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The introduction of enterprise systems (ES) frequently leads to organizational change, as it

involves multiple stakeholders and is associated with fundamental organizational improve-

ments cutting across functional and organizational boundaries. Recognizing that ES

implementations are overshadowed by a high failure rate because of resistance to change, this

study focuses on the development of readiness for change as a way to ease an IT-driven

organizational change, including ES implementations. We find that readiness for change can

be enhanced by boosting the relevant individuals’ attachment to the organization and their

perceived personal competence regardless of the focal ES package and its technological

characteristics. We also find that readiness for change positively impacts ES usage intention

together with the technological characteristics of the focal ES package. Theoretical and

practical implications of the study are discussed along with its limitations.
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1. Introduction

Enterprise systems (ES) require the restructuring of an

organization’s portfolio of transaction-processing applica-

tion systems to achieve integration of business processes,

systems, and information (Markus and Tanis 2000, Markus

2004). Thus, ES implementation requires changes not only

in systems but also in processes and other social dimen-

sions. Although ES have promised major strategic benefits

and process improvements from business integration and

technology integration, their implementation has been

plagued by a high failure rate and difficulty in realizing

the promised benefits (Gattiker and Goodhue 2005, Kim

and Pan 2006). Since an ES project requires enterprise-wide

initiatives, brings enterprise-wide changes in the company,

and requires huge resource investment, its failure would

result in a big loss to the implementing company.

The failure rate in achieving the goals of an ES project

(e.g. Enterprise Resource Planning project) is estimated to

be between 60 and 90% (Ptak and Scharagenheim 1999).

It is widely reported that the sources of ES project failures

are not limited to technical issues. Rather, there are various

causes arising from the interactions among people, task,

environment, and technology. Previous studies (Jiang et al.

2000, ITtoolbox 2004) have indicated that one of the most

critical failure reasons is resistance to change. A system

could be developed successfully from the technical perspec-

tive; however, if users do not use it because of their

resistance to change, the project would not bring the

expected benefits to the company.

Creating readiness for change has most often been

explained in conjunction with prescriptions for reducing

resistance. In essence, readiness for change may act to

preempt the likelihood of resistance to change, increasing

the potential for change efforts to be more effective

(Armenakis et al. 1993). While many factors influence

successful organizational changes, it has been argued that

readiness for change contributes to the effectiveness with

which such organizational changes are implemented

(Armenakis et al. 1993).
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This study aims to examine the formation and effect of

readiness for change in ES implementation projects.

Specifically, this paper seeks to answer two research

questions: (1) How does employees’ readiness for change

influence ES usage? (2) How can readiness for change be

enhanced? This study offers several contributions to theory

and practice. From the theoretical perspective, we examine

how readiness for change is formed by identifying the

antecedents, and consider what role it plays by explaining

its effects on the adoption of ES by users in the context of

Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) systems. From the

practical perspective, we offer managerial insights for ES

practitioners on the development and effect of readiness for

change in an ES project.

2. Theoretical background and research model

2.1 Readiness for change in ES adoption

Change is a fundamental theme in human life and

organizational behavior that individuals generally resist

(Joshi 1991). Readiness is the cognitive precursor to the

behaviors of either resistance to or support for a change

effort (Armenakis et al. 1993). Readiness for change is

reflected in the attitude toward organizational change of

organizational members. It refers to the extent to which

organizational members hold positive views about the need

for organizational change, as well as the extent to which

they believe that such changes are likely to have posi-

tive implications for themselves and the organization

(Armenakis et al. 1993). Thus, an organizational member’s

attitude toward change can play an important role in

determining whether the individual chooses to support or

resist a change (Kirton and Mulligan 1973).

Attitude toward change, in general, consists of a person’s

affective reactions to change, cognitions about change, and

behavioral tendency toward change (Dunham et al. 1989).

Consistent with this, and according to Elizur and Guttman

(1976), individuals’ or groups’ responses to organizational

change are classified into three types: First, affective

responses are a greater or lesser feeling of being linked to,

satisfied with, or anxious about change. Second, cognitive

responses are the opinions one has about the advantages,

disadvantages, usefulness, and necessity of the change,

and about the knowledge and information required to

handle it. Third, behavioral responses are the actions one

has already taken or may take in the future for or against

the change.

Besides the multidimensional view of responses to organi-

zational change, resistance to change may be represented by

a set of responses to change that are negative along three

dimensions, and support for change may be represented by

a set of responses that are positive along three dimensions

(Piderit 2000). Different individuals may respond differently

to a particular organizational change. For some, an

organizational change gives satisfaction but to others, it

brings disadvantages (Yousef 2000).

As we have mentioned in the Introduction section,

previous research has attributed many information systems

(IS) failures to user propensity to resist change (Markus

1983, Joshi 1991, Robey and Boudreau 1999, Jiang et al.

2000). Markus (1983) explained resistance to change and

implementation difficulties primarily in terms of the conflict

for more power among users. Joshi (1991) posited that

individuals attempt to evaluate most changes in terms of

equity status, and they are likely to resist changes that are

unfavorable to them. Organizational resistance to change

has been identified as a top critical success factor for ES

adoption (Markus and Tanis 2000, Nah et al. 2003,

Lapointe and Rivard 2005), with user resistance blamed

for many ES project failures (Laughlin 1999, ITtoolbox

2004). In addition, the absence of an adequate organiza-

tional change attitude can result in the failure of an ES

initiative, regardless of how competent the organization is

technically (Al-Mashari 2000).

Organizational members who have favorable perceptions

of organizational transformation are likely to proactively

participate in any organizational change situations such as

an ES implementation project (IT-driven organizational

change), and possibly look forward to changes in work

patterns. If people hold a positive attitude toward change

and are ready for change, they are not likely to resist

change. Thus, readiness for change would reduce resistance

among employees to an IT-driven organizational change,

leading them to adopt the system that is being introduced

(figure 1). Hence, we hypothesize:

H1: Readiness for change has a positive impact on usage

intention for a newly developed enterprise system.

2.2 Developing readiness for change

Four possible antecedents of readiness for change may be

identified from the extant literature: organizational com-

mitment, perceived personal competence, performance

expectancy, and effort expectancy. The first two factors

are more relevant to individuals’ tendency and character-

istics regardless of the system introducing the organiza-

tional change, while the remaining two factors are more

relevant to the characteristics of the target system to be

adopted by individuals in an organization.

Organizational commitment means the relative strength

of an individual’s identification with and involvement in a

particular organization (Mowday et al. 1981). Meyer and

Allen (1991) posited that organizational commitment

comprises three components, reflecting: (1) desire (affective

commitment), (2) need (continuance commitment), and

80 K.-Y. Kwahk and H.-W. Kim
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(3) obligation (normative commitment) to maintaining

employment in an organization. Affective commitment refers

to the employee’s emotional attachment to, identification

with, and involvement in the organization. Continuance

commitment refers to an awareness of the costs associated

with leaving the organization. Normative commitment

reflects a feeling of obligation to continue employment.

Previous research (Lau and Woodman 1995) has posited

that an individual’s commitment to an organization affects

how she/he evaluates organizational change. This implies

that a highly committed individual might more readily

identify with and accept organizational change efforts that

are perceived as beneficial. Similar to this, Guest (1992)

argued that committed employees are more accepting

toward organizational change than their noncommitted

colleagues. Similarly, Iverson (1996) found that organiza-

tional commitment is one of the most important determi-

nants of attitude toward organizational change. Hence, we

hypothesize:

H2: Organizational commitment has a positive impact on

readiness for change.

Perceived personal competence means the degree of the

individual’s feelings of competence in the work role (Allen

and Meyer 1990). A high level of perceived personal com-

petence derived from satisfactory working experiences gives

employees self-confidence (Gebert et al. 1999). Employees

with a strong sense of self-confidence tend to believe they

can execute the particular job under any settings and also

perform tasks that may differ from those they are used

to. Thus, individuals with a higher level of personal

competence would be more confident in their work even

in the face of change compared to those with a lower level

of personal competence. For this reason, individuals with a

high level of personal competence would have a more

positive attitude toward change and be more ready for

change. Similar to this, Gerbert et al. (1999) posited that

employees with strong perceived personal competence are

more likely to pursue further change initiatives because

change-oriented action is known as a function of employee

motivation. Hence, we hypothesize:

H3: Perceived personal competence has a positive impact

on readiness for change.

Performance expectancy means the degree to which an

individual believes that using the new system will help her/

him make gains in job performance (Venkatesh et al. 2003).

In general, ES are introduced into organizations to improve

overall effectiveness of the organization, bridging the

performance gap between the current state and some

desired state. The need for change – that is, the discrepancy

between the desired end state (which must be appropriate

for the organization) and the present state – is considered

one of the primary mechanisms for creating readiness for

change (Armenakis et al. 1993). Thus, if people expect

performance improvement from the use of newly developed

ES, they would have more positive attitude toward

change and be more ready for the change. Hence, we

hypothesize:

H4: Performance expectancy has a positive impact on

readiness for change.

Figure 1. Research model.

Managing readiness in ES-driven organizational change 81
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Effort expectancy means the degree of ease associated

with the use of a newly developed system (Venkatesh et al.

2003). If the newly developed system requires a lot of

learning to use, it would deter people from using it. In

contrast, if it is easy to use the new system, a positive

attitude toward the system will be generated, and people

will be more ready for the change associated with it. This is

particularly relevant for the case of ES, since ES require

employees across the adopting organization to learn new

tasks and new technologies, and demand that the emplo-

yees overcome knowledge barriers and unlearn some of

what they already know (Robey et al. 2002). Thus, if people

expect that they can easily adopt the new change, they

would have a more positive attitude toward the change and

be more ready for it. Hence, we hypothesize:

H5: Effort expectancy has a positive impact on readiness

for change.

Many previous studies based on the Technology Accep-

tance Model (e.g. Venkatesh et al. 2003) have indicated that

individuals’ behavioral intention to use a new system is

influenced by performance expectancy and effort expectancy

for the system. The more useful the system is in enabling

employees to accomplish their tasks, the more it will be used.

While the following two hypotheses are nothing new, we

propose them for completeness of the research model.

H6: Performance expectancy has a positive impact on usage

intention for a newly developed enterprise system.

H7: Effort expectancy has a positive impact on usage

intention for a newly developed enterprise system.

3. Research methodology

3.1 Study context and sample characteristics

Since we are interested in examining readiness for change

that leads to IS usage intention, this study considers

readiness for change at the point when the new ERP system

is being rolled out. Previous research has suggested that this

period is the window of opportunity to improve the system

(Tyre and Orlikowski 1993). At this time users impressions

are based on the features of the system. Subsequently users

decide to resist the implemented system or adopt it

(Lapointe and Rivard 2005).

For the data collection, we first selected an ERP vendor

that is recognized as a leading company in terms of market

share. One of the directors of the vendor agreed to sponsor

this study. We asked the vendor to select its client

companies that had finished the ERP implementation

projects within less than four weeks at the point of data

collection and had implemented more than two ERP

modules. We then sent emails to the seven selected

companies to explain our research objective and obtain

permission for the survey. After getting approval from the

companies, we distributed questionnaires to the subjects

who were expected to use the newly implemented ERP

system in their tasks in each selected company. The survey

had been conducted over two weeks. We had 446 complete

and valid responses, showing a net response rate of appro-

ximately 64%.

Table 1 shows the respondent characteristics in terms of

gender, age, educational background, tenure, and level in

the organization. Gender distribution indicated an appro-

ximate 1.8:1 ratio in favor of male respondents. On average,

the respondents were approximately 31 years old. The

majority (88.9%) were between 20 and 30 years old. About

13.3% had high school education, with the remainder of

respondents (86.7%) having at least a Bachelor’s degree.

On average, the respondents had about 6 years of work

experience. Most (77.8%) had worked less than 10 years, and

the largest number of respondents (44.2%) fell within the

bracket of 1 and 4 years of work experience. As to work

responsibility, 48.6% of the respondents held clerical level

jobs, 30.1% held supervisory positions, and 21.3% of them

were of middle management level.

3.2 Measurement development

We developed our data collection instrument by adop-

ting existing validated questions wherever possible.

Table 1. Respondent characteristics.

Respondent profiles Frequency Percent (%) Cumulative (%)

Gender

Female 151 35.0 35.0

Male 281 65.0 100.0

Age (years)

20 – 29 179 49.6 49.6

30 – 39 142 39.3 88.9

�40 40 11.1 100.0

Average age 30.8

Educational level

High school 56 13.3 13.3

University 344 81.7 95.0

Postgraduate 21 5.0 100.0

Working experience (years)

�1 27 6.4 6.4

1 – 4 185 44.2 50.6

5 – 9 114 27.2 77.8

10 – 19 87 20.8 98.6

�20 6 1.4 100.0

Average tenure 5.9

Role

Clerical 205 48.6 48.6

Supervisory 127 30.1 78.7

Middle management 90 21.3 100.0

82 K.-Y. Kwahk and H.-W. Kim
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For performance expectancy and effort expectancy, we

adopted measurement items from previous research (Davis

1989, Gefen et al. 2003). For usage intention, we adopted

items from Rai et al. (2002). Readiness for change was

measured with 13 items, from the instrument developed by

Dunham et al. (1989) and modified to suit our context. For

organizational commitment, we adopted items from Allen

and Meyer (1990). For perceived personal competence, we

adopted items from Allen and Meyer’s (1990) measure-

ment. All question items were measured with a seven-point

Likert-type scale, with anchors ranging from ‘strongly

disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. Two IS researchers reviewed

the instrument and checked its face validity. The final

instrument used for data collection is shown in the

Appendix.

4. Data analysis and results

We carried out data analysis in accordance with a two-stage

methodology (Anderson and Gerbing 1988) using LISREL.

The first step in the data analysis was to establish the con-

vergent and discriminant validity of the constructs. In the

second step, we examined the structural model based on the

cleansed measurement model.

4.1 Confirmatory factor analysis

To test convergent validity, we first needed to check the

unidimensionality of each construct. Following recom-

mended methodological procedures (Anderson and

Gerbing 1988, Gefen et al. 2000), we set out to revise the

measurement model by discarding, one at a time, items

which shared a high degree of residual variance with other

items. After discarding three questions (RFC2, RFC10 and

RFC11), the measurement model had good fit.

Convergent validity was additionally assessed with three

criteria. First, standardized path loadings, which are indi-

cators of the degree of association between the underlying

latent factor and each item, should be greater than 0.7 and

statistically significant (Gefen et al. 2000). Second, the

composite reliability (CR) and the Cronbach’s a for each

construct must be larger than 0.7 (Hair et al. 1998). Third,

the average variance extracted (AVE) for each factor

should exceed 0.5 (Fornell and Larcker 1981).

As depicted in table 2, the standardized path loadings were

all significant (t-value41.96) and greater than 0.7 except for

OCM2, OCM5, and OCM6. The composite reliability and

Cronbach’s a for all constructs exceeded 0.7. The average

variance extracted for each factor was greater than 0.5.

Hence, the questions in this study had convergent validity.

Next, we assessed discriminant validity by comparing the

square root of AVE for each construct with the correlations

between that construct and other constructs (Fornell and

Larcker 1981). As shown in table 3, the square root of AVE

for each construct exceeded the correlations between that

construct and other constructs. Hence, discriminant vali-

dity was established.

Table 2. Results of convergent validity testing.

Construct Item

Factor

loading

Composite

reliability

Average

variance

extracted Cronbach a

OCM OCM1 0.788 0.872 0.535 0.870

OCM2 0.644

OCM3 0.782

OCM4 0.877

OCM5 0.604

OCM6 0.657

PPC PPC1 0.733 0.869 0.571 0.867

PPC2 0.730

PPC3 0.848

PPC4 0.707

PPC5 0.753

RFC RFC1 0.710 0.939 0.609 0.938

RFC3 0.724

RFC4 0.821

RFC5 0.810

RFC6 0.853

RFC7 0.760

RFC8 0.803

RFC9 0.834

RFC12 0.715

RFC13 0.757

EEP EEP1 0.877 0.949 0.755 0.948

EEP2 0.869

EEP3 0.809

EEP4 0.861

EEP5 0.909

EEP6 0.886

PEP PEP1 0.840 0.950 0.761 0.950

PEP2 0.920

PEP3 0.881

PEP4 0.875

PEP5 0.881

PEP6 0.836

UI UI1 0.910 0.898 0.748 0.892

UI2 0.916

UI3 0.759

Table 3. Results of discriminant validity testing.

Construct Mean (SD) OCM RFC EEP PEP UI PPC

OCM 4.802 (0.991) 0.732

RFC 5.108 (0.961) 0.537 0.780

EEP 4.371 (1.167) 0.325 0.428 0.869

PEP 5.085 (1.022) 0.462 0.623 0.434 0.873

UI 5.222 (1.090) 0.469 0.615 0.503 0.753 0.865

PPC 4.792 (0.941) 0.621 0.547 0.300 0.448 0.444 0.756

Note: Leading diagonal shows the square root of AVE of each variable.

Managing readiness in ES-driven organizational change 83
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We tested the hypotheses using the structural model of

LISREL. The normed w2 (w2 to degree of freedom) was

2.55, which was good, being below the maximum desired

cut-off of 3.0 (Gefen et al. 2000). RMSEA was 0.05,

indicating a good fit, being below the maximum desired

cut-off of 0.06 (Gefen et al. 2000). Root mean square

residual (RMR) was 0.046, slightly lower than the desired

maximum cut-off of 0.05 (Hair et al. 1998). Goodness-of-fit

index (GFI) was 0.84 and adjusted goodness-of-fit index

(AGFI) was 0.82, both of which were above the recom-

mended threshold of 0.8 (Hair et al. 1998). The other fit

indices were all satisfactory: CFI¼ 0.98, NFI¼ 0.97, and

nonnormed fit index (NNFI)¼ 0.98. These results suggest

that the structural model fitted the data adequately.

Figure 2 shows the standardized LISREL path co-

efficients and the overall fit indices. All four variables

(organizational commitment, perceived personal compe-

tence, performance expectancy, and effort expectancy) were

significantly related to readiness for change, and explained

51.4% of variance in attitude: organizational commitment

(path coefficient¼ 0.177, p5 0.001), perceived personal

competence (path coefficient¼ 0.225, p5 0.001), per-

formance expectancy (path coefficient¼ 0.380, p5 0.001),

and effort expectancy (path coefficient¼ 0.137, p5 0.001).

Next, three variables (readiness for change, performance

expectancy, and effort expectancy) were significantly related

to usage intention and explained 62.8% of variance in

usage intention: readiness for change (path coefficient¼
0.195, p5 0.001), performance expectancy (path

coefficient¼ 0.555, p5 0.001) and effort expectancy

(path coefficient¼ 0.179, p5 0.001). Thus, all hypotheses

were supported.

5. Discussion and implications

5.1 Discussion of findings

As a way for reducing resistance to IT-driven organiza-

tional change, developing readiness for change has often

been suggested (Armenakis et al. 1993). Markus (1983)

highlighted the importance of readiness for change (i.e.

resistance to change) in IS implementation. She also

pointed out that one of the major risks in IT-driven

organizational change is a risk that users will not use the

technology because of lack of readiness for change

(Markus 2004). In terms of IS success, DeLone and

McLean (1992, 2003) highlighted IS use as one of the IS

success determinants, which implies that readiness for

change used in this study as an antecedent of IS use

(i.e. usage intention) might play an important role in

explaining IS success.

Readiness for change can be applied to not only ES

project but also large IT-driven organizational change

project. ES implementation is a typical example of IT-

driven organizational change, because ES implementation

brings about technical and social changes. The new

technical and social changes tend to be confronted by

resistance to change from the potential users of the new IS

in an organization. Manifestation of user resistance to

change includes opposition, ignoring, undermining, and

refraining (Bovey and Hede 2001). User resistance further

adversely affects the IS implementation project and leads

Figure 2. Standardized LISREL solution (***p5 0.001). w2/df¼ 2.551, GFI¼ 0.844, AGFI¼ 0.821, CFI¼ 0.982,

RMSEA¼ 0.059, Std. RMR¼ 0.046.

84 K.-Y. Kwahk and H.-W. Kim
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to the eventual failure (Beaudry and Pinsonneault 2005).

On the basis of this background, we have examined how

readiness for change is formed and how it helps users adopt

the newly developed system.

We have found that readiness for change is significantly

influenced by four factors across two domains. In the first

domain, the factors are more relevant to individuals’

tendency and characteristics in the current working context

regardless of the focal system: organizational commitment

and perceived personal competence. In the second domain,

the factors are more relevant to the characteristics of the

focal system to be adopted by individuals in the organiza-

tion: performance expectancy and effort expectancy. We

have also found that readiness for change together with the

other two technology-related factors (performance expec-

tancy and effort expectancy) exerts significant positive

effects on ES usage intention.

Similar to our study, Orlikowski (1993) demonstrated

that adopting and using a specific IT is not solely dependent

on the characteristics of the IT but also on other aspects

such as the organizational or social context. Readiness for

change is a social antecedent, while performance expec-

tancy and effort expectancy are technological ones. These

two distinct sets of antecedent constructs are intertwined as

found in this research.

5.2 Limitations

The implications of any study must be considered in the

context of its limitations. First, we note that we have

gathered the measures of all constructs at the same point

in time and through the same instrument. Consequently,

the potential of common method variance for some of the

result exists. In addition, because of the cross-sectional

nature of the study, causality can only be inferred via

theory, and so a longitudinal approach needs to be

considered in future research. Second, there may be

limitations on how far we can generalize our findings.

We have conducted our study in the context of ERP

system usage, but ERP systems do not represent all kinds

of ES. Consequently, it is only prudent that caution be

exercised in generalizing the findings. Third, while we have

regarded readiness for change as a way for reducing

resistance to change based on the argument of previous

research, we have not tested the relationship between

them directly. Future research could consider testing the

effect of readiness for change on resistance to change in

the context of ES-driven or IT-driven organizational

change.

5.3 Implications

This research offers several implications for theory and

practice. From the theory perspective, first, this study

develops the theoretical model of readiness for change

in the context of IS implementation. The developed

theoretical research model provides a rich understanding

of a broad variety of readiness for change in IS

implementation. They further help explain and predict

how and why readiness for change is developed and affects

IS usage intention, a surrogate of IS use.

Second, this study develops and proposes a new con-

struct, readiness for change, in the context of IS imple-

mentation (i.e. IT-driven organizational change) based on

the research in management (Dunham et al. 1989). Since

user resistance to change has been identified as one of the

key reasons in IS implementation failure, measuring and

managing readiness for change as a way for reducing user

resistance to change is important for achieving IS imple-

mentation success.

Third, the findings of this study shed light on what

factors affect user’s readiness for change in IS imple-

mentation and how to enhance IS usage intention.

Although previous IS research has noted the importance

of readiness for change, it has been less studied regarding

its antecedents and its consequence in the context of IS

implementation. To the best of our knowledge, this study

is the first research on examining the readiness for

change in the context of IT-driven organizational change.

This study further highlights how to enhance readiness

for change. These results contribute toward theoretical

advancements on the issue of readiness for change in IS

implementation.

From the practice perspective, the results of this

study indicate the circumstance under which users are

ready for change in IT-driven organizational change.

Since organizational change induced by ES implementation

often leads to different power and resource allocations,

ES introduction usually triggers a diverse group of

overt and covert opponents within the organization

(Hong and Kim 2002). Any ES implementation project

will face a certain level of organizational resistance to

change. Thus, the management should understand the

critical effects of the identified four factors (performance

expectancy, effort expectancy, organizational commitment,

and perceived personal competence) on readiness for

change.

To enhance performance expectancy and effort expec-

tancy perceived by users, the management can attempt to

put efforts on developing high quality IS (e.g. usefulness

and ease of use). To enhance organizational commitment of

users, the management can attempt to develop employee

loyalty programs inside a company, similar to customer

loyalty programs. To enhance personal competence, the

management can attempt to make the users satisfied in their

workings because perceived personal competence is influ-

enced by satisfactory working experience (Gebert et al.

1999).
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8 6. Conclusion

It has been known that more than two thirds of ES

implementation projects result in failure. One of the critical

failure reasons is resistance to change from employees or

potential users. By recognizing that readiness for change is

a way for reducing resistance to change in IT-driven

organizational change such as ES implementations, we

have examined the formation of readiness for change and

its effect on ES usage intention. We have found that

readiness for change can be enhanced with the identifica-

tion of four factors across two domains: individuals’

attachment to an organization and perceived competence

regardless of the focal system (organizational commitment

and perceived personal competence) and technological

characteristics of the focal system (performance expectancy

and effort expectancy). In addition, we have found that

readiness for change positively impacts ES usage intention

together with the technological characteristics of the focal

system. Overall, this study contributes toward theoretical

advancements on the issue of user readiness for change and

the findings offer companies practical insights for managing

user readiness for change in IS implementation.
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Appendix A Measurement Instrument

Usage intention (UI)

UI1: I intend to use the ERP system as often as needed for

performing my job.

UI2: To the extent possible, I will frequently use the ERP

system in my job.

UI3: I would be dependent on the ERP system.

Performance expectancy (PEP)

PEP1: Using the ERP system enables me to have more

accurate information.

PEP2: Using the ERP system enhances my effectiveness in

performing my tasks.

PEP3: Using the ERP system is useful for performing my

tasks.

PEP4: Using the ERP system increases my productivity in

performing my tasks.

PEP5: Using the ERP system enables me to access more

relevant information.

PEP6: Using the ERP system enables me to acquire high

quality information.

Effort expectancy (EEP)

EEP1: Learning to operate the ERP system is easy.

EEP2: It is easy to remember how to use the ERP system.

EEP3: I find it easy to get the ERP system to do what I

want it to do.

EEP4: My interaction with the ERP system is clear and

understandable.

EEP5: It is easy to become skillful at using the ERP

system.

EEP6: I find the ERP system easy to use.

Readiness for change (RFC)

RFC1: I look forward to changes at work.

RFC2: Changes tend to stimulate me.

RFC3: I find most changes pleasing.

RFC4: Change usually benefits the organization.

RFC5: Most of my coworkers benefit from change.

RFC6: Change often helps me perform better.

RFC7: Other people think that I support change.

RFC8: Change usually helps improve unsatisfactory

situations at work.

RFC9: I usually benefit from change.

RFC10: I am inclined to try new ideas.

RFC11: I usually support new ideas.

RFC12: I often suggest new approaches to things.

RFC13: I intend to do whatever possible to support

change.

Organizational commitment (OCM)

OCM1: I would be very happy to spend the rest of my

career with this organization.

OCM2: I enjoy discussing my organization with people

outside it.

OCM3: I really feel as if this organization’s problems are

my own.

OCM4: This organization has a great deal of personal

meaning for me.

OCM5: It would be very difficult for me to leave my

organization right now, even if I wanted to.

OCM6: Too much in my life would be disrupted if I

decided I wanted to leave my organization now.

Perceived personal competence (PPC)

PPC1: In general, the work I am given to do at my

organization is challenging and exciting.

PPC2: The requirements of my job are demanding.

PPC3: In this organization, I am encouraged to feel that the

work I do makes important contributions to the

larger aims of the organization.

PPC4: I am usually given feedback concerning my per-

formance on the job.

PPC5: In my organization, I am allowed to participate in

decisions regarding my workload and performance

standards.
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