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Abstract: The purpose of the current research is to design and test a causal model of organizational change
success. This topic has been gaining prominence in light of two facts. First, the existing literature is replete
with descriptive, normative, and life cycle change models; there are no empirically driven causal models. Second,
it has been widely reported that the failure rate of organizational change interventions is very high are above
50%. The study data were analyzed using the causal statistical technique of Structural Equation Modeling
(SEM). The main findings indicate that the success of organizational change is heavily contingent on the joint
effect of a basic belief in readiness for change, the appropriateness of change, and building self-efficacy.
Management is responsible for providing compelling evidence for the preparedness for and appropriateness
of change and for raising individuals’ expectancy level for being capable to implement and sustain changes.
The implications of the study results, their limitations, and future directions for research are discussed.

Change is becoming an ever-present feature of organizational life (Burns, 2004). Many organizations have
been implementing changes, the frequency, significance, and importance of which have increased in recent
years (Burns & Jackson, 2011; Grady & Grady, 2012). However, it is widely accepted that many organizational
interventions fail (Atturan, 2000; Beer & Nohrral, 2000; Grady & Grady, 2012; Self & Schroeder, 2009;
Weiner, 2009; Workman, 2009). Thus, while many organizations appreciate the necessity and need for
change, as many as 70% of the change initiatives do not achieve their outcomes (Balogn & Hep Hailey,
2004; Lucey, 2008). Since the 1970s, the organizational change interventions focused on descriptions of
them, success stories normative models, and lifecycle models. The high failure rate of organizational
interventions leads one to conclude that the existing literature did not serve the change programs well. In
addition to the fact that change initiatives are time-consuming, costly, and have a significant impact on the
organization’s survival and effectiveness, one is led to conclude that there is an urgent need to design
different change success models - namely, causal models - which is the purpose of the current study.
According to Andrews e al. 2008), the literature on change reports multiple theories, and there are many
textbooks and courses of organization change, yet the practice of change is problematic.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
The section includes the literature review. The review will primarily address three issues:
1)  The reported organization change models.
2)  The level(s) of analysis adopted in organization change research.
3) The reported tools of data analysis in organization change research.

Based on Mento and associates review of the literature (Mento e7 al., 2002), there exists a number of
change models, including Kotter’s strategic eight- step model for transforming organizations, Jick’s tactical
ten-step. model of implementing change, and General Electric’s seven-step change acceleration process model,
in addition to Pascale and Athos’7S model (Pascale and Athos, 1981) and Peters and Waterman’s model
(Peters and Waterman, 1982). Moreover, othermodels include Maurer’s 12 steps to build support for change,
and Kanter and associates’ model. There is also Burke and Litwin’s model called causal model of organizational
performance and change (Burke & Litwin, 1992). This model is a very prominent model in the literature.
However, it is important to point out that causality in Burke and Litwin’s model is derived from their extensive
experience with change interventions and not from data analysis using causal statistical techniques. As these
two authors pointed out, their causal model evolved from practice, not extensive theory or research, and the
theoretical and empirical justifications of their model are based on what they believe works.

An excellent example of success stories includes the five case studies that were guided and supported
by the MIT center for organizational learning (Sujarman, 2015). The main findings of this study is that
successful learning-based initiatives should satisty three conditions:

1)  Consistent with critical business needs.
2)  Make significant process improvements.

3) Organization change involves personal change.

Many other examples of success stories are found in the literature (Prosci,2003). The review of the
literature indicates that the causal statistical techniques were not used in the change literature. Instead, the
literature stated that the analysis tools include tables, paragraphs, linear graphs, and pie charts, as they are
simple and easy to use and comprehend. Furthermore, Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the internal
consistency of variables, constructs, and factors. The literature also reported the use of discourse analysis,
rubrics for study applications, content analysis, as well as simple quantitative analysis, including mean,
correlation, and frequency distribution analysis (Njuguna & Muathe, 2010).

The review of the literature reported that tools of analysis indicate the need to use causal statistical
techniques to build more valid and grounded theories and models of change. The literature review also
indicated some disagreements concerning the appropriate level of analysis, including individual, collective,
and organizational, that should be adopted in change research. Some scholars argue that the primary
problem facing change research is the unit of analysis. Most of the existing theory and research focuses on
the organizational (i.e., macro- or system- oriented) level and less on the individual level (Neves, 2009;
Worberg and Banas, 2000). Much less still considers the two levels together although some researchers are
beginning to adopt a micro level perspective on change, which emphasizes the role of individuals in
implementing change (Choi & Rouna, 2010). Neves claims that further consideration should be given to
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micro- level processes and that future theories and research should integrate the macro and micro levels of
analysis into a comprehensive model of change (Neves,2009).

The current study proposes a three-level model of change that includes micro (individual), group,
and organization levels.

The Study Model

The focus is on selecting variables that are pertinent to all studies of organizational change. However, the
door will remain open for adding to this core group of variables some variables that are particular to the
situation at hand. Armenakis and Harris suggest that the five message domains of discrepancy, efficiency,
appropriateness, principal support, and personal valence apply to all organizational interventions (Armenakis
& Harris, 2002).

These five domains combine to shape individuals’ motivation and their positiveness (support) or
negativeness (resistance) regarding the change (Armenakis & Haris, 2002). The following Figure 1 depicts
the study conceptual model.
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Figure 1: The Study Conceptual Model of the Organizational Change Success

The following is a discussion of the study variables

Need for Change

The acceptance of organization members is significant to the success of organizational change. Such
recognition is highly expected when members have a sure feeling that difference is due and needed. The
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role of management is to provide a compelling justification for why change is happening, The implementation
of reform relies heavily on the skills of management in articulating the need for change throughout the
change period(Sujarman, 2015).

Appropriateness

Appropriateness of change is essential. Individuals may feel some change is needed, but there ought to be
agreement on the proposed specific change (Pare, 2011). This idea is also consistent with the social accounts
theory and is used to assess the appropriateness of the proposed change for the situation at hand.

Empowerment

Employees’ empowered involvement is essential for change implementation; however, it should be coupled
with managers playing the critical roles of guiding, encouraging, and supporting the change plans (Blackman
et al., 2013). The literature indicates that the reduction of resistance to change and the enhancement of
change readiness require the involvement of organization members in change or empowering them to
make changes themselves. There is ample support for the role of empowerment in the implementation of
reform, especially in the public sector (blackman ez a/, 1013; Warwick, 1975).

The view of advising organizations to broaden members’ empowerment and stress that empowerment
should be widespread and include all phases of the change process. There is evidence that organization
members’ empowerment leads them to accept and embrace changes in their current environment (Kubiciek
& Margret, 2006). The doubling of empowerment and top management support help members make the
transition to a new state of mind, which aids to sustain the benefits of the post-transformation period
(Serkin, 2005).

Change Valence

According to motivation theory, the commitment to change is mostly a function of change valence (Meyer
& Herscovitch, 2001). An organization’s members may value change for different reasons (Cole ez af, 20006;
Holt ez al,, 2007). They might appreciate difference because they feel some change is indeed needed; because
they think the change will achieve benefits for the organization as a whole, for employees, or for them
personally; or because they believe that the move will efficiently solve a critical organizational problem.
The more the organization’s members value the change, the more significant their support will be for the
implementation of reform and the more involved they will be in the plan of action for change implementation
(Armenakis & Harris, 2002). The issue to consider here is to what extent organizational members collectively
have high enough valence for change to be committed to its implementation.

Change Efficacy

The employees’ commitment to organizational change is more likely to be at its highest level when
organization members not only have valence for the change but also feel confident that they can implement
change. High confidence in one’s capabilities to execute the course of action required for the change can
enhance one’s motivation to engage in that course of action (Bandura, 1997). One’s judgment of one’s
capabilities is related to one’s motivational state. A negative motivational state leads to underestimating
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one’s judgment of one’s capability. The process used to support the employees to adapt successfully to
change taking place requires the shift of employees’ mindset from the current state to a desired future
state. Based on the social cognitive theory (Gist & Mitchell, 1992), the change efficacy is the result of
organization members’ cognitive evaluation of the organization’s implementation capabilities concerning
task demands, resources, and situational factors. It is believed that increasing organization member’
competencies results in increased commitment to change. The increased competencies are due to the
organization’s plans for training and effective communication before, during, and after change
implementation.

Top Management Support

Successful change initiatives require support by senior management, including the board and chief executive
(Alkaya & Hepaktary 2003; Kubiciek, 20006).

Method Sample

The data were collected from 257 subjects working in 22 Kuwaiti organizations. These organizations work
in very diverse domains including education, marketing services, petroleum, and government. The subjects
were selected on two bases:

1)  Their respective organizations recently went through a significant change.
2)  They are well informed about the origin and the development of the change.

The study used a 24 items questionnaire. The data were collected under the guidance of the researcher.

RESULTS

After the correlation matrix of the most reliable and valid questions (indications) had been prepared,
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to fit the proposed conceptual model as against other
alternatives. The fitted model is depicted in Table 2 below. Several measures of goodness of fit were
considered to select the best fitted model, including Normed Fit Index (NFI)= .95, Non-Normed Fit
Index (NNFI)= .95, Incremental Fit Index (IFI)= .96, Relative Fit Index (RFI)= .93, Root Mean Square
Residual (RMR)= .051, Standardized RMR=.051, Goodness of Fit (GFI)= .89, Adjusted Goodness of
Fit (AGFI)= .83, Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI)=.70, and Comparative Fit Index (CFI)=.96. All
the measures of goodness of fit indicated that the proposed model was adequate in fitting the data. In
particular, RMR=.051 (recommended 0.05 or less; Hair ez a/, 2010), GFI=.89 (recommended .85 or
more), and AGFI= .83 (recommended 0.80 or more), which are satisfactory measures of goodness of
fit (see Hair ez al, 2010; Sharma, 1996 for details). Having arrived at a fitted model, both composite
reliability and extracted variance for each construct will be assessed. I would like to stress that Cronbach’s
alpha the reliability coefficient construct, can be assessed. However, I'd like to stress that Cronbach’s
reliability coefficient does not ensure the unidimensionality of the construct but contrarily assumes it
exists (see Hair ezal/, 2010 for details). Therefore, composite reliability is a measure of internal consistency
(Table 1). The fitted model is depicted figures 2 and 3 below. The results of the composite reliability are
depicted in Table 1.
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Figure 3: The Study Fitted Model — SEM Analysis outputs

Table 1
The Results of SEM, The Composite Reliability, Variance Extracted and R Square
Construct Composite Variance Extracted R square
Reliability (AVE)
Need for Change .81 .59
Appropriateness of Change 74 .59
Self Efficacy 75 .67 .59
Collective Efficiency .65 49 99
Empowerment .61 57 74
Success .66 49 .99
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The results depicted in table 1 indicate the validity of the variables reported in the table. It is to be
noticed that the SEM results supported a smaller model compared to the conceptual model reported in the

current study. Only the variables reported in Table 1, were included in the final SEM suggest model. The
results of the path analysis total effects of the SEM are reported in table 2 below. While the results of the

path analysis indirect effect are depicted in Table 3 below.

Table 2
The Results of Path Analysis Total Effect
Path Path Standard T Value P-Value
Coefficient Error
Need for Change Self Efficacy .29 .09 3.32 .0001
Need for Change CollectiveEfficiency .08 .08 097 166
Need for ChangeEmpowerment 04 07 .50 309
Need for Change Success -.04 .09 -.40 345
Appropriateness Self Efficacy .55 .09 5.88 .0001
Appropriateness Collective Efficiency .89 ,10 8.75 .0001
Appropriateness Empowerment .80 A1 8.88 .0001
Appropriateness Success 1.00 A1 8.88 .0001
Self Efficacy Collective Efficacy .50 A1 4.7 .0001
Self Efficacy Empowerment 35 11 3.09 .0001
Self Efficacy Success 21 12 1.67 047
Collective Efficacy Empowerment .99 22 4.50 .0001
Collective Efficacy Success 1.49 .29 5.01 .0001
Table 3
The Results of The Path Analysis Indirect Effects
Path Path Standard T Value P-Value
Coefficient Error
Need for Change Collective Efficacy 14 .06 2.49 .0001
Need for change Empowerment .04 .07 .50 308
Need for Change success -.04 .09 -.40 344
Appropriateness Collective Efficacy 14 .06 2.49 .001
Appropriateness Empowerment 95 10 8.39 .0001
Appropriateness Success 1.0 11 8.88 .001
Self Efficacy Empowerment 49 18 2.67 .001
Self Efficacy Success 72 .26 2.73 .001

The results of the SEM indicate the following:

The need for Change has significant total impact on:
1. Self efficacy.
2. Empowerment.

3. Success
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and has significantindirect impact on:
1. Collective efficacy.
2. Empowerment.
The Appropriateness of change has significant total impact on:
1. Self efficacy.
2. Collective efficacy.
3. Empowerment.
4. Organization Success.
and has t significantindirect impact on:
1. Collective efficacy.
2. Empowerment.
3. Organization Success.
Self efficacy has significant total impact over:
1. Collective efficacy.
2. Organization Success.
This has significant indirect effect on empowerment.

These results indicate that the two independent / exogenous variables - namely, need for change and
appropriateness - are very potent variables regarding their impact on self-efficacy, collective efficacy, the
psychological state of organization members feeling empowered,and the organization’s success. It is also
clear from reviewing results that self-efficacy has substantial impact on the collective efficacy and organization
success. The initial interpretation of these results indicates the importance of launching managerial programs
to create the feeling of need of change to increase the success of organizational change. However, the felt
need for change is a necessary but not sufficient condition for the success. It has to be coupled with a sense
and feeling of the appropriateness of change - that is, the relevance and validity of theproposed change.
There is also a strong indication that the issue of efficacy starts with the variable at the individual level. In
other words, self-efficacy leads to the needed collective efficacy. The latter is termed the shared value
resolve (Weiner, 2009), which reflects a group phenomenon.

Itis expected that the relevant development programs can create the needed pivotal self-efficacy. The
relevance is assessed regarding the contribution of the development programs to the requirements of the
change project at hand. The fitted model did not include the valence variables. It is hard to explain this
result. However, one can speculate that the impact of valence variables may be achieved through their
impact on efficiency variables. The valence variables may not be influential except where they have impact
on efficiency variables.
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DISCUSSION

There is a need to advance causal models for organization change. It is believed that such models will
improve success rates of organizational interventions. The study fitted model demonstrates the requirements
of accepting such models. It shows that the three pillars of change success are: the felt need for change, the
appropriateness of change, and self-efficacy. These three variables can lead to other desired states such as
collective efficacy and the felt empowerment of organizational members, which, in turn, lead to
organizational change success.

The results of the study lend support to using multiple levels of analysis within the same model, i.e.,
it is not adequate to focus on either the micro level (individual) or the macro level (organization). Thus the
current study model includes individual, collective, and organization variables.

The change literature is primarily based on life cycle models whose focus is on the steps needed to
implement change. However, the need is for change models that deal with the currently experienced high
levels of uncertainty and the evolving nature of organizational interventions (Femander & Rainy, 2000;
Graetz ¢t al., 2010; Sitkin, 2005; Todem, 2005).

The remainder of this discussion will address the study’s conceptual, empirical implications and future
directions for research. The organizational change literature draws from multiple disciplines and theoretical
approaches. Thus, it is full of complexities and contains many contradictory research findings(Todrem,
2005, Frenander & painey, 2000). Any conceptual model of change should include both generic and specific
variables; the generic variables are the ones found in all change programs like the variables in this current
study. Additionally, the model should include specific situational / vatiables that are unique to a change
situation. The generic variables will lead to reducing the complexity of the change studies, and open the
door for generalizing and making comparisons. The change literature should focus more on the nation of
equal-finality-there is no one best way to build for increasing organization readiness for change. Here,again
the notion of coupling generic and specific variables in the model will serve us well. Although the current
study results did not show the role of top management support, it is believed that this role still exists
subtly- through doing actions that make organization members internalize the change and think that it is
needed and appropriate and they are capable of achieving it. A new approach to organizational change
sees change as so rapid and unpredictable that it cannot be managed top-down. It should be controlled by
top management involved and through information sharing via social interaction. It is argued change
should be seen as a process of learning where the organization responds to the internal and external
changes. Hays (2010) noted that this approach was more focused on change preparation and facilitating
than for providing specific, planned steps for each change project & initiative. This rapidly developing
discipline looks at the total system and the linkages between all the parts of the organization, and at how
change in one part will affect the other parts (Hobeche, 2009). The managerial/empirical implication of
the current study includes an emphasis on having a clearManagement Vision. Management should also
focus on the readiness for change rather than on the resistance to change. The development of programs
for organization members and the smooth flow of information through the organization will contribute
immensely to the buildup of readiness for change.The extent to which this shared psychological state
exists in any given situation is an empirical issue requiring the examination of within- group agreement
statistics. However, the buildup of collective readiness for change is more conducive to the success of
change.Management should strive to make the organization’s members feel competent.. It is important to
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recognize that members can misjudge their or the group’s organizational readiness, for example by
overestimating or even underestimating the associated capabilities to implement change. Bandura (1997)
indicated that efficacy evaluation should be based on accurate information to reach a correct outcome.

Future research directions should concern the following:

1. Continue using statistical techniques that allow testing for causality. The issues related to change
success are complicated and require appropriate modeling,

2. There should be some means of focusing respondents’ attention on a specific impending
organizational change, perhaps by including a brief description of the survey instrument and by
mentioning the change by name in the instructions for particular item sets.

3. Group-referenced rather than self-referenced collective commitment and capabilities rather than
personal commitment and capabilities.

4. Use hard data to measure change success.
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