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 Overall, researchers have found a strong consensus about the salient role of(a) the internal circumstances under which change occurs (climate of change),(b) the process of how change is dealt with, and (c) the level of readiness forchange in understanding the processes that lead to successful change implementa-tion (Armenakis, Harris, & Feild, 1999; Kotter, 1995; Mento, Jones, & Dirndorfer,2002; Sashkin & Burke, 1987). Despite the relevance of climate of change, pro-cess of change, and readiness for change in predicting change behavior, thereare few well-validated available measures that assess these components (Holt,Armenakis, Harris, & Feild, 2007). Because a diagnosis of the factors that facili-tate an organization’s capacity for change is a condicio sine qua non before movingfurther with the next phases of a planned change project (Ten Have & Ten Have,2004), it is essential for practitioners to have an instrument that allows them tomake a reliable and valid assessment of readiness for change and its enablers: theclimate-of-change and process-of-change elements. Therefore, the main purposeof this study was to develop a battery that measures these components of change.
 Shortcomings in Alternative Measures
 Assuming that the practical soundness of useful research on change requiresthe appreciation of the climate or the context that accompanies change, reactionstoward change (i.e., readiness for change), together with the analysis of the processvariables (Pettigrew, 1990), the development of this battery—the OrganizationalChange Questionnaire–Climate of Change, Process, and Readiness (OCQ–C, P,R)—can be value added for practitioners and scholars. To our knowledge, theextant instruments that cover these three large categories (i.e., context or climateof change, process of change, and readiness for change) can be improved in somerespects. For example, Belasco’s (1990) instrument and Stewart’s (1994) tool haveprovided no construct validity information. In addition, the scales were developedto measure the perception of those people leading the change, instead of assessingthe attitudes of all stakeholders involved in the change process (change recipientsincluded).
 Other instruments are the Organizational Climate Measure (OCM; Pattersonet al., 2005) and the Readiness for Organizational Change Measure (ROCM; Holt,Armenakis, Feild, & Harris, 2007). However, a major problem with the OCM isthat it is an omnibus measure of organizational climate and therefore not always asrelevant for the diagnosis of change-specific perceptions. Also, an initial concernwith the ROCM is it was tested on a specific sample of organizations, and therefore,that may limit the generalizability of that instrument. Furthermore, it is difficultto distinguish the context scale from the content scale, raising concerns about theinstrument’s overall construct validity. Because of the shortcomings of these tools,this article discusses the development of a new battery of measures of climate of
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 change, change process factors, and readiness for change that is grounded in theory,is empirically sound, and deals with several of the aforementioned shortcomings.
 Readiness for Change, Climate of Change, and Process Factors of Change
 When readiness for change exists, the organization is primed to embracechange and resistance is reduced. If organizational members are not ready, thechange may be rejected, and organizational members may initiate negative re-actions such as sabotage, absenteeism, and output restriction. In sum, readinessfor change reflects beliefs, feelings, and intentions regarding the extent to whichchanges are needed and perceptions of individual and organizational capacity tosuccessfully enact those changes (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993).
 In this battery, readiness for change is conceived as a multifaceted concept thatcomprises an emotional dimension of change, a cognitive dimension of change,and an intentional dimension of change. This multifaceted view of readinessfor change as a triadic attitude instead of unifaceted operationalization is betterat capturing the complexity of the phenomenon. It is assumed that intentional,cognitive, and affective reactions toward change come into play at different stagesin the change process, and do not necessarily coincide (George & Jones, 2001;Piderit, 2000). Researchers have tried to classify the elements that shape changerecipients’ readiness for change (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Holt et al., 2007).Several factors have been identified, but only two have been distinguished as keycomponents that make or break readiness for change: (a) climate of change and(b) the way change is dealt with (i.e., process of change).
 Interpersonal Dimension of Change: The Human Relations Movement
 In times of change, interpersonal interaction with peers and superiors is highlyvalued, making the nature of such relationships a salient feature in shaping peo-ple’s readiness for change. People need trust, support, and cooperation to functioneffectively. Therefore, one of the major tasks and challenges of management isto empower employees and facilitate their participation, commitment, and loyalty(Schneider, Brief, & Guzzo, 1996). This focus on building supportive, cooperative,trusting relationships and creating commitment is central to the human relationsmovement (Emery & Trist, 1965; McGregor, 1960). According to this move-ment, organizational effectiveness can be achieved by successfully managing theinterpersonal relationships in organizations.
 A growing body of research evidence has indicated that the human relationsorientation mobilizes the forces and energies necessary to create an employee’sconfidence and capability to undertake new workplace challenges and changes(Jones, Jimmieson, & Griffiths, 2005; Zammuto & O’Connor, 1992). Jones etal. and Zammuto and O’Connor have highlighted that organizational climateswith flexible and supportive structures are conducive to establishing a positive
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 attitude toward change. Furthermore, Burnes and James (1995) observed thatchange resistance was low in supportive and participative conditions were present,characteristics that are consistent with the human relations philosophy. Last, Tier-ney (1999) noted that the psychological climate dimensions of trust, participation,and support are preconditions for an environment conducive of change.
 The elements that represent this interpersonal dimension reside at the context-or climate-of-change level (e.g., trust in leadership) and process-of-change level(e.g., involvement in decision making). Contrary to the plethora of general defini-tions of organizational climate, the change literature lacks good conceptualizationsof change climate. In her research, Tierney (1999) defined climate of change asemployees’ perceptions of which organizational change initiatives in an organiza-tion are expected, supported, and rewarded. In the present study, climate of changeis conceived in terms of general context characteristics conducive of change. Itrefers to employees’ perceptions of the internal circumstances under which changeoccurs. The process part of change has a more transient character and refers to theactual approach of how a specific change project is dealt with. The context andprocess of organizational change have both been identified as major contributorsof employees’ readiness for change (Holt, Armenakis, Harris et al., 2007).
 The 10 Dimensions of the Battery
 By choosing the human relations perspective, we delineated a framework fromwhich the climate dimensions and process factors were tapped as antecedents ofreadiness for change. This deductively driven selection process resulted in a par-simonious delineation of the content of the battery that describes the essentialcontext and process factors of readiness for change in terms of interpersonal re-lationships. Apart from the tridimensional measurement of readiness for change(i.e., emotional, cognitive, and intentional readiness for change), the instrumentencompasses the following seven dimensions: (a) quality of change communi-cation, (b) participation, (c) attitude of top management toward organizationalchange, (d) support by supervisors, (e) trust in leadership, (f) cohesion, and (g)politicking. (The Appendix shows a description of each of the aforementioneddimensions.) We also used these definitions as a part of the content adequacy testfor the items constructed.
 In sum, these 10 dimensions cover the complex mix of change by including thecontext of change (i.e., climate of change), the process of change, and the reactiontoward change (Armenakis & Bedeain, 1999; Pettigrew, 1990). Quality of changecommunication, participation, attitude of top management toward organizationalchange, and support by supervisors all pertain to how change is dealt with (i.e.,process). The internal context of change (i.e., climate of change) involves trustin leadership, cohesion, and politicking. Last, as mentioned before, readiness forchange is a multifaceted attitude toward change, comprising emotional, cognitive,and intentional readinesses for change (see Figure 1).
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 FIGURE 1. Classification of climate dimensions.
 Having discussed the reasons for developing the OCQ–C, P, R and defined theframework from which OCQ–C, P, R dimensions were tapped, in the remainderof the present article we describe in detail the studies that have been conducted onthe validation process of the OCQ–C, P, R.
 Validation Studies
 Traditional psychometric theory asserts that a quantitative survey instrumentshould meet the following three standards of validity: (a) content validity, (b)construct validity, and (c) criterion-related validity (Anastasi, 1982; Hinkin, 1998;Nunnally, 1978). The validation procedure encompassed four studies. We designedStudy 1 to examine the content validity of the items developed. Study 2 involveda first test of the factor structure and the construct validity of the items. Study3 examined whether the scales that emerged from Study 2 could be replicatedin a different sample. We simultaneously evaluated the scales for convergentvalidity, discriminant validity, known-groups validity, shared-group variance, andconcurrent validity. Last, Study 4 was a first step toward the development of anEnglish version of the original Dutch OCQ–C, P, R.
 Item Development: Pilot Study
 In accordance with previous validation studies, we followed Hinkin’s (1998)guidelines suggesting that survey items should be developed by first specifying
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 the domain, then developing items to assess that domain, and last determining theextent to which items measure the specified domain. We consulted the literatureon climate dimensions (Burnes & James, 1995; James et al., 2008; Pattersonet al., 2005; Tierney, 1999; Zammuto & O’Connor, 1992) and readiness for change(Armenakis et al., 1993; Holt, Armenakis, Harris et al., 2007) to inductivelygenerate our items. We independently wrote items for each of the 10 dimensions.This process yielded a large set of items. Then, items were rewritten or eliminatedif they were poorly worded, duplicated other items, or seemed inconsistent withthe dimension descriptions (see the Appendix). Last, Herman van den Broeckreviewed the items for clarity and redundancy. This entire item-generation processyielded a final selection of 63 items.
 Content Validity
 Following the procedure that Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001) described, a panelof 10 judges examined the content validity of the 63 items along the dimensionsdescribed in the Appendix. Each of the 10 panel judges was an academic staffmember in the organizational behavior department of a prominent business schoolin Belgium. These judges were given the descriptions of the 10 dimensions andasked to base their designations on the definitions provided. Apart from the 63items, we added 9 filler items referring to goal orientation and risk-taking–rewardorientation. None of these filler items was classified in the 10 specified dimensions,providing a first indication of the content adequacy and discriminant validity ofthe 63 items.
 Results. The percentage of interrater agreement was calculated as a measureof content adequacy (Chen et al., 2001). Table 1 displays the 10 dimensions,initial number of items that were developed before the content adequacy test, itemdesignation according to the expert panel, percentage of interrater agreement, andscale to which our items were initially assigned.
 Although the content adequacy test is a viable way to determine whether theitems that were generated represent the underlying latent constructs, an impor-tant point raised by the panel judges is that they classified all 63 items from ageneral change perspective, whereas several items in the questionnaire actuallyhave a change-specific character. In other words, our item pool comprised itemswith a more general content and items that we specifically designed toward mea-suring the perception of an ongoing company- or department-specific change.A reevaluation of the items (see Table 1) reveals that a part can be grouped asmore general and another part can be grouped as change-specific. In followingthis classification, we noticed that our context factors (i.e., trust in leadership,politicking, and cohesion) have a general content, whereas the process factors(i.e., quality of change communication, participation, support by supervisors) and

Page 7
                        

Bouckenooghe, Devos, & Van den Broeck 565
 TA
 BL
 E1.
 Res
 ults
 ofC
 onte
 ntA
 dequ
 acy
 Test
 Dim
 ensi
 on
 Ori
 gina
 lnu
 mbe
 rof
 item
 sIt
 emre
 tain
 edaf
 ter
 cont
 enta
 dequ
 acy
 test
 %of
 agre
 emen
 tam
 ong
 rate
 rsO
 rigi
 nals
 cale
 Item type
 1.Pr
 oces
 sof
 chan
 geQ
 ualit
 yof
 chan
 geco
 mm
 unic
 atio
 n(Q
 CC
 )
 6I0
 3:I
 amre
 gula
 rly
 info
 rmed
 onho
 wth
 ech
 ange
 isgo
 ing.
 100
 QC
 CS
 I12:
 The
 reis
 good
 com
 mun
 icat
 ion
 betw
 een
 proj
 ectl
 eade
 rsan
 dst
 aff
 mem
 bers
 abou
 tthe
 orga
 niza
 tion’
 spo
 licy
 tow
 ard
 chan
 ges.
 100
 QC
 CS
 I22:
 Info
 rmat
 ion
 prov
 ided
 onch
 ange
 iscl
 ear.
 100
 QC
 CS
 I36:
 Info
 rmat
 ion
 conc
 erni
 ngth
 ech
 ange
 sre
 ache
 sus
 mos
 tlyas
 rum
 ours
 .10
 0Q
 CC
 S
 I47:
 We
 are
 suffi
 cien
 tlyin
 form
 edof
 the
 prog
 ress
 ofch
 ange
 .10
 0Q
 CC
 SI6
 5:C
 orpo
 rate
 man
 agem
 entt
 eam
 keep
 sal
 ldep
 artm
 ents
 info
 rmed
 abou
 tits
 deci
 sion
 s.a
 100
 TL
 EG
 I76:
 Two-
 way
 com
 mun
 icat
 ion
 betw
 een
 the
 corp
 orat
 em
 anag
 emen
 tte
 aman
 dth
 ede
 part
 men
 tsis
 very
 good
 .a80
 TL
 EG
 I20:
 Cor
 pora
 tem
 anag
 emen
 ttea
 mcl
 earl
 yex
 plai
 nsth
 ene
 cess
 ityof
 the
 chan
 ge.a
 80A
 TC
 S
 Part
 icip
 atio
 n(P
 AR
 )12
 I05:
 Cha
 nges
 are
 alw
 ays
 disc
 usse
 dw
 ithal
 lpeo
 ple
 conc
 erne
 d.70
 PAR
 GIl
 l:T
 hose
 who
 impl
 emen
 tcha
 nge,
 have
 nosa
 yin
 deve
 lopi
 ngth
 epr
 opos
 als.
 100
 PAR
 S
 I25:
 Dec
 isio
 nsco
 ncer
 ning
 wor
 kar
 eta
 ken
 inco
 nsul
 tatio
 nw
 ithth
 est
 aff
 who
 are
 affe
 cted
 .10
 0PA
 RG
 (Con
 tinu
 edon
 next
 page
 )

Page 8
                        

566 The Journal of Psychology
 TA
 BL
 E1.
 Res
 ults
 ofC
 onte
 ntA
 dequ
 acy
 Test
 (Con
 tinue
 d)
 Dim
 ensi
 on
 Ori
 gina
 lnu
 mbe
 rof
 item
 sIt
 emre
 tain
 edaf
 ter
 cont
 enta
 dequ
 acy
 test
 %of
 agre
 emen
 tam
 ong
 rate
 rsO
 rigi
 nals
 cale
 Item type
 I34:
 My
 depa
 rtm
 ent’s
 man
 agem
 entt
 eam
 take
 sac
 coun
 tof
 the
 staf
 f’s
 rem
 arks
 .80
 PAR
 G
 I35:
 Dep
 artm
 ents
 are
 cons
 ulte
 dab
 outt
 hech
 ange
 suffi
 cien
 tly.
 100
 PAR
 SI4
 2:St
 aff
 mem
 bers
 wer
 eco
 nsul
 ted
 abou
 tthe
 reas
 ons
 for
 chan
 ge.
 100
 PAR
 SI5
 0:Fr
 ontl
 ine
 staf
 fan
 dof
 fice
 wor
 kers
 can
 rais
 eto
 pics
 for
 disc
 ussi
 on.
 90PA
 RG
 I51:
 Our
 depa
 rtm
 entp
 rovi
 desu
 ffici
 entt
 ime
 for
 cons
 ulta
 tion.
 70PA
 RG
 I71:
 Itis
 poss
 ible
 tota
 lkab
 outo
 utm
 oded
 regu
 latio
 nsan
 dw
 ays
 ofw
 orki
 ng.
 80PA
 RG
 I74:
 The
 way
 chan
 geis
 impl
 emen
 ted
 leav
 eslit
 tlero
 omfo
 rpe
 rson
 alin
 put.
 80PA
 RS
 I77:
 Staf
 fm
 embe
 rsar
 esu
 ffici
 ently
 invo
 lved
 inth
 eim
 plem
 enta
 tion
 ofth
 ech
 ange
 sby
 our
 depa
 rtm
 ent’s
 seni
 orm
 anag
 ers.
 70PA
 RS
 Atti
 tude
 ofto
 pm
 anag
 emen
 tto
 war
 dch
 ange
 (AT
 C)
 4I1
 7:C
 orpo
 rate
 man
 agem
 entt
 eam
 has
 apo
 sitiv
 evi
 sion
 ofth
 efu
 ture
 .70
 AT
 CS
 I66:
 Cor
 pora
 tem
 anag
 emen
 ttea
 mis
 activ
 ely
 invo
 lved
 with
 the
 chan
 ges.
 80A
 TC
 S
 169:
 Cor
 pora
 tem
 anag
 emen
 ttea
 msu
 ppor
 tsth
 ech
 ange
 proc
 ess
 unco
 nditi
 onal
 ly.
 80A
 TC
 S
 (Con
 tinu
 edon
 next
 page
 )

Page 9
                        

Bouckenooghe, Devos, & Van den Broeck 567T
 AB
 LE
 1.R
 esul
 tsof
 Con
 tent
 Ade
 quac
 yTe
 st(C
 ontin
 ued)
 Dim
 ensi
 on
 Ori
 gina
 lnu
 mbe
 rof
 item
 sIt
 emre
 tain
 edaf
 ter
 cont
 enta
 dequ
 acy
 test
 %of
 agre
 emen
 tam
 ong
 rate
 rsO
 rigi
 nals
 cale
 Item type
 Supp
 ortb
 ysu
 perv
 isor
 s(S
 BS)
 6I0
 1:O
 urde
 part
 men
 t’sse
 nior
 man
 ager
 spa
 ysu
 ffici
 enta
 ttent
 ion
 toth
 epe
 rson
 alco
 nseq
 uenc
 esth
 atth
 ech
 ange
 sco
 uld
 have
 for
 thei
 rst
 aff
 mem
 bers
 .
 90SB
 SS
 I37:
 Our
 depa
 rtm
 ent’s
 seni
 orm
 anag
 ers
 coac
 hus
 very
 wel
 labo
 utim
 plem
 entin
 gch
 ange
 .90
 SBS
 S
 I38:
 Our
 depa
 rtm
 ent’s
 seni
 orm
 anag
 ers
 have
 trou
 ble
 inad
 aptin
 gth
 eir
 lead
 ersh
 ipst
 yles
 toth
 ech
 ange
 s.70
 SBS
 S
 I15:
 My
 man
 ager
 does
 nots
 eem
 very
 keen
 tohe
 lpm
 efin
 da
 solu
 tion
 ifI
 have
 apr
 oble
 m.a
 70T
 LE
 G
 I31:
 IfI
 expe
 rien
 cean
 ypr
 oble
 ms,
 Ica
 nal
 way
 stu
 rnon
 my
 man
 ager
 for
 help
 .a70
 TL
 EG
 I40:
 My
 man
 ager
 can
 plac
 ehe
 rsel
 f/hi
 mse
 lfin
 my
 posi
 tion.
 a70
 TL
 EG
 I60:
 My
 man
 ager
 enco
 urag
 esm
 eto
 doth
 ings
 that
 Iha
 vene
 ver
 done
 befo
 re.a
 80T
 LE
 G
 2.C
 limat
 eof
 chan
 geor
 inte
 rnal
 cont
 ext
 Tru
 stin
 lead
 ersh
 ip(T
 LE
 )10
 I19:
 Cor
 pora
 tem
 anag
 emen
 ttea
 mco
 nsis
 tent
 lyim
 plem
 ents
 itspo
 licie
 sin
 alld
 epar
 tmen
 ts.
 60T
 LE
 G
 I44:
 Cor
 pora
 tem
 anag
 emen
 ttea
 mfu
 lfils
 itspr
 omis
 es.
 100
 TL
 EG
 I58:
 IfI
 mak
 em
 ista
 kes,
 my
 man
 ager
 hold
 sth
 emag
 ains
 tme.
 70T
 LE
 GPo
 litic
 king
 (PO
 L)
 5I0
 8:W
 ithin
 our
 orga
 niza
 tion,
 pow
 erga
 mes
 betw
 een
 the
 depa
 rtm
 ents
 play
 anim
 port
 antr
 ole.
 100
 POL
 G
 I09:
 Staf
 fm
 embe
 rsar
 eso
 met
 imes
 take
 nad
 vant
 age
 ofin
 our
 orga
 niza
 tion.
 70PO
 LG
 I30:
 Inou
 ror
 gani
 zatio
 n,fa
 vori
 tism
 isan
 impo
 rtan
 tway
 toac
 hiev
 eso
 met
 hing
 .10
 0PO
 LG
 Coh
 esio
 n(C
 OH
 )5
 I02:
 Itis
 diffi
 cult
 toas
 khe
 lpfr
 omm
 yco
 lleag
 ues.
 90C
 OH
 GI1
 4:T
 here
 isa
 stro
 ngri
 valr
 ybe
 twee
 nco
 lleag
 ues
 inm
 yde
 part
 men
 t.90
 CO
 HG
 I24:
 Idou
 btw
 heth
 eral
 lofm
 yco
 lleag
 ues
 are
 suffi
 cien
 tlyco
 mpe
 tent
 .90
 CO
 HG
 I48:
 Iha
 veco
 nfide
 nce
 inm
 yco
 lleag
 ues.
 90C
 OH
 G(C
 onti
 nued
 onne
 xtpa
 ge)

Page 10
                        

568 The Journal of Psychology
 TA
 BL
 E1.
 Res
 ults
 ofC
 onte
 ntA
 dequ
 acy
 Test
 (Con
 tinue
 d)
 Dim
 ensi
 on
 Ori
 gina
 lnu
 mbe
 rof
 item
 sIt
 emre
 tain
 edaf
 ter
 cont
 enta
 dequ
 acy
 test
 %of
 agre
 emen
 tam
 ong
 rate
 rsO
 rigi
 nals
 cale
 Item type
 I61:
 My
 depa
 rtm
 enti
 sve
 ryop
 en.
 90C
 OH
 G3.
 Rea
 dine
 ssfo
 rch
 ange
 Em
 otio
 nalr
 eadi
 ness
 for
 chan
 ge(E
 MR
 E)
 5I0
 4:I
 have
 ago
 odfe
 elin
 gab
 outt
 hech
 ange
 proj
 ect.
 90E
 MR
 ES
 I33:
 Iex
 peri
 ence
 the
 chan
 geas
 apo
 sitiv
 epr
 oces
 s.90
 EM
 RE
 SI7
 5:I
 find
 the
 chan
 gere
 fres
 hing
 .10
 0E
 MR
 ES
 I55:
 Iam
 som
 ewha
 tres
 ista
 ntto
 chan
 ge.a
 70C
 OG
 RE
 GI7
 3:I
 amqu
 itere
 luct
 antt
 oac
 com
 mod
 ate
 and
 inco
 rpor
 ate
 chan
 ges
 into
 my
 wor
 k.a
 60C
 OG
 RE
 G
 Cog
 nitiv
 ere
 adin
 ess
 for
 chan
 ge(C
 OG
 RE
 )
 6I4
 1:I
 thin
 kth
 atm
 ostc
 hang
 esw
 illha
 vea
 nega
 tive
 effe
 cton
 the
 clie
 nts
 we
 serv
 e.10
 0C
 OG
 RE
 G
 I59:
 Plan
 sfo
 rfu
 ture
 impr
 ovem
 entw
 illno
 tcom
 eto
 om
 uch.
 60C
 OG
 RE
 GI6
 2:M
 ostc
 hang
 epr
 ojec
 tsth
 atar
 esu
 ppos
 edto
 solv
 epr
 oble
 ms
 arou
 ndhe
 rew
 illno
 tdo
 muc
 hgo
 od.
 70C
 OG
 RE
 G
 I39:
 The
 chan
 gew
 illim
 prov
 ew
 ork.
 a90
 EM
 RE
 SI5
 6:T
 hech
 ange
 will
 sim
 plif
 yw
 ork.
 a90
 EM
 RE
 SIn
 tent
 iona
 lre
 adin
 ess
 for
 chan
 ge(I
 NR
 E)
 4I1
 8:I
 wan
 tto
 devo
 tem
 ysel
 fto
 the
 proc
 ess
 ofch
 ange
 .10
 0IN
 RE
 S
 I57:
 Iam
 will
 ing
 tom
 ake
 asi
 gnifi
 cant
 cont
 ribu
 tion
 toth
 ech
 ange
 .10
 0IN
 RE
 SI6
 7:I
 amw
 illin
 gto
 pute
 nerg
 yin
 toth
 epr
 oces
 sof
 chan
 ge.
 90IN
 RE
 S
 Not
 e.O
 nly
 the
 item
 sw
 hose
 perc
 enta
 geof
 inte
 rrat
 erag
 reem
 entw
 as.6
 0or
 grea
 ter
 are
 disp
 laye
 d.G
 =ge
 nera
 lite
 m;S
 =ch
 ange
 -spe
 cific
 item
 .a It
 ems
 that
 wer
 ein
 itial
 lyde
 velo
 ped
 tore
 pres
 enta
 noth
 ercl
 imat
 edi
 men
 sion
 butr
 ecei
 ved
 ane
 wcl
 assi
 ficat
 ion
 afte
 rth
 eco
 nten
 tade
 quac
 yte
 st.

Page 11
                        

Bouckenooghe, Devos, & Van den Broeck 569
 the readiness variables (i.e., emotional and cognitive readinesses for change) werea mixture of general and change-specific items. Not taking this difference intoconsideration would flaw further validation of our questionnaire. In particular,factor analyses may yield biased findings if one is not aware of this distinction.We anticipated the following dimensions would emerge from the item and factoranalyses in Study 2: quality of change communication (process, change specific),participation in change project (process, change specific), attitude of top manage-ment toward change project (process, change specific), ability of management tolead a change project (process, change specific), participatory management (con-text, general), politicking (context, general), cohesion (context, general), generalsupport by supervision (context, general), trust in leadership (context, general),cognitive readiness for change (general), emotional readiness for change (changespecific), and intentional readiness for change (change specific).
 Questionnaire Administration and Item Analysis
 We designed a questionnaire that incorporated all items from the pilot study(i.e., 63 items). The questionnaire was specifically developed by taking into ac-count the feedback from the panel that some items had a more general character,whereas others had a more change-specific character. In the first part of the survey,respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with statements onchange in general by using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (stronglydisagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The second part of the questionnaire dealt with themore change-specific items and was introduced by the following instruction:
 This part contains questions about [specific change within department or organi-zation X]. We are interested in finding out about people’s attitudes to change. Inanswering the following questions, please have [the specific change project] inmind. Especially try to remember those things that particularly affected you andyour immediate colleagues.
 The general part (i.e., internal context variables, cognitive readiness forchange) comprised 28 items, whereas the change-specific part (i.e., process vari-ables, emotional readiness and intentional readiness for change) comprised 35items. We used the data we gathered on the basis of this questionnaire for itemanalyses and exploratory factor analyses (EFAs) in Study 2. All items in the ques-tionnaire were phrased so that participants could report their level of agreement byusing a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (stronglyagree).
 Organizational context. In Study 2, we collected data from for-profit (n= 18) and nonprofit (n = 24) organizations. All 42 Belgian organizations hadrecently announced a large-scale change (i.e., downsizing, reengineering, total
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 quality management, culture change, technological innovation). The 42 organiza-tions represented several sectors including information technology, petrochemi-cals, telecommunications, fast-moving consumer products, finance and insurance,consultancy, health-care and medical services, but also government services (i.e.,police departments, schools).
 We acquired data on 1,358 individuals and included them in the analyses. Onaverage, 32 people from each organization answered the questionnaire. As wasthe case for all studies reported throughout this article, participants filled out thesurvey on a voluntary and anonymous basis. Therefore, we did not collect all thedemographic information from the respondents. The numbers of participants fromfor-profit and nonprofit organizations were almost equal: for for-profit, 54% (n =738); for nonprofit, 46% (n = 620). In addition, the sample consisted of more maleparticipants (64%, n = 244) than female participants (36%, n = 138), and moreparticipants holding a nonmanagerial position (54%, n = 479) than a managerialposition (46%, n = 406). Last, participants’ age was heterogeneous: In all, 3% (n= 11) were younger than 25 years of age; 33% (n = 121) were 25–34 years ofage; 35% (n = 127) were 35–44 years of age; and 29% (n = 103) were older than44 years of age. In short, this sample involved a varied set of organizations andrespondents to examine the validity of the OCQ–C, P, R.
 Procedure factor analyses. The OCQ–C, P, R is a diagnostic tool that in-corporates three separate questionnaires aimed at measuring the following: (a) theclimate of change or internal change context (C), (b) the process of change (P),and (c) the readiness for change (R). Therefore, we factor analyzed the climate-of-change, process-of-change, and readiness-for-change items separately. We factoranalyzed 22 items for change climate, 26 items for process of change, and 15items for readiness for change by using principal axis factoring and direct obliminrotation (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003). In Study 3, we replicated the factor structurefound in Study 2 by conducting confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) on new data(Hurley et al., 1997).
 We performed an initial EFA to check empirically the discernment of thebattery into the following three major categories: C, P, and R. A three-factorsolution was forced with a direct oblimin rotation to simplify the interpretationof the factors. Together, these three factors explained 43% of the total variance.Overall, the item-loading pattern endorsed the conceptual distinction betweenclimate of change or internal context, process of change, and readiness for change.The so-called process items had their primary loadings on the first factor, withloadings larger than or approximating .40. Only two items—I38 and I46—hadsecondary factor loadings exceeding .25. The ambiguous loading pattern of theseitems could be because these were reversed-scored items. Regarding the readiness-for-change items, all items loaded on a single factor, except for cognitive readinessfor change, which also had high secondary loadings (approximating .25) on a third
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 factor representing the climate of change. This is not a complete surprise becausethe items of cognitive readiness had a general character similar to the internalcontext items. To conclude, on the basis of the loading patterns, the third factorencapsulated the climate of change or internal context. Only the items referring totrust in leadership (i.e., I19, I44, I65, I76) had unexpectedly primary loadings onthe process factor.
 Results EFAs for C, P, R. The extraction of factors resulted from the fol-lowing two procedures: (a) the scree plot examination (Cattell, 1966) and (b) theeigenvalues greater than one criterion check (Kaiser, 1960). In general, the prelim-inary findings of our pilot study and content validity study were confirmed. Of the22 internal context items, we omitted 4 because their primary loadings were lessthan .40 on their targeted factor or had high secondary loadings on other factors.The remaining 18 items yielded five dimensions explaining 50.45% of the totalvariance. Regarding our 26 process-of-change items, we retained 15 items repre-senting three factors that together explained 52.6% of the variance. Last, of the15 items that were originally developed for measuring the readiness-for-changevariables, 9 items were retained. These nine items had a three-factorial structurethat explained 58.1% of the total variance. Tables 2–4 show the factors and itemsthat were retained after an overall evaluation of the findings collected from EFAs,interitem analyses, and content adequacy evaluation.
 Climate of change or internal context factors. Factor 1, termed general supportby supervision, contained four items (i.e., I15, I31, I40, and I60) that were initiallyclassified by the panel judges as support by supervision. However, this factoris not the original process variable that represents the experienced support andunderstanding during a change project, instead it is an internal context factorreferring to the overall support provided by management independent of a specificchange. Factor 2, which was termed trust in leadership (i.e., I19, I44, I65, andI76), incorporates four items that we developed as items representative of theclimate-of-change factor of trust in leadership. Because six items were omitted,we noticed that the participants had a more specific conceptualization of trustin leadership. An examination of the content of these items suggests that Factor2 measures the trustworthy communication by senior management in general.Factor 3, which was termed cohesion, comprised five items originally designedto assess (a) the perception of togetherness or sharing in the organization and(b) cooperation and trust in the competence of team members. Four items wereretained (i.e., I14, I24, I48, and I61), causing no significant change in the contentof this dimension. The fourth factor was a factor that emerged from the processfactor of participation. Three items were kept (i.e., I5, I25, and I50), referring toparticipatory management instead of actual involvement in the implementationof change. Last, our fifth internal context factor—politicking—perfectly mirroredthe results of the content adequacy test. I8, I9, and I30 had high factor loadingsmeasuring the perceived level of political games.
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 Process of change factors. The result of the first change-specific factor wasmore complicated than expected. In all, six items loaded on this factor. Four ofthe items were intended to measure quality of change communication (i.e., I3,I12, I22, and I47). Two items (i.e., I35, and I42) were designed to gauge theextent to which organizational members participate in the change process. Theidea that these items tended to cluster in one factor should not come as a surprisebecause the quality of change communication—in combination with participationin the change project—can create a sense of ownership or control of the changeprocess. Therefore, Factor 1 was labeled involvement in the change process. Thesecond factor that emerged from the factor analysis comprised six items (i.e.,I1, I37, I38, I13, I46, and I49) and measured the process factor of support bysupervision. Although I1, I37, and I38 were classified by the expert panel as itemsrepresenting support by supervision, the second set of items (i.e., I13, I46, andI49) were assigned across two dimensions (i.e., support by supervisors and trustin leadership). The ambiguity that arises from the expert panel and the data drivenfindings compelled us to revise the content of this dimension. All six items referredto the perceived ability of management to deal with the change project. Therefore,this dimension was called ability of management to lead the change. Last, thethird factor that was retained from the analysis counts three items (i.e., I17, I66,and I69) and involved the stance that top management takes regarding a specificchange project. In other words, attitude of top management toward the changeproject is about the active involvement and support of top management during thechange process.
 Readiness-for-change factors. The first factor—intentional readiness forchange—was a perfect reflection of the content adequacy test. I18, I57, and I67loaded high on this first factor, indicating that intentional readiness for change isabout the effort and energy organizational members are willing to invest in thechange process. Regarding the second and third factors, I55, I73, I39, and I56 didnot yield the expected pattern of loadings. Because of the high secondary loadingsof these items, and because the loading pattern contradicted the evaluation madeby the judgment panel, we omitted these items in the further development of theOCQ–C, P, R. The second factor, which was initially labeled cognitive readinessfor change, comprised three items (i.e., I41, I59, and I62) and measured the beliefsand thoughts organizational members hold about the outcomes of change. Becauseall three items were formulated in a negative sense, they seem to somewhat overlapwith what literature calls cynicism about organizational change (Wanous, Reich-ers, & Austin, 2000). The third factor, which was termed emotional readiness forchange, comprised three items and aimed to capture the feelings about a specificchange project being introduced (i.e., I4, I33, and I75). A final note regarding thesethree readiness-for-change components is that cognitive readiness for change in-volves more of an attitude toward change in general, whereas emotional readinessand intentional readiness for change are both reactions toward a specific change.
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 Interitem analyses. In addition to the EFAs, the next step was to evaluatewhether the items and scales retained in Tables 2–4 had adequate variability.Although there are no absolute cutoff scores of what are high variability andlow variability in items, standard deviations around the means of at least 0.5 ontraditional 5-point Likert-type scales can be considered as acceptable variability.All 42 items displayed in Tables 2–4 had standard deviations higher than 0.5,with values that ranged between 0.71 for I57 and 1.45 for I75. The means of itemvariances for the 11 scales were also acceptable, with values ranging between0.53 (for intentional readiness for change) and 1.24 (for emotional readiness forchange). Although we did not exclude any of the 42 items, we noted that the scaleof intentional readiness for change had a lower level of variability (SD = 0.53)and higher mean (M = 4.09) compared with the other scales in the OCQ–C, P, R.
 The following step in analyzing these 42 items was an examination of theintercorrelation matrix between the items and their scales. All items had item-totalintercorrelations greater than.4 (Hinkin, 1998). Because all items reached thisrecommended minimum level, we did not omit any of them.
 Internal consistency reliability. On the basis of the promising results fromthe EFAs and interitem analyses, one could expect that the 11 scales that emergedfrom previous analyses would show acceptable internal consistency. This wasthe case with Cronbach alphas ranging between .68 (for politicking) and .89 (forintentional readiness for change).
 Conclusion. A comparison of the results from Study 2 with the findingsfrom the content adequacy test showed that the data-driven dimensions form agood representation of the expected structure that was assumed to emerge from theitems generated in the pilot study. We found strong evidence for the unidimensionalstructure of the climate-of-change factors (of cohesion and politicking). Trust inleadership was refined, entailing a revision of the meaning of this scale. This newscale captured the trustworthiness of communication by management in general.Furthermore, the process factors of participation and support by supervision hadan internal context part that was independent of any specific involvement in thechange process. Subsequently, these new context dimensions were called generalsupport by supervision and participatory management.
 Regarding the change process factors, the factorial structure of attitude of topmanagement toward change was corroborated. However, for both process factors(quality of change communication and participation), we noticed that a moregeneral loading pattern encompassed both dimensions. This new factor that weproduced from the combination of both factors was labeled involvement in thechange process. Last, we noticed that the process part of support by supervisionreferred to supervision’s ability to deal with a specific change project. Thus, wecalled this factor ability of management to lead change.
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 To conclude, the anticipated three-factor structure of the readiness for changevariables was also confirmed: The structure comprised the factors of emotionalreadiness for change, cognitive readiness for change, and intentional readiness forchange. The results from Studies 1 and 2 provided fairly strong evidence for thecontent and construct validity of the scales. In Study 3, this factor structure wasreplicated by using CFAs.
 CFA
 To replicate the items, scales, and factors that emerged from Study 2, in Study3 we collected data from 47 different organizations covering several activitiesand sectors. This sample included more for-profit organizations than nonprofitorganizations (for for-profit, n = 35; for nonprofit, n = 12). Similar to that inStudy 2, the sample involved organizations that recently announced large-scalechanges.
 The procedure for collecting data in each organization was similar to the onedescribed in Study 2. A total of 1,285 individuals filled out the survey, meaningthat, on average, 27 employees for each organization agreed to participate. Thissample included more participants from the for-profit sector (n = 797, 62%) thanfrom the nonprofit sector (n = 488, 38%). In addition, we observed that therewere slightly more people with a nonmanagerial job position (n = 491, 53%)than a managerial job position (n = 433, 47%) and more male respondents (n =594, 62.5%) than female respondents (n = 357, 37.5%) and that the age of theparticipants followed a heterogeneous distribution: 5% (n = 48) were youngerthan 25 years old; 28.5% (n = 261) were 25–34 years old; 36.5% (n = 334) were35–44 years old; and 30% (n = 273) were older than 44 years old. In short, thisreplication study included a heterogeneous sample of participants.
 Results. We performed CFAs to further analyze the factor structure of theOCQ–C, P, R, and we provided additional evidence of the construct validity of the11 scales. Table 5 shows a summary of the results of these analyses.
 The results indicate that the fit of the climate-of-change (i.e., cohesion, pol-iticking, trust in leadership, participatory management and general support bysupervision), the process (i.e., attitude of management toward change, involve-ment in the change process, ability of management to lead change), and readinessvariables (i.e., emotional readiness for change, cognitive readiness for change, andintentional readiness for change) was acceptable. The values for the normed χ2
 index of the three first-order factor models (i.e., mod1, mod6, and mod11) werewithin the boundaries of 2.0 and 5.0 (Kline, 2004). The goodness of fit index (GFI)exceeded the .9 cutoff value, indicating adequate fit of these models. Also, theroot mean square residiual (RMSR) index was satisfying, with values smaller than.05. Accompanying root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), values
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 were also good, with values smaller than the .08 criterion. In addition, the incre-mental fit indexes—the normed fit index (NFI), the nonnormed fit index (NNFI),and the comparative fit index (CFI)—reached the recommended criterion levelsof .9. Overall, the first-order five-factor model of climate of change (mod1), thefirst-order three-factor model of process (mod6), and the first-order three-factormodel of readiness for change (mod11) fit the data well.
 Model misspecification. Although we feel safe in saying that our hypoth-esized models (i.e., mod1, mod6, mod11) fit the data well, Mulaik et al. (1989)suggested that well-fitting models may suffer from misspecification, suggestingthat alternative models should be considered. Before comparing alternative mod-els, we first examined model misspecification by evaluating modification indexes(MIs) for variances, covariances, and regression weights.
 The modification index of the error covariance between the trust-in-leadershipitems I65 (i.e., corporate management team keeps all departments informed aboutits decisions) and I76 (i.e., two-way communication between corporate manage-ment team and departments is very good) suggested a reparameterization of thefirst-order five-factor model of climate of change (mod1) by reestimation of a newmodel that incorporates this error covariance (mod2). The specification of the errorcovariance between I65 and I76 has substantive meaning because the error cor-relation between both items indicates possible redundancy in the item content. Achi-square difference test (�χ2) between the model without the error specification(mod1) and the model with error specification (mod2) showed that the latter modelhad significantly better fit, �χ2
 mod1-mod2 (1, N = 98.97), p <.001. Regarding thefirst-order three-factor process model (mod6), we observed that a reparameteri-zation with the free estimation of the error covariance (mod7) between items I38(i.e., “Our department’s senior managers have trouble in adapting their leadershipstyles to the changes”) and I46 (i.e., “Our department’s executives focus too muchon current problems and too little on their possible remedies”) yielded a betterfit, �χ2
 mod6-mod7 (1, N = 34.93), p <.001. Again, specifying the error covariancebetween both items was justified because it may indicate redundancy in item con-tent. Last, regarding the first-order three-factor readiness-for-change model (i.e.,mod11), no reparameterization on the basis of MI specification was acceptable.
 Model comparison. Apart from respecification on the basis of MIs, we madea comparison of the hypothesized models (i.e., mod1, mod6, mod11) against atleast three alternative models (i.e., null model, first-order single-factor model,and second-order factor model). In direct comparisons between Model 1 andthe null model (i.e., model in which no variables are related, mod3) and thesingle-factor model (i.e., model in which all 18 items represent a single fac-tor that could be labeled climate of change, mod4), the chi-square differencesdemonstrated the superiority of the first-order five-factor model: �χ2
 mod3-mod1(28,
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 N = 7584.22), p <.001; �χ2mod4-mod1(10, N = 2797.68), p <.001. Similarly,
 we found that the hypothesized first-order three-factor models for both processmodels—�χ2
 mod8-mod6(18, N = 7372.05), p <.001; �χ2mod9-mod6(3, N = 753.19),
 p <.001—and readiness-for-change models—�χ2mod12-mod11(8, N = 4889.12), p
 <.001; �χ2mod13-mod11(3, N = 1263.66), p <.001)—yielded better fit than the
 more restricted models (i.e., null model and single-factor model).An alternative to the hypothesized first-order models was to specify a structure
 that accounts for the variances and covariances between the first-order latentfactors. These models were also labeled second-order factor models (Rindskopf& Rose, 1988) and put structure onto the first-order factors by introducing a generallatent factor. To ensure that the number of data points exceeded the number ofparameters to be estimated in the second-order models of the process factors andreadiness-for-change factors (mod10 and mod15), the variances of the residualsof these factors were constrained to equality (Byrne, 2001).
 A comparison of the GFIs for the hypothesized first-order climate-of-changemodel (mod1) against the second-order climate of change model (mod5) showedthat the indexes (i.e., GFI, RMSR, RMSEA, NFI, NNFI, and CFI) were lowerin the second-order model. Although the fit was still acceptable, with valuesthat exceeded the required cutoff criterions, the chi-square difference test be-tween both models indicated a significant lower fit for the second-order model,�χ2
 mod5-mod1(5, N = 119.70), p <.001. Although this second-order model is moreparsimonious, the lower fit indicated it is better to rely on the first-order model. Thesecond-order structure for the process and readiness for change models (mod10and mod15) did not yield worse nor better fit, as indicated by the chi-square dif-ference tests: �χ2
 mod10-mod6(2, N = 0.18), ns; �χ2mod15-mod11(1, N = 3.49), ns.
 The only difference between the first-order three-factor models and the second-order models is that in the second-order models, a structure was imposed ontothe correlational pattern among the first-order factors (Rindskopf & Rose, 1988).Thus, making a choice between first-order and second-order models rests purelyon theoretical reasoning.
 In further comparing alternative models, we also tested a first-order two-factorreadiness for change model (mod14) in which both the cognitive and emotionalcomponents of readiness for change were combined into a single factor. Thiscollapse into two instead of three factors is supported by the theory of plannedbehavior (Ajzen, 1991), which states that affect and cognition are attitudinalprecursors of people’s intention to act. Results from our analyses demonstratedthat the two-factor model in terms of fit was no improvement over the three-factormodel, �χ2
 mod14-mod11(1, N = 265.97), p <.001.
 Conclusion. Although other potential models could be tested, we felt themodels summarized in Table 5 were the only ones that had substantive meaning.Therefore, we did not compare the numerous combinations of two-, three-, and
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 four-factor models. In sum, the analyses suggested that the 42 items constitutedan acceptable version of internal context variables, process factors of change, andreadiness for change.
 Scale Evaluation and Replication
 Beyond the construct validity evidence provided by factor analyses, we fur-ther checked for convergent validity, discriminant validity, known-groups validity,concurrent validity, and shared-variance validity. We used data from Study 3 toexplore the convergent validity, discriminant validity, known-groups validity, andshared variance of constructs at the unit level. To examine both convergent anddiscriminant validity of the OCQ–P, C, R, we explored the correlations betweenthe (five) climate, (three) process, and (three) readiness-for-change scales (seeTable 6). Regarding known-groups validity, we performed ANOVAs with sec-tor (for-profit organization vs. nonprofit organization) and job level (managerialposition vs. nonmanagerial position) as fixed factors to detect subgroup differ-ences in the 11 dimensions. To assess concurrent validity, we regressed the threereadiness-for-change variables onto the change climate and process factors. Last,we computed three measures of interrater reliability (Lebreton & Senter, 2007) todetermine the reliability of these individual level constructs at the work unit ororganization level (i.e., shared variance validity).
 Convergent and discriminant validity. Measures that assess related thingsshould correlate more highly (i.e., convergent validity) than measures that assessdistinct phenomena (i.e., discriminant validity). This implies that the correlationsbetween change climate and other change-climate scales, between process andother process-of-change scales, and between readiness and other readiness scalesshould be stronger than the correlations of readiness–process, readiness–climate,and process–climate. In total, 22 tests were performed (see Table 7). Also, 15 ofthe 22 tests were confirmed, suggesting that the scales of the OCQ–C, P, R havedemonstrated fairly adequate convergent and discriminant validity.
 Known-groups validity. Known-groups validity is based on hypotheses thatcertain groups of respondents will score differently on a scale than others (Spec-tor, 1994). A first important group difference to be investigated is the perceiveddifference in change climate scores between for-profit and nonprofit sector em-ployees. The literature has suggested that generic context features of the for-profitand nonprofit sectors can elicit differences in how people think about, experience,and perceive change (Boyne, 2002; Pettigrew, Woodman, & Cameron, 2001).For example, researchers have noted that the public and private sectors are dis-tinct in vision, ownership, markets, values, performance expectations, or strategic
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 TABLE 7. Summary Tests for Convergent-Discriminant Validity of Scales
 Comparison correlation r(xy) r(zy) r(xz)
 �r(xy)and r(zy) t
 p (one-tailed)
 r(process-ATC)–r(outcome-ATC) .53 .39 .43 .14 5.44 .001r(process-INV)–r(outcome-INV) .59 .44 .41 .15 5.96 .001r(process-ABMC)–r(outcome-
 ABMC).56 .43 .41 .13 5.24 .001
 r(process-ATC)–r(context-ATC) .53 .34 .43 .19 7.48 .001r(process-INV)–r(context-INV) .59 .39 .40 .20 7.85 .001r(process-ABMC)–r(context-
 ABMC).56 .46 .37 .10 3.96 .001
 r(outcome-INRE)–r(process-INRE)
 .42 .31 .47 .11 4.22 .001
 r(outcome-COGRE)–r(process-COGRE)
 .41 .47 .39 −.06 −2.25 .01
 r(outcome-EMRE)–r(process-EMRE)
 .52 .47 .39 .05 1.97 .02
 r(outcome-INRE)–r(context-INRE)
 .42 .18 .34 .24 8.18 .001
 r(outcome-COGRE)–r(context-COGRE)
 .41 .40 .24 .01 0.33 .37
 r(outcome-EMRE)–r(context-EMRE)
 .52 .29 .29 .23 8.03 .001
 r(context-GENSUP)–r(outcome-GENSUP)
 .36 .25 .30 .11 3.58 .001
 r(context-TLE)–r(outcome-TLE) .36 .35 .27 .01 0.33 .37r(context-COH)–r(outcome-COH) .35 .23 .31 .12 3.91 .001r(context-PARMA)–r(outcome-
 PARMA).39 .30 .29 .09 2.96 .001
 r(context-POL)–r(outcome-POL) .41 .32 .28 .09 2.98 .001r(context-GENSUP)–r(process-
 GENSUP).36 .38 .40 −.02 −0.72 .24
 r(context-TLE)–r(process-TLE) .36 .52 .37 −.16 −5.99 .001r(context-COH)–r(process-COH) .35 .29 .43 .06 2.16 .02r(context-PARMA)–r(process-
 PARMA).39 .39 .40 .00 0.00 .5
 r(context-POL)–r(process-POL) .41 .41 .40 .00 0.00 .5
 Note. The t values for the difference between two dependent correlations from the samesample were computed using the following formula: t = (rxy–rzy) × SQRT [{(n–3)(1 +rxz)}/{2(l–rxy
 2–rxz2–rzy
 2 + 2rxy × rxz × rzy)}], where SQRT = square root. GENSUP =general support by supervisors; TLE = trust in leadership; COH = cohesion; PARMA =participatory management; POL = politicking; INV = involvement in the change process;ABMC = ability of management to lead change; ATC = attitude of top management towardchange; INRE = intentional readiness for change; COGRE = cognitive readiness for change;EMRE = emotional readiness for change. For each t, df = 1282.
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 constraints (Hull & Lio, 2006) and that these differences in generic characteristicsshape employees’ perceptions of change.
 Apart from for-profit group versus nonprofit group membership, a second im-portant group membership to be considered is the job level held by respondents.According to the hierarchical differentiation theory, managerial–nonmanagerialmembership affects the attitudes, beliefs, intentions and behaviors of members(Van Maanen & Barley, 1985). For example, Strebel (1998) noticed that manage-ment and employees perceive change differently, with managers seeing changeas an opportunity, for both the business and themselves, and employees typicallyseeing change as disruptive, intrusive, and likely to involve loss.
 An analysis of variance was performed to assess the main effects and inter-action effects of both job level and sector on the climate-of-change, process andreadiness-for-change dimensions. Tables 8 and 9 show the means for each groupcombination. We observed that respondents from the for-profit sector on averagescored significantly higher on trust in leadership, involvement in the change pro-cess, attitude of top management toward change, intentional readiness for change,and emotional readiness for change. We noted a lower score for participatory man-agement. Regarding job level, we found that respondents holding a managerialposition reported higher scores on all change climate scales, except for politicking.To conclude, we noted significant interaction effects for general support by super-vision, cohesion, ability of management to lead change, and intentional readinessfor change. In short, as expected our scales effectively discriminated betweensector and job position.
 Concurrent validity. For an alternative to prospective validation, researchersoften obtain test scores and criterion measures simultaneously and determinehow strongly the two correlate. In the OCQ–C, P, R, both climate of changeand process are considered as antecedents of readiness for change (Eby, Adams,Russell, & Gaby, 2000; Holt, Armenakis, Feild, et al., 2007). Using regression,after controlling for the effects of sector and job position, these eight predictorsexplained 13% of the variance in intentional readiness for change, 35% of thevariance in cognitive readiness for change, and 25% of the variance in emotionalreadiness for change. Not all eight climate and process factors were related withthe three readiness for change variables (see Table 10). In addition, the fact thatthese antecedents yielded different effect patterns supported the assumption formeasuring readiness for change as a multifaceted concept.
 Shared variance validity. In situations where individual perceptions ormeanings are sufficiently shared, one can use the aggregated individual perceptionsto describe climate of change and process factors of change in psychologicallymeaningful terms (James et al., 2008; James, James, & Ashe, 1990). This im-plies that the individual-perceived scales can become organizational or work-unit
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 TABLE 11. Summary of Interrater Agreement Indexes for Change ClimateScales
 Variable M Rwg(J) Mdn Rwg(J) ICC(l) ICC(2)
 General support by supervisors .81 .83 .03 .49Trust in leadership .84 .86 .18 .86Cohesion .81 .83 .09 .72Participatory management .76 .79 .21 .88Politicking .75 .78 .21 .82Involvement in the change process .90 .90 .16 .88Ability of management to lead
 change.91 .91 .14 .84
 Attitude of top management towardchange
 .86 .87 .24 .89
 Intentional readiness for change .92 .94 .10 .75Cognitive readiness for change .82 .85 .16 .83Emotional readiness for change .86 .86 .13 .83
 Note. Intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) are measures that assess whether aggrega-tion of lower level variables is justified. ICC(l) = ICC that provides an estimation of theproportion of total variance of a measure that is explained by unit membership. ICC(2)= ICC that determines the reliability of the group means within a sample.
 dimensions when they are shared and agreed upon (James & Jones, 1974). Threemeasures of interrater agreement were computed to determine whether these scalescan be used at a higher level of analysis than its individual level (Lebreton & Sen-ter, 2007). Table 11 displays all three indexes for each change climate dimensionseparately.
 Common practice is to conclude that aggregation of lower level scales to ahigher level is appropriate when the mean Rwg(J) or median Rwg(J) equals or exceeds.70. All 11 scales of our instrument exceeded the recommended level. Also, thereliability of the group means was adequate, ICC(2). Only the reliability scorefor general support by supervision was smaller than the .70 level. Of the ICC(1)values, 8 of 11 were medium effect sizes with scores ranging between .13 and .24,and 3 were small effect sizes (.10 or smaller), indicating that only a small part ofthe variation in the measure resided at the organizational level. In summary, thesethree indexes suggested that the scales of our questionnaire, with exception forgeneral support by supervision, can be aggregated at the organizational level ofanalysis.
 English Version of OCQ–C, P, R
 Although the Dutch version of the OCQ–C, P, R demonstrated adequatevalidity, the purpose of Study 4 was to replicate the factor structure of this
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 questionnaire with a sample of native English-speaking respondents. A com-mon procedure for guarding against language bias in measurement scales is backtranslation. A Dutch–English interpreter translated the Dutch OCQ–C, P, R intoEnglish, and then we translated this version back into Dutch. Because the mean-ing of the translated version was the same as the first version, we decided that thescales had translation equivalence.
 The English version of the OCQ–C, P, R was administered in a public sectoragency in Suffolk County, England. Changes were made to the political structuresof the Council of Suffolk County, and a range of initiatives had been taken topromote a more corporate approach, to encourage partnership working and developlocality arrangements. A total of 799 individuals participated on a voluntary basis.Because we guaranteed absolute anonymity, respondents had the choice of notcompleting the demographic information. On the basis of those who completedthis information, we noted that the majority of the respondents had a managementposition in their company: 72% (n = 539) worked in a managerial position,whereas 28% (n = 210) worked in a nonmanagerial position. Regarding age,5.5% (n = 42) were younger than 25 years, 16.5% (n = 128) were 25–34 yearsold, 25% (n = 195) were 35–44 years old, and 53% (n = 417) were older than 44years. Regarding gender of participants who completed the OCQ–C, P, R, 49% (n= 384) were male and 51% (n = 403) were female.
 In this replication study, we conducted a CFA of the climate-of-change,process-of-change, and readiness-for-change scales to further analyze the factorstructure and provide additional evidence of the construct validity of our question-naire. Results from these analyses indicated that the 18 climate-of-change itemswere adequately represented by the five-factor model (with error specification be-tween I65 and I76). The values reported for GFI (.94) and CFI (.91) all exceededthe recommended cutoff score. The values for NFI (.88) and NNFI (.89) approxi-mated the .9 criterion. The χ2/df value (3.79) was well within the recommendedrange of values. This was also the case for the RMSR (.05) and RMSEA (.06)values. A factor structure test of the 15 process items showed that a three-factormodel (involvement in the change process, ability of management to lead change,and attitude of top management towards change) yielded the best fit when weexcluded I35 (i.e., “Departments are consulted about the change sufficiently”)and I47 (i.e., “We are sufficiently informed of the progress of change”) from theinvolvement in the change-process scale, χ2/df = 4.85, RMSR = .04, RMSEA =.07, GFI = .94, CFI = .91, NFI = .89; NNFI = .89. Last, to achieve adequate fit forthe three-factor readiness model, we omitted I75 (i.e., “I find change refreshing”)from the analysis. All fit indexes for the hypothesized three-factor model (eightitems) were good, indicating that this model was well represented by the data,χ2/df = 3.98, RMSR = .02, RMSEA = .06, GFI = .98, CFI = .96, NFI = .95,NNFI = .93.
 In conclusion, the English version of the Dutch OCQ–C, P, R constituted anacceptable version of the climate-of-change, process, and readiness factors when
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 we omitted the following three items: I35 (involvement in the change process), I47(involvement in the change process), and I75 (emotional readiness for change).Although the fit indexes were not as high as they were in Study 3, they wereacceptable. These lower fit indexes were not completely unexpected because ouroriginal Dutch version was tested on a much broader sample of organizations(more than 80), whereas the translated version was based on data acquired from asingle company. Despite the limitations of the four studies, we believe that thereis strong agreement in the factor structure of the original and translated versionsof the questionnaire. Thus, these findings support the construct validity of theOCQ–C, P, R.
 Discussion
 We designed this study to construct a new instrument that measures thecircumstances under which change embarks (i.e., climate of change or internalcontext), the way a specific change is implemented (i.e., process), and the levelof readiness at the individual level. Independent of the content of change (i.e.,what change is about) and the individual attributes of those undergoing change,the OCQ–C, P, R allows a thorough diagnostic investigation of the change climateor internal organizational sources that are available to deal more effectively withchange. Despite the general consensus about the salient role of organizational cli-mate in understanding the processes that lead to successful change implementation(Beer & Nohria, 2000; Heracleous, 2001; Schneider et al., 1996), the alignmentbetween change climate and readiness for change has been rarely examined (Joneset al., 2005). Thus, an important step toward a more successful implementationof change projects starts with a reliable and valid assessment of the crucial leversof readiness for change. Therefore, we designed a psychometrically sound in-strument that measure climate of change, process of change, and readiness forchange, which then can serve as a guide for developing a strategy for the effectiveimplementation of change. To fulfill this objective, we followed these steps thatHinkin (1998) developed: (a) to specify the content dimensions of change climateby integrating organizational climate theory and readiness for change literature,(b) to develop items that measure the domain, and (c) to determine the extentto which items measure that domain. Last, this tool was tested in multiple fieldsettings to increase the ecological validity.
 A first challenge in developing the instrument was specifying a theoreti-cally meaningful universe that represented the climate of change, process fac-tors of change, and readiness for change, but that also explained the dynamicsbetween those sets of variables. On the basis of a growing body of literature,the human relations perspective (Emery & Trist, 1965; McGregor, 1960) of-fered a framework from which the dimensions were tapped as relevant sourcesof readiness for change (Burnes & James, 1995; Jones et al., 2005; Tierney,1999; Zammuto & O’Connor, 1992). In short, the human relations framework
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 provided a conceptually sound model from which we developed the OCQ–C,P, R. We deduced 10 dimensions from the literature: three climate-of-changevariables (i.e., trust in leadership, politicking, and cohesion), four process vari-ables (i.e., participation, support by supervisors, quality of change communi-cation, and attitude of top management toward change), and three readiness-for-change variables (i.e., cognitive, intentional, and emotional readinesses forchange). The item generation process for those 10 dimensions resulted in 63items.
 After consulting 10 experts on the subject matter (i.e., content validity study),we regrouped these 63 items into 12 dimensions. We conducted three indepen-dent field studies to further examine the reliability and validity of these scales.Although the intended factor structure (12 dimensions) did not completely emerge(participation in change project and quality of change communication loaded onone factor), we feel that the 11 factors that emerged can be useful in an orga-nizational setting. To analyze the factor structure, we administered the original63 items to more than 3,000 employees at various levels of hierarchy in morethan 85 organizations. The criteria used to examine the reliability, factor valid-ity, construct validity (i.e., convergent and discriminant validity), known-groupsvalidity, concurrent validity, and shared-variance validity were satisfied. In sum,these findings suggest that our 42-item Dutch OCQ–C, P, R meets the standardsof a psychometrically sound measurement instrument (American PsychologicalAssociation, 1995; Hinkin, 1998). These 42 items represented the following 11scales: general support by supervision (climate of change), trust in leadership (cli-mate of change), cohesion (climate of change), participatory management (climateof change), politicking (climate of change), involvement in the change process(process of change), ability of management to lead change (process of change),attitude of top management toward change (process of change), cognitive readi-ness for change, emotional readiness for change, and intentional readiness forchange.
 To conclude, because we designed and tested the items and scales of theOCQ–C, P, R in organizations just before and during the implementation of change,we recommend administering this tool under similar conditions of change (stagesbefore and during implementation).
 Strengths of the OCQ–C, P, R
 There are several unique contributions made by the OCQ–C, P, R. First,because the authors followed an accepted step-by-step procedure in designing thisinstrument (Hinkin, 1998), it can be concluded that initial evidence of reliabilityand validity is provided. The OCQ–C, P, R is a welcome tool for both practitionersand scholars because it is a scientifically valid alternative to the available toolsthat assesses simultaneously the climate of change, the process of change, andreadiness for change.
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 A second value added by this instrument is both its person-centered emphasisand its organization-centered emphasis. Although measured at an individual levelof analysis, Study 3 demonstrated that the individual perceptions of change cli-mate can be aggregated at the work unit or organization level (i.e., shared variancevalidity). In other words, the 11 scales except for that of general support by super-vision gauge both psychological and organizational change climates (James et al.,2008). Therefore, the individual measure focus is consistent with literature thatcalled for a more person-centered approach to organizational change (e.g., Aktouf,1992) and allows an exploration of not only differences in readiness between indi-viduals (i.e., psychological change climate), but also differences between groupsof individuals (i.e., teams, work units, and organizations).
 A third value added is the brevity of the OCQ–C, P, R. With only 42 items, thisquestionnaire covers 11 dimensions. Furthermore, because the climate-of-change,process-of-change, and readiness-for-change scales showed adequate reliabilityand validity, there is no need to fully administer the questionnaire. For example,if one is only interested in the general context under which change occurs, onecan administer the 18 internal context items (five scales) without jeopardizingthe psychometric quality of these scales. Therefore, because of its brevity, thisinstrument can be combined with other scales to assess change recipients’ be-liefs about change (Armenakis, Bernerth, Pitts, & Walker, 2007), cynicism aboutorganizational change (Stanley, Meyer, & Topolnytsky, 2005), change recipientsinternal attributes (Holt, Armenakis, Harris, et al., 2007), and many other changerelated variables. In short, the OCQ–C, P, R not only passes the scientific re-quirements (i.e., reliability and validity), but also scores excellently in terms ofpracticality (Thorndike & Hagen, 1969). Practicality is concerned with a widerange of factors such as economy and convenience. Instrument length is an areain which economic and time pressures dominate. Although more items in ourOCQ–C, P, R could have provided even higher reliability scores, in the interestof limiting the pressure on individual respondents and organizations, we keptthe number of items to a minimum. In addition, a measuring device passes theconvenience test if it is easy to administer. Because the contact persons and par-ticipants in our samples reported no difficulties in completing the questionnaire,we can assume that the questionnaire instructions were clear enough and easy toadminister.
 A fourth value added by this instrument is that it assesses the perceptions ofthose involved in the change process (i.e., stakeholders of change). Therefore, itcan be a helpful tool for identifying the possible gaps between change agents’,managers’, and human resource management professionals’ expectations aboutthe change effort and those of other organizational members. If significant gapsare identified, one can plan actions and design a strategy to increase readiness forchange.
 A fifth value added by this instrument involves its advantages over relatedmeasurement tools such as the OCM (Patterson et al., 2005) and the ROCM (Holt,
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 Armenakis, Feild, et al., 2007). Although the OCM can offer an alternative formeasuring the internal context under which change embarks, it was not designed todiagnose specific events like organizational change. Consequently, a major issuewhen applying the OCM to a change-specific context is its omnibus measure-ment nature. In other words, this tool incorporates a large number of dimensionsthat are not relevant for the diagnosis of employees’ readiness for change, andas such would imply a serious breach against the scientific principle of parsi-mony when used. Even a more viable alternative could be the four scales that Holtet al. developed. Although this instrument (ROCM) passed the necessary scientificrequirements, it has some areas of concern that are covered by the OCQ–C, P, R.One of the concerns of the ROCM is that it was only tested in two organizations,both undergoing structural changes. To put it differently, the generalizability ofthe results of the ROCM may be limited. However, the OCQ–C, P, R was based ondata acquired from a wide range of participants with different organizational back-grounds and types of change (e.g., incremental change, transformational change).Another advantage over the ROCM is that readiness in the OCQ–C, P, R incor-porates cognitive, affective, and intentional components instead of purely cog-nitive terms (Piderit, 2000). To conclude, the OCQ–C, P, R has the advantagethat the climate-of-change, process, and readiness variables can be measuredseparately.
 Limitations and Future Research Directions
 Despite the many positive notes, some further validation research is required.A first point of notice is that the number of dimensions in the OCQ–C, P, R (i.e.,mod11) did not align with the hypothesized model (i.e., mod12). Respondentsdid not make the distinction between participation in the change project andquality of change communication. A second remark involved the tests conductedregarding convergent and discriminant validities. More appropriate tests should beperformed by looking at correlations with related instruments such as the ROCM.Regarding the concurrent validation, this type of validity provides weaker evidencefor criterion validity than does predictive validation. Concurrent validation isstronger when the climate-of-change factors, the process factors, and the readinessvariables are collected independently for the same individuals. Therefore, futureresearchers should first assess the change context and the process factors of change,and approximately 2 weeks later, they should administer the readiness-for-changescales. Last, more research is needed for the cross-validation of the OCQ–C, P,R. At present, projects are set up to further validate the instrument in French- andArabic-speaking regions of the world.
 In conclusion, we believe that initial steps have been made toward the devel-opment of an instrument that assesses change climate as perceived through theeyes of the change recipients. Although the findings reported are encouraging, the
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 results need to be replicated. Therefore, we hope we motivate other researchers tofurther explore and refine the OCQ–C, P, R.
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