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Based on research conducted by organizational scientists dating to the 1940s, the
authors identified five important precursors that determine the degree of buy-in by
organizational change recipients. The authors assembled these independent precursors
into a framework labeled organizational change recipients’ beliefs and developed a
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Beginning with K. Lewin (1947), who established the roots for process models of
organizational change, a number of organizational scientists have proposed varia-
tions of the basic unfreezing, moving, and freezing phases (cf. Armenakis, Harris, &
Feild, 1999; Galpin, 1996; Judson, 1991; Kotter, 1995). Although each of these mod-
els is similar in that they offer guidance for planning and implementing organiza-
tional change efforts, our focus is on the process models of Armenakis, Harris, and
Mossholder (1993) and Armenakis et al. (1999). Importantly, these models prescribe
strategies for creating readiness and facilitating the adoption and institutionalization
of organizational change.

At the foundation of both models is the change message needed for successful
change implementation. In any organizational transformation, change recipients
make sense of what they hear, see, and experience. Change recipients formulate pre-
cursors (e.g., cognitions, emotions, and intentions), which become part of their deci-
sion processes that result in resistance or supportive behaviors. Change messages are
typically transmitted by global and local change agents as well as those individuals
who are not in formal leader roles, such as the respected peers (i.e., opinion leaders)
of change recipients. In addition, these messages are delivered through the various
influence strategies appropriate at a given time, which can include although are not
limited to persuasive communication, active participation, human resource manage-
ment practices, and rites and ceremonies.

Because change agents have so much discretion over the content of change mes-
sages, it is important to ensure that the transmitted message encourages change
recipients to embrace organizational change and to modify their on-the-job behav-
iors. Beginning with the early work of Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum (1957), orga-
nizational scientists have demonstrated the relationship between precursor variables
assessed using social science methods and organizational performance (cf. A. Lewin
& Minton, 1986). Most recently, Koys (2001) provided additional evidence that
employee attitudes and behaviors influence business outcomes. Thus, having the
ability to identify and gauge important precursors throughout an organizational
change effort should be of benefit to those responsible for changing organizations.
Accordingly, our purpose in this article is to offer a self-report questionnaire that can
be conveniently administered to assess what we label change recipients’ beliefs, a

482 THE JOURNAL OF APPLIED BEHAVIORAL SCIENCE December 2007

Achilles A. Armenakis (DBA, Mississippi State University) is the James T. Pursell, Sr. eminent scholar in
management ethics at Auburn University. His research efforts are focused on the organizational change
process and organizational ethics.

Jeremy B. Bernerth’s (PhD, Auburn University) professional research interests include developing psy-
chometrically sound measurement scales, organizational change, and social processes within organiza-
tions.

Jennifer P. Pitts (PhD, Auburn University) is assistant professor of computer information systems man-
agement at the Turner College of Business, Columbus State University. Her research interests include
strategic issues in information technology management, change management, and business strategy.

H. Jack Walker (PhD, Auburn University) is assistant professor of management at Radford University. His
research interests include organizational recruitment, applicant job choice, and organizational analysis
and change.

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 17, 2016jab.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jab.sagepub.com/


basic precursor to behavior. To accomplish this purpose, we summarize research
conducted by organizational scientists and innovation researchers that identify five
important change recipient beliefs. We then describe the steps followed to develop a
psychometrically sound questionnaire that practitioners and researchers can use to
monitor these beliefs throughout the change process.

The Salience of Beliefs in Organizational Change

To effectively plan and implement an organizational transformation, change
agents need to be able to assess crucial precursors to behavioral reactions. Several
conceptualizations of these precursors have been proposed (cf. Ajzen, 1991;
Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Piderit, 2000). Regardless of which conceptualization one
chooses to apply, a commonly accepted component is beliefs. A belief is an opinion
or a conviction about the truth of something that may not be readily obvious or
subject to systematic verification. For example, a description of an organizational
outcome, event, or act by someone is subject to being believed by other persons. As
pointed out by Rogers (2003) in explaining why people resist or embrace an inno-
vation, “the individuals’ perceptions [italics added] of the attributes of an innovation,
not the attributes as classified objectively [italics added] by experts or change agents,
affect its rate of adoption” (p. 223). Therefore, it is the beliefs of the potential
adopters that must be influenced.

Classic Research on Beliefs

Adopting an administrative or technological innovation requires similar adjust-
ments in the paradigms and behaviors of those expected to use the innovation as an
organization change implemented to modify an organizational strategy, structure,
and/or system (cf. Woodman, in press). In each type of change, situated role theory
(cf. Schabracq & Cooper, 1998) can be used to explain the reactions to change.
Change may produce negative reactions in some recipients because they may fear
they will lose the feeling of comfort they have developed knowing they have the
skills to execute the roles they are in. To be successful, change leaders should exe-
cute a process to influence the beliefs of the change recipients and monitor those
beliefs as a way of assessing progress. Thus, because an organizational change can
be considered similar to the adoption of an innovation, we integrated research find-
ings from the innovation diffusion and organizational change literatures in develop-
ing a framework for the beliefs salient to implementing organizational changes. The
beliefs we have identified as most significant in determining the reactions of change
recipients to an organizational transformation are discrepancy, appropriateness, effi-
cacy, principal support, and valence. The theory supporting the significance of these
beliefs can be traced to research conducted by organizational scientists dating to the
1940s. To establish the origins of the salience of these beliefs in behavioral change,
we summarize findings from two classic experiments, namely, Ryan and Gross
(1943) and Coch and French (1948).

Research by Ryan and Gross (1943) on the diffusion of hybrid seed corn among
farmers in two Iowa communities established the significance of four beliefs about an
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innovation’s diffusion, namely, relative advantage, principal support, efficacy, and
valence. Hybrid seed corn, which reportedly produced higher yields per acre, was con-
sidered a relative advantage over previously used corn seed. This information was pre-
sented to the farmers by a seed salesman (i.e., a change agent) in an attempt to
influence them to plant the hybrid seed corn. However, Ryan and Gross reported the
rate of adoption was considered slow until the potential adopters were influenced by
neighbor farmers (i.e., opinion leaders). Thus, the support (or lack thereof) believed to
exist among these principals (i.e., change agents and opinion leaders) can influence the
reaction of change recipients to an organizational change. We label the influence of
change agents and opinion leaders on change recipients as principal support.

Also included in Ryan and Gross’s (1943) analysis was the conclusion “The early
adopters provided a community laboratory from which the neighbors could gain
some vicarious experience with the new seed” (p. 18). Therefore, if their neighbors
were capable of successfully planting the hybrid seed corn, the potential adopters
should also be successful. That is, “If they can do it, then so can I.” Undoubtedly,
efficacy was the third important belief that affected the adoption decision.

Although the farmers in the Ryan and Gross (1943) study believed there was
some advantage to the hybrid seed corn, the researchers emphasized that the farm-
ers “insisted upon personal experimentation before complete acceptance” (p. 18).
This is evidence that the potential adopters were seeking an answer to the question
“What’s in it for me?” Thus, this finding demonstrates the importance of valence, the
fourth belief, in the adoption decision.

From the organizational change literature, the Coch and French (1948) study in
the pajama factory contributed other relevant information about organizational
change and reinforced some of Ryan and Gross’s (1943) findings. Coch and French
described how the managers of a pajama factory (i.e., change agents) created readi-
ness for an organizational change. Two identical pairs of pajamas were shown to the
experimental groups. One was produced the previous year in the factory, whereas the
other was produced most recently. However, the most recently produced pair of paja-
mas sold in the marketplace for half the price of the pajamas produced in the previ-
ous year. An obvious discrepancy between the two pairs of pajamas existed. Thus, to
be competitive, some organizational change was needed. We label this as discrep-
ancy, a belief that some change is needed. Among practitioners, discrepancy may be
referred to as the “burning platform,” or as Kotter (1995) suggested, discrepancy
establishes a sense of urgency. Once the belief that a discrepancy exists, a related
belief must also be established. That is, a specific organizational change is necessary
to eliminate the discrepancy. We label this belief as appropriateness. In the Coch and
French experiment, the organizational change was an increase in the production
standard, which lowered the production cost per unit and increased the competitive-
ness by lowering the sales price of the plant’s pajamas. We reasoned that relative
advantage as described in the Ryan and Gross (1943) study should be segmented
into two dimensions of discrepancy and appropriateness for organizational change.
Efficacy and valence were also inherent in the Coch and French experiment. For example,
the operative workers must have realized “If our foreign competitors can do it, so can
we” (i.e., efficacy). And, “If we cannot compete with our foreign competitors, we’ll lose
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our livelihood” (i.e., valence). Although Coch and French did not explicitly discuss
the role opinion leaders played in the experiment, we infer there must have been peer
support from the operative workers as they bought in to the organizational change
(i.e., principal support).

The classic studies by Ryan and Gross (1943) and Coch and French (1948)
clearly establish the salience of the five beliefs of discrepancy, appropriateness, effi-
cacy, principal support, and valence in planning and implementing organizational
change. More recent research provides similar evidence that change recipient beliefs
play a key role in the ultimate success or failure of organizational change initiatives.

Beliefs in Organizational Science Research

To demonstrate the importance of these five beliefs in organizational change, we
identified 41 publications in which the authors included one or more of the beliefs.
Contained in Table 1 are the belief components identified in organizational change
publications. The research on the beliefs spans from 1948 through 2006. Some of the
references are practitioner publications (books and journals), and some are scholarly
journals that are known to publish change research articles. The most recent articles
were identified by manually searching journals for the period 1997 through 2006. It
should be noted that the inclusion of the references in the table is not intended to be
interpreted as collectively exhaustive. Our intent is to demonstrate that these com-
ponents have been included in organizational change research. We discuss each
belief and relate some of the specific references in Table 1 to each belief.

Discrepancy. Research by numerous organizational scientists (cf. Bandura, 1986;
Bartunek, Rousseau, Rudolph, & DePalma, 2006; Coch & French, 1948; Kotter,
1995; Nadler & Tushman, 1989; Pettigrew, 1987; Rafferty & Griffin, 2006;
Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1999) supports the argument that employees must believe
that a need for change exists. A difference between current and desired performance
helps legitimize the need for change. Otherwise, the motive for a change may be per-
ceived as arbitrary. Change recipients’ beliefs about discrepancy can be influenced
by what Bies (1987) labeled as social accounts, that is, the information provided by
change agents to explain why an organizational change is needed. In the Bartunek
et al. (2006) study, the change initiative of shared governance was necessary because
a need existed for service decision making at the lowest organizational level that cap-
italized on the expertise of the change recipients (see Table 1).

Appropriateness. Early research by Kepner and Tregoe (1965) can be directly
related to appropriateness. Their work was intended to sharpen diagnostic skills of
managers by demonstrating, among other things, the importance of identifying the
unique attributes of an organizational situation so that the appropriate corrective
action can be matched to that situation, thus eliminating the discrepancy. In addition,
Harrison (1970) offered an early organizational development (OD) perspective
through his explanation that change agents should systematically choose the proper
depth of OD interventions in changing organizations. Furthermore, Bowers, Franklin,
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TABLE 1

Belief Components Identified in Selected Organizational
Change Publications (1948 to 2006)

Principal
Reference Discrepancy Appropriateness Efficacy Support Valence

Abrahamson (1996)
Amiot, Terry, Jimmieson,

and Callan (2006)
Bandura (1986)
Bartunek, Rousseau,

Rudolph, and DePalma
(2006)

Bean and Hamilton (2006)
Beer and Eisenstat (1996)
Bies (1987)
Bowers, Franklin, and

Pecorella (1975)
Bullock and Tubbs (1990)
Christensen, Marx, and

Stevenson (2006)
Coch and French (1948)
Cunningham et al. (2002)
Daly and Geyer (1994)
Eby, Adams, Russell, and

Gaby (2000)
Fedor, Caldwell, and

Herold (2006)
Folger and Skarlicki (1999)
Fugate, Kinicki, and

Scheck (2002)
Ghoshal and Bartlett (1996)
Harrison (1970)
Jansen (2004)
Jimmieson, Terry, and

Callan (2004)
Kepner and Tregoe (1965)
Kernan and Hanges (2002)
Kilmann (1984)
Kotter (1995)
Lam and Schaubroeck (2000)
Lewin (1947)
McGuire and Hutchins (2006)
Mishra and Spreitzer (1998)
Morrison and Phelps (1999)
Morse and Reimer (1956)
Nadler and Tushman (1989)
Nutt (1986)
Pettigrew (1987)
Pond, Armenakis,

and Green (1984)
Rafferty and Griffin (2006)
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and Pecorella (1975) suggested ways to match problems, precursors, and interven-
tions. Finally, Kilmann (1984) focused on the myth of the quick fix that is so often
sought by change leaders. Rather than conducting a systematic analysis of their own
unique situation, many managers select change initiatives based on the actions of
other progressive managers (cf. Abrahamson, 1996; Ghoshal & Bartlett, 1996). Such
fads do little to get change recipients to buy in to the change efforts. More recent
empirical findings supporting the salience of appropriateness can be found in
Rousseau and Tijoriwala (1999), Bartunek et al. (2006), and Rafferty and Griffin
(2006). Rafferty and Griffin for example found that when an organizational change
was perceived as being implemented, after careful deliberation and planning, change
recipients expressed less uncertainty. Thus, in each of the studies just described, the
organizational scientists stress the necessity that the proposed change addresses the
cause(s) of the discrepancy (see Table 1).

Efficacy. In the context of organizational change, efficacy can be defined as the
perceived capability to implement the change initiative (Bandura, 1986). Bandura’s
(1986) research demonstrated individuals commonly avoid activities that they
believe exceed their coping capabilities. In contrast, individuals will undertake and
perform those that they judge themselves to be capable. Thus, employees must
believe they are capable of executing the new behaviors required by the change ini-
tiative. Otherwise, the outcome of a change initiative may be less than expected. Eby,
Adams, Russell, and Gaby (2000); Amiot, Terry, Jimmieson, and Callan (2006);
Jansen (2004); Jimmieson, Terry, and Callan (2004); and McGuire and Hutchins
(2006) offered recent support for the role of efficacy in organizational change. For
instance, the Jimmieson et al. study supported the positive effects of self-efficacy on
the change recipients’ adjustment to the organizational change (see Table 1).

Principal support. Social learning theory (Bandura, 1986) posits that individuals’
sense through their interpersonal networks the support that exists throughout
the organization. Principal support describes the support from change agents and
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Principal
Reference Discrepancy Appropriateness Efficacy Support Valence

Rousseau and Tijoriwala
(1999)

Salancik and Pfeffer (1978)
Scheck and Kinicki (2000)
Simons (2002)
Strebel (1996)
Szamosi and Duxbury (2002)
van Dam (2005)
Vroom (1964)
Wanberg and Banas (2000)
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opinion leaders. The term change agent may refer to the global (i.e., the highest level
in the organization, the CEO) and/or the local change agent (i.e., the immediate
supervisor). Do either (or both) of these principals genuinely support the change? A
common phrase associated with this support is “walking the talk.” Simons (2002)
labeled this as behavioral integrity, that is, alignment or misalignment of words and
deeds. Research on social accounts (cf. Bies, 1987) provides evidence of the impor-
tance of how change agents explain the discrepancy, thereby justifying the change
initiative. Thus, a change agent’s behavioral integrity will be scrutinized by change
recipients for the word–deed alignment. Rousseau and Tijoriwala (1999) described
how nurse leaders made speeches, prepared and distributed memos, and made infor-
mal contacts to demonstrate their support for the shared governance initiative.

Empirical research by Lam and Schaubroeck (2000) demonstrated that opinion
leaders play a useful role in organizational change by facilitating the success of orga-
nizational changes. Salancik and Pfeffer’s (1978) research on the importance of inter-
preting organizational change in a social context supports the findings of Ryan and
Gross (1943) regarding the influence of opinion leaders. Each individual in the orga-
nization senses nonverbal cues and explicit information in formulating a belief about
the change. If the individuals believe principal support (i.e., among the global and local
change agents as well as the opinion leaders) for the change is inadequate, this belief
can influence whether the change initiative will be embraced (see Table 1).

Valence. The belief we label valence originated in Vroom’s (1964) work on moti-
vation and refers to the attractiveness (from the change recipient’s perspective) asso-
ciated with the perceived outcome of the change. Valence can be segmented into
extrinsic and intrinsic categories. Extrinsic valence refers to the rewards or benefits
realized from adopting the new behaviors. Incentive systems, like gain-sharing
programs (cf. Bullock & Tubbs, 1990), contribute to the perceived benefits of the
change initiative. Furthermore, as pointed out by Morse and Reimer (1956), an orga-
nizational change can also provide intrinsic rewards. Morse and Reimer found that
an organizational change that provided more autonomy for decision making among
operative workers resulted in increases in higher-order need satisfaction (e.g., self-
actualization, an intrinsic need). Bandura (1986) stressed the importance of intrinsic
valence in organizational change efforts. Thus, from the research on valence, we felt
there was a benefit to including both extrinsic and intrinsic valence. This component
recognizes the importance of change agents addressing the personal needs of change
recipients.

More recent research on the valence belief can be found in published research by
Wanberg and Banas (2000), van Dam (2005), Bartunek et al. (2006), and Fedor,
Caldwell, and Herold (2006). For example, van Dam (2005) investigated the role of
valence in job changes of hospital employees. She found that attitudes toward job
changes (i.e., changing job content, changing departments, relocation, and voluntary
turnover) were related to the beliefs about expected extrinsic and intrinsic benefits
and costs. Furthermore, Bartunek et al. found that personal gains and losses (in terms
of quality of care, professional development; i.e., intrinsic valence) from the shared
governance initiative were salient to the change recipients (see Table 1).
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Research by organizational scholars on the concepts of discrepancy, appropri-
ateness, efficacy, principal support, and valence demonstrate their scientific impor-
tance in achieving buy-in among change recipients. We synthesized these independently
presented research findings into a collective framework we label as change recipi-
ents’ beliefs. Furthermore, we argue that an understanding of the importance of
these beliefs plus having the ability to gauge them among organizational change
recipients should reveal useful information to change leaders that can be used to ini-
tiate process strategies and tactics that will facilitate the change process. With this
framework as a guide, we conducted and have summarized in the following the
research steps to develop a short, psychometrically sound, self-report instrument
that can be periodically administered to assess organizational change recipients’
beliefs.

THE VALIDATION STUDIES

The American Psychological Association (1995) requires that a quantitative sur-
vey instrument meet standards of content validity, internal consistency, and criterion-
related validity. These three standards constitute construct validity. In this section,
we describe the steps we took, following the scale development process explained
by Hinkin (1998), in satisfying the criteria to establish construct validity of our
Organizational Change Recipients’ Beliefs Scale (OCRBS).

Four separate empirical studies were conducted with four different samples. In
Study 1 we assessed the content validity of the initial OCRBS. Study 2 was con-
ducted to analyze item variance and interitem correlations. The responses to the
OCRBS in Study 3 were used for our exploratory factor analysis. The data collected
in Study 4 were analyzed using confirmatory factor analysis. The narrative follow-
ing Study 4 provides evidence of internal consistency reliability, convergent and dis-
criminant validity, and criterion-related validity.

Study 1: Content Validity

Procedure. The literature review described previously was used to specify the five
change recipients’ beliefs. Using this theoretical foundation, we deductively gener-
ated an initial set of items to assess each of the five beliefs of discrepancy, appro-
priateness, efficacy, principal support, and valence. Using the principles of item
development (e.g., item wording should be familiar to respondents, items should
focus on only beliefs and not beliefs and behaviors, items should not be double bar-
reled, and leading questions should be avoided), the 26 items contained in Table 2
were generated (see Table 2).

Content validity was assessed by conducting a survey of 19 executives enrolled
in their graduating semester in an executive MBA program at a major southeastern
university. Each executive had at least 8 years of work experience and held man-
agerial level positions. The Content Adequacy Questionnaire, developed for this
study, was administered electronically. Each respondent placed the abbreviation for a
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definition in the space provided to the right of each item. We include a code immedi-
ately following the item that represents a simple identifier for the item. For example,
V simply refers to valence. Furthermore, this code indicates what we considered the
correct response (see Table 2).

Results. To determine whether each item represented the underlying change
belief, Cohen’s (1960) kappa was computed using responses from the 19 executives.
Kappa, which is a statistic used to assess the extent to which classifications are made
on a consistent basis, allowed us to determine agreement among these respondents.
Kappa for Study 1 was computed to be .86 (p < .05). A value equal to or exceeding
.70 is generally considered acceptable. The fact that our kappa was statistically sig-
nificant indicates that there was agreement among executives that the items repre-
sented the defined constructs (cf. Futrell, 1995). Thus, we can say the 26 items are
content valid.
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TABLE 2

Content Adequacy Questionnaire Items

1. This change will benefit me (V) ____
2. Most of my respected peers embrace the proposed organizational change (PS) ____
3. I believe the proposed organizational change will have a favorable effect on

our operations (A) ____
4. I have the capability to implement the change that is initiated (E) ____
5. We need to change the way we do some things in this organization (D) ____
6. With this change in my job, I will experience more self-fulfillment (V) ____
7. The top leaders in this organization are “walking the talk” (PS) ____
8. The change in our operations will improve the performance of our organization (A) ____
9. I can implement this change in my job (E) ____

10. We need to improve the way we operate in this organization (D) ____
11. I will earn higher pay from my job after this change (V) ____
12. The top leaders support this change (PS) ____
13. The change that we are implementing is correct for our situation (A) ____
14. I am capable of successfully performing my job duties with the

proposed organizational change (E) ____
15. We need to improve our effectiveness by changing our operations (D) ____
16. The change in my job assignments will increase my feelings of accomplishment (V) ____
17. The majority of my respected peers are dedicated to making this change work (PS) ____
18. When I think about this change, I realize it is appropriate for our organization (A) ____
19. I believe we can successfully implement this change (E) ____
20. A change is needed to improve our operations (D) ____
21. My fringe benefits will remain the same after this change (V)a ____
22. My immediate manager is in favor of this change (PS) ____
23. This organizational change will prove to be best for our situation (A) ____
24. We have the capability to successfully implement this change (E) ____
25. We need to improve our performance by implementing an organizational change (D)a ____
26. My immediate manager encourages me to support the change (PS) ____

NOTE: D = discrepancy; A = appropriateness; E = efficacy; PS = principal support; V = valence.
a. This item did not survive the development process.
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Study 2: Interitem Analysis

Organizational context. The employees in the Medical Division (MD) of a not-for-
profit research company responded to our OCRBS. MD is the largest division of the
company and employs approximately 150 employees, classified as administrative,
technical, and scientific personnel. Since its founding, MD’s research activities had
been almost exclusively funded from federal government contracts, thus limiting oper-
ating margins. According to MD’s leaders, the culture overvalued scientific objectives
at the exclusion of profit objectives. An organizational change effort was planned and
implemented, following commonly accepted guidelines that would create a team-
based culture. During the implementation phase the OCRBS was administered.

Procedure. Solicitation to participate in the study was sent to all 150 employees
of MD. Exactly 117 (78%) employees responded to the OCRBS. We should note that
the wording on some of the 26 items of the OCRBS was slightly modified to be con-
sistent with the organizational change being implemented. For example, instead of
the wording the proposed organizational change (see Item 3 in Table 2), the word-
ing was modified to be the change from a scientific culture to a team-based culture.
The response format for the OCRBS was a seven-cell format with the anchors being
strongly disagree and strongly agree.

Results. The first step in analyzing the data was to assess the variance of each of
the 26 items. Although there is no definite cutoff score for adequate variability, pre-
vious researchers have used a standard deviation of 1.0 as representing an adequate
amount of variability for usefulness of an item (cf. Liden & Masyln, 1998). Items
that show little variance are not much value to a new scale, and eliminating them
would be little loss in the content domain of a new construct. Importantly, all 26
items had standard deviations exceeding 1.0 with a range from 1.01 to 1.68. Thus,
no items were removed for lack of variability.

The second step in developing the new measure was to analyze an intercorrela-
tion matrix between the items and subscales of our OCRBS. Previous research has
suggested that any item that correlates at less than .40 with all other items should be
dropped (Kim & Mueller, 1978), with the rationale being that all items belonging to a
common domain should have intercorrelations above a minimal level (Hinkin, 1998).
Moreover, low item intercorrelations may indicate that items have been drawn from
inappropriate domains, thus contributing to scale unreliability (Churchill, 1979;
Hinkin, 1998).

Table 3 reports the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for each of
the five subscales of change recipients’ beliefs. Intercorrelations among items com-
posing the subscales revealed only 1 item had an unacceptable correlation. In par-
ticular, personal valence Item 5 (“My fringe benefits have remained the same since
the change”) was correlated below .40 with each of the other four personal valence
items. Consequently, personal valence Item 5 was dropped from subsequent analy-
ses. All other items correlated within their respective subscales above the .40 bench-
mark. Thus, 25 items remained for consideration in the OCRBS.
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Study 3: Exploratory Factor Analysis

Organizational context. A major U.S. durable goods manufacturer recently spun
off a subsidiary responsible for supplying parts for the manufacturing process. The
plant (PM) included in our research began operating as an autonomous company.
This organizational change was intended to permit PM to manufacture and market
parts for a variety of companies, not just the former parent company. Prior to the offi-
cial announcement of the change, PM’s plant manager met with two production lines
at a time to inform the union employees of the change. The meetings were brief and
direct. The plant manager emphasized the simplicity of the change. Subsequently,
several union newsletters contained information about the spin-off. External media
(e.g., newspapers, television, and radio) also included information about the spin-off.

Procedure. Participation in our research project was solicited from two produc-
tion lines in PM. A senior union official distributed the questionnaires during the
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TABLE 3

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelationsa

Item M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Discrepancy 1 6.06 1.03 —
2. Discrepancy 2 6.05 1.01 .80** —
3. Discrepancy 3 5.72 1.08 .69** .71** —
4. Discrepancy 4 5.34 1.29 .46** .49** .68** —
5. Discrepancy 5 5.79 1.11 .63** .75** .77** .62** —
1. Appropriateness 1 5.18 1.27 —
2. Appropriateness 2 4.92 1.26 .76** —
3. Appropriateness 3 4.79 1.24 .70** .84** —
4. Appropriateness 4 5.09 1.14 .81** .74** .72** —
5. Appropriateness 5 4.97 1.17 .80** .73** .77** .89** —
1. Efficacy 1 5.14 1.46 —
2. Efficacy 2 4.83 1.42 .85** —
3. Efficacy 3 5.68 1.24 .45** .42** —
4. Efficacy 4 4.91 1.33 .52** .56** .40** —
5. Efficacy 5 5.15 1.28 .45** .42** .52** .82** —
1. Valence 1 4.73 1.36 —
2. Valence 2 4.43 1.45 .84** —
3. Valence 3 3.51 1.68 .50** .62** —
4. Valence 4 4.23 1.50 .74** .81** .63** —
5. Valence 5 4.44 1.40 .22* .27** .33** .33** —
1. Principal support 1 4.18 1.33 —
2. Principal support 2 3.85 1.55 .55** —
3. Principal support 3 4.50 1.42 .52** .67** —
4. Principal support 4 4.48 1.28 .58** .40** .40** —
5. Principal support 5 4.93 1.52 .52** .51** .52** .45** —
6. Principal support 6 5.03 1.35 .49** .53** .51** .51** .83** —

NOTE: N = 117.
a. Data from Study 2, the Medical Division, were used for the item analysis.
*p < .01. **p < .001.
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workday and requested participants to return them at their convenience. The ques-
tionnaire assessed several different reactions (described in the section, “Criterion-
Related Validity”) to the spin-off intervention, including our OCRBS. Of the 125
employees on the two assembly lines, 117 (94%) participated in our study.

Results. Using the 25 items that remained after Study 2, we conducted an
exploratory principle axis factor analysis with varimax rotation with the number of
factors not specified. If the items had been developed carefully, the eigenvalue and
scree plot should equal the number of scales being developed, in the present case,
five subscales (Hinkin, 1998). Based on eigenvalues and the scree plot, results indi-
cated a five-factor solution was most appropriate. Thus, in the next factor analysis,
we set the number of factors to five. One item that failed to meet the suggested .40
criterion level for judging meaningful factor loadings was deleted (cf. Hinkin, 1998).
The resulting solution consisted of 24 items that accounted for 64.45% of the vari-
ance. The rotated factor solution for these 24 items appears in Table 4.

Study 4: Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Organizational context. The Public Safety Organization (PSO) that we analyzed in
Study 4 was formed by merging three previously autonomous organizations responsi-
ble for providing fire suppression, emergency medical services, and emergency man-
agement services to a midsized southeastern city. An ordinance passed by the city
government mandated the merger of the organizations into a single combined entity in
an effort to reduce costs and increase efficiencies in response to declining tax revenues
and rising demand for public services. PSO employed about 325 individuals.

Procedure. Our survey included the items of the OCRBS and other reactions to
the merger (described in the section “Convergent and Discriminant Validity”).
Participants completed and returned the surveys directly to the researcher. Although
all employees at each time period were offered the opportunity to participate, sur-
veys completed by new employees with less than 1-year tenure were not used in the
study. Exactly 247 (76%) employees completed the OCRBS.

Results. We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis on the remaining 24 items
on the OCRBS using the statistical software package AMOS. Overall, the results
from the analysis indicated the five-factor higher-order model identified in Study 3
fit the data very well. The chi-square statistic was significant, indicating a difference
between the hypothesized model and actual structure. However, because structural
equation modeling is extremely sensitive to sample size, in judging goodness of fit,
the chi-square statistic should be divided by the degrees of freedom (referred to as
the normed chi-square, NC; Kline, 2004). There is no clear-cut value to use for NC
in concluding a goodness of fit. In fact, Kline (2004) reported that researchers have
used values ranging from 2.0 to 5.0. Although our NC was computed to be 1.5 (i.e.,
342.80/226 = 1.5), we followed Kline’s recommendation to complement NC with
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TABLE 4

Exploratory Factor Analysis Results of Organizational Change
Recipients Beliefs’ Scale Itemsa

Construct

Item Discrepancy Appropriateness Efficacy Principal Support Valence

We needed to change the .82 .17 .14 .01 –.03
way we did some things
in this organization.

We needed to improve the .80 .14 .25 .14 .05
way we operate in this
organization.

We needed to improve our .72 .22 .09 .03 .15
effectiveness by changing
our operations.

A change was needed to .71 .27 .13 .02 .17
improve our operations.

I believe the change from .19 .75 .12 .13 .15
[this] to [that] will have a
favorable effect on our
operations.

The change we have .19 .61 .25 .27 .03
implemented in our
operations will improve
the performance of our
organization. 

The change we implemented .26 .68 .11 .12 .22
was correct for our situation.

When I think about the .28 .70 .07 .23 .25
change from [this] to
[that], I realize it was
appropriate for our
organization.

The change from [this] to .10 .68 .33 .27 .06
[that] will prove to be
best for our situation.

I have the capability to .20 .05 .49 .23 .05
implement the change
from [this] to [that].

I can implement this .20 .08 .62 .14 .00
change in my job.

I am capable of successfully .02 .26 .54 –.04 .21
performing my job
duties since the change.

I believe we can successfully .15 .34 .46 .13 .21
implement this change.

We have the capability .15 .34 .53 .10 .27
to successfully implement
the change.

Most of my respected peers .25 –.05 .16 .53 .27
have embraced the change.

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 17, 2016jab.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jab.sagepub.com/


Armenakis et al. / CHANGE RECIPIENTS’ BELIEFS 495

TABLE 4 (continued)

Construct

Item Discrepancy Appropriateness Efficacy Principal Support Valence

The top leaders in this .08 .11 .19 .43 .16
organization are “walking
the talk.”

The top leaders support .02 .22 .10 .42 –.01
the change from [this]
to [that].

The majority of my respected .24 –.10 .21 .61 .29
peers are dedicated to
making this change
successful.

My immediate manager .06 .10 .05 .71 –.01
encourages me to support
this change.

My immediate manager is –.08 .21 –.05 .69 –.04
in favor of the change from
[this] to [that].

The change from [this] to –.01 .24 .01 .25 .74
[that] will benefit me.

With this change in my –.02 .22 .29 .06 .79
job, I will experience
more self-fulfillment.

I will earn higher pay .09 .10 –.04 –.05 .51
from my job after
this change.

The change in my job .08 .16 .26 .12 .83
assignments will
increase my feelings of
accomplishment.

NOTE: N = 117. Bold numerals represent acceptable factor loadings for each construct.
a. Data from Study 3, the Parts Manufacturer, were used for the exploratory factor analysis.

other, more sophisticated fit indexes that are less affected by sample size and that
have interpretive norms. Contained in Table 5 are the results of the tests we con-
ducted. Our Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI = .90) was equal to the generally accepted
.90 level, our Comparative Fit Index (CFI = .96) was above the generally accepted
.95 level, and our root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA = .05) was con-
siderably lower than the recommended level of .08. Finally, our standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR = .05) was smaller than the .10 value that is consid-
ered to be favorable. Although the fit indices suggested the data fit our model well,
we should note the model tested included a number of correlated error terms within
each subfactor. However, we did not correlate error terms between factors, only
within. Importantly, such parameter specifications for psychological constructs have
been justified by previous researchers (cf. Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthen, 1989).
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Although we feel safe to conclude the higher-order model of change recipients’
beliefs fits the data reasonably well, previous researchers have suggested good fit-
ting models can suffer from misspecification, suggesting that alternative models
should be considered when using structural equation modeling (cf. Mulaik et al.,
1989). Thus, we compared our hypothesized model to three competing models. First,
we compared our five-factor model with a null model in which no variables are
related. The results of this comparison indicate the five-factor model is superior (see
Table 5). Second, we compared our five-factor model with a single-factor model, in
which all 24 items represent a single latent factor that could be labeled as belief. The
logic in testing this model was our inference that prior to identifying separate attrib-
utes of innovations that affect the rate of diffusion of innovations, only one attribute
was apparently used by experts in studying the rate of diffusion. It was after the
research by Ryan and Gross (1943) that the different attributes began to be
researched. Thus, in a direct comparison between the higher-order five-factor model
and the lower-order general model, the ∆χ2(214.75 (5), p < .001) demonstrated the
superiority of the higher-order scale (see Table 5).

Finally, we compared the five-factor model with a three-factor model. We decided to
test the fit of a three-factor model because previous research has combined three
of our beliefs, namely, discrepancy, appropriateness, and valence, into one factor
(cf. Rogers, 2003). The comparison of this three-factor model with the five-factor model
indicated the five-factor model fit the data better, ∆χ2 (18.24 (1), p < .01) (see Table 5).

Although other potential models could be tested, we felt these models were the
only models that could be reasonably supported by the theory we summarized and
that led us to consider these beliefs as salient in organizational change. Thus, we did
not compare the numerous combinations of two-, three-, and four-factor models with
our five-factor model. As explained by Marsh, Hau, and Wen (2004), without theory
to guide one in comparing models, it is quite possible that the results obtained will
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TABLE 5

Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysisa

Root Mean
Square Error of Standardized 
Approximation Root Mean 

Goodness- Comparative (90% Confidence Square 
Model χ2 (df) of-Fit Index Fit Index Interval) Residual

Null 3243.72 (276) .25 .00 .21 (.20, .22) —
Single factorb 556.56 (231) .84 .89 .08 (.07, .08) .06
Three factorc 361.05 (228) .89 .95 .05 (.04, .06) .05
Five factor

(hypothesized) 342.81 (226) .90 .96 .05 (.04, .06) .05

NOTE: N = 247.
a. Data from Study 4, the Public Safety Organization, were used for the confirmatory factor analysis.
b. A single factor was composed of a single latent factor of change recipients’ beliefs with 24 indicators.
c. A three-factor model composed of three factors: Factor 1 (composed of 13 items referencing discrep-
ancy, appropriateness, and valence), Factor 2 (efficacy), and Factor 3 (principal support).
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be due to chance. Thus, formulating models that cannot be supported by theory is
not justified.

With each fit index, the five-factor model meets or exceeds the threshold values
reported in Kline (2004). Based on a strict interpretation of the thresholds, one
would conclude that the five-factor model is acceptable. Furthermore, an analysis of
an intercorrelation matrix prepared of the five factors reveals the rs range between
.25 and .73. Kline (2004) argued that factors with rs less than .85 can be considered
distinctive. Although rs in the .70s indicate an association exists, from a practical
standpoint, two factors with a .70 correlation means that approximately 50% of the
variance is not shared. Given these rs coupled with the fit indexes and the theoreti-
cal support we integrated, we concluded that a five-factor higher-order model not
only fits the data well but also fits the data better than other reasonable models.

Internal Consistency Reliability

Internal consistency reliabilities were acceptable for both the subscales and the
overall OCRBS in each of the three organizations described in Studies 2, 3, and 4.
Specifically, coefficient alpha for discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, principal
support, valence, and overall change recipients’ beliefs for MD were .92, .95, .86,
.87, .90, and .94, respectively. Coefficient alphas for PM were .89, .89, .76, .75, .82,
and .90, respectively. Finally, coefficient alphas for PSO were .70, .92, .76, .69, .78,
and .92, respectively.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity

A common method for assessing convergent validity is to compare factor load-
ings from exploratory and/or confirmatory factor analyses with those loadings that
would be expected from theory (cf. Liden & Maslyn, 1998; Rahim & Magner, 1995).
As already discussed, the new OCRBS should theoretically load on a five-factor
model. Because our exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses (using separate
data sets) produced a five-factor, a priori structure, there was evidence of convergent
validity for our OCRBS.

Another technique used to assess convergent validity is to examine the correlations
between a new scale and constructs based on prior theory or empirical findings (cf.
Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Liden & Masyln, 1998). We reasoned that our OCRBS
should be related to the concept of psychological ownership (cf. van Dyne & Pierce,
2004) because change recipients are expected to buy in to an organizational change. To
test this possible relationship, we included the seven-item psychological ownership
scale (van Dyne & Pierce, 2004) in the data collection for Study 4 with PSO. This
seven-item scale (α = .83) was significantly correlated with each subscale as well as
the overall OCRBS. The specific correlations were as follows: discrepancy (r = .19,
p < .01), appropriateness (r = .37, p < .01), efficacy (r = .43, p < .01), principal support
(r = .38, p < .01), valence (r = .31, p < .01), and change recipients’ beliefs (r = .44,
p < .01). These findings provide more evidence of convergent validity.

Our findings of the five-factor solution using exploratory factor analysis in
combination with supplementary support using confirmatory factor analysis (with
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independent samples) provides evidence of discriminant validity (cf. Liden &
Maslyn, 1998; Rahim & Magner, 1995). Hence, our results from Study 3 (with PM)
and Study 4 (with PSO) provide evidence of discriminant validity.

Criterion-Related Validity

We conclude based on the results from Studies 1 through 4 that our OCRBS has
demonstrated content, convergent, and discriminant validity. To assess criterion-
related validity, we evaluated the effectiveness with which our OCRBS predicted
various outcomes consistent with theory and research. We regard organizational
change as a reallocation of organizational resources. Therefore, we argue that
employee perceptions of organizational justice should be related to how organiza-
tional change is implemented. Furthermore, employees should articulate attitudes of
commitment toward an organizational change. Finally, organizational cynicism
should be another employee reaction related to organizational change efforts. Based
on this logic, we believed our OCRBS should relate to procedural and distributive
justice, organizational change commitment, and organizational cynicism.

Procedure. The questionnaire we administered to the employees of PM (i.e., Study 3)
included scales to assess the respondents’ attitudes toward procedural and distributive
justice, affective change commitment, normative change commitment, and organiza-
tional cynicism. Procedural justice was assessed using Daly and Geyer’s (1994) four-
item instrument. Coefficient alpha was computed to be .85. We modified Elkins and
Phillips’s (2000) four-item scale to measure distributive justice by substituting the word
change for selection decision. Coefficient alpha was .81. To assess organizational
change commitment, we used two six-item subscales of affective change commitment
and normative change commitment (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Coefficient alphas
were .89 and .75, respectively. Organizational cynicism was measured using the six-item
scale from Atwater, Waldman, Atwater, and Cartier (2000). Coefficient alpha was .73.

Results. Using five separate simple regression equations, we sought to determine
if our OCRBS could predict a significant amount of variance in the five criterion
variables. Results of these analyses indicated organizational change recipients’
beliefs predicted a significant amount of variance in procedural justice (R2 = .36,
β = .60, p < .001), distributive justice (R2 = .43, β = .66, p < .001), affective change
commitment (R2 = .48, β = .69, p < .001), normative change commitment (R2 = .26,
β = .51, p < .001), and organizational cynicism (R2 = .07, β = –.26, p < .01). Table 6
provides the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations between the responses
to our OCRBS and the criterion variables.

DISCUSSION

Behavioral scientists have identified the role beliefs play in affecting behavior (cf.
Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Piderit, 2000). In regard to organizational
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change, beliefs are a basic element of change recipient behavior that are influenced
by the dynamic forces occurring in organizations. By implementing strategies and
tactics included in process models of organizational change, practitioners can influ-
ence change recipients’ beliefs and consequently affect the degree to which readi-
ness, adoption, and institutionalization occur. From the published research on
organizational change and innovation diffusion beginning in the 1940s (cf. Coch
& French, 1948; Morse & Reimer, 1956; Ryan & Gross, 1943), we identified five
important beliefs that influence the success of organizational change initiatives,
namely, discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, principal support, and valence.
Although each belief has scientific and practical value, they have mostly been
applied in the organizational sciences independently. Collectively, the beliefs pro-
vide a valuable framework for assessing the change process. The assessment of these
beliefs throughout the change process provides a barometer of buy-in regarding a
change initiative. Individually, each provides specific information about deficiencies
that have an adverse impact on change success. In either case however, monitoring
beliefs can provide valuable information useful in planning and executing actions to
enhance buy-in. Accordingly, we developed a relatively short self-report question-
naire, the Organizational Change Recipients’ Beliefs Scale, that satisfies American
Psychological Association psychometric standards and is useful in tracking the
progress of organizational change efforts.

We feel this OCRBS offers three value-added uses to practitioners and
researchers. One is that the scale can be used to assess five beliefs that have been
identified as relevant in innovation diffusion and organizational change literatures
dating back to the 1940s. In developing the items for the scale, we employed a
deductive approach in formulating the initial set of items that we administered to 500
full-time employees with a variety of skills employed by numerous different organi-
zations at various hierarchical levels. The criteria we used to assess the results of
each statistical procedure were clearly satisfied. Therefore, we conclude that the 24-
item OCRBS satisfies the three standards of construct validity (cf. American
Psychological Association, 1995). Furthermore, because each subscale consists of at
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TABLE 6

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations Used to
Establish Criterion-Related Validitya

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

Change recipients’ beliefs 3.40 0.83 —
Procedural justice 3.31 1.31 .60** —
Distributive justice 2.75 1.10 .66** .73** —
Affective change commitment 2.94 1.32 .69** .63** .68** —
Normative change commitment 3.49 1.09 .51** .35** .54** .60** —
Organizational cynicism 5.23 0.86 –.26* –.18 –.21* –.36** –.32** —

NOTE: N = 117.
a. Data from Study 2, the Parts Manufacturer, were used to assess criterion-related validity.
*p < .01. **p < .001.

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 17, 2016jab.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jab.sagepub.com/


least four items (and no subscale includes more than five items) a single subscale
could be used independently of the other subscales.

A second value-added use is that the OCRBS can be used in conjunction with
other instruments developed to assess organizational conditions. With only 24 items,
this scale can be conveniently combined with other scales to assess change recipient
attributes (e.g., individual predispositions), change agent attributes (e.g., credibility),
interpersonal relations (e.g., leader member exchange, leader member social
exchange), organizational practices (e.g., justice), and a host of other variables.
Indeed, we administered the Psychological Ownership Scale (van Dyne & Pierce,
2004), Procedural Justice Scale (Daly & Geyer, 1994), Distributive Justice Scale
(Elkins & Phillips, 2000), Organizational Change Commitment Scale (Herscovitch
& Meyer, 2002), and Organizational Cynicism Scale (Atwater et al., 2000) along
with the OCRBS. The relationship of responses to these scales with the OCRBS was
found to be useful in our testing. We can think of no reason why these and other
scales could not be combined in diagnosis for and evaluation of organizational
change. These other scales complement the utility of the OCRBS by giving users the
flexibility to customize a research design to fit the organizational context.

A third value-added use of the OCRBS is that it can be used during all three phases
of organizational change: readiness, adoption, and institutionalization. A comparison
of the item wording in Tables 2 and 4 reveals some minor differences that illustrate this
flexibility. In the three organizations that we administered the OCRBS, the organiza-
tional changes were underway. Therefore, we assessed beliefs as they would apply dur-
ing the adoption and institutionalization phases. We also feel with minor rewording the
questionnaire would be useful prior to the implementation to assess readiness for
change. Our decision to label the questionnaire Organizational Change Recipients’
Beliefs Scale was meant to indicate that we intended the scale to be administered to
employees during any of the three phases of organizational change.

Related Beliefs Scales

We identified three related scales that assess beliefs about organizational change
and innovation adoption. We discuss similarities and differences between these
scales and the OCRBS and relate how these scales can be used in combination in
assessing beliefs for specific organizational change efforts.

IT innovation. Moore and Benbasat (1991) developed a 43-item scale based on
the work of Rogers (1983) to assess eight beliefs, namely, (a) relative advantage (8
items), (b) compatibility (4 items), (c) ease of use (6 items), (d) result demonstrabil-
ity (4 items), (e) trialability (5 items), (f) voluntariness (4 items), (g) image (4 items),
and (h) visibility (4 items). The first five scales coincide with Rogers’s attributes.
The final three subscales were added by Moore and Benbasat.

This scale differs from the OCRBS in that there are no discrepancy or principal
support subscales. The Image subscale assesses the respondent’s perception of
the status (i.e., ego) afforded by others in using the innovation but does not measure
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self-actualization. The remaining subscales are unique to a technological innovation.
For example, trialability is about whether or not the respondent was given the oppor-
tunity to practice with the innovation.

Technological change often accompanies organizational change. Because of the
compounding effects on any organization, a scale such as the OCRBS could prove
useful as a complementary scale (one or perhaps all of the subscales) in assessing
change recipient beliefs.

Affective commitment. Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) offered a scale containing
three subscales intended to assess organizational change commitment. The Affective
Commitment subscale consists of six items. Although this subscale was not designed
to assess beliefs as we apply them here, we content analyzed the items and con-
cluded two are concerned with discrepancy and four assess beliefs about appropri-
ateness. No items deal with efficacy, principal support, and valence. Thus, these six
items could be combined with the OCRBS or the IT Innovation Scale to determine
whether they contribute to assessing discrepancy and appropriateness beliefs.

Readiness for change. Holt, Armenakis, Feild, and Harris (in press) offered a scale
comprised of 25 items grouped into four subscales. No subscale for discrepancy is
included. Appropriateness consists of 10 items. The subscale, management support,
includes 6 items and no items on the scale assess respected peer support. Change effi-
cacy includes 6 items. Personally beneficial (3 items) is aimed at intrinsic benefits.
This scale (all or part) could be combined with the IT Innovation Scale, the Affective
Commitment subscale, and the OCRBS and in refining the assessment of beliefs.

In the interest of pursuing improved measurement of organizational variables, it
is quite common for researchers to provide different scales to assess the same or sim-
ilar variables. The leader member exchange theory is one such example of how sev-
eral researchers developed separate scales to assess the leader member exchange
construct (cf. Graen, Dansereau, & Minami, 1972; Liden & Maslyn, 1998). Thus,
future researchers could undertake endeavors to contribute to our understanding and
measurement of change recipients’ beliefs.

Although we feel that the OCRBS can be useful to change leaders as they plan,
implement, and assess organizational changes, we suggest extended research is needed
along the following avenues. First, future research should investigate segmenting the
subscale of principal support into change agent support and respected peer (i.e., opin-
ion leader) support. The role of opinion leaders in building momentum in organiza-
tional change is well documented (cf. Ryan & Gross, 1943). Thus, being able to gauge
support from both sets of principals should add value to a scale intended to assess
change recipient beliefs. Similarly, whereas we combined extrinsic and intrinsic
valence into one factor, future research should investigate the utility of splitting this
single subscale and providing separate subscales for extrinsic and intrinsic valence.

Second, it should be noted that of all the tests we conducted, the criterion-related
validity test was least conclusive. Admittedly, we cannot discount the potential influ-
ence of common method variance. However, Neter, Wasserman, and Kutner (1990)

Armenakis et al. / CHANGE RECIPIENTS’ BELIEFS 501

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 17, 2016jab.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jab.sagepub.com/


stated that a variance inflation factor (VIF) greater than 10 for any predictor indi-
cates that the collinearity has influenced least squares estimates. In the five simple
regression equations used in this study, none of the VIFs exceeded 1.0. In addition,
given the number of participants, the number of organizations, and the number of
steps used to develop OCRBS, we feel safe concluding it is in fact a psychometri-
cally sound measurement tool.

Third, with our research design, we collected cross-sectional data. Because orga-
nizational change unfolds over time, there is a need to test the OCRBS using a tem-
poral design. The assessment of the stability of the factor structure across several
administrations and of test-retest reliability would be useful in determining the prac-
ticality of the scale. At this point in the development of the OCRBS we are pleased
with its promise. However, as with any new instrument, we realize the necessity for
continuing assessment and refinement.

Fourth, one can question whether each belief is of equal weight. We can antici-
pate a possible scenario in which a change recipient might say “I realize there is a
discrepancy, the proposed the change is appropriate, I know I can perform the new
required behaviors, I observe principal support in my organizational branch, but . . .
what’s in it for me?” This is only one of many such scenarios. Thus, much value can
be added in future research to address questions about the relative importance of
each belief.

Fifth, we do not establish an explicit link between the OCRBS and organizational
effectiveness. Importantly, our research established a relationship between the
OCRBS and organizational change commitment and organizational cynicism. We
cited previous research that provides evidence that precursor variables (employee
cognitions, emotions, intentions, and behaviors) are linked to business outcomes.
Therefore, we infer that the OCRBS is implicitly linked to employee behaviors and
organizational effectiveness.

Finally, our findings need to be replicated. We hope the availability of this scale
will stimulate other researchers to experiment with it and continue to refine the scale
for use in assessing beliefs of organizational change recipients.

OVERALL CONCLUSION

We consider the OCRBS to be a useful assessment tool that is relevant for the
readiness, adoption, and institutionalization phases of a change intervention. It is a
psychometrically sound scale consisting of 24 items that assesses five critical beliefs
documented in previous research to be applicable to organization development and
change efforts. Thus, by administering this scale to organizational change recipients,
a change agent can determine the extent to which ownership for an organizational
change exists. Furthermore, if the assessed dimensions are considered to be unfa-
vorable, change agents have valuable information that can be used to initiate an in-
depth analysis to determine if the organizational change content and/or process
should be modified. Thus, it should have broad appeal to change practitioners and
researchers.
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