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Employee attitudes to change are key predictors of organizational change success.
In this article, change engagement is defined as the extent to which employees
are enthusiastic about change, and willing to actively involve themselves in ongoing
organizational change. A model is tested showing how change-related organizational
resources (e.g., senior leader support for change and organizational change climate)
influence change engagement, in part through their influence on change-related job
resources. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Structural Equations Modeling (SEM)
results yielded good fit to the data in two independent samples: 225 Australian
working professionals, and 201 employees from a Prolific sample. As proposed,
change-related organizational resources (modeled as a higher order construct) were
positively associated with higher order change-related job resources. Change-related
job resources were positively associated with change engagement. In contrast to
expectations, organizational resources were not directly associated with change
engagement. Instead, change-related job resources fully mediated the relationship.
Overall, the study provides empirical support for new measures of organizational change
resources and employee change engagement. By drawing from well-established models
in the change and engagement literatures, the study provides a promising research
direction for those interested in further understanding positive employee attitudes
to organizational change. Practical implications and future research opportunities
are discussed.

Keywords: change engagement, change engagement model, change-related organizational resources, change-
related job resources, employee attitudes to change

INTRODUCTION

Organizational change is recognized as a constant within the contemporary world of work
(Tsaousis and Vakola, 2018; Karasvirta and Teerikangas, 2022). The successful navigation of
ongoing organizational change is recognized as key to competitive advantage and organizational
survival (Burnes, 2004; By, 2005; Fugate et al., 2012). Organizations that are open and receptive
to continuous change attract, select, and retain employees who are more energized by and open
to change than employees in organizations that have a focus on stability and intermittent change
(Weick, 2000; Thundiyil et al., 2015; Beus et al., 2020).

Despite organizational change being “the new normal,” it is commonly claimed that a large
proportion of change initiatives fail (Burnes, 2011; Choi, 2011; Pasmore, 2011). Failure rates of
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20-40% to 70-80% have been reported (Beer and Nohria, 20005
Weiner et al., 2008; Burke, 2011; Burnes, 2011; Choi, 2011).
The variation in failure rates has been partially attributed to
imprecision in the measurement of success criteria, and differing
stakeholder perceptions about what constitutes successful change
(see Hughes, 2011). It is important that success criteria are
informed by relevant theories and research evidence so that
organizations can optimally understand the factors that promote
and maximize the likelihood of successful organizational change
(Oreg et al., 2011; Straatmann et al., 2016).

In this article, we aim to make three contributions to the
change management literature. Firstly, we aim to establish
“change engagement” as a construct and as a measure. Secondly,
we identify five organizational change-related resources that
we propose will directly influence change engagement. Thirdly,
and as shown in Figure 1, we establish whether change-related
organizational resources influence change engagement through
their influence on three change-related job resources that have
previously been shown influence employee attitudes to change.

Employee Attitudes to Change

Numerous researchers have argued that employee attitudes to
change are fundamental to the success or failure of organizational
change (Bartunek et al., 2006; Rafferty et al.,, 2013). Research
has shown that successful organizational change depends on
employees feeling positive about, and willing to adopt, any
proposed changes (Feldman, 2000; Wanous et al., 2000; Oreg,
2006; Van Emmerik et al., 2009). Mathews and Linski (2016)
argued that it is particularly important to focus on positive
attitudes because “the negative and deficiency-based approach
used to frame the subject of employee resistance to change seems
counterproductive to the end goal of learning how to positively
address resistance and implement change successfully” (p. 963).
Nevertheless, negative employee attitudes to change have been
linked to adverse change outcomes (Schweiger and Denisi, 1991;
Wanberg and Banas, 2000; Thundiyil et al., 2015). Overall, there
is strong research evidence to suggest it is important to identify
what influences employee attitudes to change in order to facilitate
and optimize employee receptiveness to change, and therefore
the likely success of organizational change. It is important that
employees are open to change irrespective of whether they are
front-line employees, team leaders, supervisors, or managers
(Devos et al., 2007).

Resources and Employee Attitudes to

Organizational Change

Job-Demands Resources theory (JD-R; Bakker and Demerouti,
2014, 2017), engagement theory (Kahn, 1990), and Conservation
of Resources theory (COR; Hobfoll et al,, 2018) predict that
the number and nature of resources available to employees will
have an important influence on their attitudes, motivation, and
behavior. JD-R theory, for instance, predicts that a range of job
and personal resources will lead to employee engagement and
additional positive employee and organizational outcomes. In
support of the theory, meta-analytic studies (e.g., Crawford et al.,
2010; Halbesleben, 2010) have shown that job resources such as

job autonomy, job involvement and learning and development
opportunities lead to employee engagement, job satisfaction,
organizational citizenship behavior, and task performance.

Beyond the influence of job resources, there is increasing
evidence to show that organizational resources also influence
employee motivation, attitudes, and performance (Biggs et al.,
2014; Barrick et al., 2015; Albrecht et al., 2018). Organizational
resources have been defined as system-level aspects of the
organizational environment, that are not role specific, and that
directly or indirectly influence employee attitudes, well-being,
and performance (Albrecht et al., 2018). Albrecht et al. (2020)
showed that a range of organizational resources (e.g., senior
leadership engagement, human resources (HR) management
practices, and clarity of organizational goals) had a direct
influence on job resources and employee engagement. Similarly,
using longitudinal data, Biggs et al. (2014) showed that the
organizational resource “strategic alignment” had a positive
influence on employee engagement over a 12-month time lag.
Research has also shown that job resources partially mediate
the influence of organizational resources on motivational,
well-being and performance outcomes (Biggs et al, 2014;
Barrick et al., 2015; Albrecht et al., 2020). Albrecht et al.
(2020), for example, showed that clarity of organizational goals,
strategic alignment, organizational autonomy, organizational
adaptivity, human resource practices, and senior leadership
behavior indirectly influenced engagement through job resources
(e.g., job autonomy, job variety, supervisor support, and
development opportunities).

The current study is focused on the influence of change-
related organizational and job resources on employee attitudes
to change. By adopting a change resources perspective, and by
extending more generic motivational theories such as the JD-R to
the context of organizational change, we suggest that employee
perceptions of change-related organizational and job resources
will predict positive attitudes to change. Our focus is on work-
related resources, and we do not address the potential influence
of employee disposition to change, change-related personal
resources, or change-related job demands. Below, we introduce,
describe, and define the constructs of change engagement, job
resources, and organizational resources. Consistent with tenets
of COR theory, we propose that change-related organizational
resources, job resources, and change engagement can be modeled
as higher order constructs. COR recognizes that “resources do
not exist individually but travel in packs, or caravans, for both
individuals and organizations” (Hobfoll et al., 2018, p. 107),
and that multiple resources are needed to achieve positive
motivational and performance outcomes.

Change Engagement

Albrecht (2021) argued that change engagement provides a
more energized and motivational expression of positive change-
related attitudes than constructs such as openness to change,
readiness for change, commitment to change, and willingness
to engage in organizational change. Change engagement
can be defined as “an enduring and positive work-related
psychological state characterized by a genuine enthusiasm
and willingness to support, adopt and promote organizational
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change” (Albrechtetal., 2020, p. 4). This definition applies
the two fundamental qualities of employee engagement -
positive energy and active involvement (Gonzalez-Romd et al.,
2006; Macey and Schneider, 2008) - to the context of
organizational change. As such, and drawing from well-
established theoretical models of job-related affect (Russell, 2003;
Oreg et al., 2018), both engagement and change engagement can
be characterized as high-arousal and high-valence constructs.
Constructs characterized by activated positive affect imply a
predisposition to action (Frijda, 1986) and a willingness to invest
energy and involvement in organizational change.

As modeled in Figure 1, change engagement is proposed
to consist of two sub-dimensions: change energy and active
involvement. “Energy” captures the activated positive affect and
employee enthusiasm required for the successful implementation
and adoption of organizational change. “Active Involvement”
captures a more behaviorally oriented willingness to strive toward
the achievement of successful organizational change. Although
constructs such as affective reactions to change and willingness
to change (Bouckenooghe et al., 2009) have previously been
proposed and measured, these constructs have not been brought
together with psychosocial antecedents within a well-validated
JD-R framework (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017).

Change-Related Job Resources

Change-related job resources have been defined as the
psychological, physical, technological, informational, and
social supports and supplies available to employees to help
them successfully adapt to, and adopt, organizational change
(Albrecht et al., 2020). Information about change, involvement
in change, and opportunities for learning and development
are change-related job resources that have consistently been
associated with positive employee attitudes to change (e.g.,
Coch and French, 1948; Wanberg and Banas, 2000; Van
Emmerik et al, 2009; Straatmann et al., 2016). Wanberg and
Banas (2000) used longitudinal data to show that positive

perceptions about change information and a higher degree
of participation in change were related to positive employee
perceptions about organizational change. Van Emmerik et al.
(2009), using the JD-R model, reported that opportunities
for professional development were positively associated with
favorable evaluations of organizational change.

Although numerous researchers have focused on the influence
of change-related job resources, less research has been focused
on how “upstream” organizational resources (Dollard and
Bakker, 2010) such as senior leadership sponsorship of change,
organizational change climate, and HR practices influence
employee perceptions of change-related resources and their
attitudes to change. Additionally, very few change researchers
have proposed a model that includes employee attitudes
to change, change-related job resources, and change-related
organizational resources within a coherent theoretical framework
(e.g., JD-R). As per Figure 1, the primary purpose of the current
study is to identify if and how change-related organizational
resources influence positive employee attitudes to change.

Change-Related Organizational
Resources

Key organizational resources that have been linked to attitudes to
change include organizational climate, senior leader sponsorship
and support for change, clarity of change goals, HR support
for change, and overall organizational change capability.
Each of these change-related organizational resources is
briefly outlined below.

Organizational Change Climate

Organizational climate is an important determinant of successful
and sustained organizational change (Schneider et al.,, 1996,
p. 18). Organizations where employees share perceptions that
change is inevitable, necessary, and legitimate have been shown
to succeed at organizational change (e.g., Denison et al., 2013;
Costanza et al., 2016). This is because employees within flexible
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and adaptive organizational cultures and climates develop a
mindset that can cope with changing job responsibilities,
organizational strategies, and structures (Eby et al., 2000; Rafferty
and Simons, 2005). When employees share positive perceptions
towards change, the resulting organizational climate will make
it more likely that individual employees, irrespective of their
level or role, will report being open to and enthusiastic
about the legitimacy and inevitability of organizational change
(Sagiv and Schwartz, 2007).

Senior Leadership Sponsorship of Change

Senior leadership’s active support is widely recognized as
fundamental to the success of organizational change (e.g., Kotter,
1990; Armenakis and Bedeian, 1999; Beer, 2021). Senior leaders
need to promote, communicate, and reinforce the need for
ongoing change (Bordia et al., 2004). Resources that senior
leaders provide to support successful organizational change can
include a clear change purpose and vision, clear communication
of information about change, and active sponsorship and support
for change (Rafferty et al., 2013; Ten Have et al., 2017; Ford
etal,, 2021). Yukl et al. (2019) argued that change leaders need to
envision change, advocate for change, and encourage innovation.
Despite calls for more collaborative and shared models of change
leadership (e.g., Pearce and Sims, 2002; By, 2021), the relationship
between senior leader support for change and employee attitudes
to change is a “truth” that has been established across many
empirical studies (Burke, 2014).

Clarity of Organizational Change Goals

Clarity of organizational goals as an organizational resource
has been shown to influence employee engagement (Albrecht
et al., 2018). Clarity of organizational change goals can include
information about expected benefits associated with change,
the criteria for successful change, and information about how
proposed change goals relate to wider organizational goals
(Milliken, 1987; Wanberg and Banas, 2000; Elving, 2005).
Organizational change goals that are communicated from the
organizational level (e.g., CEO communications) can be more
effective at promoting positive employee attitudes to change
than when communicated by an immediate supervisor (Allen
et al., 2007; Devos et al., 2007). Overall, research shows that
clear and timely communication about the overarching goals of
organizational change helps reduce employee uncertainty and
enhances employee openness to change (Eby et al., 2000; Allen
et al,, 2007). Additionally, and drawing from engagement theory
(Bakker and Xanthopoulou, 2013; Albrecht et al., 2015), clarity
of organizational change goals will likely be positively associated
with change engagement both directly and indirectly through
change-related job resources.

Human Resources Support for Change

Human resources change supports are the administrative, policy,
procedural and structural resources that organizations make
available to employees to structure and support their employment
conditions, wellbeing, and performance. HR practices have been
shown to have a direct influence on employee attitudes to change
(Whelan-Berry and Somerville, 2010). More specifically, training,

recruitment, performance appraisal, and reward and recognition
systems that align with organizational change goals and capability
(e.g., training in how to cope with change) result in positive
employee attitudes to change (Armenakis et al., 1999; Whelan-
Berry and Somerville, 2010; Fugate, 2012). Just as HR practices
influence an organization’s engagement climate (Barrick et al.,
2015), change focused HR practices and initiatives will influence
employee perceptions about change-related job resources and
employee engagement in change. HR change supports will
equally impact front-line, team leader, supervisor, and manager
openness and engagement in change.

Organizational Change Capability

To be able to adapt to continually changing environmental
contexts, “successful organizations [need to] develop the internal
capacity to implement change faster and more effectively
than their competitors” (Miller, 2004, p. 9). Organizational
change capability, as an organizational resource, reflects “a
combination of managerial and organizational capabilities that
allows an enterprise to adapt more quickly and effectively than
its competition to changing situations” (Judge and Douglas,
2009, pp. 635-636). Similar to constructs such as organizational
change readiness (Weiner, 2009; Shea et al, 2014), change
capability requires organizations to have policies and procedures
in place that prime them to be “change ready;” frameworks and
methodologies that support a common understanding of how
to manage change, and the physical, technological, and HR it
needs to deal effectively with ongoing change. Although a limited
number of theorists and researchers have described and defined
change capability (e.g., Beer, 1999; Eisenhardt and Martin, 20005
Meyer and Stensaker, 2006), the influence of organizational
change capability on employee attitudes to change has not been
extensively researched.

In summary, although there is accumulating research evidence
suggesting that organizational resources are important in
shaping employee attitudes to change, the evidence is neither
well-established nor theoretically integrated. Drawing from
engagement theory, COR theory, and organizational change
literature (e.g., Barrick et al, 2015; Albrecht et al, 2018),
the current research aims to extend the limited amount
of change research that has focused on organizational-level
change resources, and to address calls for more theory to be
applied to examination of organizational change (By, 2005).
Based on the preceding review, and consistent with Figure 1,
it is proposed that change related organizational resources,
modeled as a higher order construct, will have a significant
and positive association with employee change engagement and
change-related job resources. Furthermore, it is proposed that
the association between organizational change resources and
employee change engagement will be partially mediated by
change-related job resources. The proposed partial mediation
parallels results reported by Albrecht et al. (2018) when
examining the indirect effects of organizational resources on
employee engagement. The modeling is also consistent with
arguments that resources at multiple levels of analysis inter-
relate to influence individual motivational outcomes (Goh
et al, 2022) and are consistent with Albrecht et al’s (2015)
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integrated model showing how organizational resources such as
organizational climate directly influence the employee experience
of job resources and engagement.

METHOD

Participants and Procedure

Data were drawn from two samples. For Sample 1, contacts
within the researchers’ primary professional networks were
email-invited to participate in an on-line survey and to refer the
invitation to other eligible participants within their networks.
Eligible participants needed to be 18 years or older and working
full- or part-time for a minimum of 3 months in an organization
of 15 or more employees that had experienced organizational
change within the past year. The email invitation informed
participants about the purpose of the study, assured them of
their confidentiality, and that the procedure was granted ethics
approval by the first author’s University ethics committee.

Of the 225 participants from Sample 1, 57.4% were female.
Ages ranged from 22 to 63 years with a mean of 39 years.
Tenure ranged from 6 months to 40 years, with a mean of
5.9 years. Respondents worked in organizations of varying
size (15-10,000" employees), as team members (41.3%), senior
managers (18.8%), team leaders (8.1%), and executives (4.9%).
Most participants (83.9%) reported experiencing a “moderate
amount” to a “great deal” of organizational change during
the past 12 months.

The participants for Sample 2 were sourced using Prolific.!
Prolific enables researchers to access paid participants that
meet specific inclusion criteria. Recent research has shown that
data derived from Prolific “has similar psychometric properties
and produces criterion validities that generally fall within
the credibility intervals of existing meta-analytic results from
conventionally sourced data” (Walter et al., 2019, p. 425).
Beyond having a Prolific record of providing quality survey
responses, participants also needed to meet the same eligibility
criteria as Sample 1.

Of the 201 Prolific participants, 50.7% were female. Ages
ranged from 18 to 66 years, with a mean of 36 years. Tenure
ranged from 6 months to 40 years, with a mean of 5.9 years.
Respondents worked in organizations of varying size (10-100,000
employees) as team members (54.2%), senior managers (5.0%),
managers (16.4%), team leaders (17.9%), and executives (1.5%).
Most participants (78.7%) reported experiencing a moderate to a
great deal of organizational change during the past 12 months.
Prolific participants were informed before commencing the
survey that they needed to attend carefully to, and complete, all
survey questions in order to receive the agreed terms of payment.

Measures

The items indicating the 10 first-order constructs shown
in Figure 1 were anchored on a seven-point Likert scale
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Table 1 shows the
items used in the analyses and their Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Thttps://www.prolific.co

(CFA) standardized loadings for Sample 1 and Sample 2. The
scale means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and correlations
are shown in Table 2.

Organizational Change Resources

Organizational change climate was measured with four items self-
developed or adapted from Armenakis et al. (2007) and Paré et al.
(2011). Senior leader change sponsorship was measured with five
items adapted from Albrecht et al. (2018), Paré et al. (2011), and
Judge and Douglas (2009). HR change support was measured
with four items adapted from Gould-Williams and Davies (2005).
Clarity of organizational change goals was measured with five
items adapted from Albrecht et al. (2018) and Patterson et al.
(2005). Organizational change capability was measured with
three items self-developed or adapted from Miller (2004).

Job-Level Change Resources

Change-related learning opportunities were measured with three
items adapted from Paré et al. (2011) and Armenakis et al. (2007).
Change involvement was measured with five items adapted from
Wanberg and Banas (2000). Change information was measured
with four items adapted from Bouckenooghe et al. (2009), Miller
etal. (1994), and Wanberg and Banas (2000).

Employee Change Engagement

The change engagement items were drawn from Albrecht et al.
(2020) and adapted from existing engagement measures (e.g.,
Gonzalez-Roma et al, 2006; Rich et al, 2010) and change
measures (e.g., Bouckenooghe et al., 2009; Tsaousis and Vakola,
2018). The enthusiasm and active involvement sub-scales were
each measured with three items (see Table 1).

Data Analytic Approach
The data analytic strategy was based in Anderson and Gerbing’s
(1988) widely used two-step approach. The approach involves
first using CFA to assess the proposed measurement model
against a range of established goodness-of-fit indices: Chi-square
(x? not significant), Chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio
(x2/df < 2); TLI close to 0.95, CFI close to 0.95, SRMR close to
0.08, and RMSEA close to 0.06 (Hu and Bentler, 1999; Jackson
et al., 2009). RMSEA values less than 0.08 and CFI values above
0.90 have also been suggested to represent acceptable fit (e.g.,
Browne and Cudeck, 1993; MacCallum et al., 1996; Byrne, 2001).
The data analysis strategy also involved assessing the influence
of common method variance (CMV) (Podsakoff et al., 2012) and
testing the invariance of the measurement model across both
samples. Having established a defensible measurement model, the
second step in the two-step approach involved using Structural
Equations Modeling (SEM) to test the fit of the proposed model
(see Figure 1).

RESULTS

Measurement Model
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the 10 factor first-order
measurement model in Sample 1 yielded slightly less than
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TABLE 1 | Respecified CFA items and their loadings Sample 1 and Sample 2.

Scale Item Loadings Loadings
Sample 1 Sample 2
Change-related organizational resources
CCLIM1 People understand there are legitimate reasons for needing to change. 0.751 0.643
CCLIM2 People are positive about change. 0.761 0.688
CCLIM3 People realize that change is inevitable. 0.813 0.799
CCLIM4 People recognize that change is necessary in order to continually improve. 0.806 0.958
SLS2 Senior leaders consistently communicate that ongoing organizational change is important to the success of our organization. 0.874 0.855
SLS3 Senior leaders actively encourage employees to embrace organizational change. 0.898 0.819
SLS4 Senior leaders are seen to be active sponsors and supporters of change. 0.848 0.844
COCG1 As we continue to go through ongoing change, the future direction of the organization is clearly communicated to everyone. 0.905 0.871
COCG2 People have a good understanding of what organization changes are trying to achieve. 0.885 0.878
COCG3 As we experience ongoing organizational change, people still have a strong sense of where the organization is going. 0.942 0.919
COCG4 Everyone who works here is well aware of how organizational changes fit in with the long-term plans and direction of the 0.817 0.920
organization.
HRSCH The HR department (or equivalent) provides people with sufficient opportunities for training and development to successfully go 0.807 0.844
through organizational changes.
HRSC2 As we continue to go through change, HR (or equivalent) keeps people informed about how the changes are going. 0.890 0.868
HRSC3 HR (or equivalent) helps ensure the right people with the right skills are in the best positions to support ongoing change. 0.846 0.860
HRSC4 HR (or equivalent) uses processes that ensure everyone is treated fairly as we go through organizational changes. 0.782 0.822
OCCH Our organization has the policies and procedures in place that enable us to be “change ready.” 0.862 0.907
OCC2 Our organization has frameworks and methodologies that help us manage change. 0.915 0.948
OCC3 QOur organization has the resources we need to deal effectively with ongoing change. 0.903 0.846
Change-related job resources
JRINV2 | am provided with opportunities to participate in the discussions that are had prior to the implementation of organizational 0.869 0.882
changes.
JRINV3 | have opportunities to participate in the planning of organizational changes. 0.964 0.958
JRINV4 I have some input into how changes are implemented in this organization. 0.901 0.911
JRINFO1 | am clearly informed about the reasons underlying proposed organizational changes. 0.852 0.836
JRINFO2 | am informed about the implications of all proposed changes. 0.872 0.850
JRINFO3 | am regularly informed about how changes are progressing. 0.915 0.847
JRINFO4 The information | receive about change adequately answers questions | may have regarding change. 0.854 0.897
JRLO1 As we go through organizational change, | have opportunities to keep refreshing my competencies and capabilities. 0.902 0.890
JRLO2 Organizational change provides me with opportunities to develop new skills. 0.945 0.925
JRLO3 Organizational change offers me the possibility to learn new things. 0.937 0.928
Change engagement - energy
CE-E_E1 | am enthusiastic about change in this organization. 0.854 0.893
CE-E_E2 | feel energized when we are going through change. 0.915 0.892
CE-E_E3 | feel positive about changes when they occur in this organization. 0.901 0.920
Change engagement - active involvement
CE-I_14 | strive as hard as | can to contribute positively to change initiatives in this organization. 0.828 0.842
CE-I_I5 | actively involve myself in changes that take place in this organization. 0.900 0.848
CE-l_I6 | strive to make sure change is implemented successfully in this organization. 0.874 0.926

CCLIM, organizational change climate;, SLCS, senior leader change sponsorship; COCG, clarity of organizational change goals; HRSC, human resources support for
change; JRINV, job-resource involvement; JRINFO, job-resource information; JRLO, job-resource learning opportunities; CE-E, change engagement-energy; CE-I, change

engagement-involvement.

acceptable fit (Model x? = 1,213.219, df = 657, x?/df = 1.847,
TLI = 0.924, CFI = 0.932, SRMR = 0.0615, RMSEA = 0.061,
RMSEA 90% CI = 0.056-0.067). The TLI, CFI, and RMSEA,
although close, did not meet strict fit criteria. Acknowledging
that proposed measurement models rarely fit without subsequent
modification (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988), modification
indices were examined to identify items that contributed most
to model misspecification. Given that a minimum of three

to four items are sufficient to define a construct (Joreskog
and Sorbom, 1993), five lower loading items with relatively
high modification indices were deleted (two from change
involvement, two from senior leadership, and one from clarity
of organizational change goals).

The respecified CFA yielded improved fit (Model
¥? = 828.927, df = 482, y?/df = 1.720, TLI = 0.943, CFI = 0.951,
SRMR =0.0554, RMSEA = 0.057, RMSEA 90% CI = 0.050-0.063).
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TABLE 2 | Means, standard deviations (SD), Cronbach’s alpha («), and correlations among first-order variables in the respecified measurement models Sample 1

(N = 225; below diagonal) and Sample 2 (N = 201; above diagonal).

Sample 1 Sample 2
Variable Mean SD o Mean SD o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Change engagement energy 4.88 144 092 4.45 1.46 0.93 - 0.72 033 022 050 052 035 064 065 0.59
2. Change engagement striving 5.54 122  0.90 5.06 1.36 090 0.75 - 0.31 0.20® 043 040 033 051 051 0.61
3. Org change climate 5.20 121 0.86 5.16 111 085 032 0.36 - 0.49 049 051 053 048 0.33 0.39
4. Snr leader sponsorship 4.92 1.67 0.90 5.18 1.34 087 024 015 0.56 - 062 045 059 051 029 0.24*
5. Clarity of org goals 4.58 1.64 094 4.68 153 094 0.41 0.32 054 0.74 - 0.67 065 079 0.68 0.47
6. HRM practices 4.25 1.64 0.90 4.34 154 091 042 030 0.31 0.58 0.65 - 0.62 074 060 054
7. Org change capability 4.30 1.70 0.92 4.88 140 093 032 025 046 0.64 0.65 0.66 - 053 0.34 0.37
8. Job change information 4.44 1.64 0.93 4.48 1683 092 048 041 0.52 0.66 0.84 0.69 0.66 - 0.78 0.61
9. Job change involvement 4.16 1.96 0.93 3.82 185 094 049 046 0.30 0.34 0.42 050 039 0.63 - 0.61
10. Learning opportunities 5.21 149 0.95 4.94 156 094 046 047 041 0.39 041 049 042 053 0.50 -

All correlations significant at p < 0.007 except * < 0.05, ** < 0.01.

All standardized loadings were significant (p < 0.001), ranging
from 0.751 to 0.964 (see Table 1). Although the Chi-square ratio,
CFI, and SRMR were at, or better than their criterion values,
the TLI and RMSEA were not strictly at criteria. However, given
that the modification indices did not suggest fixing or freeing
parameters to improve model fit, and given that rule-of-thumb
cut-off fit criteria need not be too strictly applied (Hu and
Bentler, 1998; Heene et al., 2011), the respecified model provided
acceptable fit to the data.

Testing for CMV using procedures recommended by
Podsakoft et al. (2012) showed that standardized loadings for only
8 of the 34 items in the respecified model decreased by more than
0.25 when a common latent factor was included in the estimation
of the model. Ten of the 34 item loadings decreased less than
0.10, and 29 items decreased less than 0.30. The three items
with a decrease larger than 0.50 were from HR change support
factor. Overall, the influence of method effects was shown to be
modest given that all but one of the loadings remained statistically
significant after the common latent factor was included in the
model (Elangovan and Xie, 2000; Podsakoff et al., 2012).

The re-specified model also yielded generally acceptable fit in
Sample 2: x? = 903.332, df = 482, y?/df = 1.971, TLI = 0.924,
CFI = 0.935, SRMR = 0.0526, RMSEA = 0.066, RMSEA 90%
CI = 0.059-0.073). All standardized loadings were significant
(p < 0.001), ranging from 0.643 to 0.958 (see Table 1). Despite
not meeting strict fit criteria, the indices met accepted criteria
(TLI > 0.90, CFI > 0.93, SRMR < 0.08, RMSEA < 0.08).

To assess the equivalence of the measures across both samples,
cross-validation or invariance analyses were conducted. As a
first step, the baseline test of the form of the model provided
acceptable fit to the data (x2 = 1,732.31, df = 964, y?/df = 1.797,
TLI = 0.934, CFI = 0.943, RMSEA = 0.043 CI 90%: 0.040-
0.047). Next, even though Table 1 shows similar loadings,
constraining the loadings to be equal across both samples resulted
in a significant change in Chi-square relative to the baseline
model (A x? = 47.117, df = 24, p = 0.003). However, only
three of the loadings were not statistically equivalent across
the two samples, and freeing the equality constraints on the
three non-invariant loadings (CCLIM3, SL3, and OCC3, see

Table 1) resulted in a non-significant change in Chi-square
(A x* = 18316, df = 21, p = 0.63). Therefore, given that
invariance is indicated unless the majority of item loadings
are non-invariant (Vandenberg and Lance, 2000), the results
suggest partial invariance. Despite Table 2 showing very similar
correlations across both samples, constraining the covariances
to be equal, while maintaining the equality condition for all
loadings, also resulted in a significant change in Chi-square (A
%% = 98.192, df = 55, p < 0.05). Seven of the 45 covariances
were not invariant. Six of the seven non-invariant associations
involved senior leadership sponsorship of change, and the one
other non-invariant covariance involved change information and
organizational change capability. Overall, and as per about a
third of studies that test for measurement invariance (Putnick
and Bornstein, 2016), the results suggest partial invariance of the
measurement model.

Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s
a, and correlations among the first-order variables included
in the respecified CFA for Sample 1 and Sample 2. The table
shows that all standardized loadings were greater than 0.63, all
alpha reliabilities exceeded the recommended minimum criterion
of 0.70 (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994), and the magnitude
of the bivariate correlations did not suggest multicollinearity.
Consistent with the invariance results described above, the
means, standard deviations, alphas, and correlations across
both samples were very similar. Additionally, the standardized
loadings of the first-order factors on organizational resources
(0.59-0.90), job resources (0.64-0.98), and change engagement
(0.80-0.94), provided support for the higher order modeling of
the three constructs (see Figure 2).

Having established an acceptable measurement model with
CFA, SEM was then used to test the fit of the proposed structural
model (see Figure 1). The structural model using Sample 1
data yielded reasonably acceptable fit, albeit using less strict
criteria: x2 = 1,024.529, df = 547, y?/df = 1.873, TLI = 0.927,
CFI = 0.933, SRMR = 0.0785, RMSEA = 0.062, RMSEA 90%
CI = 0.057-0.068. Organizational resources had a significant
direct effect on job resources (B = 0.913, p < 0.001), and job
resources had a significant direct effect on change engagement
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(B = 1.209, p < 0.001). However, organizational resources
did not have a significant direct effect on change engagement
(p = 0.069). Therefore, the path from organizational resources
to change engagement was deleted and a re-specified SEM
was estimated. The re-specified and more parsimonious model
(see Figure 2) yielded improved fit: x2 = 1,029.014, df = 548,
¥2/df = 1.878, TLI = 0.927, CFI = 0.933, SRMR = 0.0741,
RMSEA = 0.063, RMSEA 90% CI = 0.057-0.068. The parameters
from organizational resources to job resources (B = 0.899,
p < 0.001), and from job resources to change engagement
(B = 0.559, p < 0.001) remained significant. Furthermore, even
though no direct effect from organizational resources to change
engagement was modeled, bootstrapping procedures showed
that organizational resources had a significant indirect effect
on change engagement through job resources (8 = 0.503 [90%
CI: 0.349-0.632], p = 0.009). Overall, the model explained 81%
of the variance in job resources and 31% of the variance in
change engagement. The high percentage variance explained in
job resources by organizational resources no doubt contributed
to the non-significant direct effect from organizational resources
to change engagement in the proposed model.

For Sample 2, the Prolific sample, the structural model
yielded broadly acceptable fit: Model x? = 1,026.641, df = 515,
¥2/df = 1.993, TLI = 0.914, CFI = 0.921, SRMR = 0.0741,
RMSEA = 0.070, RMSEA 90% CI = 0.064-0.077. Organizational
resources had a significant direct effect on job resources
(B = 0.853, p < 0.001), and job resources had a significant
direct effect on change engagement (f = 0.761, p < 0.001). As
with Sample 1, bootstrapping procedures showed that higher
order organizational resources had a significant indirect effect
on change engagement through job resources (B = 0.649 [90%
CI: 0.505-0.763], p = 0.015). Overall, the model explained 73%

of the variance in job resources and 58% of the variance in
change engagement.

The final step in the data analysis process involved conducting
relative weights analyses (RWA; Tonidandel et al, 2009
Tonidandel and LeBreton, 2015) to identify the percentage
contribution of variance in change engagement explained by
the first-order predictors. RWA analyses derive weights that
decompose the overall model R?> across a set of predictors
such that the sum of the weights equals the variance explained
(Rafferty and Minbashian, 2019). RWA procedures have practical
utility in that they identify the relative importance of predictors
and, therefore, the “key drivers” of a construct.

Table 3 shows the relative importance in percentage terms
for each of the organizational and job-level predictors. Overall,
the RWA results showed that, in both samples, job level
change resources accounted for most of the variance in
change engagement, with change involvement and learning
opportunities explaining the largest percent of the variance.
Senior leader sponsorship of change, organizational change
climate, and organizational change capability, despite significant
bivariate correlations, accounted for non-significant or very little
variance in either of the change engagement sub-dimensions.

DISCUSSION

This study aimed to determine the extent to which a range of
change-related organizational resources and change-related job
resources were associated with employee change engagement. In
contrast to previous studies that have included only a relatively
narrow range of change-related organizational resources (e.g.,
Biggs et al, 2014), five resources were examined based on
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TABLE 3 | Relative weights analyses showing percent of variance explained in
change engagement energy and change engagement active involvement in
Sample 1 and Sample 2.

Change engagement Change engagement

energy active involvement
Sample1 Sample 2 Sample1 Sample 2
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Org change climate 8 5 15 6
Senior leader sponsorship 3 1 4 1
Clarity of org goals 10 9 10 8
HRM practices 13 10 5 7
Org change capability 4 5 3 6
Job change information 14 19 1 14
Job change involvement 27 27 17 17
Learning opportunities 22 24 26 40
Total variance explained 32 46 31 37

research highlighting their influence on positive attitudes to
organizational change. The resources included organizational
change climate, senior leadership sponsorship of change, HR
change support, clarity of organizational change goals, and
organizational change capability.

In partial support of the proposed modeling, and consistent
with elaborated JD-R models and theory (Albrecht et al.,
2018), change-related organizational resources were shown to
be directly associated with change-related job resources. The
considerable influence that organizational resources can have
on employees change experiences was reflected in the sizable
proportion of variance in job resources that was explained by
organizational resources in both samples (81 and 73%).

In contrast to expectations, change-related organizational
resources did not have a significant direct effect on employee
change engagement. This may be partially attributable to the
sizable direct influence of organizational resources on job
resources, and the relatively strong influence of change-related
job resources on change engagement. Additionally, researchers
have argued that effects are likely to be stronger for constructs
that are matched at their level of analysis (e.g., de Jonge
and Dormann, 2006). Therefore, change-related organizational
resources, such as senior leadership support, may be expected to
have a stronger association with organizational outcomes such
as organizational change commitment (Herscovitch and Meyer,
2002) as opposed to individual outcomes such as employee
change engagement.

Despite the absence of a direct effect to change engagement,
change-related organizational resources had a strong and
significant indirect effect on employee change engagement
through change-related job resources in both samples. As
such, change-related organizational resources were found to
have an important and fully mediated upstream influence
on change engagement through change-related job resources.
The results therefore suggest the need for a combination
of organizational-level and job-level resources to optimally
influence employee change engagement (Albrecht et al., 2020). As
such, organizations can potentially realize positive outcomes by

investing in system-level practices that are supportive of change,
that help clarify organizational change goals, and that develop
an organizational climate supportive of change. By doing so, it
becomes more likely that employees will feel informed about
change, involved in change, and learn and develop through
change. As a result, employees will feel more enthusiastic about
change and actively strive toward the achievement of successful
organizational change; thereby increasing the likelihood of
successful organizational change.

Consistent with the finding that the higher order change-
related organizational resources did not directly influence
employee change engagement, the RWA analyses demonstrated
that a number of change-related organizational resources did
not explain significant variance in change engagement when
considered along with change-related job resources. Despite
significant, albeit modest bivariate correlations, the RWA
analyses showed that senior leader sponsorship and support of
change, for example, did not explain significant variance in either
sub-dimension of change engagement in either sample. This
result contradicts much of the change management orthodoxy
that defines senior management sponsorship of change as critical
to the success of organizational change (e.g., Beer, 2021). As
previously noted, the most likely explanation for the absence
of effect is that the organizational resources have an indirect
effect as opposed to a direct effect on change engagement.
The non-significant influence of organizational resources on
change engagement might also be explained with reference to the
impact of proximal versus distal relationships (Albrecht, 2012).
Proximal factors influence represent the everyday and routine
work experiences of individual employees and teams (Shalley
etal., 2000), while distal factors refer to more macro and system-
level aspects of the work environment that are more indirectly
experienced by individual employee and teams. Consistent with
previous research (e.g., Dietz et al., 2004) the results of the present
study suggest that employee experiences of change appear to
result most strongly from their proximal job level experiences as
opposed to organizational level change resources.

Beyond identifying that change-related organizational
resources have a strong direct effect on change-related job
resources, the study confirmed previous research findings
that identified the important role that change-related job
resources have on employee attitudes to change. Change
involvement, change information, and learning and development
opportunities were identified as strong correlates of change
engagement. The results therefore corroborate what has long
been known regarding factors that influence employee attitudes
to change (e.g., Coch and French, 1948).

The study also contributed to the literature by defining and
measuring change engagement as a potentially useful change-
related construct. Drawing from engagement theory (Bakker
and Xanthopoulou, 2013), change engagement was defined
as “an enduring and positive work-related psychological state
characterized by a genuine enthusiasm and willingness to
support, adopt and promote organizational change” (Albrecht
et al, 2020, p. 4). As previously noted, the definition
reflects the positive energy and active involvement that
characterize employee engagement (Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006;
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Macey and Schneider, 2008), and applies them to the context of
change. As such, and in contrast to existing constructs such
as change readiness, or change commitment (Herscovitch and
Meyer, 2002; Bouckenooghe et al., 2009), change engagement is a
more high-arousal and high-valence construct. Change-engaged
employees will likely be more willing to invest energy and be
involved in change, promote organizational change, and strive to
engage in change-related behavior.

With respect to the measurement of change engagement,
confirmatory factor analyses showed discriminant and
convergent validity between the two sub-dimensions of
enthusiasm. The correlations between the sub-dimensions did
not suggest excessive overlap, and the alpha reliabilities for each
sub-dimension clearly exceeded accepted criteria (Nunnally and
Bernstein, 1994). Additionally, each dimension was strongly
indicated by the higher order construct and the sub-dimensions
were differentially predicted by both organizational and job-level
change resources in both samples. Table 1 provides researchers
and practitioners with change-related measures that have
acceptable psychometric properties, and which for the most part
generalized across the two samples.

Overall, the results extend current understanding of the role
of change-related organizational resources and change-related
job resources on employee engagement in change. In part
addressing concerns over the lack of theory that underpins
organizational change research (By, 2005; Straatmann et al,
2016), the research goes some way toward synthesizing the
change and engagement literatures and suggests that “employee
engagement in organizational change” is a useful way of
understanding organizational change in constantly changing
contemporary organizational contexts (Albrecht et al., 2020).

Practical Implications

The present research suggests practical actions that organizations
can take to release the pent-up latent energy that many
employees have for constructive organizational change (Beer,
2021). The research suggests that organizations, change leaders,
and change agents can usefully focus their attention on the wider
organizational system to provide employees with integrated and
aligned change-related organizational and job-level resources.
When that is the case, employees will more likely be enthusiastic
about and involved in change.

In terms of change-related organizational development
initiatives, organizations could usefully consider focusing energy
and resources on systematically integrating and aligning the five
change-related organizational resources and the three change-
related job resources included in Figure 2. The results of
the present study suggest that interventions to enhance the
five change-related organizational resources will likely result in
employees feeling positive about their involvement in change,
the information they receive about change, and the learning
opportunities that present as a consequence of change. Senior
leaders, for example, could usefully be coached in how to actively
promote, sponsor, resource, and support ongoing organizational
change (Albrecht et al., 2020). Consistent with emergent thinking
on the leadership of change, such coaching may be directed
toward more distributed and collective models of change

leadership (e.g., By, 2021). More specifically, senior leaders
could be coached on how to develop a supportive climate
for change, how to facilitate broad employee involvement and
participation in change (Jones et al., 2005), how to consistently
and clearly communicate change values and goals (Beer, 2021),
and how to model change congruent behaviors, practices
and procedures (Kotter, 1990). Such interventions will enable
employees to feel more informed, involved, and positive about
learning opportunities presented by change. Additionally, HR
change supports such as induction training and ongoing skill
development could usefully be adopted in order to support
employee participation in and support of ongoing organizational
change. Similarly, interventions aimed at enhancing system-level
change capability, clarity of organizational change goals, and the
culture and climate for change will indirectly, through job-level
change resources, positively influence employee perceptions of
change within their immediate working environment.

More generally, the research provides measures of change-
related organizational resources and a measure of employee
change engagement that extend the current range of job-
level diagnostics and attitudes to change. That is, in addition
to assessing the influence of change-related job resources on
employee enthusiasm for and involvement in change, survey
diagnostics can be administered to assess the extent to which
employees perceive the organization has capacity for change,
clear organizational change goals, senior leader sponsorship and
support for change, HR support, and a climate that is conducive
to organizational change. Survey feedback processes can then
be used to build on strengths and to identify improvement
opportunities to develop organizational change capability.

Limitations and Future Research

Directions

Although the present research has provided new insights into the
relationships between organizational resources, change-related
job resources, and change engagement, some limitations need
to be acknowledged. Firstly, despite the use of quite rigorous
confirmatory and structural modeling techniques conducted
across two independent samples, cross-sectional data cannot
establish causal relations. Future research will usefully involve
longitudinal analyses to better understand the causal and
reciprocal relationships between the variables modeled.

Secondly, as the data were self-reported, the potential
influence of CMV needs to be considered (Podsakoff et al.,
2012). However, given that the measurement model was shown
to have acceptable fit in both samples, given the small to
moderate correlations between the measured constructs, given
the modest average reduction in the standardized loadings after
the inclusion of a common methods factor, and given the number
of statistically significant loadings after the common methods
factor was modeled, CMV appears not to be a major concern
(Elangovan and Xie, 2000; Podsakoff et al., 2012).

Another limitation centers on the generalizability of the
findings. The participants from both samples were working in
a range of different organizations. Researchers could usefully
sample a range of discrete organizations across different industry
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sectors to test the generalizability of the measures and the model.
Future research could also usefully examine the moderating
influence of demographic variables such as age, gender, job
tenure, and organizational size on the proposed relationships.
Beyond the suggestions for future research already noted,
research could also usefully be directed toward examining
the separate, combined, and reciprocal influence of additional
resources on change engagement. For example, future research
could examine the influence of organizational change culture,
psychological safety climate (Dollard and Bakker, 2010),
organizational strategic alignment (Biggs et al., 2014), and
clarity of organizational values (Denison et al., 2013). Additional
change-related job resources such as supervisor and co-worker
support for change and change autonomy could also usefully be
included in the model. As suggested by Albrecht et al. (2020)
and Barrick et al. (2015), researchers could also usefully test
how organizational resources influence personal resources such
as change self-efficacy, change psychological safety and change
meaningfulness. The influence of change-related job demands on
change fatigue and change cynicism could also be examined.

CONCLUSION

Overall, this study aimed to contribute to the organizational
change literature by introducing the construct of employee
change engagement, and to test a model showing how change
engagement is influenced by change-related organizational
and job resources. Although change-related job resources
were shown to have the strongest positive association with
change engagement, the results support the theory-based
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