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Examining the Links Leading to Behavioral Support 
for Change: An Expectancy Theory Perspective 
 Farhan Mehboob1  , Noraini Othman2   

Abstract: The purpose of this study was to examine the antecedents and mechanisms that lead to 
behavioral support for change among academic staff, focusing on both personal and contextual factors. 
Data were collected from 292 academic staff members of six public sector universities in Pakistan using a 
cross-sectional survey. A self-reported questionnaire was administered to gather responses, and the data 
were analyzed using SPSS 25 and AMOS. The findings revealed a positive impact of change-efficacy on 
academic staff members’ behavioral support for change. Additionally, change-valence was identified as 
an effective intervening mechanism that translates the effect of change-efficacy on both compliance and 
championing behaviors. This study contributes to the existing literature on organizational change by 
empirically validating the significance of both personal and contextual factors in predicting behavioral 
support for change among academic staff in a university setting. The conclusion drawn from this study is 
that enhancing change-efficacy and fostering positive change-valence are crucial for promoting 
behavioral support for change. This study highlights the importance of these factors in ensuring successful 
change implementation within academic institutions. The implications of this research are substantial for 
senior university officials and policymakers. By focusing on strategies that boost academic staff's efficacy 
and positive expectations regarding change, universities can better manage and implement change 
initiatives. These insights are valuable for developing training programs and communication strategies 
that foster a supportive and proactive organizational culture. Further research is recommended to explore 
these findings in different organizational and cultural contexts to enhance the generalizability of the 
results. 

Keywords: Organizational Change, Behavioural Support for Change, Change-efficacy, Change-valence, 
Expectancy Theory 

1. Introduction 
Advanced technology, competitive pressure, globalization, and a changing workforce 
are several key external factors that prompt organizations to engage in and adapt to 
change, attempting to manage it effectively (Stouten, Rousseau, & Cremer, 2018). The 
nature and scope of this change are themselves quite diverse, comprising multiphase 
interventions and existing in various forms such as downsizing (Day, Armenakis, 
Feild, & Norris, 2012), mergers (Kavanagh & Ashkanasy, 2006), restructuring and 
strategic change (Wanberg & Banas, 2000), and quality improvement initiatives 
(Coyle-Shapiro, 1999). This diversity in change makes it problematic to evaluate its 
ultimate outcomes (Stouten, Rousseau, & Cremer, 2018). Although change-led 
interventions are necessary for organizations to survive and flourish despite socio-
economic fluctuations (Burke, 2017), they also pose significant stress to 
organizational members who are directly exposed to these transformations (Schreyogg 
& Sydow, 2010). Pertaining to the complexity of organizational change, the latest 
figures reveal staggeringly high failure rates of successfully accommodating change, 
up to 70% (Jarrel, 2017). Therefore, identifying ways to enable sustainable and 
meaningful change poses a serious challenge. 

In response to contemporary ways of doing business and providing services 
through structural and process transformations, understanding employee responses 
towards these change initiatives has become increasingly vital to sustain change and 
ensure its success (van den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Bakker, 2014; Oreg, Vakola, 
Armenakis, 2011; Oreg, Bartunek, Lee, & Do, 2018). The prevailing consensus is that 
an employee’s positive reaction and support are key to successful organizational 
change (Bakari, Hunjra, & Niazi, 2017; Zhao, Seibert, Taylor, Lee, & Lam, 2016). 
For instance, previous research concerning organizational change has demonstrated 
that a major cause of the high failure rates is the lack of support for change among 
employees; approximately two-thirds of the failures of change initiatives have 
occurred due to this (Jansson, 2013; Michel, By, & Burnes, 2013). 
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 Given the role of individual support as a key factor in effecting change 
successfully, identifying ways to evaluate responses related to support for change has 
become a crucial concern. To address this issue, the current study examines the 
potential intervening mechanisms through which change-supportive behavioral 
responses are likely to manifest and how this could lead organizations toward better 
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To bridge the gap in the current state of knowledge, this study addresses this limitation by focusing on the 

corresponding factors and their underlying relationship patterns in response to organizational change. Specifically, 
the study seeks to examine the intervening role of change-valence (context factor) in the relationship between 
change-efficacy (personal factor) and individual behavioral support for change (support factor). The study argues 
that the relationship between change-efficacy and behavioral support for change is mediated and effectively 
translated when an individual’s valence level is high. In brief, one’s change-efficacy is likely to induce positive 
expectations and valence among individuals regarding organizational change, leading to subsequent change-
oriented support behaviors. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Impact Of Change-Efficacy On Behavioral Support For Change 

Previous research on organizational change posits that individual perceptions and beliefs towards change result in 
behaviors that are persistent, effortful, and focused on supporting and facilitating the effective implementation of 
change initiatives (Haffar et al., 2019; Iqbal & Haq, 2018; Oreg et al., 2011; Oreg et al., 2018; Rafferty et al., 
2013). Taking one account of the behavioral perspective towards change, Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) 
distinguished these behavioral manifestations in relation to their level of activation and support towards change. 
This occurred through either passive or active orientation, in other words, compliance and championing behavior. 
According to the authors, the minimally acceptable level of support during change is 'compliance' with the statutory 
instructions, rules, and directions concerning the change under consideration. It is “demonstrating minimum 
support for a change by going along with the change, but doing so reluctantly” (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002, p. 
478). Compliance “occurs when the target person carries out the requested action but is apathetic about it rather 
than enthusiastic, makes only a minimal or average effort, and does not show any initiative” (Falbe & Yukl, 1992, 
p. 639). Championing behavior, on the other hand, involves “demonstrating extreme enthusiasm for a change by 
going above and beyond what is formally required to ensure the success of the change and promoting the change 
to others” (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002, p. 478). Championing “occurs when a target person agrees internally with 
an action or decision, is enthusiastic about it, and is likely to exercise initiative and demonstrate unusual effort and 
persistence in order to carry out the request successfully” (Falbe & Yukl, 1992, p. 640). Discretionary efforts are 
therefore crucial as practical and conceptual means of distinguishing between employee compliance and 
championing behavior. Accordingly, identifying relative antecedents and their relationships with these forms of 
support behavior is valuable for both researchers and practitioners. The subsequent significance of behavioral 
support for change, combined with the paucity of empirical research examining the bilateral perspectives on 
support behaviors, provide a core rationale for this study. 

Drawing on social cognitive theory, self-efficacy is the core determinant of whether an individual can 
successfully translate reality according to his or her intention (Ng & Lucianetti, 2016). Self-efficacy comprises 
confidence in one’s own capacity to coordinate and execute the course of actions required to manage a given set 
of circumstances (Bandura, 1995). It represents one’s perceived conviction, competence, and optimistic 
assessment that he or she can successfully execute the actions required to reach the desired end (Hughes, Galbraith, 
& White, 2011). Holt et al. (2007) defined efficacy belief as the “extent to which one feels that he or she has or 
does not have the skills and is or is not able to execute the tasks and activities that are associated with the 
implementation of the prospective change” (p. 238). According to them, individuals with high efficacy belief 
regard themselves as more capable of performing tasks successfully once a change is made. 

Consistent with the rationale highlighting the significance of self-efficacy in contributing to employees’ 
accomplishment of performance objectives, previous studies have also supported the role of efficacy in bringing 
about organizational change (e.g., Amiot, Terry, Jimmieson, & Callan, 2006; Jimmieson, Terry, & Callan, 2004). 
Moreover, recent research has also identified the positive role of efficacy in determining change-related outcomes 
(Bakari et al., 2017; Haffar et al., 2019; Rafferty & Minbashian, 2019). Studies have noted that one’s self-efficacy 
is particularly instrumental in one’s ability to accomplish job requirements in the presence of adverse or demanding 
situations, such as those which occur during organizational change (e.g., Bakari et al., 2017; Rafferty & 
Minbashian, 2019). For instance, while examining the role of change-efficacy as a predictor of employee change 
supportive behaviors, Rafferty and Minbashian (2019) observed that employees with high levels of change-
efficacy would likely and deliberately engage in change-supportive behaviors. A study by Bakari et al. (2017) also 
noted change-efficacy as an antecedent to one’s commitment to change. In brief, when individuals perceive that 
they have the capacity to accomplish their set performance objectives in response to a change initiative, this 
enhances their perceived extent of available opportunities to engage in supportive behaviors. This results in the 
manifestation of more instances of supportive behavior in relation to the corresponding organizational change. In 

                  
               

               
              
              

               
              

adaptation to change. In particular, the study aims to reveal the role of context and personal factors in 
facilitating behavioral support for change. To understand the innate complexities of organizational change and 
its implications, considering both personal and contextual factors is important when capturing the essence of 
organizational change and its effective implementation within its respective setting. Although past literature 
on organizational change has examined both personal and contextual factors as fundamental in 
successfully bringing about change (Oreg et al., 2011; Rafferty, Jammieson, & Armenakis, 2013), they have 
rarely been explored in combination within a single study (Fugate & Soenen, 2018).
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view of the theoretical rationale and empirical evidence, the study, therefore, hypothesizes that change-efficacy is 
related to both the compliance and championing dimensions of individual support toward change. 

H1a: Change efficacy is positively related to compliance behavior   

H1b: Change efficacy is positively related to championing behavior 

2.2. Mediating Role Of Change-Valence In The Relationship Between Change-Efficacy And Dimensions Of 
Behavioral Support For Change      

There is a common belief that efficacy will improve the motivation level of employees, which has its roots in 
expectancy theory. According to Vroom (1964), the magnitude of an individual's motivation primarily relies on 
three facets: valence, expectancy, and instrumentality. Valence refers to the value of potential rewards that are 
expected to be delivered as a result of achieving certain performance objectives. Expectancy refers to the 
probability assessment and the likelihood of success appraised by an individual that he or she can achieve the set 
targets. Meanwhile, instrumentality refers to the possibility that the promised reward will actually be delivered 
once the performance targets are achieved. In the context of this study, an examination was conducted of the 
conditions in which employees are attracted by the incentives afforded by change, or by the anticipation of 
perceived benefits they will be offered in return (valence) and which they believe they have the capacity to attain 
(efficacy: high expectancy). 

In terms of expectancy theory, change-valence has been defined as one’s belief that prospective change entails 
extrinsic or intrinsic values or benefits (Armenakis & Harris, 2009). It refers to the perceived benefits of specific 
changes that employees appraise for themselves (Holt et al., 2007). It reflects the concept that a change initiative 
is beneficial and possesses an element of greater value for them (Armenakis & Harris, 2009). According to Haffar 
et al. (2019), the extent of employees’ participation in and willingness to adapt to change is high when perceived 
promotional opportunities associated with the change are also high, leading ultimately to a greater degree of change 
implementation. In several case studies, valence has been identified as an important feature influencing employee 
reactions to change (e.g., Faupel & Sub, 2019; Haffar et al., 2019; Rafferty & Minbashian, 2019). For instance, 
Zimmermann et al. (2017), while examining the impact of change in a sample of UK firms that had offshored their 
business across various countries, observed that the magnitude of employees’ commitment to the corresponding 
change was higher when their level of valence was high. Likewise, Haffar et al. (2019) reported that employees 
with a high degree of valence were more associated with the acceptance of overall quality management practices. 

Regarding the role of change-valence as a mediator, expectancy theory adequately explains this mechanism, 
wherein the extent to which employees hold high expectations of the targeted object is shaped by their efficacy 
belief. Such high expectations unleash motivational orientation, leading to greater productivity and performance 
(Lee, 2019). In a recent study, Faupel and Sub (2019) also noted change-valence as an effective motivational 
mechanism to spur change support behavior among employees. Although self-efficacy has also been identified as 
a strong determinant pertaining to expectancy-related valence attributes in various contexts such as organizational 
studies (Tannenbaum, Mathieu, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1991), education (Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-
Pons, 1992), and public organizations (Lee, 2019), this study strives to examine the mediating role of change-
valence and its mechanism to effectively transform one’s positive appraisals into support behaviors, particularly 
within the university context. We argue that confidence in one's own ability to implement change will likely 
enhance the positive expectations that they can implement change and that change will benefit them in the long 
run once executed. Thus, we hypothesize that change-valence positively mediates the relationship between change-
efficacy and dimensions of behavioral support for change.  

H2a: Change value mediates the positive relationship between change efficacy and compliance behavior. 

H2b: Change-valance mediates the positive relationship between change efficacy and championing behavior. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Research Model 
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4. Methodology  

4.1 Population 

Academic Staff members of six public sector universities located in two provinces (Punjab and Sindh) of Pakistan 
were the population of this study from whom the data was drawn. These universities have been experiencing 
quality enhancement initiatives undertaken by the Higher Education Commission of Pakistan, such as the 
implementation of performance appraisal, tenure track status (TTS), and research and promotion policies. Using 
Krejcie and Morgan's (1970) sample determination criteria, the study distributed 545 questionnaires to targeted 
participants and retrieved 308 questionnaires in response, accounting for a 57% response rate. After screening the 
data for multivariate outliers, 292 responses were found usable for data analysis. Within these usable responses, 
male participants constituted 73% of the sample. Participants aged 36 to 45 years represented the age group with 
the highest proportion of respondents at 31%. Meanwhile, 24% of the participants had 16 to 20 years of service 
experience. About 55% of them were lecturers, while 49% held a master’s degree. 

4.2. Measures  

Behavioral support for change was measured using a 9-item scale comprising compliance (3 items) and 
championing behavior (6 items) developed by Herscovitch and Meyer (2002). The scale was revised with certain 
amendments: ‘organization’ was replaced with ‘university,’ and ‘change’ was labeled as a quality enhancement 
initiative by the university. Sample items included: “I speak positively about the quality enhancement initiative 
introduced by the university to colleagues.” Cronbach’s alpha was found to be 0.49 for compliance and 0.90 for 
championing behavior. Although the reliability value for compliance fell below the threshold value of 0.70, 
previous studies examining behavioral support for change (BSC) reported acceptable reliability statistics for the 
compliance subscale. For example, Fugate and Soenen (2018) and Bakari et al. (2017) found a reliability 
coefficient of 0.91 and 0.96, respectively, for the compliance subscale. Meanwhile, change efficacy was measured 
using a 6-item scale developed by Holt, Armenakis, Feild, and Harris (2007). Sample items included: “I have the 
skills that are needed to make this change work.” The Cronbach’s alpha value for change efficacy was reported as 
0.82. Change valence was measured using a three-item scale conceptualized by Holt et al. (2007). Sample items 
included: “My future in this job will be limited because of this quality enhancement initiative introduced by the 
university.” (Reverse item). The reliability coefficient for change-valence was found to be 0.66. However, Rafferty 
and Minbashian (2019) reported its value as well above the acceptable level, at 0.96. All four constructs were 
measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree.  

5. Results / Analysis  

A confirmatory factor analysis was performed using AMOS 23 to assess the goodness of fit of the measurement 
model. For this purpose, three model fit indices were used (i.e., Comparative Fit Index, CFI; Tucker-Lewis Index, 
TLI; and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, RMSEA) to evaluate the validity of the proposed model. 
According to Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2019), fit values greater than or equal to 0.95 for CFI and TLI, 
while an RMSEA value of less than or equal to 0.05, indicates a good fit model. On this basis, four alternative 
models were compared and tested (as determined by Bentler & Bonett, 1980), whereby the hypothesized model 
showed a better fit relative to the competing models (CFI = 0.98; TLI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.02; p < 0.000), indicating 
that the study’s research model was better aligned with the retrieved dataset (see Table 1). Moreover, the factor 
analysis results also showed the adequate validity of the working constructs as each item was loaded on its own 
measure (See Appendix for details). 

Table 1: Model Fit Indice 

Model Summary CFI TLI         RMSEA 
Model 1a (One-factor solution)a 0.64           0.59            0.13 
Model 2b (Two-factor solution)b 0.74           0.71 0.11 
Model 3c (Three-factor solution)c 0.85           0.83            0.08 
Model 4d Original (Four-factor solution)d 0.98           0.97            0.02 

a. One-factor solution = all items loaded on Compliance Behavior  
b. Two-factor solution= items loaded on Compliance Behavior and Change-efficacy 
c. Three-factor solution = items loaded on Compliance Behavior, Change-Efficacy and Change-valence 
d. Four-factor solution = items loaded on Compliance Behavior, Change-Efficacy, Change-valence and 

Championing Behavior 

Table 2 illustrates the summary of the descriptive statistics, including zero-order correlation and reliability 
analysis of the working constructs. The mean values of all factors were found to be above their relative midpoint, 
ranging from M = 3.29 to M = 3.60, thus indicating that the academic staff generally concurred with the statements 
presented during the data collection. Moreover, the reliability analysis assessed using Cronbach’s alpha values 
also fell above the threshold level of 0.70 (as suggested by Nunnally (1978), ranging from 0.78 to 0.83, thereby 
showing the scales used to measure the constructs were reliable. In addition, all inter-construct correlations were 
found to be significant, which suggested support for the hypotheses. Specifically, the relationship between change-
efficacy and compliance behavior was revealed to be stronger (r = 0.45) than the others.   
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Table 2: Descriptive and Reliability Statistics 

    Mean SD 1 2 3 
1 Change-efficacy 3.49 0.74 (0.78)   
2 Change-valence 3.29 0.99 0.33*(

0.80) 
  

3 Compliance Behavior 3.60 1.02 0.45* 0.36*(0.82)  
4 Championing Behavior 3.39 0.80 0.40* 0.32* 0.37*(0.83) 

 *P < 0.05 Values in parentheses are Cronbach’s alpha for reliability assessment  

Structural regression analysis (SRA) was used to test hypotheses H1a, H1b, H2a and H2b. Hypotheses H1a 
and H1b concern the positive effect of change-efficacy on dimensions of behavioral support for change such as 
compliance and championing behavior. Results indicated that change-efficacy has a significant impact on both 
compliance (COMP <--- CEF: β = 0.513; SE = 0.074; p < .01) as well as championing behaviour (CHAMP <--- 
CEF: β = 0.364; SE = 0.059; p < .01), as shown in Table 3. Hence the results provided support for the corresponding 
hypothetical associations.  

Table 3: Structural Regression Analysis Results for Direct Paths 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P 
CVL <--- CEF .442 .074 6.005 *** 
COMP <--- CEF .513 .074 6.972 *** 
CHAMP <--- CEF .364 .059 6.150 *** 
COMP <--- CVL .244 .055 4.420 *** 
CHAMP <--- CVL .161 .044 3.629 *** 

***p < .01 

 
Figure 2: Path Model 

Moreover, H2a and H2b were designed to examine the mediating role of change valence in translating the 
impact of change efficacy to the dimensions of behavioural support for change. As predicted, results showed that 
the impact of change-efficacy on compliance (COMP <--- CVL <--- CEF: β = 0.11; SE = 0.03; LLCI = 0.05; ULCI 
= 0.18) and championing behaviour (CHAMP <--- CVL <--- CEF: β = 0.07; SE = 0.02; LLCI = 0.03; ULCI = 
0.12) has been indirectly influenced owing to the presence of change-valence. This provides support for both 
hypotheses (see Table 4). 

Table 4: Mediation Analysis Results 

Note. BC = Bias-corrected (5,000 bootstrapping samples); CI = confidence interval  

6. Discussion  

The key objective of this study was to examine change-efficacy in bringing about individual behavioral support 
for change during times of organizational change. It also aimed to identify the potential mechanism through which 

       Compliance 
               BC 95% CI 
    Estimates SE Lower Upper 

Total effect of CEF on COMP 0.62 0.07 0.48 0.76 
Direct Effect of CEF on COMP 0.51 0.06 0.37 0.66 
Indirect Effect of CEF on COMP via CVL 0.11 0.03 0.05 0.18 
   Championing  
Total effect of CEF on CHAMP 0.44 0.07 0.32 0.55 
Direct Effect of CEF on CHAMP 0.36 0.06 0.17 0.40 
Indirect Effect of CEF on CHAMP via CVL 0.07 0.02 0.03 0.12 
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this association effectively transforms into behavioral support for change. The proposed framework was 
established and applied using expectancy theory to explain the phenomenon under observation. The findings 
provided support for hypotheses H1a and H1b, associated with a direct link between change-efficacy and 
behavioral support for change. The results paralleled those of previous studies, indicating that change-efficacy is 
positively related to change-oriented outcomes for an individual (see Bakari et al., 2017; Haffar et al., 2019; 
Rafferty & Minbashian, 2019). 

Furthermore, the mediation results confirmed the role of change-valence as a potential mechanism to facilitate 
change-supportive behaviors at both passive (compliance) and active (championing) levels. Thus, the findings 
support previous research suggesting that change-valence serves as a potential mediator in stimulating positive 
work behaviors (Lee, 2019; Faupel & Sub, 2019). Additionally, the findings align with studies identifying change-
valence as an important attribute in determining change-related support outcomes (see e.g., Haffar et al., 2019; 
Rafferty & Minbashian, 2019; Zimmermann et al., 2017). The results were consistent with the assumptions of 
expectancy theory, which suggests that when individuals perceive that a stipulated target is beneficial and 
achievable, it is more likely to unleash their motivational stimulation to incorporate or accept the goals under 
consideration. Hence, this study effectively synchronized the notion under investigation empirically and validated 
its underpinning in the context of the research setting. 

In brief, the present study addresses the scarcity of literature on organizational change by focusing on 
behavioral support for change and identifying change-valence as an explanatory underlying variable. In doing so, 
the study helps to clarify how one’s perceived support for management influences individuals during periods of 
change. The consideration of valence as a mediator in the present study expands current knowledge about the 
implications of any attractive consequences of change, should individuals find such change positive. Previous 
literature suggested that valence can be a more proximal antecedent of an individual’s reactions to change than 
other antecedents (Oreg et al., 2011), an idea that is empirically supported in the present study. In line with previous 
research, the present study found that the perception of positive outcomes of change is one of the most important 
factors in motivating individuals, particularly academic staff, to support change. 

7. Implications of the Study 

The implications of this study are multifaceted, offering significant contributions to both theory and practice in the 
realm of change management within academic institutions. The confirmation of change-efficacy and change-
valence as critical factors in fostering behavioral support for change highlights the importance of addressing both 
personal and contextual elements when implementing organizational change. For policymakers and university 
administrators, the findings suggest that enhancing staff confidence in their ability to manage change (change-
efficacy) and ensuring that change initiatives are perceived as beneficial (change-valence) are essential strategies 
for successful change implementation. This dual focus can lead to more engaged and supportive academic staff, 
reducing resistance and increasing the likelihood of achieving desired outcomes. Moreover, the study underscores 
the need for tailored training programs and communication strategies that emphasize the positive impacts of 
change, thereby fostering a culture of support and proactive engagement. By leveraging these insights, academic 
institutions can better navigate the complexities of organizational change, ultimately leading to more resilient and 
adaptable educational environments. 

8. Conclusion  

The study conclusively confirms the role of change-efficacy as a personal factor in inducing change-supportive 
behaviors. It also provides support for change-valence as a contextual factor in leading processes of change. The 
study, therefore, reinforces the assumptions that both contextual and personal factors are empirically valid features 
to incorporate in the development of effective support for change mechanisms, as suggested by scholars (see e.g., 
Oreg et al., 2011; Rafferty et al., 2013; Fugate & Soenen, 2018). Moreover, the findings revealed that academic 
staff were more involved in compliance-related behavior, which is categorized as a passive mode of support 
behavior, than championing behavior, which is termed an active form of behavior (Kim et al., 2011). The 
hypothetical associations were found to be even stronger in relation to compliance behavior than championing 
behavior. This suggests that academic staff are more prone to comply with a corresponding change initiative at the 
minimum acceptable level than to advocate it as champions. In summary, the study provides both a theoretical and 
empirical rationale for the underlying relationships of organizational change, and the process connected to the 
development of support for change among academic staff. The study has thereby contributed to the extant literature 
on change management by testing an empirically valid framework to effectively promote support for change 
among individuals, particularly among academic staff members of public universities in Pakistan.  

9. Limitations And Future Recommendations 

Despite the empirical contributions of the study, the findings should be acknowledged as having certain limitations. 
First, they are based on a cross-sectional research design and single-source data, which somewhat restricts the 
claim to the causal relationships reported in this study. The framework was developed with an extant literature 
review anchored to theoretical underpinning, and the results provided support for and confirmation of the 
propositions. However, more research is needed, particularly utilizing longitudinal or dyadic designs to validate 
the study findings. Second, the findings of the study are directly relevant only to the academic staff of public sector 
universities; therefore, further research is suggested across cultures, sectors, and functional areas to confirm the 
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generalizability of the research model. 
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Appendix 

Factor Analysis 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .882 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 1917.05

3 
df 153 
Sig. .000 

 

Rotated Component Matrixa 

 
Component 

1 2 3 4 
CHAMP_1 .750    
CHAMP_3 .737    
CHAMP_4 .726    
CHAMP_5 .717    
CHAMP_6 .669    
CHAMP_2 .662    
CEF_1  .771   
CEF_4  .710   
CEF_5  .704   
CEF_6  .677   
CEF_2  .628   
CEF_3  .612   
COMP_3   .841  
COMP_1   .801  
COMP_2   .775  
CVL_2    .831 
CVL_1    .812 
CVL_3    .796 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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