exceeded the required cutoff
criterions, the chi-square difference test betwieetih models indicated a significant
lower fit for the second order modeh;(zmodg,_modl: 119.70, df = 5, p < .001).
Although this second order model is more parsimasiidhe lower fit indicated it is
better to rely on the first order model. The secorakr structure for the process and
outcome models (mod10 and mod15) did not yield warsr better fit, as indicated
by the chi-square difference tests;{nod10-mods= 0.18, df = 2, N.S.Ay’mod15-mod11=
3.49, df = 1, n.s.). The only difference betweenfilst order 3-factor models and the
second order models, is that the in the secondr andelels a structure was imposed
onto the correlational pattern among the first ofdetors (Rindskopf & Rose, 1988).
Thus, making a choice between first order and st@yder models rests purely on
theoretical reasoning. In sum, adopting the secoddr factor structure of the process
and the outcome model (mod10 and mod15) can be ingfah because literature
distinguishes similar categories in change rese@unhenakis & Bedeian, 1999).

In the process of further comparing alternative aeisdwe also tested a ‘first
order 2-factor outcome model (mod14)’ where both tdognitive and emotional
components of readiness for change were combinedisingle factor. This collapse
into two instead of three factors is supported hy Theory of Planned Behavior
(Ajzen, 1991), which states that both affect angnition are attitudinal precursors of

people’s intention to act.
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Results from our analyses demonstrated that tteetif model in terms of fit
was no improvement over the three-factor mod%f,{odm_modn: 265.97,df=1,p<
.001).

To conclude, all 42 items were incorporated iniestforder 11-factor model
(mod16)’, allowing all eleven latent factors to fi@tually correlated. In addition, we
tested a ‘second order 3-factor model’ with intéc@ntext, process and outcome as
second order factors (mod17). The first order mad#h 11 factors fitted our data
substantially better than the second order mafi€a17-mod16= 780.58, df = 41, p <
.001). Furthermore, all fit indices exceeded tlemmemended cutoff values.

Conclusion. Although other potential models could be tested, feit the
models summarized in Table 5 were the only onest thad substantive
meaningfulness. In consequence, we did not compar@umerous combinations of
two, three and four-factor models. In sum, the yses suggested that the 42 items
constituted an acceptable version of internal cdntariables, process factors of

change, and readiness for change.

Scale Evaluation and Replication: Studies 3 & 4

Beyond the construct validity evidence provideddgtor analysis, we further
checked for convergent validity, discriminant vild known-groups validity,
concurrent validity, and shared variance validiData from study 3 was used to
explore the convergent validity, discriminant véld known-groups validity, and
shared variance of constructs at the unit level.ekamine both convergent and
discriminant validity of the CCQ, we explored therrelations between the context
(5), process (3), and outcome scales (3) (TableAG)h regard to known-groups
validity we performed ANOVA'’s with sector (profitevsus non-profit) and job level
(managerial versus non-managerial) as fixed fadtodetect subgroup differences in
the 11 dimensions. To assess concurrent validigy,canducted multiple regression
analyses with the three readiness for change \asahs DV’s and context and
process factors as 1V's. Finally, three measuresiefrrater-reliability (Lebreton &
Senter, 2007) were computed to determine the ikfialf these individual level

constructs at the work unit or organization level.
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To conclude, in study 4, we examined whether thaofastructure of the
Dutch version of the CCQ would also be replicated the translated version

administered to a sample of native English speakers

Insert Table 6 About Here

Convergent and discriminant validity. Measures that assess related things
should correlate more highly (i.e., convergent diil), than measures that assess
distinct phenomena (i.e., discriminant validityhig implies that the correlations of
context with context scales, process with proceases and outcome with outcome
scales should be stronger, than the correlatiohsde® outcome-process, outcome-
context, and process-context. Because the compctecklations are dependent
correlations from one sample, we used the formuggested by Cohen and Cohen
(1983) to check for significant differences. Inalp22 tests were performed (Table 7).

Insert Table 7 About Here

Tests 1 through 6 showed whether within proceske smarelations rfyocess.ate)
lNprocess-Iny) Tprocess-apmc) Were significantly stronger than the correlatiofishese process
dimensions with the contextcfeqwarc) Tcontextinvy Teonexasme) @Nd outcome variables
(Foutcome-aTe)  Toutcome-nvy Tourcome-asmcy)- All SiX tests yielded positive and significant
differences, indicating that the correlations betwéhe process scales (INV, ABMC,
ATC) were stronger than the correlations of thesmesprocess variables with scales
measuring different contructs (context and outcome)

Subsequently, tests 7 through 12 indicated themiffces between the within-
outcome variable correlationgafcome-nrey  Toutcome-cocra) foucome-evre) @Nd the process-
OULCOME K(processiNrE) Tprocess-cocra) lprocess-emre) @Nd context-outcome correlationg,ex.
INRE)  Tcontext-coore) Neontexeevre)- 1N four of the six tests we found that the witloutcome
variable correlations were significantly strongand as such provided evidence for
the convergent and discriminant validity of thesalas. Only for the scale cognitive

readiness for change we found a somewhat diffe@melation pattern.
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Finally, we examined whether the within-contextiahle correlationsrgnex:
GENSUP) r(context-TLE)- r(cor\text-COH) r(context-F’ARMA) r(context-POL) were Stronger than the OUtcome'
ConteXt ((outcome-GENSUP?) I’(outcome-TLE)- r(outcome-COHv) I’(outcome-PARMA) I’(outcome-POL) and process'conteXt

Correlations I(process-GENSUP)r(process-TLEn)- r'(process-COH) r(process-PARMAu) l’(process-POI)- In alignment Wlth

the expectations we observed that in four of thie Giases (tests 13, 15, 16 and 17),
the within-context correlations were stronger thla@ outcome-context correlations.
Furthermore, we noticed that only one within conhte&rrelation {context.con) Was
significantly stronger than its correlation withetprocess factors. In summary, based
upon these tests (15 out of 22 tests were confiymedconclude that the scales of
the CCQ have demonstrated adequate convergentisorgrdnant validity.

Known-groups validity. Known-groups validity is based on hypotheses that
certain groups of respondents will score differeimth a scale than others (Spector,
1994).A first important group difference to be investigeis the perceived difference
in change climate scores between profit and nofitpgector employees. Literature
suggested that generic context features of bothpthét and non-profit-sector can
elicit differences of how people think about, expece and perceive change (Boyne,
2002; Pettigrew et al., 2001). For instance, it basn noted that the public and
private sector are distinct in terms of vision, enghip, markets, values, performance
expectations or strategic constraints (Hull & L2006), and that these differences in
generic characteristics shape employees’ perceptibohange.

Apart from profit versus non-profit group membepsha second important
group membership to be considered is the job legll by respondents. According to
the ‘hierarchical differentiation theory’ managéria non-managerial membership
affects the attitudes, beliefs, intentions and bihas of members (Van Maanen &
Barley 1985). Strebel (1998), for instance, notiteat management and employees
perceive change differently, with managers seelrange as an opportunity, for both
the business and themselves, and employees typwading change as disruptive,
intrusive and likely to involve loss.

Analysis of variance was performed to assess tha affects and interaction
effects of both job level and sector on the contprbicess and readiness for change

dimensions. The means for each group combinatenliaplayed in Table 8.
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Because participation to this study was on a valynbasis, and the fact that
anonymity was maximized, not all respondents cotadlethe demographic
information with regard to job level. Thus, for jdevel only 924 completed

guestionnaires were included for analysis.

Insert Table 8 About Here

We observed significant main effects of sector tfoist in leadership(F(1,
1283) = 35.04, p < .001participatory managemen(F(1, 1283) = 41.79, p < .001)
involvement in the change procedq1, 1283) = 14.57, p < .001jttitude of top
management towards chan(fg1, 1283) = 66.71, p < .00ldhtentional readiness for
change(F(1, 1283) = 7.92, p < .01), aredhotional readiness for changie(1, 1283) =
12.70, p < .001). On a five-point Likert scale (ktrongly disagree and 5 = strongly
agree), respondents from the profit sector on @eerscored higher otrust in
leadership involvement in the change proceastitude of top management towards
change intentional readiness for changand emotional readiness for changé
lower score was noted f@articipatory managemenRegarding job level, we found
significant main effects for all context (GENSUPLFQ22) = 15.27, p < .001; TLE
F(1, 922) = 35.41, p < .001; COH F(1, 922) = 18/2% .001; PARMA F(1, 922) =
60.15, p < .001; POL F(1, 922) = 50.55, p < .0@tdcess (INV F(1, 922) = 59.23, p
< .001; ABMC F(1, 922) = 47.48, p < .001; ATC F@r2) = 36.80, p < .001), and
readiness for change variables (INRE F(1, 922) 823 < .001; COGRE F(1, 922)
=71.28, p <.001; EMRE F(1, 922) = 40.38, p < )O0ith exception fopoliticking,
respondents holding a managerial position repottggher scores on all change
climate scales. To conclude significant interacteffects were noted fogeneral
support by supervisiofF(1, 920) = 4.40, p < .05pohesion(F(1, 920 = 8.65, p <
.01), ability of management to lead chan@€1, 920) = 6.62, p < .05), anatentional
readiness for changé~(1, 920) = 5.59, p < .05). In short, as expeatad scales

effectively discriminated between sector and jobifan.
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Concurrent validity. As an alternative to prospective validation, resears
often obtain test scores and criterion measuréseasame point in time and see how
strongly the two correlate. In the CCQ both consaxdl process factors of change are
considered as enablers of readiness for change @iahl., 2007a; Eby, Adams,
Russell, & Gaby, 2000). Using regression, aftertiasiing for the effects of sector
and job position, these eight predictors explainesbectively 13 per cent of the
variance inintentional readiness for chang85 per cent of the variance @éognitive
readiness for changeand 25 per cent of the variance @motional readiness for
change Not all eight context and process factors welaed with the three readiness
for change variables (Table 9). The fact that tteedecedents yielded different effect
patterns supported the assumption for measurindimess for change as a three-
facetted concept. Positive significant relationshipere noted betweententional
readiness for changand participatory managemer( = .12, p < .00} intentional
readiness for changeandinvolvement in the change procggs= .09, p < .05), and
intentional readiness for changand attitude of top management towards chan(e
= .25, p < .001). The relationships that did emdrygeveencognitive readiness for
changeandtrust in leadershig = .19, p < .001)¢cognitive readiness for changad
politicking (B = -.18, p < .001), andognitive readiness for changend ability of
management to lead changfe = .28, p < .001) were in the expected directidrs.
conclude positive relationships were found betweetotional readiness for change
andparticipatory managemerfp = .08, p < .05)emotional readiness for changad
involvement in the change procdps= .29, p < .001)emotional readiness for change
and ability of management to lead chan¢e = .18 , p < .001), and emotional
readiness for change aamdtitude of top management towards chaif@e= .10, p <
.01). In summary, these results indicated that ba#rnal context factors and process

factors of change are related with readiness fangh in the expected direction.

Insert Table 9 About Here

28



Shared variance validity. Earlier in this paper we assumed that in situation
where individual perceptions and/or meanings afcgently shared, one can use the
aggregated individual perceptions to describe orgdional climate in
psychologically meaningful terms (James, James, sheA 1990). This implies that
the individual perceived climate scales become dsimns of organizational change
climate when they are shared and agreed upon (J&ndeses, 1974). Thus within-
group agreement and reliability should be compiefdre our measures can be used
at the organizational or work-unit level. In thaspect we computed three measures
of interrater agreement (Lebreton & Senter, 20B%)y;, ICC(1), and ICC(2). In

Table 10 all three indices are displayed for edwnge climate dimension separately.

Insert Table 10 About Here

Common practice is to conclude that aggregatiotower level scales to a
higher level is appropriate when the mdaf or median Rqgequals or exceeds
.70. All eleven scales of our instrument exceededrecommended level. Also the
reliability of the group means was adequate (ICC(@nly the reliability score for
general support by supervisiamas below the .70 level. Eight out of eleven ICC(1
values were medium effect sizes with scores rangeiyveen .13 and .24. Three
ICC(1) values were small effect sizes (.10 or Igwerdicating that only a small part
of the variation in the measure resided at therdegdional level. In summary, these
three indices suggested that the scales of outiqoeaire, with exception fageneral
support by supervisigrtan be aggregated at the organizational levahalysis.

English version of CCQ: Study 4. Although the Dutch version of the change
climate questionnaire has demonstrated adequatityathe purpose of study 4 was
to replicate the factor structure of this questaire with a sample of native English
speaking respondents. A common procedure for gugrdgainst language bias in
measurement scales is back translation. A DutchHingnterpreter translated the
Dutch CCQ into English and then the authors traedl#his version back into Dutch.
Because the meaning of the translated version tiththe same as the first version,

we decided that our scales had translation equigele
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The English version of the CCQ was administered public sector agency in
Suffolk County (Great Britain). Changes were magl¢he political structures of the
Council and a range of initiatives had been takermpitomote a more corporate
approach, to encourage partnership working and ldpvecality arrangements. A
total of 799 individuals participated on a volugtaasis. Because absolute anonymity
was promised, respondents had the choice not tmutildemographic information. On
the basis of those who did complete this inforrmatiwe note that the majority of the
respondents had a management position in their aoynpmanagerial: 72% (n =
539); non-managerial: 28% (n = 210), and were 4Bs/er older (< 25 years: 5.5% (n
= 42); 25 — 34 years: 16.5% (n = 128); 35 — 44 ye28% (n = 195); > 44 years: 53%
(n = 417)). Approximately as many male as femal@leyees completed the CCQ
(male respondents: 49% (n = 384); female resposdBt®o (n = 403)).

In this replication study, a confirmatory factoradysis of the context, process
and outcome scales was conducted to further anétgzéactor structure and provide
additional evidence of the construct validity ofr @uestionnaire. Results from these
analyses indicated that the 18 internal contexhstevere adequately represented by
the 5-factor model (with error specification betweems Q65 and Q76). The values
reported for GFI (.94) and CFI (.91) all exceedeel tecommended cutoff score. The
values for NFI (.88) and NNFI (.89) approximatee ti9 criterion. The//df value
(3.79) was well within the recommended range ofieal This was also the case for
the RMR (.05) and RMSEA (.06) values. A factor stane test of the 15 process
items demonstrated that a 3-factorial model (INBMC, and ATC) yielded the best
fit when the items Q35 (i.e., Departments are cthedwabout the change sufficiently)
and Q47 (i.e., We are sufficiently informed of fm@gress of change) were excluded
from theinvolvement in the change processle ¢%/df = 4.85; RMR = .04; RMSEA
=.07; GFI =.94; CFI =.91; NFI = .89; NNFI = )8%inally, to achieve adequate fit
for the 3-factor outcome model, item Q75 (i.e.ndfichange refreshing) was omitted
from the analysis. All fit indices for the hypotlweesd 3-factor model (8 items) were
good, indicating that this model was well represdriy the datayf/df = 3.98; RMR
=.02; RMSEA = .06; GFI = .98; CFIl = .96; NFI = ;99NFI = .93).

In conclusion, the English version of the Dutch C&spstituted an acceptable
version of the context, process and outcome fagtben three items Q35 (INV), Q47
(INV), and Q75 (EMRE) were omitted. Although theifidices were not as high as in

study 3, they were in generally acceptable.
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These lower fit indices are not totally unexpecséuace our original Dutch
version was tested on a much broader sample of aoe® (more than 80
companies), whereas the translated version wagllmsedata acquired from a single
company. Despite the limitations of four studies taieve that there is strong
agreement in the factor structure of the originat aranslated version of the
guestionnaire. Thus, these findings offer suppothé construct validity of the CCQ.

DISCUSSION

This inquiry was designed to construct a new ims&nt that measures the
circumstances under which change embarks (contéey, way a specific change is
implemented (process), and assess the level ofinessd at the individual level.
Independent of the content of change (what chasgabbut) and the individual
attributes of those undergoing change, this instninallows a thorough diagnostic
investigation of the change climate or internal amigational sources that are
available to deal more effectively with change. pisthe general consensus about
the salient role of organizational climate in ursd@nding the processes that lead to
successful change implementation (Beer & Nohriap020Heracleous, 2001;
Schneider et al., 1996), the alignment between gdhatfimate (sources of readiness,
i.e. context and process) and readiness for chaagédeen rarely examined (Jones et
al., 2005). In consequence, a first step towardsoee successful implementation of
change projects starts with a reliable and valsessment of the crucial levers of
readiness for change. Therefore a psychometricdsmstirument was designed that
measures the context, the process and readineskdnge, which then can serve as a
guide for developing a strategy for the effectimglementation of change. To fulfil
this objective, we followed several steps describgdHinkin (1998): (a) to specify
the content dimensions of change climate by integgaorganizational climate
theory, and organizational development theoryt@hdevelop items that measure the
domain; and (c) to determine the extent to whieing measure that domain. Finally,
this tool was tested in multiple field settinggriorease the ecological validity.

A first challenge in developing the instrument vegecifying a theoretically
meaningful universe that represented the contextcgss factors of change, and

readiness for change, but also explained the dyssab@tween those sets of variables.
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On the basis of a growing body of literature, tlhenan relations perspective
(Emery & Trist, 1965; McGregor, 1960) offered anfi@wvork from which the climate
dimensions (i.e. context and process factors) wapped as relevant sources of
readiness for change (Burnes & James, 1995; Johed.,e2005, Zammuto &
O’Connor, 1992). In short, the human relations &amrk provided a conceptual
sound model from which the CCQ was developed. taltden dimensions were
deduced from literature: three context variables.,(itrust in leadership, politicking
and cohesion), four process variables (i.e., ppdimn, support by supervisors,
quality of change communication, and attitude @f toanagement towards change),
and three readiness for change variables (i.e.itognintentional, and emotional
readiness for change). The item generation pradoesbose ten dimensions resulted
in 63 items.

After consulting ten experts on the subject mattbese 63 items were
regrouped into 12 dimensions. Three independeid B&udies were conducted to
further examine the reliability and validity of #® scales. Although the intended
factor structure (12 dimensions) did not completiyerge (participation in change
project and quality of change communication loadadne factor), we feel that the
eleven factors that did emerge can be useful inrganizational setting. To analyze
the factor structure, the original 63 items werenanistered to more than 3,000
employees at various levels of hierarchy in overc8mpanies. The criteria used to
examine the reliability, factor validity, construstalidity (i.e. convergent and
discriminant validity), known-groups validity, camgent validity, and shared
variance validity were satisfied. In sum, theselifigs suggest that our 42-item Dutch
Change Climate Questionnaire meets the standards gisychometric sound
measurement instrument (American Psychological éiason, 1995; Hinkin, 1998).
These 42 items represent following 11 scales: @negal support by supervision
(context), (2) trust in leadership (context), (®hesion (context), (4) participatory
management (context), (5) politicking (context)) (@volvement in the change
process (process), (7) ability of management td denge (process), (8) attitude of
top management towards change (process), cogngadiness for change (outcome),
emotional readiness for change (outcome), and tiotead readiness for change

(outcome).
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The strengths of the CCQ

There are several unique contributions made byQ6€). First, because the
authors followed an accepted step-by-step procedurdesigning this instrument
(Hinkin, 1998), one may conclude that initial ewide of reliability and validity is
provided. The CCQ is a welcome tool for both ptamiers and scholars, because
there are very few well-validated measures thassssimultaneously the context, the
process of change, and readiness for change (Halt,e2007b). To our knowledge,
the only two change climate-alike instruments aetaBco’s (1990) Readiness Mini-
Quiz and Stewart’s (1994) Readiness for Change.@Qloz only are these instruments
organization-centered, meaning that they measadels’ or consultants’ perceptions
of the organization’s general atmosphere insteadrafing on change recipients’
perceptions, they are also scientifically flawed.

A second value-added by this instrument is bothpisson-centered and
organization-centered emphasis. Although measurad andividual level of analysis,
study 3 demonstrated that the individual percegti@f change climate can be
aggregated at the work unit or organization lelelother words, the eleven scales
except for general support by supervisiomgauge both psychological and
organizational change climate. So, the individuglasure focus is consistent with
literature that called for a more person-centenggr@ach to organizational change
(e.g. Aktouf, 1992; Judge et al., 1999), and all@amsexploration of differences in
readiness between individuals (i.e. psychologibalhge climate), but also differences
between groups of individuals (i.e. team, work uaitd organizations).

A third value-added is the relatively short lengththe CCQ. With only 42
items, this questionnaire covers 11 dimensionsthEumore, since the context,
process, and outcome part of the questionnaire kawesn adequate reliability and
validity, there is no need to fully administer ttpgestionnaire. For example, if one is
only interested in the general context under witichnge occurs, one can administer
the 18 internal context items (five scales) withgempardizing the psychometric
quality of these scales. So, due to its short lerlgis instrument can be combined
with other scales to assess change recipientsefeelibout change (Armenakis,
Bernerth, Pitts, & Walker, 2007), cynicism abougamizational change (Stanley,
Meyer, & Topolnytsky, 2005), change recipients ing attributes (Holt et al.,
2007a), and many other change related variables.
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In short, the CCQ not only passes the scientifgqui@ments (i.e., reliability
and validity), it also scores excellent in termspoécticality (Thorndike & Hagen,
1969). Practicality is concerned with a wide rarafefactors like economy and
convenience. Instrument length is one of those sarghere economic and time
pressures dominate. Although more items in our G&QId have provided even
higher reliability scores, in the interest of limg the pressure on individual
respondents and organizations, we kept the numbetems to a minimum. In
addition a measuring device passes the convenigstef it is easy to administer.
Since the contact persons and participants in ampges reported no difficulties in
completing the questionnaire, we can assume tleaddlestionnaire instructions were
clear enough and easy to administer.

A fourth value-added is the focus on the receiveng of the change process
(Bartunek, Rousseau, Rudolph, & DePalma, 2006).aBge this instrument was
designed to assess the perceptions of those unidgrtange, it can be a helpful tool
to identify the gaps that may exist between chaagents’, managers’, and human
resource management professionals’ expectationst abe change effort, and those
of other organizational members. If significant gagre identified one can plan
actions and design a strategy to increase readioesbange.

A fifth value-added by this instrument involves @slvantages over related
measurement tools such as the ‘Organizational @inhdeasure’ (Patterson et al.,
2005) and the ‘Readiness for Organizational Chavigasure (Holt et al., 2007a).
Although the ‘Organizational Climate Measure’ cdfepan alternative for measuring
the internal context under which change embarksja$ not designed to diagnose
specific events like organizational change. In eguence, a major issue when
applying the OCM to a change specific contextdinnibus measurement nature. In
other words, this tool incorporates a large nundfetimensions that are not relevant
for the diagnosis of employees’ readiness for ckharand as such would imply a
serious breach against the scientific principlgafsimony when used. Even a more
viable alternative could be the four scales dewdopy Holt et al. (2007a). Although
this instrument (ROCM) has passed the necessagntffii@ requirements, it has
several areas of concern that are covered by th®.@mhe of the concerns of the
ROCM s that it was only tested in two organizasipboth undergoing structural
changes. To put it differently, the generalizapibf the results of the ROCM may be

limited.
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The CCQ, however, was based on data acquired fromida range of
participants, with different organizational backgnds and types of change (i.e.
incremental change, transformational change). kiitiad, since a large amount of
data was collected for the CCQ, norms for apprognieference groups are developed
(hierarchical level, public versus private secteork unit level). These norms, will
offer an extra dimension to the interpretability thie results, and increase the
diagnostic value of this CCQ. Another advantage tive ROCM is that readiness in
the CCQ incorporates cognitive, affective and itimral components instead of

measuring it purely in cognitive terms (Pideritp2)

Some limitations and future research directions

Despite the many positive notes, some further aéibdh research will be
required. A first point of notice is that the numio¢ dimensions in the CCQ (eleven)
did not align with the hypothesized model (twelvBespondents did not make the
distinction betweenparticipation in the change projecand quality of change
communication A second remark involves the tests conducted wébpect to
convergent and discriminant validity. More apprateitests should be performed by
looking at correlations with related instrumentglsias the ROCM. Therefore the
authors planned to administer both the CCQ andrtBEM in a follow-up study. As
regards to the concurrent validation, this typealidity provides weaker evidence for
criterion validity than does predictive validatio@oncurrent validation would be
stronger when the context factors, the procesifsctind the outcome variables
(readiness for change) would be collected indepathdéor the same individuals.
Therefore future research should first assess om¢ext and the process factors of
change, and approximately two weeks later adminigie readiness for change
scales. Finally, more research is needed for tlwssevalidation of the CCQ.
Currently, projects are set up to further validiie instrument in French and Arabic
speaking regions of the world.

In conclusion, we believe that initial steps havweerl made towards the
development of an instrument that assesses chdinggte as perceived through the
eyes of the change recipients. Although the findingported are encouraging, the
results need to be replicated. Therefore we hopenetvated other researchers to

further explore and refine the CCQ.
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Results Content Adequacy Test

TABLE 1

Original # Items retained after content adequacy test** % of Original General
of items agreement scale (G) or
among raters change
specific (S)
item
Process
Quality of change 6 Q3: I am regularly informed on how change is going 100% QCC S
communication (QCC) Q12: There is good communication between projecelesaand staff members about the organization’s 100% QCC S
policy towards changes 100% QCC S
Q22: Information provided on change is clear 100% QCC S
Q36: Information concerning the changes reachesostiyras rumours
Q47: We are sulfficiently informed of the progresgloiinge 100% QCC S
*Q65: Corporate management team keeps all depat$n@ormed about its decisions 100% TLE G
*Q76: Two way communication between the corporateagament team and the departments is very 80% TLE G
good.
*Q20: Corporate management team clearly explaiesétessity of the change 80% ATC S
Participation (PAR) 12 Q5: Changes are always distlssth all people concerned 70% PAR G
Q11: Those who implement change, have no say in dgivgj the proposals 100% PAR S
Q25: Decisions concerning work are taken in consattawith the staff who are affected 100% PAR G
Q34: My department’s management team takes accétim staff’'s remarks 80% PAR G
Q35: Departments are consulted about the changeisnffy 100% PAR S
Q42: Staff members were consulted about the reasohi@nge 100% PAR S
Q50: Front line staff and office workers can raggids for discussion 90% PAR G
Q51: Our department provide sufficient time for adtetion 70% PAR G
Q71: It is possible to talk about outmoded regutetiand ways of working 80% PAR G
Q74: The way change is implemented leaves little rémrpersonal input 80% PAR S
Q77: Staff members are sufficiently involved in thglementation of the changes by our department’s 70% PAR S
senior managers
Attitude top management 4 Q17: Corporate management team has a positivanasithe future 70% ATC S
towards change (ATC) Q66: Corporate management team are actively involidthe changes 80% ATC S
Q69: Corporate management team supports the chaogesp unconditionally 80% ATC S
Support by supervisors (SBS) 6 Q1: Our departmenti®s managers pay sufficient attention to the gaabconsequences that the 90% SBS
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Context
Trust in leadership (TLE)

Politicking (POL)

Cohesion (COH)

Outcomes

Emotional readiness for change
(EMRE)

Cognitive readiness for change
(COGRE)

Intentional readiness for change
(INRE)

10

changes could have for their staff members
Q37: Our department’s senior managers coach usnahabout implementing change

Q38: Our department’s senior managers have tronkddapting their leadership styles to the changes

*Q15: My manager does not seem very keen to helfimdea solution if | have a problem
*Q31: If | experience any problems, | can alwayston my manager for help

*Q40: My manager can place herself/fhimself in mgipon

*Q60: My manager encourages me to do things thavé never done before

Q19: Corporate manageream consistently implements its policies indalpartments
Q44: Corporate management team fulfils its promises
Q58: If | make mistakes, my manager holds them agane
Q8: Within our organization, powgames between the departments play an important rol
Q9: Staff members are sometimes taken advantageooiriorganization
Q30: In our organization favoritism is an importarty to achieve something
Q2: It is difficult to ask help frany colleagues
Q14: There is a strong rivalry between colleaguemyirdepartment
Q24: | doubt whether all of my colleagues are sigfitty competent
Q48: | have confidence in my colleagues
Q61: My department is very open

Q4: | have a good feeling about the change project

Q33: | experience the change as a positive process

Q75: | find the change refreshing

*Q55: | am somewhat resistant to change

*Q73: | am quite reluctant to accommodate and ipomate changes into my work
Q41: | think that most changes will have a negagffect on the clients we serve
Q59: Plans for future improvement will not come toactm

Q62: Most of the change projects that are suppasedite problems around here will not do much
good

*Q39: The change will improve work

*Q56: The change will simplify work

Q18: | want to devote myself to the process of gkan

Q57: 1 am willing to make a significant contributitmchange

Q67: 1 am willing to put energy into the process ludioge

90%
70%
70%
70%
70%
80%

60%
100%
70%
100%
70%
100%
90%
90%
90%
90%
90%

90%
90%
100%
70%
60%
100%
60%
70%
90%
90%

100%
100%
90%

SBS
SBS
TLE
TLE
TLE
TLE

TLE
TLE
TLE
POL
POL
POL
COH
COH
COH
COH
COH

EMRE
EMRE
EMRE
COGRE
COGRE
COGRE
COGRE
COGRE
EMRE
EMRE

INRE
INRE
INRE

DOOOOOOOOOO OOOOn’m

VOO OOONnn!m

nunwm

Note: *Items that were initially developed to remmesanother climate dimension but received a nessiflaation after the content adequacy test. **yadtéms of which the percentage of

inter-rater agreement was .60 or higher are displaye
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TABLE 2

Exploratory Factor Analysis Internal Context Factors

Constructs

Items GENSUP TLE COH PARMA POL

a=.82 o= o= a=.79 o=

79 74 .68

*Q15 My manager does not seem very keen to help .729 -.036 -.038 .008 -.119
me find a solution if | have a problem
Q31 If | experience any problems, | can always turn  .824 .007 -.040 .000 .014
on my manager for help
Q40 My manager can place herself/himself in my .725 .044  -.007 .026 -.061
position
Q60 My manager encourages me to do things that| .513  .074 -.006 .032 .074
have never done before
Q19 Corporate management team consistently -.009 .748 -.092 -.046 .028
implements its policy in all departments
Q44 Corporate management team fulfills its .046 688 .001 .015 .036
promises
Q65 Corporate management team keeps all -.036 574  .033 .091 -.098
departments informed about its decisions
Q76 Two way communication between corporate .078 597  .049 .045  -103
management team and departments is very good
*Q14 There is strong rivalry between colleagues in -.050 -.078 581 .060 -.124
my department
*Q24 | doubt whether all of my colleagues are -.034 101 -519 -.020 -.084
sufficiently competent
Q48 | have confidence in my colleagues .038 .005.778 .034 .083
Q61 My department is very open 141 .025-.623 -.003 .034

Q5 Changes are always discussed with all people .009 .061 -.017 .806 .024

concerned

Q25 Decisions concerning work are taken in -059 -.010 -.039 901 .019
consultation with the staff who are affected

Q50 Front line staff and office workers can raise .171 .008 .013 412 -.087
topics for discussion

Q8 Within our organization, power games between .038 -.035 .028 .005 .624
the departments play an important role

Q9 Staff members are sometimes taken advantage -.016  -.083 .077 -.059 .473
of in our organization

Q30 In our organization favoritism is an important -.100 -.002 .005 -.011 .650

way to achieve something
Note: GENSUP: general support by supervision; Titkst in leadership; COH: cohesion; PARMA:

participatory management; POL: politicking / * rese scored items.
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TABLE 3

Exploratory Factor Analyses Change Specific Procedsactors

Constructs

Items INV ABMC ATC

a=.88 a=.82 a=.73
Q3 I am regularly informed on how change is going .699 .019 .076
Q12 There is good communication between projeddesaand .698 .054 .040
staff members about the organization’s policy talgazthanges
Q22 Information provided on change is clear 794 -.012 .022
Q47 We are sufficiently informed of the progresslofinge .760 .000 -.012
Q35 Departments are consulted about the changeisnffy .718 .061 -.009
Q42 Staff members were consulted about the redsoctange .595 .006 .086
Q1 Our department’s senior managers pay suffia#ention to 227 .531 -.083
the personal consequences that the changes couddftratheir
staff members
Q13 Our department's executives speak up for usnduthe .095 .699 -.133
change process
Q37 Our department’s senior managers coach usweltyabout 197 .637 -.037
implementing change
*Q38 Our department’s senior managers have troubdelapting -.107 .687 -081
their leadership styles to the changes
*Q46 Our department’s executives focus too muchcarrent -.019 .486 .143
problems and too little on their possible remedies
Q49 Our department's executives are perfectly capads -.024 .687 .100
fulfilling their new function
Q17 Corporate management team has a positive visiate .270 .065 493
future
Q66 Corporate management team are actively involiéd the 154 .053 572
changes
Q69 Corporate management team supports the changesg -.002 .041 .664

unconditionally

Note: INV: involvement in the change process; ABMiBility of management to lead change; ATC:
attitude of top management towards change / * savecored items.
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TABLE 4

Exploratory Factor Analysis Readiness for Change Dnensions (outcomes)

Constructs

Items INRE COGRE EMRE

a=.89 a=.69 A=.70
Q18 | want to devote myself to the process of cbhang .866 .033 .005
Q57 | am willing to make a significant contributibmchange .782 -.036 -.091
Q67 | am willing to put energy into the proceslbfnge .895 .012 .058
*Q41 | think that most changes will have a negagffect on the .020 433 -.190
clients we serve
*Q59 Plans for future improvement will not comentoich .040 572 .000
*Q62 Most of the change projects that are suppuzsdlve -.027 .887 .064
problems around here will not do much good
Q4 | have a good feeling about the change project -.011 .062 -.782
Q33 | experience change as a positive process .069 -.013 -.818
Q75 | find change refreshing -.002 -.011 -.500

Note: INRE: Intentional readiness for change; COGRé&gnitive readiness for change; EMRE:
emotional readiness for change / * reverse scaegalsi.
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TABLE 5 Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analyses

Absolute and incremental measures of fit

Models X X*/df RMR GFI RMSEA CFI NFI NNFI
Internal contex(18 items)

Mod1: 5-factor model 363.29 291 .03 .97 .04 .97 95 . .96
Mod2: 5-factor model, with error 264.32 2.13 .03 .98 .03 .98 .97 .98
specification between Q65 and Q76 (first

order)

Mod3: Null model 7947.51 51.94 .29 41 .20 n/a n/a n/a
Mod4: Single factor model 3160.97 23.42 .10 74 3.1 .61 .60 .56
Mod5: Second order model 482.99 3.72 .05 .96 .05 96 .94 .95
Procesq15 items)

Mod6: 3-factor model (first order) 419.94 4.83 .03 .96 .06 .96 .95 .95
Mod7: 3-factor model, with error 385.01 4.48 .03 .96 .05 .96 .95 .95
specification between Q38 and Q46 (first

order)

Mod8: Null model 7791.99 74.21 .32 .32 .24 n/a n/a n/a
Mod9: Single factor model 1173.13 13.04 .05 .87 .10 .86 .85 .84
Mod10: Second order model (with equality 420.12 4.72 .03 .96 .05 .96 .95 .95
constraint)

Outcomg9 items)

Mod11: 3-factor model (first order) 116.95 4.87 .03 .98 .06 .98 .98 .97
Mod12: Null model 5006.17 139.06 .25 42 .33 n/a an/ n/a
Mod13: Single factor model 1380.61 51.13 .07 77 0.2 73 .72 .64
Mod14: 2-factor model (emotional RFC and 382.91 14.73 .05 .93 .10 .93 .92 .90
cognitive RFC as one factor)

Mod15: Second order model (with equality 120.46 4.82 .03 .98 .06 .98 .98 .97
constraint)

Total model42 items)

Mod16: 11-factor model (first order) 1892.65 2.48 03. .93 .03 .95 .92 .95
Mod17: Second order model 2673.73 3.32 .05 .90 .04 .92 .89 .92

Note: n/a : not applicable for incremental fit ioes
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TABLE 6 Summary Correlations Between Context, Proces and Outcome Variables (Study 3, n = 1285)

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. general support by supervision 3.72 .79
a=.80
2. trust in leadership 3.04 76 .32
a=.79
3. cohesion 3.53 79 390 .23
o=.77
4. participatory management 3.41 90 42 360 .37
oa=.78
5. politicking 3.10 .81 -33 -52 -40° -417
o=.67
6. involvement in the change process 3.01 78 31" 56" .26 42" -42
a=.87
7. ability of management to lead change3.24 .64 54~ 49 38" 45 -45" 62"
a=.80
8. attitude of top management towards 3.59 72 .29 53 24 30" -36© .55° .51
change
o=.72
9. intentional readiness for change 4.20 59 .18+ 200 14 23 -7 27 300 .34
o=.86
10. cognitive readiness for change 3.46 .76 .32* .48 31 37 -500 .48 53* 42 3I"
o =.69
11. emotional readiness for change 3.64 .76 .26~ .38 .23 300 -29° 53 47 42 53 5Iv

o=.84

Note:= p <.001
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TABLE 7

Summary Tests Convergent — Discriminant Validity

Fxy) — Nzy) I(xy) l(zy) I(xz) ATy df t-test* p-value

and gy (one-
tailed)

1. lprocess-ATC)y™ I (outcome-ATC) .53 .39 43 14 1282 5.44 .001

2. lprocess-INV)— outcome-INV) .59 44 41 .15 1282 5.96 .001

3. Tprocess-ABMC)— Toutcome. 56 43 41 13 1282 524 001

ABMC)

4. l(process-ATC)™ l(context-ATC) .53 .34 43 .19 1282 7.48 .001

5. Nprocess-INv)— context-INV) .59 .39 .40 .20 1282 7.85 .001

6. Tprocess-ABMC)— Fcontext 56 46 37 10 1282 396  .001

ABMC)

7. Toutcome-INRE)™ lprocess- 42 31 A7 A1 1282 4.22 .001

INRE)

8. Noutcome-cOGRES™ Nprocess- 41 A7 .39 -.06 1282 -2.25 .01

COGRE)

9. Noutcome-EMRES f(process- .52 A7 .39 .05 1282 1.97 .02

EMRE)

10. Koutcome-INRE)— fcontext- A2 .18 .34 .24 1282 8.18 .001

INRE)

11. foutcome-coGRES lcontext- 41 .40 .24 .01 1282 .33 37

COGRE)

12. Koutcome-EMRE fcontext- .52 .29 .29 .23 1282 8.03 .001

EMRE)

13. lcontext-GENSUP)— l(outcome- .36 .25 .30 A1 1282 3.58 .001

GENSUP)

14. Yeontext-TLE)— Noutcome-TLE) .36 .35 .27 .01 1282 .33 37

15. Kcontext-coHy— Noutcome- .35 .23 31 12 1282 3.91 .001

COH)

16. context-pARMA)— outcome- .39 .30 .29 .09 1282 2.96 .001

PARMA)

17. Ycontext-poL)— Koutcome-PoL) 41 .32 .28 .09 1282 2.98 .001

18. Kcontext-GENSUPY l(process- .36 .38 .40 -.02 1282 -72 .24

GENSUP)

19. Teontext1L6)— Tprocess TLE) 36 52 37 .16 1282  -5.99 001

20. Kcontext-coH)— Tprocess-COH) .35 .29 43 .06 1282 2.16 .02

21. context-PARMA)— l(process- .39 .39 .40 .00 1282 .00 5

PARMA)

22. Ncontext-PoL)— l(process-POL) A1 A1 .40 .00 1282 .00 5

Note:* computed t-value for the difference between twepehdent correlations from the
same sample FoIIowmg formula was used: tg{ry) * SQRT [{(n — 3)(1 + )}{2(1-

er — - 2+ 26y * Iz * I2y)}] ; GENSUP: general support by supervision; TILEst in
Ieadershlp, COH. cohesion; PARMA: participatory ragement; POL: politicking; INV:
involvement in the change process; ABMC: abilitynedinagement to lead change; ATC:
attitude of top management towards change; INRiEEntional readiness for change; COGRE:
cognitive readiness for change; EMRE: emotionalliresss for change.
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TABLE 8

Summary Known-groups Differences

Sector (n = 1285) Job position (n = 924)

Main-effects only Profit (n = 797) Non-profit (n = Managerial (n = Non-managerial
488) 433) (n=491)
M SD M SD M SD M SD
1. GENSUP (con) 3.70 .83 3.75 .73 3.85 72 3.65 .79
2. TLE (con) 3.14 a7 2.88 74 3.17 .79 2.88 .69
3. COH (con) 3.52 .80 3.55 .78 3.69 72 3.47 .84
4. PARMA (con) 3.29 .91 3.61 .85 3.70 .78 3.25 .95
5. POL (con) 3.13 .82 3.07 .78 2.85 .80 3.23 .80
6. INV (proc) 3.08 .78 291 .75 3.26 .78 3.25 .95
7. ABMC (proc) 3.26 .66 3.19 .60 3.39 .62 3.11 .60
8. ATC (proc) 3.72 72 3.39 .67 3.75 .75 3.47 .66
9. INRE (outc) 4.23 .61 4.14 .56 4.32 .54 4.14 .60
10. COGRE (outc) 3.47 .78 3.43 72 3.72 .66 333 5 7
11. EMRE 3.71 .76 3.55 .75 3.86 .70 3.56 74
(outcome)
Profit (n = 458) Non-profit (n = 466)
Interaction-effects Managerial (n = Non-managerial Managerial (n = Non-managerial
only 196) (n=262) 237) (n=229)
M SD M SD M SD M SD

1. GENSUP (con) 3.91 .70 3.61 .85 3.80 73 3.71 71
2. TLE (con) 3.31 .75 3.04 .73 3.06 .81 2.69 .61
3. COH (con) 3.80 .67 3.42 .88 3.60 74 3.53 .80
4. PARMA (con) 3.54 .80 3.11 .98 3.83 74 3.41 .90
5. POL (con) 2.84 .83 3.19 .86 2.86 a7 3.27 71
6. INV (proc) 3.50 72 3.00 .69 3.05 .76 2.74 .69
7. ABMC (proc) 3.52 .61 3.13 .64 3.29 .61 3.10 .56
8. ATC (proc) 4.04 71 3.65 .64 3.51 .70 3.27 .61
9. INRE (outc) 4.48 .52 4.19 .59 4.19 .52 4.08 .60
10. COGRE (outc) 3.85 .61 3.41 a7 3.61 .68 323 2 7
11. EMRE (outc) 4.09 .61 3.67 .69 3.67 72 3.43 a7

Note: GENSUP: general support by supervision; TLlEist in leadership; COH: cohesion; PARMA:
participatory management; POL: politicking; INV:visivement in the change process; ABMC: ability of
management to lead change; ATC: attitude of topagament towards change; INRE: intentional readif@ss
change; COGRE: cognitive readiness for change; EMfRibtional readiness for change.

51



TABLE 9

Summary OLS Regression Analyses

INRE EMRE COGRE
Variables S t-test S t-test S t-test
Sector -09 -2.67* =11 -3.74% -.05 -1.66
(profit)
Job position -.07 -2.15* -.07 -2.30* -10  -3.69%**
(managerial)
GENSUP .01 31 .00 .05 .03 .79
TLE -.03 -.69 .02 .61 A9 547
COH -.00 -.02 .01 .30 .04 1.43
PARMA A2 3.2 .08 2.26* .04 1.29
POL .07 1.88 .03 .89 -18 -5.61***
INV .09 2.09* 29 T7.43%** .06 1.70
ABMC .08 1.71 18 4.32%** 24 6.12%*
ATC 25 6.11% .10 2.72*% .05 1.56
R 18 34 44

Note: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. GENSUP: geral support by supervision; TLE: trust in
leadership; COH: cohesion; PARMA: participatory mgement; POL: politicking; INV: involvement
in the change process; ABMC: ability of managemémtlead change; ATC: attitude of top
management towards change; INRE: intentional readifor change; COGRE: cognitive readiness for
change; EMRE: emotional readiness for change.
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TABLE 10

Summary Interrater Agreement Indices for Change Clmate Scales

1. General support by supervision .81 .83 .03 49
2. Trust in leadership .84 .86 .18 .86
3. Cohesion .81 .83 .09 72
4. Participatory management .76 .79 .21 .88
5. Politicking .75 .78 21 .82

6. Involvement in the change process .90 .90 .16 8 .8
7. Ability of management to lead 91 91 14 .84
change

8. Attitude of top management .86 .87 .24 .89
towards change

9. Intentional readiness for change .92 .94 .10 .75
10. Cognitive readiness for change .82 .85 .16 .83

11. Emotional readiness for change .86 .86 .13 .83




FIGURE 1

Classification of Climate Dimensions

Process Context
Quality of change Trust in leadership
communication Politicking
Support by supervisors Cohesion
Attitude of top management
Participation

e e =

Criterion — Outcome

Readiness for change
Emotional dimension
Cognitive dimension
Intentional dimension
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APPENDIX

Description of the Content of each of the 10 Clim&t Dimensions

Context variables

Trust in leadership
(Korsgaard, Schweiger &
Sapienza, 1995; Lines, Selart,
Espedal, Johansen, 2005;
Schoorman, Mayer & Davis,
2007)

Politicking (Allen, Madison,
Porter, Renwick & Mayer,
1979)

CohesionKoys & Decotiis,
1991)

Process variables

Participation (Lines, 2004;
Miller & Monge, 1986)

Support by supervisors
(Eisenberger, Huntington,
Hutchinson & Sowa, 1986;
Eisenberger, Stinglhamber,
Vandenberghe, Sucharski &
Rhoades, 2002)

Quality of change
communicatior{Miller,
Johnson & Grau, 1994)

Attitude of top
management towards

change(Carter, Ulrich &
Goldsmith, 2005; Covin &
Kilmann, 1990)

Criterion variables

Emotional readiness for

change(Piderit, 2000; Oreg,
2006)

Cogpnitive readiness for
change(Piderit, 2000; Oreg,
2006)

Intentional readiness for

changePiderit, 2000; Oreg,
2006)

Description

Trust in leadership is the extent to which staffmbers perceive their
supervisors and top management as trustworthy. Beesagement
practice what they preach? Do they keep their gestl Are they honest
and fair towards all departments? To put it diffelg employees feel they
can communicate openly about problems, withoutinmthe risk of being
held responsible for it.

Politicking describes the perceived level of poéitigames within the
organization. A high degree of politicking leadsuttmecessary expense,
considerable delays, and unwillingness to shareviedge.

Cohesion refers to the extent of cooperation amst tn the competence of
team members? It is the perception of togetheroeskaring within the
organization setting, including the willingnessnoémbers to support each
other. In general are colleagues accessible?

Participation is the extent to which staff memhaesinvolved in and
informed about decisions that directly concern théetisions about
organizational change inclusive. Can proceduresgaittlines be
discussed bottom up? In other words, is the infeionasupplied by front
line staff considered, and is the frontline invalva the change process?

Support by supervisors is conceived as the extewhich employees
experience support and understanding from theirediate supervisor.
More specifically it measures their openness totreas of their staff and
their ability to lead them through the change pssce

Quality of change communication refers to how cleaisgcommunicated.
The clarity, the frequency and openness determhegtiver or not
communication is effective. Are the staff clear atloow they must apply
change in practice? Should they learn about chathgesgh rumours?

Attitude of top management involves the stancemi@magement is taking
with regard to change? Does management suppochtrgge initiative?
Are they actively involved in the change?

Emotional readiness for change is the affectivetieas toward change.

Cognitive readiness for change is the beliefs andghts people hold
about the change. For example, what are the bemefilisadvantages
caused by the change?

Intentional readiness for change is the extenthiwlvemployees are
prepared to put their energy into the change psces
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