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ABSTRACT  
 
 Resistance is major challenging for organization to implement changes in organization. Resistance to 
change has long been recognized as a critical important factor that can influence the success or failure of an 
organizational change effort. Therefore,this study investigates the factors influencing intention resistance to 
change: A studyof service organization in Malaysia. A research model was developed based on Theory of 
Reasoned Action to indicate the relationship between attitudes and subjective norms towards intention resistance 
to change.  The objectives of the study are to determine the relationship between attitudes towards intention 
resistance to change and to examine the relationship between subjective norms and intention resistance to 
change in organization. This study is using the quantitative method by distributing questionnaires to 80 
employees in service organization. The study hypotheses have been tested by using multiple regression analysis. 
The results of the study revealed that, attitudes factor is supported and influence the employees in service 
organization towards resistance to change in organization while subjective norms factor is not supported the 
hypotheses. 
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Introduction 
 
 Rapid and continual innovation in technology is driving changes to organization system and process. 
Change is a common occurrence within organization and resistance to change is just as common. Resistance is 
major challenging for organization to implement changes in organization (Bushman, 2007). Resistance to 
change has long been recognized as a critical important factor that can influence the success or failure of an 
organizational change effort.  Ansoff (1988) defines resistance as various phenomenon’s which introduce 
unanticipated delays, costs and instabilities into the process of a strategic change. Schein (1988) believes 
resistance to change to be one of the most present organizational phenomena.  
 Maurer (1996) indicated that one-half to two-thirds of all major organization change efforts fail and 
resistance is the little recognized but critically important contributor to that failure. This aligned with Oakland 
and Sohal (1987) found that resistance was one of the major impediments to the use of production management 
techniques by British production managers. Furthermore, Eisen et al. (1992) and Terziovski et al. (1997) found 
resistance by management (change agent) and workers to be the major impediments to the use of quality 
management practices in Australian manufacturing industry. Thus, these issues should be well managed to 
ensure successful implementation organization change for the sake of organization growth and survival. 
 In spite of that, since the 1990’ Malaysian Government has play a major role introducing new policies in 
order to make improvement among public servants by adopting changes in organization. In line with the effort, 
New Public Management has been proposed in order to reform as well as transform bureaucratic among 
government agencies to be more market-oriented administration (MdYunus, 2010). By implementing New 
Public Management in organization these agencies believed able to be more efficient, economic, competitive, 
and effective. On the other hand, due to technology advancement it is necessary to organization provide better 
services to all citizen and business by utilizing computer and internet. In line of that e-government has been 
introduce to encourage changes ways of works to be more online services. In addition, to be more competitive 
Malaysian government has introduced new policies consecutively to change traditional ways of public agencies. 
Some of the changes or innovations proposed to be implemented by government are; utilizing information 
technology among organization, providing customer oriented services, consolidate organization structure and 
human resources, and improving accountability and disciplines.     
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 Meanwhile, Bemmels and Reshef (1991) mentioned that resistance is most commonly linked with negative 
attitudes or with counterproductive behaviors. As a result from previous research, resistance to change became 
recognized as complex, multifaceted phenomenon that is caused by variety of factors (Waddell &Sohal, 1998). 
Therefore, further investigation and study will be carried out to examine the following research questions:- 
 Does an attitude have a relationship with intention resistance to change?  
 Does a subjective norm have a relationship with intention resistance to change?  
 The main objective of this study is to identify the major factors that influence the intention resistance to 
change among employees in organization. More specifically, the objectives of this study are: 
 To determine the relationships between attitudes towards intention resistance to change in organization. 
 To examine the relationship between subjective norms and intention resistance to change in organization.   
 
Organizational Change and Resistance to Change: 
 
 The business environment is changing fast and change is common occurs in an organization. Change is 
defined as movement away from a present state toward a future state (George & Jones, 1996) or generally a 
response to some significant threat or opportunity arising outside of the organization (Gilgeous, 1997). 
Meanwhile, Kanter et al. (1992) defined change as the process of analyzing the past to elicit the present actions 
required for the future. Every organization must fulfill in various demands and changes in the environment due 
to changes in technology like computerization and e-commerce have created in data communication, work 
processes and the way of doing business. The change process in each organization is unique due to differences 
in organization and business nature, work culture and value, management leadership style, behavior and attitude 
of the employees.   
 On the other hand, organization change is defined as an attempt or series of attempts to modify an 
organization’s structure, goals, technology or work tasks (Carnall, 1986). Furthermore, Dawson (1994) defined 
change in an organization refer to any alteration in activities or tasks. Thus, resistance in organizational setting 
is an expression of reservation which normally arises as a response or reaction to change (Block, 1989).  Cao et 
al. (2000) believed that, organization change show a diversity of the organization in its environment and also the 
interaction of the technical and human activities that had interrelated dimension in the organization. There are 
two types of change in an organization namely evolutionary, incremental or first order changes and strategic, 
transformational, revolutionary or second order change. First order change is small changes that alter certain 
small aspects, looking for an improvement in the present situation but keeping the general framework 
(Blumenthal &Haspeslagh et al. 2004). While, second order is radical transformations is organization totally 
changes its essential framework, looking generally for a new competitive advantage (Hutt et al., 1995) and 
affecting the basic capabilities of the organization (Ruiz & Lorenzo, 1999). 
 Once the terms of change and organization change have been defined, then the terms of resistance to change 
will be analyzed further. Resistance is a phenomenon that affects the change process, delaying or slowing down 
its beginning, obstructing or hindering the implementation of change process as well as increasing the costs 
(Ansoff, 1990). Meanwhile, Zaltman and Duncan (1977) define resistance as any conduct that serves to 
maintain the status quo in the face of pressure to alter the status quo. It is a natural part of the change process 
and is to be expected (Coghlan, 1993; Steinburg, 1992; Zaltman& Duncan, 1997). It occurs because change 
involves going from known to unknown (Coghlan, 1993 &Steinburg, 1992). The risk of failure is greater as 
people generally resistance to change. Individual go through a reaction process when they are personally 
confronted with major organization change (Jacobs, 1995 & Kyle, 1993).  
 Studies have shown that approximately 70% of organization failed in their change programs due to 
employee resistance to change (Maurer, 1997; Spiker and Lesser, 1995; Regar at el 1994; Martin, 1975). 
However, resistance has also been considered as a source of information, being useful in learning how to 
develop a more successful change process (Beer &Eisenstat, 1996 & Goldstein, 1988). Undoubtedly, resistance 
to change is a key topic in change management and should be seriously considered to help organization to 
achieve the advantages of the transformation.   
 
Change Theory: 
  
 Based on the previous literatures, there are various change theories found. The analysis of the relevant 
change theories is very important in order to develop a proposed framework of the current study. The relevant 
change theory discussed as following below:- 
 
Theory of Reasoned Action: 
   
 According to Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) in their theory Reasoned Action, states that an individual 
performance of a given behavior is primarily determined by a person’s intention to perform that behavior. There 
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are two major factors that shape that individual’s intention; firstly the individual’s attitude towards the desired 
behavior must be positive for change to occur. Attitude is defined as the degree to which an individual has a 
good or poor evaluation on a particular behavior. One factor that determines attitudes is behavioral belief which 
involves evaluation of the consequences or outcomes of a particular behavior (Ajzen&Fishbein, 1980). Attitude 
is populated to be the first antecedent of behavioral intention. It is an individual’spositive or negative belief 
about performing a specific behavior. These beliefs are called behavioral beliefs.An individual will intend to 
perform a certain behavior when he or she evaluates it positively. Attitudes are determined by the individual’s 
beliefs about the consequences of performing the behavior (behavioral beliefs), weighted by his or her 
evaluation of those consequences (outcome evaluations). Those attitudes are believed to have a direct effect on 
behavioral intention and are linked with subjective norm. 
 Secondly, subjective norms are also assumed to be a function of beliefs that specific individuals approve or 
disapprove of performing the behavior. It also involved the influence of the person’s social environment that 
shapes the individual’s intention that is refers to perceive social pressures exerted on an individual either to act 
or not to act (Ajzen, 1991). The belief that underlies subjective norms is referred to normative belief is 
influenced by one’s belief toward a referent other or referent group. It means that, an individual attempts to 
carry out an action when the individual believes that other people think it is important for them to carry out such 
act. Based on this theory, pressure to act may be exerted from significant others such as parents, peers, 
superiors, friends and etc. The said theory can be illustrated in the Figure 1 below: 
 

 
 
Fig. 1: Theory of Reasoned Action. 
 
 Based on the previous studies, there are many literatures identified on the factors contributing resistance to 
change in the organization. Amongst the factors are identified by previous researchers such as departmental 
politics or resistance from those departments that will suffer with the change implementation (Beer &Eisenstat, 
1996), myopia or inability of the organization to look in the future (Barr et al. 1992; Kruger, 1996 &Rulmelt, 
1995), communication barrier (Hutt et al. 1995), low motivation (Rumelt, 1995) and many more. In this context 
of study, the factors will be focusing on two main factors based on Theory Reasoned Action that is attitudes and 
subjective norms (change agents). 
 The present study will be focusing on two main factors that influencing intention resistance to change in 
organization. These two factors are based on the Theory of Reasoned Action developed by Ajzen and Fishbein, 
1980 as explained above which involves attitudes and subjective norms such as superiors, peers, parents and etc. 
that refer to referent group. 
 
Attitudes Factor and Resistance to Change: 
 
 Ajzen and Fishbein (1980), defined attitude as the degree to which an individual has a good or poor 
evaluation on a particular behavior. Meanwhile, Secord and Beckman (1969) had defined attitudes as certain 
regularities of an individual’s feelings, thoughts and predisposition to act toward some aspect of his 
environment. Arnold et al. (1995) indicated that, attitudes reflect a person’s tendency to feel, think or behave in 
a positive or negative manner towards the object of the attitude.  It is very difficult to change as people are 
generally more comfortable with what they have learned or knew due to stereotyping, fear of taking risks, 
intolerance to ambiguity and possibly the need to maintain tradition (Dunham, 1984 &Carnall, 1990). Dunham 
(1984) stated that, complex attitude has three district components which are cognitive, affective and behavioral 
tendencies. Each type of attitudes toward change may induce a person to support or not changes occurring in an 
organizational setting.     
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 Again, Dunham et al. (1989) also suggested that, three type of attitudes toward change namely; affective, 
cognitive and behavioral. This is aligning with Elizur and Guttman (1976), attitude towards change in general 
consist of a person’s cognition about change, affective reactions to change and behavioral tendency to change. 
The affective component consists of the feeling a person toward an attitude object which involves evaluation 
and emotion and often expressed as like or dislike for the attitude object. Next, the cognitive component of an 
attitude consists of the information a person process about a person or thing which is based on what a person 
believes in true. Finally, behavioral tendency concerns the way a person intends to behave toward an attitude 
object. The attitude toward change can be measured using Dunham et al. (1989) that is 18 items instrument 
ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). The said variable has been tested by Rashid et al. 
(2003) in 258 companies under Federation of Malaysian Manufacturers Directory in the year 2001 to investigate 
the influence of organization culture on attitudes toward organizational change in Malaysia. The studied had 
provided empirical evidence and suggested that the strongly attitude is positively relationship towards resistance 
to change in organization.    
 Furthermore, the study by Vakola and Nikolaou (2005) explore the linkage between employees’ attitude 
towards organization change and two significant constructs in organizational behavior that is occupational stress 
and organizational commitment.  The studied involves employees from various organizations. Researchers 
identified various employees’ responses to an organizational change ranging from strong positive attitudes that 
is change is essential for organizational to succeed to strong negative attitudes that is change could ruin the 
organization (Piderit, 2000). Statistically shown by Beer and Nohria (2000) stated that 70% of all change 
initiative fails. The reason behind that is due to intention resistance to change (Deloitte &Tauche, 1996), which 
closely linked with the development on negative attitude to change. This is align with statistic according to Hall 
et al. (1993) the failure rate of organization towards implement new change was approximately up to 70%. One 
of the reasons of this failure was geared from people in organization generally resistant to changes (Abdul 
Rashid, 2004).  
 Many studies suggested that, organizational change efforts can be very stressful experience for individuals 
(Elrod &Tippett, 2002; Grant, 1996). More specifically, they noted that there are many emotional states that a 
person can experience during change processes such as denial, anger, bargaining, chaos, depression, openness, 
readiness, resignation and re-emergence (Perlman &Takacs, 1990). All the above responses to change are 
directly related and in some cases constitutes to resistance to change are normal since the change process 
involves going from known to unknown (Bovey &Hede, 2001). More specifically, perceived increased pressure 
coming from change implementation among state government employees was associated with increase stress 
and as a result was associated with lower job satisfaction and increase intention to quit (Rush et al., 1995). At 
the same time Armenakis et al. (1993) indicated that beliefs, perceptions and attitudes are critical influencing 
intention resistance to change. They hypothesized that, negative attitudes to change have negative for the 
organization to change.   
 Bovey and Hede (2001), in their study involving respondents from several organizations from government 
and private sectors are recently faced with change process. The said study aimed to identify measure and 
evaluate how human elements including cognitive and affective processes are associated with an individual’s 
level resistance to organizational change. The basic philosophy of the cognitive approach is the individuals tend 
to have automatic thoughts that incorporate what has been described as faulty, irrational or ‘crooked” thinking 
(Burns, 1990 & Beck, 1988). This internal dialogue is often based on misconceptions and faulty assumptions 
which lead to emotional and behavioral disturbances (Corey, 1996). The second attitude component is affective 
process. It is usually operationalised as emotions and feelings that are related to actions and emotion 
(Wrightsman& Stanford, 1975).  
 Psychology researchers have identified a number of primary emotions experienced by individual 
universally. These include fear, anger, sadness, joy, surprise, disgust and contempt (Wade &Tavris, 1996). 
These primary emotions are similar to the emotion experience by an individual during organizational change. 
Emotion is represented as an intervening variable rather than a moderating variable because it is theorized to 
influence the relationship between the independent variable irrational ideas and the dependent variable 
behavioral intention to resist.  Behavioral intention to resist is derived from the construct resistance. Behavior 
has been defined physical actions that can be seen or heard and include mental processes which cannot be seen 
or heard (Maltin, 1995). The behavioral intention can be measured by developing a behavioral intentions matrix 
based on the overt-covert and active-passive dimensions. 
 Meanwhile Bovey et al. (2001), carried out their studies in several organizations undergoing major change. 
The studied was investigated the role of both adaptive and maladaptive defense mechanisms in individual 
resistance to change in organization. Both variables are more on individual psychological factor that relates with 
attitude and behavior of the individuals. Two adaptive defenses are investigated namely; humor and 
anticipation. Five maladaptive defenses are denial, dissociation, isolation of affect, projection and acting out. 
The defense mechanisms are generally used unconsciously by an individual in response to psychic danger 
(Andrews et al., 1993; Oldham &Kleiner, 1990).  
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 Furthermore, a number of methods have been developed to measure the above variables which include: life 
style index, defense style questionnaire, the defense mechanisms inventory, the defense mechanism profile, 
defense mechanisms rating scales and the inventory of defense related behaviors (Conte &Plutchik, 1995). In 
term of behavioral intension to resist 20 items and seven point interval scale was developed by the researchers to 
measure an individual’s behavior intention towards organizational change. The scale was designed to measure 
both support and resistance behavior was constructed from key words derive in the quadrant of active-passive 
and overt-covert dimensions. Thus, an attitude towards intension resistance to change can be hypothesized as:- 
H1: Attitude will have a positive relationship with intention resistance to change. 
 
Subjective Norms Factor and Resistance to Change:  
 
 Subjective norms are also assumed to be a function of beliefs that specific individuals approve or 
disapprove of performing behavior. Beliefs underlie subjective norms are termed normative beliefs. An 
individual will intend to perform certain behavior when he or she perceives important others think he or she 
should. Important others might be a person’s, peers, superior, spouse and etc. are also known as ‘change agent’ 
in the concept of change management. Contemporary reality is that four types of change agent may be involved 
in any particular change process namely; senior leaders, middle managers, external consultants and teams 
(Caldwell, 2003). However, the present study will be focusing on the role of superior, peers, parent and spouse 
towards intention resistance to change in organization. Change agents can themselves be a cause of resistance if 
they go into the undertaking with the self-fulfilling view that they will meet resistance (Wainwright, 2008).  
 Leaders of organizations are directly responsible for leading their organizations successfully through 
organizational reforms. Indeed, there are many previous studies of organizational change demonstrating the key 
role of employee’s attitude towards the change (e.g. Fugate, Kinicki&DePalma, 2006). Yet, most of these 
studies do not consider leaders’ role in the change process. (Oreg&Berson, 2008). The study on leader’ 
characteristics and behaviors and employees’ resistance to organizational change conducted by Oreg and 
Berson, 2008 found that the leader’ values and change related traits will be reflected in employees’ reactions to 
a given organizational change. Personal values represent transsituational sets of priorities that act as guiding 
principles in people’s lives (Hitlin&Piliavin, 2004; Schwartz, 1992). Leader differences in values represent 
differences in priorities. They categorized the leader values into perspectives of preference for maintaining 
status quo (conservation) versus a preference for novelty and renewal (openness to change). Accordingly, 
leaders’ values influence their interpretations of organizational reality, the goals they assign and the outcomes 
they reward and punish. In view of that, they had proposed the degree to which leaders personally emphasize 
conservation and openness to change values bears implication for employees’ reactions to change in the 
organization. In other words, this constitutes the hypothesis where the leaders’ conservation values will be 
positively associated with employee’ resistance to change and the leaders’ openness to change values will be 
negatively associated with employee’ resistance to change in organization.  
 Studied by Hoag, Ritschard and Copper (2002), to determine what obstacles impeded positive change in 
organizations in the view of 146 human resources professionals in the UK. Their study divided into two 
categorized on the obstacles to effective organizational change that is; external influences factors which 
manager believed were outside their control and secondly who should be blamed when change initiatives failed. 
They had identified one of the external factor is known ‘rumor mill’ that is a collection of implied beliefs which 
has no empirical support. The rumor mill has suggested three main obstacles to change are cost, workload 
(Zaltman& Duncan, 1977) and legislation (Mayer, 1979). Some managers believed that, their organizations 
cannot change because too many resources have been committed to “sunk cost” where the monies spent tooling 
up to deliver their existing products or services. Furthermore, some believe other external factors obstruct 
organizational change is due to limited by government legislation (Kotter& Schlesinger, 1979; Jackson, 1999). 
For example managers who experienced “institutional change” such as occurred during and after collapse of the 
former communist regimes of Eastern Europe, reportedly found it difficult to identify and embrace the new 
value system (Newman, 2000). The evaluations were based on a seven point Likert scale according to the 
following categories; cost, workload, legislation, leadership, management, culture and other. It was found that 
the rumor mill (cost, workload and legislation) were significant, was wrong, predicting only 11% of the 
empirical variance. However, leadership and management as well as organizational culture which accounted for 
nearly 89% of the variances that most significant obstacle to organization change.  In the study, respondents 
described 5 characteristics of poor leaders amongst are no vision refer to lack of goals, plans or strategies, no 
support which unable to garner the support from those concerned, obstructive from senior team, not yet refer to 
amount and pace and lastly no reason to change-why change. While, 4 characteristics of weak managers they 
felt were obstacles to effective organizational change such as “pot-pourri” referring to seasonality demand, poor 
internal systems, victim mindset, maintaining status quo. However, the study primarily was exploratory and no 
prior hypotheses were made. 
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 Furthermore, the studied conducted by Saka (2002) on the internal change agents’ view of the management 
of change problem. The said qualitative study is highlighted a systemic-multivariate view of change by 
investigating internal change agents’ that is managers’ is account of the barrier to change management. The 
study also addresses the limitations of change management by attending to the perception of managers that is 
those actors who generally determine organizational priorities and make crucial resource allocation decision. He 
stressed that, the success of implementing change is generally associated with those who facilitate the change 
process which one of them is change agent. He defined change agent here as a manager who seeks to 
reconfigure an origination’s roles, responsibilities, structures, outputs, processes, systems, technology and other 
resources (Buchanan &Badham, 1999) in the light of improving organizational effectiveness.     
 Finally, Sim and Rogers (2009), focus to understand why implementing continuous improvement (CI) 
strategies can be difficult in an organization. It also addresses the problem of resistance to change even in CEO 
level to implement of CI programs. A survey distributed to 50 employees in three sub units including the Engine 
Center, Small Hardware Parts Center and Compression System Module Center. CI is defined as any methods or 
programs that continually strive to improve any processes through an increase in quality, delivery, productivity 
or customer satisfaction and/or decrease in lead-time, cycle time, cost or scrap (Sim et al., 2009). It is all about 
change and working with different mindset. Based on their study, it was found that the average employee in the 
plant is aware of the need for CI in order for the company to remain competitive in a global environment. They 
will strongly use CI tools if they owned their own business. Most employees also understand the benefits of CI 
in terms of making more company efficient, safer and flexible to customer needs, not just making charts, graphs 
and fancy metric. However, in most cases, they do not believe that managers are committed to the cause and 
many feel management rushes at the last minute to be complaint to a deadline. Notwithstanding the overall 
positive view of the purpose of CI, management fails under the area of coaching, communication and support. 
The result from the survey also showed that, there is a lack of committed leadership in following through the 
day-to-day operation at this company for the improvement. In addition, Mintzberg and Westley (1992) 
suggested that, a “visionary leader” is a single leader who influences change and this help develop the 
momentum for change. Thus, subjective norms towards intension resistance to change can be hypothesized as:-  
H2: Subjective norms will have positive relationship with intention resistance to change. 
 
Methodology: 
 
 Based on the above reviews, the theoretical framework can be illustrated as below Figure 2: 
  

 
 
Fig. 2: Proposed theoretical framework (Based on Theory Reasoned Action). 
 
Unit of Analysis: 
 
 The aim of the study is to investigate the relationship between attitudes and subjective norms towards 
intention resistance to change in organization. Therefore, the study is a correlation study. Since the aggregations 
of data in subsequent analyses were due at the individual level, the unit of analysis in the present study is 
employees in service organization. The population consists of 85 employees that can be classified into several 
departments. The sample size in the present study is based on table of sample size by Cavana, Delahye and 
Sakeran (2000). They stated that, 85 respondents in a population, it is about 70 respondents need to be selected 
as a sample size in order to represent overall population. In order to ensure the questionnaires return are 
sufficiently, 100 % set of questionnaires will be distributed to the respondents to cover missing data, not return, 
incorrect data and error. A sample of members from each department was drawn by using a proportionate 
random sampling procedure. The members drawn from each department were proportionate to the total number 
of employees in organization. The sampling procedure will ensure each department has equally chance of being 
chosen as the sample within the organization. In addition, Lau and Idris (2001) asserted that, generalization can 
only be drawn when random samples are used. As a result, approximately 82% of members from organization 
have been selected. 
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Measurement: 
 
Attitudes towards intension resistance to change:  
 
 Attitudes towards intention resistance to change in organization in the present study is refer to the degree to 
which an individual has a good (favorable) or poor (unfavorable) reaction towards change process in 
organization practically behavior. One factor that determine attitude is behavioral belief which involves 
evolution of the consequences or outcome of a particular behavior (Ajzen&Fishbein, 1980). To measure 
attitudes, an instruments developed by Vakola et al. (2003); Antoni (2004) and Walker et al. (2007) to be used 
to measure respondent’s attitudes towards intention resistance to change. The respondents were asked to indicate 
the level of agreement or disagreement on 10 items based on five points Likert scale where 1 is strongly 
disagree  up to 5 is strongly agree. Examples of the items are; “I am open to change”; “It is difficult for me to 
adapt to new working requirements”; “It is easy for me to adapt to new working situation” and etc.  
 
Subjective norms towards resistance to change: 
 
 Subjective norms refer to perceived social pressure exerted on an individual either to act or not to act 
(Ajzen, 1991). According to the theory, pressure to act may be exerted from significant referent group such as 
peers, superior and etc. The subjective norms of the present study will be focusing on the influence of superiors, 
peers, spouse and parent towards intention resistance to change. In order to measure this variable ten items 
adapted and modified from Bovey and Hede (2001) and Walker et al. (2007) were used. Respondents were 
asked to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement by using Likert scale ranging from 1 is strongly 
disagree and 5 is strongly agree. The statement related to the referent group such as “If there is an uncertainty 
and risk in the change process, my superior will not to make any changes”; “My superior communicate problem 
of the change that I noticed” and etc.  
 
Intention Resistance to Change:  
 
 Resistance to change is refer to the phenomenon that affects the change process, delaying or slowing down 
its beginning, obstructing or hindering it costs (Ansoff, 1990). There are many sources of resistance to change 
occur in the organization such as due to departmental politic, myopia (short-sighted view), communication 
barrier, leadership inaction and many more. In order to measure intention resistance to change to the 
organization reform was measured using 10 behavioral items based on William et al. (2005); Oreg (2006) of 
Change Attitudes Scale and Walker at et. (2007). Respondents were asked on the items such as “I will protest 
the change that would give burden to me”; “I plan to share and express dissatisfaction about the change to my 
colleagues” and etc. The Likert scale will be used ranging from 1 is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly agree. 
 
Data Analysis: 
 
 The data analysis method used in the study by using Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) Version 
12.0. The examination and presentation of demographic profile of respondents is using Descriptive Statistic. 
Meanwhile, Simultaneous Multiple Regression used in order to answer research questions on the relationship of 
variables which are attitudes and subjective norms and intention resistance to change. The statistical technique 
able to know on how much variance in the dependent variable will be explained when several independent 
variables are theorized to simultaneously influence it. The objective of multiple regression analysis is to use the 
independent variables whose values are known to predict the single independent variable (Hair, 2004).      
 
Results: 
 
Descriptive demographic profile: 
 
 The demographic profile in term of gender, age, status, position grade, education, departments and lengths 
of service of the respondents can be observed from Table 1. The distribution of respondents includes 78.8% 
male and 21.3% female. The age of respondents was 10% the age range between 18 to 23 years, 28.8% between 
24 to 29 years and 31.3% between 30 to 35 years. While the age range between 36 to 41 years and 42 years and 
above represents 20 % and 10% of the respondents. The portion of marital status of respondents represent 30% 
single, 68.8% married and 1.3% widower. The respondents’ job grades 12.5% represent 41 to 54, 81.3% 
represent 17 to 40 and 6.3% represent 1 to 16.   
 In term of education levels’ of the respondents consists of 1.3% master, 16.3% degree, 38.8% diploma, 
13.8% STPM/HSC finally, SPM/MCE and PMR/SRP/LCE represent 28.8% and 1.3%. The departments’ 
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respondent is as follow: 1.3% from Secretary’s Office, 7.5% from Human Resource, 8.8% from Dakwah and 
Collection, 7.5% from Distribution and Asnaf Development and 3.8% from Corporate then 8.8%, 16.3% and 
46.3% from Information Technology, Finance and Branch Office. Lastly, length of service of respondents were 
0 to 3 years (35%), 3 to 6 years (26.3%), 6 to 9 years (5%), 9 to 11 years (7.5%) and 11 years and above 
(26.3%). 
 
Reliability Analysis: 
 
 Hinton et al., (2004) have suggested four cut-off points for reliability, which includes excellent reliability 
(0.90 and above), high reliability (0.70-0.90), moderate reliability (0.50-0.70) and low reliability (0.50 and 
below). Based on Table 1 there are three constructs; attitude, subjective norms and intention resistance to 
change shown Cronbach’s Alpha value 0.57, 0.65 and 0.67 respectively. None of the constructs demonstrated 
low reliability in Table 1. The high Cronbach’s Alpha values for all constructs imply that they are internally 
consistent. That means all items of each constructs are measuring the same content universe (i.e. construct). In 
brief, the higher the Cronbach’s Alpha value of a construct, the higher the reliability is of measuring the same 
construct.  
 
Table 1: Reliability Result. 

Constructs Sample size 
(n) 

No. of items Cronbach’s Alpha 
(α ) 

 

Attitude 80 10 0.57  
Subjective norms 80 10 0.65  

Intension resistance to 
change 

80 10 0.67  

 
Regression Analysis:  
 
 Multiple regression analysis was applied in the study. Factor scores of each variable were used in the 
analysis. Table 2 shows the results of multiple regression analysis of the study. The results indicated that the 
attitudes is significantly and positively relationship with intention resistance to change. However; these findings 
showed the subjective norms were no significantly and negatively correlate with intention resistance to change. 
The R-square value of 0.37 indicates that 37% of the variance in variable intention resistance to change 
(dependent variable) can be explained by attitude and subjective norms.  
 From the beta coefficient, the attitude variable has the highest value ( = 0.634), followed by subjective 
norms ( = 0.119). It means that, one unit increase in attitude behavioral will lead to 0.634 increases in intention 
resistance to change. While the subjective norms, one unit increase could promote the intention resistance to 
change by 0.119. In summary, it can be concluded that the intention resistance to change depends on attitude has 
the strongest correlation with intention resistance to change.These findings demonstrate that the components of 
the attitude help explain employees’ intentions resistance to change. Therefore the findings of the study support 
for hypotheses H1 and reject H2 . 
 
Table 2: Multiple Regression Analysis (N = 80). 
Coefficientsa 

 Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients 

  

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
(Constant) 0.726 0.412  1.762 0.82 

Total score attitude 0.634 0.127 0.540 4.976 .000* 
Total score subjective norms 0.119 0.117 0.111 1.024 0.309 

 Dependent Variable: Total intention resistance to change 
a. Constant, factor score attitude and factor score subjective norms. 
b. R Square =0 .37 
c.* p<0.01 

 
Discussion: 
 
 Based on findings, the attitudes variable has a positive and significant effect influence on the intention 
resistance to change. In view of that, this findings support the theory of Reasoned Action by Ajzen and Fishbein 
(1980), which emphasizes attitude as an important element in influencing behavioral intention. Ajzen (1991) 
analyzed the effect of those variables on intention in his several studies and found that attitudes were especially 
important in predicting intentions.  
 However, intriguing finding the present study has managed to reveal is the insignificant influence of 
subjective norms towards intention resistance to change. This finding is consistent with previous study in 
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implementing the CANDO (continuous improvement program) in the National Health Service (NHS) in the 
perceptive of change agents (subjective norms) by Massey and Williams (2006). The qualitative study found 
that, change agents is also helpful to understand what is going on in the NHS particularly on the change 
programs in the organization but they does not really engaged the employees to undertake the change. Most of 
the change agents (subjective norms) could describe the example of CANDO enthusiasts or ‘converters’ that had 
clearly seen from the outset the benefits of the programs and were actively looking for the other areas in which 
they could implement their new skills. However, not all members of the teams were engaged to this level and 
therefore the agents were aware of several issues that could inhibit the progress of CANDO if not managed 
carefully.  
 The change agents found dealing with attitudes and mindsets of some CANDO team members and staff 
from the other departments somewhat problematic. It can be summarized that, based on the above scenario the 
subjective norms factor has no direct influence to the employees whether intended to change or otherwise. As 
mentioned earlier subjective norms only may facilitate in the change process but definitely it depends on the 
individual itself particularly their attitudes and mindsets whether to undertake the change or vice versa.  
 Meanwhile, several change theories also stressed and proven that attitudes or behavioral factor influence 
individual whether to change or otherwise. For example Lewin’s Three Step Change Theory, Prochaska and 
DiClemente’s Change Theory and Social Cognitive Theory were stressed several steps on the process of 
changing behavior in order to change individual attitude rather than the influence of subjective norms. 
Furthermore, Lewin’s Three Step Change Theory had suggested several steps such as unfreezing, movement 
and refreezing involves in process of changing behavioral while Prochaska and DiClemente’s Change Theory 
suggested that several stages such as pre-contempation, contemplation, preparation, action and maintenance in 
their model of change behaviors. Finally, Social Cognitive Theory concluded that behavioral change is affected 
by personality factor such as attitude from previous experience (Victoria et al., 2001) and attribute of the 
behavioral itself. In summary, there are many change theories had acknowledged and discussed the influence of 
attitude instead of subjective norms in the context of organizational change.   
 
Conclusion: 
 
 In conclusion,change is defined as movement away from a present state toward a future state or generally a 
response to some significant threat or opportunity arising outside of the organization. The aims of the study 
were to determine the relationships between the attitudes towards intention resistance to change and to examine 
the relationship between subjective norms and intention resistance to change in organization.  
 Based on findings, the attitudes variable has a positive and significant effect influence on the intention 
resistance to change. In view of that, this findings support the theory of Reasoned Action by Ajzen and Fishbein 
(1980), which emphasizes attitude as an important element in influencing behavioral intention. Ajzenanalyzed 
the effect of those variables on intention in his several studies and found that attitudes were especially important 
in predicting intentions.  
 However, intriguing finding the present study has managed to reveal is the insignificant influence of 
subjective norms towards intention resistance to change. This finding is consistent with previous study in 
implementing the CANDO (continuous improvement program) in the National Health Service (NHS) in the 
perceptive of change agents (subjective norms). 
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