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Abstract
Modern organizations need to adapt quickly to on- going 
changes. The present study sought to examine employees' 
agility during periods of sudden, unplanned, and during 
periods of planned change. It was investigated to what ex-
tent one's trust in the organization and resistance to change 
could predict proactive agility and adaptive agility. Data 
came from employees (N = 188) in two different organiza-
tions, one undergoing an unplanned change and one under-
going a planned change. In both contexts, organizational 
trust had a negative relationship with resistance to change. 
In an unplanned change context (organization one), trust of 
employees in the organization had a positive effect on the 
adaptive component of agility through the (negative) medi-
ation by affective resistance to change. In this context, trust 
did not have any (mediated) effect on the proactive compo-
nent of agility. In contrast, in a planned change context (or-
ganization two), trust had a positive effect on the proactive 
component of agility, partially through the (negative) me-
diation by resistance to change. In this context, trust also 
had a positive effect on the adaptive component of agility, 
partially through the (negative) mediation by resistance to 
change. These results imply that trust works in different 

Applied Psychology. 2022;71:436–460.      | wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/apps436

www.wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/apps
mailto:
mailto:sb.doezejager-vanvliet@avans.nl


INTRODUCTION

Organizations today are confronted with an extremely competitive and versatile environment due to 
the global market in which they operate. Increased innovation, technological growth, fragmentation 
of the markets and rising expectations of the customer have led to rapid developments in today's busi-
ness (Ben- Menahem et al., 2013; Braun et al., 2017). Up and above these phenomena, the pandemic 
of Covid- 19 has added to a high unpredictability of the present markets. It therefore is increasingly 
essential for companies to actively ferment employees who can successfully embrace change in ac-
cordance with new trends to be able to survive in such competitive, unpredictable and fast- moving 
environments (e.g. Breu et al., 2002; Lang & Bliese, 2009). Only through understanding the process 
and potential sources of readiness and opposition to change among employees can their agility to 
adapt and actively seek change be promoted (Vakola, 2014).

How employees deal with unpredictable, dynamic, and constantly changing environments has been 
an important topic for both industry and academics for several decades (Eby et al., 2000; Sherehiy 
et al., 2007). To further such knowledge, research needs to focus especially upon the individual em-
ployees and how they react to planned and unplanned changes. This creates a potential avenue to 
investigate how and to what extent individuals working in these environments are able to overcome 
and respond to such challenges (Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003; Tarba et al., 2016).

Harvey et al. (1999) stated that an organization's maximum feasible level of performance depends 
on the extent to which the knowledge and skills of an organization's employees match the require-
ments of the dynamically evolving workplace. These researchers highlight that employee agility en-
compasses the capacity of every employee within an organization to react to occurring changes, albeit 
to different degrees. Currently, the existing body of academic knowledge surrounding the concepts 
of adaptive performance, proactivity, and agility varies across different domains (e.g. Linnenluecke, 
2017; Manyena, 2006). In the current paper, we conceive agility as behavior that enables employees 
to adaptively react to organizational change and that enables them to anticipate and effectively take the 
initiative in change orientated situations. When considering the need for companies to embrace rapidly 
changing business landscapes, it indeed appears that for employees the ability to utilize both adaptive 
(reacting to change) and proactive (initiating change) behaviors are important (Ben- Menahem et al., 
2013; Gunasekaran, 2001; Livari & Livari, 2011; Ramesh & Devadasan, 2007). A growing awareness 
can be perceived of the need for employees to develop such agile behavior at work, comprised of both 
proactive and adaptive skills to meet the variety of change orientated circumstances that may occur 
(e.g. Holbeche, 2018).

In the present paper, we aim to investigate several factors which relate to agile employee behavior 
by contributing in the following ways. First, earlier research has started investigating the relationship 

ways depending on the type of change. More trust through 
less resistance implies better adaptation during unplanned 
organizational change. More trust works directly and par-
tially through less resistance to change to enhance em-
ployee proactivity and adaptability during planned change.
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between organizational trust and employees' attitudes towards organizational change (Van den Heuvel 
et al., 2013, 2017). We build upon this base of knowledge about the relationship between trust in 
one's organization and attitudes towards organizational change, by a focus on agility as a dependent 
behavior variable to be predicted by employees' trust in the organization and their resistance to change 
in particular. Research suggests organizational trust to be one of the most important predictors of 
employees' attitudes and actions related to change. Research also suggests organizational trust and 
resistance to change to be important factors for the way in which employees address unexpected events 
(e.g. Men et al., 2020; Metselaar, 1997; Van den Heuvel et al., 2013). Yet, currently, there is a paucity 
of research evaluating whether such relationships exist. This paper adds to the line of research into 
the role of trust in organizations by exploring whether it may have an indirect influence upon agile 
employee behavior by means of reducing resistance to change. Second, a large body of research has 
investigated how employees can cope with change (e.g. Judge et al., 1999) and how employees per-
form in changing circumstances (e.g. Khatoon & Farooq, 2015; Lange & Bliese, 2009). The present 
research extends this research by investigating employees' adaptive and proactive behavioral responses 
to changes. This focus aligns with earlier studies' attention to individual differences in the ability to 
change (Sackett et al., 2017; Strauss et al., 2015).

Third, we aim to add to the body of knowledge by investigating whether in an unplanned change 
context organizational trust will influence the adaptive component of agility through the reduction of 
employees' resistance to change, whereas, in contrast, in a planned change, organizational trust will 
have an effect on the proactive component of agility through diminishing one's resistance to change. 
Thus, we performed two studies to address both unplanned (organization one) and planned organiza-
tional change (organization two) contexts.

As changing organizations have become more the rule than the exception, employee agility has 
become increasingly important for employees' and organizations' performance improvement in prac-
tice. This study aims to provide an empirical basis for the importance of differentiating between pro-
active agility and adaptive agility. Depending on whether an organization experiences an unplanned 
change versus a planned change, this research hopes to provide practical advice about how to stimulate 
proactive and adaptive agility levels (e.g. Braun et al., 2017). To this end, the present research will 
investigate in which ways employee trust in the organization and employee resistance to change are 
relevant factors to consider by organizations in enhancing proactive and adaptive employee agility 
levels. Therefore, by means of two studies, this paper will explore three aspects that may contribute 
to how well employees (re)act to organizational changes that are unplanned versus changes which are 
planned: trust in the organization, resistance to change, and employee proactive and adaptive agility 
behavior. We now turn to the integration of the concepts of employee agility, trust in the organization, 
and resistance to change in (a) an unplanned and (b) a planned change context, from which we subse-
quently develop our model and hypotheses.

Unplanned versus planned organizational change

Employees can be confronted with different kinds of organizational changes (Freese, 2007; Oreg, 
2006; Van den Heuvel et al., 2013). A major distinction researchers have made is the difference 
between organizational change as something that can be planned and as something that occurs un-
planned, for example as a response to unforeseen developments in the market or society at large 
(Smith et al., 2005). With unplanned changes we mean changes that are the result of a suddenly occur-
ring situation, for example when a company scandal is made public. These changes have a “disorgan-
ized character” (McNamara, 2006, p. 175). With planned changes we mean planned major changes 
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by management that is responsible for the implementation. The goal of a planned change may be to 
remedy a particular situation or to further develop a process or a structure in an organization, which 
can consequently influence the organization (Freese, 2007; McNamara, 2006). Being able to adapt 
successfully and efficiently to both expected and unexpected changes in the business environment 
implies agility among an organization's employees.

Agility

Among the first researchers to describe agility were Harvey et al. (1999). These authors saw agil-
ity as employees' capacity to adjust to novel or altered circumstances, which could be triggered by 
fluctuating demands “… of technological and organizational changes by altering one's acts, behavior, 
attitude, and mental state towards changes initiated internally (by the employee) or externally (e.g. 
by the organization or technology)” (Harvey et al., 1999, p. 15). Agility then became applied to the 
workforce (e.g. Braun et al., 2017; Breu et al., 2002; Harvey et al., 1999; Hopp & Van Oyen, 2003; 
Muduli, 2016; Sohrabi et al., 2014; Sumukadas & Sawhney, 2004). Previous research by Chonko and 
Jones (2005) and Muduli (2016), among others, has demonstrated that agility, as a whole, consists 
of an adaptive and a proactive component. When used in the context of work, agility thus refers to 
employees who can adaptively but also proactively deal with changes. Adaptive agility is regarded as 
the change or modification of individuals or their behavior in order to increase the fit with the new 
environment (response). On the other hand, proactive agility is the anticipation of problems related 
to change, the initiation of solutions, and the eventual solution of change- related problems (initiation 
and anticipation; Chonko & Jones, 2005).

Trust in the organization and resistance to change

Men et al. (2020) state that organizational trust is regarded as one of the most important predictors of 
employees' attitudes and actions related to organizational change. The review paper by Choi (2011) 
on employees' attitudes towards organizational change, reports that cynicism about organizational 
change has been “intensely studied” and has been shown to be strongly related to the intention to re-
sist change (Choi, 2011, p. 486, 487). A key element of cynicism is distrust (Choi, 2011) or, in other 
words, an absence of trust (Schoorman et al., 2007). According to Morrison and Robinson (1997, p. 
238), trust can in general be defined as a person's “beliefs regarding the likelihood that another's fu-
ture actions will be favorable, or at least not detrimental, to one's interests”. Similarly, Rousseau et al. 
(1998) state that there is agreement that trust is a psychological state based on “a willingness to be 
vulnerable under conditions of risk and interdependence … which are necessary conditions for trust 
to exist” (p. 395). These authors also make the point that trust can change depending on levels of risk 
and interdependence in the relationship.

Management research considering trust until the 1980s was largely concerned with the role of trust 
in everyday social interactions, and in the maintenance or stability of organizational systems (Carmeli 
& Gittel, 2009; Morgan & Zeffane, 2003). Yet, having confidence in one's organization has become a 
more important theme, as organizations change more rapidly than before and employees' future is more 
insecure in times of change (Tyler, 2003). The only thing employees can do in such circumstances is 
to have confidence that their management will consider their wellbeing while implementing organiza-
tional change (Tyler, 2003). Organizational trust is increasingly viewed as important not only for the 
sake of employees themselves, but also for the goals of the organization (Morgan & Zeffane, 2003).
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Much research has demonstrated the positive effects of employees who have confidence in their or-
ganization, such as effects on their work performance and wellbeing (Psycones, 2006), their commit-
ment to the organization and on their levels of cooperation and acceptance of organizational decisions 
(Bijlsma & Koopman, 2003; De Pater et al., 2009). Research in general shows that organizational 
trust is a key factor in organizational success and human resource practice (Morgan & Zeffane, 2003). 
Particularly during times of organizational change, power and information asymmetry between the or-
ganization and its employees will make trust of more importance (cf. Schoorman et al., 2007). During 
change, employees will start (re)thinking whether the change is beneficial for them and they may feel 
disappointed when it is not (Oreg et al., 2018). In such contexts, resistance to change may occur, which 
concerns individuals' negative responses to change and which will be based on their earlier experience 
of organizational changes (e.g. Avey et al., 2008; Piderit, 2000; Vakola, 2014). Yet, it may be expected 
that when employees trust their employer, they will report less resistance to change. More specifically, 
related to resistance to change, the work by Mayer et al. (1995) implies that trust in the organization, 
that is an employee's willingness to be vulnerable and take risk, can be expected to be negatively re-
lated to one's belief that organizational change would be harmful, to one's worries towards change, and 
to one's inclination to stop the change to take place.

Similarly, Mishra and Spreitzer (1998) examined the role of employees' trust in their organization 
during organizational change. Their study showed that organizational trust can serve as a tool to 
overcome resistance to change and to help employees interpret the implementation process correctly. 
When there is no trust in one's organization, employees may feel threatened by the change, which can 
result in resistance and feelings of revenge. Organizational change can be demanding for everyone 
involved in the process. If its consequences are not managed very well, this will lead to ambiguity and 
uncertainty and, in turn, may foster mistrusting one's organization and resistance to change. However, 
if employees trust their organization and their leaders, they will feel more secure and have less resis-
tance to change (Coyle- Shapiro & Morrow, 2003).

Although focusing on readiness for change and not resistance to change, Zayim and Kondakci 
(2014) investigated the predictive value of organizational trust for one's readiness for change. Among 
a sample of Turkish primary and secondary school teachers, they demonstrated that readiness for 
change could be predicted by teachers' perceived trust in their colleagues and in their principal. The 
results of their study provided empirical support for the idea that having confidence in an organiza-
tion— in their case in one's colleagues and school principal— can be considered as an important factor 
in times of organizational change, as it increased readiness to change.

Van den Heuvel and Schalk (2009) reported that resistance to change was much higher among 
employees who perceived low fulfilment of organization promises in terms of their psychological con-
tract than among employees who experienced high fulfilment in terms of this contract. They were able 
to investigate both planned and unplanned organizational changes, and found effects in both contexts, 
albeit stronger effects when the change was unplanned. In line with the findings of their research and 
of the other study findings reported, we thus expect that organizational trust will diminish resistance 
to change in both unplanned and planned change contexts.

Organizational trust, resistance to change and agility in unplanned and 
planned change contexts

There is a tendency for organizations to focus on the financial or material outcomes of change at the 
expense of the human aspect (e.g. Beer & Nohria, 2000), despite the fact that people can be seen 
as key to effective change (Lang & Bliese, 2009; Zayim & Kondakci, 2014). Ignoring the human 
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element and in particular a lack of supportive attitudes in the workforce are the two most common rea-
sons for change initiatives to fail (Bouckenooghe et al., 2009). Nevertheless, in his literature review of 
employees' attitudes towards organizational change, Choi (2011) concludes that more empirical stud-
ies are needed to determine the consequences of employees' attitudes toward organizational change. 
In response to this call, we distinguish between planned and unplanned change, both bringing risks 
and uncertainty (Judge et al., 1999; Lines et al., 2005). More specifically, we argue that employees' 
resistance to change will affect their agility in a different way, depending on the occurring type of 
organizational change.

Planned organizational change focuses on decision making based on rationality and logic (cf. 
Knowles & Saxberg, 1988). Such a focus implies that managers' decisions will most probably be ra-
tionally communicated with one's employees, likely evoking thoughts among these employees which 
may be positive about welcoming such change, or, in contrast, consciously resisting change based on 
their own reasoning and interpretations. When employees are not resistant to the change because of 
the trust they have in their organization, they may particularly be less resistant based on the employer's 
arguments for the planned change. Consequently, they may have a higher chance to develop into pro-
active agents during such a change than to simply survive adaptively. In a context of planned change, 
employees are thus expected to be proactive and to concur with the planned change.

In contrast, unplanned organizational change may occur because of sudden unexpected events. An 
unplanned change context conceivably will have a greater effect on one's adaptability. When a change 
is unplanned, employees will not be able to proactively prepare for it but will need to be adaptive to 
deal with the change. If trust in one's organization is high, the unexpected change will potentially cause 
less feelings of resistance. Hence, when employees trust their organization and therefore experience 
less feelings of resistance, they may be able to try to find ways to adaptively cope with the change.

In short, integrating the above ideas in our research leads to expecting a relationship between trust 
and resistance to change in a planned and an unplanned organizational change context and to deter-
mining the effects of employees' resistance to change on their agility in both contexts. It is thought 
that the relationship between trust in the organization (independent variable) and employee agility 
(dependent variable) will be (partially) mediated by resistance to change. Specifically (see Figure 1), 
we expect that organizational trust, by means of resistance to change, partially is related to adaptive 
agility in an unplanned change context (organization one), and to proactive agility in a planned change 
context (organization two). These expectations imply the following hypotheses.

F I G U R E  1  Hypothesized model. a = unplanned organizational change context (study 1), b = planned 
organizational change context (study 2)

Adaptive agility 

Proactive 
agility 

H4a and H4b 
H1a and H1b

H2b 

H3a 

H3b 

H2a 

Resistance to change Trust 
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Hypothesis 1 Organizational trust is negatively related to resistance to change in (a) an un-
planned organizational change context and in (b) a planned organizational change context.

Hypothesis 2 Organizational trust is positively related to (a) adaptive agility in an unplanned 
organizational change context, and (b) proactive agility in a planned organizational change 
context.

Hypothesis 3 Resistance to change is negatively related to (a) adaptive agility in an un-
planned organizational change context, and (b) proactive agility in a planned organizational 
change context.

Hypothesis 4 Resistance to change partially mediates the relationship between organizational 
trust and (a) adaptive agility in an unplanned organizational change context, and (b) proactive 
agility in a planned organizational change context.

METHOD

Two studies: An unplanned and a planned organizational change

The relationship between trust in the organization, resistance to change and agility was investigated 
in two different studies. Study 1 was conducted in a financial company in the Netherlands to test the 
hypotheses in an unplanned change context (organization one). The change was the result of unex-
pected circumstances in the environment of the organization. Study 2 used a sample of businesspeo-
ple (from the service industry) in the Netherlands to test the hypotheses in a planned change context 
 (organization two). In the latter case, the change was the result of a proactive plan to change by the or-
ganization. Figure 1 depicts our hypothesized model, showing that we distinguish between these two 
organizational change contexts, namely a context in which the organizational change is unplanned 
(organization one) and an organizational context in which the change is planned (organization two).

STUDY 1

Sample and procedure

Ten managers of a large Dutch financial organization (organization one) were informed in 2014 about the 
study and received the request whether they and their employees would be prepared to participate in the 
study. Change here was the result of a suddenly occurring situation, namely a response to a development 
in the market. The suddenly occurring situation had a large impact on the employees (cf. Self et al., 2007). 
The organization's reaction to the changes was abrupt (see also Kiefer et al., 2015). After having received 
permission from the managers, all their 173 team members received an invitation per email regarding the 
study. Subsequently, all these team members, who worked in one of the departments of the ten managers, 
each received two emails, namely an introduction email with information about the study, and an email 
with the survey to be completed. In the introduction email, the researcher and the study were introduced, 
and the advantage of participating in the study was emphasized, namely that after filling in the e- survey 
all respondents could request a personal rapport about their agility. The respondents were informed that 
their personal information was pseudonymized, so that they would be able to request for their personal 
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report through a unique code. The information was kept on a secured server for a maximum of five years 
according to strict ethical GDPR- code. Everyone who had received the introduction email received an 
email with the e- survey immediately after the introduction email.

Of the 173 employees, 90 employees (response rate 52%; 67% females; mean age 40.3 years (SD 
11.1); 90 per cent had a higher vocational or university level degree) completely filled out the e- survey 
and therefore could be included in the study. This response rate is adequate, when comparing it to the 
typical organizational survey response rate of 35.7 per cent (Baruch & Holtom, 2008). This sample size 
implied a power (1 − β) of .87, given a significance level α = .05 and a Cohen's d effect size = .20 (Faul 
et al., 2009). All participants received an individual feedback report in exchange for their participation. 
Filling out the questionnaire took approximately 30 minutes, encompassing a short introduction and 
closure by the first author. The questionnaire only served to assess the constructs used in the study.

Measures

Demographics

Information was collected on respondents' gender, age and educational level. Gender was scored as 1 
= female, and 2 = male. Age was measured in years. Educational level was measured as follows: 0 = 
secondary school, 1 = lower vocational education, 2 = higher vocational education, and 3 = university 
education. Lower vocational training refers to the Dutch post- secondary lower professional education, 
or “MBO”, and higher vocational education refers to the Dutch post- secondary higher professional 
education, or “HBO”.

For all items of the below scales in the questionnaire, the instruction to the participants in study 1 
was the following (cf. Hunthausen et al., 2003): Please give your answers with the unplanned change 
that the organization presently is undergoing in mind.

Agility

The agility behavior scale was constructed by the lead author of this article in collaboration with 
Cubiks (2014). The scale was labeled the Rotterdam Employee Agility Scale (REAS) and was de-
signed after carefully reviewing the available literature on agility (e.g. Alavi et al., 2014; Pulakos 
et al., 2000; Sherehiy et al., 2007), which inspired us for items covering agility. Together, we de-
veloped 36 items. 10 experts in organizational behavior judged their accuracy and relevance and 
screened out 5 items. We then conducted an exploratory factor analysis using a principal component 
varimax rotation for the 31 remaining items. Seven interpretable factors emerged with eigenvalues 
greater than one (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Field, 2009). These factors were labeled (a) Resilience (total 4 
items), referring to an employees' competence to deal with setbacks, with items such as “I am able to 
give a positive spin to a negative situation”; (b) Teamwork (total 5 items), relating to the competence 
of an employee to work together with colleagues, share information, and stimulate group processes, 
with items such as “I am motivating other team members and I appreciate their input”; (c) Coping with 
change (total 4 items), referring to an open approach to deal with and adapt to implemented changes, 
including items as the following: “I am having a positive view on change”; (d) Decisiveness (total 4 
items), which is the competence of an employee to be vigorous, and including items like “I am able to 
take risk in my work”; (e) Eagerness to learn (total 5 items), which is an active approach of employees 
for personal development, and includes items as “I am asking for feedback about my performance”; 
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(f) Independence (total 4 items), referring to the competence of an employee to perform tasks with 
minimal guidance and the preference for responsibility, and including items such as “I am consider-
ing new ways to identify potential opportunities”; (g) Courage (total 5 items), implying a proactive 
approach towards possibilities and changes instead of waiting for things to happen, with items such as 
“I am consistently looking for more responsibility”.

We pilot- tested the scale by collected data among a voluntary sample of N = 100 employees from 
a large Dutch recruitment agency, at that time undergoing a major organizational change related to the 
abolishment of personal offices and personal space. These employees took part in the study on a vol-
untary basis. All items loaded substantially (>.60) on their respective factors. The seven- factor solution 
explained 62.5 per cent of the score variance. However, the facets resilience, teamwork, coping with 
change, and decisiveness correlated strongly with one another (varying from r = .56 to .75). These four 
facets did not correlate with independence, eagerness to learn and courage (varying from r = .06 to 
.15). The three facets independence, eagerness to learn, and courage correlated strongly with one an-
other (varying from r = .51 to .69) and seemed more indicative of proactive agility (initiating change), 
whereas the first four facets seemed more indicative of adaptive agility (adapting to change). Within 
the pilot- sample, we tested whether we were able to find the underlying 2- factor structure that we were 
expecting. A Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) gave the following results. The parsimonious χ2/df 
index (1.83) and RMSEA index (.07) both showed below maximum acceptable values implying a good 
fit. TLI (.97) and CFI (.95) were above 0.90, confirming a good fit. The adaptive agility scale had an 
alpha coefficient of .79, and the proactive agility scale had an alpha coefficient of .81. These findings 
offered sufficient confidence to use the agility scale as a measure to test our hypotheses.

We tested the underlying two- factor structure of agility using CFA for the combined samples of 
study 1 and study 2. The results showed a good fit, as supported by the fit- values: χ2/df = 1.98, p < 
.001, RMSEA = .06, TLI = .93, CFI = .94. A one- factor CFA- solution, however, gave a bad fit: χ2/df 
= 3.19, p < .001, RMSEA = .10, TLI = .80, CFI = .83.

Consequently, we treated both factors as a unidimensional construct or factor (Spector, 1992; 
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013), and agility as a construct consisting of two components, namely adaptive 
and proactive agility. The two components explained 53 per cent of the score variance, with adaptive 
agility explaining 33 per cent, and proactive agility explaining 20 per cent of the variance in the 
combined samples of study 1 and study 2. This two- factor solution is consistent with related research 
(Chonko & Jones, 2005) as well as other research indicating that the agility attributes (Alavi et al., 
2014; Pulakos et al., 2000) are part of a broader construct. The adaptive and proactive agility scales 
proved to be reliable. The alpha- reliabilities of the constructs during pilot- testing could be confirmed 
in our samples and varied between .79 (study 1, adaptive agility) and .85 (study 2, proactive agility).

Adaptive agility was measured by 17 items (α = .87), including item such as “I offer solutions 
when things go wrong”, and “I am having a positive view on change”. Proactive agility was measured 
by 14 items (α = .87). Proactive agile item examples are: “I am adopting a proactive approach rather 
than responding to situations”, and “I am constantly looking for new opportunities”. All items were 
scored on a five- point Likert scale ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”. The 
correlation between adaptive agility and proactive agility was r = .36 (Cubiks, 2014). The agility scale 
has been used in an earlier study.

Resistance to change

Oreg's (2006) resistance to change scale was used. In line with Oreg (2018), we applied the scale as a 
unidimensional concept. The scale consists of 15 items, including five affective items such as “I was 
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afraid of the change”, five behavioral items such as “I looked for ways to prevent the change from tak-
ing place”, and five cognitive items such as “I believed that the change would harm the way things are 
done in the organization”. Answers are given on a five- point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly 
disagree to 5 = strongly agree. The items were subjected to PCA, using the combined samples of our 
studies 1 and 2. Inspection of the scree plot revealed a steep break after the first component, which 
has an eigenvalue of 1.85 and explained 29 per cent of the variance. The component matrix based on 
eigenvalues, showed that all items load at least above .34 on this first factor. A subsequent one- factor 
CFA- solution showed adequate fit, as supported by the following fit- values: χ2/df = 1.51, p < .001, 
RMSEA = .09, TLI = .86, CFI = .89. This one component explained 56 per cent of the score variance. 
The alpha reliability equals .70 (study 1) and .70 (study 2) and is comparable to Oreg's (2018) value 
of .79 for the unidimensional resistance to change scale.

It should be noted that resistance to change may also be used as a three- dimensional concept, dis-
tinguishing between affective, behavioral and cognitive resistance (Oreg, 2006), although CFA- results 
showed a lesser fit for this structure in the present research: χ2/df = 1.81, p < .001, RMSEA = .13, 
TLI = .79, CFI = .81.

Organizational trust

The organizational trust scale developed by Psycones (2006) was used, consisting of the following three 
items: “I remain confident that senior management has the best intentions for me”, “In general, I remain 
confident that the organization delivers on her promises and duties towards me and my colleagues”, and 
“I remain confident that my manager has the best intentions for me”. Answers are given on a five- point 
Likert scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Using the combined samples 
of study 1 and study 2, a one- factor CFA- solution showed good fit, as supported by the following fit- 
values: χ2/df = 1.48, p < .001; RMSEA = .05, TLI = .98, CFI = .99. This one component explained 69 
per cent of the score variance. In the present study, this scale had a reliability of .78 in both samples.

Common method variance tests

Since all variables were measured in a cross- sectional design, we conducted several common method 
variance tests. First, the Harman single- factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003) was performed to identify 
whether there is a general factor that accounts for the majority of variance in the variables. Results 
showed that the first factor only accounted for 18.31 per cent of the variance. Second, we performed 
the unmeasured latent methods technique using AMOS (cf. Podsakoff et al., 2003) in which items are 
allowed to load on their theoretical constructs as well as on a latent common methods variance fac-
tor. We compared the standardized regression weights with and without the latent common methods 
variable. Our results showed there were only five items out of the total of 49 items of the trust, resist-
ance to change and agility scales, that showed a difference (of above .20) in standardized regression 
weights after the latent common method variable was added. Based on these tests, we were able to 
conclude that common method variance is not a pervasive problem in this study.

Results study 1: Unplanned change context

Table 1 displays the descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among all variables. We tested 
multicollinearity among the constructs in Table 1. The multicollinearity statistics showed no VIF 
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values above 5 or Tolerance values below .1 (cf. Rogerson, 2019; the maximum VIF- level was 4.3 
for the regression analysis in which organizational trust and resistance to change aimed to predict 
adaptive agility and no Tolerance value were below 3.0), which indicates that the constructs were 
not correlated too highly. Educational level, age, and gender were not correlated to the other study 
variables.

Hypothesis testing

Hypothesis 1 stated that organizational trust and resistance to change would be negatively related 
in an unplanned change context. This hypothesis was confirmed (β = − .21, p < .05; see Table 2). 
Hypothesis 2a, stating that the relationship between trust in the organization and adaptive agility in 
an unplanned change context would be positive, was not supported. There was no direct significant 
correlation between organizational trust and adaptive agility (β = .10, ns; see Table 2). Hypothesis 
3a, namely that resistance to change is negatively related to adaptive agility in an unplanned change 
context, could be confirmed (β = −.19, p < .05; see Table 2).

Hypothesis 4a expected that resistance to change mediated the relationship between organiza-
tional trust and adaptive agility in an unplanned change context. The PROCESS tool in SPSS (Hayes 
& Preacher, 2014) was used to investigate this hypothesis. The mediation effect was tested using a 
bootstrap estimation approach with 50,000 samples (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Although organizational 
trust was a significant and substantive (negative) predictor of resistance to change and resistance to 
change was a significant predictor of adaptive agility, the results could not support a mediation effect 
of unidimensional resistance to change (β = −.18, ns). Hypothesis 4a thus could not be supported for 
resistance of change as a unidimensional concept.

Explorative analysis

In an exploratory way, we investigated whether any of the sub dimensions of resistance to change, 
namely affective (α = .61), behavioral (α = .71) or cognitive (α = .63) resistance (α- values similar 
to those reported by Oreg, 2006), was able to possess a mediating role which perhaps may have been 
masked by our unidimensional view of resistance. The results indicated that there was a significant 

T A B L E  2  Study 1: Regression analysis of resistance to change and of adaptive agility in an unplanned 
organizational change context (N = 90)

Predictors Resistance to change (β)

Predictor variables

Organizational trust −.21*

R Squared .23*

Predictors Adaptive agility (β)

Predictor variables

Organizational trust .10

Resistance to change −.19*

R Squared .31*

*p < .05.
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indirect effect of organizational trust on adaptive agility, through the component of affective resist-
ance to change as a mediator (β = .045, SE = .018, 95% CI = .01 to .05). According to the rule of 
thumb by Kenny (2019) for the size of indirect mediation effects, this concerns a small- to- medium 
effect. No mediational effects were found for the behavioral or cognitive sub dimensions of resist-
ance. We note that, referring to Hayes (2009) and Mascha et al. (2013), it is not a precondition for 
indirect effects (mediation) that a direct relationship occurs between the antecedent and the outcome 
variable.

Discussion study 1

Study 1 intended to investigate the relationship between organizational trust and proactive and adap-
tive agility in an unplanned change context, with resistance to change as a mediating variable. The 
results showed a negative relationship between organizational trust and resistance to change. This 
study therefore implies that having more confidence in an organization is related to less resistance 
to change. No direct relationship between organizational trust and adaptive agility (nor for proactive 
agility) was observed. Resistance to change was significantly and negatively related to adaptive agil-
ity. Finally, there was no significant negative indirect effect of organizational trust and on adaptive 
agility through the unidimensional concept of resistance to change. Yet, there was a specific media-
tional role for affective resistance to change in particular, as affective resistance negatively mediated 
the relationship between organizational trust and adaptive agility.

The results from study 1 provide initial support for the idea that trust in the organization is neg-
atively associated with resistance to change in an unplanned change context and that resistance to 
change is negatively associated with adaptive agility. In contrast to adaptive agility, proactive agility 
did not relate with any of the antecedent factors during unplanned organizational change. In sum, 
within an unplanned change context, our findings indicate that employees who have confidence in 
their organization will show less resistance against change and that employees with less resistance 
against change will be better able to adapt. When individuals are less resistant to change, they may be 
more willing to be responsive to necessary alterations at work.

A conceivable explanation for our exploratory finding that within an unplanned change context, 
employees' affective rather than cognitive or behavioral resistance is relevant in the relationship be-
tween trust and adaptive agility, may come from findings in the domain of cognitive psychology on 
risk analysis. An unplanned organizational change is probably experienced by employees as a risky 
situation. According to cognitive psychology, there are two ways in which people comprehend risk, 
of which the “experiential system” is the intuitive, less conscious and mostly automatic one. This 
way is more strongly related to one's affect and feelings than the other way, which is the “analytic 
system”, and which approaches risk situations in an effortful way according to rules of logic (Slovic 
et al., 2004). To our view it seems plausible that in unplanned change contexts, such as in study 1, the 
“experiential system” involving affect and feelings will be more relevant.

STUDY 2

Study 2 examined the relationship between trust in the organization, resistance to change and agility 
in a planned context (organization two). Hypothesis 1 remained the same as for study 1, but now in a 
planned change context. Given the planned context, hypotheses 2b, 3b, and 4b in study 2 are relevant 
(see Figure 1).
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METHOD

Sample and procedure

The procedure for completing this research was the same as for study 1. The sample came from a 
large service organization (organization two) where multiple changes took place in a planned context. 
Changes were a permanent part of their organizational identity (Self et al., 2007) and the organiza-
tion's reaction to any changes took place gradually (Kiefer et al., 2015). The employees we were per-
mitted to approach consisted of 250 people. They received two emails, namely an introduction email 
with information about the study, and an email with the e- survey that had to be filled out. Of these 
250 employees, 98 people (response rate 39%; 64% female; 69% younger than 40 years old, and 31% 
40 years or older; 84% higher vocational or university degree) completely filled out the e- survey. The 
typical response rate in organizational survey research as reported by Baruch and Holtom (2008) is 
35.7 per cent, which to our view implies the 39 per cent response rate is adequate. This sample size 
implied a power (1 − β) of .89, given a significance level α = .05 and a Cohen's d effect size = .20 
(Faul et al., 2009). All participants received an individual feedback report in exchange for their par-
ticipation. Like study 1, filling out the e- survey took approximately half an hour.

Measures

Demographics were assessed in the same way as in study 1 for gender and educational level. Age 
was measured in age- categories (0 = <20 years, 1 = between 20 and 30 years, 2 = between 30 and 
40 years, 3 = between 40 and 50 years, 4 = between 50 and 60 years, and 5 = 60 years and older).

Organizational trust, resistance to change and agility were assessed with the same measures as in 
study 1 (see Table 2). The reliability for the organizational trust scale equaled .78 in the present sam-
ple. The α- reliability of the adaptive agility scale was .84, and of proactive agility α equaled .85. In 
this study, the questionnaire instruction to the participants for all scales was as follows: please provide 
your answers with the undergoing planned change in mind. Based on the same tests as in study 1, we 
could conclude that common method variance was not a pervasive problem in study 2. Results showed 
that the first factor only accounted for 19.23 per cent of the variance. We then used the unmeasured 
latent methods technique using AMOS (cf. Podsakoff et al., 2003), which allows items to load on 
their theoretical constructs as well as on a latent common methods variance factor. We compared the 
standardized regression weights with and without the latent common methods variable. There were 
only six items out of the 49 items that showed a difference (of above .20) in standardized regression 
weights after the latent common method variable was added.

Results study 2: Planned change context

Table 3 displays the descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among all variables. The descriptive 
statistics, as compared to those in Table 1 (unplanned change context), show that the mean scores on 
resistance to change were significantly higher in an unplanned context (organization one) than in a 
planned context (organization two); a paired samples t- test of the mean showed that the means dif-
fered significantly from each other (p < .001).

The correlations included in Table 3 are in line with what could be expected. Multicollinearity sta-
tistics showed no Tolerance values below .1 or VIF values above 5 (cf. Rogerson, 2019; the maximum 
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VIF- level was 4.0 for the regression analysis in which organizational trust predicted resistance to 
change and no Tolerance levels were found below 2.9), which indicates that the constructs in Table 
3 were not correlated too highly. Educational level, age, and gender were not correlated to the other 
study variables.

Hypothesis 1 expected that organizational trust and resistance to change would be negatively re-
lated in a planned change context. This hypothesis was supported (β = −.36, p < .01; see Table 4). 
Hypothesis 2b, which stated that the relationship between trust in the organization and proactive agility 
in a planned change context would be positive, also was confirmed. There was a significant relation-
ship between organizational trust and proactive agility (β = .22, p < .05; see Table 4). Furthermore, 
Hypothesis 3b, namely that resistance to change would be negatively related to proactive agility in a 
planned change context, could be supported as well (β = −.29, p < .01; see Table 4).

Hypothesis 4b stated that resistance to change mediates the relationship between organizational 
trust and proactive agility in a planned change context. The PROCESS tool in SPSS (Hayes & 
Preacher, 2014) was used to test this hypothesis. The mediated effect was tested using a bootstrap 
estimation  approach with 50,000 samples (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Results indicated that after en-
tering resistance to change in the equation, the β- weight of trust decreased but remained significant 
(from β = .26, p < .05 to β = .20, p < .05), whereas the effect of resistance to change as a mediator 
was significant (β = −.35, p < .05). Thus, the data confirmed hypothesis 4b, implying a partial me-
diating role of resistance to change in the relation of trust and proactive agility. According to the rule 
of thumb by Kenny (2019) for the size of indirect mediation effects, this concerns a medium- to- large 
effect. Results showed that 21 per cent of the variance (R2

adj
) in proactive agility was accounted for by 

the predictors.
Additionally, we found a not- hypothesized significant negative partial mediation effect of re-

sistance to change on the relationship between organizational trust and adaptive agility (β = −.31, 
p < .05), with a remaining significant direct effect of β = .19, p < .05 for organizational trust on 
adaptive agility.

Thus, study 2 (organization two) complemented the findings of study 1 (organization one), show-
ing that organizational trust once again was negatively associated with resistance to change and that 
resistance to change mediated the relationship between organizational trust and proactive agility in a 
planned change context. In addition, we found that resistance to change likewise was a partial media-
tor for adaptive agility.

T A B L E  4  Study 2: Regression analysis of resistance to change and of proactive agility in a planned 
organizational change context (N = 98)

Predictors Resistance to change (β)

Predictor variables

Organizational trust −.36**

R Squared .39**

Predictors Proactive agility (β)

Predictor variables

Organizational trust .22*

Resistance to change −.29**

R Squared .51**

*p < .05; **p < .01.
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Explorative analysis

Similar to study 1 and in an exploratory way, we investigated whether any of the sub dimensions of 
resistance to change, namely affective (α = .65), behavioral (α = .78) or cognitive (α = .56) resistance 
(α- values similar to those reported by Oreg, 2006), was the most important in the mediating role of 
resistance. It was found that the cognitive resistance to change facet showed a significant mediation 
effect (β = .161, SE = .066, 95% CI = .10 to .17) between organizational trust and proactive agil-
ity. According to the rule of thumb by Kenny (2019) for the size of indirect mediation effects, this 
concerns a medium- to- large effect. No mediation effects between organizational trust and proactive 
agility were found for the other two sub dimensions of resistance to change.

Discussion study 2

The purpose of study 2 was to investigate the relationship between organizational trust and agility in a 
planned change context (organization two) and to establish if there was a mediating role of resistance 
to change in this relationship. Results showed a negative relationship between organizational trust and 
resistance to change. Also, there was a direct and positive relationship between organizational trust and 
employee proactive agility. Resistance to change was, however, negatively related to proactive agility, 
implying that the higher the resistance to change of an employee, the lower that employee's proactive 
agility was. Furthermore, resistance to change mediated the relationship between organizational trust 
and proactive agility. It therefore can be concluded that organizational trust is indirectly related to 
proactive agility through resistance to change. Study 2 thus provides support for the idea of Van den 
Heuvel and Schalk (2009) that in a planned change context, trust in one's organization is negatively as-
sociated with resistance to change. Additionally, the findings show that resistance to change, in turn, is 
negatively associated with proactive agility. The study also provides evidence supporting Mayer et al. 
(1995) model of trust. Trust in one's organization, it seems, is negatively related to one's belief that 
organizational change would be harmful, to fears about the change, and to one's inclination to prevent 
the change from happening. In other words, when employees trust their employer, these employees 
will report less resistance to change which subsequently is related to an increased proactive agility.

In our sample, we also found a significant but not hypothesized negative mediational effect of 
resistance to change in the relationship between trust and adaptive agility. This finding seems to be 
explainable, as it indicates that the more an employee is inclined to distrust the organization, and dis-
like and actively prevent a planned change to take place, the less prepared this employee will also be 
to adapt to that planned change.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Recently many researchers noted that it is important to focus on the impact organizational changes 
may have on employees (Choi, 2011; Elias, 2009; Hornung & Rousseau, 2007; Oreg et al., 2011; 
Stanley et al., 2005). The objective of this study therefore was to investigate the relationship between 
organizational trust, resistance to change, and agility (adaptive and proactive) in two contexts: (a) in an 
unplanned change context (organization one) and (b) in a planned change context (organization two).

Our research contributes to the existing literature by drawing attention to the relationship between 
organizational trust and resistance to change, and how these two factors predict employee agility. We 
expected that in an unplanned context (organization one) organizational trust has an effect on the 
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adaptive component of agility through resistance to change. In a planned change context (organization 
two), however, we expected organizational trust to be related to the proactive component of agility 
through resistance to change.

Our findings show that it is important to distinguish between an unplanned and a planned orga-
nizational change, as the impact on employees may differ depending on the change context. When 
a change is occurring in an unplanned context, people seem to be reacting adaptively. In a planned 
change context, the change will have been discussed by management with employees, making them 
more aware and prepared for it (Rees & Hall, 2013; Vakola, 2014).

When a change is unplanned, employees are not able to prepare for it and will be looking for ways 
to cope with it adaptively. A plausible explanation for the relevance of resistance to change is that an 
unplanned organizational change is likely experienced by employees as a risky situation. Cognitive 
psychology distinguishes between two ways in which people comprehend risk, namely the “analytic 
system”, in which risk situations are approached according to rules of logic, and the “experiential 
system”, a more intuitive and less conscious one. This latter, experiential' way is more strongly related 
to one's affect and feelings than the “analytic” way (cf. Slovic et al., 2004). It seems conceivable, but 
in need of further study, that in unplanned change contexts, the “experiential system” involving affect 
and feelings is particularly important. This explanation for why organizational trust in an unplanned 
change context leads to adaptive agility through the affective component of resistance, as results from 
the explorative analysis in study 1 suggest, to our view is credible.

More generally, our findings align with the idea by researchers that organizational trust and resis-
tance to change are likely to play an important role in enabling employees to be successful in unplanned, 
uncertain and unpredictable circumstances (Metselaar, 1997; Van den Heuvel et al., 2013), but little 
research had been done until now to support such ideas. The present research provides initial support 
for a more specified relationship, namely for the role of organizational trust in diminishing resistance 
to change and subsequently in being adaptively agile. Referring to Mayer et al. (1995) seminal work on 
trust, the present study is a demonstration of the importance of employees' “willingness to be vulnerable 
to the actions of another party”— a kernel component of trust according to Mayer et al. (p. 712). It is this 
willingness to be vulnerable and to take risk which during organizational change will make employees 
agile. To our view, employee willingness to take risk also has implications for the actions of those in 
responsible organizational positions. That is, that they will not forsake this responsibility, by showing 
integrity, capability to lead the change, and their good will towards their employees (cf. Mayer et al.).

Furthermore, in the present study the mean scores on resistance to change were significantly lower 
in a planned context (organization two) than in an unplanned context (organization one). An explana-
tion for this result is that when individuals are unprepared for an organizational change, coping with 
change is more difficult than when an individual is expecting the change (Hornung, & Rousseau, 
2007). A planned organizational change per definition will already be known to employees and may 
for that reason result in individuals sooner accepting the change, and their feelings may not be affected 
too much about it. Individuals will think about how they perceive the change, but they will not need 
to be in a mere survival mode. For that reason, it is conceivable that in planned organizational change, 
an indirect relationship between trust in the organization and proactive agility occurs through the 
cognitive components of resistance to change, as was indicated in the explorative analysis of study 2.

Limitations and directions for future research

This research had several limitations. One limitation relates to the fact that organizational trust, resist-
ance to change and willingness to change were representations of employees' perceptions in the form 
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of self- rated information. We were unable to gather other information to be compared with the percep-
tion of the employee. Differences between the employer's perceptions and those of their employees, 
for instance, could also have added to resistance to change on the part of the employees. Self- ratings 
further imply potential effects of social desirability answering. Employees' agility has become a popu-
lar topic in relation to organizational effectiveness as it is regarded to be solution to the problems of 
complex and fast paced organizational environments involving rapid and continual change. When ap-
plied to employees, agility may represent a set of proactive competencies that are socially desirable, 
at least by managers of employees. For that reason, respondents may have had the tendency to answer 
the agility items in a more socially desirable way than would have been truthful.

Another limitation of this research is the use of a cross- sectional design in which the variables were 
measured at one moment in time, instead of a longitudinal design. Therefore, we were unable to draw 
conclusions about the direction of the relations found in this study and consequently it, for instance, 
remains unclear whether or not employees had already evaluated and altered their agility as result of 
organizational trust. It could be the case, for example, that low organizational trust in the beginning of 
a change process will first lead to resistance and low agility, which subsequently results in even more 
resistance and less agility during the implementation phase at the end of the change process.

Finally, we need to mention the relatively small samples of the studies, collected in only two or-
ganizations. As we were only able to study two organizations, the observed differences in results be-
tween both companies could also have originated from other characteristics of these companies, such 
as organizational culture, frequency and severity of change efforts in the past, and leadership style. To 
be able to further generalize our findings, future research should aim to collect more samples which 
cover a large number of (employees from) different organizations. A large organizational sample of 
which one subsample of employees undergoes a planned change and of which the other subsample 
of employees undergoes a similar yet unplanned change may offer possibilities for robust structural 
equation modeling through one statistical analysis, instead of using two separate analyses as was done 
in the present research. However, such situations may not always be feasible. Also, it needs to be inves-
tigated whether other than self- rated measures could be used. Furthermore, a longitudinal study could 
provide more insight into causality issues and developments over time during organizational change.

Managerial implications

Enhancing employee agility may be an answer to complex and fast- paced organizational environ-
ments. To this end it seems important to differentiate between adaptive agility and proactive agil-
ity during organizational change. This distinction is mirrored in present- day organizational change 
research, in which employees' responses are not anymore only regarded as resistant or at the most 
passively adapting to the change, but also have started including more active and proactive responses 
(Oreg et al., 2018). Specifically, it seems that adaptive agility is desirable in an unplanned change 
context and that proactive agility is desirable in a planned change context. Given that within the same 
organization planned and unplanned changes may both occur, but perhaps at different times, our 
findings suggest that interventions may be best focused on combinedly improving both adaptive and 
proactive agility.

A first managerial implication is to develop an intervention to improve employee agility by means 
of a portfolio- based process through which employees may develop their agility. In such a process, 
supervisors and peers work together with employees to collect smart goals, subsequently formulating 
an action plan, and collecting evidence to support an individual's progress in becoming more agile. 
This process in itself may foster organizational trust among employees when their supervisors show 
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commitment in this developmental process and decrease their resistance to change. The material col-
lected during such a process must be reflected upon by both the employee and the mentor, because 
a reflection provides the evidence that learning to become more agile (in our case) has taken place 
(Kicken et al., 2008). More generally, it had been found that organizational cultures where learning is 
central and employees are supported by their organizations, will have employees who are more likely 
to actively search for and be open to new ideas (Gong et al., 2009). For management this implies that 
fostering a learning- oriented organizational culture in which employees may develop themselves is 
essential.

Secondly, and relatedly, our findings suggest that employee trust in the organization is likely to 
be indirectly beneficial in times of change. These findings imply that trust in one's organization may 
reduce resistance to change, and, hence, improve employee agility. The implication for management 
is that organizational trust needs to be permanently sustained by means of ongoing and open formal 
and informal communication with employees on important organizational issues. We believe that or-
ganizational trust needs to be worked on continuously, that is, not only during organizational change 
periods but also during stable periods in which no changes occur. To our view, organizational trust in 
stable times will be positively related to trust among employees in times of change. A possible means 
to enhance organizational trust is with a so- called psychological contract (cf. Van den Heuvel et al., 
2015) between the employees and the organization. Such a contract could imply that management 
makes clear to employees what they can expect from management when organizational change occurs, 
and how management wants to live up to its promises. Managers thus not only have a crucial role in 
being aware of the amount of confidence employees have in their organization, but also in meeting the 
organization's obligations towards its employees (Zhang et al., 2008).

A third implication for management is that dealing with change becomes easier for employees 
when they are expecting the change (Rees & Hall, 2013). Putting effort in preparing employees for 
a planned change could be a solution to make them more ready for change but also more proactively 
agile. Individuals in general want to know what is going to happen and when they are knowledgeable, 
it will be easier for them to cooperate and to be proactive in dealing with the change (Strauss et al., 
2015). Organizations therefore need to permanently keep their employees up to date on important 
change- related information.

CONCLUSION

This research draws attention to the notion that the relationship between trust in the organization, re-
sistance to change, and agility differs between an unplanned change and in a planned change context. 
We demonstrated that in an unplanned context, employee trust in the organization is related to the 
adaptive behavior component of agility through diminishing employees' resistance to change, whereas 
in a planned change context, employee trust in the organization is related to the proactive as well as 
the adaptive component of agility by diminishing their resistance to change. The implication of these 
findings is that the relationship of trust and agility through resistance of change is specific to the or-
ganizational change context.
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APPENDIX 

THE ROTTERDAM EMPLOYEE AGILITY SCALE (REAS)

Adaptive Agility
1. Continues to show positive energy after setbacks.
2. Ignores disappointments and continues.
3. Knows how to give a positive turn to negative situations.
4. Is motivated to improve after setbacks.
5. Accepts negative events and adjusts to them.
6. Participates actively and contributes to group processes.
7. Appreciates and encourages contributions from other team members.
8. Promotes a positive and friendly atmosphere within the team.
9. Collaborates constructively with other team members.
10. Changes his/her behavior according to the needs of the situation.
11. Is positive about change.
12. Shows a flexible approach when dealing with others.
13. Works in an enthusiastic and committed manner.
Proactive Agility
14. Offers solutions when things go wrong.
15. Looks for new opportunities in the market and follows this up.
16. Takes risks and takes advantage of the possibilities.
17. Works at a fast pace for a longer period of time.
18. Makes an increasing effort in difficult situations.
19. Recognizes his/her own development needs and tackles how they can be addressed.
20. Actively searches for opportunities to learn new skills.
21. Asks others for feedback on their own performance and adjusts it where possible.
22. Transfers what has been learned to new situations.
23. Comes up with new ways of looking at the same problem.
24. Implement new ways of exploiting opportunities.
25. Comes up with new ways to exploit opportunities.
26. Comes up with creative solutions if the surroundings require it.
27. Actively searches for opportunities.
28. Takes initiative without being led by others.
29. Acts proactively rather than just responding to events.
30. Anticipates potential problems and acts before they happen.
31. Is consistently looking for more responsibility.
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