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The purpose of this study was to find out the correlation between the theoretical model of 
the organization’s capability contribution, participation, and the climate of change to the commit-

ment to change. Subjects were Islamic University lecturers in Indonesia who experienced 

the organizational change. Findings reveal (a) the theoretical model designed in this study 

fitted the empirical data; (b) the determination coefficient (R2) of the commitment to change 

was 15.1%, which showed that 15.1% of the commitment to change can be explained or 

predicted through the organization’s capability, participation, the climate of change and the 

open-mindedness to changes variables; (c) the model was acceptable based on the fit model 

test with 60.785 chi-square value and .275 (> .05) probability, the CFI value was .997 (almost 

1), and the RMSEA value was .022 (< .08). This study has found out the determining 

theoretical model of the commitment to change based on the organization’s capability, 

participation, the climate of change, and the open-mindedness to changes’ roles in establishing 
the commitment to change. The open-mindedness to changes as a mediator is significant, 

because without the mediator, the organization’s capability, participation, and the climate 

of change have no effects to the commitment to change 

 
Keywords: commitment to change, organization’s capability, participation, climate of change, 

open-mindedness to changes 

 
Tujuan studi ini adalah menemukan hubungan antara model teoretis kontribusi kemampuan 

organisasi, partisipasi, dan iklim perubahan terhadap komitmen perubahan. Subjek studi ini 

adalah para dosen pergurun tinggi Islam di Indonesia yang mengalami perubahan organisasi 

tersebut. Temuan mengungkapkan (a) model teoretis yang didesain dalam studi ini cocok 

dengan data empiris; (b) koefisien determinasi (R2) dari komitmen untuk berubah adalah 15.1%, 

yang menunjukkan bahwa 15.1% komitmen untuk berubah dapat dijelaskan atau diprediksi 

melalui kapabilitas organisasi, partisipasi, iklim perubahan, dan keterbukaan untuk variabel-

variabel perubahan; (c) model dapat diterima berdasarkan uji model kecocokan dengan nilai 

chi-square 60.785 dan probabilitas .275 (> .05), nilai CFI adalah .997 (hampir 1), dan nilai 

RMSEA adalah .022 (< .08). Studi ini menemukan model teoretis penentu dari komitmen 

untuk berubah berdasarkan kemampuan organisasi, partisipasi, dan iklim perubahan, dan ke-
terbukaan terhadap peran perubahan dalam membangun komitmen untuk berubah. Keterbukaan 

untuk perubahan sebagai mediator signifikan, karena tanpa mediator, kapabilitas organisasi, 

partisipasi, dan iklim perubahan tak memiliki dampak terhadap komitmen untuk berubah. 

 
Kata kunci: komitmen untuk berubah, kapabilitas organisasi, partisipasi, iklim perubahan, 

keterbukaan terhadap perubahan 

 
 

Change is an inevitable occurrence in organizations. 

Demands for change occurs in many different aspects 

of life, from individuals, social groups, institutions, 

organizations, including industries. The main reasons 

for change originate from factors within and outside 

the organization. According to Cummings and Worley 
(1997), organizational change occurs due to problems 

or issues that force organizations to undergo changes. 

Such issues include process needs, structural changes 
in the industry or the market, changes in perceptions, 
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changes in regulations, new knowledge that gave rise 

to new meanings, and innovation. The main goal 

of change is to enable further development of an 

organization. 
Palmer, Dunford, and Akin (2006) stated that tech-

nological improvements, social and political pressure, 

segment change, and internal power that includes 
human resource problems, and management behaviour 

are among the many things that causes organizational 

changes. Consequently, there is constant pressure for 
organizations to change and this also demands the 

change to be undertaken seriously. According to Lewin 

(as cited in Schein, 1980) change is preceded by 

psychological disconfirmation, which is the need to 
reduce the maintenance of behaviour, followed by the 

next step which is an explanation of why the change 

is necessary. Interaction of forces will then occur; 
the force maintaining existing behaviour (reluctance 

to change) and the force urging the need to change. 

Organizational change needs to be done successfully, 
swiftly, and must create a momentum. The problem 

is that organizations need to understand how to effect-

ively manage change. Research stated that resistance 

or rejection of change processes are manifested by 
dysfunctional attitude (e.g., not wanting to be in-

volved or is cynical to change) and behaviour (e.g., 

deviance). These can hamper the effectiveness of 
the organizational change implementations. 

Individual factors are one of the key indicators in 

evaluating the success of an organizational change 

process. Consequently, much attention is given to 
factors influencing individual attitude towards change, 

particularly commitment to change. Studies found 

that individuals with high commitment to change 
are more receptive to change compared to those 

with low commitment to change. This showed that 

commitment to change is beneficial to an organization 
(Yousef, 2000; Chawla & Kelloway., 2004; Meyer, 

Srinivas, Lal, & Topolyntsky, 2007). 

Support towards the process of change can be 

analysed by the level of commitment to change 
(Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer, Srinivas, Lal, 

& Topolnytsky, 2007; Swailes, 2004; Fedor, Caldwell, 

& Herold, 2006). It was stated that commitment becomes 
an indicator of positive outcome from organizational 

change management (Chawla & Kelloway, 2004) 

Changes initiated by the organization will not be 
successful if it does not affect the domain of the 

individual, which means that change does not occur 

if it is yet to successfully change an individual within 

the organization (Kusumaputri, 2013). Change theories 
highlight the importance of commitment to change 

in models explaining the implementation of change 

processes (Armenakis, Harris, & Field, 1999b; Klein 

& Sorra, 1996). Commitment becomes the most 

important factor in individual support towards change 
(Armenakis, Harris, & Field, 1999a; Conner & 

Patterson, 1982; Klein & Sorra, 1996). Klein and 

Sorra also stated that commitment is a central component 
of their model explaining the effectiveness of the 

implementation of innovation in the workplace. 

Piderit (2000) stated that support from members of 
an organization is a prerequisite of different types of 

success related to organizational change. 

 

Research Background 
 

A major problem of organizational change is that 

it causes tension not just for the organization as a 
whole, but also for the individuals within it. This 

means that if change is to be successfully implemented, 

a change strategy has to be developed, highlighting 
the psychological processes of individual members. 

Failure to acknowledge psychological processes in 

developing change strategy may result in failure. 

The importance of psychological processes in 
dealing with change is shown by a meta-analysis 

regarding member’s reaction towards change. A 

correlation coefficient of .292 was found between 
change characteristics and member reaction, which 

means that organizational change characteristics 

that do not cause psychological threats will increase 

individual support towards change; organizational 
members will respond unfavourably towards change 

that threatens their job (Kusumaputri, 2010). 

Organizational commitment that becomes a refer-
ence for the development of organizational change 

commitment is difficult to define and there has been 

no clear consensus among experts as reflected in the 
commitment literature. Research on commitment has 

always used the three component model developed 

by Meyer and Allen (1991). The three components 

were also developed into commitment to change 
(Meyer, Srinivas, Lal, & Topolnytsky, 2007; Herscovitch 

& Meyer, 2002). In the context of organizations 

undergoing change, along with two commitment 
components (affective and normative), continuance 

commitment was found to have a weak and in-

consistent relationship with some organizational 
outcomes and other organizational factors (Mathieu 

& Zajac, 1990; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). 

Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) explained the 

definition of change commitment as a mindset that 
binds individuals to behave accordingly to achieve 
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successful change implementation. This mindset 

reflects (a) desire to provide support to change based 

on the belief that there will be benefits inherent with 

the support; (b) understanding that there will be losses 
incurred when change was not supported, and (c) a 

sense of obligation to provide support for change 

In their studies, Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) 
found that amongst the many profile dimensions of 

commitment to change, only affective and normative 

commitment showed high support towards change. 
It was explained that the natural behaviour of commit-

ment needs to be understood in explaining the will 

of organization members to exceed the mini-mum 

prerequisites needed to achieve organizational goals. 
Members who feel certain towards change and wants 

to contribute to achieve success (affective commitment) 

or feels obliged to support change (normative com-
mitment) will do more than required, and may even 

be willing to make personal sacrifices. On the other 

hand, members committed to change that prioritise 
loss-benefit calculations (continuance commitment) 

will do less than required. 

A limitation of the study by Herscovitch and 

Meyer (2002) was that their study about the three 
different types of commitment was developed from 

a theory set in an organization that is not naturally 

undergoing the process of change. Another limit-
ation is that in a change organization, among the 

three components, no meaningful difference was 

found between affective and normative commitment. 

Continuance commitment was not found to have a 
positive correlation with change-supportive behaviour, 

due to the change situation requiring organization 

members to spend more effort to achieve change, by 
not showing any concerns of loss and benefit 

calculations in supporting change. This is in rela-

tions with commitment to change and behaviour 
supporting change, which between the three commit-

ment dimensions, only affective and normative 

commitment were found to have a positive correlation 

with change-supportive behaviour. On the contrary, 
continuance commitment does not induce change-

supportive behaviour. Based on past research, further 

study related to the theory of commitment to 
organizational change needs to be undertaken in the 

context of an organization that is currently involved 

in a change process, while disregarding the effect of 
continuance commitment. 

In a review of studies related to organizational 

change in the 1990s, three common characteristics 

related to change efforts were identified. These 
characteristics are organizational capabilities, refer-

ring to the content of change that is occurring; climate 

of change, referring to how organizational members 

view contextual, internal problems in the organization; 

and participation, which reflects the participation 
process facilitated by the organization to success-

fully induce change (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; 

Bouckenooghe, Devos, & Van den Broeck, 2009; 
Van Dam, Oreg, & Schyns, 2008).  

According to Oxtoby, McGuiness, and Morgan 

(2002), organizational capability is defined as the 
ability of an organization to plan, design, and implement 

change strategy efficiently with all the members of 

the organization, to minimise negative impacts on 

individuals and operational processes. Changes related 
to organizational capability refers to the extent to 

which the implementation of changes in the use of 

organizational resources can be designed optimally 
to benefit the organization and its members (Walker 

Armenakis, & Bernerth, 2007). 

Other than organizational capability, another factor 
related to change is climate of change, which refers 

to how members of an organization attach meaning 

to the internal condition of an organization during 

the process of change (Tierney, 1998). Studies have 
shown that climate of change that stresses confidence 

towards leader and cohesiveness formed between 

members and leader can be considered as some ways 
to deal with uncertainty due to change. If the internal 

condition of an organization is negatively perceived, 

cynicism may occur, negatively affecting the success 

of change (Walker et al., 2007). 
Organizational manager also plays a role in 

developing participation. Armenakis, Harris, and 

Mossholder (1993) explained that in planning for 
acceptance to change, there needed to be proactive 

efforts from managers to influence belief, attitude, 

intention, and finally behaviour as targets of change. 
Proactive efforts of change managers such as from 

leaders, superiors, or managers can be manifested 

through developing active participation of members 

(Walker et al., 2007). The importance of support 
and participation of all members of the organization 

will indicate a sense of sincerity from the manager 

towards the change that will last more than just a 
temporary program, as well as to assure members 

that the change is done to benefit both the individual 

and the organization. 
In accordance to the explanation earlier, change 

management procedures that give an opportunity for 

members to participate in planning and implementing 

change will increase acceptance towards change 
(Coch & French, 1948; Sagie & Koslowski, 1996; 
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Devoz, Buelens, & Bouckenooghe, 2007). Commu-

nication and participation between leaders and 

members are included in organizational change 

oriented towards processes emphasised on parti-
cipation facilitated by the organization (Bouckenooghe 

et al., 2009). 

A majority of studies in the field of organizational 
change only tests the effects of one characteristic of 

organizational change towards the members of the 

organization (Armenakis & Harris, 2002; Bommer, 
Rich & Rubin, 2005; Oreg, 2006; Wanberg & Banas, 

2000), and there needed to be further research 

considering the possibility that the three characteristics 

may simultaneously affect commitment to change 
(Damanpour, 1991; Bernerth, Armenakis, Field, & 

Walker, 2007; Chawla & Kelloway, 2004; Hornung 

& Rousseau, 2007). The weakness in studies about 
organizational change need to be addressed to do 

further integrative research, considering the con-

tribution of the three factors (organizational capability, 
climate of change, and participation) in analysing 

support towards change (commitment to change). It 

is further expected that the analysis of contribution 

for each factors influencing commitment can be made 
more thorough by adding an individual difference 

variable: openness to change. 

Openness to change is an individual difference 
factor that creates a typical response towards change 

(Oreg, 2003; Avey, Wernshing, & Luthans, 2008; 

Luthans, Norman, Avolio, & Avey, 2008; Oreg, 2006). 

Not every member of a changing organization will 
resist change. Such resistance may possibly occur due 

to the reluctance of changing the existing work situation 

(Pulakos, Arad, Donovan, & Plamondon, 2000). 
The individual difference factor that is considered 

as a mediator between variables of organizational 

change and commitment to change is openness to 
change. Openness to change is defined as the will of 

an organizational member to be involved in internal 

work transition of an organization, such as changes 

in tasks, duties, department, or location (Van Dam, 
2005; Bouckenooghe, 2010). Organizational change 

can create an implication, specifically that organi-

zational members will create changes in work situations 
and adapt to new situation, such that openness to 

change is considered as an important aspect in the 

creation of a member’s ability to adapt (Fugate, 
Kinicki, & Scheck., 2004; Hall, 2002; Pulakos et al., 

2000). Chawla and Kelloway (2004) conducted further 

studies about openness to change in predicting 

commitment to change. Their study showed that 
openness to change may indeed predict commitment 

to change. Commitment to change, however, was 

measured in their study as a turnover rate of employees; 

such turnover rate may not necessarily be an 

accurate indicator of an employee’s commitment. 
Wanberg and Banas (2000) further explained that 

openness to change includes the willingness to 

support change. Willingness to change may not be a 
strong enough indicator of positive behaviour, and 

thus there needed to be an analysis of the result of 

change, namely commitment to change. 
Service-based organizations such as educational 

institution also face demands for organizational 

change. Higher education organizations, as stated 

by Hasan and Prabowo (2005) possess a number of 
internal and external challenges that require them to 

change. A few of the challenges include graduates 

who are not yet capable of fulfilling the demands of 
society, local and global competition, national and 

international accreditation, conflict of interest, 

worry to change, as well as limited resources.  
It can be stated that educational organization is 

unique to other organizations in terms of its members’ 

characteristics and qualifications. Teachers and lec-

turers have higher qualifications and competence 
levels compared to individuals working in other 

sectors of the industry (Cummings & Worley, 1997).  

Organizational change in the education field requires 
the support of all the available human resources in 

order to be successful, particularly the commitment 

of each member to change. Human resources in the 

education field include lecturers, administration 
personnel, and other functional staff (researchers, 

librarians, and archivists). Efforts to develop human 

resources need to affect all of these resources. 
Amongst the three components, however, lecturers 

have the most important and strategic role. Lecturers 

have a vital position to directly influence the quality of 
graduates. This is supported by the fact that lecturers 

have the highest authority in academic processes. 

Studies in organizational change are usually con-

ducted in Western countries in the context of non-
educational organizations, namely hospitals and 

other business sectors. Practitioners and researchers of 

organizational change views educational organizations 
as a distinct bureaucratic system compared to other 

types of institutions (Klucker & Loadman, 2000). 

This poses a unique challenge in its management. 
Successful implementation of organizational change 

often requires acceptance and support of members. 

Studies have shown that positive attitude towards 

change are needed initially to ensure the success of 
planned changes. Commitment towards change is 
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displayed by the willingness to put effort and intent-

ions to work towards the change rather than just 

showing a supportive disposition. Commitment to 

change stresses the positive suggestion that pro-
active goals are not merely the reduction of resist-

ance to change or the absence of negative attitude 

(Kotter & Schlesinger, 1979; Piderit, 2000). Fur-
thermore, Ford, Weisbein, and Plamondon (2003) 

showed that commitment to change differs concept-

ually and empirically from general organizational 
commitment, and it can also predict specific change-

related behaviour. 

Following an analysis of the three constructs of 

commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990, 1997); Meyer 
& Allen (1984, 1991); Cohen (2007); Felve, Yan, & 

Six (2008); WeiBo, Kaur, & Jun (2010)), although 

there were three organizational commitment that 
can be developed in the relationship of individuals 

in the organization, affective and normative commit-

ments were shown to be optimal in motivating 
members to make meaningful contributions to their 

organization. Affective commitment reflects a commit-

ment based on the emotional attachment between 

members of the organization and the organization, 
while normative commitment reflects a commitment 

based on obligations in an organization accepted by 

the members. Snape and Redman (2003) further 
showed that affective and normative commitments 

were significantly related to intention to participate 

in professional activities. Affective and normative 

commitments are crucial for members because it is 
expected to be developed and possessed by all 

members. It is also possible that affective and normative 

commitment can be made into one dimension of 
change. This is shown by the finding that the cha-

racteristics of affective and normative commitments 

are not polar opposites of each other; high affective 
commitment could also mean high normative com-

mitment (Snape & Redman, 2003; Cohen, 2007; 

Felve et al., 2008; WeiBo et al., 2010). In addition, 

commitment to change has been included to many 
theoretical models of change (Klein & Sorra, 1996; 

Elias, 2009; Armenakis, Harris, & Field, 1999b; 

Peccei, Giangreco, & Sebastiano, 2011; Meyer et 
al., 2007; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Bernerth, 

Armenakis, Field, & Walker, 2007; Fedor et al., 

2006; Chawla & Kelloway, 2004). 
It can be concluded that commitment to change 

consists of two components, which are (1) supporting 

change implementation and (2) containing positive 

ideas with proactive support to change. Such com-
ponents can be combined into one definition, which 

is commitment to change is the strong belief to change 

and accept changes to values and organizational 

goals that binds individuals to support the implement-

ation of organizational change with active contribution 
of members, characterised by a love of change on 

obligation to support it. 

Despite the growing number of studies aimed to 
understand organizational change, a majority of 

them focused on issues relevant to changes in an 

organizational level, rather than an individual level 
(Judge, Thorensen, Pucik, & Welbourne. 1999; Vakola 

Tsaouis, & Nikolau, 2003; Wanberg & Banas, 2000). 

This is shown by the lack of empirical evidence in 

this area of study (Wanberg & Banas, 2000) as well 
as a lack of attention towards the effects of change 

on the individual within an organization. 

 

Theoretical Analysis 
 

Review of analyses regarding factors influencing 
commitment was done by analysing various antece-

dents of commitment to change (Reichers, Wanous, & 

Austin, 1997; Schweiger & DeNisi, 1991; Lähteenmäki, 

Toivonen, & Mattile, 2001; Walker et al., 2007; 
Chawla & Kelloway, 2004; Jacqualine & Shapiro, 

1999; Cunningham, 2006; Hornung & Rousseau, 2007). 

From the reviews, it was understood that some ante-
cedents that affect commitment to change consist of 

the following: organizational capability, climate of 

organizational change, change participation process, 

and openness to change. 
Lähteenmäki et al. (2001) explained that organi-

zational capability is the ability of an organization 

to plan, design, and implement change programs in 
an efficient way that is relevant to different types of 

change. The ability of an organization to utilise re-

sources will minimise negative impacts of change 
towards the individual and will increase commitment 

to change. 

Organizations that excel in building their capability 

will have a competitive advantage. This means that 
the organization is able to get opportunities, sig-

nificantly improve the operational pattern, perform 

innovation, restructure, use new technologies, and is 
capable of performing better activities. Capability to 

enforce change in the core competencies will improve 

every aspect of the organizational management. 
Organizational change climate also contributes to 

the level of organizational change commitment. 

Organizational change climate refers to the organi-

zation’s internal power, that is the level of profes-
sionalism, behaviour of manager towards change, 
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and technical resources (Damonpour, 1991). The 

role of climate includes trust towards leaders, co-

hesiveness, and organizational politics that are import-

ant in determining the outcome of change, namely 
commitment to change (Bouckenooghe et al., 2009; 

Devos et al., 2007). 

Participation process initiated by the organization 
is also affected by the level of organizational com-

mitment to change. This process refers to actions by 

change managers during the initial change process 
and suggested change implementation (Devos et al., 

2007). Change managers need to prepare members 

to change by engaging in an open and honest com-

munication. Better facilitation of change process, 
highlighting communication and support from direct 

superiors especially in the provision of feedback, 

will lead to better levels of commitment to change 
implementations. 

Individual differences need to be taken into con-

sideration in analysing the contribution of organi-
zational change commitment antecedents. Wanberg 

and Banas (2000) explained individual differences 

are displayed through openness to change. Organi-

zational members’ strategy to deal with change 
cannot be separated by individual ability to adapt to 

change. Individuals who see change as a challenge 

will face less problems adapting and thus will have 
high commitment to it. On the other hand, individuals 

who are less open to change will face difficulties 

dealing with change which results in low commitment. 

Organizational change is characterised by the 
level of complexity and ambiguity related to content 

and consequences (Isabella, 1990). Change content 

which includes organizational capability, climate of 

change, and organizational participation are objects 

that enable various interpretations from members 

affected by the change. Individual efforts to under-

stand change especially the characteristics of change 
may be affected by their social environment. In 

particular, peers, subordinates, and superiors in an 

individual’s work environment may also affect how 
the individual himself/herself interpret the change. 

Pfeffer (1981) further explained that social environment 

can influence relative needs in understanding the 
effects of change. If the communicated change consists 

of numerous change aspects, they may exert a 

strong enough influence to an individual’s commit-

ment to change. Dispositional individual differences 
related to their understanding of aspects of change 

also need to be taken into account in forming 

change commitment. A detailed explanation of the 
dynamic relationship of organizational capability, 

climate of change, participation, and openness to 

change towards commitment to change is displayed 
in Figure 1. 

 

Aim of the Study 
 

Based on an analysis of previous studies regarding 

the construct of commitment to organizational change 

and previous research models, the aim of the current 
study is to test a theoretical model depicting the 

interrelationship between the variables organizational 

capability, climate of change, and change participation 

on commitment to change via openness to change. 
From the obtained results, the amount of contribution 

of each variable towards other variables can be 

described. 

Kapabilitas 

Organisasi

Partisipasi

Iklim Perubahan

Keterbukaan

Pada Perubahan

Komitmen 

Perubahan

 
 

Figure 1. Contribution of organizational capability, climate of change, participation,  

and openness to change towards commitment to change. 
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of Change 
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to Change 
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Change 
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Hypothesis of the Study 
 

In this study, it was hypothesised that organizational 

capability, climate of change, and participation towards 
change commitment will contribute to change that 

is mediated by openness to change. 

 
 

Methods 
 

The current study utilised a correlational design 

involving five research variables, which are (a) 

organizational capability, (b) participation, (c) climate 

of change, (d) openness to change, and (d) commit-
ment to change. This study used a survey method 

with a scale containing a list of questions for the 

respondents to respond confidentially using pre-
prepared answers. 

Commitment to change (CtC) was developed by 

the author based on the concept of commitment by 
Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) which is commit-

ment based on the love of change and the obligation 

to support change. The first aspect is a love of 

change which consisted of three behaviour indicators, 
which are proud to be involved in planning a work 

program, feeling happy in doing change and a 

match between personal values and change values. 
The second aspect is an obligation to support change. 

The indicator is obligation to successfully achieve 

the university’s new vision and mission, obligation 

to know the result of evaluation of change implement-
ation, and doing tasks according to the role in 

organization to support change. There are 40 items 

in this commitment to change scale. An example 
item is “I work according to the new procedure.” 

The organizational capability scale was designed 

from the concepts done by Palmer et al. (2006), 
Jones (2007), and Bouckenooghe et al., (2009). This 

scale consists of aspects related to changes of vision, 

mission of organization, restructuring, and use of 

new technology. Restructuring refers to the change 
of organizational structure and use of new techno-

logy is the use of technology in academic processes. 

This scale consists of nine items, with an example 
item as follows: “There is an addition of structure in 

the university to facilitate the achievement of orga-

nizational strategy,” with a response scale ranging 
from ‘difficult’ to ‘efficient.’ 

The scale designed to analyse climate of change 

was based on the concept of organizational climate 

of change from Boukenooghe, et al. (2009). Climate 
of change consists of three aspects, which are trust 

towards leader, cohesiveness, and politics. Trust 

towards leader consists of trust towards leader on 

implementation of policies, trusting the idea that a 

leader will evaluate change implementation. Cohe-
siveness consists of trust among members, level of 

competition among members. Politics consist of 

subjectivity in policy decision, evaluation based on 
a certain group, and decisions based on provisions. 

A total of 21 items were included in this scale, 

which includes “There is healthy competition among 
my peers.” 

Change process participation developed by 

organization was also developed from the concept 

by Palmer, Dunford, & Akin (2006) and Boukenooghe 
et al., (2009). Change process participation consists 

of two aspects: communication and support from 

direct superior. Communication is the presence of 
regular meetings, clear information about change, 

and active involvement of members. Support from 

superior is the provision of support from leader to 
member, assistance from leaders to deal with problems, 

and explanation from leader about the change. This 

scale consists of 15 items, which includes “My 

superior gave systematic information when I need 
explanations related to the change process.” 

The scale of openness to change is based on the 

concept by Klucker and Loadman (2000). Openness 
to change consisted of cognition, affect, and psycho-

motor responses. Cognition consisted of knowledge 

about change and its positive impacts. Affect consisted 

of happiness in dealing with change implementation 
and pride as a member undergoing change. Lastly, 

psychomotor included willingness to support change 

and active willingness to perform change. This scale 
had a total of 18 items. An example item is as 

follows: “There is an urge to help peers that are 

facing difficulty facing changes.” 
Prior to testing construct validity, a test was done 

to evaluate the quality of language used, which is 

the starting point in quality testing which in this 

case refers to the items in the scales. This evaluation 
was qualitative and judgmental and was done by 

experts in the field. Language testing was done by 

asking the opinions of experts. From those opinions, 
the items were modified especially in terms of 

sentence structure and potential confounds of one 

item to another. 
Next, a test was done in lecturers in private 

universities. Results of internal consistence and 

reliability testing were displayed in Table 1. 

Validity testing used factorial validity, which 
aimed to test a variable’s latent construct, taking into 
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account correlation among variables and testing 
observed variable within a latent variable which 

needed exploratory analysis and confirmatory factor 

analysis (Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). In 
this study factorial validity test used confirmatory 

analysis to confirm the items used, if the item 

measured only one factor and not part of other, uni-

dimensional factors. In the statistical analysis it was 
shown that a large factor loading on an item should 

be found on one factor, not on others. Said con-
firmatory factor analysis was aimed to test whether 

the items belong to the same measurement unit mea-

suring the same construct. In the statistical analysis 
this is shown with a factor loading greater than .5 

(Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). 

In the commitment to change (CtC) variable, 

factor analysis results showed factor loading changed 
from .492 - .854 and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 

Tabel 1 
Analysis of Item and Scale Reliability 

Variable Factor Item Total Correlation Cronbach’s Alpha 

Commitment to Change (CtC) 
Love of Change .360 - .719 

.936 
Support for Change .329 - .527 

 

Organisational Capability 

(OC) 

 

Change in Vision and Mission 

 

.569 - .622  

.773 Restructuring .470 - .640 

Technology .247 - .272 

 
Participation (P) 

 

Communication 

 

.316 - .479 
 

.758 
Support from Superior .330 - .389 

 

Climate of Change (CoC) 

 

Trust towards Leaders 

 

.413 - .723  

.891 Cohesiveness .296 - .435 

Politics .356 - .501 

 

Openness to Change (OtC) 

 

Cognitive 

 

.376 - .583  

.815 Affective .283 - .509 

Psychomotor .254 - .405 

 

Komitmen perubahan

,67

KoP1 e12,82

,69

KoP2 e13

,83

Keterbukaan perubahan

,89

KP1

e9

,82

KP2

e10Kapabilitas organisasi

,77

KO1

e1

,90

KO2

e2

,95

Partisipasi,49

P2e5

,47

P1e4 ,68

Iklim perubahan

,70

IP2

e7

,66

IP1

e6

,84

,91

,82

KO3

e3

,68

IP3

e8

,85

KP3

e11

Fit of Model

Chi Square 74,443

Prob ,050

,15

,38

,27

,14

-,01

,11

,02

-,20

,94 ,92

,88 ,91

,81 ,82

,70

-,05
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Figure 2. Measurement model test. 
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of .936. An item had a score of .492 (lower than .5). 
This item is not discarded but the sentence structure 

and meaning were fixed. Organizational capability 

(OC) moved from .682 to .904) with a Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient of .773. Climate of organizational 
change moved its factor loading from .637 to .873 

with a reliability coefficient of .891. Factor loading 

of openness to change was .542 to .875 with a 
reliability coefficient of .815. 

In addition, confirmatory factor analysis was also 

done to obtain convergent validity shows the degree 

to which two measurements designed to measure 
the same construct are related with one another. 

Convergence is obtained if two measures of the 

same construct were found to be highly correlated. 
Ferdinand (2002) and Wijaya (2009) stated that 

convergent validity was evaluated from a measure-

ment model that shows whether every estimated 

indicator can be estimated to measure every tested 

dimension of a tested concept in a valid manner. If 

each indicator has a critical ratio greater than twice 

its standard error, then it can be concluded that the 
indicator is valid. 

In this study, a test of measurement model was 

done with confirmatory factor analysis simultaneously 
within structural equation modelling. Criteria of 

acceptance for factor model was done with a criteria 

to show whether the produced model is equal to the 
hypothesised model, which as little chi-square value 

(X
2
) as possible; ρ-value ≥ .05  

Figure 2 explained that the observed variable was 

sufficient in explaining the latent variable from the 
size of the measurement’s factor loading. In the scale 

of commitment to change (SCtC), factor loading 

moved equally, which is .82 - .83. From the result, 
it can be seen that the factor loading of SCtC reveal-

ed that items related to pride of members when in-

volved in planning work programs, happiness in 
doing change, and a match between personal values 

with organizational change can explain commitment 

to organizational change variable. 

Table 2 displayed the result for the observed 
variable in explaining latent variables from the factor 

loading of the measurements. 

Participants in this study consist of lecturers in 
two Indonesian Islamic Universities who were under-

going change management status from an institute 

to a university. In the data collection process, a total of 

214 scales were successfully returned and analysed. 
Samples were obtained with a non-probability 

sampling, which means that not every member had 

the same chance to become respondent, according to 
subject characteristics. The technique used was quota 

sampling, which means that the author chooses the 

samples from a quota that was made prior to the 
data collection, which meant to reflect the population 

(Kerlinger, 2000). 

Obtained quantitative data were analysed using 

structural equation modelling (SEM). This is done 
to calculate the strength of the hypothesis between 

variables in a theoretical model with a mediating 

variable (Maruyama, 1998) and is supported by the 
AMOS version 20 statistics program. In this research, 

antecedents of commitment to change, which included 

organizational capability, participation, and climate 
of change, via openness to change will be observed 

in terms of their strength in influencing commit-

ment to change. 

Structural equation modelling provided an estimate 
of strength of the inter-variable hypothesis in a theo-

Table 2 
Factor Loading of Research Measures 

Latent Variable 
Observed 

Variables 
Factor Loading 

 
Commitment to 

Change (CtC) 

 
CtC1 

 
.82 

CtC2 .83 

 

Openness to Change 

(OtC) 

 

OtC1 

 

.94 

OtC2 .91 

OtC3 .92 

 

Organizational 

Capability (OC) 

 

OC1 

 

.88 

OC2 .95 

OC3 .91 

 
Participation (P) 

 

P1 

 

.69 
P2 .70 

 

Climate of Change 

(CoC) 

 

CoC1 

 

.81 

CoC2 .84 

CoC3 .82 

 

Tabel 3 
Goodness of Fit Criteria 

Measurement Index Criteria Reference Value 
Chi-square (X2) As small as possible 

Degrees of freedom  

ρ-value ≥ 0.05 

CMIN/df (relativeX2) ≤ 2.00 

RMSEA ≤ 0.08 
GFI Approaching 1 

AGFI Approaching 1 

TLI Approaching 1 

CFI Approaching 1 
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retical model. This equation gave information about 

the hypothesis directly from one variable to another, 

as well as the mediating variable. A fit between the 

theoretical model with the empirical data was ex-
pressed in a goodness of fit value. An indicator of 

goodness of fit test is presented in Table 3. 

 
 

Results 
 

From the model fit test of the theoretical model 

of the cause of commitment, the following results 

were found. The chi-square value was 60.875 with p 

= .275 (> .05); RMSEA value was .022 (≤ .08), and 

the CFI value was .997 (approaching 1). These 

results indicated that the fit test has met the require-

ments. The theoretical model positing an influence 

of capability, organizational climate, and participation 
on commitment to change that was mediated by 

openness to change was thus accepted. Figure 3 

illustrates the model: 
Coefficients of determination of each exogenous 

and endogenous variable were provided in Table 4. 

Variables organizational capability, participation, 
and climate of change simultaneously gave a direct 

effect on openness to change of .098 or 9.8%. 

Coefficient of determination along with exogenous 

variables organizational capability, participation, and 

Table 4 
Coefficient of Determination of Each Research Variables 

Exogenous Variable Endogenous Variable 
Coefficient of 

Determination (R2) 
Effective 

Contribution (%) 
 

Organizational Capability (OC) 
 

Openness to Change 

(OtC) 

 

.098 

 

.211 

.176 

.180 

Participation (P) 

Climate of Change (CoC) 

 

Organizational Capability (OC) 

Participation (P) 

Climate of Change (CoC) 
Openness to Change (OtC) 

 

Commitment to Change 

(CtC) 

 

.151 

 

.391 

- .036 

- .059 
.038 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Test of commitment to change model. 
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change climate were strengthened by openness to 

change to commitment to change by .151 or 15.1%. 

Indirect effect is the extent to which the role of 

exogenous variables on the endogenous variable is 
strengthened by the mediating variable (presented in 

Table 5). The mediating variable, which is openness 

to change, is significant if it strengthens the relation-
ship between organizational capability, participation, 

and organizational climate towards commitment to 

change.  
Table 5 reveals that openness to change was a 

significant mediator between participation towards 

openness to change (β = .082), organizational 

capability towards commitment to change (β = .069), 
and change climate towards commitment to change 

(β = .070).  

From the indirect effects, participation was found 
to have the biggest indirect effect on commitment to 

change compared to organizational capability and 

climate of change. Change process can be seen from 
the occurring change participation process, which is 

the ongoing communication pattern and direct 

support from superior. How change is commu-

nicated is important to determine success. The im-
portance of communication during change is related 

with facilitating vision, increasing feedback, pro-

viding social support, and assisting with modi-
fication of change especially in designing change 

strategies. Nevertheless, all determinants of change 

commitment were found to have significant con-

tribution, and this is strengthened by openness to 
change. This indicated that the ability of members 

to adapt to change is needed to develop commit-

ment to change. Thus, the current research hypo-
thesis, stating that there will be positive contri-

butions of organizational capability, change climate, 

and participation towards commitment to change 
mediated by openness to change, is accepted. 

 

 

Discussion 
 

The aim of this study was to test a theoretical model 

depicting the interrelationship between variables 
namely organizational capability, climate, and orga-

nizational change participation on commitment to 

change through openness to change. It was hypo-
thesised that organizational capability, change climate, 

and participation will contribute to commitment to 

change, mediated by openness to change. 

The model of commitment to change aimed to 
explain how individuals undergo changes in organi-

zations, and thus giving a thorough understanding 

about the process of change, its impact on individuals, 
and strategies used to help members to achieve the 

desired goal. 

Organizational change that occurs indicated the 
need to change in an individual’s self. Indeed, indi-

vidual change is closely related to the learning process 

from an old situation into the new one. Buchanan 

and Huczynski (1985, as cited in Cameron & Green, 
2004) defined learning as a process to acquire 

knowledge from experience that results in a change 

of behaviour. Learning is not simply getting know-
ledge, but also applying it through new ways of 

doing things. 

Numerous change scenarios require the self to 

learn something new or to adapt with new operati-
onal activities. In old situations, individuals work 

with automatic processes done through habit. In a new 

situation, individuals need a mindset that not only 
requires time, but also psychological space to reduce 

tension. 

Wanberg and Banas (2000) and  Bouckenooghe, et 
al. (2009) explained that in this situation, under-

standing the reaction of organizational members on 

change is an important component in managing the 

whole process of change. Those who do not parti-
cipate in designing and implementing change will 

not experience the impact of change. This will 

indicate that whoever is directly involved in 
decisions related to change will react differently; 

they will support change by being committed to it 

compared to those who are not involved. 
In industrial and organizational psychology, com-

mitment to change has an ability to predict beha-

viour to support change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 

2002). The interrelated process between behaviour 
and attitude has been formalised in numerous theo-

retical models. MODE (Motivation and Opportunity 

as Determinants of Behaviour) assumed that attitude 
drives behaviour through automatic processes and 

Tabel 5 
Indirect Regression Coefficient of Exogenous Variables 
on Commitment to Change Mediated by Openness 

to Change 

Exogenous 

Variable 

Endogenous 

Variable 

Indirect 

Effect 
Participation (P) Commitment to 

Change (CtC) 

.082 

 

Organizational 

Capability (OC) 

 

.069 

Climate of Change 

(CoC) 

.070 
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evaluation period. On the other hand, cynicism 

towards organizational change indicated negative 

behaviour manifested as being critical to the 

organization, lowered job satisfaction, and decre-
asing commitment (Ferres & Connell, as cited in 

Boukenooghe, 2010; Wanous, Reichers, & Austin, 

2004). 
Members of organization also need the ability to 

adapt, which is openness to change. Therefore, there 

needed to be a clearer analysis of how individuals 
go through change. Commitment to change is the 

essence of successful organizational achievement. 

Success or failure of organizational change indicate 

a conclusion that other factors other than macro-
level variables, which are micro-variables directly 

related to individuals within an organization, also 

have an important role in successfully enforcing 
organizational change. As an alternate perspective, 

a number of researchers have adopted micro-level 

perspective on change through testing individuals in 
an organization and psychological factors influencing 

changes (Elias, 2009; Walker et al., 2007; Wanberg 

& Banas, 2000; Lines, 2005; Boukneooghe, 2010; 

Van Dam, 2005). 
Change processes in universities possess certain 

unique qualities that are not found in other orga-

nizations. This is because of the different compe-
tencies acting as the main difference in human 

resources. Lecturers as research subjects have the 

highest level of competence compared to admin-

istration staff and librarians. A collegial method is 
appropriately used in higher education organization 

in designing change strategies which result in their 

successful application. Participation, in particular, 
was found in this study to have a better predictive 

value to commitment to change through openness to 

change (β = .082). The process of participation 
highlighted processes facilitated by organizations or 

institutions in acquiring suggestion or feedback 

from members. Lecturers, as ones having better 

competence in terms of human resources compared 
to others, will feel more appreciated if participation 

is continuously fostered by the organization. 

Results of the current study support that of 
previous research which noted that the standard of 

successful change was individual acceptance (Conner 

& Patterson, 1982; Scheneider, Brief, & Guzzo, 
1996; Chawla & Kelloway, 2004; Fedor et al, 2006; 

Luthans et al, 2008; Elias, 2009), which in this 

study is represented by commitment to change. A 

difference of the current study compared to previous 
studies is that past studies only highlighted suc-

cessful change through technological advances, deve-

loped organizational structure, and sufficient systems 

(Palmer et al., 2006) where the standard of success-

ful change were mostly attributed to tangible as-
pects such as adopting new technology and deve-

lopment of infrastructure. 

Results of this study also provided a new de-
velopment on the commitment to change construct 

that is distinct from the study by Herscovitch and 

Meyer (2002) who stated that commitment to change 
is different to organizational commitment that initi-

ally comprised of three dimensions which are affective, 

normative, and continuance commitments. Commit-

ment to change found by Herscovitch and Meyer 
originated from organizational commitment, and 

evidence showed that continuance commitment had 

a contradictory nature with affective and normative 
commitment, which made it unable to predict change-

supportive behaviour. The commitment construct of 

the present study is uni-dimensional and continuous 
in nature, originated from the combination of affective 

and normative commitment, and contextually tested 

in an organization that is naturally undergoing change. 

Values related to change were based on human-
istic psychology. Such values emphasise on the 

importance of developing individual competence in 

work organization as well as assisting them to achieve 
satisfaction. Palmer et al. (2006) explained that human-

istic values highlight openness, honesty, and integrity. 

Therefore, the aforementioned change was focused 

on the individual and not on management or material 
benefits of the organization. 

Member support towards change is a result of the 

evaluation of the change implementation process. In 
the initial part of the change process, when inform-

ation about change decision was first communicated, 

organizational members form beliefs about change. 
Such beliefs emphasize the extent to which the 

change will impact an individual’s work character-

istics, how far an organization can implement change 

focusing on objectivity, and the extent to which the 
change fits with personal values (Armenakis et al., 

1993). 

Strategies to increase change commitment need 
to prioritise participation process that help members 

realise that the leader will always support them, 

help them address potential issues, communicate 
information related to progress and evaluate change. 

Participation is prioritised to increase acceptance 

towards change. As such, organizational managers 

need to take into account suggestions from members. 
Organizations that are successful are capable of en-
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couraging individuals to share information, affect, 

comfort, and to supportive towards each other. Indi-

viduals with adequate social support will usually 

experience improved mental and physical conditions 
under highly stressful conditions. 

Openness to change that takes into account 

member participation is the main determinant of 
creating commitment to change. This finding is in 

line with the research by Rousseau and Tijoriwala 

(1999) asserting from a social perspective that trust-
based organizational management can drive members 

to accept organizational change. In a collectivistic 

culture, commitments that are dominantly formed in 

a member are affective and normative commitments 
(Felfe et al., 2008). It was stated that organizational 

members with a collectivistic orientation often 

develop a close relationship with other members and 
respect social identity. Therefore, participation and 

change climate emphasising on communication, 

superior support, cohesiveness, trust towards leader, 
and politics all influence openness to change. Those 

factors shape commitment to change. This is shown 

by the indirect effect of the exogenous variable 

towards commitment to change. Results of the 
present study found that, compared to other variables, 

participation showed the largest effect (β = .082) 

followed by climate of change (β = .070) and 
organizational capability (β = .069). 

On participation developed by organization, manage-

ment of change requires a communication strategy 

and skilful management focused on change imple-
mentation. There needed to be a design or parti-

cipation process strategy created by organization 

through communication that does not feel too 
controlling, but is capable of decreasing feelings of 

incapability, burden, or even frustration. The import-

ance of change communication process and monitor-
ing or evaluating change implementation are related 

with the role of manager (leader); it is crucial to be 

done through communicating successes, challenges, 

and obstacles in carrying out the change manage-
ment system. 

Aside from addressing the emotional aspect, new 

employees need to be given self-development 
opportunities to learn new things that are required 

by the organization. The organization could facilitate 

seminars, workshops, or other training models that 
could nurture moral obligation from members to 

support change. 

The occurring change need to be manifested in 

the creation of new vision and mission, restruc-
turing, and the adoption of technology, all of which 

indicate the capability of an organization. The present 

research showed that organizational capability is 

closely related to commitment to change mediated 

by openness to change (β = .069; p = .05). 
Climate of change is important when trust of 

members to leader, camaraderie based on trust among 

members, and competition between members does 
not dominate. These things can be nurtured in an 

organizational environment, and politics as a natural 

condition in implementing change strategy need to 
be controlled for the benefit of the organization and 

the group. Methods to manage political dynamics in 

organizational change are often ignored in organi-

zational change studies. This is because organiza-
tional change that arrived in the intervention stage 

to improve organizational condition has already 

been done on the level of organizational develop-
ment. Organizational development that is commonly 

done is rooted on the humanistic tradition that 

emphasises collaboration and equal distribution of 
power between individuals and groups. 

In a natural context, modern day organizations 

are inseparable from political elements representing 

different factions that affect the dynamics of the 
organization. This poses as a challenge for organi-

zational change that is influenced by a humanistic 

perspective, especially in organizations with a 
dominant political element. Explanations regarding 

group norms as a reference of group approaches, 

political perspective does not absolve an organi-

zation from being tied to the needs of certain groups. 
Each group or coalitions will compete for influence 

as well as available resources. A natural condition 

will occur when a certain group possesses more 
influence compared to other groups. Groups that 

become powerless due to change will react defen-

sively and tend to try to maintain the status quo. 
The organizational entity includes an individual’s 

work, workgroup, organizational strategy, programs, 

products, or the whole activity of organizations. 

Arriving at an individual level, not every worker in 
the organizational environment has an openness to 

change, shown by the ability to adapt to the change 

that is occurring. Some of them are scared to find 
difficulties when required to adopt a new procedure 

or workflow in doing their tasks. 

Organizational members who are open to change 
tend to display flexibility when faced with new 

challenges. Openness to change is a strong predictor 

of an individual’s willingness to participate in work 

transitions. Organizational members who typically 
have a more adequate openness to change will be 



 COMMITMENT TO CHANGE 21 

more open to dealing with organizational change 

compared to those who lack the quality. This is 

shown in the current research when exogenous 

variables which include organizational capability, 
climate of change, and participation are related with 

commitment to change mediated by openness to 

change. The result of this research showed that the 
correlation between exogenous, mediator, and 

endogenous variables increase significantly compared 

to when the exogenous and endogenous variables 
did not include a mediator. 

According to Lewin (Cummings & Worley, 1997; 

Cameron & Green 2004), organizational change occurs 

in three stages: (a) unfreezing, planning motivation 
to change, (b) learning new concepts and meanings 

from old concepts, and (c) internalising new con-

cepts and meanings. Along the initial stage of un-
freezing, organizational members do not learn new 

things before they obtain all the focus to learn new 

things. 
The resulting model of change commitment de-

scribed individual dynamics through change, that 

change implementation focuses on understanding 

the process of change and its effects on individuals, 
the planned strategy highlights the determinants of 

commitment to change which were organizational 

capability, participation, climate of change and open-
ness to change. The designed strategy is utilised to 

help individuals undergo changes to ensure them to 

achieve the desired results. 

This theoretical model brings an understanding 
that individuals in a group need to develop a psycho-

logical realisation regarding the need to change to 

adapt. In developing support to change in the form 
of commitment, organizations need to design change 

implementation that emphasises the three determi-

nants of commitment (organizational capability, cli-
mate of change, and participation) by considering 

member’s openness to change. Psychological support 

and participation are strategies that are needed to 

achieve success. 
There needed to be a holistic approach based on 

soft management to increase organizational capability, 

climate of change, and participation on change 
occurring in higher education. This holistic approach 

highlights the need to increase lecturer quality, 

improve study environment that stimulates study 
situation and open attitude, and develop informal 

learning in situation where there is a change process 

that is difficult to ask formally and requires immediate 

feedback from a superior. This holistic approach 
based on soft management also focuses on the 

collegial process between members and their leader. 

It is hoped that lecturers would be able to embrace 

change and feel that they are involved in it. 

Lecturers need to know that policies and work 
procedures are in accord with the change process. 

There needed to be an understanding that the organi-

zation is able to optimally utilise available resources 
with efficient design of organizational structure and 

facilitate members to coordinate. The created vision 

and mission are also needed by members to reach 
the change goals. The used technology need to be 

utilised optimally to support new work behaviour 

that occurred due to change. Technology as combi-

nation of machines, techniques, and work procedures 
functions to process input to output. These are used 

to support the effectiveness of organizational acti-

vities especially in higher education. 
The pattern of participation created by organiza-

tions need to be interpreted proactively. The charac-

teristic of an education organization is predomi-
nated with the collegial relationship of its members, 

due to the unique variation of their qualifications, 

which are lecturers, research staff, library staff, and 

administration. Lecturers who possess higher quail-
fications compared to other staff need to be optimal-

ly involved in regular communication with managers. 

In addition, potential problems need to be explained 
to leaders to get clear feedback and understanding.    

Climate of change which is a reflection of 

member perception towards process indicates trust 

towards leader, cohesiveness, and politics. Trust 
needs to be built between members and leader who 

initiate change and brings organizations to undergo 

change. Lecturers need to consider that the pro-
vision of feedback and policies in organization are 

done to reinforce new work behaviour, and as such 

university managers need to plan them systemically 
and continually. Additionally, the lecturer work force 

in the level of faculty or study program needs to be 

optimised in its function as a buffer to deal with 

forming new work behaviour that could potentially 
make them worried. Trust between members with 

groups of lecturers need to be nurtured so that the 

learning process during change becomes easier to 
manage. 

The most important thing, however, is the lec-

turer’s capability to manifest openness to change, in 
the ability to adapt to situations that could potent-

ially create uncertainty and insecurity on staff mem-

bers. Openness to change can also be displayed in 

members’ willingness, especially lecturers to teach 
or share information to others who need support in 
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dealing with problems due to change. This openness 

to change is the key thing that connects efforts done 

by the organization to actualise change-supportive 

reaction in the form of commitment to change. 
Organization as a living entity, which is an adap-

tive system, an open system, as a set of interacting 

sub-systems designed to balance the pressure of the 
environment with the internal needs of individuals 

and groups within it. The needs of individuals and 

groups within the organization as wells as needs 
from the environment need to be met; this is called 

an adequate and adaptive function in the whole 

system. Focus of change is oriented to positive 

change, which means that the thought of change is 
something that could create opportunities to repair 

organizational situation or increase its competitive 

power and motivate individuals to work better. 
 

Limitations 
 

Future studies need to explore change theories 

that are sufficiently adequate in synergising the 

various levels and describing changes between 

levels, including the level of groups and organi-
zation. The individual and collective levels need to 

be analysed in a meso- or macro- level, thus creating 

a theory that is more thorough. 
In addition, it is important to include other re-

search subjects other than lecturers in the university, 

such as administration staff, functional research 

team, and librarians. 
 

Conclusion 
 

The present commitment to change model showed 

a fit between the theoretical concepts, namely that 

organizational capability, climate of change, and 
participation all influence commitment to change by 

involving openness to change as a mediator. Open-

ness to change becomes a mediator that determines 

the making of commitment to change. This is shown 
by the significant increase of inter-variable (exogen-

ous, mediator, and endogenous) correlation compared 

to when the correlation between exogenous and 
endogenous variables did not involve openness to 

change as a mediator. 
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