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Empowering employees can have a significant impact on increasing job satisfaction, efficiency and productivity in the hotel
industry. This paper aims to investigate the effect of empowerment on readiness for and acceptance of organisational changes
among employees in Egyptian chain hotels. The study used a survey questionnaire to examine psychological empowerment
across four dimensions (meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact) and readiness for change. Data were collected
from 386 employees in chain hotels in Egypt, and the relationships between variables were examined using correlation and
multiple regression analysis. The results show that there were no correlations between acceptance of change and any individual
dimension of psychological empowerment. However, the regression analysis shows that psychological empowerment had a
slight, but significant, positive effect on acceptance of organisational change. The overall model explained 2.7% of the variance
in organisational change. Both “meaning” and “impact” constructs were significant, although “meaning” had a slight negative
effect. These findings suggest that hotel managers should consider the effect of psychological empowerment when preparing for
organisational change, although this is only one factor which should be taken into account.
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Introduction

In recent years, the idea of employee empowerment has
developed increasing influence in the hospitality and service
sector (Kruja, Ha, Drishti & Oelfke, 2016). It is considered to be
one of the most efficient methods of increasing productivity
and efficiency, as well as improving guest satisfaction (Lee
& Ok, 2015a; 2015b; Kruja et al., 2016). Empowerment
has been found to help increase employee productivity and
efficiency across a wide range of sectors. It can also improve
employee satisfaction and help to retain the best employees
(Elnaga & Imran, 2014; Fernandez & Moldogaziev, 2015; Lee
& Ok, 2015b).

Empowerment concerns the relationship between managers
and employees. Managers are defined as those who make
decisions that guide employees through their work. Employees
are the subject of decisions made by managers, but can also
be actively involved in decisions as they participate in the
processes of a job or organisation (Kim, 2011; Kara, 2012,
Al-khasawneh, 2013; Fernandez, & Moldogaziev, 2015).
This suggests that it is likely to be important to empower
employees in any organisation. When employees are given
authority and responsibility, and are provided with a suitable
environment in which to work, they will significantly contribute
to the organisation’s ability to achieve its objectives (Elnaga
& Imran, 2014; Fernandez & Moldogaziev, 2015; Lee & Ok,
2015a; 2015b).

Hospitality is a service industry, provided from a variety
of venues, including hotels, motels, resorts, clubs, and
restaurants. The industry has a wide range of management
structures and ownership arrangements, ranging from

independent owner-operators to chain operators. The
hospitality industry is not seen as a major user of technology,
but is in reality reliant upon fairly sophisticated computer
equipment for reservations, accounting and monitoring of
energy consumption (Kim, 2011; Kara, 2012; Al-khasawneh,
2013). Operational management systems, marketing and
finance vary in their sophistication, depending principally upon
the size of the company. The staff and customers probably
have the biggest impact upon how the process of providing
hospitality is carried out. The use of tacit skills — those that
interpret the contextual framework and acknowledge the
shared perception of customers and staff — are crucial to the
enhancement of the service experience (Blanchard, Carlos &
Randolph, 2001; Curtis & Lucas, 2001; Mills & Ungson, 2003).
Employee perceptions of their organisation, expressed through
the concept of “organisational climate” and the employees’
relationship with customers are also crucial to the success of
the enterprise.

A wide range of research has been conducted across
the hospitality industry, and on empowerment. There are,
however, few if any studies that specifically focus on the effect
of empowerment on organisational performance in hotels.
There are studies on empowerment within the hotel industry
(Kim, 2011; Kara, 2012; Al-khasawneh, 2013), but these
studies have tended to concentrate on how organisational
climate can be translated into an indicator of organisational
effectiveness. A recent study on psychological empowerment
among primary healthcare workers in Iran suggested that it
could improve readiness for, and acceptance of, organisational
change (Khammarnia, Ravangard & Asadi, 2014).

The aim of this exploratory study was therefore to evaluate
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the effect of empowerment among hotel employees on their
acceptance of organisational change. It sought to answer
the question: “Does employee psychological empowerment
affect employee acceptance of organisational change?”
A detailed literature review was carried out and a scale to
measure empowerment was developed. 385 hotel employees
working in the Egyptian hotel sector completed this via a
self-administered questionnaire survey.

Employee empowerment

The concept of empowerment has been increasingly used
in management in recent years. Scholars in the field have
discussed and developed the understanding of empowerment
using various perspectives (Eby, Adams, Russell & Gaby, 2000;
Weber & Weber, 2001; Cunningham et al., 2002; Madsen,
Miller & John, 2005; Rafferty & Simons, 2006; Lam, Cho & Qu,
2007; Kim, 2011; Fachruddin & Mangundjaya, 2012; Kara,
2012; Al-khasawneh, 2013), and several definitions have been
proposed. Some authors have suggested that empowering
employees is part of the overall management process, in which
authority and power is delegated to employees to involve them
in the decision-making process and improve organisational
productivity (Lee & Koh, 2001). Pardo del Val and Lloyd
(2003, p. 102) defined empowerment as the “involvement of
employees in the decision-making process”. The concept of
empowerment has also been studied from the psychological
or motivational perspective, where it is considered to be a
strategy to increase feelings of self-efficacy and motivation
among organisation members. According to Jha (2011, p.
380), empowerment is “the process of enhancing feelings
of self-efficacy among organisational members through the
identification of conditions that foster powerlessness, and
through their removal by both formal organisational practices
and informal techniques of providing efficacy information”.
Other authors provide similar definitions, which consider
empowerment to be designed to reduce “powerlessness and
increase intrinsic task motivation” (Ahmad & Oranye, 2010,
p. 583).

Although the empowerment literature offers different
definitions of empowerment, most of these assume that
empowerment implies giving employees more authority
and discretion in performing work tasks. Thomas and
Velthouse (1990, p. 667) offer a comprehensive definition of
empowerment, stating as follows:

Our perception is that the word empowerment has become
popular because it provides a label for a non-traditional
paradigm of motivation...that encourage[s] commitment,
risk-taking, and innovation...We use the word empowerment
to refer to the motivational content of this newer paradigm of
management.

This definition suggests there may be different
understandings of empowerment in the literature. It describes
two main perspectives of the empowerment concept, relational
(or organisational) and motivational (or psychological). The
literature identifies three common types of empowerment,
leadership empowerment, structural empowerment, and
psychological empowerment (Kuokkanen & Leino-Kilpi, 2000;
Menon, 2001). This study examines the two most frequently
used perspectives, structural/relational and motivational/
psychological.

Empowerment as a relational construct

When empowerment is viewed as a relational construct, it
is considered to be the relational process by which leaders
or managers share their power with employees (Ozaralli,
2003). The primary focus is on the authority of the actors
(either manager or employee) within the managerial process.
Empowering subordinates means they are allocated more
power or authority over organisational resources. Many
scholars have agreed that the central tenet of empowerment
as a concept is to decentralise decision-making power to a
lower level of management (Fulford & Enz, 1995; Morrison,
Jones & Fuller, 1997).

This perspective therefore considers empowerment as
a set of strategies including policy practices, and work
processes to distribute responsibilities, authority and power
to subordinates (Daft & Lewin, 1993; Chebat & Kollias, 2000).
It includes specific aspects of decentralising authority, such
as management by objectives, goal-setting by subordinates,
and quality circles (Logan & Ganster, 2007; Raelin & Cataldo,
2011).

There are a number of definitions of structural empowerment
including “management practices and policies that aimed to
transfer power from management to employees” (Kassim,
Yusoff & Fong, 2012, p. 133), and “freeing someone from
rigorous control by instructions, policies, and orders, and giving
that person freedom to take responsibility for ideas that he/she
provides for management, decisions, and actions that he/she
makes in the workplace context” (Melhem, 2004, p. 73). The
main focus of structural empowerment is therefore to set out
appropriate policies and practices in the organisational setting
to distribute power, authority, and responsibility to the lower
levels of the organisation.

The idea of structural empowerment is fostered by
democratic values within an organisation. Empowerment is
a mechanism in which responsibility and power are shared
with individuals at all levels of a system (Prasad, 2001). The
main focus of structural empowerment is on sharing power
through a system set out for the purpose, in which employees
participate and are given responsibility (Chang & Liu, 2008).
The structural perspective emphasises the importance of
changing organisational policies, practices, and structures from
top-down control systems to high involvement practices (Ferris,
2009). As more power, information, knowledge, and rewards
are given to employees, they become more empowered.

This structural perspective is limited in several ways. Firstly, it
does not address the nature of empowerment as experienced
by employees. Some studies have found that even where
employees had been given delegated power, knowledge,
information and rewards, they still felt disempowered (Elnaga
& Imran, 2014; Fernandez & Moldogaziev, 2015; Lee & Ok,
2015b). Lack of awareness about the purpose of employee
empowerment can lead to its failure in the organisation.
These issues suggest that the psychological perspective on
empowerment is also important.

Empowerment as a motivational construct

In a motivational sense, empowerment is linked to an intrinsic
need for self-determination (Spreitzer, 1992), or a belief
in personal self-efficacy (Kuokkanen & Leino-Kilpi, 2000).
Empowering employees is therefore a managerial strategy
or technique to support their self-determination need or
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self-efficacy belief. Lee and Koh (2001) defined “empower” as
“to enable”, and equivalent to motivating through enhancing
personal efficacy. This has a quite different meaning from the
earlier definition of empowerment as delegation of authority
and resource sharing.

Psychological empowerment is therefore the set of
psychological conditions necessary for individuals to feel
in control of their own destiny. In contrast to the structural
perspective, which sees empowerment as the process of
delegating authority and resources to the lower levels
of the organisation, psychological empowerment views
empowerment as a strategy that enables or enhances personal
efficacy (Liden, Wayne & Sparrowe, 2000). Definitions of
psychological empowerment include the state of mind in
which an employee experiences the feeling of control over
how the job can be done, has enough awareness of the work
tasks that are being performed, a high level of responsibility
for both personal work outcome and overall organisational
advancement, and the perceived justice in the rewards is based
on individual and collective performance (Melhem, 2004).

There are four aspects to building a psychological sense
of empowerment, competence, impact, meaning and
self-determination (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990; Spreitzer,
1995b). Competence reflects self-efficacy, a belief in personal
capability to perform work activities with skill. Impact is
the degree to which the individual can influence strategic,
administrative, or operating outcomes at work. Meaning
describes consistency between perceptions of the role
and the employee’s beliefs, values and behaviours. Finally,
self-determination is a sense of choice in initiating and
regulating personal actions. These four together reflect an
active, rather than passive, orientation to the designated role
of employees (Spreitzer, 1995b).

This four-dimensional conceptualisation of psychological
empowerment is supported by the literature on empowerment
from several disciplines including psychology, sociology,
social work, and education (Spreitzer, 1995b). Based on the
work of Thomas and Velthouse (1990), Spreitzer (1995b)
developed a four-dimensional scale to measure psychological
empowerment, which was later validated (Kraimer, Seibert &
Liden, 1999). This scale has dominated empirical research on
psychological empowerment across a wide range of contexts,
including a large service organisation (Liden et al., 2000), a
Fortune 500 manufacturing company (Spreitzer, 1995a), the
lower levels in the insurance industry (Denison & Spreitzer,
1991), the hospitality industry (Corsun & Enz, 1999), hospitals
(Kraimer et al., 1999; Brossoit, 2001), and particularly nursing
(Brancato, 2007), and banking services (Kark, Shamir & Chen,
2003). It is therefore possible to assert that the psychological
perspective on empowerment applies widely and can be
generalised across a range of environments (Mallak and
Kurstedt, 1996; Bach, Kessler & Heron, 2007; Raelin & Cataldo,
2011; Anders & Cassidy, 2014).

Organisational change and excellence

Organisations have been urged by scholars over many
years to use innovative practices to strategically enhance their
manpower, achieve organisational excellence and accomplish
organisational goals (Holden, 2003; Bach et al., 2007).
Organisational change is therefore seen as an essential factor
in improving employee performance, productivity, job loyalty,
and superordinate—subordinate trust.

There is an extensive body of literature on the factors
affecting organisational change. It demonstrates, in particular,
that one factor in its success is employee readiness for
change, also known as willingness to accept, or acceptance of
organisational change. This is defined as “the extent to which
individuals are mentally, psychologically or physically ready,
prepared or primed to participate in organization development
activities” (Hanpachern, 1997, cited in Mangundjaya, 2013).
This is demonstrated in particular by a high score for promoting
and participating in change in the scale established.

A recent study by Khammarnia et al. (2014) examined
psychological empowerment and attitudes towards
organisational change among primary healthcare workers in
Iran. It found positive and significant relationships between
competence, impact and attitude towards organisational
change. This strongly suggests that improving psychological
empowerment of employees could increase the success
of organisational change projects designed to improve
organisational performance. This may also be the case in
the hotel industry. This study therefore aimed to explore
the relationship between psychological empowerment and
readiness for organisational change among employees of chain
hotels in Egypt.

Research approach

This section describes the research setting and design for this

study, including the sampling methods, sample, instruments

and procedures for data collection and analysis. The study’s

main approach is quantitative, to investigate the relationships

between acceptance of organisational change and

psychological empowerment. The study applied a quantitative

design, influenced by its positivist orientation (Creswell, 2003)

(i.e. the quantitative data is seen as the most important data

collected). The study hypotheses were:

e H1: Employee empowerment affects acceptance of
organisational change.

e H1la: The competence domain of employee empowerment
affects acceptance of organisational change.

e H1b: The impact domain of employee empowerment
affects acceptance of organisational change.

e H1lc: The meaning domain of employee empowerment
affects acceptance of organisational change.

e H1d: The self-determination domain of employee
empowerment affects acceptance of organisational change.

A list of four- and five-star chain hotels in major cities in
Egypt was obtained from a directory of Egyptian hotels
provided by the tourism authority in Egypt. This served as the
sampling frame. These hotels were considered more likely than
smaller and more independent organisations to have formal
HR practices about employee empowerment.

HR managers in these hotels were contacted personally or by
telephone and given information about the study and its aim,
then asked whether the researchers could visit the hotel with
the questionnaire. Questionnaires were distributed to the 17
hotels that agreed to participate.

The employees were informed in advance of the survey
and asked to agree to participate on a voluntary basis.
Approximately 45-50 employee in each hotel were involved.
Volunteers were asked to set aside 15 minutes of uninterrupted
time to complete the survey.
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The questionnaire design was informed by the model of
Spreitzer (1995a; 1995b), and included questions across four
main domains of employee empowerment. Each question
was completed using a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A higher score
indicates a higher level of psychological empowerment. Sample
guestions included:

Meaning

e The work | do is very important to me

e My job activities are personally meaningful to me

e The work I do is meaningful to me

e Competence

e | am confident about my ability to do my job

e | am self-assured about my capabilities to perform my work
activities

¢ | have mastered the skills necessary for my job

e Self-determination

¢ | have significant autonomy in determining how | do my job

e | have decided on my own how to go about doing my work

e | have considerable opportunity for independence and
freedom in how | do my work

Impact

e My impact on what happens in my department is large

* | have a great deal of control over what happens in my
department

e | have significant influence over what happens in my
department

To measure acceptance of organisational change, this study
used Hanpachern’s (1997) original 14-item readiness-for-
change scale. The items use a seven-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely). Summing and
averaging the 14 items, with possible scores ranging from
14-70, determined the overall readiness score. A higher score
indicates greater readiness for change.

The data analysis used linear/logistic regression. All analyses
used SPSS 23. A descriptive analysis of the demographic data
was used to describe the sample characteristics, including
means and standard deviations for the demographic variables.
Frequency tables were used to assess distribution of study
variables for normality, and the data were tested for skewness
and kurtosis. Data were inspected for inconsistencies, outliers,
and wild data entry codes.

Correlations between the study variables used a chi-square
test for nominal level data. A two-tailed test with significance
set at the 0.05 level was used, even though the hypothesised
relationship was directional, as a conservative check (Field,
2005). The correlation matrix was used to investigate
correlations between independent variables and the dependent
variable, to determine whether any controls for these were
needed in subsequent analyses. The correlation matrix was
also checked to see whether the psychological empowerment
variables were significantly related to acceptance of
organisational change.

Multiple regression analysis was used to assess the
relationship between the four dimensions of psychological
empowerment. Each of the four dimensions was entered into
the model to see its impact on organisational change, and
then all four were inserted simultaneously, to see if any were
significant predictors of acceptance of organisational change.

Findings

Of the 850 employees who were sent the questionnaire survey,
a total of 386 staff responded with usable questionnaires, a
response rate of 45%. The sample therefore contains 386
observations and 35 variables (seven demographic and 28
survey questions). Quality analysis was performed on the data
for each variable to determine if there were any outliers or
erroneous data. No data cleaning was required.

The mean age of the respondents was 32.88 years with a
standard deviation of 8.43. The sample was reasonably evenly
split between males (n = 206, 53.4%) and females (n = 180,
46.6%). Most respondents had more than ten years of
experience (n =280, 72.5%), but had been in their current
position for less than ten years (n = 344, 89.1%). The majority
had a Bachelor degree (n = 287, 74.4%) and were not classed
as managers (n = 242, 62.7%). In total, 249 were employed in
four-star (64.5%) and 137 in five-star hotels (35.5%).

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to test the reliability of
organisational change and empowerment items (see Table 1).
All the items had sufficient and strong reliability.

Means for each survey question were compared and results
are shown in Table 2. Overall, respondents reported a high
level of likelihood for each item. “Create new ideas” had the
lowest mean at 5.99 and “Learn new things” had the highest
mean response at 6.51.

Means for each survey question for empowerment are
shown in Table 3. Overall, and like the organisational change
items, respondents reported a high level of agreement with
each item. “My job activities are personally meaningful to
me”, from the Meaning construct, had the lowest mean at
6.05 and "I have a great deal of control over what happens in
my department”, from the Impact construct, had the highest
mean at 6.36.

The effect of employee empowerment on acceptance of
organisational change was tested using four sub-hypotheses.

Table 1: Reliability statistics

Scale Cronbach’s alpha Number of items
Organisational change 0.890 14
Empowerment 0.934 12

Table 2: Comparisons of means of organisational change items

Item Mean
Learn new things 6.51
Change the way | work because of the change 6.40
Be a part of the change programme 6.40
Change something even if it appears to be working 6.40
Take responsibility for the change if it fails in my area 6.39
Work more because of the change 6.38

Improve what we're currently doing rather than implementa 6.36
major change

Support change 6.33
Sell ideas about the change 6.33
Do things in a new or creative way 6.29
Find ways to make the change fail 6.28
Be a part of the new project 6.12
Solve organisation problems 6.00

Create new ideas 5.99
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Table 3: Comparisons between means for the empowerment
dimensions

Construct Item Mean
Meaning The work | do is very important to me 6.17
My job activities are personally meaningful  6.05
to me
The work | do is meaningful to me 6.15
Competence | am confident about my ability todomy ~ 6.12
job

| am self-assured about my capabilities to  6.23
perform my work activities
| have mastered the skills necessary formy  6.32
job

Self-determination | have significant autonomy in determining 6.32
how | do my job
| decide on my own how to go about doing 6.31

my work
| have considerable opportunity for 6.30
independence and freedom in how | do my
work

Impact My impact on what happens in my 6.31
department is large
| have a great deal of control over what 6.36
happens in my department
| have significant influence over what 6.32

happens in my department

There were no significant correlations between the individual
sub-domains and acceptance of organisational change,
although the individual sub-domains were correlated with each
other. Table 4 shows the overall correlation matrix.

Multiple regression analysis was used to examine whether
Meaning, Competence, Self-determination, and Impact were
significant predictors of acceptance of organisational change.
The overall regression model has an R2 of 0.027, which means
that the model explains 2.7% of the variation in acceptance
of organisational change. The F-test statistic was 2.615 with a
p-value of 0.035, meaning the model is statistically significant.
Meaning was a significant predictor, with a t-test statistic of
—2.452 and p-value of 0.015. The model therefore predicts
that for every one point increase in Meaning, acceptance of
organisational change will decrease by 0.128. Impact was
also a significant predictor, with a t-test statistic of 2.585 and
p-value of 0.01. The model predicts that for every one point
increase in Impact, acceptance of organisational change will
increase by 0.125. Tables 5, 6 and 7 show these results.

Table 4: Correlation matrix (N = 386 )

A logistic regression model was run first on the organisational
change and empowerment items to determine the best
predictors of whether the respondent worked at a four- or
five-star hotel. The results showed that no individual items
were significant predictors of hotel rating. The same logistic
regression model was also run to determine the significant
predictors of whether the respondent was a manager. The
results revealed one significant predictor: from empowerment,
“The work | do is very important to me” was significant
(Wald = 5.356, p-value = 0.021). The odds ratio showed that
for every one point increase in the level of agreement for
that item, the respondent was 1.61 times more likely to be a
manager.

Conclusion

This study has investigated the relationship between
psychological empowerment of employees and their
acceptance of organisational change. Overall, none of
the individual dimensions of psychological empowerment
(Spreitzer, 1995a; Hanpachern, 1997) were significantly
correlated with acceptance of organisational change. However,
the overall regression model showed that psychological
empowerment explained 2.7% of the variance in organisational
change acceptance (although this is small, it is nonetheless
significant, and so should not be ignored), with the Meaning
and Impact constructs both being significant. Although Impact
was positively related to acceptance of organisational change,
Meaning was negatively related. This seems to suggest that as
employees are given more meaningful work, their acceptance
of organisational change decreases slightly.

Overall, the finding that psychological empowerment has
a direct positive effect on acceptance of organisation change
is consistent with previous studies (e.g. Eby, Adams, Russell
& Gaby, 2000; Weber & Weber, 2001; Cunningham et al.,
2002; Madsen, Miller, & John, 2005; Rafferty & Simons, 2006;
Lam, Cho & Qu, 2007; Fachruddin & Mangundjaya, 2012).
The findings are also similar to other studies using the same
constructs, but in different industries or sectors (for example, in
the health sector, Khammarnia et al., 2014, and Abd-Elkawey
& Sleem, 2015). This study’s strength lies in the size and
consistency of its sample. A total of 386 questionnaires is a
very reasonable sample size, especially compared to previous
studies on empowerment and acceptance of organisational
change (Helfrich, Li, Sharp & Sales, 2009).

Hanpachern (1997) suggests that there are three types

Acceptance of change Meaning Competence  Self-determination Impact

Acceptance of change  Pearson Correlation 1 -0.064 —-0.005 0.023 0.081

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.211 0.921 0.654 0.112
Meaning Pearson Correlation -0.064 1 0.727* 0.575* 0.597*

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.211 0.000 0.000 0.000
Competence Pearson Correlation -0.005 0.727* 1 0.784* 0.612*

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.921 0.000 0.000 0.000
Self-determination Pearson Correlation 0.023 0.575* 0.784* 1 0.699*

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.654 0.000 0.000 0.000
Impact Pearson Correlation 0.081 0.597* 0.612* 0.699* 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.112 0.000 0.000 0.000

*Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
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Table 5: Multiple regression analysis

Model summary R Adjusted R? Std. error of the estimate
1 0.163* 0.027 0.017 0.41480
*Predictors: (Constant), Impact, Meaning, Self-determination, Competence
Table 6: ANOVA*
Model Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.
1 Regression 1.800 4 0.450 2.615 0.035**
Residual 65.554 381 0.172
Total 67.354 385

*Dependent variable: Acceptance of change

**Predictors: (Constant), Impact, Meaning, Self-determination, Competence

Table 7: Coefficients*

Unstandardised coefficients

Standardised coefficients

Model B Std. error Beta t 59

1 (Constant) 6.275 0.235 26.715 0.000
Meaning -0.128 0.052 -0.190 -2.452 0.015
Competence 0.024 0.054 0.044 0.452 0.652
Self-determination -0.022 0.053 -0.038 -0.414 0.679
Impact 0.125 0.048 0.194 2.585 0.010

*Dependent variable: acceptance of change

of factor which could affect readiness for change: work,
non-work, and demographic factors. Few studies, however,
have examined whether individual readiness for change varies
with age, gender, job title, level of employment or level of
education. Madsen et al. (2005) found that demographic
factors did affect acceptance of change. This study, however,
found no significant links between demographic factors and
acceptance of change, which is consistent with Hanpachern’s
original work.

This study found a small, but significant, positive influence of
employee psychological empowerment on readiness for change
among hotel employees. This suggests that hotel managers
should consider issues of psychological empowerment when
preparing for organisational change. However, there are
clearly many other factors that will affect acceptance of
organisational change; the model in this study explained only
2.7% of variance in this factor. Further research is needed to
identify other factors that should also be taken into account in
preparing for organisational change.

References

Abd-Elkawey, H. A. M., & Sleem, W. F. (2015). Factors affecting nurses’
readiness for change in health care organizations. International
Journal (Toronto, Ont.), 3(11), 1330-1343.

Ahmad, N., & Oranye, N. O. (2010). Empowerment, job satisfaction
and organizational commitment: A comparative analysis of nurses
working in Malaysia and England. Journal of Nursing Management,
18(5), 582-591. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2834.2010.01093.x

Al-khasawneh, A. L. (2013). Effect of organizational climate on job
turnover of employees at tourism hotels in Petra region of Jordan.
American Journal of Social and Management Sciences, 4(2), 54-62.
https://doi.org/10.5251/ajsms.2013.4.2.54.62

Anders, C., & Cassidy, A. (2014). Effective organizational change in
healthcare: Exploring the contribution of empowered users and
workers. International Journal of Healthcare Management, 7(2),
132-151. https://doi.org/10.1179/2047971913Y.000000006 1

Bach, S., Kessler, |, & Heron, P. (2007). The consequences
of assistant roles in the public services: Degradation or
empowerment? Human Relations, 60(9), 1267-1292. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0018726707082848

Blanchard, K., Carlos, J. P., & Randolph, A. (2001). Empowerment takes
more than a minute. Oakland: Berrett-Koehler Publishers.

Brancato, V. C. (2007). Psychological empowerment and use of
empowering teaching behaviors among baccalaureate nursing
faculty. The Journal of Nursing Education, 46(12), 537-544.

Brossoit, K. B. (2001). Understanding employee empowerment in the
workplace: Exploring the relationships between transformational
leadership, employee perceptions of empowerment, and key work
outcomes. Doctoral dissertation, ProQuest Information & Learning.

Chang, L.-C., & Liu, C.-H. (2008). Employee empowerment,
innovative behavior and job productivity of public health nurses:
A cross-sectional questionnaire survey. International Journal of
Nursing Studies, 45(10), 1442-1448. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
ijnurstu.2007.12.006

Chebat, J.-C., & Kollias, P. (2000). The impact of empowerment
on customer contact employees’ roles in service organizations.
Journal of Service Research, 3(1), 66-81. https://doi.
org/10.1177/109467050031005

Corsun, D. L., & Enz, C. A. (1999). Predicting psychological
empowerment among service workers: The effect of support-
based relationships. Human Relations, 52(2), 205-224. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/001872679905200202

Creswell, J. W. (2003). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and
Mixed Method Approaches. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.
http://books.google.co.uk/books?id=nSVxmN2KWeYC



Research in Hospitality Management 2017, 7(2): 91-98

97

Cunningham, C. E., Woodward, C. A., Shannon, H. S., Macintosh,
J., Lendrum, B., Rosenbloom, D., & Brown, J. (2002). Readiness
for organizational change: A longitudinal study of workplace,
psychological and behavioral correlates. Journal of Occupational
and Organizational Psychology, 75(4), 377-392. https://doi.
0rg/10.1348/096317902321119637

Curtis, S., & Lucas, R. (2001). A coincidence of needs?: Employers and
full-time students. Employee Relations, 23(1), 38-54. https://doi.
0rg/10.1108/01425450110366264

Daft, R. L., & Lewin, A. Y. (1993). Where are the theories for the” new”
organizational forms? An editorial essay. Organization Science, 4(4),
i—Vi.

Denison, D. R., & Spreitzer, G. M. (1991). Organizational culture and
organizational development: A competing values approach. Research
in Organizational Change and Development, 5(1), 1-21.

Eby, L. T., Adams, D. M., Russell, J. E. A., & Gaby, S. H. (2000).
Perceptions of organizational readiness for change: Factors
related to employees’ reactions to the implementation of
team-based selling. Human Relations, 53(3), 419-442. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0018726700533006

Elnaga, A. A, & Imran, A. (2014). The impact of employee
empowerment on job satisfaction: theoretical study. American
Journal of Research Communication, 2(1), 13-26.

Fachruddin, D.F. & Mangundijaya, W. (2012). The impact of workplace
well-being and psychological capital to individual readiness for
change. Proceedings of the 4th Asian Psychological Association, 5-7
July 2012, Jakarta, Indonesia. ISBN 978-602-17678-0-1

Ferris, W. P. (2009). From organizational design and change to
experiential exercises and emotional intelligence. Organizational
Management Journal, 6(1), 1-2. https://doi.org/10.1057/0m;j.2009.8

Fernandez, S., & Moldogaziev, T. (2015). Employee empowerment and
job satisfaction in the US Federal Bureaucracy: A self-determination
theory perspective. American Review of Public Administration, 45(4),
375-401. https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074013507478

Field, A. (2005). Discovering statistics with SPSS. London: Sage
Publications.

Fulford, M. D., & Enz, C. A. (1995). The impact of empowerment on
service employees. Journal of Managerial Issues, 7(2), 161-175.

Hanpachern C. (1997). The extension of the theory of margin: A
framework for assessing readiness for change. Unpublished Doctoral
dissertation, Colorado State University, Fort Collins.

Helfrich, C. D., Li, Y. F., Sharp, N. D., & Sales, A. E. (2009).
Organizational readiness to change assessment (ORCA):
Development of an instrument based on the Promoting Action on
Research in Health Services (PARIHS) framework. Implementation
Science, 4(1), 38. https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-4-38

Holden, L. (2003). Employee involvement and empowerment. In
I. Beardwell, L. Holden, & T. Claydon (Eds), Human Resource
Management — A Contemporary Approach (4th edn) (pp. 559-597).
Harlow: FT Prentice Hall.

Jha, S. (2011). Influence of psychological empowerment on affective,
normative and continuance commitment: A study in the Indian IT
industry. Journal of Indian Business Research, 3(4), 263-282. https://
doi.org/10.1108/17554191111180582

Kara, D. (2012). Differences in psychological empowerment perception
of female employees working in hospitality industry. Middle
East Journal of Scientific Research, 12(4), 436-443. https://doi.
org/10.5829/idosi.mejsr.2012.12.4.6416

Kark, R., Shamir, B., & Chen, G. (2003). The two faces of
transformational leadership: Empowerment and dependency.
The Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(2), 246-255. https:/doi.
0rg/10.1037/0021-9010.88.2.246

Kassim, Z. A., Yusoff, . Y. M., & Fong, N. L. (2012). Job empowerment
and customer orientation of bank employees in Kuching, Malaysia.
Contemporary Management Research, 8(2), 131-140. https://doi.
org/10.7903/cmr.11048

Khammarnia, M., Ravangard, R., & Asadi, H. (2014). The relationship
of psychological empowerment and readiness for organizational
changes in health workers, Lorestan, Iran. The Journal of the Pakistan
Medical Association, 64(5), 537-541.

Kim, J. (2011). Exploring how Employee Empowerment Impacts on
Hotel Front Desk Operations. Las Vegas: University of Nevada.

Kraimer, M. L., Seibert, S. E., & Liden, R. C. (1999). Psychological
empowerment as a multidimensional construct: A test of construct
validity. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 59(1),
127-142. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164499591009

Kruja, D., Ha, H., Drishti, E., & Oelfke, T. (2016). Empowerment in
the hospitality industry in the United States. Journal of Hospitality
Marketing & Management, 25(1), 25-48. https://doi.org/10.1080/1
9368623.2015.976696

Kuokkanen, L., & Leino-Kilpi, H. (2000). Power and empowerment in
nursing: Three theoretical approaches. Journal of Advanced Nursing,
37(1), 235-241. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.2000.01241.x

Lam, T., Cho, V., & Qu, H. (2007). A study of hotel employee
behavioral intentions toward adaptation of information technology.
Hospital Management, 26(1), 49-65. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijhm.2005.09.002

Lee, M., & Koh, J. (2001). Is empowerment really a new concept?
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 12(4),
684-695. https://doi.org/10.1080/713769649

Lee, J. J., & Ok, C. M. (2015a). Drivers of work engagement: An
examination of core self-evaluations and psychological climate among
hotel employees. International Journal of Hospitality Management,
44, 84-98. https://doi.org/10.1016/).ijhm.2014.10.008

Lee, J. J.,, & Ok, C. M. (2015b). Examination of factors affecting hotel
employees’ service orientation: An emotional labor perspective.
Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research (Washington, D.C.), 39(4),
437-468. https://doi.org/10.1177/1096348013491593

Liden, R. C., Wayne, S. J., & Sparrowe, R. T. (2000). An examination of
the mediating role of psychological empowerment on the relations
between the job, interpersonal relationships, and work outcomes.
The Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(3), 407-416. https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/0021-9010.85.3.407

Logan, M. S., & Ganster, D. C. (2007). The effects of empowerment
on attitudes and performance: The role of social support and
empowerment beliefs. Journal of Management Studies, 44(8),
1523-1550. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00711.x

Madsen, S. R., Miller, D., & John, C. R. (2005). Readiness for
organizational change: Do organizational commitment and social
relationships in the workplace make a difference? Human Resource
Development Quarterly, 16(2), 213-234. https://doi.org/10.1002/
hrdg.1134

Mallak, L. A., & Kurstedt, H. A. (1996). Understanding and using
empowerment to change organizational culture. Industrial
Management (Des Plaines), 38(6), 8-10.

Mangundjaya, W. L. H. (2013). Leadership, readiness to change,
and commitment to change. Proceedings of the 7th International
Management Conference, “New Management for the New
Economy”, 7-8 November 2013, Bucharest, Romania.

Melhem, Y. (2004). The antecedents of customer-contact employees’
empowerment. Employee Relations, 26(1), 72-93. https://doi.
0rg/10.1108/01425450410506913

Menon, S. (2001). Employee empowerment: An integrative
psychological approach. Applied Psychology, 50(1), 153-180.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00052

Mills, P. K., & Ungson, G. R. (2003). Reassessing the limits of structural
empowerment: Organizational constitution and trust as controls.
Academy of Management Review, 28(1), 143-153.

Morrison, R. S., Jones, L., & Fuller, B. (1997). The relation between
leadership style and empowerment on job satisfaction of nurses.
The Journal of Nursing Administration, 27(5), 27-34. https://doi.
0rg/10.1097/00005110-199705000-00007



98

Nassar

Ozaralli, N. (2003). Effects of transformational leadership on
empowerment and team effectiveness. Leadership and
Organization Development Journal, 24(6), 335-344. https://doi.
org/10.1108/01437730310494301

Pardo del Val, M. P., & Lloyd, B. (2003). Measuring empowerment.
Leadership and Organization Development Journal, 24(2), 102—108.
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437730310463297

Prasad, A. (2001). Understanding workplace empowerment as inclusion
a historical investigation of the discourse of difference in the United
States. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 37(1), 51-69.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886301371004

Raelin, J. D., & Cataldo, C. G. (2011). Whither middle management?
Empowering interface and the failure of organizational change.
Journal of Change Management, 11(4), 481-507. https://doi.org/10
.1080/14697017.2011.630509

Rafferty, A. E., & Simons, R. H. (2006). An examination of the
antecedents of the readiness for fine-tuning and corporate
transformation changes. Journal of Business and Psychology, 20(3),
325-350. https://doi.org/10.1007/510869-005-9013-2

Spreitzer, G. M. (1992). When organizations dare: The dynamics of
individual empowerment in the workplace. Doctoral dissertation,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.

Spreitzer, G. M. (1995a). An empirical test of a comprehensive model
of intrapersonal empowerment in the workplace. American Journal
of Community Psychology, 23(5), 601-629. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF02506984

Spreitzer, G. M. (1995b). Psychological empowerment in the workplace:
Dimensions, measurement, and validation. Academy of Management
Journal, 38(5), 1442-1465. https://doi.org/10.2307/256865

Thomas, K. W., & Velthouse, B. A. (1990). Cognitive elements of
empowerment: An “interpretive” model of intrinsic task motivation.
Academy of Management Review, 15(4), 666-681.

Weber, P. S., & Weber, J. E. (2001). Changes in employee
perceptions during organizational change. Leadership and
Organization Development Journal, 22(6), 291-300. https://doi.
0rg/10.1108/01437730110403222



