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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to uncover whether and how contextual factors (information exchange, participation, trust in management, and
training), relate to resistance to change. It also explores the mediating effect of perceived impact of change on the relations between contextual
factors and resistance to change. This study is conducted in several manufacturing plants in food processing industry in Vietnam, which is
implementing a top-down large-scale change — Lean transformation, adopting Total Productive Maintenance (TPM) program, to be specific.
The findings suggest that all four contextual factors are negatively associated with resistance to change, in which training had the strongest
impact. Also, the perceived change impact partially mediates the relationships between the four contextual factors and resistance to change.
The practical implications of this paper are that employees who receive adequate, timely and useful information relating to change are less
likely to show opposing behaviors towards change. Fostering trust in management among employees, and employee involvement in decision-
making, also have a significant influence when addressing employee resistance to change. Employees who are well-trained, well-equipped
with tools and knowledge about the change, are less likely to resist as they view the benefits of changes more significant than the risks.
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were not showing any improvement and still change efforts
are failing at the rate of 70% (Michel et al., 2013; Al-haddad
& Kotnour, 2015).

When considering the specific context of Lean
transformation, the change failure rate was reported to be
even higher in various contexts. Bhasin and Burcher’s (2006)
findings show that less than 10% of organizations succeeded
in implementing Lean tools. Recent studies, such as Schipper
and Swets’ (2010) and Jadhav et al. (2014) reported that
70% of Lean transformation cases failed in overcoming
barriers, and returned to the previous ways of performing
work. However, in the case of UK organizations, the success
rates in Lean transformation remained at 10% throughout
the years (Camagu, 2010). Mohanty et al.’s (2007) survey
findings indicated that US organizations, particularly in

1. Introduction

Empirical and practitioner findings relating to change
management indicated an unfavorable trend in successful
change management over the last decade. Change failure
rate was revealed to be at 70% in 2004 (Balogun et al.,
2008); the figure remained constant in 2008 (Meaney &
Pung, 2008). A study targeting 1,500 change agents in 2009
found out that only 41% of change efforts were considered
success (Jorgense et al., 2009). Until recently, the statistics

"First Author and Corresponding Author. Lecturer, School of Trade
and International Economics, National Economics University,
Vietnam [Postal Address: 207 Giai Phong, Hai Ba Trung District,

Hanoi, 113068, Vietnam] Email: ductt@neu.edu.vn

2National Economics University, Vietnam.

Email: huongggthu1998@gmail.com

SLecturer, Faculty of Business Management, National Economics
University, Vietnam. Email: vanbt@neu.edu.vn

© Copyright: The Author(s)

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
Non-Commercial License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/) which permits
unrestricted non-commercial use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the
original work is properly cited.

automobile industry, were struggling to imitate Toyota
Production System to achieve operational efficiency. Singh
et al. (2010) also reported the similar struggle of US firms in
the context of India.

Extant research constantly cited resistance to change
(RTC) from employees as one of the key problems for change
failure (Huang & Huang, 2009; Erwin & Garman, 2010).
Managing resistance is critical, determining whether the
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change implemented will be successful or not (Decker et al.,
2012; Canning & Found, 2015), since resistance has the power
to slow and prevent change from happening (Coetsee, 1999).
Therefore, resistance to change should be given sufficient
attention by management, especially in the rapidly changing
business environment when the needs to change are raised
constantly. This paper aims to investigate antecedents of RTC
(contextual factors, to be specific) to assist management make
informed decision when dealing with RTC.

Considering the gap in the literature related to both contexts
of Vietnam and quantitative research on Lean transformation,
this study chose to investigate a single-case study in Lean
transformation, in a manufacturing plant adopting one of
the Lean tools, Total Productive Maintenance, in the food
processing industry. Reviewing the literature on lean and
resistance to change identifies four key employee factors
when implementing Lean, namely, trust in management,
training, information exchange, and participation (Cudney &
Elrod, 2010; Jadhav et al., 2014; Canning & Found, 2015;
Portioli-Staudacher & Tantardini, 2012) are chosen as four
contextual factors to analyze their relationships with RTC.
The study also aims to fill the knowledge gap in studying the
mediation effect of the perceived impact of change on the
relationships between contextual factors and RTC.

In the following sections, the paper presents a literature
review and the hypothesis development of the study, followed
by the research methodology and then the research findings
and discussions.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Resistance to Change

In the conventional view, organizational change is
considered as desirable and inevitable, and people resisting
it are irrational. This view implied that resistance should
be managed and overcome (Mabin et al., 2001; Piderit,
2000; Atkinson, 2005). Dent and Goldberg (1999) proposed
that individuals resist negative consequences (e.g., losing
their jobs, disrupting daily works) and not necessarily the
change in itself. Therefore, the conventional belief hinders
organizations’ holistic understanding of RTC.

Considering defining RTC issues, Jermier et al. (1994),
Dent and Goldberg (1999) pointed out that RTC has been
oversimplified, referring to any unfavorable reactions to
prevent change. To better grasp the complexity of resistance,
suggesting that a dichotomous perspective of employees’
response to change (pure resistance and compliance) was
too narrow, Piderit (2000) defined RTC as a tri-dimensional
(negative) response towards change, which includes how
individual feels about change (affective), intentions to act
towards change (behavioral), and what they think about
change (cognitive). In this study, RTC is examined in the
behavioral dimension, which involves behaviors or intentions
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to behave responding to the change (e.g., protesting against
change, presenting disagreement to upper management
levels, etc.).

To examine employees’ RTC, this study chose to
investigate the concept from the perspective of change
recipients referring to the group of people taking charge of
implementing or adapting to changes (Jacobs & Keegan,
2016; Kumari, 2017), since they are the most appropriate to
measure their own perceived resistance (Armenakis & Harris,
2009; Oreg et al., 2011). When reviewing extant literature
on RTC, in their pioneering works, Coch and French (1948)
initially proposed that potential sources of resistance come
from both the individual and one’s environment — contextual
factors. However, owing to the reduced interest in field
theory, papers followed focusing on the individual and how
they reacted to change, and tend to omit contextual factors
(Burnes, 2014). Consequently, works by Bovey and Hede
(2001) and Weller and Bernadine (2007) increasingly refer
to RTC as a psychological concept in which resistance is
within individual employees. For instance, due to prevalence
of Oreg’s (2003) study in dispositional resistance concept,
sources of RTC were increasingly viewed in terms of
personality perspective, which leads to the lack of academic
attention on contextual factors. Following Burnes’ (2014)
call for research focus on contextual factors to support for
Coch and French (1948) and Lewin’s (1947) system view of
resistance, the paper aims to investigate RTC antecedents in
contextual view, in Vietnam, where the investigation of RTC
and its contextual antecedents is still highly limited.

Oreg et al. (2011) categorized contextual factors into four
major types: (1) internal context antecedents involving pre-
change organizational environment including culture and
climate, trust in management; (2) change process antecedents
comprising participation, communication and information,
and principal support during change; (3) perceived outcomes/
impact of change; and (4) change content antecedents
(M&A, downsizing). In the context of Vietnam, affected
commitment, participation and communication were
empirically investigated in several papers examining RTC in
organizations conducting changes, in general. This paper fills
the knowledge gap by re-testing the impact of participation
and information exchange in a specific Lean case study and
examining two narrowly investigated contextual factors —
trust in management and training in Vietnam (Trang & Do,
2020).

Oreg et al. (2011) pointed out that, though the existing
literature examined a plethora of RTC antecedents, the
investigation of their interrelationships, including mediation
analysis, should be taken into consideration as well. By
addressing this knowledge gap, the paper studies the role
of perceived impact of change mediating the relationship
between contextual factors and recipients’ resistance.
There, contextual factors ultimately influence individual’s
anticipated benefits or risks of change, then, perceived
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impacts of change will in turn lead to attitudes and behaviors
to change (Ashford, 1988; Cunningham et al., 2010; Bartunek
etal., 2006). Specifically, one’s behaviors toward change vary
on the basis of whether expected benefits of change outweigh
perceived risks. There is evidence in the extant literature
that individuals perceiving organizational change posing
considerable risks to their own or their organizations’ routines
or performance, experience greater stress, and consequently
show opposing behaviors toward change (Herold et al., 2007;
Fedor et al., 2006; Caldwell et al., 2004).

Reviewing existing literature, very few papers have
investigated the mediating role of perceived impact of change on
RTC, except Vakola (2014) who conducted mediation analysis
of perceived impact of change between individual readiness
to change and communication climate and job satisfaction in
a restructuring change project. However, in Vakola’s (2014)
paper, readiness to change concept refers to “confidence in
one’s abilities to overcome the change”, which is different from
investigated the behavioral RTC concept in this paper.

2.2. Resistance to Change in Lean Transformation

The term “Lean” was first used by Womack et al. (1990)
to describe an approach enabling firms to maximize customer
value while minimizing waste by eliminating inefficient
and unnecessary processes and enhancing the value chain
(Womack & Jones, 2003). The most commonly applied Lean
tools include just-in-time, value stream map, total quality
management, kaizen, and total productive maintenance
(Marodin & Saurin, 2013).

Though organizations widely implement Lean tools to
achieve desired outcomes, the successful lean implementation
rate was recognized to be significantly low, approximately 10%
in various countries such as UK, India, and the US, as per the
literature (Mohanty et al., 2007; Camagu, 2010; Singh et al.,
2010), due to three key barriers involving cultural, human and
geographical factors (Benton & Shin, 1998). There, employee
barriers to Lean implementation mostly relate to ineffective
communication and inadequate information exchange
between managers and employees (Cudney & Elrod, 2010;
Jadhav et al., 2014); lack of participation in decision-making
from employees (Canning & Found, 2015; Portioli-Staudacher
& Tantardini, 2012), lack of formal training to employees
(Eswaramoorthi et al., 2011), and lack of mutual trust between
employees and managers (Staudacher & Tantardini, 2007).
Specifically, Sim and Chiang (2012) and Azyan et al. (2017)
identified key sources of employee resistance in lean program,
which involves trust in management and negative perceived
impact of change (increasing workload, being undervalued
because of Lean).

However, reviewing the literature, the number of empirical
studies on employee resistance in Lean case study is still
limited, especially in Vietnam context. In Lean literature,
the majority of papers on employee resistance adopts
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qualitative research, interviews to be specific, such as Sim
and Chiang (2012) and Azyan et al. (2017). Also, only a few
contextual factors such as communication and participation
were empirically tested in Lean context (Canning & Found,
2015). Therefore, this study fills the research gap by testing
four key identified human barriers in Lean implementation
— information exchange, participation, training, and trust
in management, as factors affecting employee resistance in
Lean case study in Vietnam.

3. Hypothesis Development

3.1. Information Exchange

Information exchange refers to the degree to which
recipients perceive that the necessary and useful information
relating to organizational change is provided, and this
provided information must be exchanged timely and delivered
effectively (Miller et al., 1994; Armenakis et al., 2007; Holt
et al., 2007).

Previously empirical studies in extant literature have found
that individuals equipped with necessary information display
a higher level of likelihood to adapt to change (Schweiger &
DeNisi, 1991; Miller et al., 1994). Testing in the context of
public housing sector, Wanberg and Banas’ (2000) findings
show a positive association between adequate information
received about organizational change and one’s openness to
accept change. Lewis’ (2006) study surveying undergraduates
working part-time in organizations implementing new
information technology program in various industries,
also found that the better the perceived quality of received
information, the lower the degree of one’s resistance to
change. On the contrary, Oreg (2006) shows that information
received about change is positively correlated with recipients’
resistance to change. He explained that recipients’ intentions
to resist change depend on whether they approve or disapprove
the change, so information about the change may not have a
positive impact to RTC. In the context of Vietnam, testing the
relationship in organizations implementing changes in various
industries suggested similar findings to Lewis’ (2006).

Putting Lean transformation in the context, Cudney and
Elrod (2010) and Scherrer-Rathje et al. (2009) addressed the
importance of appropriately informing employees about the
change to tackle resistance and raise the success rate of Lean
implementation. For instance, if Lean’s expected process
and outcomes were not communicated well to all functional
areas, employees in frontline may not be fully aware of the
program, then it results in higher level of stress and increases
the likelihood to oppose change, due to uncertainty and
ambiguity of information (Jadhav et al., 2014; Schweiger &
Denisi, 1991).

Hla: Information exchange is negatively associated with
resistance to change.
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Information exchange is considered to be vital when
recipients assess and compare the benefits and risks relating
to the change. To be specific, inadequate information
may make “one’s cognitive and affective processes to be
negatively affected towards change” (Vakola, 2014), and
consequently, the individual will be less likely to adapt to
change and display disrupting behaviors. According to the
literature, when helpful and timely information is properly
delivered to employees, employees seem to view the change’s
impacts positively and show higher levels of openness to
organizational change (Miller et al., 1994; Wanberg & Banas,
2000, Vakola, 2014).

HI1b: Perceived impact of change mediates the
relationship between information exchange and employee
resistance to change.

3.2. Participation

Participation is defined as employee involvement
in the decision-making process in the development and
implementation of the change, as well as the right to input
decisions about the change’s future plans (Lines, 2004;
Giangreco & Peccei, 2005, Wanberg & Banas, 2000).

Looking into change management literature, Cornell
and Herman (1989); Fiorelli and Margolis (1993); Wanberg
and Banas (2000) unanimously argued that the impact of
employee involvement in addressing resistance, particularly,
when employees have the rights to input decisions, increased
their commitment to the change, and resistance to change is
reduced, accordingly. Giangreco and Peccei’s (2005) research
on RTC from middle managers’ perspective in an electric
company case study, found that there was a positive relation
between recipients’ participation level in change initiative
and positive attitude towards change and reduced levels of
resistance. Also, Lines’ (2004) study in a restructuring project
in a telecommunication case study and Msweli-Mbanga and
Potwana’s (2006) paper on state-owned companies in South
Africa, come to similar conclusions.

Considering Lean context, Netland (2016) and Pakdil
and Leonard (2015) consistently identified employee
empowerment and encouragement to participate in decision-
making as vital to the success of lean programs (especially
when implementing continuous improvement) and effective
when facing objections from employees, as it significantly
motivates employees and increases their autonomy.

H2a: Employee participation is negatively associated
with resistance to change.

Employee participation is argued to make the realities of
the change clearer to employees (Lines, 2004) by offering
them an effective way to voice their ideas and receive
insightful information about the change (Msweli-Mbanga &
Potwana, 2006). By which, employees have a sense of control
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and are fully aware of the change’s outcomes, which may
result in positive perceived impacts of change. Consequently,
employees will be more active toward change initiatives
by inputting decisions, and less likely to resist the change
(Jimmieson et al., 2008; Van Dam et al., 2008).

H2b: Perceived impact of change mediates the
relationship between participation and employee resistance
to change.

3.3. Training

Training in this study refers to all training programs and
necessary tools and knowledge provided by the organization
in the initial and implementation stages of the change
program (Zahra et al., 2018). As this contextual factor
received limited attention from existed empirical studies in
change management literature, the hypothesis development
would be based on the context of Lean transformation.

Throughout the literature on success factors and barriers
to Lean implementation, employee’s expertise and knowledge
are vital to the success of Lean (Clegg et al., 2010; Dora et
al., 2013). Thus, providing proper and timely training and
education program is important to enhance employee’s skills
to manage the change (Pakdil & Leonard, 2015). By being
equipped with necessary tools and knowledge, employees
would likely be more ready to change, leads to increased
openness to change and reduced resistance to change.

Also, tools and knowledge provided in training programs
are viewed to be important when employees evaluate benefit-
risk analysis of the change initiative, as it plays a significant
role in enhancing employees’ capabilities, by which, they feel
less threatened by the risk of change (e.g., losing jobs when
implementing lean tools), in turn, reduces resistance.

H3a: Training is negatively associated with resistance to
change.

H3b: Perceivedimpact of change mediates the relationship
between training and employee resistance to change.

3.4. Trust in Management

Basing on Oreg’s (2006) study, trust in management is
defined as the degree to which recipients are confident in the
management and leadership of management levels to lead
successful change, also involves the beliefs that they could
rely on managers to carry out what was beneficial to the
organization and employees.

Throughout change management literature, studies
consistently viewed trust in management as a vital
antecedent to reduce recipient’s resistance to change
(Cunningham et al., 2010; Kiefer, 2005). To be specific,
employees perceiving their managers as being competent
to lead the change effectively and viewing their leaders
as reliable and supportive, were more likely to show
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supportive behaviors to the change (Wanberg & Banas,
2000; Eby et al., 2000). Oreg (2006) shows that a lack of
trust in management significantly correlates with all three
dimensions of resistance, including behavioral resistance.
The study investigating Lean context also found similar
results on the relationship between trust in management and
resistance (Staudacher & Tantardini, 2007).

HA4a: Trust in management is negatively associated with
resistance to change.

Basing on Lewis and Weigert’s (1985) argument,
trust influences “the decisional-balance process through
employees’ cognitive and affective processes”, since
“people choose whom we will trust in which respects and
under any cases, and we make decisions on the basis of
what we considered as good reasons, constituting evidence
of trustworthiness”. Consequently, employees portraying
trust in their management, view organizational change more
positively and therefore are less likely to oppose the change.
This particular argument is formed on the basis of cognitive
motivation research, in which “reduced effort is expected
under circumstances of lower utility and/or lower valence
outcomes” (Caldwell et al., 2004, Vakola, 2014).

HA4b. Perceived impact of change mediates the
relationship between trust in management and employee
resistance to change.

4. Research Methodology

4.1. Data Collection

Quantitative method was applied, and self-reported
survey data was collected. This data collection method
is appropriate since the concepts of various antecedents
of RTC are well established and defined clearly in extant
literature (Oreg et al., 2011). Especially, scales developed
for antecedents have long been empirically tested in different
contexts (Oreg et al., 2011), which proves its construct
validity. That is also the reasons why self-reported survey is
the most common method used to study antecedents of RTC
(Erwin & Garman, 2010).

This study is conducted in manufacturing plants in food
processing industry in Vietnam. The plants are implementing
a large-scale organizational change, Lean transformation, by
applying one of Lean key tools, Total Productive Maintenance
(TPM). The change was originally top-down from top
management in headquarters to plant levels. The plants have
been going through Lean transformation more than five years
and achieved TPM Excellent Award from Japan Institute of
Plant Maintenance.

In this study, the case study design allows researchers
to collect in-depth data on resistance to change in Lean
transformation case in food processing industry solely.
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A soft copy of questionnaire form via Google Doc link
was sent to every worker in the manufacturing plants via
internal communication networks, and 800 responded
to the questionnaire. Since the nature of TPM program
involves eliminating waste via autonomous maintenance,
which mostly involves machine operators, and maintenance
personnel and engineers in the plant, the study attempts to
maintain the equal distribution in job positions percentage,
in which plant workers and engineers account for 55% of
sample size. Also, most respondents were in the 35-49 age
group (46.3% of sample size) and have been working for
plants over a decade (43.8%).

4.2. Data Analysis

To test Hla, H2a, H3a, H4a, relating to relationships
between contextual antecedents and RTC, multiple regression
analysis is performed.

To test Hlb, H2b, H3b, H4b, relating to mediation
analysis, procedures suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986)
and Frazier et al. (2004) were followed. Specifically, to
illustrate mediation, three regression equations are performed
and four conditions were satisfied. Firstly, there is a significant
relation between the contextual factor (independent variable)
and RTC (dependent variable), by performing a simple linear
regression between independent and dependent variable.
Secondly, the contextual antecedent must be significantly
related to perceived impact of change (mediator), by
performing the second simple linear regression between
independent and mediator variable. Thirdly, the mediator
must be significantly related to RTC, by performing a
multiple regression with both contextual factor and mediator
are predictor variables; RTC is dependent variable. The last
condition is to demonstrate that the strength of the relation
between contextual factor and RTC is significantly weaker
(which indicates partial mediation effects) or becomes
statistically insignificant (which shows full mediation effect),
when perceived impact of change is added in the model, by
comparing unstandardized regression coefficients in the first
and third equation.

Then, Sobel test is conducted, following Baron and
Kenny’s (1986) recommendations, to test whether the drop
in unstandardized regression coefficients is statistically
significant.

5. Results and Discussion

5.1. Multiple Regression Results

To test Hla, H2a, H3a, and H4a about the relationships
between contextual factors and resistance to change, two
regression models were carried out (M1, M2). Only M1 was
found to be significant with F = 15.845, p < .01. 45.8% of
total variation in resistance to change was explained by total
variations in four contextual variables in Model 1.
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Table 2: Regression results from investigating the mediating
effect of perceived impact of change on information

Note: ***, ** and * indicates significant at 1%, 5% and 10%.

According to regression results in Model 1, in terms of
the relationships of contextual variables with resistance
to change, all four contextual variables — information
exchange, participation, training, and trust in management
were negatively correlated with resistance to change with
p < .05, lending support to Hla, H2a, H3a, H4a. Also,
when making comparison between absolute values of Beta
standardized coefficients, the results demonstrated that
among four contextual variables, training had the strongest
impact, then participation, information exchange, and trust in
management, respectively.

Discussing the findings, H1a, H2a, H3a, H4areceived support
from the data, which is consistent with previously empirical
findings. When information exchange, participation and trust
in management factors were re-tested in Lean transformation
in the context of Vietnam and found similar findings with
literature (Jimmieson et al., 2008; Kiefer, 2005); training was
an underestimated factor in extant empirical studies, however,
surprisingly, the factor was found to have the biggest impact to
RTC, proving its significance in explaining RTC.

5.2. Mediation Analysis

To test Hlb, H2b, H3b, H4b, four hypothesis testing
mediation effects, three regression equations were performed
to test four required conditions in establishing that perceived
impact of change mediates the relation between contextual
factors and RTC, following Baron and Kenny’s (1986) and
Frazier et al.’s (2004) guidelines, which was described in
detail in the Methodology section.

M1 M2 exchange and resistance to change
B B
(standardized) | (standardized) Predictors B SE B B
Independent variable Step 1
Information -.703 .158 —.449***
Gender -.110 exchange®
Age .042 Step 2
Education 131 Information .340 .109 .334%**
h b
Information exchange -.241* -.255** exchange
1~ H *kk kK Step 3
Participation ~-266 285 Perceived impact -.658 148 —.428***
Training — 27 3*** —.2064*** of change -.479 151 -.306***
. o - Information
Trust in management -.212 -21 exchange®
R square 458 A67 Notes: 2Dependent variable: resistance to change; °Dependent
Adjusted R square 429 416 variable: perceived impact of change. ***, ** and * indicates
significant at 1%, 5% and 10%.
F 15.845** 419

To test H1b (Table 2), the first step shown a significant
relationship between information exchange (dependent
variable) and RTC (independent variable) with p < .01,
satisfying the first condition in testing mediation. The second
step also revealed that information exchange is significantly
related with perceived impact of change (mediator), with p
< .01, which fulfilled the second condition. There was also a
significant relationship between perceived impact of change
and RTC, when both mediator and independent variables
were included in the third equation, with p < .01, indicating
that the third condition was met.

In step 3, the effect of information exchange on RTC was
smaller (absolute B =.479; p < 0.01) than in step one (absolute
B =.703; p < 0.01), meeting the fourth condition; however, it
remained significant, demonstrating partial mediation effect. To
assess whether this drop is significant, Sobel test was conducted.
The result of Sobel test (Sobel = -2.22; p <.05) shows that the
decrease was statistically significant, suggesting the existence
of partial mediation effects, showing support for H1b. Also, the
indirect effect of the information exchange on RTC via perceived
impact of change in this case was calculated to be -.22.

Discussing the findings, existed research in change
management found inconsistency in findings in the relations
between information exchange and resistance to change.
This study contributed to the literature by showing findings
of partial mediation effect of perceived impact of change to
the relation between information exchange and behavioral
resistance to change. To be specific, change recipients
receiving timely, helpful and necessary information relating
to the change programs, are less likely to oppose change
initiative as they consider the benefits of the change
outweighing the risks and decide to adapt to the change.
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Table 3: Regression results from investigating the mediating
effect of perceived impact of change on participation and
resistance to change.
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Table 4: Regression results from investigating the mediating
effect of perceived impact of change on training and
resistance to change

Predictors B SEB B Predictors B SEB B
Step 1 Step 1 _ _ -
Participation? -.501 .109 —.463*** Training? 666 142 470
Step 2 Step 2 o
Participation® .252 .074 .358*** Training® 373 095 405
Step 3 Step 3

Perceived impact -.643 149 -.418*** Perceived impact -.626 153 -.407***
of change -.339 .105 -.313*** of change -.432 141 -.305***
Participation? Training®

Notes: aDependent variable: resistance to change; "Dependent
variable: perceived impact of change. ***, ** and * indicates
significant at 1%, 5% and 10%.

Regression results to test H2b (Table 3), which
examines the mediation effect of perceived impact of
change on participation and RTC, show that the first two
conditions for mediation were met. The absolute value
of unstandardized regression coefficient of participation
dropped to .339 (p < .01) from .501 (p < .01). The Sobel
test indicates that this drop was statistically significant
(Sobel = -2.67, p < .01), demonstrating partial mediation
effect with the indirect effect of -.162. Therefore, H2b is
supported by the data.

Discussing the findings, perceived impact of change
mediates the relationship between participation and
resistance to change. In other words, employees involving
in decision-making process of the change initiative seems to
be less likely to behave and reject the change, as they view
expected benefits of the change as vital. This result could be
explained by the argument made in hypothesis development
based on the literature that, when employees participated in
the change program, they have greater sense of control over
the change and actively acquiring information relating to the
change, which makes them view the change as beneficial, and
reduces resistance.

Similar results were reached in H3b. Perceived impact
of change partially mediates the relationship between
training and RTC, shown in Table 4. P values from
step 1, 2, 3 indicated that the first three requirements
for mediation effect were satisfied. Relating to the last
condition, the absolute value of unstandardized regression
coefficient decreased to .432 (p <.01) from .666 (p <.01)
when accounting for the effect of mediator, indicating
partial mediation effects. The decrease was reported to
be statistically significant with Sobel = -2.83, p < 0.01
in Sobel test, which shows that H3b is supported. The
calculated indirect effect was -.23.

Notes: 2Dependent variable: resistance to change; °Dependent
variable: perceived impact of change. ***, ** and * indicates
significant at 1%, 5% and 10%.

Table 5: Regression results from investigating the mediating
effect of perceived impact of change on trust in management
and resistance to change

Predictors B

Step 1
Trust in
management?

Step 2
Trust in
management®

Step 3

Perceived impact
of change

Trust in
management?

SEB B

-.766 165 -.465**

516 .106 483

-613
-.449

163
A74

-.399***
-.273*

Notes: @Dependent variable: resistance to change; °Dependent
variable: perceived impact of change. ***, ** and * indicates
significant at 1%, 5% and 10%.

Discussing the findings of H3b, perceived change
impact partially mediates the relationship between training
and RTC. In short, change recipients receiving proper and
necessary training, tools and knowledge relating to the
change programs, are less likely to present objections and
perform disrupting behavior towards the change, since they
believe the change brings benefits rather than risks to the
organization and to themselves. The mediation effect can
be explained that training significantly improve employees’
capabilities and expertise to implement the change, by which,
they feel less threatened by the risk of change (e.g., losing
jobs, disrupting daily works), started to recognize the change
as significant, in turn, reduces resistance.
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Lastly, to test H4b, the same procedures to test mediation
effect were adopted as described in the Methodology section.
Both step 1 and 2 indicated a significant relationship, with p
< .01, meaning that the first two conditions were met. Step
3 also showed that the third requirement was satisfied when
perceived impact of change was significantly related to RTC.

The effect of trust in management on RTC was smaller
(absolute B = .449; p < 0.05) than in step one (absolute B
=.766; p < 0.01), meeting the fourth condition; however, it
remained significant, also demonstrating partial mediation
effect, with the indirect effect of -.3165. This drop is also
statistically significant with Sobel test (Sobel = -2.97, p <
.01). Therefore, the results support H4b.

Discussing the findings, this work contributed to the
literature of that defined relationship by arguing that
perceiving managers as reliable and exhibiting trust in
management’s capabilities and leadership to manage change
affect employee’s benefit-risk assessment of the change,
resulting in a lower level of behavioral resistance to change.
Also, the analysis testing mediation effect on four contextual
variables indicate partial mediation effects only, which means
that the mediator — the perceived impact of change — only
accounted and explained to a certain extent of contextual
factor and RTC, clearly showing that there is existence of
other indirect effects and mediators.

6. Conclusions

The first four hypothesis (H1a, H2a, H3a, H4a) illustrate
the relationships between four investigated contextual
factors and RTC, which means that information exchange,
participation, training, and trust in management are negatively
correlated with RTC. This study contributed to the literature
by empirically testing four contextual factors, especially
training, in the context of Vietnam in Lean transformation.
The least empirically investigated factor among four
independent variables — training — showed the strongest
impact, indicating its significance when explaining RTC. The
four remaining hypotheses (H1b, H2b, H3b, H4b), developed
with the purpose of answering the second research question,
were also supported by the data. Though direct relationships
between contextual factors and RTC were broadly examined
especially with information exchange and participation, this
work contributed to the body of knowledge that perceived
change impact partially mediated all four relationships
between contextual factors and RTC. In other words, perceived
change impact accounted for some of the relationships
between contextual factors and RTC. The biggest limitation
of this study lies in its research design that significantly
restricts the generalizability and representativeness of the
study’s findings, though the study successfully shows in-
depth findings in a narrowly-investigated context. Future
studies should consider the concept of resistance to change
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in a larger sample size or adapting multiple-case design such
as investigating RTC in two different types of changes or in
different industries for a single type of organizational change.
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