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Samenvatting

Doel — Een boegbeeld is de persoon of zijn de personenirdiinformatiebronnen
wordt/worden geintroduceerd als meest belangrijlorvénet communiceren van
verandering naar medewerkers. In dit onderzoek tmamderzocht hoe de perceptie van
medewerkers op de karakteristieken van het boedbégeloofwaardig, aardig,
betrouwbaarheid) bijdraagt aan een succesvollenderag in termen van affectieve
organisatie betrokkenheid, veranderbereidheid enlage weerstand. Daarnaast wordt
onderzocht of consensus tussen verschillende bekfghe en onderscheidende en
consistente veranderboodschappen een modererentl leébben en de relatie versterken
tussen boegbeeld karakteristieken en een successslndering.
Opzet/methodologie/aanpak en bevindingen Een survey-onderzoek met data van 159
medewerkers in vier gezondheidsinstellingen laa ziat de perceptie van medewerkers
op de boegbeeld karakteristieken (geloofwaardigheiardig, betrouwbaar) positief
gerelateerd is aan veranderbereidheid en negatrefr@erstand, maar daarentegen niet
positief gerelateerd is aan affectieve organisdtetrokkenheid. Consensus tussen
verschillende boegbeelden en consistente veranoésbbappen versterken de positieve
relatie tussen boegbeeld karakteristieken en affextorganisatie betrokkenheid en
veranderbereidheid. Onderscheidende veranderbompiseh versterken de positieve
relatie tussen boegbeeld karakteristieken en afexbrganisatie betrokkenheid.
Onderzoek implicaties — Introduceer een boegbeeld met de juiste karakiten
(geloofwaardig, aardig, betrouwbaar). De voorkeaatglit naar het introduceren van één
boegbeeld. Bij het introduceren van meer boegbgaetdeet er gezorgd worden dat er
consensus bestaat tussen de verschillende boegbheéldnslotte, zorg ervoor dat het

boegbeeld een onderscheidende en consistente |apdsccommuniceert.



Abstract

Purpose - A figurehead is the person or persons presented ésualized in the
information sources as the most important to comoai@ change to employees. This
research elaborates how the employees’ perceptiorfigorehead characteristics
(credibility, likeability and trustworthiness) coifitutes not only to successful change in
terms of affective organization commitment but ateochange readiness and lower
change resistance. In addition, this research exesnif consensus among different
figureheads, distinctive and consistent change agesshave a moderating effect and
strengthen the relationship between figureheadsatteristics on successful change.
Design/methodology/approach and findings -A survey study with data of 159
employees within four health care institutions shdwthat the perception of the
figurehead’s characteristics is positively related change readiness and negatively
related to change resistance, but is not positivelated to affective organization
commitment. Consensus among different figureheauds @nsistent change messages
strengthened the positive relationship betweenrdigead characteristics and affective
organization commitment and change readiness. Hoiste change messages
strengthened the positive relationship betweenrdigead characteristics and affective
organization commitment.

Research implications —This study offers health care institutions recomdaions to
achieve successful change. First, choose a figaceiveth the right characteristics
(credibility, likeability and trustworthiness). Peeably introduce just only a single
figurehead, by choosing more figureheads, ensue tis consensus among the different
figureheads. Finally, ensure that this figureheammmunicates a distinctive and

consistent message to the employees.



Introduction

Organizations are confronted with the complexity exfonomic, technological and
regulatory changes, which have made adaption adgtataorganizational change a
central research issue (Greenwood & Hinings, 1998). key determinant of
organizational survival and competitive advantaggéhe ability of organizations to cope
with these contextual forces (D’Aveni, 1994). Thiso applies to the Dutch health care
institutions, which have to choose for new policigse to numerous inevitable reforms
in government legislation and regulations for the&db public health system (Appendix
A). For healthcare institutions to perform well time future, these institutions have to
adapt continuously to these new legislations amgdlagions and have to become more
competitive. As a consequence employees have tptadanew working conditions
requiring a change in their attitude to work.

Acceptance of and support for organizational ckan@y the organization
members is generally viewed as critical for thecegs of planned organizational changes
(Herold, Fedor, & Caldwell, 2007), because emplgypkry a major part in successful
organizational change. For good management oh#ve direction, communication to
the employees plays a major role in managing thamge, because managing change is
primarily a matter of communication (Lewis & Seidpl1998). All behavior is in fact
communication, because Watzlawick and Beavin (198afed that one cannot see and
understand behaviour as action and reaction, bufpas of a socially systemic
transaction. Competent communication can be vieagethe strategic use of symbols to
accomplish goals and which is essential in achgewiesired employee behaviors
(Eisenberg, 1984). Research has shown that in dodereate efficient communication
necessary to reduce any change resistance andrease the organization’s employee
commitment it is of great importance which persommunicates this change message
(Larkin & Larkin, 1996). A figurehead is the persqmesented and visualized in
information sources as most important person toncomcate and present the change to
employees. This figurehead is both crucial in éngain atmosphere for change and in
supervising the change process, ensuring thatithege will finally have success (Yukl,
2003).



Employees’ perception of the figurehead’s charésties seems to be important
for a successful and ultimate change process. Robhad O’Reilly (1974) demonstrated
in the research field of leadership that when adeas seen as untrustworthy this will
lead to change resistance. Reichers, Wanous antinA(i®9©97) suggested that for
enhancing success of change and minimizing cyniaisout change a figurehead who is
being liked and considered trustworthy, and credibhould be central. Credibility,
likeability and trustworthiness seems to be chartics a figurehead should possess to
achieve a successful change. Employees’ perceptitmese figurehead’s characteristics
seems important for achieving a successful changeaatheory that deals specifically
with these employees’ perception is the attributioeory. This theory attempts to clarify
how people interpret behavior by making attribusigiideider, 1958). Employees can
make attributions about cause-effect relationshipsich depend on the degree of
distinctiveness, consistency and consensus.

In this research, attention is paid to the keyuess of the attribution theory based on
the article by Bowen and Ostroff (2004). Bowen &stroff (2004) assume that in case
of a HRM system two interrelated features can ®irgjuished: content and process.
They use ‘content’ in the sense of the practicespoiicies of an HRM system intended
to achieve a particular objective (e.g. practiceptomote employee outcomes). The
process refers to how an HRM system can be designdddministered in an effective
way by defining metafeatures of an overall HRM sgst This HRM system can create
powerful situations in the form of shared meanirigpw the content which might
ultimately result into organizational performanBewen and Ostroff (2004) suggest that
the content and process have to be effectivelygrated. First, it is important to have
your content straightened out. The process suppbea subsequently, if properly
integrated, the content for reaching the objecfile= content in this research can be seen
as the figurehead with the right characteristicedible, likeable, trustworthiness) who is
presented and visualized in the information sourtle content is then integrated by the
process (i.e. consensus, distinctiveness, coneigteand a proper implementation of
these constructs will support the content for reagihe objective (successful change).
Consensus is in this study examined as employesseption of different figureheads
agreeing among themselves and sending the samageegs organization may choose

to appoint one figurehead, but sometimes this tspogsible or there is a preference to
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appoint several figureheads. For enhancing conseiitsis important when introducing
several figureheads that these figureheads areedidy employees as strongly agreeing
among themselves (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Moreottss,attribution theory can be useful
for the identification of those features that allgshange) messages to be received and
uniformly interpreted by employees (Bowen & Ostrd004; Kelley, 1967, 1973). For
the purpose of this study, distinctiveness is toifterpreted as the relevance and
comprehensibility of the change messages. Consigt&fiers to the consistency between
the different change messages.

The process of how employees’ perception of a 8jaad characteristics contributes
to a successful change is elaborated in this relsetris expected that when a figurehead
possess certain characteristics, it will increagestuccess of change in terms of affective
organization commitment, change readiness and ehaesgistance. In addition, the
connection between content (figurehead charadtjsand process (consensus among
different figureheads, distinctive and consistelmdnge messages) is described in this
research. Consequently, the research questionsagttidy is (Figure 1.1):

RQ. What is the effect of employee perceptiohsa figurehead’s characteristics

and the messages sent by this figurehead on theessiof organizational

change?
Process
1. Consensus among
different figureheads
2. Distinctive
change messages
3. Consistent
change messages
Figurehead Successful change
characteristics
o L > , -
1. Credibility | il 1. Affective organization
2. Likeability [ \ commitment
3. Trustworthiness / 2. Change readiness

3. Resistance to change

Figure 1.1.Research model



Theoretical Background
Change success

First: commitment and particularly affective orgaation commitment is the
requisite employee behavior for successful chahgepit, 1997). There is evidence of
this by identifying employees’ affective organizaticommitment in a change context
(Lippitt, 1997). Iverson (1996) suggest that affiextorganization commitment is to be
considered one of the most important determinasttsdccessful organizational change.
Highly committed employees are more likely to depela positive attitude towards
organizational change and are thus more willingnigest energy in a change project
(Iverson, 1996; Guest, 1987).

Employees’ readiness for change is mentioned asséitond major factor that
contributes to a successful change (Lippitt, 199Mange readiness comprises three
aspects (Metselaar & Cozijnsen, 2002): a) someonatswvto change (employees’
attitude), b) the necessity to change (subjectivemh and c) the ability to change
(employees’ behavioral control). If all of the threaspects are met, the greatest
probability of a successful change is the highetgtgelaar & Cozijnsen, 2002).

The third factor for successful change is the amaf resistance to change
(Maurer, 1996). Employees’ change resistance caddrgified as a significant deterrent
for an effective organization change (Cummings &riép 1997). Maurer (1996) found
a direct link between change resistance and suotesganizational change. It has
shown that half to two-thirds of all major corp@athange efforts fail due to this
resistance. Change resistance is also negatikelg to job satisfaction and commitment
to the organization and positively linked to em@eyurnover intentions (Oreg, 2006).

In summary, affective organization commitment, i@ readiness and resistance
to change among employees can be seen as criicadrd that contributing to a

successful organizational change.

The figurehead’s characteristics
Specific figurehead characteristics would restih itiverse effects on the change process

and change success. Reichasal. (1997) suggest that a figurehead should at least



possess the attributes of credibility, likeabilapd trustworthiness to enhance change
success.

The first figurehead characteristic is credibilityredibility can be described as
the perceived expertise and trustworthiness of iéividual, communicating a
persuasive message (Goldberg & Hartwick, 1990). |eyegs are more willing to move
into the figureheads’ direction when he/she is geex as credible. Larkin and Larkin
(1996) agree that employees will only change thg thray go about their jobs when they
learn what is expected from a familiar and cred#xerce. Bowen and Ostroff (2004)
suggest the same within the HRM perspective andesighat it is most likely that the
HRM system is perceived as an authority when tmetfan of HRM is perceived as a
highly credible oneWhen figureheads are perceived as credible byrimayees, it can
be beneficial to the organization because empl@greeption of credible leadership is
for example linked to greater organizational commmaeiit among employees (Kouzes &
Posner, 1993a).

The second characteristic a figurehead should egesd¢o achieve a more
successful change is likeability. Figureheads wigoamnouncing the change and who are
generally well-liked will be found more believablmore trustworthy and are seen as
more knowledgeable about the subject matter (Rescle¢ al., 1997). They possess high
power and status in the organization. Aaker (208i}es that a figurehead that is
perceived as likeable will enhance the believgbdind persuasive power of a claim.

The figurehead’s third characteristic is the condayst. A person who is trusted
is able to “influence the quality, level, contentdadirectionality of communication”
(Klauss & Bass, 1982). Levels of trust are sigaifit indicators of communication
effectiveness. Honesty, competence, authenticilyfaresight are basic qualities for trust
(Kouzes & Posner, 1987). Roberts and O’Reilly ()954ggest that when employees do
not perceive their leader as trustworthy, they amere likely to believe that the
information is inaccurate, which can lead to angistance to change (Kotter &
Schlesinger, 1979). As suggested by Whitener (280d)Hosmer (1994a), there is also a
relationship between trust and employee commitrteetthe organization. In this line of
reasoning the following hypothesis can be formdate



H1: The perception of the figurehead’s characterisfaredibility, likeability
and trustworthiness) is positively related to higffiective organization
commitment (H1a), change readiness (H1b) and negjptirelated to

resistance to change (H1c) by employees.

Employees’ perception of consensus among figuds=hea

Organizations can choose between presenting andélii®g one figurehead or by
presenting several figureheads, for example by iappg all line managers as
figureheads. Organizations can introduce one flgemd, but sometimes this is not
possible or desirable. When working with differéigureheads, it is important that the
different figureheads show consensus. Viewed froenHRM perspective of Bowen and
Ostroff (2004), consensus arises when there iseaggat among employees’ views on
the event-effect relationship - the intended targdgtinfluence by the HRM system-. In
this research, consensus is translated into conseamong employees and their
perception of consensus among the different figemeb. The different figureheads have
to agree about the content of the change mess&gey (1972) suggests that
attributions, which are more accurate as to whiohsequences result from certain
behavior and response, are more likely to be mduenwhere is consensus. Bliese and
Halverson (1998) suggested that groups which amracterized by high levels of
consensus have members with shared perceptionsiaf seality. Good job performance
and low levels of internal conflict and stress requmed within these groups. When
message senders are viewed by individuals as $yraggeeing among themselves on the
message, it is more likely these individuals foronsensus (Fiske & Taylor, 1991).
Therefore, there should be consensus between feeedit figureheads that are sending
messages because when different message sendetisveed by employees as high in
consensus, it is more likely that the employeemfagreement and that they all assess
the change messages on the same and correctly mamragldition, it is assumed by
Bowen and Ostroff (2004) that this perception afeagnent is related to distinctiveness
and consistency in terms of interaction, becauseek@ample the distinctiveness of a
message can be enhanced when there is agreemeng anultiple decision makers
(Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). For example within HumaedRurce, when managers at the
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top disagree about the goals of HRM, it become8cdIf to send unambiguous and
internally consistent messages to the employeew¢Bao% Ostroff, 2004). Within this
view, managers at the top should have a clearrvismut the change process and goals,
enabling the different figureheads to send unantdaiguand internally consistent change
messages to employees.

It is assumed by Bowen and Ostroff (2004) thatdbwetent and process must be
effectively integrated to actually reach a paréeudbjectiveln this research, the content
is embodied in a figurehead because of his/herogpiate characteristics (credibility,
likeability and trustworthiness) while consensusoam different figureheads applies to
the process side.

First, it is important to have the content cleamgt across by introducing a
figurehead with the right characteristics, who ccomplish for example desired
employee behavior.

Second, by ensuring consensus among the diffeiganeheads (the process), the
content effect on the objective (i.e. successfainge) will be strengthened. It is expected
that the witnessing of figurehead consensus sthengthe positive relation between
certain figurehead characteristics and successtmhge. With this line of reasoning the

second hypothesis can be formulated:

H2: The employees’ perception of consensus among diftefigureheads
strengthens the positive relationship between thguréhead’s
characteristics (credibility, likeability and trusirthiness) and high
affective organization commitment (H2a) and charegaeliness (H2b) and
strengthens negative relationship between figurdkezharacteristics and

resistance to change (H2c).

Distinctiveness of the change message: understalitgand relevance
Distinctiveness of the messages can be divided ioiar elements: Visibility,
understandability, legitimacy of authority, and esednce. In this research

understandability and relevance is only taken goaat.



It is necessary that employees understand the eharggsages, as Bowen and
Ostroff (2004) stated that communication in an argation that cannot be understood
when it does not have any authority. It is likehat people use different cognitive
categories to attend the different aspects of tivenginformation, which results in
different attributions (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). Aear and sensible message without
ambiguities or messages that quickly clarify amligs can help to overcome the
resistance to change (Kotter & Schlesinger, 1978 change message must also have a
clear sensible vision, because otherwise it cae thle organization into the wrong
direction (not towards the desired or planned goatjo direction at all (Kotter, 1995).

The relevance of the messages refers to the goeste situation is defined in
such a way that the situation is seen by indivislied relevant for an important goal
(Kelman & Hamilton, 1989). The urgency to changewt therefore be included,
because the transformation process cannot be siexteehen the urgency rate is not
emphasized enough (Kotter, 1995). Without a seffisgrgency, the needed additional
efforts will not be delivered by employees. Empleyenake choices concerning what is
the most appealing to their needs, interests aatsgbhe change message must therefore
address the key question ‘what is in it for me’di€r, 1996). In addition, Kotter (1995)
assumed that for establishing the sense of urgenchange among employees, market
and competitive realities must be examined. Itvipartant to identify and discuss crises,
potential crises or major opportunities. Moreoversiimportant to emphasize that the
change is really important to employees, otherwisployees will resist the change. It is
for example possible that people feel unpleasathto@gin to resist this change, giving up
certain aspects of their current (work) situatiotter & Schlesinger, 1979). However, it
has been suggested that to overcome a resistagbartge it does not always have to be
emphasized to employees what’s in it for them, Wwhen organizations introduce a
‘burning platform’, an vision perspective, this lhalso help employees to overcome the
change by employees (Delamothe & Smith, 2004).

As mentioned before, it is first important to haxair content straightened out.
This implies that a figurehead, who possesses fitjet Icharacteristics, should be
introduced for achieving goals, e.g. desired enmgxdyehavior.
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Second, by ensuring that employees perceive theages sent about the change
as distinctive, the effect of the content on thgective (successful change) will be

strengthened. From this line of reasoning the thyothesis is formulated:

H3: When employees perceive the messages as distintttisestrengthens the
positive relationship between figurehead's charattes (credibility,
likeability and trustworthiness) and high affectiverganization
commitment (H3a) and change readiness (H3b) aaldatstrengthens the
negative relationship between figurehead’s charisties and resistance
to change (H3c).

Consistency in change messages

Consistency is described by Bowen and Ostroff (2@84a construct that generally refers
to establishing an effect over time and modalitidgereby each time the effect occurs
when the entity is present, which is regardlesthefform of the interactions. They focus
on features that will establish a consistent retethip over time, people and context; for
example consistency between messages sent by HRiisIresearch, consistency is not
formulated as the consistency between the messagedy HRM, but as the perceived
consistency by employees between the different sesisages about the organizational
change.

When there is incongruent information in the diéf® messages, consequences
of inconsistency can be severe (Lidz, 1973). Inbascy in messages may for example
induce greater interpersonal distances and it aamhthe assessed sincerity of the
message sender (Graves & Robinson Il, 1976). Boaveh Ostroff (2004) stated that
different types of consistency are required andhedcthese consistency types entails the
need to avoid sending double-bind communicationsetoployees. One type of
consistency is the internal consistency of theed#iit change messages. Inconsistent
messages produce weak situations (Kaarsemaker &smauy 2006). In contrast,
consistent messages will create strong situations.

Stability over time is another type of consistentiiere is a propensity among
people to accept messages that are close to tireent understanding of situations, thus
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messages that are more consistent over time willinbernalized more easily by
employees (Kaarsemaker & Poutsma, 2006).

To conclude, it is first important to have your tamt straightened out. This
implies that a figurehead, who possesses the digatacteristics, should be introduced
for achieving goals, e.g. desired employee behavior

Second, by ensuring that employees perceive theages sent about the change
as consistent the effect of the content on the atibge (successful change) will be

strengthened. Given the above-mentioned line ofamiag the fourth hypothesis is

formulated:

H4: When employees perceive the different messagesoasistent, this
strengthens the positive relationship between éhead’s characteristics
(credibility, likeability and trustworthiness) andhigh affective
organization commitment (H4a) and change readi(idd®) and it also
strengthens the negative relationship betweendigead’s characteristics

and resistance to change (H4c).

Method

Respondents

Data from 159 employees working in four differerdalth care institutions has been

collected. In healthcare institution one, datackected from 71 employees (24 percent
response rate). In healthcare institution two, datacollected from 11 employees (14
percent response rate), in healthcare institutioreet data are collected from 23

employees (12 percent response rate), and in kaadtinstitution four, data are collected

from 54 employees (27 percent response rate).oMl health care institutions have to

change due to legislative changes imposed by thergment; namely gaining a better

competitive position for the future. Health carstitutions one, two and three are faced
with a merger. The fourth health care institutiendealing with a sustained internal

change. The dataset included 118 (74 percent) &mald 41 (26 percent) male

employees. Thirty-six respondents fall within tlge aange of 20 — 30 years (23 percent),
48 fall within the age range of 30 — 40 years (8fcent), 35 fall within the age range of
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41-50 years (22 percent) and 40 fall within the agege of 50 years and older (25
percent). Among the respondents 36 employees aitervdcational education (23
percent), 102 higher vocational education (64 pejcand 21 University education (13

percent). 112 (70 percent) employees have the sameager before the change process.

Procedure

The health care institutions where this research lbeen conducted, have all gone
through a change, or were changing into a mergeeanganization at the time of this
research. Respondents from the health care institithave been approached by a
contact person from the organization itself. Thegionnaire was distributed digitally by
means of a website within the health care instihgi The anonymity of the respondents
is safeguarded. For this research, a questionmsiresed which consists of different
measurement scales which will be further explainetthe section instruments. The same

guestionnaire is sent to all of the four healtredastitutions employees.

Instruments
The success of the change is measured using thoestrects, namely affective
organization commitment, change readiness, ansgtagsie to change.

Affective organization commitmeist measured by a scale designed by Meyer,
Allen and Smith (1993. The affective organizatiammenitment scale consists of four
items with anchors 1 = totally disagree, to 5 =allgtagree. Examples of affective
commitment items include “I feel at home in thigamization” and “| feel emotionally
attached to this organization”. After deleting tteam “| experience the problems of this
organization as my own problems”, the scale prawasonably reliable (Cronbach=
0.73).

Change readinesis measured by a scale developed by Metselaar amijn€en
(2002). The scale consists of four items with anchors btally disagree, to 5 = totally
agree (Cronbach = 0.77). Examples of readiness for change iterdlsidie “During the
change | am willing to free up time for the intration of the change”, and “During the

change | am willing to convince my colleagues th&t change process is useful”.
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Resistance to change measured by a scale developed by Oreg (2006) and
measured the affective resistance, the cognitigesteince, and the resistance which is
manifested in the behavior. The resistance to ahaogle consists of nine items with
anchors 1 = totally disagree, to 5 = totally agi@€enbachu = 0.89). Examples of these
scale include “The change makes me upset”, anurétest against the change”.

The figurehead’s characteristics were measurethi®e constructs; namely the
trustworthiness of the figurehead, the likeabidityd the credibility of the figurehead.

Credibility of the figureheadlhrke, 1996) has been measured on a five point
scale and consists of eight items. measured bydifferent scales (Cronbach= 0.93).
Examples of the scale include “The person, who gagenformation about the change,
makes sure that | have sufficient power and authtwiaccomplish assigned objectives”.

Likeability (Larocca, 2003pf the figureheadvas measured by four descriptors
arranged on a five point semantic differential s@ichored by the following descriptors:
critical/tolerant, considerate/inconsiderate, papuinpopular, and likeable/not likeable.
After deleting the item critical/tolerant, the ssdlas proved highly reliable (Cronbach
= 0.82).

Trust in (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 199¢ figureheachas
been measured on a five point scale and consistsuofitems (Cronbaclx = 0.89).
Examples of this scale include “I feel a strongalby to the person who informed me
about the change”, and “I have full confidence Ilme tintegrity of the person who
informed me about the change”.

Consensug¢Delmotte, 2008) among the figureheads was measwyedfour item
scale anchoring 1 = totally disagree, to 5 = lptafjree (Cronbach = 0.84). Examples
of the consensus scale include “The different pegseho communicate the change,
agreeing on the way the employees should be infdtnad “There is clear agreement
of opinion among the people who communicate thegédo the employees”.

Distinctivenesof the messages is measured by two different naeist namely
understandability and relevance. Relevance (Debn@D08) was measured by a four
item scale with anchors 1 = totally disagree, to totally agree. Examples of this scale
include “The communication of the change is in Mi¢gh my needs”, and “ | find much
of the transmitted communication about the changeless” (R). Understandability
(Delmotte, 2008) was measured by a five item sadtle anchors 1 = totally disagree, to
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5 = totally agree. The scales have been combimet heave proved very reliable
(Cronbachy = 0.83).

The consistencyscale (Delmotte, 2008) consists of five items vatichors 1 =
totally disagree, to 5 = totally agree (Cronbachk 0.82). Examples of the consistency
scale include “ In this organization the messagaiathe change is changing every other
minute” (R), and “ The successive communicationtestents about the change
transmitted trough the different communication cfels, are contradictory” (R).

Control variables To control employee characteristics, the follagvioontrol
variables are included: gender (1 = male; 2 = fejpage (1 = > 20; 2 = 20-30; 3 = 31-
40; 4 = 41-50; 5 = < 50), highest level of educatid = primary education; 2 =
secondary education; 3 = secondary vocational ¢dmgad = higher vocational
education; 5 = University education), manageriaifpon (1 = yes; 2 = no), contract size
(1 = 0-10 hours a week; 2 = 11-20 hours a week; B30 hours a week; 4 = 31-40
hours a week), type of employment (1 = permanentraot; 2 = fixed-term contract; 3 =
a worker on call; 4 = external), time working im@nt job (1 = < 1 year; 2 = 1-5 years; 3
= 6-10 years; 4 = 11-20 years; > 20 years), sanmeage as before the change (1 = yes;
2 = no). In addition, the position of the employeeas been monitored. In each
institution, a distinction for the different positis is made and the employees could
indicate in which position they were in.

All employees have been asked to sum up all theops from whom they have
received information about the change. The emp®Yyese been asked to indicate who
is seen by them as the most credible as well thest mmportant source for

communicating information about the change.

Results

Descriptive statistics

Means (M) and standard deviations (SD) for eaclitineare institution are reported in
Table 1. For some constructs significant effectsewleund in the averages between the
four health care institutions. For resistance tange F(3,158)= 12.36,p < 0.01);
figurehead characteristicd=(3,158) = 3.96, p < 0.01); consensus among different
figureheadsK(3,158)= 7.22,p < 0.01) and consistency in change messagEs158)=
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4.26,p < 0.01), the found differences between the averafjdse health care institutions
were significant. The assessment of these consthycemployees vary per health care
institution.

Employees regard their own frontline manager astmo=dible for receiving
information about the change (59 percent), followgdigher management (19 percent)
and location manager (11 percent), communicatiopadment (6 percent), others (4
percent) and another manager (1 percent). The gegdoconsider their own manager as
most important source for receiving information atiihne change (70 percent), the higher
management (15 percent) or the location manag@e(8ent) as the second important
source, succeeded by the communication departnZmelcent), others (2 percent),

another manager (1 percent) and Human Resourceddaremt (1 percent).

Table 1.Means and standard deviations for each health aasgtution

Health care  Health care Health care Heditcare

institution 1 institution 2 institution 3 institution 4

(N=71) (N=11) (N=23) (N=54)

M SD M SD M SD M SD
1.Affective commitment 3.87 056 382 0.838.78 064 413 0.67
2.Readiness for change 3.79 057 3.64 0.30/7 0.65 3.78 0.83

3.Resistance to change 1.84 052 227 122 083 264 0.88
4.Characteristics 3.70 0.67 3.10 0.7873 0.77 3.40 0.85
5.Consensus 3.45 0.65 3.05 0.76 3.27/0 0.2.87 0.77
6.Distinctiveness 3.56 0.63 329 059 35068 3.33 0.67
7.Consistency 3.59 0.74 358 0.65 38883 3.13 0.77

Correlations

Means, standard deviations and correlations betvetedly variables, are reported in
Table 2. A strong significant relationship appedmstween affective organization
commitment and change readiness { 0.37; p < 0.01) and between affective
organization commitment and distinctiveness= 0.25; p < 0.01). No significant
relationship has been found between affective argéion commitment and resistance to
change i( = 0.10;p = n.s.), between affective organization commitmemd figurehead

characteristicsr(= 0.11; p = n.s.), between affective organization commitmant
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consensus among different figureheads=(0.05; p = n.s.) and between affective
organization commitment and consistency 0.12;p = n.s.).

A major significant relationship appears betweeange readiness and resistance
to changer(= -0.34;p < 0.01), between change readiness and figurehemdathristics
(r = 0.26;p < 0.01), between change readiness and distinctgefies 0.51;p < 0.01)
and between change readiness and consistaney (.24; p < 0.01). A significant
relationship appears between change readiness cam$ensus among different
figureheadsr(= 0.19;p < 0.05).

A major significant relationship appears betweesistance to change and
figurehead characteristics € -0.48; p < 0.01), between resistance to change and
consensus among different figureheads=(-0.47; p < 0.01), between resistance to
change and distinctiveness £ -0.50;p < 0.01) and between resistance to change and
consistency r(= -0.47;p < 0.01).

A major significant relationship appears betweegurighead characteristics and
consensus among different figureheads=( 0.51; p < 0.01), between figurehead
characteristics and distinctiveness £ 0.49; p < 0.01) and between figurehead
characteristics and consistency(0.45;p < 0.01).

A major significant relationship also appears &sw consensus among different
figureheads and distinctiveness £ 0.55; p < 0.01) and between consensus among
different figureheads and consistency(0.63;p < 0.01).

Finally there appears to be a strong significaelationship between

distinctiveness and consistency=(0.63;p < 0.01).

Table 2.Means, standard deviations and correlations betwstady variables

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Affective commitment 3.94 0.64

2. Readiness for change  3.78 0.68 0.37**

3. Resistance to change 3.78 0.83 0.100.34**

4. Characteristics 3.95 0.83 0.11 0.26*0.49**

5. Consensus 3.20 0.75 0.05 0.1920.48**  0.51**

6. Distinctiveness 3.45 0.65 0.25* @51-0.50* 0.49** (0.55**

7. Consistency 3.43 0.78 0.12 0:24*0.47** 0.45** 0.65** 0.63**
Note:* = p<0.05; * =p<0.01
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Regression analysis

In Model 1 (Table 3, 4 and 5) the control varialdender, age, managerial position and
institution are added. The control variables highkssel of education, type of
employment, time working and same manager have bestad equally as before the
change but no significant effects were found amidfore they have been ignored in the
analysis.By means of a regression analysis the effect issared of figurehead
characteristics (credibility, likeability and truairthiness) on the change success in terms
of a high affective organization commitment (Hl&hange readiness (H1b) and
resistance to change (H1c). The employees’ pemepfithe figurehead’s characteristics
does not have a significant effect on affectiveaoigation commitment to of the
employees’ f§ = .11;p = n.s.). Hla can not be confirmed. The employpesgteption of
the figurehead’s characteristics does have a signif effect on change readinegs=
.23;p < 0.01). Therefore H1b can be confirmed. Employgesteption of figurehead’s
characteristics does have a significant effect lmenge agreemenp & .41;p < 0.01).
H1c can therefore be confirmed as well. The resiitsv that the effect of figurehead’s
characteristics on resistance to change variesfisaymtly per healthcare institution. For
example there is a stronger effect between figuw@heharacteristics and resistance to
change in healthcare institution one in comparisathe others.

The employees’ perception of consensus among diftefigureheads strengthened the
positive relationship between figurehead charasties (credibility, likeability and
trustworthiness) and high affective organizatiomoatment (H2a) and change readiness
(H2b) and also strengthened the negative relatipristtween figurehead characteristics
and resistance to change (H2c). Table 3 represiamti®sults of regression analyses. The
perception of consensus between different figuréhehy employees does have
significantly moderating effect on the positive atgnship between figurehead
characteristics and affective organization committv{g = .34;p < 0.01). Therefore H2a
can be confirmed (see Figure 1.2). The employeestgption of consensus among
different figureheads does have a significantly erating effect on the positive
relationship between figurehead characteristicscdrahge readinesg € .21;p < 0.01).
H2b can be confirmed (see Figure 1.3). The empkiyeerception of consensus among
different figureheads does not have a significaiféce on the negative relationship

between figurehead characteristics and resistamobange § = .09;p = n.s.). So H2c
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can not be confirmed. It may also be noted thabtbderating effect of consensus among
different figureheads on the positive relationsbgtween figurehead characteristics and
affective organization commitment varies per healhe institution. The results show a
greater effect for healthcare institution one imparison to the others. .

When employees perceive the change messages agtdist this strengthened the
positive relationship between figurehead charasties (credibility, likeability and
trustworthiness) and high affective organizatiomaatment (H3a) and change readiness
(H3b) and also strengthened the negative relatipristtween figurehead characteristics
and resistance to change (H3c). Table 4 represiemt®sults of regression analyses. The
perception of employees of distinctive message® leagignificantly moderating effect
on the positive relationship between the figurehedwhracteristics and affective
organization commitmeng3(= .19;p < 0.01). H3a can be confirmed (see Figure 1.4).
Employees’ perception of distinctive messages dudshave a significant moderating
effect on the positive relationship between figwath characteristics and change
readiness{ = .07; p = n.s.). H3b can therefore not be confirmed. Thelegyees’
perception of distinctive messages does have afisgm moderating effect on the
negative relationship between figurehead charatiesi and resistance to change=
.14; p< 0.05.). There is a significant positive relatioipsfound instead of the expected
negative relationship and therefore H3c can notdrdirmed (see Figure 1.5). It should
be noted that the moderating effect of the distrecthange messages perception on the
positive relationship between figurehead charasties and affective organization
commitment varies per health care institution. Tésults show for example a greater
effect for healthcare institution one in comparisoihe others.

When employees perceive the different change messagnt as consistent, this
strengthened the positive relationship betweenrdigeiad characteristics (credibility,
likeability and trustworthiness) and high affectigeganization commitment (H4a)and
change readiness (H4b) and strengthened the negafationship between figurehead
characteristics and resistance to change (H4c)eTatepresents the results of regression
analyses. The employees’ perception of consistdrange messages does have
significantly moderating effect on the relationsbigtween figurehead characteristics and
the affective organization commitmen € .24; p < 0.01). H4a can therefore be

confirmed (see Figure 1.6). The employees’ peroeptif consistent change messages
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does have a significantly moderating effect on thkationship between figurehead
characteristics and change readingss- (.27; p < 0.01). H4b can be confirmed (see
Figure 1.7). Employees’ perception of consistenange messages does not have a
significantly moderating effect on the negative ateinship between figurehead
characteristics and resistance to charfje (06; p = n.s.). H4c can therefore not be
confirmed. It may also be noted that the moderagffgct of the consistent change
messages perception on the positive relationshipdsa figurehead characteristics and
affective organization commitment varies per hea#te institution. The results show for

example a greater effect for healthcare institutina in comparison to the others.
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Interaction: characteristics & distinctiveness
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Figure 1.4Moderator effect of distinctiveness of change mgssan the positive relationship
between figurehead characteristics and affectigarozation commitment
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Interaction: characteristics & consistency
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Figure 1.6 Moderator effect of consistent change messageleopdsitive relationship between

figurehead characteristics and affective orgaroratiommitment
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Figure 1.7 Moderator effect of consistent change messageseopdsitive relationship between

figurehead characteristics and change readiness
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Table 3.Results of regression analysis with affective orgaiion commitment, change readiness and resistamchange as dependent variable

Dependent variable: Affective
organization commitment

Dependent variable: Change readiness

Dependent valile: Resistance

yo change

Model 1 Model2 Model 3 Model4 Modell Model2 Model3 Model4 Modell Model2 Model3 Model 4
Individual level:
Gender 0.18* 0.16 0.16* 0.22** 0.14 0.10 0.10 0.14 -0.19*  -0.11 -0.12 -0.10
Age 0.13 0.12 0.11 0.08 0.19* 0.16 0.16 40.1 -0.08 -0.04 -0.02 -0.03
Managerial position -0.16* -0.14 0.14 -0.10 -0.25*  -0.22**  -0.22** -0.20*  0.13 0.08 0.08 0.09
Dummy Institution 1  -0.16 0.18 -0.20* -0.22* 0.08 0.03 0.00 -0.01 -0.51* -0¥41 -0.34** -0.35**
Dummy Institution 2 -0.10 -0.09 -0.09 -0.11 -0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 -0.12 -0.16* 043 -0.14
Dummy Institution 3  -0.14 -0.16 -0.17 -0.16 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.13 -0.05 -0.02 -0.01
Characteristics 0.11 0.09 0.17* 0.23** 0.20* 0.24** -0.41**  -0.32** -0.30**
Consensus 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.07 -0.20** 200
Interaction with
Consensus:
Characteristics 0.34** 0.21** 0.09
R? 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.21 0.10 0.14 0.15 0.18 230. 0.38 0.41 0.42
AR? 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.16 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.13 .200 0.36 0.38 0.38

Note: * = p < 0.05; ** =p < 0.01
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Table 4.Results of regression analysis with affective oiztion commitment, change readiness and resistamckange as dependent variable

Dependent variable: Affective
organization commitment

Dependent variable: Change readiness

Dependent valile: Resistance
to change

Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Modell Model2

Model 3 Model4 Modell Model2 Model3 Model 4

Individual level:

Gender 0.18* 0.16* 0.12 0.14 0.14
Age 0.13 0.12 0.08 0.08 0.19*
Managerial position -0.16* -0.14 -0.12 -0.10 -0.25**
Dummy Institution 1 -0.16 -0.18 -0.21* -0.21* 0.08
Dummy Institution 2 -0.10 -0.09 -0.10 -0.10 -0.00
Dummy Institution 3 -0.14 -0.16 -0.18* -0.18* 0.07
Characteristics 0.11 0.01 0.05
Distinctiveness 0.23** 0.20*

Interaction with

distinctiveness:

Characteristics 0.17*

R? 0.10 0.11 0.14 0.17 0.10
AR? 0.06 0.07 0.10 0.12 0.06

0.10 .010 0.02 -0.19* -0.11* -0.06 -0.04
0.16 0.09 90.0 -0.08 -0.04 0.01 0.01
-0.22**  -0.17* -D6* 0.13 0.08 0.05 0.06
0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.51**  -0.41** -0.37* B
0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.12 -0.16* -0.14* -0.14*
0.03 -0.01 -0.01 -0.13 -0.05 -0.02 -0.02
0.23** 0.02 0.04 -0.41**  -0.28**  -0.24**
0.47** 0.46** -0.31**  -0.34**
0.07 0.14*
0.14 0.30 0.31 230. 0.38 0.45 0.47
0.10 0.26 0.26 .200 0.36 0.42 0.44

Note: * = p < 0.05; ** =p < 0.01
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Table 5.Results of regression analysis with affective oiztion commitment, change readiness and resisttamckange as dependent variable

Dependent variable: Affective
organization commitment

Dependent variable: Change readiness Dependent valile: Resistance

to change

Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Modell Model2

Model 3 Model4 Modell Model2 Model3 Model 4

Individual level:
Gender

Age

Managerial position
Dummy Institution 1
Dummy Institution 2

Dummy Institution 3

Characteristics
Consistency

Interaction with
consistency:
Characteristics

R2
AR?

0.17*
0.10

-0.12

-0.23**
-0.10
-0.19*
0.11
0.09

0.24**
0.17
0.12

-0.00 0.02

008 011  -019% -011  -008  -0.07
016 501 -0.08  -0.04  -0.02  -0.02
0217 09%  0.13 0.08 0.06 0.06
0.00  -0.03  -0.51%* -0.41* -0.36* -0.36™
001 000 -012  -016* 011  -0.11
000  -001  -013  -005  -001  -0.01
0.18* 0.23* 0.41%  -0.31%  -0.31%
0.13 0.10 -0.24+%0.24**
0.27* 0.06
0.16 022 230. 0.39 0.43 0.43
0.11 018 .200  0.36 0.40 0.40

Note: * = p < 0.05; ** =p < 0.01
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Discussion

Conclusion & Discussion

The main target of this research has been to examminv a successful organizational
change can be achieved by focusing on what chaistats a figurehead should possess
to increase the chance of a successful changelditian, attention has been paid to the
key features of the attribution theory based oraditle by Bowen and Ostroff (2004).
They suggest that the content is moderated by theeps. It is important to have your
content straightened out, which implies the inticighin of a figurehead with the right
characteristics. This research had elaborated whethis content (figurehead
characteristics) is moderated by the process smigsénsus among different figureheads,
distinctive and consistent messages).

The results showed that the first hypothesis ifdypaonfirmed. When employees
perceive the figurehead as credible, likeable anstworthy (characteristics), they were
more ready to change and showed a lower changgaese. The results also showed that
there is a stronger relation between figureheadacheristics and change readiness for
employees with a managerial position than for eyges without a managerial position.
Between figurehead characteristics and affectigamzation commitment no significant
relationship has been found. This may be explainethe fact that affective organization
commitment is not the appropriate variable to measuccess of change, because this
variable is perhaps too general and employees moayink it directly to the change
process. When employees are asked about theirgtiene of an organizational change,
they would probably find it easier to express tleelings about their change readiness
and their resistance than their commitment to trgamization. It might be better to
measure the employees’ affective commitment tor twerk, as Millward and Hopkins
(2006) stated that employees are often more coxniti their work than committed to
the organization.

A moderator effect has been found on the efféaomsensus among different
figureheads on the positive relationship betwegaréhead characteristics and affective
organization commitment and change readiness (geeeFl.2 & 1.3). This implies that
high consensus among different figureheads is lygtwaa prerequisite for affective
organization commitment of employees if the figwath possesses the right

characteristicsinstead, perceived consensus among different figga@s did not have a
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moderating effect on the negative relationship ketwfigurehead characteristics and
resistance to change. This may be explained byatttethat employees indicated in the
guestionnaire that they have received informatiooua the change from only one or two
information sources. Resistance is more focusetherindividual level and employees
may therefore be inclined more to focus on one@othey trust the most and which they
have the most binding with.

When employees perceive change messages sentiastidis, it strengthened the
positive relationship between figurehead charasties and affective organization
commitment (see Figure 1.4) This means in casefitheehead possess the right
characteristics the perception of distinctive cleangessages is actually a prerequisite for
affective organization commitment of employees. Peeception of distinctive change
messages did not have a moderating effect on tletiyeo relationship between
figurehead characteristics and change readinessead a mediating effect was found for
the perception of distinctive change messages. Widzgling the construct distinctive
messages to the analysis this effect for distiectivessages on change readiness was
found significant. The previously significant retat between the independent variable
(figurehead characteristics) and the dependenabiarichange readiness) was no longer
significant. It may be noticed that the two constsuare highly correlated. This is
probably explicable by the fact that when a fijng@d has certain characteristics
(credibility, likeability and trustworthiness) enmykees will pay more attention to the
distinctiveness of the messages. This focus olindiste change messages then in turn
leads to more change readiness. It was pointeyWRetty and Cacioppo (1981) that
when an issue is personally relevant or involvipepple will be more motivated to think
about this information when it is provided by ahligcredible source instead of a low
credible source. Moreover, the perception of ditsive messages did not have a
moderating effect on the negative relationship ketwfigurehead characteristics and
resistance to change. Instead there was a sigmifigasitive relationship found (see
Figurel.5). When employees perceive the figureheschot credible, trustworthy and
when they do not like their figurehead, a distwmetichange message is important to
create a lower change resistance by employees.wBeh employees perceive the
figurehead as credible, likeable and trustworthy,si of less importance that the

proclaimed change message is distinctive. Thispeahaps be explained due to the fact
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that if employees perceive the figurehead as clediikeable and trustworthy, they
simply receive the introduced change message ag batll-intentioned and that the need
for change can be justified without the need faifymg the contents of this message.

When employees perceive the messages sent alegh#imge as consistent, it
strengthened the positive relationship betweenrdigead characteristics and affective
organization commitment and change readiness (gpgeFl.6 & 1.7). This means that
the perception of consistent change messages usligct prerequisite for affective
organization commitment of employees when the &pead possesses the right
characteristics. No moderating effect has been doian the perception of consistent
change messages on the negative relationship betereeacteristics of the figurehead
and resistance to change. This can be explainethdyact that employees pay more
attention on one communication vehicle. For examplaployees prefer to hear oral
messages instead of mass communication (Larkin &ihal1995) and therefore they
tend to focus on oral messages sent by their oantline manager rather than on e-mails
or intranet messages. Therefore, they are probesdyable to assess consistency between
change messages.

It has been found that significant effects in thesearch vary per health care
institution. The differences found between heathadnstitutions could be explained by
the fact that one healthcare institution has ango and more visible figurehead than
another. A more visible figurehead is probably éretb be judged, which could have a
great influence on the acquired results.

In addition, attention has been paid to who isspned and visualized as the
figurehead by the healthcare institution. Furtheendhe employees are also asked to
indicate who they saw as the most credible and itapbfigurehead that provides them
the information about the change. In health carstitution one and two the
communication departments were appointed by thdthusse institutions as the
figurehead for communicating the change to empleyée healthcare institution three,
the frontline managers were appointed by the healéhinstitution as the figurehead and
in health care institution four the location mamagjgart of higher management) was
appointed as the figurehead. The presented andili@ed figurehead in healthcare
institution four (location manager) was also redngd by the employees as the

figurehead for communicating the change. Healthdasé&itution three introduced the
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frontline managers as the figurehead and almostem@ployees called the frontline
manager as their most important figurehead for camaating the change. In healthcare
institution one and two the appointed figureheagim(munication department) did not
match with the figurehead called for by the empésyeThe communication department
was at most appointed as the figurehead, but th@ogees called their own frontline
manager as the most important figurehead in mos¢éscaThe reason that their own
frontline manager is called as the most reliablel amportant source can be a
consequence of the fact that people prefer to theachange messages orally rather than
by mass communication. It is also suggested byihaakd Larkin (1995) that face to
face communication is always the best way to comocat® a major change to the
frontline workforce.In addition, the communication department is prdpaiont well
enough profiled as the figurehead and has probdidpped flawed in presenting and
visualizing themselves as the figurehead for comoatimg the change to the employees.
In summary, this study shows the effect of the @gtion of certain figurehead
characteristics on the success of an organizatwraige. By focusing on the moderating
effect of the process side on the content as stat&®bwen and Ostroff (2004), this study
provides an empirical test that the perceptionasfsensus among different figureheads
and the perception of distinctive and consistentsgages strengthens the positive

relationship between figurehead characteristicsaasulccessful organizational change.

Limitations
As mentioned above, affective organization commitimes probably not the most
appropriate construct for measuring success ofgafReelings about the readiness for
change and any feelings of resistance to chang@ratmbly easier to express for the
employees. Affective organization commitment altayp and played a role beyond the
change. In addition, literature shows (Millward Kopkins, 2006) that employees are
often more committed to their work than committedrte organization. It might be better
to choose constructs that directly reflects theeg@ations of a change process, like the
other constructs of this research ‘change readia@sk'resistance to change’.

The four health care institutions included in thresearch, were all four dealing

with a major change. However, they were not dealitp compulsory redundancies.
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Because there was no burning platform or a reak,temployees were more ready to
change and showed therefore a low resistance togehdn cases when health care
institutions have to deal with redundancies, it hhaypossible that a credible, likeable
and trustworthy figurehead will not have a posityveffect on the change readiness and
the resistance to change because they could havedling that they have to deal with it.
Moreover, the type of sector (health care) can bésof influence on the found results. It
could be possible that people who work in non-profganizations are more involved
with their work than people working for profit orgaations. The characteristics of this
type of employee could possibly be of influencetfa found results.

Furthermore, in this research it is only examimdw is called by employees as
the most important and reliable figurehead for ngng information about the change. It
revealed that the (own) frontline manger was thatnmaportant, followed by the higher
management. In one of the four health care ingiitgf the Communication department
was the main figurehead for providing informatiotoat the change. But the
Communication department was hardly mentioned by émployees as the most
important figurehead. Instead the employees cdliett own frontline manager or the
higher management as the most important and reli@pirehead. In future research, it
could be investigated for what reasons one partyesitioned as more important and
reliable for receiving information about the chanigen other parties.

In this research the perception of distinctive geamessages by employees
played a mediating role in the relationship betwikgurehead characteristics and change
readiness instead of a moderating role. In furtresearch this mediating role of

distinctive change messages could be further eaglo

Recommendations: using the ingredients for a ssfgleshange

For healthcare institutions which are dealing witjor changes the following
ingredients are important for enhancing the sucoéshiange. First, you have to ensure
that you present and visualize a figurehead wiperiseived as credible, trustworthy and
likeable by employees because this will lead to en@adiness to change and a low
resistance to change by employees. The employettssimesearch already indicate that
they see their own frontline manager or the higlmanagement as most credible and
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important for receiving information about the chanddealth care institutions can
introduce the frontline managers or the higher rgansent as the figurehead for
communicating the change to employees. Note thattbyducing the frontline managers
as figurehead instead of the higher managementggesnent directors) you have to
ensure that there is strong consensus betweeniffieeedt frontline managers. This
research indicates that perceived consensus amguogelieads will strengthen the
relation between figurehead characteristics (cikyibtrustworthiness and likeability) of
the figurehead and change readiness by employees.

Ensuring that there is consensus among differentiréheads is therefore the
second ingredient. It is easiest and most preferablintroduce and visualize just one
figurehead in order to circumvent the consensuslpno. However, in most cases
respondents indicate their own frontline manageithes most important and reliable
figurehead. Therefore an organization can decidattoduce the frontline manager as
figurehead. Mostly there are multiple frontline ragars in an organization and therefore
multiple figureheads should be appointed. HRM d@&@ommunication department play
an important role at this point, because they laeedirectors of the change message and
their views and goals about the change have teakyrclear. They have to guide and
coach the frontline managers to show consensuscekpto the workforce. In other
words, the different frontline managers can senambiguous and internally consistent
messages about the change to the employees.

Third, it is important for the health care instituts to ensure that the messages
sent about the change are consistent. With consistessages you can better clarify your
intentions.

Finally, for achieving affective organization contment of employees, health
care institutions should ensure that the preseinjedehead is credible, trustworthy and
liked, that there is high consensus among theréiftefigureheads. Further, ensure that
the change message is understandable for emplapeesake them see the relevance to
change for the organization and for themselvedifditve change message) and also

ensure that the change message is perceived dasteohs
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Appendix

Appendix 1: Reform of the Dutch public health syste

Healthcare staff in the in the healthcare instnsi will in the coming period be faced
with major changes in the performance of their joliss because the healthcare system
in the Netherlands is drastically reformed due he tntroduction of a new health
insurance act in the beginning of 2006. This new isc called in Dutch, the
Zorgverzekeringswet (ZVW). The new health insueaact (ZVW) is in addition to the
Exceptional Medical Expenses Act, which is calledDiutch Algemene Wet Bijzondere
Ziektekosten (AWBZ), part of the Dutch healthcaresurance system. The ZVW
establishes a mandatory health insurance for emerygho is insured under the AWBZ
and requires a personal fee (Rijksoverheid, 201 represents all Dutch residents and
people who live abroad but receive earnings from Netherlands. The extent of the
coverage of the obligatory health insurance forrgvedividual is determined by the
underlying legislation of the ZVW that is determihiey the government. This insurance
act obliges insurers to accept every individualludimg the ones with chronically
diseases. The insurers are also not allowed tote®pealth insurance of an individual
due to bad health insurance claims experience oseMde expectancy. The AWBZ is a
collective health insurance act that covers theradde disease risks and is a so-called
national insurance. Under this law specific medaadts of prolonged hospitalization or
treatments in specialized institutions are covaredontrast to the ZVW. AWBZ also
entitles nursing and residential care such as itiasil for the mentally or physical
handicapped. Currently in the Netherlands, majav nkanges take place in the public
health care system. By the continuously increasogls of the AWBZ and the attendant
pressures on the collective burden for the commary a change of this specifaw is
expected. The total health care spending incregsas after year due to a higher life
expectancy and the individualization of societye(uossibility that is being discussed is
to remove portions of the AWBZ and move these prtthe ZVW. This results into
higher premiums of the ZVW because these partsxardonger part of the collective
insurance and results that health insurance corapame becoming a more major player.
These insurance companies have only one speciiicnganely the care profits in relation

to the care revenues. This will enter the suppld @emand principle much more
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resulting in higher premiums and significant cuts predicted for the total health care
system in the Netherlands.

Another change has been started last year andigsydar effective by the
introduction of the Zorgzwaartebekostiging (ZZP)hielh are Resource Utilization
Packages (Rijksoverheid, 2010). The funding forltheeare is therefore more attuned
and simultaneously is the care institution mordlestthan in the past on the actual
production delivered. The employees of healthcaséitutions have to be more focused
on the actual delivered production of healthcaredpcts requiring a change of their
working attitude.

In addition to the abovementioned changes, hospitathe Netherlands have to
deal with other reforms in the health care systbat tvere demanded by the Dutch
government. In the year 2005, the Dutch governnmgraduced a new legislation, which
is called Diagnose Behandel Combinantie (DBC, 2010) order to improve the
efficiency, performance and market-conform fundofidnospitals and specialist medical
help. Before the introduction of this legislatiolh the medical treatments were claimed
separately. The more treatments, the more dedasmbf expenses could be claimed,
which results into an inefficient hospital organtiaa. By introducing the DBC
legislation, the performance of hospitals and madipecialists will be expressed in the
so-called totatare products with rates that are more based orelielelivered services
and costs, which are based on a mutual agreememédie the hospital and health care
insurer This opposed tbudgeting a hospital by the government in an odthitaned way
based on for example the amount of beds in theitabsptc. Each so-called care product
stands for a complete treatment of a patient withthe necessary hospital activities
within this specific care demand. This encouragesphals to work efficiently because a
hospital receives a fixed amount per treatmentdasethe delivered work by medical
specialistsAs a result of this legislation, hospitals can nmympete with each other on
price and quality.
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