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Abstract

This study aimed to adapt and validate the Readiness for Organizational Change 
Scale by Holt et al. in the Indonesian version. A total of 222 participants in this 
study were line and middle managers of state-owned cement manufacturing 
companies in Indonesia that were undergoing changes in restructuring and 
efficiency. Data were collected by online questionnaires through email. 
The adaptation process was guided by the International Test Commission 
(ITC). Validation was obtained through content validity based on the Aiken 
formula. The Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and convergent validity 
were conducted through Pearson correlation. The Indonesian version of 
the Readiness for Organizational Change scale showed promising results.  
The Content Validity using the Aiken validity value indicates that the items 
had good values (0.80–0.95). The CFA results also meet the goodness of 
fit indicators at χ2/df, which are RMSEA, CFI, NFI, RFI, AGFI, and GFI. 
Construct Reliability (CR) and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) on the 
dimensions were Appropriateness (CR=0.94, AVE=0.61), Managerial Support 
(CR=0.92, AVE=0.67), Change Efficacy (CR=0.89, AVE=0.59), and Personal 
Valence (CR=0.80, AVE=0.57). The convergent validity test reported that 
RFOC and its dimensions had a positive correlation with PsyCap and OCB, 
along with all their aspects. The Indonesian version of the Readiness for 
Organizational Change scale had good psychometric properties and evidence of 
validity, especially for employees in state-owned enterprises.

© 2026 Kasetsart University.
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Introduction

	 Organizational change is one of the hot-button 
topics on a global scale. This may appear either at 
individual levels or at the organization. In Indonesia, 
most state-owned or private companies are experiencing 
changes. The Regulation of the Ministry of State-
Owned Enterprises (BUMN) in Indonesia No. Per - 8/
mbu/08/2020 Strategic Plan of BUMN in 2020–2024, 
stated that merger and holding are strategies in BUMN  
company to enhance their values (BUMN, 2020).  
Due to these government regulations, many state-owned 
companies in Indonesia have undergone major changes, 
such as mergers or holdings, which require readiness 
to face these changes for both the organization and its 
employees so that the changes can run effectively. Thus, 
companies need to ensure that their employees are ready 
for organizational change.
	 At organizational levels, changes in strategic 
development and new processes, vision for the future, 
and changes in the company's prior systems will affect 
every organization member (Anderson, 2017). Readiness 
for organizational change is influential in the process 
of change. This may promote significant behaviors in 
organizational change, such as compliance, cooperation, 
championing, commitment to change, and persistence 
in making change (Bakari et al., 2017; Rafferty & 
Minbashian, 2019; Weiner, 2020).
	 Readiness for organizational change (RFOC) is the 
belief, attitude, and intention toward an organization's 
change and how it implements it (Armenakis et al., 
1993).  Moreover, this concept is related to employees’ 
perception of their readiness for change and how it affects 
them and the organization (Eby et al., 2000; Jones, R. A., 
et al., 2005; Pranoto & Wakaliwe, 2013).
	 RFOC has four factors in determining readiness for 
organizational change: change process, which refers to 
stages in implementation, such as employee’s involvement 
in the change; content is defined as how change is being 
introduced, commonly directed towards administration, 
procedural, technology or characteristics of organizational 
structure; change context involves certain conditions 
and surroundings in which an employee performs their 
function; and individual attributes which show individual 
differences that will affect how employees behave 
in certain changes (Holt et al., 2007). However, the 
RFOC instrument comprehensively explains employees’ 
readiness for organizational change. RFOC measures 
perception, belief, and intention toward personal ability 
and the organization’s capability to implement changes. 

These distinctive features make RFOC better than  
other instruments, which only include personal  
valuation toward change in themselves (Bouckenooghe 
et al., 2009; Cunningham et al., 2002; Hanpachern et al., 
1998).
	 The RFOC consists of four main dimensions:  
(1) appropriateness aligns with content and context; 
(2) management relates to the support dimension;  
(3) change efficacy; and (4) personal valence represents 
personal attributes. RFOC scale by Holt is commonly 
used in Indonesia (Asbari, M. et al., 2021; Azzuhri, 
2018; Emsza et al., 2016; Mahendrati & Mangundjaya, 
2020; Novitasari et al., 2020; Resdasari Prasetyo et al., 
2021; Rindipati & Hinduan, 2021; Tsalits & Kismono, 
2019). However, no published articles have been found 
which provide the adaptation and validation process 
of this instrument in the Indonesian version. The only 
adaptation scale in non-English translation found was 
from Omer Çalışkan for educational levels in Turkiye 
(Çalışkan, 2019), which was conducted in an educational 
setting with teachers as subjects. There is evidence of 
construct validity and divergent validity, but it does not 
include evidence of content validity. Considering the 
limited adaptation and development of the RFOC scale 
in various countries and settings, this is an opportunity 
to provide psychometric properties for this instrument. 
Therefore, in this adaptation and validation study  
in the Indonesian version, additional evidence of  
content validity will be provided with different 
research settings and respondents, namely, employee in  
state-owned companies. Adaptation in the Indonesian 
version is expected to support researchers in developing  
a study of readiness for organizational change in 
Indonesia.
	 This study aimed to adapt and validate the RFOC scale 
to the Indonesian version. Content validity was analyzed 
by using the Aiken formula, construct validity using 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and convergent 
validity by testing the correlation between RFOC with 
Psychological Capital (PsyCap) and Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior (OCB), and convergent validity 
by examining the correlation between RFOC and 
Psychological Capital (PsyCap) and Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior (OCB). Based on previous research, 
results show that PsyCap correlated to RFOC (Almizan 
gani et al., 2020; Kirrane et al., 2017; Lizar et al., 2015; 
Ming-Chu & Meng-Hsiu, 2015; Munawaroh & Meiyanto, 
2017). RFOC may decrease employee resistance to 
change (Kwahk & Kim, 2008; Ming-Chu & Meng-Hsiu, 
2015), and high resistance to change employees show 
lower OCB. (Artanti et al., 2016; Beal et al., 2013).
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Methodology

	 The adaptation procedure followed the International 
Test Commission (ITC Guidelines for Translating  
and Adapting Tests (Second Edition), 2017), including  
(1) Writing to Daniel T. Holt as the original scale  
developer (correspondence author) through email to  
obtain permission to adapt the RFOC scale into Indonesian; 
(2) Translation into the Indonesian language by two 
lecturers of industrial and organizational psychology, 
fluent in both English and Indonesian; (3) Back translation 
by two translators, who were sworn translator and native 
working as a lecturer in Indonesia; (4) Expert review by 
involving five industrial and organizational psychology 
lecturers to examine the content and methodology;  
and (5) Try out to 20 employees experiencing company 
change—lastly, the process of collecting validation 
evidence.

Participants and Procedure

	 This research was conducted on 4 state-owned 
operating companies under a cement manufacturing 
holding company. Massive changes were taking place 
such as restructuring and efficiency as a consequence of 
the formation of a holding company that houses several 
of these operating companies. Meanwhile, Indonesia is 
one of the largest cement producers in Southeast Asia, 
so it has an important role in the economy of Indonesia. 
Participants in this study were line and middle managers, 
permanent employees with a minimum of one year 
of tenure, and willing to participate in this research. 
We assumed that employees at the managerial level 
would have a unique perception of changes, and have 
more responsibility in implementing changes than staff. 
Participants with a minimum of one year of tenure were 
expected to have a basic understanding of the context of 
their company.
	 The companies helped us to send the questionnaire 
link via email to all potential participants who met  
the criteria, and employees who were willing as 
participants to fill out the questionnaire provided. Before 
completing the questionnaire, participants were required 
to read the research explanation and show willingness 
to participate. As a result, there were 222 participants in 
this study.

Instruments

	 Four elements of the RFOC scale by Holt, et al. 
(Holt et al., 2007), such as appropriateness, management 
support, change efficacy, and personal valence, were 
measured by 25 items of the RFOC scale. Respondents 
were given responses ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 7 (strongly agree). 
	 PsyCap, measured by using the Psychological  
Capital Questionnaire (PCQ-24), consisted of 24 items 
assessing four dimensions: self-efficacy, optimism, 
hope, and resiliency—response range from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). (Luthans et al., 2007) 
A translated questionnaire in the research was done  
by Wirawan (Wirawan et al., 2021) with α = 0.90  
and CFA result (CMIN/DF = 2.6, RMSEA = 0.07,  
CFI= 0.90).
	 Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) was 
developed using the self-report technique (Podsakoff  
et al., 2000). OCB was measured by Indonesian adapted 
by Sulastiana in an internal service context, namely, 
CO-OCB (Puswiartika et al., 2019), which comprised 
seven dimensions: helping behavior, sportsmanship, 
organizational loyalty, organizational compliance, 
individual initiative, civic virtue, and self-development. 
Twenty-eight items were used to recognize OCB level 
through a 5-point Likert scale (1= Never, and 5=Always). 
The Alpha Cronbach was 0.94, and the CFA result 
showed a good fit (RMSEA=0.075, SRMR = 0.016,  
CFI =0.987).

Results

Analysis of demographic variables using the T-test 
and ANOVA showed no significant differences in 
RFOC in age, sex, and education. However, RFOC in 
job experience and job position showed differences.  
The longer the time of working experience, the lower 
the RFOC. Higher RFOC was found in participants with 
1–10 years of working experience and tended to be lower 
in the working range of 11-20 years and 21–30 years.  
In addition, a higher position level reported higher 
readiness for change. Compared to the lower-position 
employees, the middle manager was more ready to 
change than the line managers. The T-test and ANOVA 
are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1	 Demographic of Participants
Demographic Variable M (SD)

RFOC PsyCap OCB
Gender
	 Male (n=200) 5.65 (0.83) 4.06 (0.46) 4.19 (0.46)
	 Female (n=22) 5.04 (0.93) 4.07 (0.22) 4.10 (0.43)
Age Group (years)
	 21-30 (n= 11) 5.61 (0.76) 4.10 (0.23) 4.32 (0.29)
	 31-40 (n= 53) 5.55 (0.85) 3.94 (0.39) 4.15 (0.46)
	 41-50 (n= 126) 5.60 (0.89) 4.01 (0.45) 4.17 (0.47)
	 51-58 (n = 32) 5.85 (0.65) 4.16 (0.38) 4.26 (0.40)
Tenure (years)
	 1. 1-10 (n=70) 5.82 (0.67)* 4.18 (0.43)* 4.26 (0.45)
	 11-20 (n= 53) 5.62 (0.88) 4.07 (0.40) 4.17 (0.48)
	 21-30 (n= 99) 5.50 (0.91) 3.40 (0.42) 4.14 (0.45)
Education 
 	 Senior high school (n=71) 5.53 (0.85) 3.95 (0.38) * 4.16 (0.44)
 	 Associate (3 years diploma) (n=23) 5.71 (0.95) 4.03 (0.42) 4.11 (0.47)
 	 Bachelor (n=104) 5.60 (0.71) 4.11 (0.46) 4.19 (0.48)
 	 Master (n=24) 5.93 (0.50) 4.18 (0.31) 4.29 (0.36)
Position
	 Middle manager (n=63) 5.90 (0.58)* 4.22 (0.40)** 4.31 (0.42)*
	 Line manager (n= 159) 5.51 (0.90) 4.00 (0.42) 4.16 (0.43)

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01
Abbreviation: RFOC: Readiness for Organizational Change; PsyCap: Psychological Capital; OCB: Organizational Citizenship  Behavior

Table 2	 Goodness of Fit Criteria
Model χ2 df p value AGFI GFI CFI NFI RFI RMSEA SRMR

222 participants 510.79 268 0.00 0.81 0.84 0.99 0.98 0.97 0.064 0.043
Abbreviation: AGFI: Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; GFI: Goodness of Fit Index; CFI: Comparative Fit Index; NFI: Normed Fit Index;  
RFI: Relative Fit Index; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR =Standard Root Mean Residual

Content Validity

	 Content validity was measured using Aiken’s V 
(Aiken, 1980). This research involved five industrial and 
organizational psychology lecturers from universities 
in Indonesia with a minimum TOEFL score of 500  
and an IELTS minimal score of 6 to assess item  
relevance. Assessment ranges from 1 (irrelevant) to  
5 (very relevant), then evaluated using Aikens’ V.  
The V value for all items ranged from 0.80-0.95,  
which showed a good value.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

	 Results of CFA showed χ2 = 510.79 (p = .000),  
χ2/df=1.90, which indicated good fit models, this 
showed by χ2/df < 3 (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). 
RMSEA value ≤ 0.08. (McDonald & Ho, 2002), all CFI,  
NFI, and RFI values were more than 0.90. (Bentler, 

1990). Nevertheless, AGFI and GFI were in marginal  
fit (0.80–0.90). Based on the test results from the  
goodness of fit index, which are RMSEA, CFI, NFI,  
RFI, AGFI, and GFI, it can be concluded that this 
research model is good fit, which explains that there is a 
match between empirical data and theory.
	 The result of the goodness of fit is shown in Table 2.
	 Construct Reliability (CR) testing and Average 
Variance Extracted (AVE) showed a good construct 
from the dimensions of Appropriateness (CR=0.94, 
AVE=0.61), Managerial Support (CR=0.92, AVE=0.67), 
Change Efficacy (CR=0.89, AVE=0.59), and personal 
valence (CR=0.80, AVE=0.57).
	 Based on the CFA model, all items had a loading 
factor in the range of .63–0.92. Loading factor in 
Appropriateness ranged from 0.63-0.90; management 
support 0.65–0.92; change efficacy 0.64–0.86;  
personal valence of 0.68-0.88. More details can be seen 
in Table 3.
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Convergent Validation

	 Convergent validation of the RFOC scale was adapted 
in Indonesian and tested using the correlation of PsyCap 
and OCB instruments. The correlation value can be 
seen in Table 4 and Table 5, showing that RFOC was 

correlated positively and significantly with PsyCap and 
OCB. Moreover, the correlation between RFOC and 
PsyCap was higher than the correlation between RFOC 
and OCB.

Discussion

	 This research was initiated by the adaptation process 
of RFOC, which followed the guide by the International 
Test Commission (ITC). By adaptation process,  
25 items of the instruments were used. The translation 
and back-translation process showed no difference from 
the original instrument. In addition, expert judgments 
using Aiken’s V also showed good results with a score 
of 0.80-0.95.
	 Moreover, the CFA result demonstrated that every 
item in the RFOC scale had a good contribution (0.63-
0.92). Items 13 and 14, grouped as management support 
dimension, scored the highest. Generally, managerial 
support will be very helpful in fulfilling the employee’s 
role, especially in a shifting era with more challenges 
(Kirrane et al., 2017; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).  

Table 3	 Loading in Particular Items
Dimensions Items Loading

Appropriateness
 

1 0.67
2 0.63
3 0.86
4 0.86
5 0.84
6 0.90
7 0.77
8 0.67
9 0.71

10 0.87
Management Support 11 0.86

12 0.80
13 0.92
14 0.92
15 0.73
16 0.65

Change Efficacy 17 0.72
18 0.64
19 0.75
20 0.83
21 0.81
22 0.86

Personal valance 23 0.68
24 0.88
25 0.70 Table 5	 Correlation between RFOC, PsyCap, and OCB

RFOC PsyCap OCB
RFOC 1
PsyCap .601** 1
OCB .519** .692** 1

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01
Abbreviation: RFOC: Readiness for Organizational Change; PsyCap:  
Psychological Capital; OCB: Organizational Citizenship  Behavior

Table 4	 Correlation between Dimensions of RFOC, Psy Cap, and OCB
AP MS CE PV H E R O HB SM OL OC II CVR SD

AP 1
MS .880** 1
CE .815** .754** 1
PV .776** .748** .699** 1
H .520** .514** .623** .435** 1
E .531** .483** .652** .411** .837** 1
R .499** .500** .600** .450** .800** .499** 1
O .343** .361** .352** .320** .564** .518** .532** 1
HB .424** .392** .488** .298** .576** .570** .582** .425** 1
SM .354** .278** .391** .289** .456** .399** .471** .430** .658** 1
OL .356** .340** .431** .276** .518** .475** .511** .405** .672** .658** 1
OC .438** .392** .497** .317** .571** .588** .574** .407** .737** .621** .697** 1
II .452** .422** .511** .325** .615** .611** .583** .451** .821** .676** .743** .752** 1
CVR .434** .402** .544** .352** .577** .595** .557** .486** .775** .641** .623** .691** .739** 1
SD .476** .456** .526** .359** .547** .535** .512** .368** .742** .593** .578** .677** .730** .697** 1

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01
Abbreviation: AP: Appropriateness; MS: Managerial Support; CE: Change Efficacy; PV: Personal Valance; H: Hope; E: Efficacy; R: Resilience; 
O: Optimist; HB: Helping Behavior; SM:Sportsmanship; OL: Organizational Loyality; OC: Organizational Compliance; II: Individual Initiative; 
CVR: Civic Virtue; SD: Self-development.
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This research reported that the change process factor 
manifested in managerial support contributed to the 
highest value in the RFOC scale.
	 Analysis for the value of Construct Reliability 
(CR) and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) represents 
acceptable results in such dimensions: of appropriate 
(CR=0.94, AVE=0.61), managerial support (CR=0.92, 
AVE=0.67), change efficacy (CR=0.89, AVE=0.59), and 
personal valency (CR=0.80, AVE=0.57). The results have 
similarities to Holt’s analysis: coefficient alphas were .80 
for appropriateness, 0.79 for management support, 0.79 
for change efficacy, and 0.65 for the personal valence 
score (Holt et al., 2007). In conclusion, the reliability of 
the adapted scale was relatively similar to the original 
RFOC scale.
	 The personal trait is the factor used in convergent 
validity testing (Armenakis et al., 2007; Çalışkan, 2019; 
Holt et al., 2007) In this research, PsyCap was chosen as  
a personal factor positively correlated to the dimensions of  
RFOC. The correlation between PsyCap and RFOC was 
0.6, and every aspect of PsyCap has a positive correlation 
with the dimension of RFOC. Psychological capital as 
personal resources will develop a person’s emotional 
reaction toward change, which may affect their attitude 
and behavior toward change (Luthans et al., 2015).
	 The following instrument used in convergent validity 
testing was OCB. Attitude towards change will directly 
affect the level of OCB in employees (Chih et al., 2012) 
RFOC as an attitude towards change may form OCB 
behavior supporting the implementation of change. 
The correlation between OCB and RFOC was 0.51. 
In addition, every dimension of OCB and RFOC was 
significantly correlated.
	 Moreover, this research showed that the level of 
RFOC might vary in working duration and job level.  
The longer the work duration, the higher the RFOC 
level. This is because employees with a longer tenure are 
expected to have more experience facing changes in the 
company in the past. The implication is that employees 
with longer tenure will be better prepared to deal with 
organizational change.
	 Higher position levels also showed a higher RFOC, 
A similar research result was found by Tredway (2004) 
in a medical services and research company. Employees 
with higher managerial levels are usually more involved 
in decision-making regarding the implementation of 
change so they are more likely to support what they help 
to create, and they will take responsibility to participate 
in the process of further change. 
	 This research is expected to enrich the reference 
of research in the adaptation and validation of RFOC, 

which is very limited. The study conducted in a Turkish 
education setting described that RFOC has a proper 
adaptation and validity. In addition, Holt researched the 
RFOC scale in private and public government institutions. 
Meanwhile, the present research was conducted in  
a state-owned manufacturing company. In particular, 
this study also provides benefits for researchers and 
Human Resources practitioners in Indonesia who need an 
instrument to measure individual readiness in the face of 
organizational change, which has been adapted into the 
Indonesian version and has good validity evidence.

 	  
Conclusion and Recommendations

	 The adaptation and validation process of the RFOC 
scale into Indonesian showed promising results. Statistical 
analysis of empirical data obtained also indicated that this 
instrument had validity criteria and reliability, notably in 
state-owned companies.
	 There were limitations in this research, The questionnaire 
was distributed online as the company suggested having 
a broader distribution in four operating companies in 
3 different areas on different islands, which was also 
found more efficient for the employees. However, the 
online questionnaire was found to be inconvenient 
since the instrument has many questions. The online 
questionnaire was also more challenging because the 
direct communication with the researcher was limited, 
even though the researcher had found some solutions to 
this problem.
	 Along with organizational change in companies, 
especially in state-owned companies in Indonesia, 
this scale is expected to be useful for researchers and 
HR practitioners focusing on employee readiness for 
organizational change in Indonesian companies. Further 
research should be conducted on different samples with 
various industrial settings and also conducted in various 
countries so that the results can be compared, as well as 
enriching research in the adaptation and validation of the 
RFOC Scale.

Ethical Approval

	 The research used quantitative research ethics from 
the Ethical Commission of Universitas Padjadjaran  
(ethic clearance No: 913/UN6.KEP/EC/2021). Prospective 
participants have been given information and informed 
consent in an e-questionnaire. The information includes 
an explanation of the nature and reasons for the research, 
information that their participation is voluntary, they can 
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withdraw at any time, and there are no consequences  
if they choose not to participate. They were also informed 
that the answers or responses they provided were 
anonymous, so tracing to individuals was impossible. 
Participants could also discuss any matters from the 
research by contacting the researcher's telephone number 
or email provided.
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