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ABSTRACT

Organizational change often yields limited succEadure in many cases is due to the
lack of motivation or readiness for change amomggoizational members. This study
proposes and tests a meso-level model of readioestange. More specifically this
article examined the influence of organizationamelte factors on readiness for
change over and above the effects of their epongmower level psychological
climate variables (i.e., trust in top managemergtohy of change, participation in
decision making, and quality of change communicati®y means of a large scale
survey administered in 84 Belgian companies, al tofa2543 responses were
collected. HLM analyses revealed a contextual effear quality of change
communication on the three components of readifiesshange (emotional, cognitive
and intentional), even after controlling for psyldgical change climate.
Furthermore, the results indicated that the indiglderceptions of history of change,
participation in decision making, and quality ofaclge communication were
positively correlated with readiness for changeeseh findings are discussed in

relation to previous literature.

Key words: readiness for change, meso-level perspective,riistochange, trust in
top management, participation in decision makingyd aquality of change

communication.



INTRODUCTION

Globalization, the emergence of e-business, anédhelerated pace at which
technological innovations are introduced, confrdnt@any companies with the
necessity to implement changes in strategy, strectprocess and culture. Many
factors have been identified and suggested to aser¢he successful implementation
of change. An organization’s absorptive capacitydeal with changes has been
described as one of those critical factors. Althotige absorptive change potential
resides at the organization level, we concur whin &ssumption that organizational
change can only be established through individhainges (George & Jones, 2001;
Schein, 1980). To put it differently, readiness ¢bange is one of the crucial stages
that organizational members need to go throughrderoto enable the successful
implementation of change (Armenakis, Harris, & Muslsler, 1993).

Readiness is the cognitive state comprising beliefstudes and intentions
toward a change effort. When readiness for chamggse the organization is primed
to embrace change and resistance is reduced.dhizational members are not ready,
the change may be rejected, and organizational meminay initiate negative
reactions, such as, sabotage, absenteeism and oesfriction. In fact, readiness for
change is the cognitive precursor to resistanceliange (Armenakis et al., 1993).

The extant literature on the antecedents of indiadi@ readiness for change
(e.g., Eby, Adams, Russell, & Gaby 2000; Judge,rd$en, Pucik, & Welbourne,
1999; Oreg, 2006; Wanberg & Banas, 2000) in genaddpted a micro level
perspective (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). Rooted inypkological origins, the micro
level perspective assumes that there are variaitomslividual behavior, and that the
emphasis on an aggregate or higher level of thisawier will mask important
individual differences that are meaningful in thewn right. As such the micro level
focus on readiness for change research has coatshtion variations among
individual level characteristics that affect indiual reactions towards change (e.qg.
Judge et al., 1999). According to Kozlowski andiKl€000), however, this single-
level perspective cannot fully account for changéated behavior and attitudes,
because it has been guilty of neglecting highereordontextual factors (i.e.
organizational climate) that can significantly affethe impact of individual

differences onto individual responses.



So, instead of assuming a single micro level petsge to the study of
individual readiness for change, we believe thaatng readiness for change is not
merely about individual perceptions and cognitidnst is also a socially constructed
phenomenon. In other words, an employee uses sabéiamation inferred from the
organizational context to develop his or her peticepof the meaningfulness, the
importance, and other characteristics of the chavegat (Yuan & Woodman, 2007).
Therefore in our inquiry we recognize the needdnceptualize contextual effects in
terms of organizational change climate as a p@kmntecedent of individual's
perceptions and attitudes toward change (i.e. meadifor change). Since this model
incorporates two levels of analysis (individual apdyanization) a meso-level
perspective is adopted (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).

In this paper we will first elaborate on the satierof adopting a multilevel
perspective (i.e., meso-level) instead of a siriglel perspective to research in
organizations, and how the meso-level perspecsigemore appropriate framework to
represent organizational reality. Then we dischesctirrent literature on readiness for
change and the boundaries of the prevailing miex@ll perspective in this field of
research. Next, we briefly introduce the socialoinfation processing theory
(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) and how this theory teelp understand why readiness for
change is not only a function of individual cogwétiprocesses but also the result of
how colleagues perceive organizational change, (centextual effects). In that
respect, a concept closely linked to the idea otextual effects as crucial predictors
of readiness for change is organizational changeateé (James & Jones, 1974). In
brief, the primary goal of this research is to deiae whether organizational change
climate adds significant insight into the extanbwiedge on how individual readiness

for change is shaped.

THE MULTILEVEL PERSPECTIVE: THE PREFERRED RESEARCH
PARADIGM IN ORGANIZATIONAL SCIENCE

There is increasing interest in research that isletiog phenomena that cut
across multiple levels of theory (e.g., House, Reas, & Thomas-Hunt, 1995; Klein,
Dansereau, & Hall, 1994; Rousseau, 1985). For tow,| micro-researchers have
routinely neglected the effects of the organizatlarontexts within which individual

behavior occurs. Macro-researchers, on the contraye continuously neglected the



means by which individual behavior, perceptionfedf and interactions give rise to
higher level phenomena (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000)heT study of organizational

phenomena, however, cannot always be sliced imglesilevel relationships, which
often is the province of both micro and macro-redeaAfter all organizational

systems are very complex entities, and in thategsime unification of those systems
into a specified set of relationships between siiglel constructs is simply not
justifiable.

The meso-level or multilevel perspective provides aternative for both
single micro-macro level perspectives. The shith® meso-level approach, however,
implies a new challenging way of thinking aboute@h designs and modeling.
Organizational scholars for the most part trainednicro or macro thinking, should
learn to think in terms of multilevel, that is iartns of microand macro. This stream
of thinking conceives organizations as hierarchyjcalested systems (Hofmann,
Griffin, & Gavin, 2000). To neglect these differesystem levels (i.e. individual,
group, and organization) in the conceptualizatiord alevelopment of research
designs would lead to incomplete and misspecifiezters (Klein & Kozlowski,
2000; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). In sum, one can $keat even a simple definition of
organizations implies multiple levels of analysisineluding, but not limited to,
variables describing individuals, leaders, the treteship between leaders and
subordinates, groups of individuals, the organiratas a whole, and the external
environment. These multiple levels act simultangotts shape, create, encourage,
and reward behavior in organizations and must lsidered, or at least recognized,
when attempting to gain a more complete understgnai organizations (Capelli &
Sherer, 1991; Klein et al., 1994; Rousseau, 1985).

LIMITATIONS IN READINESS FOR CHANGE RESEARCH

In alignment with the positive psychology traditioirmenakis et al. (1993)
defined readiness for change as people’s beli¢gigdes, and intentions regarding
the extent to which changes are needed and thegep@on of individual and
organisational capacity to successfully make thdsanges. It is a force that binds
individuals to a course of action deemed necedsarhe successful implementation

of a change initiative (Herscovitch & Meyer, 200@ince it involves an attitude



towards change it is manifested through three ablaniil) emotional readiness for
change; (2) cognitive readiness for change; anth{8hntional readiness for change.

The fact of being strongly rooted in the psycholdggdition, research on
readiness for change has been biased toward a simigio level focus. Although
Lewin (1951) noted that potential sources of reaskénfor change lie both within the
individual and the individual’s environment, andsgite the recent attention paid to
individual, context and process characteristicsastituent elements of readiness for
change (Holt, Armenakis, Harris, & Feild, 2007);lyoa limited number of studies
actually considered the combined effect of indi@dwand context attributes in
predicting individual readiness for change. Howevershould be noted that the
studies (e.g. Eby et al., 2000; Oreg, 2006; WanBeBanas, 2000) that did examine
the combined effect of both sets of factors aredidin several respects.

A first concern is that the results of those stadiee. Eby et al., 2000; Oreg,
2006; Wanberg & Banas, 2000) are often based oma datlected in single
organizations or a specific sector. Consequenily résults produced by these studies
need to be interpreted with the necessary cautigpecially with regard to contextual
effects. It is a peculiar logic to draw conclusi@aisout the effects of organizational
context factors on readiness for change when agmlyse based on individual
variation in perceptions of employees working ire@nd the same organization. In
fact, what these studies measure is within-groujatian of perceived organizational
context instead of contextual differences in terofs between-group variation.
Furthermore, when those single micro level studitempt to generalize findings
from individual-level differences to higher levdise. contextual effects), they may
commit an atomistic fallacy (Klein & Kozlowski, 20 In other words, it is not
because the relation holds at the lower level yiddial level) that conclusions can be
drawn that the relation will hold at a higher level

Secondly, since data gathered with respect to gbmggiables (e.g. Eby et al.,
2000; Oreg, 2006; Wanberg & Banas, 2000) are ofteses of nested or so-called
multilevel data, OLS regression is not the mostappate way for handling this kind
of data (Hofmann et al., 2000; Hox, 1998). To putifferently, the use of OLS
regression for dealing with multilevel data is mathout problems. For example, the
random errors in OLS regression are assumed todepéndent, normally distributed,
and have constant variance. Some of these assursptiowever, will not hold when

a higher-level component (i.e. group level) is atittean individual-level component



in the equation. Because the random error assdordgth the group-level component
is likely to vary across groups, the assumptiorcaristant variance will be violated
(Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). Furthermore, the assiompif independence does not
hold because random errors of individuals in theaesgroup are more similar than
those in different groups (Bryk & Raudenbush, 199®nong other things these
violations of statistical assumptions have seriamplications for assessing the
explanatory power of variables at each of the difiié levels via the calculation of
R?s (Hofmann et al., 2000). Multilevel modeling repeats an alternative way for
dealing more effectively with nested data structurbecause these models are
specifically designed to overcome the problems afSQOegression. To conclude,
multilevel modeling is a conceptual and statistioaichanism that provides a solution
for examining relationships between constructs ttrass levels of analysis. Thus
multilevel modeling and theorizing gives an exaallguiding framework to analyze

the contextual effects of organizational climatermividual readiness for change.

INDIVIDUAL READINESS FOR CHANGE: A SOCIALLY CONSTRU CTED
PHENOMENON

The idea that attitudes and organizational behavése a sole function of
individual dispositions and needs is outmoded. #&dsein the 1950’s, Kurt Lewin saw
behaviour not as the mere result of personality asifunction of both personality and
environment (Lewin, 1951). Despite the popularitg aich historical tradition of this
‘interactionist view’, the number of organizationatudies that examined the
incremental influence of social context factorsroaed above their individual level
equivalents has clearly lagged behind the the@lgbi®gress on this topic.

Building further on Lewin's premises (1951), thecisb information
processing theory (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978) satgythat individuals, as adaptive
organisms, adapt attitudes, behaviour, and bel@ftheir social context and to the
reality of their own past and present behaviour sitgation. This assumption leads to
the conclusion that one can learn a lot from stuglfthe social environment within
which behavior occurs. Furthermore this theory dssbat an employee uses social
information to develop his or her perception of theaningfulness, importance, and
other characteristics of the job. Similarly it Hasen suggested that the meaning of

and the attitudes toward change events are, at peatially, social constructions



(Armenakis et al., 1993; Yuan & Woodman, 2007)slhort, we believe that people’s
attitudes toward change are shaped through theexonthat accompanies

organizational change.

CONTEXTUAL EFFECTS: ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE OF CHANG E

In terms of the environment or context of changevesal authors place
significant emphasis on the role of organizatioolhate (Beer & Nohria, 2000;
Burnes & James, 1995; Schneider, Brief, & Guzz®6)9For example, Burnes and
James (1995) see organizational climate as ondeffaw mechanics that drives
successful change. Its role is to confirm or dehg legitimacy of the new
arrangements that emerge from the change. Des$pitgeneral agreement that exists
among both practitioners and scholars about thevaece of climate as a key
antecedent that shapes employees’ reactions toeleadge, the number of studies
that actually examined the relationship betweerawmational change climate and
readiness for change is scant (e.g., Jones, JirmamiésGriffiths, 2005). In the Jones
et al. study it was hypothesized that employeegmitns of an organizational culture
strong in human relation values and open systerhgesavould be associated with
heightened levels of readiness for change. Usiloggitudinal research design, these
propositions were tested on a limited sample ok6iployees working in the same
state government department. Due to the small saBipé of that study and the fact
that data collection was confined to only a singiganization, the conclusions that
could be drawn about the contextual effects of atemon readiness for change were
constrained.

Based upon these gaps identified, our study exgltre effects of climate on
individual readiness for change. Organizationahale was selected not only because
it is a crucial catalyst to motivate people to atljto changes, but also because
literature itemizes the climate concept into ddfer hierarchical levels (i.e.,
organization, team, individual) (James & Jones41®%oran & Volkwein, 1992). So,
the added value of the study on change climate itiethe ability to provide a
conceptual link between the organizational levet @he individual level of a
phenomenon under examination. Moran et al. (1999; d&scribe ‘organizational

climate as a relatively enduring characteristiamforganization which distinguishes it



from other organizations: and (a) embodies membawBéctive perceptions about
their organization with respect to such dimensiassautonomy, trust, cohesiveness,
support, recognition, innovation and fairness;iglproduced by member interactions;
(c) serves as a basis for interpreting the sitnat{d) reflects the prevalent norms,
values and attitudes of the organization’s cult(e¢;acts as a source of influence for
shaping behaviour. From this definition we conclutiat organizational climate
consists of ‘shared perceptions’. In other wordgeig the influence of, for example,
the social information processing mechanism (SatafdPfeffer, 1978), individuals
within the same group may develop similar perceystiof and attach similar
meanings to the group-level variable. In situatiovigere these perceptions and/or
meanings are sufficiently shared, James, Jame®\ahd (1990) suggested that one
can use aggregated individual perceptions to desdhe context in psychologically
meaningful terms. In fact, what we are saying & thrganizational change climate is
the aggregate measure of people’s perceived pygical change climate, and that

both types of climate are assumed to affect pegpézidiness for change.

THE CONTENT DIMENSIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE

Despite the high relevance and rich research ttoadiof climate in
organizational science, several authors highligiptexdblems of conceptualization and
measurement (Forehand & Gilmer, 1964; Glick, 1986ion, 1973). This conceptual
diversity together with the specification of appiape dimensions is one of the more
persistent problems the field has been confroniiéd Because of this problem, Glick
(1985) suggested the simple rule that one shoulzbsgh climate dimensions in
function of the criterion being examined.

In the identification process of dimensions, weidwd that the human
relations climate model provides an excellent franox from which climate
dimensions can be chosen (Patterson et al., 2008ged a human relations
orientation with its emphasis on belonging, truemtd cohesion, achieved through
participation, support and open communication, nralate to an employee’s
confidence and capability to undertake new workplelsallenges and changes. This
assumption is consistent with a growing body oéagsh evidence (Jones et al., 2005,
Burnes & James, 1995; Zammuto & O’Connor, 2005).
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For instance, Burnes and James (1995) observecthiaaige resistance was
low when a supportive and participative culture \passent, characteristics that are
consistent with the human relations philosophy.

On the basis of this literature, we identified thiedicators of change climate
measured at the individual level: (1) trust in to@nagement, (2) participation in
decision making, and (3) quality of change commation. In addition to these three,
we added a fourth dimension ‘history of changeagsotential enabler of readiness
for change. After all, it is contended that pasarde experiences are alive in the
present and shape how people will act and reabeifuture (Lau & Woodman, 1995;
Pettigrew, Woodman, & Cameron, 2001).

In summary, in this inquiry the four indicators dimate measured at the
individual level are (1) trust in top managemer?) (istory of change, (3)
participation in decision making, and (4) qualifyamange communication. Trust in
top management and history of change both reféheéoconditions or the internal
context under which change is occurring. Stronglierwoven with this internal
change context is the way how change is implemefdorocess factors of change).
Quality of change communication and participation decision making are two
process factors that can make a difference in tmhiesmplex change.

Theorists describe trust as a concept that repiesiea degree of confidence
employees have in the goodwill of their leader,cdpmlly the extent to which they
believe that the leader is honest, sincere, aniased in taking their positions into
account (Folger & Konovsky, 1998; Korsgaard, Sclysei & Sapienza, 1995). The
second context factor history of change referdéostories, the expectancies and the
beliefs about how the organization has dealt withnge in the past (XXXX, in
press). So, organizational members’ perceptionsitaihe internal context of change
are shaped not only by current but also past chawgets. Several authors expressed
the view that participation is a special type dedation by which management shares
authority with employees (Leana, 1986; Early & Lid®87). According to Manville
and Ober (2003) this style of management affordpleyees the opportunity to gain
some control over important decisions and is oftemvay designed to promote
ownership of plans for change. The final climateneision quality of change
communication refers to how change is communicatid. clarity, the frequency and
openness determine whether or not communicatiafféctive (Miller, Johnson, &
Grau, 1994)

11



Although, according to James et al. (1974; 199jviduals will develop
psychological interpretations of trust in top masragnt, history of change,
participation in decision making, and quality of aclje communication (i.e.
psychological change climate), these perceptionsndb become dimensions of
organizational climate until they are shared anceed) upon. Thus the aggregated
level of these four psychological climate variabkzm only come into existence
through processes like the social information psst® mechanism. In multilevel
modeling this idea of how lower level variables garse higher level phenomena can
be empirically checked. Since the composition mddelpsychological climate —
organizational climate involves a direct consernmoslel (Chan, 1998), within-group
agreement should be computed for all four variabitds only through this agreement
that the aggregate level of climate can come imtstence. Therefore the first aim of
this paper is to examine whether the psychologibahge climate variables trust in
top management, history of change, participatiodenision making, and quality of

change communication allow aggregation at the orgéional level.

HYPOTHESES

The factors that affect readiness for change amgfold and can be classified
into several groupings (Holt et al., 2007). A finstportant set of variables involves
the process factors of change or the way how afpebange is implemented. In this
inquiry the psychological climate dimensions qyabf change communication and
participation in decision making are conceivedmagdrtant process factors of change.
Apart from these process factors, Armenakis andeBed (1999) suggested that
responses to change also depend on the conditimles which change occurs. In our
case trust in top management and history of changeonsidered as internal context
factors that create opportunities or constrainthésense making process of change.

In their seminal work on creating readiness forngg Armenakis et al.
(1993) mentioned several influence strategies taat used by change agents to
increase readiness for change. The first one isupsive communication, which is
mainly a source of providing explicit informatiobaut the reasons and urgency for
change. The second one is active participation¢hvinvolves the active involvement
of employees in strategic changes. Participatiodenision making, and quality of

change communication are two of the most effectn@s at the change agent’'s
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disposal to get people buy into the change (Armisn&kHarris, 2001; Covin &
Kilmann, 1990). Employees must believe that thgimmns have been heard and
given careful respect and consideration, becauskediseovery through active
participation can produce a genuine feeling of pelmgical ownership over a change
project (Dirks, Cummings, & Pierce, 1996). Thugyaiizations with limited access
to participation are less likely to achieve coofierain times of change (Reichers,
Wanous, & Austin, 1997). Communication is a secaotdl mechanism to the
effective implementation of organizational chanBerg¢lia, Hunt, Paulsen, Tourish, &
Difonzo, 2004; Schweiger & Denisi, 1991). Poorlymaged change communication
often results in widespread rumors, which providesfertiie ground for the
development of negative feelings and beliefs almh#nge. Briefly, what is said
matters, and the rigor and consciousness in thereoncation of change are what
differentiates a successful change from one derdile resistance and uncertainty
(Ford & Ford, 1995).

In organizations where trust in top managementt&xisnd where change
projects have been implemented successfully irps#, organizational members are
more likely to develop positive attitudes towardsanchanges. A vast amount of
literature denotes that trust of organizational rfbers in their leader is a salient
antecedent of people’s cooperation in implementitiategic decisions and an
essential factor in predicting people’s opennesgatd change (Eby et al., 2000;
Korsgaard et al., 1995; McManus, Russell, Freem8aRohricht, 1995; Rousseau &
Tijoriwala, 1999). Trust in top management is catiin shaping people’s responses
to change, because it helps to reduce the charlgeedefeelings of stress and
uncertainty, both major inhibitors of readiness tdrange. Finally, readiness for
change is also affected by the track record of r@argzation in dealing effectively
with change. If organizational changes have faitetthe past, employees will develop
negative expectations about new change initiataved subsequently become more
reluctant towards new change. In their study oniaigm about organizational change,
Wanous, Reichers and Austin (2000) noted that ihyisté change is correlated with
the motivation to support change. Based upon firalings these authors suggested
that the higher the pre-existing level of cynicisinout organizational change, the
more executives need to confront and discuss puevi@ilures before moving ahead.

In alignment with this literature, we propose tb#dwing four hypotheses:
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Hypothesis 1 (H1): Individual readiness for changgositively correlated

with the perceived quality of change communicaindividual level).

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Individual readiness for changgositively correlated

with the perceived patrticipation in decision mak{igdividual level).

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Individual readiness for chang@ositively correlated
with the perceived history of change (individuaidB.

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Individual readiness for chang@ositively correlated

with the perceived trust in top management (indigldevel).

Not only do we expect to find support for the hypmstized relationships
between individual readiness for change and the psychological change climate
dimensions, from a multilevel viewpoint it is agserthat contextual effects need to
be accounted for in explaining individual readinésschange. According to Johns
(2006) context factors are a set of situationaloofymities and constraints that need to
be included to develop a better understanding wividual change reactions.
Although context can operate at multiple levelsg.(eenvironment, sector,
organization, department, team, etc.) (Capelli &®h 1991), we assume that the
shared perceptionf the four organizational climate variables viiflve a significant
influence on individual readiness for change. Inltilewel theory this type of
modeling is called a top-down cross level modetrassing the influence of macro
levels (for example, organization or group chanasties) on micro levels (for
example, individuals) (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). M® specifically, such a model
focuses on contextual factors at higher levels ¢bastrain and influence lower level

phenomena (Diez-Roux, 2003). Thus, based on akisgas$ion we propose:
Hypothesis 5: Organizational change climate factams related to individual

readiness for change after controlling for psyclgi@l change climate

factors.
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METHOD

Sample

Data were collected from 2543 employees of 84 camgsain Belgium
representing a wide variety of industry sectorduding healthcare services, finance,
insurance, consumer products, education, high tdobwy, telecommunications,
consultancy, and defense. Of all participating pizgtions in this study 42 per cent
were nonprofit. The number of respondents in eagfarozation ranged from 4 to
145, with a mean of 31.

In each organization a manager was our contacopéusscollect our data. In
each case the manager was asked to identify afispelcange project that was the
most salient for all members of the unit. This perslso was asked to survey the
members that were affected by the change projemth Epotential respondent was
contacted by this in-company manager either fadade or written communications.
Potential participants were explained the purpdsthe study and informed that the
questionnaire should be completed with keeping imdnthe specific change project.
Participation was purely on voluntary basis andngnmously. To maximize the
anonymity, respondents had the option not toridiemographic information like age
or sex. In addition to further protect this anongngége was assessed using ranges of
years. Of the respondents that also completede¢hedraphic information 841 were
male and 495 were female. With respect to agedhewing distribution was noted:
59 respondents were 24 years or younger, 381 waimeebn 25-34 years, 462 were

between 35-44 years, and 379 were 45 years or.older

Measures

The dependent variable readiness for change wassumezh along three
dimensions: (1emotional readiness for chang@) cognitive readiness for change
and (3)intentional readiness for chang&he scales were adapted from Boonstra and
Bennebroek-Gravenhorst (1998), Metselaar (1997) @meg (2006). Each scale
consisted of three items. Sample items are “I llag®od feeling about the change”
(emotional readiness for changes .85), “I think that most of the changes will leav
a negative effect on the clients we serve” (cogaitieadiness for change,= .72),

and “I am willing to make a significant contributido change” (intentional readiness
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for changeo = .88). Ratings were on a 5-point Likert scalehwanhchors that range
between 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree).

Organizational climate dimensions are the aggregatasures of the
psychological climate dimensions trust in top mamagnt, history of change,
participation in decision making and quality of nbga communication. These four
scales were adapted from pre-existing multi-itemlesc with adequate psychometric
proporties. The three-item scdleist in top managemerfe = .74) was taken from
Albrecht and Travaglioni (2003), and Kim and Maujpw (1993). A sample item is
“The executive management fulfills its promiseslieTmeasurement dfistory of
changeconsists of a four-item scale € .74) adapted from Metselaar (1997). Items
for this scale are “Past changes were generallgesstul”, and “Our company has
proven to be capable of major changes”. To captaré&cipation in decision making
six items ¢ = .79) were used from Lines (2004) and Wanousl.e(2800). An
example item is “Decisions concerning work are takeconsultation with the staff
members who are affected”. Finallyyality of change communicatios a six-item
scale ¢ = .86) adapted from Miller et al. (1994). Samptis include “Information
provided on change is clear”, and “We are suffitiemformed of the progress of
change.” All ratings on these four scales were dipint Likert scale (1 = totally
disagree to 5 = totally agree).

To check the construct validity of our instrumeal, seven variables (i.e.,
readiness for change and psychological change w)mwere subjected to a
confirmatory factor analysis. The measurement modét seven correlated latent
factors fitted the data very wel(df = 5.94; GFI = .94; NFI = .94; TLI = .94; CFI =
.95; RMSEA = .04), and offered evidence for the eliisional structure of the study’s

variables.

Analysis

In conducting multiple level research, researcheesd to clarify several
methodological choices before they can start thealysis. Klein and Kozlowski
(2000) identified four critical steps that shoule@ lollowed when performing
multilevel research. The first step involves ansmgethe ‘what question’. What is the
nature of each higher level construct and how shoahch construct be

operationalized (i.e. global, shared, or configurahstruct)? The second step is a
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model choice. What kind of model describes the ipted relationships among the
constructs? (i.e. single-level model, cross-leveldei, or homologous multilevel

model). The third step is a sampling choice andenspecifically choices with regard

to the ratio higher level units/lower level unigsd the variability between and within
units that is needed to ensure a reliable testhef relationships. After having

answered these three questions, the researcheldsheuable to make a correct
analytical choice (step 4). All four choices arteirelated. For example, the choice to
study the impact of a higher level shared const(stdp 1) on an individual level

outcome implies the choice of a cross-level modtép 2). Subsequently, these
decisions affect the number of data to be colle¢stelp 3) and the selection of an
appropriate data analytical technique (step 4).

Indices of interrater agreement. The higher level constructs (i.e.
organizational climate dimensions) in this studyves already noted are shared
constructs. In this case, the researcher’s chadlengo gather a sample containing
sufficient between-unit variability to assess tieas of unit differences, but at same
time sufficient within-unit homogeneity to warraaggregation of lower level data to
the unit level (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). So, a dir step of our analysis was to
examine the construct validity of our four orgatiizaal climate dimensions in terms
of between-unit and within-unit variability. Theoeé we computed three measures of
interrater agreement (Lebreton & Senter, 2007)yJR(James, Demaree & Wolf,
1984), the intraclass correlation coefficient (DG(1), McGraw & Wong, 1996), and
the intraclass correlation coefficient (2) (ICC(Bliese, 2000). The R index
assesses the within group agreement on a giveablarwithin a given unit. Both
intraclass correlation coefficients provide an idefathe extent to which group
membership is accounted for members’ ratings. Mpeifically the ICC(1) provides
an estimate of the proportion of total varianceaoheasure that is explained by unit
membership. The ICC(2) is an index that measuresrehiability of group means
within a sample. All three measures will help usamswering the question whether
our individual psychological climate measures carafgregated at the organizational

level.
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Type of multilevel model. Klein and Kozlowski (2000) outlined three classes
of models that describe the relationships among itisependent and dependent
variables of a study: (1) single level models, @pss-level models, and (3)
homogolous multilevel models. In this study the elostudied is a cross-level direct
effects model. Such a model suggests that a poediatiable at one level of analysis
influences an outcome variable at a different l@felnalysis.

Our cross-level direct effects model is a producthe incremental paradigm
of multilevel research in organizational scienceoffdann & Gavin, 1998), which
states that group level variables act as main &ffecthe prediction of individual-
level outcomes. In essence, in this study we aerdnated in whether organizational
change climate provides incremental prediction eddiness for change over and
above the individual level dimensions of psychatagjichange climate. So, what is
examined is the influence of group level varialesindividual level outcomes after
controlling for various individual-level predictorg other words, this kind of model
is a contextual model (Firebaugh, 1980).

Sample size requirements. Although there are no specific guidelines regagdin
sample sizes required for hierarchical linear medséveral simulation studies have
made recommendations regarding sufficient samptessfor accurate estimation
(Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; Kreft, 1996; Maas & H@Q04). In general a large
number of groups appears more important than & latgnber of individuals per
group (Van der Leeden & Busing, 1994; Snijders &sBzr, 1994). Although the
results of the available simulation studies are inotomplete agreement, they all
conclude that the regression coefficients are egécth without bias while their
standard errors tend to be biased downward withl sample sizes at the group level.

On the basis of their simulation study, Maas and KRD04) suggested the
following rule of thumb: if one is only interest@uthe fixed effects of the model, 10
groups can lead to good estimates. If one is aitardsted in contextual effects, 30
groups are needed. If one also wants correct estsnd the standard errors, at least
50 groups are needed. In addition, to guaranteeatimaultilevel study has sufficient
power (i.e. 90) to detect cross-level effects, K(@996) suggested the 30/30 rule. To
be on the safe side, researchers should strive $ample of a least 30 groups with 30
individuals per group. However, when a large numbgrgroups is present, the

number of observations required is reduced. In itiisiiry, we believe our sample
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design with 84 organizations (group level) and warage 31 individuals per group
should suffice to provide unbiased parameter estisnand variance components.

Analytical procedure. To test our hypotheses hierarchical linear modelin
(HLM) is used. HLM is one of a class of several tileNel random coefficient
modeling techniques, which provides an appropai@ysis when multiple levels of
data are involved by maintaining requirements afependence for the group-level
data (Hofmann, 1997). HLM is conducted in a sim#us two-stage process
(Hofmann et al., 2000). In the first stage, HLM gmas the relationship among lower
level variables (i.e. individual) within each high&evel unit (i.e. organization),
calculating the intercepts and slope(s) for theelolevel model within each unit. In
the second step, HLM analyzes the relationship éetwhigher level variables and the
intercepts and slopes for each organization.

Raudenbush (1989) provided a HLM template for mgstiontextual models,
where the group level predictor is the aggregatdefindividual level predictor (see
equations la-1b). In that model level 1-predictmes group mean centered. The fact
of using group mean centering (i.e.;;{X;)) over non-centered measures (i.g;) for
the psychological climate dimensions is superiocabse it reduces collinearity

between the psychological climate and the orgaioizalk climate dimensions.
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Therefore the model we tested can be summarizésllaws:

Level-1:Yj = Boj + Byj (Xij — X)) + Bay (Zij — Z) + Bsj (Vij — Vj) + By (Wi — W) + 1
(1a)

or

READINESS FOR CHANGE (EMORFC, COGRFC, INTRFCPBa + B1; (TRUSTj
— GroupTRUSJ) + By (HISTORY; — GroupHISTORYj) + B3 (PARTICIPATION; —
GroupPARTICIPATION) + B4 (COMMUNCATION; — groupCOMMUNCATION)
+ errof; (1b)
and
Level-2:Bo; =voo+ Y01Xj + Y02Zj + Y03V +YoaW, + Lyj (2)
or
Boj = Yoo+ Yo1GroupTRUST + y0,GroupHISTORY + yosGroupPARTICIPATION +
Y04GroupCOMMUNICATION + w; (2b)
and
B1j =710+ Uyj (3)
and
B2j =720 + Wpj (4)

and

Baj =7v30 + g (5)
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and

Baj =40 + W; (6)

According to Raudenbush (1989) a contextual effe€t one of the
organizational climate dimensions (e.g. TRUST)igmigicant only when the between
group regression of Yonto X (i.e. yo1), and the level-2 parametgg or within group
regression of Y onto X; — X; pooled across groups, are significantly differgam

each other. In this case the test involves thewallg formula:

(Yo1 - Y10)/S

where
S = [Varfio) + Varo) — 2Covior y10)]°°

In HLM software this test can be conducted by dyea@ a multi-parameter
contrast effect. In total, we calculated twelve tinparameter contrast effects. Thus
four contrast effects (one for each climate dimemsiwere computed per outcome
variable (emotional readiness for change, cognitreadiness for change and
intentional readiness for change).

To conclude, hypothesis testing involved two stefd3: the psychological
climate variables were entered into the level-lagiqu in the model, (2) and the main

effects organizational climate dimensions were retén the level-2 equations.
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RESULTS

Descriptive statistics

Table | reports the summary statistics, zero-orderrelations and the
interrater agreement indices for the scales medstrthe individual and group level.
As displayed in the upper half of Table I, the etations between the lower level
variables indicated strong correlations betweenhatie readiness for change scales.
In addition, we noted that the respondents on aeecored high on intentional
readiness for change (4.15). The correlations kevtke four psychological climate
dimensions were high ranging betweaen .38 and = .55. These high correlations are
not totally unexpected since three of the four psjyagical climate dimensions (i.e.,
trust in top management, participation in decisioaking, and quality of change
communication) characterize the human relationsyate model (Patterson et al.,
2005). The lowest but still a modest correlationswated between trust in top
management and intentional readiness for change.20). To assess the degree of
multicollinearity, VIF values were computed. Norfetltese values exceeded the cut-
off value of 10, indicating that multicollinearibad a limited effect.

Within the group level variables (see bottom haff Table 1), strong
correlations were observed between trust in topagament, participation in decision
making and quality of change communication. Theeaations of history of change
with participation in decision making and quality change communication were

lower.

Insert Table 1 About Here

Shared contructs or not: empirical evidence for aggegation

The values of the three interrater agreement isdiodicate that the four
psychological climate dimensions have a sharedvatgrit at the organizational level
(see Table 1). To put it differently these measusegygest that trust in top
management, history of change, participation inisi@e making, and quality of

change communication can be aggregated.
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In a recent paper by Lebreton and Senter (200@hdards for interpreting
Rwg) values have been suggested. Values that range detved and .70 have
moderate agreement, whereas values between .7DB@rnddicate strong agreement.
Common practice is to conclude that the aggregadiothe psychological climate
variables to the organization level is appropriaithe R.qu mean equals or exceeds
.70. The mean [ scores for trust in top management, history ofngea
participation in decision making, and quality ofaclge communication were all
greater than .80, showing strong levels of agre¢ifiebreton & Senter, 2007).

The ICC(1) scores can be interpreted in terms fefcefsizes. Specifically a
value of .01 might be considered a small effectalae of .10 might be considered a
medium effect, and a value of .25 might be considea large effect (Murphy &
Myors, 1998). All ICC(1) values were medium effesizes with scores ranging
between .18 and .24. A value of .18, for examplggsests that 18 per cent of the
variance in individual's responses to quality iraege communication resides at the
level of organization membership. In short, thesmes indicate a substantial amount
of variance in the organizational climate dimensiaiat can be attributed to
organizational membership.

Finally, the reliability scores for the four orgaation-level variables (ICC(2))
all exceed the recommended .70 level (Nunnally &nBtein, 1994), providing
evidence that the group means for trust in top mement, history of change,
participation in decision making, and quality ofaclge communication are reliable.
Thus, from an empirical perspective we concludet ttiee aggregation of our

psychological climate variables at the organizaléwel can be justified.

Hypothesis testing

A set of conditions must be met in order for oupdtheses (H1-H5) to be
supported. First, one should expect meaningfulavee within and between group
variance in emotional, cognitive and intentionadimess for change (condition 1).
Secondly, after assessing the degree of withinkstdieen group variance in those
three outcome variables, one should examine whdtiee is significant variance
across groups in the intercept term (conditionTjrdly to support H1-H4, the level-

1 slope parameters3y( B., Ps, Pa) should be significant (condition 3). And for
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hypothesis 5 to be supported, the level-2 sloparpaters+oi, vo2, o3, Yos), @s well as
the multi-parameter contrast effects have to beifsegnt (condition 4).

To examine the first condition, analysis for eadhtcome variable (i.e.
emotional readiness for change, cognitive readirfesschange and intentional
readiness for change) started with a fitting ofuaeonditional model. Although the
unconditional model does not test hypotheses peit skescribes how much of the
total variance in the dependent variables can b&waied to the individual and
organizational level. From these unconditional nedee inferred that there was
considerable variance residing between groups iotiemal readiness for change
(ICC(1) = .122/.614 = .20), cognitive readinessdbange (ICC(1) = .081/.505 = .16),
and intentional readiness for change (ICC(1) = /388 = .14). This implies that
respectively 80, 84 and 86 per cent of the variancéhese outcome variables is
attributable to differences in individuals.

A * test was performed on the between-group varianceach outcome
variable 6%emorfg, o’cogrfc,, o?intrfcys) to determine whether significant variance
in the intercept term existed across groups. gnatient with the second condition the
three estimated variance components were foune toighly significant §?emorf,
= .083,y%(78) = 478.75, p < .001;6°cogrfg,e = .027, ¥%(78) = 296.40, p < .001;
o?intrfcy= .049,4%(78) = 335.93, p < .001).

Table Il presents the estimated level-1 and levebé&fficients that resulted
from the hierarchical linear modeling analysesstep 1 the random intercept with the
four psychological climate variables was testedstep 2 the full contextual model
with the four organizational climate dimensions wested. From these analyses we
inferred that in a model without higher level véites strong support was found for
H1, H2 and H3. So, positive correlations were obsgrbetween the three outcome
variables with quality of change communication,tiggration in decision making,
and a successful history of change. Only in the cdgognitive readiness for change,
trust in top management had a positive and sigmificcorrelation. Because the
psychological climate dimensions are group meareced, a slope coefficient refers
to expected increase(s) or decrease(s) in the mate@riables depending on people’s
individual score deviations from the level-1 predicgroup means (e.g. % X)).
For example, in the case of the fixed effect ofligpaaf change communication on
emotional readiness for change the parameter caafti ;) was .31. This implies

that when a respondent scores one point higher evoejved quality of change
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communication than the average person in his orohgainization, that person will
score .31 higher on emotional readiness for chammgehe condition that all other

predictor variables are set to zero.

Insert Table Il About Here

The level-1 residual variance in the unconditiomaidel 6%;/unconditona) Was
used to compute the®R for the psychological climate dimensions as ldve
predictors (§%/unconditional — O-riistep) ! O riuncondiong). This set of four variables
accounted respectively for 41 per cent of the erpthvariance in cognitive readiness
for change, 22 per cent in emotional readinessiange, and 7 per cent in intentional
readiness for change.

As displayed in Table Il the fixed effects for tlewel-2 predictors in step 2
(organizational trust in top managemeyd), organizational history of changen),
organizational participation in decision makings), and organizational quality of
change communicatioryds)) were used to test H5. After controlling for tlewel-1
psychological climate variables, only organizaticmnaelity of change communication
had a positive and significant effect on emotioragnitive and intentional readiness
for change. This implies that independent of a @®ss score on trust in top
management, history of change, quality of changanconication, and participation
in decision making, the fact of simply being a membf a group that perceives high
guality of change communication, has a substagffatt on individual readiness for
change. In addition, we noted that organizatiofgtbhy of change had a positive and
significant effect on cognitive readiness for chang

By means of the GLS hypothesis test option in Hi,examined four multi-
parameter contrast effects ((contrastyozemoric— Yaoemorfd, (CoOntrast 2 =yoacogric —
Yaocogrd, (CONtrast 3 =yosinutc — Yaoinuc) (CONtrast 4 =Yoocogic — Y20cogrd)- The y°
statistic tests for contrast 1, 2 and 3 were ligignificant (contrast y*(1) = 10.72,

p < .001; contrast 2*(1) = 23.67, p < .001; contrast §(1) = 14.80, p < .001),
whereas the? statistic test for contrast 4 was only significanthe .10 levehf(1) =
3.63, p <.10). In conclusion, these findings |gjdhat there is a contextual effect of

quality of change communication on readiness fange.
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DISCUSSION

This study was designed to investigate the imp#&airganizational change
climate above and over the effects of psychologa@nge climate on people’s
attitude towards organizational change measuréerins of emotional, cognitive and
intentional readiness for change. It was intendedemonstrate the importance of a
meso-level approach to the study of organizatigeinomena (House et al., 1995),
such as reactions of organizational members wherramded with change. The
findings provided evidence that readiness for charggnot purely the result of
individual perceptions, but is also a socially domsted phenomenon. To put it
differently, our analyses showed that a significamtount of variance in emotional,
cognitive and intentional readiness for changedeskiat the organizational level. The
fact of simply being part of a group seems to expdasubstantial amount of variance
(ranging between 14 and 20 per cent) in individuialttitudes toward change. This
observation supports the image that individual®iganizations do not exist in a
vacuum, but that their perceptions, attitudes aebabkior are a function of both
individual and context effects (Lewin, 1951).

In support of our hypotheses (H1, H2, and H3) dmdliterature we note that
the individual perceptions of the climate factbistory of changeparticipation in
decision makingand quality of change communicaticare essential predictors of
people’s readiness for change. Based on thesenfiadit seems that honoring past
change successes is a valuable change readinekaniszg, because positive change
stories may encourage change recipients to engaghange. Although very few
studies considered an organization’s history asrigerd of readiness for change
(Bordia, Restubog, Jimmieson, & Irmer, 2007; Petiig et al., 2001), it has been
suggested that readiness for change is affectethéytrack record of successful
implementation of organizational changes (XXXX, mmess). In other words, a
positive experience with previous change projedlisagtivate employees’ readiness;
a negative experience will inhibit their readinéBsrnerth, 2004).

Both change process variables quality of change noemication and
participation in decision making characterize mamagnt support, but are also key
dimensions of transformational leadership behavi{®odsakoff, MacKenzie,
Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). During major change ttead of the organization or

executive management are key persons to warraniceessful change outcome.
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Leaders are needed to provide vision, inspiratiom conviction and to demonstrate
integrity, provide meaning, and generate trust, emchmunicate values in order to
create a basis in which openness and flexibilityaimls change can thrive (Bommer,
Rich, & Rubin, 2005). Organizational members shcudde the general feeling that
the organization cares for their well-being andgupportive of their concerns about
change (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, & So#@86). Thus, perceived

management support during change may impact ormegstion to the impending

change such that it is perceived as less threafenimd may influence one’s overall
schema for organizational change such that thegehesnviewed more favorably (Eby
et al., 2000).

It is obvious that in the light of getting peopleepared for adjustment to
change, that participation in decision making andligy of change communication
are both tools that management should use (Armemtldl., 1993). In other words, if
practitioners want to achieve effective and cordusichange in their organization,
they should think about implementing well-designezhd well-developed
interventions geared toward facilitating and enimagositive social relationships in
their organizations. Through participation in dewis making, people get the
opportunity to have impact regarding a proposedhgbaand gradually build the
skills, the knowledge and efficacy necessary toeceffectively with continuous
change (Dirks et al., 1996). Also communicatiorerigcial to increase acceptance of
change, since it helps people to make sense ofgesaalready under way, makes
changes more salient and helps reframe them (W&898). In particular, the quality
of communication is what differentiates a succdsshange from one derailed by
resistance and uncertainty (Ford & Ford, 1995).g8®oimportant role of management
and change agents in times of change is one of gimemdanguage and dialogue
(Ludema & Di Virgilio, 2007).

Despite the support for the first three hypotheties fourth hypothesis could
not be confirmed. Individual perceived trust in to@nagement only had a positive
significant relationship with cognitive readiness €hange, but not with emotional or
intentional readiness for change. This finding |sgg that some antecedents may
have their primary influence on how people feelwbthange, whereas others may
have impact on what they do, and yet others on Wit think about it. If that would
be the explanation for this result, this study desonstrated the relevance of using a

multifaceted definition over a unified conceptuatinn of readiness for change
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(Piderit, 2000). An alternative explanation for flaet that only a positive effect was
found for cognitive readiness for change may bebated to the particular nature of
the items on the trust scale.

Of all organizational climate dimensions only orgational quality of change
communication had a main effect on all three reashrfor change outcomes, and this
after controlling for psychological change climatéurthermore, it explained a
substantial part of the variance in readiness famge that resided between groups.
Thus independent of an individual's perceptionghs organization’s climate, just
being member of an organization that highly valties quality of communication
during change has a positive influence on peopfelsrsidual readiness for change.
Thus, quality of change communication accountsdorindividual and contextual
effect in shaping employees’ readiness for chaBgesed on these results one may
conclude that the perceived quality of change conication operates like a central
nerve system in times of change. Glitches to tleengystem in the human body may
cause paralysis, uncontrolled movements, blindresd,in the worst case scenario
even lead to death. Analogous to this nerve systiw®m, need for high quality
information and communication will determine thervéwal of a change project.
When crucial information about change does not hreats recipients, is
misinterpreted, or wrongfully processed, peopld stdrt to question the urgency and
relevance of change and ultimately build resistaoe@ards change.

Although the social information processing thed®al@ncik & Pfeffer, 1978)
posits that the attitudes that individuals devdiowards change are directed by the
social context information (e.g., quality of chang@mmunication), the theory does
not explain the reference points people use for frenation of their attitudes
(Erickson, 1998). People compare themselves willerotnembers in their social
system (i.e. organization). Dependent on the ouécofrthis comparison, people may
engage or resist change (Burkhardt, 2004). Thustedd of treating the absolute
group means of organizational climate as the owpe tof contextual effects, an
alternative could be individual-within-the-grougdeadts. This kind of contextual effect
suggests that readiness for change depends on wheanglividual stands relative to
the group average for the organizational climateetisions. In literature these effects
are so-called frog-pond effects (Firebaugh, 1980 term frog pond captures the
comparative or relative effect that is centralltedries of this type: depending on the

size of the pond, the very same frog may be sniidh€ pond is large) or large (if the
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pond is small) (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Althoughe absolute group averages of
trust in top management, history of change, antiggaetion in decision making did
not affect readiness for change it may be that theg-pond effects actually do. In
that respect a limitation of this study and at fzene time a challenge for future

research is developing designs that allow testindrbg-pond effects.

Study considerations

Like all studies, this study has both strengths amknesses. As for its
strengths, this inquiry is one of the very few s#gdhat acquired data on the context
of change (i.e. trust in top management, historghzinge), the process of change (i.e.
participation in decision making and quality of nbga communication), and readiness
for change in a broad and heterogeneous croseseaxtBelgian companies. In short,
the large number of companies, changes and resptndelped increase confidence
in the stability of the results.

Another advantage of the study was the emphasih®rmclimate concept as
one of the key mechanisms that facilitates or ihiladjustment to change. The
benefit of this concept lies in its ability to dasilistinguish its effects at different
levels of analysis (i.e. psychological change cteamand organizational change
climate). In addition, in change management liteeabne of the climate dimensions
history of changehas tended to be ignored as a critical conteotbfgBordia et al.,
2007; Pettigrew et al., 2001). In this study, hoarewe offered some evidence to
consider this history when examining employeeshgesaattitudes.

To our knowledge, this study is one of the very féhat recognized the
importance of using a multifaceted definition ocadeess for change (Piderit, 2000).
As a matter of fact, treating readiness as a whigéencept unduly simplifies the term
by assuming that how people behave under conditihshange completely
corresponds with how they think and feel about geaf©reg, 2006). In addition, our
focus on readiness for change is embedded in &iygopsychology approach, instead
of following the mainstream, which assumes thatpfeaesist change (Dent &
Goldberg, 1999). We believe that this positive apph, which emphasizes on the
strengths rather than malfunctioning, will provisleme new fascinating insights into

the pertinent role of human functioning in timesb&inge (Abrahamson, 2004).

29



With respect to the used methodology, multilevebtly and research provides
a solid theoretical foundation and a set of powednalytical tools to examine
organizational phenomena that cut across multgltels (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).
Although single-level models are important to idignand explore specific variables
at some point, the future of organizational scielieg in approaches that are more
integrative and seek to understand phenomena frooméination of perspectives. In
this regard, the findings of our study support tedl for more meso-level or
multilevel research perspectives in the area ohmimational change (House et al.,
1995; Herold, Fedor, & Caldwell, 2007; Fedor, Cadtin& Herold, 2006).

Despite the many advantages, our study has sontatlons. For instance, we
only focused on organizational change climate asoatextual variable. Future
research, however, would do well to examine otlemdiness for change related
contextual variables like the impact of an orgainzes structure, its strategy for
dealing with change, market evolutions, etc. Furtiage, it is clear that other levels
beside organizational level are affected by changer example, what's the
importance of the work team culture in shaping eygés’ readiness for change? So,
there is a clear need to further identify the ralee of other units of analysis (e.g.,
team and department) as key levels to cross-l@sdarch on readiness for change.
The drawback however of taking three levels of ysialinto a design is the need for a
larger sample size. Generalizing the 30/30 ruleeftr1996) to a three level design
would imply that the number of respondents at tiveekt level of analysis would be
multiplied by a factor of 30. This would mean thesponses of approximately 27,000
individuals spread over 900 teams in 30 organinatishould be collected to ensure
the accuracy of estimated parameters and variasmopanents.

With regard to methodology, a possible concern @ the fact that the
researchers were not in control of the selectiopanticipants in each organization
and therefore may have biased the results. Wevedliewever that it is very unlikely
that the contact persons chose to solicit onlyglhmembers in favor or not in favor of
the change. If that would have been the case, wddntave found limited variance
available to be explained in the study, reducing ltkelihood of finding significant
results. In addition, in the case the contact per$md chosen individuals favorable or
unfavorable to changes, the means for the threeom# variables and four

psychological climate dimensions would approxim#ie maximum or minimum
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theoretical values (i.e., 5 and 1). The means, kewedo not seem to support the
presence of such selection bias.

Another flaw in the methodology of our study is thet that survey data were
collected only once, after the organizational cleammgd already been underway.
Because of that, we cannot draw firm conclusionsualthe causality in the
relationships found between the study’s variabllerevious inquiries, however, it
has been demonstrated that similar context andepsowariables shape people’s
reactions towards change (XXXX, in press; Jimmiesboral., 2005). Another issue
associated with the fact that data were collectég ence and by the same instrument
is mono-method bias. Harman'’s one factor mode] teswvever, showed that a model
with separate factors for scales yielded betterofier a common factor model,
suggesting that common method variance was not aualge validity threat in this
inquiry. This issue of common method could be &odied in the future by
administering one survey that measures readinesscifange to one sample of
respondents, and a second survey that assesseszatigaal climate to a similar
sample of respondents in the company or work unit.

Finally, although theory supports the multifacetgdicture of readiness for
change over a unified concept (Piderit, 2000), vedieke further empirical and
theoretical work will be needed to develop a maieble and valid instrument that
measures those three components of readinessdngehWe believe, our study may
provide a first stepping stone to the further depgient of such an instrument.

In conclusion, despite its strengths and weakngssesarch that attempts to
understand the meaning of different factors thdtuémce effective change is
essential, because organizational change remanesessary condition to survive in

an ever more competitive and turbulent business@mwent.
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TABLE | Means, standard deviations, interrater agreement indices, and correlation table of individuallevel and group-level variables

Variable M SD ICC(1) ICC(2) Rwgg 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Individual level (N = 2543)
1. Emotional RFC 3.57 76 85
2. Cognitive RFC 3.49 71 54 72
3. Intentional RFC 4.15 61 57w 3ge .88
4. History of change 3.33 67 33Fx BT D 74
5. Trust in top management 313 .76 B2mx ABwk pQmx B3k 74
6. Participation 3.02 76 B L - 79
7. Quality communication 341 71 200%  4Bee 23w 3@ g@m Blx % 86
Group level (N = 84)
8. Org. history of change 3.36 34 19 86 88
9. Org. trust in top 3.26 37 21 87 83 A48+
management
10. Org. participation 315 38 24 89 88 29%  BOM
3.52 .32 .18 .85 .89 25% AG¥*x 5grrx

11. Org. quality
communication

Note. Cronbach’s alpha is on the diagonal
*p<.05. *p< .01. **p<.001
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TABLE Il Results of HLM for hypothesis testing

Fixed effects

Level-1 main effects
Trust (1)

History (3,)
Participation §§3)
Communication{,)

Level-2 main effects
GroupTrust {o1)
GroupHistory {q,)
GroupParticipationygs)
GroupCommunicationyfs)

Variance components

I

Cognitive readiness for change

Emotional readif@sshange

Intentional readiness for change

Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2
Coeff SE Df Coeff SE Df Coeff SE Df Coeff SE Df ffCoe SE Df Coeff SE Df
L10% 02 2273 .09+ .02 83 .05 .02 2273 .04 .03 83 .00 02 2273 .01 .02 83
44w 04 2273 420 .03 83 .2Gw* .03 2273 256%™ .03 83 .10%* 02 2273 .10%* .03 83
167 02 2273 .16%* .03 83 .06* .02 2273 .06* 30 83 .13%* 02 2273 .13%* .02 83
(13w 02 2273 .13+ .02 83  .31%* 02 2273 .31% .03 83  .10%* 02 2273 11%* .03 83
-.05 .08 79 -12 12 79 -14 .09 79
267 .08 79 .02 A1 79 .02 .08 79
.04 .08 79 -.24 12 79 .03 .08 79
50% .08 79 T 2% 12 79 45w .08 79
.08 .03 .14 .08 .06 .05
- .01 - .01 - .00
- .02 - .01 - .00
- .05 - .02 - .02
- .01 - .01 - .02
.25 .23 .39 .37 .31 .30

ij
Note. *p<.05. *p < .01. *** p <.001.

42



