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 This study extends research findings directed at a micro-focus of change by assessing 

individual organizational members’ perspectives and psychological constructs influencing 

change efforts by an organization. The change initiative in question regards the construction of a 

new facility and subsequent relocation to said facility. Moral commitment to the organization 

(negative), change initiative’s fit with organizational vision, and social influence significantly 

contributed to variance in members’ affective commitment to change. Trust in leadership and 

normative commitment to the organization (NCO) significantly contributed to variance in 

members’ normative commitment to change. Continuance commitment to the organization and 

participation (negative) significantly contributed to variance in members’ continuance 

commitment to change. NCO, change initiative’s fit with organizational vision, and participation 

significantly contributed to variance in support of the proposed change initiative. Affective 

commitment to the organization (negative), NCO (negative), trust in leadership (negative), and 

disruption of influence significantly contributed to variance in members’ intent to leave the 

organization.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Review of Change Management Literature 

 In order to remain competitive in rapidly changing environments, organizations are 

introducing new programs and initiatives aimed at changing their current status to enhance future 

strongholds in the marketplace (Neubert & Cady, 2001). The field of organizational change 

management is concerned with facilitating the process of change through modification of 

strategies, structures, and processes (Jimmieson, Peach, & White, 2008). 

 A large percentage of organizational change research focuses on factors that relate to four 

major themes: context, content, process, & criterion. Context refers to the culture and climate of 

the organization undergoing the change (Devos, Buelens, & Bouckenooghe 2007; Herold, Fedor, 

& Caldwell, 2007; Neves & Caetano, 2006). The fundamental culture or “feel” of the 

organization directs and motivates employee efforts (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Devos et al., 

2007). Content refers to the type of change the organization is undergoing and the nature or 

substance of said change (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Devos et al., 2007; Neves & Caetano, 

2006). Examples of content-related factors include an organization’s strategic orientation, 

organizational structure, and organization-environment fit. Process-related variables focus on 

how the change is implemented (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Devos et al., 2007; George & 

Jones, 2001; Neves & Caetano, 2006). Research in the 1990s brought about process models that 

recommended various phases for change agents to follow in implementing change and also 

touched upon how organizational members experience change as it unfolds (Armenakis & 

Bedeian, 1999). Criterion-related variables deal with outcomes commonly assessed in 

organizational change efforts (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999). Examples include job satisfaction, 

intention to quit, and turnover (Wanberg & Banas, 2000).  
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 Despite the large amount of change management research and the fact that organizational 

change programs are designed to enhance organizational viability, most change initiatives fall 

short of expectations with an estimated 50% failure rate (Van Knippenberg, Martin, & Tyler, 

2006). The unfortunate reality is that many change initiatives fail to meet even a few of their 

expectations (Herold et al., 2007). Why is this the case?  While there is never just one right 

answer, researchers have begun assessing one possibility. Up until recently, research associated 

with organizational change has focused largely on organizational factors (e.g. reorganizing, re-

engineering, changes in corporate culture, downsizing, and implementing new technology), 

neglecting the person-oriented issues (Devos et al., 2007; Vakola, Tsaousis, & Nikolau, 2004; 

Wanberg & Banas, 2000). Recent reviews of change management literature have demonstrated 

that theories used to study change—such as population ecology, strategic choice, institutional 

theory, and resource dependence—are principally macro focused. Consequently, change 

management research has largely focused on organizational and systems-level variables, such as 

institutional pressures for change, environmental factors, the firm’s strategic orientation, age, and 

size, and various design factors (Cunningham, 2006; Judge, Thoresen, Pucik, & Welbourne, 

1999). As an alternative perspective, researchers have adopted a more micro focus of change by 

examining the individuals within the organization and the psychological factors influencing 

change efforts (Cunningham, 2006; Devos et al., 2007). However, micro-level research on 

organizational change remains limited (George & Jones, 2001; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; 

Judge et al., 1999). 

 Some researchers have directed their attention to a variety of affective responses to 

change representing how receptive employees are to a forthcoming change event in their 

organization, such as readiness for change, openness to change, commitment to change, change-
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related cynicism, and resistance to change (Jimmieson et al., 2008). Researchers emphasize that 

the support of employees is central to determining whether change initiatives will succeed or fail 

(Herold et al., 2007; Jimmieson et al., 2008; Neubert & Cady, 2001), stating that the ability and 

drive of an organization to change depends heavily on the openness, commitment, and 

motivation to change of its employees (Devos et al., 2007).  

 As mentioned earlier, many organizations are implementing specific change initiatives in 

order to remain viable and relevant within changing environments, but this is also true of 

churches and para-church ministries (Anderson, 1990; Barna, 1993; Barna, 1998). The world in 

which we currently live is one of rapidly changing technology, environments, and mobility. 

However, most churches have remained satisfied with programs designed decades ago (Barna, 

1998). Many congregations have come to this realization and are now looking at new initiatives 

to remain relevant in ever-evolving marketplaces. Many Christian authors emphasize the role of 

leadership (Barna, 1998; Hybels, 2002), future-focused vision (Hybels, 2002; Mancini, 2008; 

Southern & Norton, 2001), and community building principles (Myers, 2007; Maxwell, 2004; 

Southern & Norton, 2001) as a means to reach out to the world and to grow local churches. 

However, beyond these three broad topical areas, limited information has been presented about 

the specific variables that may play a role in building support for change initiatives within the 

individual congregational members. The purpose of this study is to add to the literature that 

emphasizes a focus on the individuals within organizations by identifying those variables that 

lead to commitment of a proposed change initiative and then support of that initiative within a 

Southern Baptist congregation. Factors relating to members’ intent to leave the organization will 

also be identified. 
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Outcome Measures 

 The outcome measures that will be assessed in this study include commitment to a 

proposed change, support of the change, and intent to leave the organization. Commitment to 

change represents a mindset that binds an individual to a course of action deemed necessary for 

successful implementation of a change initiative (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002); support is 

defined as the behavioral consequences of commitment, actions in which an individual engages 

based upon his or her commitment (Fedor, Caldwell, & Herold, 2006); and intent to leave 

represents a desire within the individual to leave the organization voluntarily (Chawla & 

Kelloway, 2004; Cunningham, 2006; Korsgaard, Sapienza, & Schweiger, 2002).  

Commitment to Change 

  Researchers have defined commitment to change as a mindset that binds an individual to 

a course of action deemed necessary for successful implementation of a change initiative 

(Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). A high level of commitment to a specific program or initiative 

will lead employees to put forth effort, initiative, and cooperative behaviors (i.e. change 

supportive behaviors) that will be required for successful implementation. Additionally, 

committed employees demonstrate enthusiasm, get involved, persist in the face of difficulties, 

and take personal responsibility for a program’s successful implementation (Neubert & Cady, 

2001).  

 Researchers have concluded that commitment toward a specific change initiative is 

different than organizational commitment in that organizational commitment focuses on 

employees’ commitment to the entire organization as a whole; where as commitment to change 

focuses only on a specific initiative within the organization (Fedor et al., 2006; Meyer, Srinivas, 

Lal, & Topolnytsky, 2007). In fact, researchers contend that while commitment to the 
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organization is an important component when addressing support for an organizational change 

initiative, commitment to the change itself may be an even more important contributor 

(Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer et al., 2007). Although both organizational commitment and 

commitment to change add to prediction on their own, commitment to the change initiative 

contributes more unique variance to the prediction of behavioral support for the change than does 

commitment to the organization (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002 & Meyer et al., 2007).  

 Organizational commitment researchers have developed a model that is comprised of 

three related, yet distinguishable components of organizational commitment: affective, 

normative, and continuance commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; 

Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002; Parish, Cadwallader, & Busch, 2008). This 

model is discussed in greater detail later. However, researchers have extended upon this 

organizational commitment model and have developed a three-component model of commitment 

to organizational change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). These components are affective 

commitment to change (a belief in the inherent benefits of the change), continuance commitment 

to change (a recognition that there are costs associated with resisting change), and normative 

commitment to change (a sense of obligation to be supportive Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; 

Meyer et al., 2007; Parish et al., 2008).  

 When addressing commitment to a change initiative and actual behaviors demonstrated 

by employees, researchers have found a link between the type of commitment (affective, 

normative, or continuance) and those behaviors employees engage in on the job (Herscovitch & 

Meyer, 2002; Meyer et al., 2007). Specifically, affective and normative commitment to change 

were found to be positively related to compliance (demonstrating minimal support for a change 

by going along with it, but doing so reluctantly), cooperation (exerting effort on behalf of the 
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change, going along with the spirit of the change, and being prepared to make modest sacrifices 

on behalf of the change), and championing behaviors (demonstrating extreme enthusiasm for a 

change by going above and beyond what is formally required and promoting the change to 

others). When assessing the relationships of affective and normative commitment to change with 

mere compliance (compliance-only behaviors in the absence of cooperation or championing 

behaviors), a negative relationship was discovered. Additionally, continuance commitment to 

change positively related to mere compliance and negatively related to cooperation and 

championing behaviors. This means that all three forms of commitment related to the willingness 

to do what was minimally required by the organization to implement the change, but individuals 

with strong continuance commitment restricted their behaviors to performing only the minimal 

requirements (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Individuals with affective and normative 

commitment to change were shown to go beyond the minimal requirements, even when it meant 

making some sacrifices, to make the change work. Of interesting note, individuals who did not 

report any kind of commitment to the change (low affective, normative, and continuance 

commitment), still reported on the job behaviors that fell along the compliance continuum, as 

opposed to active or passive resistance behaviors (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Similarly, others 

have found a negative relationship between continuance commitment and resistance to change 

(Oreg, 2006). They have speculated that there may be other factors that discourage individuals 

from resisting a change. Extending on these findings, interventions aimed at shifting individuals 

to increased commitment groupings (e.g. going from low affective to moderate or high affective 

commitment), should lead to performance gains for the individual, as well as the organization 

(Sinclair, Tucker, Cullen, & Wright, 2005). It is important to keep in mind that details regarding 

a specific change initiative can also impact an individual’s organizational commitment, as they 
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may signal an alteration in the relationship between the individual and the organization (Fedor et 

al., 2006). For this reason, it is critical to not only address commitment at the change initiative 

level, but also at the organizational level (Fedor et al., 2006). 

Support of the Proposed Organizational Change 

Organizational change refers to the programs and initiatives organizations introduce as a 

means to competitively respond to rapidly changing environments (Neubert & Cady, 2001). As 

referenced earlier, researchers have emphasized that the support of employees is central to 

determining whether change initiatives will succeed or fail (Herold et al., 2007; Jimmieson et al., 

2008; Neubert & Cady, 2001). Support of change represents behavioral actions employees 

engage in to increase the success of the change (Fedor et al., 2006). In this study, support is 

defined as a willingness to vote in favor of the proposed change initiative, as well as other 

change supportive behaviors.      

Intent to Leave the Organization 

 When researchers assess intent to leave, they are examining the individual’s expectation 

that they will be leaving or will be looking to leave the organization in the near future (Chawla & 

Kelloway, 2004; Cunningham, 2006; Korsgaard et al., 2002). As defined by literature, intent to 

leave is the choice of the individual and not a forced-upon decision (Cunningham, 2006; 

Korsgaard et al., 2002) and is positively correlated with actual turnover (Wanberg & Banas, 

2000). Researchers have shown that intent to leave the organization is negatively related to 

change acceptance (Wanberg & Banas, 2000) and positively related to behavioral resistance to a 

change initiative (Oreg, 2006).  
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Predictor Variables 

 Hypothesized predictors of commitment to change, support of change, and intent to leave 

the organization, include: organizational commitment, based on a three-component model; 

membership satisfaction; vision, including vision clarity, change initiative fit with vision, and 

information received about the change initiative; procedural justice, including participation and 

trust; organizational identification, including social influences, disruptions of personal influence, 

and nostalgic behaviors; personality characteristics, including a general disposition to resist 

change, locus of control, and self-efficacy; and demographic variables, including age, tenure, 

gender, and number of children.  

Organizational Commitment 

Researchers have long-contended that organizational commitment is a complex and 

multi-faceted construct (Meyer et al., 1993; Meyer et al., 2002) consisting of a strong belief in 

and acceptance of the organization’s goals and values, a willingness to exert considerable effort 

on behalf of the organization, and a strong desire to maintain membership (Fedor et al., 2006).  

Organizational commitment has been found to correlate with many variables, including  

job satisfaction (Meyer et al., 2002), turnover (Allen & Meyer, 1990) job involvement (Meyer et 

al., 2002), occupational commitment (Meyer et al., 1993, Meyer et al., 2002), age (Meyer et al., 

2002), tenure (Meyer et al., 2002), ability to cope with change (Judge et al., 1999), readiness for 

organizational change (Madsen, Miller, & John, 2005), resistance to change (negative 

relationship Oreg, 2006), and commitment to change within organizations (Herscovitch & 

Meyer, 2002; Lau & Woodman, 1995; Meyer et al., 2007; and Neubert & Cady, 2001). 

Beginning in the late 1980s and early 1990s, researchers began development of a three –

component model of organizational commitment. This model is comprised of three related, yet 
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distinguishable components of organizational commitment: affective, normative, and 

continuance (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer et al., 1993; Meyer et al., 2002; Parish et al., 2008).  

Affective commitment to the organization. Affective commitment to the organization is 

based on an emotional bond with the organization, identification with, and involvement in the 

organization. Individuals stay with the organization because they want to (Bennett & Durkin, 

2000; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer et al., 1993; Meyer et al., 2002; Parish et al., 2008). It 

represents an affect-based attitude toward the organization (Dvir, Kass, & Shamir, 2004). In 

terms of the outcome variables under study, affective commitment to the organization has 

positively related with affective commitment to change, normative commitment to change 

(Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer et al., 2007), demonstrating cooperation and championing 

behaviors (Meyer et al., 2007), and the perception that the change in question would have a 

positive impact on the individual (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Negative relationships have 

been reported between affective commitment to the organization and continuance commitment to 

the change, intent to leave the organization, and actual turnover from the organization (Meyer et 

al., 2007; Meyer et al., 2002). 

Affective commitment to the organization is assessed due to the positive impact it may 

play on organizational members’ affective responses to change, their commitment to the change 

in question, and their intent to leave the organization. Therefore, it is hypothesized that affective 

commitment to the organization will positively relate to commitment to and support of the 

proposed change initiative, and negatively relate to intent to leave the organization (H:1.a). 

Specifically, affective commitment to the organization is hypothesized to relate positively with 

affective and normative commitment to change and relate negatively with continuance 

commitment to change.   
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Normative commitment to the organization. Normative commitment reflects a feeling of 

obligation to continue employment with the organization. Individuals stay with the organization 

because they feel as though they ought to stay (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer et al., 1993; 

Meyer et al., 2002; Parish et al., 2008). Positive relationships between normative commitment to 

the organization and normative commitment to change have been discovered (Herscovitch & 

Meyer, 2002; Meyer, Srinivas, Lal, & Toplonytsky, 2007); however, contradictory results have 

been found when addressing the relationship between normative commitment to the organization 

and other variables. For example, in some studies normative commitment to the organization 

positively related to affective commitment to change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer et al., 

2007), while others have shown normative commitment to the organization positively related to 

affective commitment to change at the introduction of the change process but not eight months 

into implementation (Meyer et al., 2007). Similarly, some have reported no relationship between 

normative commitment to the organization and continuance commitment to change (Herscovitch 

& Meyer, 2002), while others have reported a negative relationship between normative 

commitment to the organization and continuance commitment to change at the introduction of a 

change initiative (Meyer et al., 2007), and a positive relationship between the two eight months 

after the change had been introduced (Meyer et al., 2007). Normative commitment to the 

organization also related positively with individuals’ perceptions that the effect of the change 

initiative will have a positive impact on their job performance and the overall climate of the 

organization (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002), as well as with demonstrating championing 

behaviors on behalf of the change initiative (Meyer et al., 2007). Normative commitment to the 

organization also negatively related to intent to leave the organization and actual turnover 

(Meyer et al., 2002). 
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Normative commitment to the organization is an important factor to address when 

assessing possible predictors of commitment to change based on its known relationships with 

organizational members’ positive affect regarding change, their demonstration of change 

supportive behaviors, and their intent to stay with the organization. Consequently, it is 

hypothesized that normative commitment to the organization will positively relate to affective 

and normative commitment to change and support of the proposed change initiative. Negative 

relationships are anticipated between normative commitment to the organization and continuance 

commitment to change and intent to leave the organization (H:1.b). 

Continuance commitment to the organization. Continuance commitment describes a 

scenario where an employee feels compelled to stay with an organization because the monetary, 

social, and/or psychological costs of leaving are too high. Employees stay with the organization 

because they need to (Bennett & Durkin, 2000; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer et al., 1993; 

Meyer et al., 2002; Parish et al., 2008). Continuance commitment is a cognitive-based attitude 

toward the organization in that it represents the calculative processes involved in deciding 

whether or not to stay with the organization (Dvir et al., 2004). Continuance commitment to the 

organization has related negatively with affective commitment to change and has positively 

related to continuance commitment to change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer et al., 2007). 

While some have reported a positive relationship between continuance commitment to the 

organization and normative commitment to change (Meyer et al., 2007), others have shown no 

relationship between the two (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Additionally, negative relationships 

have been found between continuance commitment to the organization and demonstrating 

behaviors over and above those required by the position (Meyer et al., 2007), as well as between 

continuance commitment to the organization and intent to leave the organization and actual 
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turnover (Meyer et al., 2002). Continuance commitment to the organization is a relative factor to 

consider because of the negative impact it may have on organizational members’ affective 

commitment to change, their demonstration of change supportive behaviors, and their intent to 

leave the organization. Consequently, it is hypothesized that continuance commitment to the 

organization will negatively relate with affective commitment to change and support of change, 

and relate positively with normative and continuance commitment to change. A negative 

relationship is also expected between continuance commitment to the organization and intent to 

leave (H:1.c).   

Moral commitment to the organization. In addition to the three component model, 

another type of organizational commitment, moral commitment, has been shown to relate to both 

affective and normative commitment. Moral commitment represents the degree to which an 

individual is committed to the organization through the internalization of its goals, values, and 

mission (Bennett & Durkin, 2000). Moral commitment has related positively with both intra-role 

(behavior expected as part of the job) and extra-role (actions for which the individual receives no 

immediate reward but which benefit the wider organization) behaviors, as well as, intent to 

remain with the organization and employee acceptance of change (Bennett & Durkin, 2000).    

Although moral commitment has not been directly tied to organizational members’ 

commitment to change, it has impacted other factors related to change commitment, including 

positive affect regarding change, demonstrating on-the-job behaviors beneficial to the 

organization, but not directly prescribed job duties, and intent to remain with the organization. 

Consequently, it is hypothesized that moral commitment to the organization will be positively 

related to affective and normative commitment to change and support of change and negatively 

related to continuance commitment to change and intent to leave the organization (H:1.d).  
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Membership Satisfaction 

 Organizational researchers have described job satisfaction as a general liking for one’s 

job (Cole, Harris, and Bernerth, 2006) and an overall satisfaction with an individual’s position 

(Cole et al., 2006; Judge et al., 1999; Wanberg & Banas, 2000). Change acceptance positively 

related with job satisfaction (Wanberg & Banas, 2000), and negatively related with affective 

resistance to change and job satisfaction (Oreg, 2006). The ability to cope with change also 

related positively with job satisfaction (Judge et al., 1999). However, these findings addressed 

satisfaction as an outcome variable, as opposed to a predictor variable. Here, job satisfaction is 

included as a predictor and represents an organizational member’s level of satisfaction with their 

membership in the organization, as opposed to their level of satisfaction with their job.  

 Knowing there are significant relationships between job satisfaction and affective 

responses to change, it is hypothesized that individuals who are generally satisfied with their 

membership in the organization will be more committed to and supportive of said change and 

less likely to intend on leaving the organization. Specifically membership satisfaction is 

hypothesized to relate positively with affective and normative commitment to change and 

support of change and relate negatively with continuance commitment to change and intent to 

leave (H:2). 

Vision 

 Successful organizational change takes place when employees have a purpose, a plan for, 

and a part to play in that change (Neves & Caetano, 2006). An organization’s vision should 

define the purpose, plan, and the level of employee involvement necessary for successful change 

implementation (Neves & Caetano, 2006). According to Christian book authors, Southern and 

Norton (2001), a church’s “vision is the picture of where your congregation is headed. A vision 
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is a desired future reality, a powerful image of what you want to create in the future. It should 

capture the hearts and minds of the congregation in such a compelling way that they are willing 

to commit their time, talent, and treasure to make it a reality” (page 168). In order for the vision 

to be salient, it should be stated in terms of values; organizational members must believe that a 

clear vision has been articulated; the leadership of the organization shares the vision; and the 

vision is appropriate for the organization (Dvir et al., 2004). The information shared with an 

organization’s members should create a discrepancy between the current state of the organization 

and the future goals of the organization, the vision (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993). 

Discrepancy addresses the sentiment regarding whether change is needed and is typically 

demonstrated by clarifying how an organization’s current performance differs from some desired 

end-state (Armenakis & Harris, 2002). Following is information on how three specific 

components of vision (vision clarity, initiative fit with vision, and information regarding the 

initiative) relate to commitment to and support of change. Hypotheses regarding their 

relationships with the criterion variables are also offered.  

 Vision clarity. Research on leadership vision emphasizes the importance of clarifying and 

gaining commitment to the final end-state of where the organization wants to be (Armenakis et 

al., 1993) and then articulating that clear vision to organizational members (Dvir et al., 2004). If 

organizational members do not feel the goals of the organization are appropriate in and of 

themselves, then resistance against change initiatives designed to reach those goals is likely to 

occur.  

Clear vision has been related to increased levels of job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment (Cole et al., 2006; Dvir et al., 2004). Researchers have found that a vision 

formulated by the leader of the organization, comprised of social values (i.e. fairness, emphasis 
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on developing personal relationships, a family-oriented climate, contribution to the community, 

and social responsibility), and is shared by the organization’s employees positively related to 

affective commitment to the organization and was unrelated to employees’ continuance 

commitment to the organization (Dvir et al., 2004). Specifically, the more the vision was 

saturated with social values, the higher the employees’ affective commitment to the organization. 

An emphasis on achievement-oriented values was unrelated to employees’ affective commitment 

to the organization (Dvir et al., 2004). 

As noted earlier, in order for an organization’s vision to be salient, it needs to be clearly 

articulated to organizational members (Dvir et al., 2004). While the relationship between a 

clearly articulated vision and commitment to change has not been assessed directly, clear vision 

has influenced other factors related to commitment to change including an individual’s job 

satisfaction and their commitment to the organization. For these reasons, it is hypothesized that 

individuals who believe the organization does have a clear vision will be committed to and 

supportive of change and less likely to intend on leaving. Particularly, vision clarity is expected 

to positively relate to affective and normative commitment to change and negatively relate to 

continuance commitment to change (H:3.a).   

Initiative fit with vision. While organizational members may agree with the vision and 

direction the organization is taking in order to remain viable in the marketplace, those members 

also need to agree that the change initiative recommended by organizational leaders is the 

appropriate action to take in order to achieve said vision (Armenakis & Harris, 2002; Cole et al., 

2006). Appropriateness of a specific change initiative has been associated with increased levels 

of organizational commitment (Cole et al., 2006), as well as positive relationships with affective 

 15



  

and normative commitment to change. Contrary to what was hypothesized, fit with vision was 

also positively related to continuance commitment to change (Parish et al., 2008). 

A change initiative’s fit with the overall vision of the organization is an important factor 

to assess due to its known relationships with individuals’ commitment to the organization and to 

their commitment to change. Therefore, it is hypothesized that organizational members who 

believe that the proposed change initiative is an appropriate action to take in order to fulfill the 

vision of the organization will be committed to and supportive of the change and less likely to 

intend on leaving. Specifically, “fit with the organizational vision” should positively relate to 

affective and normative commitment to change and negatively relate to continuance commitment 

to change (H:3.b).  

Information regarding change initiative. Researchers have noted that one of the most 

important aspects in creating large-scale change within organizations is not only to have a clear 

vision, but to be able to communicate that vision for the change (Cole et al., 2006). Employees 

need to have a proper amount of information about the change that will occur and how that 

change will affect the organization in order to be open to the change itself (Wanberg & Banas, 

2000). Change communication should provide compelling justification for the change, enhance a 

sense of employee efficacy, and clarify the changes to employee roles. It should also inform 

employees on how the intervention will take place and its consequences, providing them with a 

greater sense of control over the change (Armenakis et al., 1993; Neves & Caetano, 2006).  

Higher levels of information have been associated with increased change acceptance 

(Wanberg & Banas, 2000; Washington & Hacker, 2005) and decreased resistance (Van Dam, 

Oreg, & Schyns, 2008). Specifically, the more employees understood about the change, the more 

likely they were to be excited about the change, and the less likely they were to think the change 
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initiative would fail (Washington & Hacker, 2005). However, less information about the change 

was also associated with less behavioral and cognitive resistance toward the change (Oreg, 

2006). These contradictory findings may be due to the quality of information given (i.e. poor 

versus quality information). Receiving quality information has significantly predicted positive 

attitudes toward change (Miller, Johnson, & Grau, 1994). For example, employees who felt they 

had received quality information regarding a planned building relocation indicated higher 

intentions to engage in change-supportive behaviors related to that relocation (Jimmieson et al., 

2008). Poorly managed change communication could result in widespread rumors, increased 

cynicism, absenteeism, turnover, and resistance to the change (Van Dam et al., 2008). Findings 

indicate that announcements of change seen as timely, useful, answering questions, and 

conveyed by an appropriate medium favorably impressed employees’ attitudes about change 

(Miller et al., 1994). Additionally, organizations wishing for members to cooperate with change 

should carefully plan how the initial announcement of the change is circulated and the content of 

that announcement’s message (Miller et al., 1994). 

It is critical to know whether or not individuals within the organization have received 

quality information regarding the proposed change initiative because of the role quality 

information plays in forming positive attitudes and affect and building behavioral support for the 

change. For these reasons, it is hypothesized that organizational members who believe they have 

received quality information regarding the proposed change initiative will be committed to and 

supportive of said initiative and less likely to intend on leaving (H:3.c). Receiving quality 

information is anticipated to relate positively with affective and normative commitment to 

change and negatively with continuance commitment change. 
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Procedural Justice 

 Procedural justice is concerned with the fairness of decision-making procedures on the 

attitudes and behavior of the people involved in and affected by those decisions (Korsgaard, 

Schweiger, & Sapienza, 1995; Tyler & DeCremer, 2005). Procedural justice literature posits that 

individuals not only care about the outcome of decisions (i.e. distributive justice), but also about 

the procedures used to make those decisions. In fact, people are affected by the perceived 

fairness of the procedures utilized regardless of the perceived fairness of the decision that was 

actually made (Korsgaard et al., 1995).  

 Findings have shown that individuals’ perceptions of procedural justice have been related 

to greater commitment to the outcome of the decision made, greater attachment to the group in 

charge of making the decision, and greater trust in the leader of the group making the decision 

(Chawla & Kellowy, 2004; Korsgaard et al., 2002; Korsgaard et al., 1995; Tyler & De Cremer, 

2005). Additionally, the impact of acting in procedurally fair ways has greater influence on those 

who identify highly with the organization compared to those who do not. This is because high 

identifiers are more interested in the process of change, rather than the outcomes of change 

(Tyler & De Cremer, 2005; Van Knippenberg et al., 2006). Additionally, intent to remain with 

the organization decreases when procedural fairness is low (Korsgaard et al., 2002).  

 It is important that organizational members perceive the change process as being fair 

because of the impact procedural justice can have in strengthening relationships among 

organizational members and in building commitment to the change post implementation. 

Consequently, it is hypothesized that individuals who view the processes undertaken thus far as 

fair in determining whether the proposed change initiative is in the best interest of the 

organization will be committed to and supportive of the initiative and less likely to intend on 
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leaving (H:4.a). Specifically, procedurally just processes are expected to positively relate to 

affective and normative commitment to change and negatively relate to continuance commitment 

to change. 

Participation. Two factors that play a role in determining whether or not the process 

regarding any new change initiative is deemed fair by organizational members are the level of 

participation those members had in the process and the level of trust they have in their 

leadership. Participation refers to the amount and levels of involvement organizational members 

have had regarding the proposed change (Wanberg & Banas, 2000). Researchers have found that 

participation is related to a more positive view of the change (Wanberg & Banas, 2000), 

decreased resistance (Lines, 2004; Van Dam et al., 2008), increased change initiative goal 

achievement (Lines, 2004), and increased organizational commitment after change 

implementation (Lines, 2004). A focus on cost strengthened the negative relationship between 

participation and resistance to change (Lines, 2004). 

One form of participation of particular relevance to this study is voice. Voice addresses 

the extent to which an employee had the opportunity to express his or her views regarding a 

decision prior to the final ruling (Daly & Geyer, 1994). Employees who felt that they had 

received participation opportunities in that they were given the opportunity to voice their 

concerns regarding a planned building relocation indicated higher intentions to engage in 

change-supportive behaviors regarding that relocation (Jimmieson et al., 2008). Additionally, 

individuals who were given the opportunity to voice arguments and opinions regarding a planned 

initiative were more open to that change as compared to those who did not feel they had been 

given the opportunity to participate (Devos, Buelens, & Bouckenooghe, 2007).  
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Daly and Geyer (1994) point out that it is important for organizational members to know 

that they do have the opportunity to voice their comments during the change process. These 

researchers hypothesized a positive relationship between procedural justice and support of a 

building relocation with employee voice mediating this relationship. However, no effect for 

voice was seen in their model. They concluded that because employees in this instance did not 

know they would be allowed input into the final decision, any participation on their part would 

not affect how fair they felt the change in question was initiated (Daly & Geyer, 1994).  

Regardless of the form of participation utilized (e.g. voice), researchers have argued that 

unless participation in the change process promotes feelings of fairness and value (i.e. procedural 

justice), employees might not be willing to accept or commit to the changes regardless of the 

number of participation opportunities (Chawla & Kelloway, 2004). 

Participation is critical to address due to the impact it may have in building positive affect 

about the change and in increasing behavioral support for the change post implementation. 

Therefore, it is hypothesized that individuals who believe they have had the opportunity to 

express their ideas and opinions regarding the change will be committed to and supportive of  the 

change and less likely to intend on leaving the organization (H:4.b). In particular, “participation” 

is expected to positively relate to affective and normative commitment to change and negatively 

relate to continuance commitment to change. 

Trust in leadership. Organizational theorists have described trust as representing the 

degree of confidence organizational members have in the goodwill of their leaders, specifically 

the extent to which members believe their leaders are honest, sincere, and unbiased when taking 

members’ positions into account (Devos et al., 2007). Trust has also been described as a 

willingness of an individual to become vulnerable to the actions of another, based on the 
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expectation that the other will act in a way beneficial to the trustor (Neves & Caetano, 2006; 

Rafferty & Simons, 2006). Researchers contend that when trust within the organization is low, 

any kind of change may be seen as suspicious and alarming (Neves & Caetano, 2006); yet, when 

trust in supervisor is high, organizational members do not feel as great a need to voice opinions 

or argue against the proposed change initiative and are more supportive of change (Rafferty & 

Simons, 2006). In fact, even if the organization had experienced several change initiative failures 

in the past, individuals would still be open to change if they had high trust in their leadership 

(Devos et al., 2007).   

 Trust in leadership has been found to relate to decreased levels of behavioral, affective, 

and cognitive components of resistance to change (Oreg, 2006; Van Dam et al., 2008), increased 

levels of affective and normative commitment to change (Parish et al., 2008), decreased levels of 

continuance commitment to change (Parish et al., 2008), higher levels of openness to change 

(Devos et al., 2007), and increased readiness for small and large-scaled change initiatives 

(Rafferty & Simons, 2006). Additionally, when perceived control over current change processes 

was low, trust in supervisor increased employees’ organizational commitment over the course of 

change initiative implementation (Neves & Caetano, 2006).  

Conversely, a lack of trust in organizational leadership has been related to increased 

reports of anger, frustration, and anxiety with respect to change, to increased actions against it, 

and in particular, to negative evaluations of the need for, and the value of the organizational 

change (Oreg, 2006).  

 Trust is critical in building positive affect regarding change, organizational commitment, 

and commitment to the change. For this reason, it is hypothesized that trust in leadership will be 

positively related to affective and normative commitment to change and support of change. 
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Conversely, trust in leadership should be negatively related to continuance commitment to 

change and intent to leave the organization (H:4.c).  

Organizational Identification 

 Organizational identification represents the psychological attachment an individual has 

with the organization in which he or she is a member (Bennett & Durkin, 2000; Van 

Knippenberg et al., 2006). It refers to a self-concept that has the individual and the organization 

integrated into one entity (Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Van Knippenberg et al., 2006). While 

organizational commitment is similar to organizational identification, commitment lacks the self-

defining component represented with identification (Van Knippenberg et al., 2006).  

 One of the critical aspects of organizational identification is that it is relational and 

comparative. Given this, individuals are more likely to identify with organizations that boost 

position and self-esteem (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). The more prestigious the organization, the 

greater the potential boost to personal position and self-esteem through identification.  

 Organizational identification has positively related to job satisfaction and job 

involvement and negatively related to turnover intentions and actual turnover. Individuals who 

maintain high identification with their organizations are more likely to perform organizational 

citizenship behaviors, show increased effort in their work, and show support for and loyalty 

towards the organization (Van Knippenberg et al., 2006). For these reasons, organizational 

identification is anticipated to relate positively with affective and normative commitment to 

change and to support of the change initiative. Organizational identification is also expected to 

relate negatively to continuance commitment to change and intent to leave the organization (H: 

5.a) 
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 Place attachment. A specific form of organizational identification of particular relevance 

is place attachment. Place attachment refers to the emotional bond an individual has to a physical 

site due to meaningful social interactions that have occurred at the location (Milligan, 2003). An 

individual’s felt identity is that person’s sense of his/her own situation, continuity, and character 

obtained as a result of various social experiences. To the extent an individual experiences these 

“various social experiences” in places of particular meaning to that individual; place attachment 

will help shape one’s own felt identity. When individuals experience displacement, the 

disruption of place attachment due to the destruction, modification, or limited access to the 

physical site, identity discontinuity results (Milligan, 2003). 

   Practitioners and researchers have often been concerned with employees’ attachment to 

the organization when addressing organizational change initiatives such as mergers, acquisitions, 

and layoffs, because of the potential change in the relationship between employees and the 

organization (Neves & Caetano, 2006). To the extent employees see themselves as reflected in 

the organization’s identity; they may resist organizational change when the change entails an 

identity transformation (Van Knippenberg et al., 2006). For example, employees react more 

negatively to restructuring of their organization and their work, the more they identify with their 

organization and work (Van Knippenberg et al., 2006).  

 While organizational identification has played a positive role in increasing job 

satisfaction and the performance of behaviors beneficial to the organization yet outside 

members’ prescribed duties, individuals high in organizational identification may prove to be a 

detriment to the organization when the change initiative threatens to alter the relationship 

between the organization and its members. Consequently, it is hypothesized that individuals who 

feel attached to the organization at its current location will not be committed to nor supportive of 
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the change, and will be more willing to leave the organization due to the fact that the proposed 

change in question would alter the physical location of the organization (H:5.b). 

 Social influence. Social influence refers to the role individuals’ networks of social 

relationships play in determining our attitudes and beliefs (Armenakis et al., 1993; Oreg, 2006). 

Social network theory argues that individuals are embedded within social systems that function 

as reference points for the formation of attitudes; meaning, the social systems within which 

organizational members operate have a substantial role in determining member attitudes (Oreg, 

2006). Accordingly, responses to a planned changed initiative will be influenced by the network 

of relationships individuals have within the organization (Armenakis et al., 1993).  

 Several studies have addressed the impact of social influence on support of change 

initiatives. Neubert and Cady (2001) found that an individual’s perceptions regarding his or her 

co-workers’ behaviors and attitudes about a new customer service initiative positively related to 

that individual’s personal commitment to the initiative. Oreg (2006) found the influence of others 

significantly impacted specific employee behavioral and affective components of resistance to 

change. Others have found that individuals, who had positive feelings, attitudes, and perceptions 

regarding their workplace peers, subordinates, and even supervisors, were more receptive to 

changes in the workplace than those who did not hold positive feelings regarding their co-

workers, with a greater effect for females than for males (Madsen et al., 2005).  

 When addressing behaviors related to supporting a planned building relocation, 

researchers have found that those individuals who perceived pressure from others to complete 

the required activities necessary before the building move could be made were more likely to 

intend to carry out supportive activities related to the relocation (Jimmieson et al., 2008). 

However, the relationship between group norm (perceived pressure to perform a set of 
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behaviors) and intentions was only significant for those individuals who highly identified with 

their group. In other words, the influence of others on the intention to perform certain supportive 

behaviors will only have importance if the individual finds a high level of identity with those 

other individuals (Jimmieson et al., 2008).  

 Those with whom organizational members maintain close relationships can significantly 

impact their affective reactions toward a planned change as well as their personal commitment 

towards the change. Consequently, organizational members whose social networks are 

committed to and supportive of change will be committed to and supportive of the change and 

less likely to intend on leaving (H:5.c). Specifically, social influence is expected to relate 

positively with both affective and normative commitment to change and relate negatively with 

continuance commitment to change.  

 Disruption of influence. Two concepts related to social influence are disruption of 

influence and nostalgia. According to the strategic contingencies theory of power, power can be 

built by creating horizontal and vertical networks of organizational relationships (Goltz & 

Hietapelto, 2002). A greater number of networks not only increases access to information (Goltz 

& Hietapelto, 2002), but also the ability to influence others, as supported by the claim that our 

networks of social relationship play a role in determining our attitudes and beliefs (Armenakis et 

al., 1993; Oreg, 2006). However, organizational change often disrupts individuals’ abilities to 

affect others’ behaviors in ways in which they have become accustomed (Goltz & Hietapelto, 

2002). Consequently, resistance to change is in part a function of this disruption of influence 

(Goltz & Hietapelto, 2002). Others have been able to show that threats to power and prestige (as 

defined by a change in the amount of influence one has in the organization) have been associated 

with cognitive resistance to change (Oreg, 2006). 
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 When organizational members’ position or influence within the organization is put in 

jeopardy by a proposed change initiative, those individuals could be resistant towards the 

change. For this reason, it is hypothesized that individuals who believe their amount of influence 

within the organization would decrease if the organization went ahead with the proposed change 

will not be committed to nor supportive of the change and will be more likely to intend on 

leaving (H:5.d). This includes a negative relationship between affective and normative 

commitment to change and a positive relationship with continuance commitment to change. 

 Nostalgia. Nostalgia is defined as a preference for the past and the belief that life in the 

past was superior to now (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Nostalgia helps to create a generational 

identity within a group of individuals based on their shared past experiences (Milligan, 2003). As 

stated earlier, identity discontinuity results when individuals experience displacement, the 

disruption of place attachment due to the destruction, modification, or limited access to the 

physical site (Milligan, 2003). In order to repair this discontinuity, individuals with common 

memories and experiences within a location become nostalgic for that location (Milligan, 2003). 

 Nostalgia is important to assess when addressing change, because of the implication that 

those who prefer the past and are engaging in exchanges with others regarding their mutual 

preferences for the past will not be concerned with changes aimed at altering the current or future 

condition of the organization. Consequently, it is hypothesized that individuals who are nostalgic 

for the past will not be committed to nor supportive of change and will be likely to intend on 

leaving (H:5.e). Specifically, nostalgia should relate negatively with affective and normative 

commitment to change and positively with continuance commitment to change. 
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Personality Characteristics 

  Researchers have often addressed the relationship personality may have with elements of 

organizational change. Wanberg and Banas (2000) found that personal resilience positively 

related to change acceptance but not to a positive view of the change itself. Others have found a 

positive self-concept, being comprised of an internal locus of control (belief that I am in control 

of my environment and success), generalized self-efficacy (I possess the skills and ability to 

perform what is asked of me), high self-esteem (I am competent and worthy), and positive 

affectivity (having a positive worldview) positively related to one’s ability to cope with change 

(Judge et al., 1999; Kumar & Kamalanabhan, 2005). Additionally, risk tolerance, as defined by 

openness to experience (as associated with tolerance, culturedness, and inquisitiveness), 

tolerance for ambiguity (ambiguous situations are perceived as desirable), and low risk aversion 

(I am not bothered by novel or risk-oriented situations), also positively related to coping with 

change (Judge et al., 1999). Similarly, openness to experience positively related to positive 

attitudes regarding change (Vakola et al., 2004). This study will focus on the personality 

variables that relate to an individual’s general disposition to resist change, locus of control, and 

change-related self-efficacy. 

 General disposition to resist change. While some individuals feel a level of discomfort 

with change that is determined by the nature of the change itself, others are guided more by their 

general dispositions to resist change (Bareil, Savoie, & Meunier, 2007). Accordingly, a 

significant relationship exists between individuals’ general disposition to resist change and 

reports of negative affective and behavioral responses to change (Oreg, 2006).  

 An individual’s general disposition to resist change can play a major role in that 

individual’s affective response towards a change initiative. For this reason, it is hypothesized that 
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general disposition to resist change will be negatively related to affective and normative 

commitment to change and support of change, and will be positively related with continuance 

commitment to change. However, because individuals with a disposition to resist change 

inherently don’t like to change, they are not expected to differ from others in terms of their intent 

to leave the organization (H:6.a).  

 Locus of control. Locus of control (LOC) refers to an individual’s perception of his or her 

ability to exercise control over the environment (Chen & Wang, 2007). Individuals with an 

internal LOC believe that they have control over their environment, whereas those with an 

external LOC view their lives as controlled by external factors (Chen & Wang, 2007). 

 While addressing the impact of locus of control (LOC) in organizational settings, several 

findings have been made. For example, LOC has been related to openness to change in that 

participants with an internal LOC were more open to change compared to those with an external 

LOC (Devos et al., 2007). In an organization undergoing a series of change initiatives, 

individuals with an external LOC experienced less job satisfaction in the throws of each initiative 

compared to those with an internal LOC (Nelson, Cooper, & Jackson, 1995). Others have found 

that individuals with internal LOC had higher levels of commitment toward a particular change 

compared to those with an external LOC. Additionally, individuals with an external LOC were 

higher in continuance commitment to change compared to those with an internal LOC (Chen & 

Wang, 2007).  

 Locus of control (LOC) contributes to our understanding of how characteristics within 

individuals help shape their affective responses and commitment to change. Specifically, 

individuals with an internal LOC may be more open and committed to changes due to the fact 

that they believe they are the ones in control of their environments. Consequently, internal LOC 
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is expected to relate positively with affective and normative commitment to change and with 

support of change and relate negatively with continuance commitment to change and intent to 

leave the organization (H:6.b). Alternatively, external LOC is anticipated to relate negatively 

with affective and normative commitment to change and support of change and relate positively 

with continuance commitment to change and intent to leave (H:6.c).  

 Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy represents a set of beliefs about one’s ability to meet a given 

set of situational demands (Herold et al., 2007); it’s an overarching judgment of an individual’s 

performance capability (Rafferty & Simons, 2006). When addressing the role self-efficacy plays 

in change management research, researchers are often concerned with change related self-

efficacy, a person’s belief in his or her ability to change or accomplish change (Cunningham et 

al., 2002; Neubert & Cady, 2001).  

 Researchers have shown a positive relationship between self-efficacy for change and 

readiness for change in both small and large-scale change initiatives (Rafferty & Simons, 2006). 

Additionally, increased levels of self-efficacy (as defined by workers having an active approach 

to the solution of work-related problems and having more confidence in their ability to cope with 

job change) were found to relate to higher readiness to change scores, participation in a greater 

number of redesign activities, and more quality contributions to redesign activities (Cunningham 

et al., 2002). In terms of commitment to the change initiative, those with higher levels of change-

related self-efficacy were found to be more committed to the change than those with lower levels 

of change-related self-efficacy (Herold et al., 2007; Neubert & Cady, 2001). However, when 

addressing individuals’ role-breadth self-efficacy (the employees’ perceived capability of 

carrying out a broader and more proactive set of work tasks that extend beyond prescribe 
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technical requirements), researchers did not find a significant relationship with resistance to 

change (Van Dam et al., 2008).  

 Because individuals with high change related self-efficacy have the inherent belief that 

they have the ability to change or make change happen, they may be open and committed to 

change when confronted with a new opportunity. For this reason, it is expected that individuals 

with increased levels of change related self-efficacy compared to their counterparts will be 

committed to and supportive of the proposed change and less likely to intend on leaving the 

organization (H:6.d). Specifically, change related self-efficacy is expected to relate positively to 

both affective and normative commitment to change and relate negatively to continuance 

commitment to change.  

Demographic Characteristics 

 Researchers have often reported contradictory findings as they relate to individual 

demographic characteristics and their relationship with change initiatives. In this study, the 

following demographic variables are examined: age, tenure, gender, and number of children. 

  Age. Several findings have been reported as they relate age with organizational change. 

In one instance no relationship was found between age and openness to change (Devos et al., 

2007), while others have reported a positive relationship between age and resistance to change 

(Furst & Cable, 2008). When addressing relocation intent (moving the organization from one 

city to another 60 kilometers away) as the change in question, researchers found that older 

employees were less likely to intend to relocate with the facility than were younger employees 

(Fox & Krausz, 1987). And in another study age negatively correlated with person-job fit 

(congruence between individuals’ skills and the demands of the job), after the implementation of 
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a change initiative that altered how work would be carried out (Caldwell, Herold, & Fedor, 

2004). 

 Age is assessed because of the possible role it may play in determining organizational 

members’ affective responses to change. Age is hypothesized to relate negatively with affective 

and normative commitment to change and support of change and is also expected to relate 

positively with continuance commitment to change and intent to leave (H:7.a).  

 Tenure. Tenure represents the length of time an individual has spent with an organization 

(Furst & Cable, 2008). Several findings have been reported. Some have found no relationship 

between tenure and openness to change (Devos et al., 2007), while others have found a positive 

relationship between tenure and resistance to change (Furst & Cable, 2008). When addressing 

relocation intent (from one city to another 60 kilometers away) as the change in question, more 

tenured employees were less likely to intend to relocate with the facility than were less tenured 

employees (Fox & Krausz, 1987). However, when changing to a relationship banking culture, 

researchers found that more tenured employees (greater than 10 years of employment) did not 

differ in their change commitment than less tenured employees (less than 3 years employment 

Bennett & Durkin, 2000).  

 Organizational tenure will be assessed due to its assumed relationship with affect 

regarding change. Tenure is hypothesized to be negatively related to both affective and 

normative commitment to change and support of change and positively related to continuance 

commitment to change and intent to leave (H:7.b).  

 Gender. Few researchers have addressed the possibility of a relationship between gender 

and change. In only one study located, no relationship was found between gender and openness 

to change (Devos et al., 2007). Similarly, no relationship is expected between gender and 
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commitment to and support of the proposed change nor between gender and intent to leave the 

organization (H:7.c).  

 Number of children. In terms of a possible relationship between number of children and 

change, one study did show that the more children an employee had the more open and ready he 

or she was for the process improvement change in question (Madsen et al., 2005). Because the 

aim of change initiatives is to make improvements in the current or future status of the 

organization, individuals with children may have a more vested interest in securing the future 

viability of the organization. Consequently, it is expected that those who take responsibility for 

caring for children will be committed to and supportive of change and less likely to intend on 

leaving the organization (H:7.d).  

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 specifies relationships of commitment to the organization with commitment to 

change and intent to leave the organization.  

 H:1.a. Affective commitment to the organization (ACO) is expected to relate positively 

with affective (ACC) and normative commitment to change (NCC) and support of change and 

relate negatively with continuance commitment to change (CCC) and intent to leave.  

 H:1.b. Normative commitment to the organization (NCO) is expected to positively relate 

to ACC, NCC, and support and negatively relate with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:1.c. Continuance commitment to the organization (CCO) is hypothesized to relate 

negatively with ACC and support, but relate positively with NCC, CCC, and intent to leave. 

 H1.d. Moral commitment to the organization (MCO) is expected to positively relate to 

ACC, NCC, and support but relate negatively with CCC and intent to leave. 
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Hypothesis 2 specifies relationships of membership satisfaction and commitment to change and 

intent to leave the organization.   

 H:2. Membership satisfaction should relate positively with ACC, NCC, and support and 

negatively with CCC and intent to leave. 

Hypothesis 3 specifies relationships of variables relating to organizational vision with 

commitment to change and intent to leave the organization.   

 H:3.a. Vision clarity is expected to positively relate to ACC, NCC, and support and 

negatively relate with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:3.b. Change initiative fit with vision is hypothesized to relate positively with ACC, 

NCC, and support and relate negatively with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:3.c. Information regarding the change is expected to positively relate with  ACC, NCC, 

and support and negatively relate with CCC and intent to leave. 

Hypothesis 4 specifies relationships of fair decision-making procedures with commitment to 

change and intent to leave the organization.   

 H:4.a. Procedural justice is anticipated to relate positively with ACC, NCC, and support 

and negatively relate with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:4.b. Participation is expected to positively relate with ACC, NCC, and support and 

negatively relate with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:4.c. It’s anticipated that trust in leadership should relate positively with ACC, NCC, 

and support and negatively with CCC and intent to leave. 

Hypothesis 5 specifies relationships of personal identification with the organization with 

commitment to change and intent to leave the organization.  
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 H:5.a. It’s hypothesized that organizational identification will relate positively with ACC, 

NCC, and support and will relate negatively with CCC and intent to leave.  

 H:5.b. Place attachment is expected to relate negatively with ACC, NCC, and support and 

positively with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:5.c. Social influence is hypothesized to relate positively with ACC, NCC, and support 

and negatively relate with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:5.d. Disruption of influence is expected to relate negatively with ACC, NCC, and 

support but relate positively with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:5.e. It is expected that nostalgia will relate negatively with ACC, NCC, and support 

and positively with CCC and intent to leave. 

Hypothesis 6 specifies the associations expected for personality characteristics with commitment 

to the change and intent to leave the organization. 

 H:6.a. Having a general disposition to resist change is anticipated to relate negatively 

with ACC, NCC, and support and positively relate with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:6.b. Internal locus of control is expected to relate positively with ACC, NCC, and 

support and relate negatively with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:6.c. External locus of control is expected to relate negatively with ACC, NCC, and 

support and should relate positively with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:6.d. Change related self-efficacy is hypothesized to relate positively with ACC, NCC, 

and support and negatively relate with CCC and intent to leave. 

Finally, Hypothesis 7 specifies the expected associations between demographic variables with 

commitment to change and intent to leave the organization.  
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 H:7.a. Age is expected to relate negatively with ACC, NCC, and support and positively 

relate with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:7.b. Tenure is expected to relate negatively with ACC, NCC, and support and relate 

positively with CCC and intent to leave. 

 H:7.c. Gender is not anticipated to relate significantly with any of the outcome variables. 

 H:7.d. Number of children brought to church is expected to relate positively with ACC, 

NCC, and support and relate negatively with CCC and intent to leave.    
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METHODS 

Sample 

 This study used participants from a Southern Baptist congregation considering a proposal 

to construct and relocate to a new church facility to be built on previously purchased property. 

Thus, the proposed change initiative was the construction of the new facility and subsequent 

relocation of the congregation. This congregation was located in a suburban community of 

approximately 25,000 residents in the Southern region of the United States. The staff consisted 

of 21 full and part-time personnel, including 7 full-time ministerial pastors. The congregation 

had an annual budget of $1,387,556. According to church records, this congregation had a 

membership of 1559, most of whom were white with a mean age of 56. The membership consists 

of 396 men, 518 women, 79 children, 394 inactive members (still on membership role but do not 

attend), 116 nonresidents (live out of town but have not transferred membership), 34 homebound 

or nursing home residents, and 22 military personnel away on duty. The 914 active adult 

members were qualified to participate in the study.  

On average, weekly attendance ranged from 550 to 650 members, with an average 

Sunday school attendance of 285 men and women. On the day of survey administration, 312 men 

and women were present during Sunday school with 200 returning usable surveys. Twelve 

surveys had too much missing data to be usable, and 100 individuals did not participate. This 

resulted in a participation rate of 64%. Of the surveys received, 101 were from females and 56 

were from males. Another 43 surveys were included in the data set with all items rated with the 

exception of the demographic characteristics. Among those with complete data, the mean age 

was 54.98 (n = 145, SD = 16.47), with an average tenure 17.07 years (n = 152, SD = 15.55). The 

mean for number of children members’ brought to church was 1.66 (n = 142, SD = 1.26).  
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Procedures 

 Surveys were administered during adult Sunday school classes between the two morning 

services. Participants were informed of the survey two weeks prior to its administration via 

announcements in Sunday morning worship services and written instructions during the Sunday 

school hour. See Appendices A-D for announcements, approval notices, and instructional 

documents. Each adult department received a packet of surveys to be distributed. Participants 

were notified that participation would be completely voluntary and anonymous, but were asked 

not to discuss items until everyone in their class had the opportunity to finish the surveys. The 

informed consent notice issued to potential participants is in Appendix E. All surveys were 

placed in the envelope provided and then sealed. Sealed envelopes were returned to the 

investigator. A copy of the complete survey can be found in Appendix F.  

Measures 

 As a courtesy to the site of the research, additional items were included that addressed 

areas of interest of specific leadership team members. These items were not addressed here. All 

items used in this study, except those assessing demographic variables, used a 5-point rating 

scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. In this case the change initiative in 

question was a proposal to construct a new church facility and then to relocate to that facility. 

Four demographic characteristics were assessed, age, tenure, gender, and number of children. 

For age (n = 145), participants reported their age in years. For tenure (n = 152), participants 

responded to the question, “How many years have you been attending this church?”  As a 

follow-up, participants were also asked if they were raised in this church and if their parents had 

been raised in this church. Number of children (n = 142) was assessed by the number of children 

and/or grandchildren participants regularly brought to church. The number of participants who 
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responded with their gender was 157. Thus, from 43 to 58 participants did not complete 

demographic items. 

Outcome Measures 

The outcome measures assessed in this study included commitment to change, support of 

change, and intent to leave the organization.    

 Commitment to change represented a mindset that binds an individual to a course of 

action deemed necessary for successful implementation of a change initiative (Herscovitch & 

Meyer, 2002). In this study, commitment to change consisted of three components: affective, 

normative, and continuance. Items were adapted from Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) and are 

listed in Table 1. Alpha coefficients for the original six-item Affective, Continuance, and 

Normative Commitment to Change Scales were .94, .94, and .86 respectively. Affective 

commitment to change consisted of 6 items and had a Cronbach’s alpha of .95. Continuance 

commitment to change consisted of 6 items with an initial alpha of .35. Deleting 2 items due to 

low item-total correlations, resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .60. The initial 6-item normative 

commitment to change subscale had Cronbach’s alpha of .52. After deleting 2 items due to low 

item-total correlations, alpha increased to .71.  

Support of change represented behavioral actions members engage in to increase the 

success of the change (Fedor et al., 2006). In this study, support of the proposed change was 

assessed with 10 survey items, listed in Table 2. These included 4 items developed for this study, 

4 items adapted from Herscovitch and Meyer (2002), and 2 items adapted from of Herold, et al, 

(2007). Cronbach’s alpha for the 10 item support of change subscale was .86.  

 Intent to leave addressed expectations that members would be leaving or would be 

looking to leave the organization in the near future (Chawla & Kelloway, 2004; Cunningham, 
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2006; Korsgaard et al., 2002). Intent to leave was assessed with 4 items; 3 items adapted from 

previous research (Chawla & Kelloway, 2004; Cole et al., 2006; Korsgaard et al., 2002), and 

another developed for this study. These include: “By choice, I will be actively looking for a new 

congregation with which to serve in the next year,” “I expect to leave this congregation in the 

near future,” “I often think about leaving this congregation,” and “It is likely that I will look for a 

new congregation with which to place membership if our church votes in favor of building a new 

facility.” Cronbach’s alpha for the 4-item intent to leave scale was .80.  

Predictor Variables 

 Hypothesized predictors of commitment to change, support of change, and intent to leave 

the congregation, were organizational commitment; membership satisfaction; vision (clarity, 

initiative fit with vision, and information about the change); procedural justice (participation, 

trust); organizational identification (social influences, disruptions of personal influence, and 

nostalgic behaviors); personality characteristics (general disposition to resist change, locus of 

control, and self-efficacy); and demographic variables (age, tenure, gender, and number of 

children). Thus, most constructs were assessed with different measures.  

 For this study, organizational commitment was based on the same three-component 

model as that used for commitment to change (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer et al., 1993; Meyer 

et al., 2002; Parish et al., 2008). Items were adapted from Meyer et al (1993) and Allen and 

Meyer (1990). Reliability coefficients (coefficient alpha) for each of the original subscales were 

acceptable for affective (α = .87), continuance (α = .75), and normative (α = .79) commitment to 

the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990).  

 The organizational commitment items used in this study are listed in Table 3. Cronbach’s 

alpha for the 8-item affective commitment to change subscale was .60 and .75 for the 9-item 
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normative commitment to the organization subscale. The 6-item continuance commitment to the 

organization subscale had an initial Cronbach’s alpha of .38. Deleting 3 items due to low item-

total correlations resulted in an alpha of .44.  

 In addition, moral commitment to the organization was assessed, which represented the 

degree to which an individual is committed to the organization through the internalization of its 

goals, values, and mission (Bennett & Durkin, 2000). Cronbach’s alpha for the original moral 

commitment scale was .75. Five items were used: “If my congregation’s values were different, I 

would not be as committed to it,” “The reason why I prefer to serve with this congregation over 

and above any other congregation is because of what it stands for, its values,” “My commitment 

to this congregation is primarily based on the similarity of my values and those represented by 

the congregation,” “What this congregation stands for is important to me,” and “Since joining 

this congregation, my personal values and those of the congregation have become more similar.” 

Cronbach’s alpha was .26. After deleting the item starting with “My commitment,” due to its low 

item-total correlation, Cronbach’s alpha increased to .47.   

  Membership satisfaction was assessed using two items adapted from previous research: 

“All in all, I am satisfied with my congregation” (Wanberg & Banas, 2002) and “In general, I 

like my congregation” (Cole et al., 2006). Ten other items were included addressing satisfaction 

with various aspects of congregational membership. Cronbach’s alpha for the 12-item scale, 

listed in Table 4, was .88. 

 Three variables relating to the vision of the organization, listed in Table 5, were assessed 

in this study. These include vision clarity, change initiative fit with vision, and information 

regarding the change initiative. Researchers contend the content of the message must be sensible 

and clearly understood (Cole et al., 2006), and top strategic leaders should be able to clearly state 
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the vision for their organization (Dvir et al., 2004). Based on this information, 3 vision clarity 

items were developed: “I believe that the leadership of our congregation has a clear vision of 

what they hope the future of (name of congregation) will look like,” “I support the vision of our 

church,” “I feel that this vision has been clearly articulated to the congregation.”  Cronbach’s 

alpha was .80.  

 Change initiative fit with vision was assessed by participants’ response to the item, 

“Building a new church facility would be an appropriate action to take in order to fulfill our 

church’s mission and vision” and an additional 9 items adapted from Holt, Armenakis, Feild, and 

Harris (2007). Coefficient alpha for the researchers’ original items was .80 (Holt, et al, 2007). 

Cronbach’s alpha for the 10-item initiative fit with vision subscale used in this study was .95.   

 Information regarding the change initiative was assessed with 4 items developed for this 

study. These were, “The information I have received about the potential new church facility has 

helped me form my opinion on whether or not I will support such an initiative,” “The 

information I have received about any potential new church facility has been useful,” “I do not 

feel that I have received enough information regarding a potential new church facility to be able 

to vote in favor for the church to relocate,” and “The information I have received about the 

potential new church facility has not helped me form my opinion on whether or not I will support 

such an initiative.” Cronbach’s alpha was .66.   

 Procedural justice was concerned with the fairness of decision-making procedures on the 

attitudes and behavior of the people involved in and affected by those decisions (Korsgaard et 

al., 1995; Tyler & DeCremer, 2005). Based on the notion that procedural justice reflects the 

extent to which organizations and their leaders use correct and fair procedures in allocating 

outcomes (Korsgaard et al., 1995; Tyler & DeCremer, 2005), two items were developed: “In 
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determining whether or not it is in the best interest of the congregation to move to a new facility, 

I feel the process up to this point has been fair and considerate of all congregational members” 

and “In determining whether or not it is in the best interest of the congregation to move to a new 

facility, I feel the process up to this point has not been fair and considerate of all congregational 

members.”  Cronbach’s alpha for the 2-item scale was .63. Two other factors appeared to be 

related. These were participation and trust in leadership. Participation was assessed by responses 

to two items: “I feel that I have had the opportunity to express my views regarding the proposal 

to build a new church facility” and “I feel that I have had the opportunity to voice my concerns 

regarding the proposal to build a new church facility.” Cronbach’s alpha was .79. Trust in 

leadership was assessed using three items adapted from Neves and Caetano (2006) and three 

items developed for this study. Cronbach’s alpha for the 6-item trust scale, listed in Table 6, was 

.91.   

 Organizational identification represented the psychological attachment an individual has 

with the organization (Bennett & Durkin, 2000; Van Knippenberg et al., 2006). It refers to a self-

concept that has the individual and the organization integrated into one entity (Mael & Ashforth, 

1992; Van Knippenberg et al., 2006). In this study, organizational identification was assessed 

using 4 items adapted from Mael and Ashforth (1992), 1 item from Madsen et al. (2005), and 5 

items from Miller et al. (1994). Cronbach’s alpha for all 10 items was .54. After deleting 3 items 

due to low item-total correlations, Cronbach’s alpha for the 7-item scale, listed in Table 7, was 

.81.  

 Place attachment referred to the emotional bond an individual has to a physical site due to 

meaningful social interactions that have occurred at the location (Milligan, 2003) and was 

assessed using 4 items developed for this study. These items were, “I have participated in or 
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attended events in our current facility that are personally meaningful to me,” “I feel that I am 

emotionally tied to our current facility,” “The current building location has been the setting of 

many fond memories for me,” and “I do not feel any kind of emotional bond to our current 

facility.” Cronbach’s alpha was .61.  

 Social influence referred to the role individuals’ networks of social relationships play in 

determining their attitudes and beliefs (Armenakis et al., 1993; Oreg, 2006). Based on the work 

of Armenakis et al. (1993) and Oreg (2006), two items were developed: “Those in the 

congregation with whom I maintain close relationships support the construction of a new church 

facility” and “I feel pressure from other members within the congregation to support the proposal 

to build a new church facility.” An additional item, “Those in the congregation with whom I 

maintain close relationship do not support the construction of a new church facility,” was 

included in order to address response consistency. Cronbach’s alpha for the 3 items was .115. 

After deleting the item referencing “pressure from other members,” Cronbach’s alpha increased 

to .79. Two other factors appeared to be related. Those were disruption of influence and 

nostalgia. Disruption of influence, the disruption of individuals’ abilities to affect others’ 

behaviors in ways in which they have become accustomed (Goltz & Hietapelto, 2002), was 

assessed with 3 items: “I believe that the amount of influence I have within this congregation 

would decrease if this church builds a new facility,” “I feel my position as a long-standing 

member of this congregation would be diminished if this church voted to build a new facility,” 

and “If this church voted to build a new facility, I would not feel as valued in the new facility as I 

feel in our current facility.” Cronbach’s alpha was .76. Nostalgia, a preference for the past and 

the belief that life in the past was superior to now (Mael & Ashforth, 1992), was assessed with 4 

items: “I often reminisce with others about good times shared at the current church facility,” “I 
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think our church’s effectiveness would be improved if we returned to doing things the way we 

did in the past,” “I feel that this congregation’s best days are rooted in the past,” and “I often 

reminisce with others about the ‘good old days’ of our congregation.”  Cronbach’s alpha was .67.  

This study assessed 3 personality factors: general disposition to resist change, locus of 

control, and change related self-efficacy. Items assessing an individual’s general disposition to 

resist change came directly from Oreg’s (2003) Resistance to Change Scale and are listed in 

Table 8. This scale is composed of four subscales: Routine Seeking (α = .75), Emotional 

Reaction (α = .71), Short-term Thinking (α = .71), and Cognitive Rigidity (α = .69). The alpha 

coefficient for the full Resistance to Change Scale is .87 (Oreg, 2003). In this study Cronbach’s 

alpha for the 12-item general disposition to resist change scale was .74, with subscales as 

follows: routine seeking, α = .44; emotional reaction, α = .67; short-term thinking, α = .59; and 

cognitive rigidity, α = .53.  

 Locus of control (LOC) refers to an individual’s perception of his or her ability to 

exercise control over the environment (Chen & Wang, 2007). Individuals with an internal LOC 

believe that they have control over their environment, whereas those with an external LOC view 

their lives as controlled by external factors (Chen & Wang, 2007). Internal LOC was assessed by 

1 item; “I believe I am in control of my environments and personal success” and external LOC 

was assessed by 1 item, “I believe that my life is controlled by external factors.” 

 Change related self-efficacy referred to a person’s belief in his or her ability to change or 

accomplish change (Cunningham et al., 2002; Neubert & Cady, 2001). Change related self-

efficacy was assessed using 3 original items from Herold et al. (2007). These were, “I am able to 

successfully overcome the challenges of change,” “When facing difficult changes, I am certain 

that I can deal with them,” and “I believe I can deal with most any change which I set my mind.” 
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Coefficient alpha for the original change related self-efficacy scale was .84 (Herold et al., 2007), 

which compares to .64 for this study.  

Analysis 

 Data were entered into a SPSS spreadsheet. In order to address possible missing values, 

frequencies were calculated for all survey items. Because missing items appeared random (with 

the exception of the demographic data items), mean substitution was used in order to maintain as 

much data as possible. Scales were created by averaging participants’ ratings on individual items 

across all items included in each variable. Correlations among the variables were run in order to 

test hypotheses.   
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RESULTS 

Hypothesis Testing 

  In order to test hypotheses, correlations were calculated between individual predictor and 

outcome variables. See Table 9 for the complete correlation matrix. Only significant (p < .05) 

correlations were reported. Several patterns were evident. First, most hypotheses were supported 

by the data. Additionally, vision clarity, initiative fit with vision, procedural justice, 

participation, trust in leadership, and disruption of influence indicated high correlations (r > .70, 

p < .001) for many of the outcome variables. However, internal locus of control and number of 

children did not correlate with any of the outcome variables.   

 For affective commitment to change, all hypothesized relationships were supported by 

the data with the exception of internal locus of control, number of children, and continuance 

commitment to the organization. The significant positive correlations for  affective (r = .48, p < 

.001), normative (r = .27, p < .001) and moral commitment to the organization (r = .44, p < 

.001), membership satisfaction (r = .46, p < .001), vision clarity (r = .75, p < .001), initiative fit 

with vision (r = .94, p < .001), information regarding change (r = .61, p < .001), procedural 

justice (r = .74, p < .001), participation (r = .67, p < .001), trust in leadership (r = .81, p < .001), 

social influence (r = .76, p < .001), organizational identification (r = .46, p < .001), and change 

related self-efficacy (r = .31, p < .001) ranged from .27 to .94. The strongest positive association 

was initiative fit with vision suggesting almost complete correspondence with affective 

commitment to change. The predicted negative correlations were found for disruption of 

influence (r = -.76, p < .001), place attachment (r = -.26, p < .001), nostalgia (r = -.58, p < .001), 

general disposition to resist change (r = -.22, p < .001), external locus of control (r = -.15, p < 
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.05), age (r = -.22, p < .01), and tenure (r = -.36, p < .001). As expected, gender did not relate to 

affective commitment to change. 

 For normative commitment to change, most hypothesized relationships were supported 

by the data. Exceptions were place attachment, general disposition to resist change, change 

related self-efficacy, internal and external locus of control, age, and number of children with 

normative commitment to change. The significant positive correlations for affective (r = .29, p < 

.001), continuance (r = .28, p < .001), normative (r = .40, p < .001) and moral commitment to the 

organization (r = .23, p < .001), membership satisfaction (r = .29, p < .001), vision clarity (r = 

.46, p < .001), initiative fit with vision (r = .53, p < .001), information regarding change (r = .35, 

p < .001), procedural justice (r = .44, p < .001), participation (r = .37, p < .001), trust in 

leadership (r = .55, p < .001), social influence (r = .45, p < .001), and organizational 

identification (r = .25, p < .001) ranged from .23 to .55 with trust in leadership showing the 

highest correspondence to normative commitment to change. The predicted negative correlations 

were found for disruption of influence (r = -.38, p < .001), nostalgia (r = -.30, p < .001), and 

tenure (r = -.21, p < .01). As anticipated, gender did not relate to normative commitment to 

change.  

 For continuance commitment to change, all hypothesized relationships were supported by 

the data except for normative commitment to the organization, internal locus of control, age, and 

number of children. The significant negative correlations for affective (r = -.36, p < .001) and 

moral commitment to the organization (r = -.37, p < .001), membership satisfaction (r = -.33, p < 

.001), vision clarity (r = -.50, p < .001), initiative fit with vision (r = -.52, p < .001), information 

regarding change (r = -.44, p < .001), procedural justice (r = -.44, p < .001), participation (r = -

.51, p < .001), trust in leadership (r = -.48, p < .001), social influence (r = -.39, p < .001), 
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organizational identification (r = -.35, p < .001), and change related self-efficacy (r = -.37, p < 

.001) ranged from -.33 to -.52 with vision clarity, initiative fit with vision, and participation 

showing similar levels of correspondence with continuance commitment to change. The 

predicted positive correlations were found for continuance commitment to the organization (r = 

.14, p < .05), disruption of influence (r = .54, p < .001), place attachment (r = .20, p < .01), 

nostalgia (r = .43, p < .001), general disposition to resist change (r = .36, p < .001), external 

locus of control (r = .19, p < .01), and tenure (r = .20, p < .01), with disruption of influence 

showing the highest correspondence with continuance commitment to change. Also as expected, 

gender did not significantly relate with continuance commitment to change.   

 For support of change, most hypothesized relationships were supported by the data with 

the exception of internal locus of control, number of children, and age. Surprisingly, continuance 

commitment to the organization (r = .16, p < .05) had a positive relationship rather than the 

hypothesized negative relationship. The significant positive correlations for affective (r = .45, p 

< .001), normative (r = .39, p < .001) and moral commitment to the organization (r = .50, p < 

.001), membership satisfaction (r = .50, p < .001), vision clarity, (r = .77, p < .001), initiative fit 

with vision (r = .87, p < .001), information regarding change (r = .62, p < .001), procedural 

justice (r = .70, p < .001), participation (r = .71, p < .001), trust in leadership (r = .78, p < .001), 

social influence (r = .63, p < .001), organizational identification (r = .50, p < .001), and change 

related self-efficacy (r = .36, p < .001) ranged from .36 to .87, with initiative fit with vision 

showing the highest correspondence with support of change. The predicted negative correlations 

were found for disruption of influence (r = -.71, p < .001), place attachment (r = -.20, p < .01), 

nostalgia (r = -.51, p < .001), general disposition to resist change (r = -.20, p < .01), external 
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locus of control (r = -.17, p < .01), and tenure (r = -.22, p < .01). Gender did not relate to support 

of change, as hypothesized.   

 For intent to leave, most hypothesized relationships were supported by the data. 

However, continuance commitment to the organization, internal locus of control, age, and 

number of children did not relate significantly, and general disposition to resist change (r = .19, p 

< .01) related positively although a relationship was not expected. The significant negative 

correlations for affective (r = -.58, p < .001), normative (r = -.38, p < .001), and moral 

commitment to the organization (r = -.51, p < .001), membership satisfaction (r = -.60, p < .001), 

vision clarity (r = -.70, p < .001), initiative fit with vision (r = -.73, p < .001), information 

regarding change (r = -.48, p < .001), procedural justice (r = -.64, p < .001), participation (r = -

.64, p < .001), trust in leadership (r = -.76, p < .001), social influence (r = -.56, p < .001), 

organizational identification (r = -.61, p < .001), and change related self-efficacy (r = -.29, p < 

.001) ranged from -.29 to -.76 with trust in leadership showing the highest correspondence with 

intent to leave. The predicted positive correlations were found for disruption of influence (r = 

.71, p < .001), place attachment (r = .17, p < .01), nostalgia (r = .45, p < .001), external locus of 

control (r = .18, p < .01), and tenure (r = .25, p < .01). As hypothesized, gender was not related 

with intent to leave.   

 Although not explicitly hypothesized, components of the general disposition to resist 

change variable were also correlated with the outcome variables. Routine seeking related to 

decreases in support of change (r = -.31, p < .001) and affective commitment to change (r = -.32, 

p < .001), yet lead to increases in continuance commitment to change (r = .34, p < .001) and 

intent to leave (r = .25, p < .001). Emotional reaction related to decreases in support of change (r 

= -.15, p < .01) and affective commitment to change (r = -.16, p < .01) and related to increases in 
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continuance commitment to change (r = .32, p < .001) and intent to leave (r = .17, p < .001). 

Short-term thinking related to decreases in support of change (r = -.24, p < .001) and affective 

commitment to change (r = -.21, p < .001) and increases in continuance commitment to change 

(r = .37, p < .001) and intent to leave (r = .15, p < .001). All components of general disposition 

to resist change did not significantly correlate with normative commitment to change, and 

cognitive rigidity did not significantly correlate with any of the outcome variables.  

Multiple Regression Analyses 

 For exploratory purposes, a series of multiple regression equations were calculated 

between each of the outcome variables and the variables that significantly correlated with the 

outcome, all of which were entered in Model 1. Each succeeding model eliminated any variables 

that no longer contributed to the variance of the outcome variable. Thus, nonsignificant variables 

were dropped for each new regression equation until all variables made a significant contribution 

to the outcome variables. The purpose of this was to provide organizational researchers and 

practioners with the most parsimonious model. Due to missing data, it was not possible to 

include the demographic variables in the exploratory regression equations. Therefore, for each 

outcome variable, a regression equation was calculated consisting of age, tenure, number of 

children, and gender as possible explanatory variables.    

Affective Commitment to Change 

 Model 1 accounted for 91% (p < .001) of the variance in affective commitment to 

change, but only moral commitment to the organization (negative), initiative fit with vision, and 

social influence made a significant contribution. Table 10 shows the results for Model 2 

indicating variance accounted for was essentially the result of those three variables. To determine 

whether the demographic variables contributed to affective commitment to change, a multiple 
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regression equation was calculated. Table 11 shows that 14% (p < .01) of the variance in 

affective commitment to change was accounted for by tenure (β = -.28, p < .01). 

Normative Commitment to Change 

 Model 1 accounted for 43% (p < .001) of the variance in normative commitment to 

change, but only trust in leadership and normative commitment to the organization made a 

significant contribution. Table 12 shows the results for Model 2 containing only those variables. 

The variance accounted for in this parsimonious model decreased to 36%. No demographic 

variables were associated with normative commitment to change. 

Continuance Commitment to Change 

 Model 1 accounted for 47% (p < .001) of the variance in continuance commitment to 

change, but only continuance commitment to the organization and participation made a 

significant contribution. Table 13 shows the results for Model 2 in which the variance accounted 

for decreased to 30%. No demographic variables were associated with continuance commitment 

to change. 

Support of Change 

 Model 1 accounted for 82% (p < .001) of the variance in support of change, but only 

normative commitment to the organization, vision clarity, initiative fit with vision, participation, 

general disposition to resist change, and the short-term thinking subscale of general disposition 

to resist change made a significant contribution. Table 14 shows the results for the most 

parsimonious model (Model 4), which accounted for approximately the same amount of variance 

(79%) but included only normative commitment to the organization, initiative fit with vision, and 

participation. No demographic variables were associated with support of change. 
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Intent to Leave the Organization 

 Model 1 accounted for 73% (p < .001) of the variance in intent to leave, but only 

affective commitment to the organization, normative commitment to the organization, procedural 

justice, trust in leadership, disruption of influence, general disposition to resist change, and the 

short-term thinking subscale of general disposition to resist change made a significant 

contribution. Table 15 shows the results for Model 4 in which 70% of the variance was 

accounted for by affective commitment to the organization, normative commitment to the 

organization, trust in leadership, and disruption of influence. No demographic variables were 

associated with intent to leave. 
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DISCUSSION 

 According to regression analyses, initiative fit with vision, moral commitment to the 

organization, and social influence made significant contributions to affective commitment to 

change, with initiative fit with vision contributing the largest amount of variance. As mentioned 

before, organizational members with affective commitment to change believe the change would 

be beneficial and have value for the organization and potentially its members. Initiative fit with 

vision represents the appropriateness of the change in order to fulfill the vision of the 

organization. While affective commitment to change represents a belief that the change will be 

beneficial to the organization, and initiative fit with vision represents the appropriateness of the 

change in order to fulfill the goals of the organization, both concepts are very similar in nature in 

that they are both rooted in the belief that the change will be valuable to the organization’s 

effectiveness. This could help explain why initiative fit with vision accounts for so much 

variance in affective commitment to change and support of change given that affective 

commitment to change is the precursor (i.e. the mindset) that helps determine if the individual 

will engage in change supportive behaviors (i.e. support of change). In addition to initiative fit 

with vision, social influence—the role individuals’ networks of social relationships play in 

determining our own attitudes and beliefs—was also found to significantly contribute to variance 

in affective commitment to change. This study lends support to previous research findings citing 

a positive relationship between perceptions of co-workers’ positive affect regarding change and 

employee affective commitment to change (Madsen et al., 2005; Neubert & Cady, 2001) and 

adds generalizability to the finding by showing evidence of its merit in a congregational, as 

opposed to a workplace, setting. Moral commitment to the organization also made a significant, 

but negative (β = -.05, p < .05) contribution to affective commitment to change, despite the 
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positive correlation (r =.50, p < .001) between the two variables. Additional research is 

necessary in order to further address the relationship between moral commitment to the 

organization and affective commitment to change.     

 Normative commitment to change is a sense of obligation to be supportive of the change. 

In this study, normative commitment to the organization (an obligation to remain loyal to the 

organization) and trust in leadership (a willingness to become vulnerable to the actions of 

another based on the belief said individual will behave in a manner beneficial to my own 

interests) significantly contributed to variance in normative commitment to change. This would 

make intuitive sense because if you combine a strong sense of loyalty to the congregation 

(normative commitment to the organization) with a belief that the leadership of the congregation 

is proposing actions that should be beneficial to the collective body (trust in leadership), it would 

be very reasonable to assume that said member would feel obligated to be supportive of the 

change regardless if h or she sees the inherent value of the change or not. These findings support 

previously referenced research citing positive relationships between normative commitment to 

the organization (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer et al., 2007) and trust in leadership (Parish 

et al., 2008) with normative commitment to change.   

 Continuance commitment to change represents a recognition that there are costs 

associated with resisting the change. In this study, continuance commitment to the organization 

(feeling compelled to stay with the organization because the costs of leaving are too high) and 

participation (having the opportunity to express views and voice concerns regarding the change) 

significantly contributed to variance in continuance commitment to change. (The relationship 

between participation and continuance commitment to change was negative.) These findings 

make intuitive sense in that if an individual believes that the costs of leaving the organization are 
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too high, it would be reasonable to infer that the costs of resisting a change designed to benefit 

the overall organization would also be too high. This result supports previous research citing a 

positive relationship between continuance commitment to the organization and continuance 

commitment to change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer et al., 2007). Of particular interest to 

this study, is how continuance commitment to change and participation were assessed. Items 

included in the continuance commitment to change subscale include feeling pressure to go along 

with the change and “it would be risky to speak out against the change.” Participation was 

assessed by members’ belief that they have had opportunities to “express views” and “voice 

concerns” regarding the proposal to build a new church facility. Members who believed they 

have had participation opportunities probably wouldn’t feel as if they were being pressured to go 

along with the change or that they would be at risk for speaking out against the change, thus 

explaining why participation (negative) significantly contributed to continuance commitment to 

change. This finding extends on previous research citing positive relationships between 

participation and engaging in change supportive behaviors (Jimmieson et al., 2008) and openness 

to change (Devos et al., 2007) by including a negative contribution of participation to 

continuance commitment to change.  

 Support of change represents a willingness to engage in specific behaviors designed to 

bring about the successful implementation of the change initiative. Examples included a 

willingness to vote in favor of the initiative, a willingness to contribute money towards the 

initiative, and efforts designed to convince others about the benefits of the initiative. Normative 

commitment to the organization, initiative fit with vision, and participation significantly 

contributed in variance in support of change. As alluded to earlier, individuals who believe 

building a new church facility is an appropriate action to take in order to achieve the overall 
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goals of the organization (initiative fit with vision) in which they have placed their loyalty 

(normative commitment to the organization) would also be willing to engage in change 

supportive behaviors (support of change) designed to make implementation of the change a 

success, including expressing personal views regarding the change (participation). These 

findings support previously conducted research citing a positive relationship between normative 

commitment to the organization and demonstrating championing behaviors on behalf of the 

change initiative (Meyer et al., 2007) and a positive relationship between having the opportunity 

to voice concerns regarding a planned building relocation (participation) and intentions to engage 

in change supportive behaviors (Jimmieson et al., 2008). This study extends previous research 

citing positive relationships between initiative fit with vision and organizational commitment 

(Cole et al., 2006) and affective and normative commitment to change (Parish et al., 2008) by 

also recognizing a positive relationship between initiative fit with vision and support of change.  

 Intent to leave the organization represents individuals’ expectations that they will be 

leaving or will be looking to leave the organization in the near future (Chawla & Kelloway, 

2004; Cunningham, 2006; Korsgaard et al., 2002). In this study affective commitment to the 

organization (an emotional bond with the organization, identification with, and involvement in 

the organization), normative commitment to the organization (an obligation to remain loyal to 

the organization), and trust in leadership significantly contributed negatively to variance in intent 

to leave, and disruption of influence (a decrease in personal influence and value) contributed 

positively. Members who do not feel a strong sense of belonging (affective commitment to the 

organization), who do not believe the congregation deserves their loyalty (normative 

commitment to the organization), who do not believe leadership will make correct decisions 

regarding future directions of the organization (trust in leadership) and who are threatened by a 
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perceived loss in power or prestige as a result of the change (disruption of influence) will be 

more inclined to leave the organization, perhaps even regardless of how appropriate they 

perceive the change in question to be. This study supports previous research citing negative 

relationships between affective and normative commitment to the organization and intent to 

leave (Meyer et al., 2007; Meyer et al., 2002). It also extends upon previous research citing 

positive relationships between trust in leadership and affective and normative commitment to the 

organization (Parish et al., 2008), openness to change (Devos et al., 2007), and increased 

readiness for change (Rafferty & Simons, 2006) by also showing a negative relationship between 

trust in leadership and intent to leave the organization.   

Limitations 

 Limitations of this study include its overall sample size and measurement and 

interpretation of continuance commitment, locus of control, and change related self-efficacy. In 

terms of sample size, some researchers have noted that for multiple correlations, the number of 

participants should be greater than or equal to 50 + 8m, where m is the number of independent 

variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). With the study’s 33 variables at least 314 participants 

would be needed. This study had a sample of 200. Missing data and sample size were problems 

when addressing the contributions of the demographic variables (age, tenure, gender, and 

number of children). Forty-five to 58 participants had skipped these items, perhaps because they 

required a blank to be filled in and were on the last page. Consequently, demographic variables 

could not be included in regression analyses. Therefore, a separate regression equation was 

calculated for each outcome variable to determine if age, tenure, number of children, and gender 

significantly contributed to variance in each outcome. Thus, it was not possible to determine 
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whether any demographic variables were important in the context of the other independent 

variables.    

 Other limitations involve measurement. In an employment setting, where scarcity of 

additional employment or income opportunities are very obvious considerations, continuance 

commitment to the organization and change initiatives may be easier to operationalize. In this 

study, where there were several other alternatives to place one’s membership, continuance 

commitment to the organization and to the change was perhaps based more on social and 

psychological costs, as opposed to the loss of tangible resources. This could explain why 

Cronbach’s alpha for the continuance commitment to the organization (see Table 3) and to 

change (see Table 1) subscales were considerably lower than expected, and consequently why 

several hypotheses relating continuance commitment resulted in nonsignificant relationships.  

 There were several issues associated with the use of and measurement of locus of control 

(LOC). First, the items used here were constructed from definitions provided by researchers of 

internal and external LOC, as opposed to using one of the many scales available. Specifically, 

“internals believe that they have control over their environment, whereas externals view their 

lives as controlled by external factors” (Chen & Wang, 2007, p. 504-505). Additionally, the two 

items were analyzed separately based on the proposition that internal and external locus of 

control might be relatively independent constructs, as opposed to consisting of opposite ends of a 

single continuum (Chen & Wang, 2007). The correlation (r = -.15, p < .05) supports the notion 

of independence. However, scales are more effective measures than single items (Chen &Wang, 

2007; Devos et al., 2007; Nelson, Cooper, & Jackson, 1995).  

 Another concept that may play a role in this study is the notion of God control, a belief 

that life events are determined by God (Wong-McDonald & Gorsucii, 2004). God control 
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integrates both external and internal LOC, as a deity and as residing within an individual, 

respectively (Jackson & Coursey, 1988; Wong-McDonald & Gorsucii, 2004). Because the 

organization in this study is a religious institution, it is possible that responses to the LOC items 

actually contained elements of God control. For example, members believing life events are 

determined by God may be considering the external deity or the internalized God. This may 

suggest a possible bias that would be systematic. The problem of a possible confound and/or bias 

is especially relevant to this study because commitment to and support of the change was 

assessed among religious participants in a religious organization.  

 Another potential limitation of this study relates to measurement of change related self-

efficacy, a person’s belief in his or her ability to change or accomplish change (Cunningham et 

al., 2002; Neubert & Cady, 2001). This definition implies a generalized personality construct, but 

the content of the items is typically specific to the particular change under investigation 

(Cunningham et al., 2002; Neubert & Cady, 2001). In this study, change related self-efficacy was 

treated as a generalized belief because it is still unclear what specific behaviors will be needed in 

order to ensure successful change implementation.    

 Implications 

 The purpose of this study was to add to the literature that emphasizes a focus on the 

individuals within organizations by identifying variables that lead to commitment of a proposed 

change and then support of that initiative within a Southern Baptist congregation. Hypotheses 

developed for this study were based on change management research addressing individuals’ 

responses to change in work place settings. Because most hypotheses were supported by the data, 

this study lends additional validity and reliability to previously reported research findings. 

Additionally, because this study was based in a unique organizational setting, a congregation 
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considering a proposed change initiative, results provide evidence for the generalizability of 

findings relating individuals with change across a variety of organizational settings. Findings 

suggest the importance of a focus on individual organizational members when assessing change 

initiatives, regardless of the initiative or type of organization under study. Additional research is 

needed to see if these results would generalize to other congregations and other types of non-

profit organizations as well as other for-profit organizations. Previously cited research findings 

and those cited here could mark a paradigm shift in how those in the field of change management 

assess the success of their initiatives in the future.   



  

Table 1 
 
Commitment to Change Subscales 

 
 

Item-total 
Correlation

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

Scale 
Cronbach 

α 
 
Affective Commitment to Change   .95 

 
I believe in the value of building a new church 
facility. .86 .93  

 
Building a new church facility is a good 
strategy for this congregation. .90 .93  

 
I think the leadership of our congregation is 
making a mistake by introducing the idea that 
we need a new church facility. R .81 .94  

 
Building a new church facility would serve an 
important purpose. .86 .93  

 
A new church facility is not necessary. R .80 .94  

 
Things would be better without building a new 
facility. R .80 .94  
 
Normative Commitment to Change   .71 

 
I feel a sense of duty to work toward 
supporting the proposed building of a new 
church facility. .43 .43  

 
I do not think it would be right for me to 
oppose the proposal to build a new church 
facility.* .21 .63  

 
I do not feel any obligation to support the 
proposal to build a new church facility. R .36 .46  

 
I would not feel badly about opposing the 
proposed construction of a new facility. .33 .46  

 
 (table continues)
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Table 1 (continued). 
 

 

Item-total 
Correlation

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

Scale 
Cronbach 

α 
 
Normative Commitment to Change (Continued) 

 
I would feel guilty about opposing the 
construction of a new church facility.* .21 .51  

 
It would be irresponsible of me to resist the 
construction of a new church facility. .45 .43  
 
Continuance Commitment to Change   .60 
 
If the congregation voted to build a new church 
facility, I would have no choice but to go along 
with the change.* -.01 .44  
 
I feel pressure to go along with the decision to 
build a new church facility. .17 .30  
 
I have too much at stake to resist going along 
with the decision to build a new facility. .27 .22  
 
Resisting the proposal to build a new church 
facility is not a viable option for me.* .02 .40  
 
It would be risky to speak out against the 
proposal to build a new facility. .25 .25  
 
It would be too costly for me to resist the 
decision to build a new church facility. .36 .20  
 

*Indicates item was deleted from the final scale. 
 
N = 200 
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Table 2 
 
Support of Change 

 
Item 

 
Item-total 

Correlation 

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

 
If the congregation were to vote today, I would vote in favor of 
building a new church facility. .74 .83 
 
I try to overcome other members’ resistance toward building a 
new church facility. .51 .85 
 
I have increased my monetary giving over the past year. .38 .86 
 
I have tried (or intend to try) to convince others to support the 
proposal to build a new church facility. .70 .84 
 
I comply with my congregation’s directives regarding change. .56 .85 
 
I am doing whatever I can to help the proposed new church 
facility become a reality. .73 .83 
 
I speak positively about the benefits a new facility could bring 
to outsiders. .70 .84 
 
I try to keep myself informed about decisions regarding the 
proposal to build a new church facility. .25 .87 
 
I have decreased my monetary giving over the past year. R .40 .86 
 
I would be willing to contribute money to a fund designated for 
the construction of a new church facility. .74 .83 
   
Cronbach alpha (α) = .86   
   
N = 200   
 

 63



  

Table 3 
 
Organizational Commitment Subscales 

 
 

Item-total 
Correlation

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

Scale 
Cronbach 

α 
 
Affective Commitment to Organization   .60 
 
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my 
life with this congregation. .38 .56  
 
I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to 
this congregation. R .50 .51  
 
I do not feel like “part of the family” at this 
congregation. R .54 .50  
 
This congregation has a great deal of personal 
meaning for me. .18 .67  
 
I enjoy discussing my congregation with 
people outside it. .17 .60  
 
I really feel as if this congregation’s problems 
are my own. .31 .57  
 
I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this 
congregation. R .40 .54  
 
I think that I could easily become as attached to 
another congregation as I am to this one. R .18 .60  
 
Normative Commitment to Organization   .75 
 
I do not feel any obligation to remain with this 
congregation. R .39 .74  
 
Even if I felt it would benefit me personally, I 
do not feel it would be right to leave my 
congregation now. .35 .74  
 

 
 

(table continues)
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Table 3 (continued). 
 

 

Item-total 
Correlation

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

Scale 
Cronbach 

α 
 
Normative Commitment to Organization (Continued) 
 
I would feel guilty if I left my congregation 
now. .38 .74  
 
This congregation deserves my loyalty. .57 .71  
 
I feel that this congregation expects my loyalty. .42 .73  
 
I was taught to believe in the value of 
remaining loyal to one congregation. .41 .73  
 
I owe a great deal to my congregation. .47 .72  
 
One of the major reasons I continue my 
membership with this congregation is that I 
believe loyalty is important and therefore feel a 
sense of moral obligation to remain. .40 .73  
 
I would not leave my congregation right now 
because I have a sense of obligation to the 
people in it. .55 .70  
 
Continuance Commitment to Organization   .44 
 
Right now, staying with my congregation is a 
matter of necessity as much as desire. .18 .34  
 
It would be very hard for me to leave this 
congregation right now, even if I wanted to. .29 .30  
 
Too much of my life would be disrupted if I 
decided I wanted to leave this congregation 
now. .24 .30  
 

 
 

(table continues)
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Table 3 (continued). 
 
 

Item-total 
Correlation

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

Scale 
Cronbach 

α 
 
Continuance Commitment to Organization Continued 
 
One of the few negative consequences of 
leaving this congregation would be the scarcity 
of available alternatives.* .27 .32  
 
If I had not already put so much of myself into 
this congregation, I might consider becoming a 
member elsewhere.* .05 .40  
 
I feel that I have too few options to consider 
leaving this congregation.* .17 .39  
 

*Indicates item was deleted from the final scale. 
 
N = 200 
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Table 4 
 
Membership Satisfaction 

 
Item 

 
Item-total 

Correlations 

 
Cronbach 
α  if item 
deleted 

 
All in all, I am satisfied with my congregation. .53 .87 
 
In general, I like my congregation. .52 .88 
 
I believe this congregation has effective ministry opportunities. .58 .87 
 
I am satisfied with the number of fellowship opportunities 
within this congregation. .48 .88 
 
I believe that this congregation has satisfied the needs I have of 
a church. .71 .86 
 
I am pleased with this congregation’s worship service. .69 .86 
 
My experiences within this congregation have fulfilled my 
expectations of what a congregation should be like. .67 .87 
 
I am satisfied with the quality of fellowship opportunities 
within this congregation. .67 .87 
 
In general, I believe this congregation has effective leadership. .65 .87 
 
I am pleased with the preaching I hear at this congregation. .55 .87 
 
I believe that this congregation is effectively reaching out to 
the community in which it serves. .48 .88 
 
I believe that there are adequate service opportunities within 
this congregation. .45 .88 
   
Cronbach alpha (α) = .88   
   
N = 200   
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Table 5 
 
Vision Subscales 

 
 

Item-total 
Correlation

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

Scale 
Cronbach 

α 
 
Vision Clarity   .80 
 
I believe that the leadership of our 
congregation has a clear vision of what they 
hope the future of (name of congregation) will 
look like. .70 .66  
 
I support the vision of our church. .63 .74  
 
I feel that this vision has been clearly 
articulated to the congregation. .62 .75  
 
Initiative Fit with Vision   .95 
 
Building a new church facility would be an 
appropriate action to take in order to fulfill the 
vision of our church. .83 .94  
 
I think the congregation would benefit from a 
new church facility. .89 .94  
 
Building a new church facility matches the 
priorities of our organization. .74 .94  
 
If the congregation was to build a new facility, 
I don’t believe there would be anything for me 
to gain. R .61 .95  
 
A new church facility would improve our 
congregation’s overall effectiveness. .80 .94  
 
In the long run, I feel it would be worthwhile 
for me if the church builds a new facility. .76 .94  
 
It doesn’t make much sense for us to initiate 
building a new facility. R .73 .94  
 

 
 

(table continues)
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Table 5 (continued). 
 

 
 

Item-total 
Correlation

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

Scale 
Cronbach 

α 
 
Initiative Fit with Vision Continued    
 
The time spent on all that is involved with 
building a new facility should be spent on 
something else. R .77 .94  
 
There are a number of reasons for us to build a 
new church facility. .83 .94  
 
There are legitimate reasons for us to build a 
new church facility. .80 .94  
 
Information Regarding Change   .66 
 
The information I have received about the 
potential new church facility has helped me 
form my opinion on whether or not I will 
support such an initiative. .52 .55  
 
The information I have received about any 
potential new church facility has been useful. .52 .57  
 
I do not feel that I have received enough 
information regarding a potential new church 
facility to be able to vote in favor for the 
church to relocate. R .33 .76  
 
The information I have received about the 
potential new church facility has not helped me 
form my opinion on whether or not I will 
support such an initiative. R .57 .49  
    
N = 200    
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Table 6 
 
Trust in Leadership 

 
Item 

Item-total 
Correlations 

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

 
I trust in what our senior pastor says.  .82 .88 
 
In this congregation, members trust the leadership staff.  .67 .90 
 
I believe that our senior pastor would like nothing better than 
for our congregation to become a “mega-church” and for 
himself to be the head man in charge. R .69 .90 
 
I can trust my senior pastor to make decisions I think are 
appropriate.  .85 .87 
 
I have faith that the leadership of our congregation will make 
the correct decisions regarding any changes needed within our 
congregation. .79 .88 
 
I believe that if the senior pastor and the ministerial staff 
believe that it is in the best interest of the future of this 
congregation to construct a new facility, then I should vote in 
support of their opinion.  .66 .90 
   
Cronbach alpha (α) = .91   
   
N = 200   
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Table 7 
 
Organizational Identification 

 
Item 

Item-total 
Correlations 

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

 
When someone criticizes my congregation, it feels like a 
personal insult.* .23 .75 
 
I am very interested in what others think about my 
congregation.* .29 .50 
 
I really care about the fate of my congregation. .38 .50 
 
When someone praises this congregation, it feels like a 
personal compliment. .40 .49 
 
If a story in the media criticized my congregation, I would feel 
embarrassed.* .12 .53 
 
I find it easy to identify myself with my congregation. .45 .48 
 
I would describe my congregation as a large “family” in which 
most members feel a sense of belonging. .41 .49 
 
I feel that my congregation cares about me. .41 .49 
 
I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this congregation. .49 .48 
 
I find that my values and the values of my congregation are 
very similar. .41 .49 
   
Cronbach alpha (α) = .54   
   
*Items deleted. Resulting Cronbach alpha (α) = .81   
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Table 8 
 
General Disposition to Resist Change Subscales* 

 
 

Item-total 
Correlation

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

Scale 
Cronbach 

α 
 
Cognitive Rigidity   .53 
 
I don’t change my mind easily. .30 .73  
 
I often change my mind. R -.01 .77  
 
Once I’ve come to a conclusion, I’m not likely 
to change my mind.  .21 .74  
 
Routine Seeking   .44 
 
I generally consider changes to be a negative 
thing. .32 .73  
 
I’ll take a routine day over a day full of 
unexpected events. .35 .72  
 
I like to do the same old things rather than try 
new and different ones. .39 .72  
 
Emotional Reaction   .67 
 
When I am informed of a change of plans, I 
tense up a bit. .56 .70  
 
When things don’t go according to plans, it 
stresses me out. .53 .70  
 
If I were to be informed that there was going to 
be a significant change regarding the way 
things are done at work, home, or church, I 
would probably feel stressed.  .46 .71  
 
Short-term Thinking   .59 
 
Changing plans seems like a real hassle to me. .40 .72  
 

 
 

(table continues)
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Table 8 (continued). 
 

 
 

Item-total 
Correlation

 
Cronbach 
α if item 
deleted 

Scale 
Cronbach 

α 
 
Short-term Thinking Continued    
 
I sometimes find myself avoiding changes that 
I know will be good for me. .51 .70  
 
Often, I feel a bit uncomfortable even about 
changes that my potentially improve my life.  .50 .70  
 

*Disposition to Resist Change Scale Cronbach alpha (α) = .74  
 
N = 200 
 



  

Table 9 
 
Correlation Matrix of Study Variables1 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
 
1. Support             
 
2. Aff Comm Chng .86**            
 
3. Cont Comm Chng  .47**  .54**           
 
4. Norm Comm Chng .54** .54** --          
 
5. Intent to Leave  .65**  .71** .46**  .43**         
 
6. Aff Comm Org .45** .48**  .36** .29**  .58**        
 
7. Cont Comm Org .16 -- .14 .28** -- --       
 
8. Norm Comm Org .39** .27** -- .40**  .38** .42** .51**      
 
9. Moral Comm Org .50** .44**  .37** .23**  .51** .46** -- .35**     
 
10. Member Sat .50** .46**  .33** .29**  .60** .51** .14 .39** .54**    
 
11. Vision Clarity .77** .75**  .50** .46**  .70** .47** -- .33** .56** .67**   
 

        
 

(table continues)
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Table 9 (continued). 
 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
 
12. Fit with Vision .87** .94**  .52** .53**  .73** .50** -- .32** .51** .51** .79** 

 
13. Info Re Chng .62** .61**  .44** .35**  .48** .38** -- .22* .36** .37** .56** 

 
14. Procedural Justice .70** .74**  .44** .44**  .64** .38** -- .18* .38** .43** .70** 

 
15. Part/Voice .71** .67**  .51** .37**  .64** .50** -- .32** .56** .56** .71** 

 
16. Trust in Ldrship .78** .81**  .48** .55**  .76** .49** .13 .30** .53** .62** .80** 

 
17. Social Influence .63** .76**  .39** .45**  .56** .41** -- .14 .35** .25** .53** 

 
18. Disrupt Influence  .71**  .76** .54**  .38** .71**  .50** --  .23*  .44**  .42**  .63** 

 
19. Org ID .50** .46**  .35** .25**  .61** .56** .13 .47** .63** .71** .61** 

 
20. Place Attach  .20*  .26** .20* -- .17* -- .16 .26** -- --  .15 

 
21. Nostalgia  .51**  .58** .43**  .30** .45**  .23* -- --  .19*  .17  .38** 

 
22. Gen Dis Resist  .20*  .22* .36** -- .19* -- .13 .15 --  .12**  .27** 

 
        

 
(table continues)
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Table 9 (continued). 
 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
 
23. Resist Rout Seek  .31**  .32** .34** -- .25**  .22* -- --  .25*  .16  .29** 

 
24. Resist Emo Reaxn  .15  .16 .32** -- .17 -- .14 --  .12  .19*  .27** 

 
25. Resist ST Think  .24**  .21* .37** -- .15 -- -- -- --  .17*  .25** 

 
26. Resist Cog Rigid -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .19* -- -- 
 
27. Self Eff Chng .36** .31**  .37** --  .29** .22* -- .17* .36** .26** .36** 

 
28. Internal LOC -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .20* -- 
 
29. External LOC  .17*  .15 .19* -- .18*  .14 --  .13 --  .13  .18* 

 
30. Agea --  .22* -- -- -- -- -- -- .21* .27** -- 
 
31. Tenureb  .22*  .36** .20*  .21* .25* -- -- -- -- --  .24* 

 
32. Childrenc -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --  .16 -- 
 
33. Genderd -- -- -- -- -- -- .21* -- -- -- -- 
 

        
 

(table continues)
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Table 9 (continued). 
 
 
Variable 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
 
12. Fit with Vision             
 
13. Info Re Chng .61**            
 
14. Procedural Justice .76** .48**           
 
15. Part/Voice .69** .59** .66**          
 
16. Trust in Ldrship .83** .55** .73** .69**         
 
17. Social Influence .72** .45** .58** .53** .67**        
 
18. Disrupt Influence  .79**  .46**  .66**  .57**  .66**  .61**       
 
19. Org ID .55** .30** .39** .56** .55** .30**  .51**      
 
20. Place Attach  .25** --  .24** --  .17*  .18* .32** .13     
 
21. Nostalgia  .57**  .36**  .41**  .31**  .42**  .46** .60**  .15 .56**    
 
22. Gen Dis Resist  .24**  .15  .29**  .16  .22* -- .38** -- .26** .27**   
 

        
 

(table continues)
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Table 9 (continued). 
 
 
Variable 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
 
23. Resist Rout Seek  .34**  .24**  .29**  .30**  .24**  .21* .40**  .21* .14 .32** .70** 

 
24. Resist Emo Reaxn  .17* --  .26**  .16  .20* -- .33**  .16 .18* -- .82** 

 
25. Resist ST Think  .24**  .17*  .32**  .13  .21** -- .37**  .14 .20* .24** .79** 

 
26. Resist Cog Rigid -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .39** 

 
27. Self Eff Chng .34** .26** .22* .23** .27** .23*  .37** .34** --  .30**  .29** 

 
28. Internal LOC -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .22* -- -- -- 
 
29. External LOC  .17*  .14  .19*  .17*  .12 -- .24**  .16 -- .21* .26 
 
30. Agea  .18 --  .15 --  .15  .44** .17 .18 .19* .31** -- 
 
31. Tenureb  .35 --  .26* --  .35**  .38** .24* -- .22* .30** .16 

 
32. Childrenc -- -- -- -- -- .25* -- -- -- -- -- 
 
33. Genderd -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .13 -- .16 

 
        

 
(table continues)
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Table 9 (continued). 
 
 
Variable 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 
 
23. Resist Rout Seek             
 
24. Resist Emo Reaxn .50**            
 
25. Resist ST Think .47** .62**           
 
26. Resist Cog Rigid .17 .22* .20*          
 
27. Self Eff Chng  .33**  .23*  .35** --         
 
28. Internal LOC -- -- -- -- --        
 
29. External LOC .25** .20* .26** .12  .21*  .15       
 
30. Agea -- -- .20* -- -- .20* --      
 
31. Tenureb -- -- -- .17 -- -- -- .44**     
 
32. Childrenc -- -- --  .15 -- -- --  .54**  .16    
 
33. Genderd -- .18* -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --   
 
1All correlations are p < .05. *p < .01. **p < .001. 
 
an = 145. bn = 152. cn = 142. dn = 157. 



  

Table 10 
 
Model 2: Final Regression Showing Contributions to Affective Commitment to Change* 
  

Unstandardized 
Coefficients Standardized Coefficients   

 
Variable B SE Beta (β)  Sig. 
 
Moral Comm Org -.11 .05 -.05  .040 
 
Fit w/ Vision .99 .04 .85  .000 
 
Social Influence .17 .03 .16  .000 
 

a N = 200. 
 
*R = .95, R2 = .90, p < .001. 
 
Table 11 
 
Contribution of Demographica Variables to Affective Commitment to Change* 
  

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients   
 
Variable B SE Beta (β)  Sig. 
 
Age -.01 .01 -.19  ns 
 
Tenure -.02 .01 -.28  .002 
 
Gender -.06 .15 -.04  ns 
 
Children -.08 .07 -.11  ns 
 

a n = 134. 
 
*R = .37, R2 = .14, p < .01. 
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Table 12 
 
Model 2: Final Regression Showing Contributions to Normative Commitment to Change* 
  

Unstandardized 
Coefficients Standardized Coefficients   

 
Variable B SE Beta (β)  Sig. 
 
Trust .50 .06 .47  .000 
 
Norm Comm Org .44 .10 .26  .000 
 
a N = 200. 
 
*R = .60, R2 = .36, p < .001. 
 
Table 13 
 
Model 2: Final Regression Showing Contributions to Continuance Commitment to  
 
Change* 
  

Unstandardized 
Coefficients Standardized Coefficients   

 
Variable B SE Beta (β)  Sig. 
 
Cont Comm Org .14 .04 .20  .001 
 
Participation -.41 .05 -.54  .000 
 
a N = 200. 
 
*R = .55, R2 = .30, p < .001. 
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 Table 14 
 
Model 4: Final Regression Showing Contributions to Support of Change* 
  

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients   
 
Variable B SE Beta (β)  Sig. 
 
Norm Comm Org .12 .04 .10  .004 
 
Fit w/ Vision .52 .03 .70  .000 
 
Participation .15 .03 .20  .000 
 

a N = 200. 
 
*R = .89, R2 = .79, p < .001. 
 
 Table 15 
 
Model 4: Final Regression Showing Contributions to Intent to Leave the Organization* 
  

Unstandardized 
Coefficients Standardized Coefficients   

 
Variable B SE Beta (β)  Sig. 
 
Aff Comm Org -.21 .06 -.17  .004 
 
Norm Comm Org -.14 .06 -.11  .015 
 
Trust -.37 .05 -.44  .000 
 
Disrupt of Influence .31 .05 .31  .000 
 

a N = 200. 
 
*R = .83, R2 = .70, p < .001. 



  

APPENDIX A 
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APPENDIX B 

SUNDAY SCHOOL ANNOUNCEMENT



  

Attention All Adult Sunday School Departments 

 On February 22, 2009 the congregation will be asked to complete a survey concerning 

the topic, “Congregational Change Management.” This survey was created by and will be 

assessed by Audra Lee. In June 2008, the congregation voted to allow Audra to administer this 

survey in fulfillment of requirements necessary for her to obtain her PhD in 

Industrial/Organizational Psychology.   

 Surveys will need to be completed during the Sunday school hour, and all surveys, 

completed or otherwise, will need to be returned to the envelope provided on the 22nd.  

Participation is voluntary but highly encouraged.  Should you have any questions, please email 

Audra Lee at XXXX. 
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APPENDIX C 

CONGREGATIONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 
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Congregational Survey 
 
On February 22, 2009… 
 
 Surveys addressing the topic, “Congregational Change 

Management,” will be administered & completed during 
the Sunday school hour 

 
 For more information, contact Audra Lee 
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APPENDIX D 

DOOR SIGN ON DAY OF ADMINISTRATION
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Attention All Adult Sunday School Departments 

Today you will be asked to complete a survey concerning the 

topic, “Congregational Change Management.” This survey 

was created by and will be assessed by Audra Lee in 

fulfillment of requirements necessary for her to obtain her 

PhD in I/O Psychology.  Surveys will need to be completed 

during the Sunday school hour, and all surveys, completed or 

otherwise, will need to be returned to the envelope provided.  

If you do not wish to participate you may return at 10:00 am 

for the conclusion of Sunday school. 
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APPENDIX E 

INFORMED CONSENT NOTICE 
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My name is Audra Lee and I am a graduate student in the Psychology Department at the 
University of North Texas.  I am conducting a study on the factors that may impact change 
management in a congregational setting.   
 
If you agree to take part in this study, you will be asked to complete a survey addressing items 
that may be related to individuals’ opinions regarding the proposal to build a new church facility.  
This survey will take approximately 20-30 minutes to complete.  This research may benefit 
congregational members by addressing issues that may be related to individuals’ attitudes and 
beliefs regarding the proposal to build a new facility.  Additionally, this study hopes to extend 
upon previous management research by adding to the literature emphasizing a focus on the 
individual’s participation within organizations.  
 
Participation in this study is completely voluntary.  You have the right to skip any question you 
choose not to answer.  There are no foreseeable risks involved in this study; however, if you 
decide to withdraw your participation you may do so at any time by simply returning your 
survey. 
 
Your name will not be requested in this study so your responses will be anonymous.  All 
research records will be kept confidential by the Principal Investigator. No individual responses 
will be disclosed to anyone because all data will be reported on a group basis. If you have any 
questions about the study, please contact Audra Lee at (817) 594-XXXX or her academic 
advisor, Dr. Joseph Doster at (940) 565-XXXX. 
 
This research project has been reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board.  
Please contact the UNT IRB at 940-565-3940 with any questions regarding your rights as a 
research subject. 
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APPENDIX F 

CONGREGATIONAL CHANGE MANAGEMENT SURVEY
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CONGREGATIONAL CHANGE MANAGEMENT SURVEY 
 

For each statement listed below, circle the number to the right that best describes your level of agreement with 
each statement. Please do not discuss the content of the items or your responses to each item until everyone in 
the room has had the opportunity to complete the survey.  
 

Level of Agreement 

Question Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 

I believe in the value of building a new church facility. 1 2 3 4 5 

If the congregation voted to build a new church facility, I 
would have no choice but to go along with the change. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel a sense of duty to work toward supporting the 
proposed building of a new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

By choice, I will be actively looking for a new 
congregation with which to serve in the next year. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would be very happy to spend the rest of my life with 
this congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Right now, staying with my congregation is a matter of 
necessity as much as desire. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I do not feel any obligation to remain with this 
congregation.  

1 2 3 4 5 

If my congregation’s values were different, I would not 
be as committed to it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

All in all, I am satisfied with my congregation. 1 2 3 4 5 

I believe that the leadership of our congregation has a 
clear vision of what they hope the future of this 
congregation will look like. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Building a new church facility would be an appropriate 
action to take in order to fulfill the vision of our 
congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The information I have received about the potential new 
church facility has helped me form my opinion on 
whether or not I will support such an initiative. 

1 2 3 4 5 

In determining whether or not it is in the best interest of 
the congregation to move to a new facility, I feel the 
process up to this point has been fair and considerate of 
all congregational members. 

1 2 3 4 5 

When someone criticizes my congregation, it feels like a 
personal insult. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have participated in or attended events in our current 
facility that are personally meaningful to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel that I have had the opportunity to express my 
views regarding the proposal to build a new church 
facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I trust in what our senior pastor says. 1 2 3 4 5 

I generally consider changes to be a negative thing. 1 2 3 4 5 

I often change my mind. 1 2 3 4 5 
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For each statement listed below, circle the number to the right  
that best describes your level of agreement with each statement.  

 

Level of Agreement 

Question Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 

Those in the congregation with whom I maintain close 
relationships support the construction of a new church 
facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I believe that the amount of influence I have within this 
congregation would decrease if this church builds a new 
facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Building a new church facility is a good strategy for this 
congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I do not feel a strong sense of “belonging” to this 
congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Even if I felt it would benefit me personally, I do not feel 
it would be right to leave my congregation now. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The reason why I prefer to serve with this congregation 
over and above any other congregation is because of 
what it stands for, its values. 

1 2 3 4 5 

It would be very hard for me to leave this congregation 
right now, even if I wanted to. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am currently serving in an area that I feel passionate 
and personally called by God. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If I were to be informed that there was going to be a 
significant change regarding the way things are done at 
work, home, or church, I would probably feel stressed. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I often reminisce with others about good times shared at 
the current church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have identified my personal spiritual giftedness. 1 2 3 4 5 

If the congregation voted today, I would vote in favor of 
building a new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I think the leadership of our congregation is making a 
mistake by introducing the idea that we need a new 
church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel pressure to go along with the decision to build a 
new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I do not feel like “part of the family” at this congregation.  1 2 3 4 5 

I do not think it would be right for me to oppose the 
proposal to build a new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided I 
wanted to leave this congregation now. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would feel guilty if I left my congregation now. 1 2 3 4 5 

This congregation deserves my loyalty. 1 2 3 4 5 

I try to overcome other members’ resistance toward 
building a new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

In general, I like my congregation. 1 2 3 4 5 
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For each statement listed below, circle the number to the right  
that best describes your level of agreement with each statement.  

 

Level of Agreement 

Question Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 

I believe this congregation has effective ministry 
opportunities. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I support the vision of our congregation. 1 2 3 4 5 

I think the congregation would benefit from a new church 
facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am very interested in what others think about my 
congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I know of places that my gifts could be better used to 
build up the church &/or reach out to the lost. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel our congregation creates an environment where all 
sinners feel welcome and loved unconditionally. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have increased my monetary giving over the past year. 1 2 3 4 5 

I have tried (or intend to try) to convince others to 
support the proposal to build a new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I really care about the fate of my congregation. 1 2 3 4 5 

When someone praises this congregation, it feels like a 
personal compliment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Building a new church facility would serve an important 
purpose for this congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have too much at stake to resist going along with the 
decision to build a new facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I do not feel any obligation to support the proposal to 
build a new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

This congregation has a great deal of personal meaning 
for me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I do not feel any obligation to remain with this 
congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am satisfied with the number of fellowship opportunities 
within this congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I believe that this congregation has satisfied the needs I 
have of a church. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am pleased with this congregation’s worship service. 1 2 3 4 5 

Building a new church facility matches the priorities of 
our congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If the congregation built a new facility, I don’t believe 
there would be anything for me to gain. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel my position as a long-standing member of this 
congregation would be diminished if this congregation 
voted to build a new facility.   

1 2 3 4 5 

If a story in the media criticized this congregation, I 
would feel embarrassed. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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For each statement listed below, circle the number to the right  
that best describes your level of agreement with each statement.  

 

Level of Agreement 

Question Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 

In this congregation, members trust the leadership staff. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ll take a routine day over a day full of unexpected 
events any time. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Those in the congregation with whom I maintain close 
relationships do not support the construction of a new 
church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The leadership of my congregation equips me to be a 
minister to others through my own unique ministry. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I comply with my congregation’s directives regarding 
change. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Successful achievement of our mission is best measured 
by changed lives. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Changing plans seems like a real hassle to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

I find it easy to identify myself with this congregation. 1 2 3 4 5 

A new church facility would improve our congregation’s 
overall effectiveness. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My experiences within this congregation have fulfilled my 
expectations of what a congregation should be like. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I like to do the same old things rather than trying new 
and different ones. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I believe that our senior pastor would like nothing better 
than for our congregation to become a “mega-church” 
and for himself to be the head man in charge. 

1 2 3 4 5 

In the long run, I feel it would be worthwhile for me if 
the church builds a new facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Since joining this congregation, my personal values and 
those of the congregation have become more similar.  

1 2 3 4 5 

Resisting the proposal to build a new church facility is not 
a viable option for me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

It is likely that I will look for a new congregation with 
which to place membership if our church votes in favor of 
building a new facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would not feel badly about opposing the proposed 
construction of a new facility.  

1 2 3 4 5 

I enjoy discussing my congregation with people outside 
it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel that this congregation expects my loyalty. 1 2 3 4 5 

I am satisfied with the quality of fellowship opportunities 
within this congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

It doesn’t make much sense for us to initiate building a 
new facility.  

1 2 3 4 5 
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For each statement listed below, circle the number to the right  
that best describes your level of agreement with each statement.  

 

Level of Agreement 

Question Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 

In determining whether or not it is in the best interest of 
the congregation to construct a new facility, I feel the 
process up to this point has not been fair or considerate 
of all congregational members. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would describe my congregation as a large “family” in 
which most members feel a sense of belonging. 

1 2 3 4 5 

When I am informed of a change of plans, I tense up a 
bit. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If this congregation voted to build a new facility, I would 
not feel as valued in the new facility as I feel in our 
current facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I believe I can deal with most any change which I set my 
mind. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Successful achievement of our mission is best measured 
by number of attendees to services and events. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Things would be better if we did not build a new facility. 1 2 3 4 5 

I do not feel any obligation to support the proposal to 
build a new church facility.  

1 2 3 4 5 

I really feel as if this congregation’s problems are my 
own. 

1 2 3 4 5 

One of the few negative consequences of leaving this 
congregation would be the scarcity of available 
alternatives. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to 
one congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

In general, I believe this congregation has effective 
leadership. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am pleased with the preaching I hear during the 
worship service. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The time spent on all that is involved with building a new 
facility should be spent on something else. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I do not feel any kind of emotional bond to our current 
facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

When things don’t go according to plans, it stresses me 
out. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am clear about how to accomplish our congregation’s 
vision in our community. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am doing whatever I can to help the proposed new 
church facility become a reality. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I don’t change my mind easily. 1 2 3 4 5 

I owe a great deal to my congregation. 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel that my congregation cares about me. 1 2 3 4 5 
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For each statement listed below, circle the number to the right  
that best describes your level of agreement with each statement.  

 

Level of Agreement 

Question Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 

The information I have received about the potential new 
church facility has helped me form my opinion on 
whether or not I will support such an initiative. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I can trust my senior pastor to make decisions I think are 
appropriate. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I sometimes find myself avoiding changes that I know 
will be good for me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I think our congregation’s effectiveness would be 
improved if we returned to doing things the way we did 
in the past. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The process of discipleship (spiritual maturity) is clearly 
communicated to me through this congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I speak positively about the benefits a new facility could 
bring to outsiders. 

1 2 3 4 5 

A new church facility is not necessary.  1 2 3 4 5 

It would be risky to speak out against the proposal to 
build a new facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would feel guilty about opposing the construction of a 
new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I often think about leaving this congregation. 1 2 3 4 5 

I believe that this congregation is effectively reaching out 
to the community in which it serves. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If I had not already put so much of myself into this 
congregation, I might consider becoming a member 
elsewhere. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The information I have received about any potential new 
church facility has been useful. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I try to keep myself informed about decisions regarding 
the proposal to build a new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this congregation.  1 2 3 4 5 

One of the major reasons I continue my membership 
with this congregation is that I believe loyalty is 
important and therefore feel a sense of moral obligation 
to remain. 

1 2 3 4 5 

What this congregation stands for is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

There are a number of reasons for us to build a new 
church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel that I am emotionally tied to our current facility. 1 2 3 4 5 

I have faith that the leadership of our congregation will 
make the correct decisions regarding any changes 
needed within our congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have decreased my monetary giving over the past year. 1 2 3 4 5 
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For each statement listed below, circle the number to the right  
that best describes your level of agreement with each statement.  

 

Level of Agreement 

Question Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 

I often reminisce with others about the “good old days” 
of our congregation.   

1 2 3 4 5 

I believe that my life is controlled by external factors. 1 2 3 4 5 

I would be willing to contribute money to a fund 
designated for the construction of a new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I believe we could better accomplish our mission if we 
started a more contemporary service. 

1 2 3 4 5 

When facing difficult changes, I am certain that I can 
deal with them. 

1 2 3 4 5 

It would be too costly for me to resist the decision to 
build a new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I believe that there are adequate service opportunities 
within this congregation.   

1 2 3 4 5 

I believe that if the senior pastor and the ministerial staff 
believe that it is in the best interest of the future of this 
congregation to construct a new facility, then I should 
vote in support of their opinion.  

1 2 3 4 5 

Often, I feel a bit uncomfortable even about changes that 
may potentially improve my life. 

1 2 3 4 5 

It would be irresponsible of me to resist the construction 
of a new church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I do not feel that I have received enough information 
regarding a potential new church facility to be able to 
vote in favor for the church to relocate. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Once I’ve come to a conclusion, I’m not likely to change 
my mind. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would not leave my congregation right now because I 
have a sense of obligation to the people in it.  

1 2 3 4 5 

I think that I could easily become as attached to another 
congregation as I am to this one.  

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this 
congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I expect to leave this congregation in the near future. 1 2 3 4 5 

My commitment to this congregation is primarily based 
on the similarity of my values and those represented by 
the congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel that the vision of our congregation has been clearly 
articulated to its members. 

1 2 3 4 5 

There are legitimate reasons for us to build a new church 
facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this 
congregation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel that I have had the opportunity to voice my 
concerns regarding the proposal to build a new church 
facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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For each statement listed below, circle the number to the right  
that best describes your level of agreement with each statement.  

 

Level of Agreement 

Question Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

 

Our current facility has been the setting of many fond 
memories for me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel pressure from other members within the 
congregation to support the proposal to build a new 
church facility. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I believe I am in control of my environments and 
personal success. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am able to successfully overcome the challenges of 
change. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I believe that our congregation is focused on excellence 
in all areas of ministry. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I find that my values and the values of my congregation 
are very similar. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel that this congregation’s best days are rooted in the 
past. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
Please respond to the following items by writing your response in the blank provided. 

 

1. What percentage of your income do you give on a regular basis? _____________ 

2. What percentage of income, above what you regularly give, would you be willing to contribute to the 

construction of the proposed new facility? _____________ 

3. How many hours do you spend in Bible study per week? _____________ 

4. How many hours do you spend in prayer per week? _____________ 

5. How many church ministries are you personally involved in? _____________ 

6. How many people have you personally ministered to in the past year? _____________ 

7. On average, how many services/church sponsored events do you attend per week? ___________ 

8. Were you raised in this church? _____________ 

9. Were your parents raised in this church? _____________ 

10. How many years have you been attending this church? _____________ 

11. How many children &/or grandchildren do you regularly bring to church with you? ____________ 

12. What is your age in years? _____________ 

13. Are you male or female? _____________ 
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