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Abstract
For the most part, studies on change management have attempted to determine
the factors that influence employee resistance to change. The focus of the present
study is to test whether job motivation and self-confidence for learning and devel-
opment influence employee support for downsizing. Data were gathered from a
sample of 86 teachers at one private school in Bangkok, Thailand. The analysis
was carried out using multinomial ordered probit regression. The results suggest
that the level of job motivation is negatively associated with the level of support
for change, and that the level of self-confidence for learning and development is not
associated with the level of support for change. These results are counterintuitive,
and they refute our initial hypotheses.

1. Introduction
Greater competition, rapid technological and social changes in an emerg-
ing market economy have made efficiency improvement a crucial manage-
rial challenge for firms to remain competitive in the marketplace. However,
authors on organisational change have pointed out that managerial
choices may be influenced by pressures from employees and institutional
inertia (e.g., Barnett and Carroll 1995). Firms with poor performance tend
to be shrinking; downsizing is then either a consequence of poor perfor-
mance or one of to the options for improving performance. According to
resource-based and dynamic capabilities views, it is essential for a firm to
actively manage internal resources in order to sustain competitive advan-
tages over time (Teece, Pisano and Shuen 1997). A key issue with respect
to the management of firm performance is the use of downsizing. In a narrow
view, downsizing has been defined as the planned reduction in a firm’s
personnel intended to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of a firm
(Alien et al. 1995; Cascio 1993; Freeman and Cameron 1993; Wayhan and
Werner 2000); in a broader perspective, downsizing has been defined as a
reduction in the use of a firm’s resources to improve its performance
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(DeWitt 1998). DeWitt (1998) argues ideas that downsizing is a restruc-
turing process, entailing three resource reduction choices: retrenchment,
downscaling and down scoping. In this article, we refer to all the three
kinds of downsizing.

It has been argued that the main benefits of downsizing are efficiency
improvement and increased profitability. A firm that better manages its
human resources so that firm-specific capabilities are created is more
likely to stay competitive in the marketplace (Wright, Dunford and Snell
2001). Nevertheless, downsizing can be viewed as a breach of the psycho-
logical contract between a firm and its employees, leading to a reduction
in trust in management (Mishra and Spreitzer 1998). Empirical research
has found mixed results concerning the effect of downsizings on efficiency
and profitability (Cascio 1993; McKinley, Sanchez and Schick 1995). One
plausible explanation for this may be the influences of employees in
the aftermath of downsizings. That is, a firm’s downsizing success is
contingent upon the attitude of employees towards change initiatives.
In change management literature, employee resistance to change has been
cited as the main factor derailing change initiatives (Regar et al. 1994;
Kotter 1995).

Although downsizing destroys the existing social networks in a firm, it
also creates a new social network that may provide new opportunities
for employees who have survived (Shah 2000). Accurate knowledge of
employee reaction to change is clearly essential to the selection and imple-
mentation of strategies by the firms, and employees are key firm assets,
making downsizing strategies crucial. This raises important questions.
What factors influence the extent to which employees support organisa-
tional change? The purpose of this study is to enhance our understanding
of employee reaction to downsizing initiatives in the context of an emerg-
ing market economy where economic growth has rapidly changed the
competition landscape for local firms.

This study addresses a question that is crucial for firms pursing strate-
gic change. It focuses on the key factors that can explain observed differ-
ences in the level of support for change among the employees that face
downsizing. Given that firms usually attempt to initiate a wide range of
strategic actions, including downsizing, after firm performance has begun
to deteriorate, it is particularly surprising that few studies (e.g., Judson
1991; Kotter 1995) have attempted to explain the differences in the level
of support for change that has been observed among employees. Past
research has placed considerable emphasis on various factors that can
minimise employee resistance to change. Consequently, this article tries
to link observed differences in the levels of support for change among
employees to several factors in addition to change management models.
Several researchers (Dent and Goldberg 1999; Mabin, Forgeson and Green
2001) have begun to place substantial emphasis on various factors
that can influence employee reactions to change that occur in different
contexts. In broad terms, employee reaction to change has been tied to a
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wide range of factors, from prevailing change process conditions to specific
employee perceptions.

Given that importance of these factors, it is not surprising that Kotter
(1995) suggests that managers should attempt to investigate and under-
stand the factors that lie behind observed differences in the levels of resis-
tance to change and support for change in order to have successful change
initiatives. In this article, we therefore attempt to address this important
topic in the context of downsizing in an emerging market economy that
has been largely neglected by past studies. We focus exclusively on a
sample of employees that can be clearly regarded as being in a downsizing
situation in Thailand. We then attempt to examine and explain the differ-
ences among these employees in their support for change in spite of the
firm’s downsizing that might affect their job.

Research suggests that employees develop beliefs about the extent to
which they are motivated to achieve their tasks and assignments (Herzberg
1968). Empirical evidence suggests that job motivation is related to a
variety of work-related attitudes and outcomes (Deery et al. 1995). Two
important issues requiring further attention are the relationship between
job motivation and support for change on the one hand and the factors
influencing the development of job motivation on the other. Likewise,
research suggests that self-efficacy for development and learning influ-
ences one’s performance (Maurer 2001). As such, it is of great interest to
understand the effects of self-confidence for learning and development on
behaviours of employees.

In this study, we propose that job motivation and self-confidence
for learning and development play an important role on an employee’s
support for change. Under circumstances in which a firm’s strategic
choice such as downsizing might significantly affect employees in the firm,
employees’ perceptions are more likely to influence their level of support
for the firm’s decision. Thus, an important research issue deals with the
nature of employees’ perceptions during the downsizing process and how
to enhance the positive effects of such perceptions while reducing the neg-
ative effects of such perceptions. This study attempts to fill a gap in current
research on downsizing and change management by empirically examin-
ing the role of employees’ job motivation and self-confidence for learning
and development in predicting employees’ support for change in the
context of a downsizing endeavour pursued by a large private school in
Thailand. In general, the work pattern in Thailand differs from that found
in North America in that it is shaped by different values. For instance, in
contrast to the United States with their universalism- and individualism-
oriented culture, Thailand’s culture is stamped with enthusiasm for par-
ticularism and communitarianism (Cf. Hofstede, 1992: 54). Thus, these
have implications on how Thai employees view the world and the people
around them. In particular, they will more likely react differently to changes
in the organisation than the Americans. For example, as in many Asian
countries, avoiding confrontation is the norm in Thailand (Cf. Hofstede
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1992: 123f.): Traditionally, Thais seem to find it difficult to accept a direct
negative response or answer. Hence, Thais tend to make excuses rather
than offer a direct negative answer. Consequently, in our survey we have
not used any scales including ‘no’ answers.

2. Literature review and hypotheses
2.1. Job motivation
Job motivation has emerged as one of the most important factors influenc-
ing a variety of work-related variables (Jalajas and Bommer, 1999; Stumpf
and Hartman, 1984). Many studies in the field of change management
suggest that job motivation is positively related to organisational commit-
ment (e.g., Deery et al. 1995; Morrow 1983), work performance (Jalajas
and Bommer 1999), commitment (Jalajas and Bommer 1999; Morrow
1983). In addition, Brockner, Grover, Reed and DeWitt (1992) find that
perceived job enrichment has a positive and significant effect on work
effort. Research on the effect of job motivation on employee absenteeism
suggests that the two variables are negatively correlated (Blau 1986;
Deery et al. 1995).

Recent research in the field of change management has raised interest
in the extent to which employees can be motivated to perform their jobs
and in the way of how firms can motivate employees (e.g., Herzberg 1968;
Kanfer 1990; Vroom, 1964). When employees have high job motivation,
they are likely to show better adaptive responses to any change in the
organisation. Broadly speaking, managers, acting on behalf of the firm,
might make decisions that affect the job motivation of employees (Korsgaard,
Sapienza and Schweiger 2002), which in turn affects their attitudes and
behaviours toward the decisions. If we apply the same basic rationale to
how job motivation would affect absenteeism, organisational commitment
and work effort, it is plausible that job motivation will be able to influence
employees’ support for organisational change pursued by a firm. Now, con-
sider an organisation change from which only benefits to a firm and its
employees will result. All employees must support the change in order for
any of them to derive the benefits. Thus, there is an incentive for employees
to try to support the firm’s implementation of the change in an effort to
reap private benefits. In such a situation, employees are likely to be moti-
vated to support the change. However, employees with higher levels of job
motivation are likely to provide higher levels of support for change.

Studies of job motivation support the notion that motivation is defined
in relation to need strength (e.g., McClelland and Boyatzis 1984; Herzberg
1968). McClelland and Boyatzis (1984) argue that humans are motivated
by need for power, achievement and affiliation. Scholars distinguish two
types of motivation: intrinsic motivation refers to the relationship between
employees and their job itself (Hui and Lee 2000), and is derived from
within the individuals or from the activity related to the job itself (Sansone
and Harackiewicz 2000); and extrinsic motivation applies to the relation-
ship between individuals and externally administered rewards such as pay
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(Komaki, 1982). Hackman and Oldham, (1976) suggest that key character-
istics that induce intrinsic motivation include task variety, task significance,
task identity, and task feedback. Guerrero and Barraud-Didier (2004)
suggest that job motivation can result in the high involvement in the
company that will increase effectiveness and productivity. However, age
can account for the degree of job motivation. In this respect, Kanfer and
Ackerman (2004) argue that the attractiveness of higher levels of effort is
a negative function of age, because the perceived utility of effort is expected
to decline with age.

Empirically, Stumpf and Hartman (1984) find that work motivation
has improved perceived work performance, and has lowered the intention
to quit. Recently, Halbesleben and Bowler (2007) find that work motiva-
tion (e.g., achieving striving motivation, status striving motivation and
communion striving motivation) mediates the relationship between emo-
tional exhaustion and job performance in the sample of professional fire-
fighters. It is logical to argue that the more job motivation a person has,
the greater his/her effort to adapt to organisational change, and the
greater her support for change. Employees are likely to ascertain that their
job motivation and work effort are aligned; the alignment process might
have some implications for their decision. For example, if employees have
low job motivation, it should be relatively more difficult to increase their
support for change and build trust between managers and employees in
the context of downsizing. On the other hand, employees with high job
motivation are more likely to be adaptive to and support downsizing, other
things being equal. In sum, we hypothesise that:

H1: Higher levels of job motivation are positively associated with support for
change.

2.2. Self-confidence for learning and development
Human resource management research has long included ideas that relate
employees’ self-confidence in their ability to learning and development on the
one hand to work performance on the other. Research into self-confidence
for learning and development suggests that humans have different beliefs
about the factors responsible for what happens to them. Individuals with
an internal locus of control consider what happens to them as determined
by factors under their control; on the other hand, individuals with an
external locus of control consider what happens to them as determined by
factor outside their control (Elangovan and Xie, 1999). Self-confidence for
learning and development continues to receive increasing research inter-
est, possibly due to its importance for employees’ work performance. It is
however an under-researched topic, particularly when it comes to the role
that self-confidence for learning and development plays in employees’
reaction to organisational change.

In the literature, self-confidence is also known as self-efficacy (Maurer
2001). There has been a growing awareness in the organisational psychology
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literature that self-efficacy is a key determinant of individuals’ intention
and choice to pursue an activity (e.g., Bandura 1977). For instance,
empirical research examining the roles of entrepreneurial self-efficacy
suggests that there is a positive relationship between entrepreneurial self-
efficacy and entrepreneurial intentions (Zhao, Seibert, and Hills 2005).
Self-efficacy has been defined as beliefs or perceptions that one possesses
the ability to complete a certain task (Foley, Kidder, and Powell 2002). In
addition, Bandura (1997) suggests the notion that self-efficacy has three
levels: (1) task specific self-efficacy; (2) domain self-efficacy; and (3) general
self-efficacy. This categorisation however is not helpful in the context of
our article which aims to explain differences in the level of support for
organisational change.

In the literature we have found a distinction, which relates closer to the
intention of our study: self-efficacy for development and learning and self-
efficacy for performance (e.g., Maurer 2001). According to Maurer (2001),
self-efficacy for development and learning refers to one’s (self-)confidence
in developing skills and learning new things, whereas self-efficacy for per-
formance refers to one’s confidence in performing a task for which one
already possesses the skills required to perform it. We shall concentrate on
the learning of new skills or advanced levels of currently possessed skills,
which is crucial for competence development. One can argue that self-
confidence is conceptualised as a more global variable, whereas self-efficacy
is usually conceptualised as a more local variable, implying that it is a dif-
ferent construct. In this respect, we do not argue for the equivalence of the
two constructs, per se, rather we suggest that when we have focused on
one facet of self-confidence, that is, self-confidence for learning and devel-
opment, the differences between self-confidence for learning and develop-
ment and self-efficacy for development and learning to become smaller.
That is, self-confidence has now been conceptualised at a more local level.

Whether employees exploit potential career development is likely to
depend initially on the degree to which employees believe that they possess
the ability to develop skills and knowledge required to perform new tasks.
Therefore, employees’ self-confidence for learning and development may
be an important determinant of work performance in a new work setting
where a new set of skills and knowledge might be needed. In the context of
organisational change where employees are likely to have perceptions of
job uncertainty, employees’ self-confidence for learning and development
may influence employees’ reaction to change.

We hypothesise that employees with high levels of self-confidence for
learning and development tend to feel more comfortable with organisa-
tional change than those with low levels of self-confidence for learning
and development. Because employees’ self-confidence for learning and
development is likely to influence the degree to which employees actually
learn and develop, low levels of self-confidence for learning and develop-
ment may cause employees to be afraid of potential failures to perform in a
new work environment, because of their limited capability to learn new
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knowledge and/or develop new skills. Therefore, it is unlikely that they will
support the change. On the other hand, employees with high levels of self-
confidence for learning and development tend to consider learning new
skills resulting from organisational change as achievable. In this view,
they may see the change as an opportunity to improve their career
prospects rather than a threat, leading them to support the change. Based
on this argumentation we present the following hypothesis.

H2: An employee’s self-confidence for learning and development will be positively
(negatively) related to support for change.

3. Methodology
3.1 Data collection and sample
The setting for this study was a private school in Thailand employing 108
full-time teachers at the time of the survey in 2004. Declining numbers of
enrolled (both new and current) students over past few years (e.g., from
approximately 200 new students per year in 1990 to around 100 new
students per year in 2004) had caused the management team to make
multiple efforts to improve the school’s efficiency and profitability. However,
the numbers of enrolled students still continued to decline each year, pres-
surising the management team to engage in workforce reductions. The
downsizing programme was initially aimed to lay off approximately ten
teachers by the start of the next academic year (i.e., 2005–2006) so as to
improve the student/teacher ratio and cash flows. Teachers were informed
about the downsizing decision in August 2004. At the time of the survey
(during the first two weeks of September 2004), teachers did not know the
full details of the downsizing programme (e.g., the involuntary nature of
the workforce reductions programme).

A multiple-item survey in Thai was administered during working
hours to a random sample of 100 employees at the school. The original
questionnaire written in English was translated into the Thai language
by one of the authors. In order to determine the clarity and the readability
of the original questionnaire written in the Thai language, three other
Thais had reviewed and revised the questionnaire. Then, a professional
Thai–English translator back-translated the questionnaire into the English
and the authors examined each item for translation error. The inspection
did not find any instances where an item’s meaning had significantly
changed because of the translation. Survey instructions stressed that it
was a survey about the planned downsizing of the school and the partici-
pation in this survey was voluntary and confidential. Ninety-one question-
naires were returned, presenting a response rate of 91 per cent. Of these,
three questionnaires were excluded from the analysis because of those
respondents who did not complete the main part of the questionnaires.
The final sample comprised 88 cases.

According to the Office of the Primary Education Committee, Ministry
of Education (Thai Ministry of Education, 2006), the number of primary
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and secondary public school teachers in Bangkok for the academic year
2006–2007 was 12,682 teachers, 77 per cent of which held a bachelor’s
degree or an equivalent. Nonetheless, there was no information on the dis-
tribution of the teachers by gender and tenure. The structure of the
sample was representative of both the population of the 108 teachers at
this school and the population of school teachers in Bangkok and
Thailand, at least with regard to the distribution of the school teachers by
educational background. Eighty per cent of the sample had a bachelor’s
degree or an equivalent, mean age � 44.1 years, mean position tenure �

14.8 years, mean organisational tenure � 17.8 years. In comparison with
other schools in Bangkok on the basis of the number of teachers, the
sample school can be considered as a large school.

Listwise deletion of missing values of the remaining sample reduced the
sample size to 86 respondents (for further data analysis with two control
variables: education and gender). It should be noted that the data used in
this article were part of a larger survey that included 22 variables mea-
sured by 66 questionnaire items. It was a trade-off between the number of
variables studied and the comprehensiveness of variable measurement in
the above-mentioned survey; thus, only three items were used to measure
each variable to increase the response rate. The focus of this article is on
job motivation and self-confidence for learning and development because
both variables seem to be closely related in terms of conceptual construct,
and thus should be discussed together in this article. Other variables under
study (e.g., perceived change in status, commitment, perceived organisa-
tional support, power, pride as a consequence of change, etc.) will be dis-
cussed in more details in our other papers. An overview of the survey
items is given in the Appendix.

3.2 Measures
Unlike other studies that treated the ordinal data as the matrix data and
employed a factor analysis, this study examined whether the indicators for
each variable were internally consistent, that is whether it was possible to
reduce the number of indicators, with the following procedures, for the
use of the multinomial ordered probit model.1 We averaged across the
original indicators to form an average indicator, plotted the average indi-
cator along with the original indicators in a graph, and examined the
pattern of directions of the indicators. Using this procedure, it could be
observed whether the indicators for each variable followed the same
pattern of directions or not. In addition to applying the graphical analyses,
we also examined the Spearman correlation coefficient.

Support for change was measured using a three-item scale. Because
there is no consensus on a definition of support for change, three newly
developed items were used to measure the degree of behaviours that were
conceived of representing employees’ support for change. The three items
were similar in spirit to those used by Bovey and Hede (2001). These items
were measured using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)

1 Factor analysis has
not been chosen
because interval data
were not assumed.
The use of ordinal
data in factor analysis
may substantially
alter the underlying
metric scaling
(Kim and Mueller,
1978). In addition,
a three-point scale is
likely to result in the
departure from the
normal distribution
assumption. 
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to 5 (strongly agree). Following the procedure, the measure of support for
change included two items (Cronbach’s alpha � 0.70).

Job motivation was measured using a three-item measure adopted
from those used by Hui and Lee (2000). Respondents were asked to indi-
cate the degree to which they agreed with these items using a five-point
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). All three items
were transformed to be used for the measure of job motivation (Cronbach’s
alpha � 0.81).

Self-confidence for learning and development was measured using a
three-item measure. One item was adopted from a study by Maurer et al.
(2003) reflecting employees’ perceptions of their capability to learn new
knowledge and develop new skills. Respondents indicated the degree to
which they agreed with these items using a five-point scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Following the procedure, the
measure of self-confidence for learning and development included all three
items (Cronbach’s alpha � 0.83).

To control differences in education across teachers in the sample, the
education variable, a categorical variable, was used to represent education
and coded as follows: ‘0 (a degree below a bachelor level)’; ‘1 (a degree
equivalent to a bachelor level)’; and ‘2 (a degree equivalent to a master
level)’. To control differences in gender, the gender variable was included
and coded as follows: ‘0 (male)’ and ‘1 (female)’.

3.3 Multinomial ordered probit model
Because of the ordinal nature of the dependent variables, we therefore
employed the multinomial ordered probit regression models to test the
hypothesised relationships. In comparison with the ordinary regression
model, the multinomial ordered probit model would be more appropriate as
an analytical tool for estimation in this study because (1) the existence of a
ranking of levels of a variable is taken into account, (2) it assumes that the dif-
ferences between any two adjacent levels of a variable need not be the same
and are unknown, and (3) it does not assume the independence of irrelevant
alternative property (Alvarez and Nagler, 1998). The maximum likelihood
function using the command PLUM (Polytomous Universal Model procedure)
with a probit link function, in the SPSS package version 13 (see Borooah,
2002), was used to estimate parameters. It is noteworthy that the small
sample size and number of parameters estimated can impose a potential esti-
mation problem for the full model. This will be discussed in the next section.

4. Results
Because the sample size was relatively small and might cause the estima-
tion problem for the multinomial ordered probit regressions, measurement
scales for dependent variables and independent variables were recorded
(i.e., the original scales ‘1’ and ‘2’ were recoded as ‘1’; the original scales
‘3’ was recoded as ‘2’; and the original scales ‘4’ and ‘5’ were recoded as
‘3’) to alleviate the estimation problem before the multinomial ordered
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probit regression was computed. Table 1 presents the results of the descrip-
tive statistics, Spearman correlation coefficients and scale reliabilities
(Cronbach’s alpha) of the study variables. Respondents reported a mean
support for change of 2.16 (SD � 0.81), indicating support for change to
be relative prevalent in the school. Support for change was related to all
variables under study (with the exception of the education and gender vari-
ables) and showed the positive correlation with job motivation (r � 0.26,
p � 0.05) and the positive correlation with self-confidence for careering-
relevant learning and competence development (r � 0.21, p � 0.05).

The results of the multinomial ordered probit models are presented in
Table 2. Model 1 (Table 2) is a baseline model containing control variables.
It shows that education and gender have statistically significant coeffi-
cients suggesting that teachers with higher education and female teachers
are likely to have lower levels of support for change when the organisa-
tions announce downsizing. Models 2 and 3 individually add the variable
of interest to test the hypotheses. Model 4 is a full model that includes all
the variables of the study to check for robustness of the results.

Model 2 provides results that test Hypothesis 1, which proposes that
job motivation would be positively associated with support for change. In
Model 2, the coefficients for job motivation are however negative and sta-
tistically significant. These results provide no support for Hypothesis 1,
suggesting that teachers with high levels of job motivation are less likely to
support the change. Model 3 provides results that test Hypothesis 2, which
proposes that self-confidence would be positively related to support for
change. In Model 3, self-confidence for learning and development are neg-
atively and partially predictive of support for change, suggesting that
higher levels of self-confidence for learning and development increase the
likelihood of having lower levels of support for change. Thus, Hypothesis 2
receives no support.

The results of Models 2 and 3 are contradictory to those of the results
of Spearman correlations. That is, on the basis of the correlation coefficients,
support for change was positively and significantly correlated with job
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Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5

1. Support for change 2.16 0.81 .70
2. Job motivation 2.66 0.63 .26* .81
3. Self-confidence for learning 2.50 0.66 .21* .38** .83

and development
4. Education 0.94 0.44 .12 .05 .15 -
5. Gender 0.74 0.44 .11 .06 �.09 �.19 -

Notes: N � 86. Correlations typed in bold are significant at the 0.01 level or the 0.05 level
(2-tailed).
*p � .05, **p � .01. Scale reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) are shown along the diagonal.

Table 1: Descriptive statistics and Spearman correlation coefficients for the 
study variables.
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motivation and self-confidence for learning and development. However, the
correlation coefficients of 0.26 and 0.21 can be considered to be of statis-
tical significance but of less economical significance. On the other hand,
the results of Models 2 and 3 suggest that job motivation and self-confidence
for change are negatively predictive of support for change. It can be seen
that the results of Models 2 and 3 were only partially and statistically sig-
nificant; that is, the coefficients for job motivation were significant at the
0.05 level and the 0.10 level. Hence, one can argue that the relationship
between job motivation and support for change is not statistically signifi-
cant at the traditional level of 0.05. Similarly, the relationship between
support for change and self-confidence for learning and development was
not significant at the traditional level.

Finally, examination of Model 4 suggests that the results are mixed.
With all variables entered into the model, all but coefficients for control
variables that were statistically significant in the earlier model become sig-
nificant in the full model, suggesting that taken together, job motivation
and self-confidence for learning and development are not predictive of
support for change. A plausible explanation for these results is that the
small sample size led to an estimation problem for the full model with the
large number of parameters being estimated. In this case, the relatively
clear results of Models 1, 2 and 3 overrule the results of Model 4.

151Job motivation and self-confidence for learning and development as predictors . . .

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Dependent Variable Level 1 Estimate ��2.350** ��2.717** ��2.553** ��2.789**
Threshold S.E. 0.682 0.720 0.685 0.725

Level 2 Estimate �1.441* ��1.754* ��1.606* ��1.814**
S.E. 0.665 0.700 0.665 0.703

Education Level 0 Estimate ��1.550* ��1.603* ��1.450* ��1.568*
S.E. 0.735 0.756 0.735 0.762

Level 1 Estimate ��1.635* ��1.806** ��1.624* �1.790
S.E. 0.662 0.691 0.663 0.698

Gender Level 0 Estimate ��0.534† �0.488 �0.613* �0.537
S.E. 0.297 0.303 0.304 0.309

Job motivation Level 1 Estimate ��0.818† �0.541
S.E. 0.480 0.534

Level 2 Estimate ��0.668* �0.604
S.E. 0.336 0.345

Self-confidence for Level 1 Estimate ��0.829† �0.555
learning and S.E. 0.455 0.512
development Level 2 Estimate �0.307 �0.159

S.E. 0.276 0.286
�2 8.771* 15.078* 12.700* 16.335*

Notes: N � 86. Parameters for variables’ highest level are set to zero because they are
redundant. Coefficients typed in bold are significant at the 0.01 level, the 0.05 level, 
or the 0.10 level.
†p � .10, *p � .05, **p � .01.

Table 2: Regression results of support for change.
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5. Discussion and conclusion
Both hypotheses are therewith provisionally refuted, which is surprising in
the light of the assumptions made at the outset. The aim of this article is to
relate an employee’s job motivation and self-confidence for learning and
development to the employee’s support for organisational change. At the
most basic levels, the findings in respect of job motivation extend current
research on the importance of developing job motivation by linking
employees’ job motivation to the aim of a firm’s downsizing endeavours:
support for change in order to improve the efficiency and profitability of
the firm. In doing so, we support Stumpf and Hartmann’s (1984) sugges-
tion that work motivation is the driver of work performance. Firms invest
in human resource system with the hope that this investment will trans-
late into higher levels of job motivation, more advantageous human capi-
tals, and thus better work performance. In the context of downsizing, firms
would expect to receive support for change from employees with high
levels of job motivation. The negative and significant impact of job motiva-
tion in Model 2 suggest that this does not indeed occur. Rather than being
supportive of change in the context of downsizing, we found that job moti-
vation had a negative effect on teachers’ support for change. The results
are inconsistent with other studies (e.g., Narayan et al. 2007). Narayan
et al. (2007) find that people who were motivated to learn demonstrated
higher levels of readiness to change in a United States sample of 127
driving under influence offenders. The findings suggest that employees
with high levels of job motivation do in practice provide relatively low
levels of support for change, at least when they are confronted with down-
sizing. One plausible explanation for this effect is that one may be afraid of
being seen as providing support for a plan that will result in a potential
layoff of his/her colleagues and that one may be indeed required to provide
moral support to those who will be affected by the downsizing by means of
providing no support to the downsizing. From these data one might con-
clude that the human resource system, which had increased job motiva-
tion of the employees, had failed in that it had not been able to generate
the employees’ support for the downsizing.

The findings pertaining to self-confidence for learning and develop-
ment suggest that this may not help a firm with its downsizing. That is,
employees with self-confidence for learning and development tend to
provide low levels of support for change when a firm introduces downsiz-
ing. The results suggest that a somewhat complex process governs the
relationship between self-confidence for learning and development and a
variety of variables that represent employees’ behaviour. When employees
have self-confidence for learning and development, this facilitates their
actual learning and development in response to the requirement of new
work demand. This benefits the firm. However, when a firm introduces
organisational change (e.g., downsizing) to improve firm performance,
employees with high self-confidence are unlikely to provide support for
change.
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The results suggest that it will be easier to realise a downsizing
programme, if the workforce consists of employees with low levels of self-
confidence for learning and development. One may conjecture that this
level of self-confidence will lead to a more effective change programme,
with improvements of the organisation’s efficiency and profit. Even though
such an assumption would require additional empirical evidence, one can
cogently assume that employee support – ceteris paribus – leads to downsiz-
ing success.

The different characteristics of employees required in different contexts
are problematic for firms. On the one hand, one may argue that employees
with self-confidence for learning and development are strategic assets that
potentially help a firm sustain competitive advantage over time (Wright
et al. 2001), because these employees are more likely to be capable of sig-
nificantly improving work performance and adapting to new job require-
ments. On the other hand, based on the findings of this study, employees
with high self-confidence for learning and development are less likely to
provide support for change; thus, a firm that introduces downsizing is less
likely to receive employee support for change, reducing the probability of
downsizing success. Taken together, the results about education and self-
confidence for learning and development results suggest that when a firm
initiates changes in the organisation, it should expect that employees with
high education and self-confidence for learning and development tend to
provide low levels of support. One plausible explanation for the results is
that teachers with high education and self-confidence for learning and
development hold beliefs that there are other existing job opportunities
available to them outside the organisation; thus, they might see no incen-
tives to support downsizing pursued by the school.

A number of limitations to this study require attention. First, as discussed
earlier, the small sample size led to an estimation problem for the full model,
thereby making coefficients for explanatory variables in the full model
insignificant. Second, self-reported data in this study made it difficult to sep-
arate method variance from true score variance. It is possible that method
variance bolstered or weakened the magnitude of relationships between pre-
dictors and outcomes. To reduce the possibility of mono-method bias, future
studies should aim to incorporate other methods than relying on subjects’
self-reports. For instance, future research should assess the extent to which
direct observation of employees can be used to measure the employees’ job
motivation and support for change. Last but not least, this study is exclu-
sively based on cross-sectional data; hence, the causal inferences regarding
predictor/outcome relationships could not be determined. Longitudinal
designs in future studies would enable true causal inferences.

This said, there is much more work to be done. An obvious extension of
this line of research would be to compare data from this study with data
from other downsizing plans and organisational contexts. For example, we
would hypothesise that job motivation would decrease resistance to a
downsizing. The logic is that an employee may be morally obliged to not
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support the downsizing that will negatively affect his or her colleagues. As
suggested before, future research should look more closely at the dynamic
interplay between job motivation and self-confidence for learning and
development in order to tease out more subtle effects on the development
of human resource potential. More specifically, job motivation and self-
confidence for learning and development not only improve work perfor-
mance but also decrease support for change. Are there differences in the
effects of job motivation on support for change in the context of asset
expansion versus downsizing programmes? At the same time, it should be
examined whether the different types of data analysis methods signifi-
cantly influence the outcomes of the study. This is particularly important
because scholars in management studies tend to adopt the ordinary
regression analysis in their study of dependent variables that are measured
on ordinal scale. McKelvey and Zavoina (1975), for example, suggest that
using regression models that do not appropriately account for the nature
of ordinal data may provide misleading results. Therefore, we might want
to revisit our analysis in order to examine the extent to which employees’
job motivation and self-confidence in learning and development are likely
to have negative effects on employees’ attitudes and behaviours in other
contexts. Finally, longer-term implications of job motivation and self-
confidence for learning and development should be studied. This should be
set alongside further work on the processes that create employees’ job
motivation and self-confidence for learning and development. This should
lead to a more comprehensive account of the processes that govern
employee reaction to a variety of organisational initiatives.
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