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The purpose of this conceptual article is to introduce the construct of change
engagement and a model that also consists of change-related organizational resources,
change-related job resources and demands, and change-related personal resources.
We propose that change engagement is a construct that is theoretically and practically
useful for understanding employee reactions to and adoption of organizational change.
Drawing from existing models of employee engagement, we add to the change
literature by identifying salient change-related organizational resources, job resources,
job demands, and personal resources in a previously validated framework that brings
together the literature on both engagement and change. By using the proposed
change engagement framework, practitioners and researchers will potentially be
able to effectively diagnose, manage, and optimize employee change readiness and
enthusiasm for ongoing change. Furthermore, the change engagement model (CEM)
provides practitioners and researchers with a comprehensive and practically useful
model that will be easy to comprehend and communicate. The model can be applied
to the planning, implementation, and evaluation of discrete change initiatives, as well as
to ongoing change. The model is therefore well-suited to contemporary organizational
contexts where change is widely recognized to be a constant.

Keywords: change engagement, change engagement model, change-related organizational resources, change-
related job resources, change-related job demands

INTRODUCTION

Since Lewin’s (1946, 1947, 1951) seminal work identifying unfreeze, move, and refreeze as core
phases of successful organizational and community change, researchers and practitioners have been
evolving principles and practices for planning, implementing, and evaluating episodic or discrete
organizational change. Although much progress has been made in understanding organizational
change, there have been recent calls for a fundamental rethink about the foundational beliefs that
underpin the way that organizational change is understood (e.g., Jick and Sturtevant, 2017). In
contrast to earlier analyses of planned organizational change, organizational change is now widely
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recognized as a constant in contemporary organizational contexts
(By, 2005; De Meuse et al., 2010; Tsaousis and Vakola,
2018). As a consequence, practitioner commentary and research
attention continue to be focused on understanding how best to
manage change in volatile, uncertain, ambiguous, and complex
environments (e.g., Armenakis and Harris, 2009; Oreg et al.,
2013; Bennett and Lemoine, 2014).

Employee attitudes to change have consistently been shown
to have a significant effect on the success of change initiatives. It
has been argued that change can only be managed successfully
to the extent that employees adopt new processes and ways
of working by changing the way they think, feel, and behave
(Piderit, 2000; Choi, 2011; Oreg et al., 2011). Contemporary
organizations therefore face the challenge of understanding and
managing how organizational, job, and individual difference
factors contribute to the formation of positive employee attitudes
to change (Caldwell, 2013). In this article, we propose that
“change engagement” is a useful construct for understanding
and operationalizing positive employee attitudes to change.
We also propose a change engagement model (CEM) that
explains the relationships between change-related organizational
resources, change-related job resources and demands, change-
related personal resources, and change engagement and how they
impact on change-related outcomes. After first overviewing the
literature on attitudes to change, we elaborate on the construct of
change engagement and the CEM.

Attitudes to change refer to employees’ overall positive,
negative, or neutral thoughts; feelings; and behavioral intentions
regarding change initiatives proposed or implemented by
their organization (Lines, 2005). Negative attitudes have been
variously defined and operationalized by constructs such as
resistance to change (e.g., Ford et al., 2008; Jones and Van de
Ven, 2016) and pessimism and cynicism about organizational
change (e.g., Andersson and Bateman, 1997; Abraham, 2000;
Wanous et al., 2000). Positive attitudes to change have been
defined and operationalized by constructs such as acceptance
of change (Iverson, 1996), openness to change (Wanberg
and Banas, 2000), change readiness (Armenakis et al., 1999;
Holt et al., 2007), and affective commitment to change
(Herscovitch and Meyer, 2002).

Both positive and negative attitudes to change have been
shown to be associated with important employee attitudinal,
behavioral, and performance outcomes. Thundiyil et al.
(2015) meta-analysis showed negative attitudes such as change
cynicism are negatively associated with job satisfaction, affective
commitment, and organizational citizenship behavior. Positive
attitudes such as openness to change have been shown to be
positively associated with positive behavioral and attitudinal
outcomes such as system usage, job satisfaction, affective
commitment, and turnover intentions (e.g., Wanberg and Banas,
2000; Chawla and Kelloway, 2004; Augustsson et al., 2017). It is
noteworthy that most of the research on attitudes to change has
focused on understanding the factors that influence employees’
attitudes to planned and discrete change initiatives (e.g., van
den Heuvel et al., 2017), and less research has been focused
on understanding the factors that drive success in constantly
changing work environments (Pluta and Rudawska, 2016).

A number of researchers (e.g., Piderit, 2000; By, 2005; Elias,
2009; Mathews and Linski, 2016) have argued that rather
than focusing on negative attitudes such as change resistance
or change cynicism, it is more important to understand
positively oriented employee attitudes to change. Mathews and
Linski (2016), for example, argued that “the negative and
deficiency-based approach used to frame the subject of employee
resistance to change seems counterproductive to the end goal
of learning how to positively address resistance and implement
change successfully” (p. 963). Similarly, Bouckenooghe (2010)
recognized that a positive versus a negative focus on change
will more likely be associated with “seizing opportunities for
improvement, motivating people to perform at a higher level, and
. . .creating commitment to change” (p. 508). As described below,
just as employee engagement is a positive motivational construct
(Schaufeli, 2013; Youssef-Morgan and Bockorny, 2013), the
proposed construct of change engagement and the proposed
CEM focus mostly on positive employee experiences of change.

In order for organizational change to be implemented
efficiently and successfully, beyond merely being open and
receptive toward change (Miller et al., 1994), employees need to
be willing to positively and actively engage in change processes.
This is because ongoing successful organizational change requires
employees who feel energized by change, who are willing to
experiment with change, and who actively support and adopt
proposed new initiatives through changes in their attitudes and
behavior (Armenakis et al., 1993; van Emmerik et al., 2009).
Within the engagement literature (e.g., Bakker et al., 2011;
Bakker and Demerouti, 2014), and drawing from well-established
theoretical models of job-related affective well-being (e.g., Warr,
1990; Russell, 2003), engagement is considered to be a more
affectively activated and higher arousal construct than either
job satisfaction or commitment (e.g., Albrecht, 2010; Inceoglu
and Fleck, 2010). In parallel, “change engagement” potentially
provides a distinct and more proactive and agentic (Ghitulescu,
2006; Gawke et al., 2019), high-arousal (Armenakis and Harris,
2009), and motivational (Elias, 2009) expression and extension of
previously researched positive change attitudes such as readiness
for change, openness to change, or commitment to change.
Gawke et al. (2019), for example, validated a measure of agentic
behaviors that, in part, assesses employee initiative in effecting
organizational change. Ghitulescu (2006) reviewed research
findings that highlight the critical importance of proactive
and active change-oriented attitudes and behavior for enacting
successful organizational change.

After briefly overviewing employee engagement as a construct
and reviewing its underpinning theory, the notion of change
engagement will be further described and contextualized within a
change model focused on change engagement, change resources,
and change demands. In so doing, this article aims to provide
integration across the change management and engagement
literatures that, until now, have largely run independently. In
line with well-researched and well-established relationships in
the engagement literature, Figure 1 shows how organization-
related change resources, job-related change resources, job-
related change demands, and personal-related change resources
lead to change engagement and subsequently to downstream
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FIGURE 1 | Change engagement model.

attitude, behavioral, and performance outcomes. The dotted lines
suggest that all proposed relationships in the model can be
direct, indirect, and reciprocal. Table 1 shows a number of, for
example, change-related organizational resources, job resources,
job demands, personal resources, and change-related outcomes.

EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT AND THE
JOB DEMANDS–RESOURCES MODEL

Employee engagement has remained a “hot topic” (Macey and
Schneider, 2008) over the past 20 years because enthusiastic,
motivated, and involved employees have been recognized as a
critical source of competitive advantage (Albrecht et al., 2015;
Shuck et al., 2017; Schneider et al., 2018). Engaged employees
feel positive and are involved in their work and willing to work
toward the achievement of work role and organizational goals
(Macey et al., 2009; Albrecht et al., 2015).

The job demands–resources (JD-R) model (Bakker and
Demerouti, 2007, 2008, 2018) is a widely used and widely cited
theoretical explanation of engagement (Bakker and Demerouti,
2014). The JD-R describes how job resources (e.g., autonomy,
feedback, and supervisor support) and personal resources (e.g.,
self-efficacy, optimism, and resilience) directly influence work
engagement via a positive motivational pathway by providing
employees with what they need to complete their work. Job
demands (e.g., role conflict, role ambiguity, and emotional
demands), on the other hand, are proposed to deplete energy
and directly influence negative employee outcomes such as
strain and burnout. Numerous cross-sectional, meta-analytic,
and multilevel studies (e.g., Crawford et al., 2010; Halbesleben,
2010; Christian et al., 2011; Bakker and Demerouti, 2018) have
supported the relationships proposed by JD-R models. Recent
extensions of the JD-R have proposed that beyond consideration
of job resources, personal resources, and job demands, it is also

important to take account of organizational resources such as
clarity of organizational vision, human resources management
(HRM) systems, strategic alignment, and organizational climate
(e.g., Barrick et al., 2015; Albrecht et al., 2018).

Although it has been argued that the JD-R is particularly
useful when examining changing working contexts and the
changing nature of work (Bakker and Demerouti, 2014), only
a limited amount of empirical research has applied the JD-R
to understanding the relationships between job resources, job
demands, and employee evaluations of change (e.g., van Emmerik
et al., 2009; Lee et al., 2017; Bellou et al., 2018). It is here argued
that the model can serve to organize theoretical propositions
and the wide range of constructs previously examined within
the change literature (e.g., change demands, change resources,
coping resources, and personal resources) into a coherent and
practically useful framework that can help explain motivational
constructs such as employee change readiness. Lee et al. (2017),
for example, using the JD-R as a framework, conceptualized
organizational change environments in terms of job demands and
resources as determinants of attitudes toward change. Although
Lee et al. (2017) examined only a limited number of demands
and resources, the use of the model helped address what has
been acknowledged as a lack of theoretical underpinning and
integration in the research on organizational change (Oreg et al.,
2011; Straatmann et al., 2016).

As with the limited number of researchers who have focused
on the relationships between job resources, job demands, and
employee evaluations of change (e.g., Michel and Gonzáles-
Morales, 2013), only a limited number of researchers have
investigated associations between engagement and attitudes to
change (e.g., Marinova et al., 2015; van den Heuvel et al.,
2017; Matthysen and Harris, 2018). Marinova et al. (2015),
for example, suggested that employees who experience higher
levels of engagement are more likely to take an active role
in change efforts and generally be more positive toward
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TABLE 1 | Example elements of change-related organizational resources, job resources, job demands, change engagement and change outcomes.

Change-related organizational resources Change-related job
resources

Senior leadership HRM and organizational
change capability

Organizational culture and
climate

• Clear communication about
importance & constancy of
change
• Active & visible sponsorship,
support & resourcing for ongoing
change
• Clarifying outcomes and
behavioral expectations for
change
• Transformational change
leadership: - Inspiring and
involving others - Modeling the
way

• Dedicated change resources
and infrastructure for change
capability
• Integrated and strategically
aligned HR and OD change
resources
• Change focused HR & OD
functions: selection, socialization,
performance management,
training & development
• Change portfolio and change
capacity management

• A culture for change with
explicit change-related values.
• A climate for change where
change-related policies, practices
and procedures are shared and
supported
• Empowerment and team
orientation with external and
customer focus

• Change autonomy
• Change participation and
involvement
• Supervisor support for change
• Information about ongoing
change
• Ongoing training and
development about change
• Skill development opportunities
in change
• Feedback about ongoing
change

Change-Related Job
Demands

Change-Related Personal
Resources

Change Engagement Change Outcomes

• Change-related work overload
• Change-related job ambiguity
• Change-related role conflict
• Change-related job insecurity
and uncertainty
• Change-related emotional
demands
• Change-related work
intensification

• Change-related PsyCap: hope,
optimism, resilience &
self-efficacy
• Change-related organization
based self esteem
• Change-related
meaning-making
• Change-related mind-sets
• Change-related
self-management &
self-leadership
• Change-related psychological
safety
• Felt obligation for constructive
change
• [Personality/dispositional
factors]

• Enthusiasm for change
• Involved & participating in
change
• Focused energy for change
• Willingness to actively support
change
• Striving for change success

• Successful implementation and
adoption of ongoing change
• Return on change investment
• Innovation

change. Marinova et al. (2015) also provided evidence to
show that engagement mediates the relationship between
job characteristics (e.g., autonomy, task significance, and job
complexity) and change-oriented behavior. The present article
aims to extend on JD-R literature and identify change-
related organizational resources, job resources, job demands,
and personal resources that are likely to be associated with
employee change engagement as an important attitudinal and
motivational construct.

CHANGE ENGAGEMENT

As previously noted, although the engagement literature and the
change literatures have largely progressed along independent
lines (van den Heuvel et al., 2010), a limited number of
practitioners and researchers have indirectly referred to the
notion of employee engagement in change. Miller (2011),
for example, identified “powerful engagement processes”
as a “critical success factor” for effective organizational
change. Dhensa-Kahlon et al. (2015) proposed that positive
emotional experiences at work will be associated with increased

“engagement in change.” Similarly, Straatmann et al. (2016)
argued that high levels of employee engagement in change are
essential to successful organizational change. Straatmann et al.
(2016) operationalized engagement in change as a willingness
to enact behaviors consistent with the implementation of a
specific change. “Willingness” and “intention,” as constructs,
are fundamental to attitude theories such the theory of
reasoned action and the theory of planned behavior (e.g., Ajzen
and Fishbein, 1980; Ajzen, 1991). To date, however, a more
generic and widely applicable conceptualization of “change
engagement,” as an analog of employee engagement, has not been
explicitly defined within the change literature. The construct
of change engagement potentially provides a more energized
and motivational expression of positive change-related attitudes
than constructs such as openness to change, readiness for
change, commitment to change, and willingness to engage in
organizational change.

Extrapolating from existing definitions of engagement
(González-Romá et al., 2006; Macey et al., 2009; Albrecht, 2010),
change engagement is here defined as an enduring and positive
work-related psychological state characterized by a genuine
enthusiasm and willingness to support, adopt, and promote
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organizational change. The definition captures the essential
qualities of positive energy, involvement, and focused effort that
characterize employee engagement (González-Romá et al., 2006;
Macey et al., 2009), but applies them to the context of change. As
previously noted, change engagement has a more agentic quality,
experienced as enthusiasm, energy, involvement, and vigor, as
opposed to alternative constructs such as change commitment
and openness to change. Although a limited number of
researchers have also recently suggested change attitude items
that are imbued with more positive affect (e.g., Tsaousis and
Vakola, 2018; Rafferty and Minbashian, 2019), none have done
so by explicitly addressing the construct of change engagement
embedded within a theoretically derived nomological framework
or change model. Example change engagement items might
include the following: “I am enthusiastic about change in this
organization,” “I feel energized when we are going through
change,” “I am willing to invest my time and energy to the
implementation of organizational change,” and “I am willing to
convince colleagues of the benefits of ongoing change.”

CHANGE ENGAGEMENT, CHANGE
RESOURCES, AND CHANGE
DEMANDS—A MODEL

The CEM, as shown in Figure 1, draws from the JD-R to
provide a theoretically grounded framework to understand
positive employee responses to change. Consistent with Pettigrew
et al. (2001) call for organizational change theories to have both
scholarly rigor and practical relevance, the model is offered as
an encompassing and comprehensive model of organizational
change that integrates many divergent lines of existing change
research into a coherent, flexible, and practically useful model.
Just as the JD-R, in its extended forms, has proved helpful
to organizations wanting to understand the antecedents and
outcomes of engagement, it is here proposed that change-related
resources and demands can be helpful in conceptualizing the
important antecedents or preconditions for change engagement.
Analogous to well-established JD-R evidence about how different
categorizations of resources and demands influence engagement,
Figure 1 proposes that change-related organizational resources,
job resources, job demands, and personal resources can
potentially directly and indirectly influence change engagement
and positive organizational change outcomes.

CHANGE-RELATED ORGANIZATIONAL
RESOURCES

Organizational resources are system-level aspects of the
organizational environment that are not role specific and
that both directly and indirectly influence employee attitudes
and behavior (Albrecht et al., 2018). In a change context,
organizational resources broadly include senior leadership’s
active support of change, HRM change systems and supports,
organizational change capability, and organizational change
culture and climate (Albrecht et al., 2018). As shown in

Figure 1, organizational change resources can directly and
indirectly influence employee experiences of change-related job
and personal resources, change-related job demands, change
engagement, and positive change outcomes. As discussed below,
and as shown in Table 1, the existing literature identifies a
number of important elements for each of the broad categories
of organizational change resources. The non-exhaustive list of
elements in Table 1 is drawn from both the engagement literature
(e.g., Albrecht et al., 2015; Barrick et al., 2015) and organizational
change literature (e.g., Rafferty et al., 2013; Jick and Sturtevant,
2017; Vakola and Petrou, 2018). A number of change-related
organizational resources are described below.

Senior leadership’s active support of change is recognized as
fundamental to the success of any particular change initiative
and for successful ongoing change (Kotter, 1990; Armenakis and
Bedeian, 1999). Resources that senior leadership can provide
to support successful change include clear change purpose and
vision, clear communication of information about change, and
active sponsorship and support for change (Rafferty et al., 2013;
ten Have et al., 2017; Albrecht et al., 2018).

In addition to senior leadership’s active support of change,
organizational and HRM change capabilities are increasingly
being recognized as essential to the management and success of
ongoing organizational change (Trahms et al., 2013; Costanza
et al., 2016). Costanza et al. (2016), for example, noted that in
order “to respond to environmental threats and opportunities,
organizations must develop an infrastructure and capabilities that
allow adaptation to such environmental changes and, ultimately,
survival” (p. 361). As such, organizations need well-developed
and interrelated systems that allow them to function, adapt, and
be “macro-organizationally ready” (Vakola, 2013) in the face of
ongoing change. Specific human resources and organizational
development functions that need to be in place to support,
promote, and embed ongoing change capability include change-
focused selection, socialization, performance management, and
training and development (Shipton et al., 2006; Fugate, 2012).

Schneider et al. (1996) noted that “what people in an
organization experience as the climate and believe is the
culture ultimately determines whether sustained change is
accomplished” (p. 18). Although culture and climate are often
conceptualized as global or “molar” constructs, just as researchers
have focused on a culture or climate of fairness (Colquitt
et al., 2002), engagement (Albrecht, 2014), and innovation
or adaptability (e.g., Costanza et al., 2016), it also makes
conceptual sense to focus on a “culture or climate for change.”
For present purposes, organizational change culture refers to
espoused and experienced organizational values (Schein, 1990;
Argyris, 1993) that are relevant to ongoing change. Such
values include innovation, creativity, intrapreneurship, flexibility,
responsiveness, nimbleness, and adaptability (e.g., Brown and
Leigh, 1996; Denison et al., 2014; Gawke et al., 2019). Change
climate could refer to employee perceptions about whether
their organization’s policies, practices, procedures, and expected
behaviors are supportive of, and promote, organizational change
(Schneider et al., 1996).

Overall, there is considerable research evidence showing that
the organizational resources and the organizational context are
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critically important to organizational success, particularly in
constantly changing organization environments (Armenakis and
Harris, 2009). Figure 1 proposes that when senior leaders actively
promote, sponsor, resource, and support ongoing organizational
change, they will directly or indirectly influence an organization’s
change capability, culture and climate for change, individual
employee change resources, and change engagement. Table 1
shows a non-exhaustive list of change-related organizational
resources that have been shown to contribute to successful
ongoing organizational change.

JOB-RELATED CHANGE RESOURCES

As previously noted, the willingness of individual employees to
change the way they think, feel, and behave, to a very large
extent, determines the success of organizational change initiatives
(Armenakis et al., 1993; By, 2005). Meta-analyses have shown
that job-level employee experiences have an important influence
on a wide range of attitudinal, behavioral, and performance
outcomes (Morgeson and Humphrey, 2006; Crawford et al., 2010;
Christian et al., 2011). It is therefore important to be able to
identify change-related job-level experiences that can influence
employee attitudes to change. Change-related job resources
are here defined as the psychological, physical, technological,
informational, financial, and social supports; arrangements; and
supplies perceived by employees as available to help them
successfully adopt and adapt to the organizational changes that
impact their job role.

It has been well-established by change researchers that job-
level resources such information about change, participation
in change, supervisor support for change, decision-making
autonomy, and career development opportunities are positively
associated with positive employee evaluations of organizational
change (e.g., Miller et al., 1994; Wanberg and Banas, 2000;
Jimmieson et al., 2004; Armenakis and Harris, 2009; van
Emmerik et al., 2009; Choi, 2011). Employees who report that
they have opportunities to participate in the design and execution
of change and who perceive their managers as competent
and trustworthy have been shown to be more change ready
and to participate more fully in change processes (Elias and
Mittal, 2011). Opportunities to learn and to develop new
skills through organizational change have also been shown
to result in more positive employee attitudes to change
(Wanous et al., 2000).

Consistent with JD-R theory (Bakker and Demerouti,
2014), Figure 1 shows change-related job resources directly
influencing employee change engagement. As previously noted,
both engagement and change engagement are “high-arousal”
constructs, and therefore, just as job resources have been
shown to lead to engagement, change-related job resources
will likely lead to change engagement. Table 1 notes a
number of specific change-related job resources that have
been identified as positively influencing employee attitudes to
change. Analogous to JD-R theory, Figure 1 also shows job-
related change resources directly influencing change-related
personal resources.

CHANGE-RELATED PERSONAL
RESOURCES

Extrapolating from engagement research showing the influence
of personal resources [e.g., Psychological Capital (PsyCap;
Luthans et al., 2007), meaning-making, and organization-based
self-esteem] on engagement (e.g., Xanthopoulou et al., 2007),
it is here proposed that change-related personal resources will
influence change engagement. Change-related personal resources
refer to enduring psychological states, or mindsets, which shape
an individual’s ability to successfully adapt to a changing work
environment. Broaden and build theory (Fredrickson, 2001)
suggests that the availability of change-related personal resources
will serve to expand an employee’s thought and action repertoire
and thereby result in their increased receptiveness to change
and more active experimentation with change. In support of this
reasoning, researchers have examined the relationship between
PsyCap, or its constituent constructs of self-efficacy, optimism,
hope, and resilience, on attitudes and reactions to change (e.g.,
Jimmieson et al., 2004; Hicks and Knies, 2015; Lizar et al., 2015;
Kirrane et al., 2016). Jimmieson et al. (2004), for example, using a
longitudinal design showed that change-related self-efficacy had
a direct influence on employee attitudes to change. Furthermore,
given that optimism entails viewing the environment positively
and anticipating the need to successfully manage different
events, it is likely that change-related optimism will also be
positively associated with change engagement. Similarly, and
again consistent with broaden and build theory, it is likely
that individuals with higher levels of change-related hope and
resilience will be more positively predisposed to change and more
likely to find ways to successfully adapt to change (Rutter, 1985;
Ryff and Singer, 1996; Fugate, 2013).

As per Table 1, additional change-related personal resources
might include constructs such as change-related mindsets,
change-related self-management, change-related self-leadership,
change-related job crafting, change-related psychological safety,
and change-related resilience, optimism, and hope. Personality
traits such as negative affectivity, conscientiousness, openness to
change, and neuroticism, which have been shown to influence
employee attitudes to change (Oreg, 2003; Oreg et al., 2011;
Vakola et al., 2013), are not included in Table 1 because
personal resources are generally conceptualized to be more
malleable and open to development than personality traits
(Luthans et al., 2006).

Overall, the proposed influence of personal resources on
attitudes to change reflects the widely held view that change is
not possible without employees having the personal resources
they need to manage and change their attitudes and behaviors
(By, 2005; van den Heuvel et al., 2009). Figure 1 proposes
that change-related personal resources will directly influence
employee change engagement and change outcomes.

CHANGE-RELATED JOB DEMANDS

Consistent with JD-R literature that examines the influence of
both job resources and job demands on individual engagement
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and associated outcomes, it is important to also look at the factors
that may result in negative employee change experiences and
that may adversely influence the extent to which they are open
to, or engaged in, change. Change-related job demands refer to
intellectual, physical, psychological, and social responses required
by employees in a changing work environment that deplete their
energy and well-being.

Beyond demands such as work pressure, role ambiguity, role
conflict, job insecurity, daily hassles, and emotional demands
(Albrecht et al., 2015) that form part of an employee’s
everyday work experience, change-related job demands will likely
become increasingly salient within the context of continuous
organizational change. Employees are likely to experience
increased demands during times of organizational change
because they have to learn new skills, routines, and cultures
and because change may disrupt existing coworker relationships
and networks (van Emmerik et al., 2009). Researchers have
identified workload (Simpson, 1998), uncertainty (Ashford,
1988; Bordia et al., 2004), job insecurity (Rafferty et al.,
2013), role conflict (Rafferty and Griffin, 2006), role ambiguity
(Smollan, 2015), and emotional demands (van Emmerik et al.,
2009) as job and organizational demands that can adversely
influence employee attitudes to change. Lee et al. (2017)
argued that if employees experience such demands, “they
are more likely to negatively respond to the change and
disengage themselves from organizational change” (p. 505).
Furthermore, and in line with JD-R theory, because they
require sustained physical or psychological effort, change-
related demands will deplete employee energy and potentially
lead to adverse employee outcomes such as exhaustion,
stress, and reduced well-being (Miller et al., 1994; Fein
et al., 2017). Figure 1 shows change-related demands being
directly associated with change-specific personal resources and
change engagement. Table 1 identifies a number of change-
specific demands (e.g., change-related role ambiguity, change-
related job insecurity, and change-related work intensification)
that may directly or indirectly impact personal resources,
employee change engagement, and associated downstream
organizational outcomes.

DISCUSSION

In this article, we have offered a model that draws from well-
established research and practice. We have argued that change
engagement is an important construct to be considered in
future change-related research. The construct is important, given
that contemporary organizations are looking for employees
who, rather than being passively non-resistant to change,
are energized and motivated by change and prepared to
invest personal energy in the planning, implementation,
review, and evaluation of change. We propose that change
engagement, by virtue of its motivational and agentic qualities,
provides a potentially valuable analog to the construct of
employee engagement that has resonated very deeply with
executives and employees in contemporary organizational
contexts (Macey and Schneider, 2008).

In this article, we have argued that the proposed CEM
can, after validation, parallel the JD-R model in generating
interest and traction in the academic change literature and in
the practice of organizational change. As with the JD-R, the
proposed CEM has the advantage of being both flexible and
comprehensive (Bakker and Demerouti, 2014). With respect
to flexibility, although the example resources and demands
identified in Table 1 are likely to be relevant to the context
of ongoing organizational change, additional change-related
resources and demands may be more or less salient dependent
upon any specific change context under consideration. With
respect to comprehensiveness, the model prompts consideration
of the influence of organizational, job, and personal resources
on employee attitudes to change. In this sense, the model
highlights the importance of organizations adopting a “systems”
approach to organizational change, whereby organizational, job,
and personal resources are appropriately measured, embedded,
and developed. Furthermore, as with the JD-R, the model can
easily be extended to include both positive and negative attitudes
to change and a range of additional organizational outcomes.

Practical Implications
In practical terms, the proposed model can potentially be used
to help organizations develop an easily communicated common
language around change. Furthermore, the model or framework
can potentially provide for the development of a practically
useful diagnostic for organizations wanting to comprehensively
understand and manage what they can do to optimize employee
attitudes to change. Using the model and Table 1 as a basis
for developing a survey or an interview protocol, organizations
will potentially be able to collect qualitative and quantitative
data about how employees are experiencing differing aspects of
change and subsequently allocate and develop organizational, job,
and personal resources as appropriate. The elements in Table 1
provide a mix of potential top-down and bottom-up targets for
resource-boosting interventions (van den Heuvel et al., 2013) that
could be helpful for managers, change agents, employees, and
other related stakeholders. More generally, the model reinforces
the importance of organizations creating system-level change
capability (Judge and Douglas, 2009) that enables the successful
implementation and adoption of ongoing organizational change.
Organizations that develop change capability through change-
conducive senior leadership, cultures, climates, and job-level
resources are likely to have employees who are more positively
and proactively predisposed to change.

Future Research
Given the conceptual nature of the article, empirical research is
needed to test and substantiate the constructs and relationships
proposed. Additional research is needed to establish the construct
validity of change engagement and its discriminant validity with
respect to existing measures of openness to change, willingness
to change, and resistance to change. Similarly, research is
needed to establish the validity with respect to measures of
change-related organizational resources, job resources, personal
resources, and job demands.
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With respect to organizational resources, Fugate (2013)
noted that although “many HRM practices have been identified
as drivers of organizational change—‘training, recruitment,
selection, and socialization of new employees; changes in
performance appraisal criteria; and incentives and rewards’
(Whelan-Berry and Somerville, 2010)—empirical research
involving these practices was very limited in the past decade”
(p. 187). Research is still needed to develop measures of
organizational and HRM capability and to determine the strength
of their association with change engagement. More research
is also needed to establish the constructs of change-oriented
organizational climate and culture and to examine the extent to
which they are predictive of change engagement and downstream
change-related and organizational outcomes.

With respect to job-relevant factors, researchers have called
for further research regarding the relationships between job-
level characteristics, engagement, and positive attitudes toward
change (e.g., Rafferty and Griffin, 2006; van den Heuvel
et al., 2017). Table 1 identifies a number of job-related
change resources and demands that potentially can influence
employee engagement in change. More research is needed,
however, to develop defensible measures of such constructs
and to determine the types of job resources and demands that
have a salient influence on employee engagement in change.
With respect to personal resources, Table 1 also identifies a
number of personal resources that we propose will influence
change engagement. Change-related psychological safety, for
instance, might prove to be an important moderator or
mediator of the relationships between job-related resources
and employee change engagement. Change-related adaptations
of existing constructs such as PsyCap (Luthans et al., 2007)
might also be developed, and an assessment made of their
relationships with change engagement. The moderating influence
of personality factors such as dispositional openness to
experience, conscientiousness, locus of control, and tolerance
for ambiguity on the relationships presented in the model
is also an obvious and important area for future research.
Moreover, additional research across a number of change-
related personal resources will help researchers and practitioners
further tap into the explanatory mechanisms that, in part,
account for the relationships between job-relevant job features
and change engagement. We agree with Bouckenooghe (2012),
who argued that there is a need for further understanding of

how attitudes to change may develop and evolve differently in
response to the ongoing and constant change that characterizes
contemporary organizational contexts. We contend that the CEM
proposed provides a potentially useful framework within which
to conduct such research.

CONCLUSION

Considering the increasing pace of organizational change, it is
essential that researchers further develop an understanding of
the factors that drive positive attitudes toward change. This is
because the extent to which employees adopt or resist change
has a clear impact on the amount of implementation effort, cost,
and success of ongoing organizational change. In this article, we
propose that the construct of change engagement is a desirable
and adaptive positive psychological state and propose a model
consisting of organizational, job, and personal change-related
resources and demands that organizations can potentially use
to self-assess the likelihood of their employees being change
engaged. The model draws from engagement theory (Bakker and
Demerouti, 2014) and an elaborated JD-R (Albrecht et al., 2015)
to integrate constructs drawn from the change literature into a
coherent and theoretically defensible framework. As previously
noted, the model therefore goes some way toward addressing the
lack of theoretical underpinning and integration in the research
on organizational change (Oreg et al., 2011; Straatmann et al.,
2016). After being subjected to validation processes, the model
can potentially help organizations understand how to allocate
their energies and resources to better ensure employees adopt,
support, and promote ongoing organizational change. Although
change engagement does not assume the mindless and uncritical
acceptance of change, organizations that have well-developed
and integrated change resources and capabilities will be better
equipped to face the challenges and opportunities associated with
ongoing organizational change.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

SA was responsible for conceptualizing the constructs and
the model. All authors contributed equally to the writing
of the manuscript.

REFERENCES
Abraham, R. (2000). Organizational cynicism: Bases and consequences. Gen. Soc.

Gener. Psychol. Monogr. 126, 269–292.
Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behaviour. Organiz. Behav. Hum. Decis.

Proces. 50, 179–211.
Ajzen, I., and Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and predicting social

behavior. Upper Saddle River: Prentice-Hall.
Albrecht, S. L. (2010). “Employee engagement: 10 key questions for research and

practice,” in Handbook of employee engagement: Perspectives, issues, research and
practice, ed. S. L. Albrecht (Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing), 3–19.

Albrecht, S. L. (2014). “A climate for engagement: Some theory, models, measures,
research and practical applications,” in The handbook of organizational climate

and culture: Antecedents, consequences, and practice, eds B. Schneider and
K. Barbera (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press), 400–414.

Albrecht, S. L., Bakker, A. B., Gruman, J. A., Macey, W. H., and Saks, A. M. (2015).
Employee engagement, human resource management practices and competitive
advantage. J. Organiz. Effect.: People Perform. 2, 7–35.

Albrecht, S. L., Breidahl, E., and Marty, A. (2018). Organizational resources,
organizational engagement climate, and employee engagement. Career Devel.
Int. 23, 67–85. doi: 10.1108/cdi-04-2017-0064

Andersson, L. M., and Bateman, T. S. (1997). Cynicism in the workplace: Some
causes and effects. J. Organiz. Behav. 18, 449–469. doi: 10.1002/(sici)1099-
1379(199709)18:5<449::aid-job808>3.0.co;2-o

Argyris, C. (1993). Knowledge for action: A guide to overcoming barriers to
organizational change. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 8 November 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 531944

https://doi.org/10.1108/cdi-04-2017-0064
https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1099-1379(199709)18:5<449::aid-job808>3.0.co;2-o
https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1099-1379(199709)18:5<449::aid-job808>3.0.co;2-o
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-11-531944 November 2, 2020 Time: 17:41 # 9

Albrecht et al. Change Engagement Model

Armenakis, A. A., and Bedeian, A. G. (1999). Organizational change: A review
of theory and research in the 1990s. J. Manag. 25, 293–315. doi: 10.1177/
014920639902500303

Armenakis, A. A., and Harris, S. G. (2009). Reflections: Our journey in
organizational change research and practice. J. Change Manag. 9, 127–142.
doi: 10.1080/14697010902879079

Armenakis, A. A., Harris, S. G., and Field, H. S. (1999). “Making change
permanent: A model for institutionalizing change interventions,” in Research
in organizational change and development, eds W. A. Pasmore and R. W.
Woodman (New York, NY: JAI Press), 97–128. doi: 10.1016/s0897-3016(99)
12005-6

Armenakis, A. A., Harris, S. G., and Mossholder, K. W. (1993). Creating
readiness for organizational change. Hum. Relat. 46, 681–703. doi: 10.1177/
001872679304600601

Ashford, S. J. (1988). Individual strategies for coping with stress during
organizational transitions. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 24, 19–36. doi: 10.1177/
0021886388241005

Augustsson, H., Richter, A., Hasson, H., von Thiele, and Schwarz, U. (2017).
The need for dual openness to change: A longitudinal study evaluating the
impact of employees’ openness to organizational change content and process
on intervention outcomes. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 53, 349–368. doi: 10.1177/
0021886317691930

Bakker, A. B., Albrecht, S. L., and Leiter, M. P. (2011). Key questions regarding work
engagement. Eur. J. Work Organiz. Psychol. 20, 4–28. doi: 10.1080/1359432x.
2010.485352

Bakker, A. B., and Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands-resources model: State
of the art. J. Manager. Psychol. 22, 309–328. doi: 10.1108/02683940710733115

Bakker, A. B., and Demerouti, E. (2008). Towards a model of work engagement.
Career Devel. Int. 13, 209–223. doi: 10.1108/13620430810870476

Bakker, A. B., and Demerouti, E. (2014). “Job demands-resources theory,” in
Wellbeing: A Complete Reference Guide, Vol. 3, eds P. Y. Chen and C. L.
Cooper (Chichester, UK: Wiley Blackwell), 37–64. doi: 10.1002/9781118539415.
wbwell019

Bakker, A. B., and Demerouti, E. (2018). “Multiple levels in job demands-resources
theory: Implications for employee well-being and performance,” in Handbook
of wellbeing, eds E. Diener, S. Oishi, and L. Tay (Salt Lake City, UT: DEF
Publishers. doi:nobascholar.com).

Barrick, M. R., Thurgood, G. R., Smith, T. A., and Courtright, S. H. (2015).
Collective organizational engagement: Linking motivational antecedents,
strategic implementation, and firm performance. Acad. Manag. J. 58, 111–135.
doi: 10.5465/amj.2013.0227

Bellou, V., Xanthopoulou, D., and Gkorezis, P. (2018). “Organizational change and
employee functioning: Investigating boundary conditions,” in Organizational
change: Psychological effects and strategies for coping, eds M. Vakola and P.
Petrou (New York, NY: Routledge), 15–26. doi: 10.4324/9781315386102-2

Bennett, N., and Lemoine, G. J. (2014). What VUCA really means for you. Boston:
Harvard Business Review.

Bordia, P., Hobman, E., Jones, E., Gallois, C., and Callan, V. J. (2004).
Uncertainty during organizational change: Types, consequences, and
management strategies. J. Bus. Psychol. 18, 507–532. doi: 10.1023/B:
JOBU.0000028449.99127.f7

Bouckenooghe, D. (2010). Positioning change recipients’ attitudes toward change
in the organizational change literature. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 46, 500–531. doi:
10.1177/0021886310367944

Bouckenooghe, D. (2012). The role of organizational politics, contextual resources,
and formal communication on change. (recipients’)commitment to change: A
multilevel study. Eur. J. Work Organiz. Psychol. 21, 575–602. doi: 10.1080/
1359432x.2011.591573

Brown, S. P., and Leigh, T. W. (1996). A new look at psychological climate and its
relationship to job involvement, effort, and performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 81,
358–368. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.358

By, R. T. (2005). Organisational change management: A critical review. J. Change
Manag. 5, 369–380. doi: 10.1080=14697010500359250

Caldwell, S. (2013). “Change and fit, fit and change,” in The psychology of
organizational change: Viewing change from the employee’s perspective, eds S.
Oreg and A. Michel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 255–274. doi:
10.1017/cbo9781139096690.017

Chawla, A., and Kelloway, K. E. (2004). Predicting openness and
commitment to change. Leader. Organiz. Devel. J. 25, 485–498.
doi: 10.1108/01437730410556734

Choi, M. (2011). Employees’ attitudes toward organizational change: A literature
review. Hum. Resour. Manag. 50, 479–500. doi: 10.1002/hrm.20434

Christian, M. S., Garza, A. S., and Slaughter, J. E. (2011). Work engagement:
a quantitative review and test of its relations with task and contextual
performance. Person. Psychol. 64, 89–136. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.
01203.x

Colquitt, J. A., Noe, R. A., and Jackson, C. L. (2002). Justice in teams: Antecedents
and consequences of procedural justice climate. Person. Psychol. 55, 83–109.
doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2002.tb00104.x

Costanza, D. P., Blacksmith, N., Coats, M. R., Severt, J. B., and DeCostanza, A. H.
(2016). The effect of adaptive organizational culture on long-term survival.
J. Bus. Psychol. 31, 361–381. doi: 10.1007/s10869-015-9420-y

Crawford, E. R., LePine, J. A., and Rich, B. L. (2010). Linking job demands and
resources to employee engagement and burnout: A theoretical extension and
meta-analytic test. J. Appl. Psychol. 95, 834–848. doi: 10.1037/a0019364

De Meuse, K. P., Marks, L., and Dai, G. (2010). “Organizational downsizing,
mergers and acquisitions, and strategic alliances: Using theory and research
to enhance practice,” in APA Handbook of Industrial and Organizational
Psychology, ed. S. Zedeck (Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association), 729–768. doi: 10.1037/12171-021

Denison, D., Nieminen, L., and Kotrba, L. (2014). Diagnosing organizational
cultures: A conceptual and empirical review of culture effectiveness surveys.
Eur. J. Work Organiz. Psychol. 23, 145–161. doi: 10.1080/1359432x.2012.713173

Dhensa-Kahlon, R. K., Coyle-Shapiro, J. A., and Shapiro, D. L. (2015). “Let’s talk!
Exploring talk as a recovery mechanism from workplace injustice,” in Academy
of Management Proceedings, (Briarcliff Manor, NY: Academy of Management),
14652. doi: 10.5465/ambpp.2015.14652abstract

Elias, S. M. (2009). Employee commitment in times of change: Assessing the
importance of attitudes toward organizational change. J. Manag. 35, 37–55.
doi: 10.1177/0149206307308910

Elias, S. M., and Mittal, R. (2011). The importance of supervisor support for
a change initiative: An analysis of job satisfaction and involvement. Int. J.
Organiz. Analy. 19, 305–316. doi: 10.1108/19348831111173432

Fein, E. C., Skinner, N., and Machin, M. A. (2017). Work intensification, work–
life interference, stress, and well-being in Australian workers. Int. Stud. Manag.
Organiz. 47, 360–371. doi: 10.1080/00208825.2017.1382271

Ford, J. D., Ford, L. W., and D’Amelio, A. (2008). Resistance to change: The
rest of the story. Acad. Manag. Rev. 33, 362–377. doi: 10.5465/amr.2008.
31193235

Fredrickson, B. (2001). The role of positive emotions in positive psychology: the
broaden and build theory of positive emotions. Am. Psychol. 56, 218–226.
doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.56.3.218

Fugate, M. (2012). “The impact of leadership, management, and HRM on
employee reactions to organizational change,” in Research in Personnel and
Human Resources Management, eds J. J. Martocchio, A. Joshi, and H. Liao
(New York, NY: Emerald Group Publishing Limited), 177–208. doi: 10.1108/
s0742-7301(2012)0000031007

Fugate, M. (2013). “Capturing the positive experience of change: Antecedents,
processes, and consequences,” in The psychology of organizational change:
Viewing change from the employee’s perspective, eds S. Oreg, A. Michel, and
R. T. By (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press), 15–39. doi: 10.1017/
cbo9781139096690.003

Gawke, J. C., Gorgievski, M. J., and Bakker, A. B. (2019). Measuring
intrapreneurship at the individual level: Development and validation of the
Employee Intrapreneurship Scale (EIS). Eur. Manag. 37, 806–817. doi: 10.1016/
j.emj.2019.03.001

Ghitulescu, B. E. (2006). Making change happen: The impact of work context on
adaptive and proactive behaviors. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 49, 206–245. doi: 10.1177/
0021886312469254

González-Romá, V., Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., and Lloret, S. (2006). Burnout
and work engagement: Independent factors or opposite poles? J. Vocat. Behav.
68, 165–174. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2005.01.003

Halbesleben, J. R. B. (2010). “A meta-analysis of work engagement: relationships
with burnout, demands, resources and consequences,” in Work engagement: A

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 9 November 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 531944

https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639902500303
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639902500303
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697010902879079
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0897-3016(99)12005-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0897-3016(99)12005-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679304600601
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679304600601
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886388241005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886388241005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886317691930
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886317691930
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2010.485352
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2010.485352
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430810870476
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118539415.wbwell019
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118539415.wbwell019
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0227
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315386102-2
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOBU.0000028449.99127.f7
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOBU.0000028449.99127.f7
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886310367944
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886310367944
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2011.591573
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2011.591573
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.358
https://doi.org/10.1080=14697010500359250
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139096690.017
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139096690.017
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437730410556734
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20434
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01203.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01203.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2002.tb00104.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-015-9420-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019364
https://doi.org/10.1037/12171-021
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2012.713173
https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2015.14652abstract
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307308910
https://doi.org/10.1108/19348831111173432
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.2017.1382271
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.31193235
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.31193235
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.3.218
https://doi.org/10.1108/s0742-7301(2012)0000031007
https://doi.org/10.1108/s0742-7301(2012)0000031007
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139096690.003
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139096690.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2019.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2019.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886312469254
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886312469254
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2005.01.003
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-11-531944 November 2, 2020 Time: 17:41 # 10

Albrecht et al. Change Engagement Model

handbook of essential theory and research, eds A. B. Bakker and M. P. Leiter
(New York, NY: Psychology Press), 102–117.

Herscovitch, L., and Meyer, J. P. (2002). Commitment to organizational change:
Extension of a three-component model. J. Appl. Psychol. 87, 474–487. doi:
10.1037/0021-9010.87.3.474

Hicks, R. E., and Knies, E.-M. (2015). Psychological capital, adaptability, coping
with change, and employee engagement in a multinational company. J. Int. Bus.
Discipl. 10, 36–51.

Holt, D. T., Armenakis, A. A., Field, H. S., and Harris, S. G. (2007). Readiness for
organizational change: The systematic development of a scale. J. Appl. Behav.
Sci. 43, 232–255.

Inceoglu, I., and Fleck, S. (2010). “Engagement as a motivational construct,” in
Handbook of employee engagement: Perspectives, issues, research and practice,
ed. S. L. Albrecht (Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing), 74–86.

Iverson, R. (1996). Employee acceptance of organizational change: The role of
organizational commitment. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 7, 122–149. doi:
10.1080/09585199600000121

Jick, T. D., and Sturtevant, K. D. M. (2017). Taking stock of 30 years of change
management: Is it time for a reboot? Res. Organiz. Change Devel. 25, 33–79.
doi: 10.1108/S0897-301620170000025002

Jimmieson, N., Terry, D., and Callan, V. (2004). A longitudinal study of employee
adaptation to organizational change: The role of change-related information
and change-related self-efficacy. J. Occupat. Health Psychol. 9, 11–27. doi: 10.
1037/1076-8998.9.1.11

Jones, S. L., and Van de Ven, A. H. (2016). The changing nature of change
resistance: An examination of the moderating impact of time. J. Appl. Behav.
Sci. 52, 482–506. doi: 10.1177/0021886316671409

Judge, W., and Douglas, T. (2009). Organizational change capacity: The systematic
development of a scale. J. Organiz. Change Manag. 22, 635–649. doi: 10.1108/
09534810910997041

Kirrane, M., Lennon, M., O’Connor, C., and Fu, N. (2016). Linking perceived
management support with employees’ readiness for change: the mediating role
of psychological capital. J. Change Manag. 17, 1–20. doi: 10.1080/14697017.
2016.1214615

Kotter, J. P. (1990). How leadership differs from management. New York: Free Press
240, 59–68.

Lee, K., Sharif, M., Scandura, T., and Kim, J. (2017). Procedural justice as a
moderator of the relationship between organizational change intensity and
commitment to organizational change. J. Organiz. Change Manag. 30, 501–524.
doi: 10.1108/JOCM-08-2015-0139

Lewin, K. (1946). Action research and minority problems. J. Soc. Issues 2, 34–46.
doi: 10.1111/j.1540-4560.1946.tb02295.x

Lewin, K. (1947). Frontiers of group dynamics: concept, method and reality in
social science, social equilibria, and social change. Hum. Relat. 1, 5–41. doi:
10.1177/001872674700100103

Lewin, K. (1951). Field theory in social science. New York, NY: Harper and Row, 6.
Lines, R. (2005). The structure and function of attitudes toward organizational

change. Hum. Resour. Devel. Rev. 4, 8–32. doi: 10.1177/1534484304273818
Lizar, A. A., Mangundjaya, W. L. H., and Rachmawan, A. (2015). The role of

psychological capital and psychological empowerment on individual readiness
for change. J. Dev. Areas 49, 343–352. doi: 10.1353/jda.2015.0063

Luthans, F., Avey, J. B., Avolio, B. J., Norman, S. M., and Combs, G. M. (2006).
Psychological capital development: Toward a micro-intervention. J. Organiz.
Behav. 27, 387–393. doi: 10.1002/job.373

Luthans, F., Avolio, B. J., Avey, J. B., and Norman, S. M. (2007). Positive
psychological capital: Measurement and relationship with performance and
satisfaction. Person. Psychol. 60, 541–572. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.
00083.x

Macey, W. H., and Schneider, B. (2008). The meaning of employee engagement.
Industr. Organiz. Psychol. Perspect. Sci. Pract. 1, 3–30.

Macey, W. H., Schneider, B., Barbera, K. M., and Young, S. A. (2009). Employee
engagement: Tools for analysis, practice, and competitive advantage. Malder, MA:
Wiley.

Marinova, S. V., Peng, C., Lorinkova, N., Van Dyne, L., and Chiaburu, D.
(2015). Change-oriented behavior: A meta-analysis of individual, and job
design predictors. J. Vocat. Behav. 88, 104–120. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2015.
02.006

Mathews, B., and Linski, C. M. (2016). Shifting the paradigm: Reevaluating
resistance to organizational change. J. Organiz. Change Manag. 29, 963–972.
doi: 10.1108/JOCM-03-2016-0058

Matthysen, M., and Harris, M. (2018). The relationship between readiness
to change and work engagement: A case study in an accounting firm
undergoing change. SA J. Human Resour. Manag. 16:a855. doi: 10.4102/sajhrm.
v16i0.855

Michel, A., and Gonzáles-Morales, M. G. (2013). “Reactions to organizational
change: An integrated model of health predictors, intervening variables,
and outcomes,” in The psychology of organizational change: Viewing change
from the employee’s perspective, eds S. Oreg, A. Michel, and R. T. By
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 65–91. doi: 10.1017/cbo9781139096
690.006

Miller, D. (2011). Successful change: How to implement change through people. West
Sussex, UK: Changefirst Ltd.

Miller, V. D., Johnson, J. R., and Grau, J. (1994). Antecedents to willingness to
participate in planned organizational change. J. Appl. Commun. Res. 22, 59–80.
doi: 10.1080/00909889409365387

Morgeson, F. P., and Humphrey, S. E. (2006). The work design questionnaire
(WDQ): Developing and validating a comprehensive measure for assessing job
design and the nature of work. J. Appl. Psychol. 91, 1321–1339. doi: 10.1037/
0021-9010.91.6.1321

Oreg, S. (2003). Resistance to change: Developing and individual differences
measure. J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 680–693. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.4.680

Oreg, S., By, R. T., and Michel, A. (2013). “Introduction,” in The psychology of
organizational change: Viewing change from the employee’s perspective, eds S.
Oreg, A. Michel, and R. T. By (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 3–14.

Oreg, S., Vakola, M., and Armenakis, A. (2011). Change recipients’ reactions to
organizational change: A 60-year review of quantitative studies. J. Appl. Behav.
Sci. 47, 461–524. doi: 10.1177/0021886310396550

Pettigrew, A. M., Woodman, R. W., and Cameron, K. S. (2001). Studying
organizational change and development: Challenges for future research. Acad.
Manag. J. 44, 697–713. doi: 10.2307/3069411

Piderit, S. K. (2000). Rethinking resistance and rethinking ambivalence: A
multidimensional view of attitudes toward organizational change. Acad. Manag.
Rev. 25, 783–794. doi: 10.5465/amr.2000.3707722

Pluta, A., and Rudawska, A. (2016). Holistic approach to human resources and
organizational acceleration. J. Organiz. Change Manag. 29, 293–309. doi: 10.
1108/JOCM-11-2014-0210

Rafferty, A., Jimmieson, N. L., and Restubog, S. L. D. (2013). “When leadership
meets organizational change: The influence of the top management team and
supervisory leaders on change appraisal, change attitudes, and adjustment to
change,” in The psychology of organizational change: Viewing change from the
employee’s perspective, eds S. Oreg, A. Michel, and R. T. By (Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press).

Rafferty, A. E., and Griffin, M. A. (2006). Perceptions of organizational change: A
stress and coping perspective. J. Appl. Psychol. 91, 1154–1162. doi: 10.1037/
0021-9010.91.5.1154

Rafferty, A. E., and Minbashian, A. (2019). Cognitive beliefs and positive
emotions about change: Relationships with employee change readiness and
change-supportive behaviors. Hum. Relat. 72, 1623–1650. doi: 10.1177/
0018726718809154

Russell, J. A. (2003). Core affect and the psychological construction of emotion.
Psychol. Rev. 110, 145–172. doi: 10.1037/0033-295x.110.1.145

Rutter, M. (1985). Resilience in the face of adversity: protective factors and
resistance to psychiatric disorder. Br. J. Psychiatry 147, 598–611. doi: 10.1192/
bjp.147.6.598

Ryff, C. D., and Singer, B. (1996). Psychological well-being: meaning, measurement,
and implications for psychotherapy research. Psychother. Psychosom. 65, 14–23.
doi: 10.1159/000289026

Schaufeli, W. B. (2013). “What is engagement?,” in Employee engagement in theory
and practice, eds C. Truss, K. Alfes, R. Delbridge, A. Shantz, and E. Soane
(London, UK: Routledge), 15–35.

Schein, E. H. (1990). Organizational culture. Am. Psychol. 45, 109–119.
Schneider, B., Brief, A. P., and Guzzo, R. A. (1996). Creating a climate and culture

for sustainable organizational change. Organiz. Dynam. 24, 7–19. doi: 10.1016/
S0090-2616(96)90010-8

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 10 November 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 531944

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.3.474
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.3.474
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585199600000121
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585199600000121
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0897-301620170000025002
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.1.11
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.1.11
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886316671409
https://doi.org/10.1108/09534810910997041
https://doi.org/10.1108/09534810910997041
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2016.1214615
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2016.1214615
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-08-2015-0139
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1946.tb02295.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872674700100103
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872674700100103
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484304273818
https://doi.org/10.1353/jda.2015.0063
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.373
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00083.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00083.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-03-2016-0058
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v16i0.855
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v16i0.855
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139096690.006
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139096690.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/00909889409365387
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1321
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1321
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.4.680
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886310396550
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069411
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2000.3707722
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-11-2014-0210
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-11-2014-0210
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1154
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1154
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726718809154
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726718809154
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.110.1.145
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.147.6.598
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.147.6.598
https://doi.org/10.1159/000289026
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0090-2616(96)90010-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0090-2616(96)90010-8
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-11-531944 November 2, 2020 Time: 17:41 # 11

Albrecht et al. Change Engagement Model

Schneider, B., Yost, A. B., Kropp, A., Kind, C., and Lam, H. (2018).
Workforce engagement: What it is, what drives it, and why it matters for
organizational performance. J. Organiz. Behav. 39, 462–480. doi: 10.1002/
job.2244

Shipton, H., West, M. A., Dawson, J., Birdi, K., and Patterson, M. (2006). HRM as a
predictor of innovation. Hum. Resour. Manag. J. 16, 3–27. doi: 10.1111/j.1748-
8583.2006.00002.x

Shuck, B., Adelson, J. L., and Reio, T. G. Jr. (2017). The employee engagement scale:
initial evidence for construct validity and implications for theory and practice.
Hum. Resour. Manag. 56, 953–977. doi: 10.1002/hrm.21811

Simpson, R. (1998). Presenteeism, power and organizational change: Long hours
as a career barrier and the impact on the working lives of women managers. Br.
J. Manag. 9, 37–50. doi: 10.1111/1467-8551.9.s1.5

Smollan, R. K. (2015). Causes of stress before, during and after organizational
change: A qualitative study. J. Organiz. Change Manag. 28, 301–314. doi:
10.1108/jocm-03-2014-0055

Straatmann, T., Kohnke, O., Hattrup, K., and Muelle, K. (2016). Assessing
employees’ reactions to organizational change: An integrative framework of
change-specific psychological factors. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 52, 265–295. doi:
10.1177/0021886316655871

ten Have, S., ten Have, W., Huijsmans, A. B., and Otto, M. (Eds.) (2017).
“Introduction,” in Reconsidering change management: Applying evidence-based
insights in change management practice, (New York: Routledge), 1–14. doi:
10.1093/actrade/9780198836421.003.0001

Thundiyil, T. G., Chiaburu, D. S., Oh, I. S., Banks, G. C., and Peng, A. C. (2015).
Cynical about change? A preliminary meta-analysis and future research agenda.
J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 51, 429–450. doi: 10.1177/0021886315603122

Trahms, C. A., Ndofor, H. A., and Sirmon, D. G. (2013). Organizational decline and
turnaround: A review and agenda for future research. J. Manag. 39, 1277–1307.
doi: 10.1177/0149206312471390

Tsaousis, I., and Vakola, M. (2018). “Measuring change recipients’ reactions:
The development and psychometric evaluation of the CRRE scale,” in
Organizational change: Psychological effects and strategies for coping, eds
M. Vakola and P. Petrou (Oxford, UK: Routledge), 114–127. doi: 10.4324/
9781315386102-9

Vakola, M. (2013). Multilevel readiness to organizational change: A conceptual
approach. J. Change Manag. 13, 96–109. doi: 10.1080/14697017.2013.
768436

Vakola, M., Armenakis, A., and Oreg, S. (2013). “Reactions to organizational
change from an individual differences perspective: A review of empirical
research,”in Psychology of Organizational Change: Viewing Change from the
Employee’s Perspective, eds S. Oreg & A. Michel, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press), 95–122. doi: 10.1017/cbo9781139096690.008

Vakola, M., and Nikolaou, I. (2005). Attitudes towards organizational change:
What is the role of employees’ stress and commitment? Empl. Relat. 27,
160–174. doi: 10.1108/01425450510572685

Vakola, M., and Petrou, P. (2018). Organizational change: Psychological effects and
strategies for coping. Oxford, UK: Routledge.

van den Heuvel, M., Demerouti, E., and Bakker, A. B. (2013). How psychological
resources facilitate adaptation to organizational change. Eur. J. Work Organiz.
Psychol. 23, 847–858. doi: 10.1080/1359432X.2013.817057

van den Heuvel, M., Demerouti, E., Schaufeli, W. B., and Bakker, A. B.
(2010). “Personal resources and work engagement in the face of change,” in
Contemporary occupational health psychology: Global perspectives on research
and practice, eds J. Houdmont and S. Leka (Chichester, UK: John Wiley & Sons
Ltd), 124–150. doi: 10.1002/9780470661550.ch7

van den Heuvel, M., Demerouti, E., Schreurs, B. H. J., Bakker, A. B., and Schaufeli,
W. B. (2009). Does meaning-making help during organizational change?
Development and validation of a new scale. Career Devel. Int. 14, 508–533.
doi: 10.1108/13620430910997277

van den Heuvel, S., Freese, C., Schalk, R., and van Assen, M. (2017). How change
information influences attitudes toward change and turnover intention. Leader.
Organiz. Devel. J. 38, 398–418. doi: 10.1108/lodj-03-2015-0052

van Emmerik, H., Bakker, A. B., and Euwema, M. C. (2009). Explaining employees’
evaluations of organizational change with the job-demands resources model.
Career Devel. Int. 14, 594–613. doi: 10.1108/13620430910997312

Wanberg, C. R., and Banas, J. T. (2000). Predictors and outcomes of openness to
change in a reorganizing workplace. J. Appl. Psychol. 85, 132–142. doi: 10.1037/
0021-9010.85.1.132

Wanous, J. P., Reichers, A. E., and Austin, J. T. (2000). Cynicism about
organizational change: Measurement, antecedents, and correlates. Group
Organiz. Manag. 25, 132–153. doi: 10.1177/1059601100252003

Warr, P. (1990). The measurement of well-being and other aspects of mental health.
J. Occupat. Psychol. 63, 193–210. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8325.1990.tb00521.x

Whelan-Berry, K. S., and Somerville, K. A. (2010). Linking change drivers and the
organizational change process: A review and synthesis. J. Change Manag. 10,
175–193. doi: 10.1080/14697011003795651

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., and Schaufeli, W. B. (2007). The
role of personal resources in the job demands-resources model. Int. J. Stress
Manag. 14, 121–141. doi: 10.1037/1072-5245.14.2.121

Youssef-Morgan, C. M., and Bockorny, K. M. (2013). “Engagement in the context
of positive psychology,” in Employee engagement in theory and practice, eds C.
Truss, K. Alfes, R. Delbridge, A. Shantz, and E. Soane (London, UK: Routledge),
36–56.

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2020 Albrecht, Connaughton, Foster, Furlong and Yeow. This is an
open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted,
provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the
original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic
practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply
with these terms.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 11 November 2020 | Volume 11 | Article 531944

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2244
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2244
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2006.00002.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2006.00002.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21811
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.9.s1.5
https://doi.org/10.1108/jocm-03-2014-0055
https://doi.org/10.1108/jocm-03-2014-0055
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886316655871
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886316655871
https://doi.org/10.1093/actrade/9780198836421.003.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/actrade/9780198836421.003.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886315603122
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312471390
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315386102-9
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315386102-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2013.768436
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2013.768436
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139096690.008
https://doi.org/10.1108/01425450510572685
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2013.817057
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470661550.ch7
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430910997277
https://doi.org/10.1108/lodj-03-2015-0052
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430910997312
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.132
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.132
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601100252003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1990.tb00521.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697011003795651
https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.14.2.121
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

	Change Engagement, Change Resources, and Change Demands: A Model for Positive Employee Orientations to Organizational Change
	Introduction
	Employee Engagement and the Job Demands–Resources Model
	Change Engagement
	Change Engagement, Change Resources, and Change Demands—A Model
	Change-Related Organizational Resources
	Job-Related Change Resources
	Change-Related Personal Resources
	Change-Related Job Demands
	Discussion
	Practical Implications
	Future Research

	Conclusion
	Author Contributions
	References


