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Background and purpose: There is interest in barriers to change in organizations. This research discusses factors
affecting resistance to change based on employees’ technological competencies. This research aims to determine
the mediating role of technology readiness in the effect of organizational climate in health institutions on resistance
to change.

Methodology: Research data were collected from 389 employees working in the healthcare sector. SPSS Process
2.13 macro was used to analyze the model.

Results: According to the analysis results, organizational climate positively affected technology readiness. Ad-
ditionally, organizational climate reduced resistance to change. In addition, employees’ readiness for technology
reduced resistance to change. Finally, the mediating role of technology readiness (motivating and blocking factors)
in the effect of organizational climate on resistance to change was significant. Further, a positive organizational
climate in healthcare institutions increased employees’ readiness for new technologies and significantly reduced
employees’ resistance to change.

Conclusion: Creating a positive organizational climate can be vital in successfully implementing change processes
in the healthcare sector. At the end of the research, theoretical and practical suggestions were presented. The re-
search contributes to the literature by addressing the antecedents of resistance to change from organizational and
individual perspectives.
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1 Introduction However, change may require extra effort. Sometimes,

employees are against changes and resist them being im-

Change is mandatory for organizations in dynamic plemented. Since a change includes uncertainty, it creates

environments. Organizations that do not ensure change stress in individuals and is challenging for them (Burton et
lose their competitive advantage, and their life cycles end. al., 2004; Cetinkaya et al., 2019; Goll et al., 2007).
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One of the prominent premises in the literature on pre-
venting resistance to change is the organizational climate
(Douglas et al., 2017). Organizational climate refers to the
employee’s perception of organizational structure, promo-
tion of individual responsibility, solidarity, reward-pun-
ishment, risk-taking, and management support (Slimani et
al., 2017). A positive organizational climate can reduce the
resistance of employees or groups within the organization
to change. Research in many sectors has found findings
reporting that the positive structure of the organization-
al climate reduces resistance to change (Van Dam et al.,
2008). Change is frequently seen in the healthcare sector,
where it is integrated with the sector structure. Continuous
developments, procedures, technologies, and treatment
methods in the healthcare sector make change mandatory
(Mares, 2018). Change brings uncertainty, and mistakes of
healthcare professionals significantly affect human health.

Serious consequences of problems that may occur due
to the mistakes of healthcare professionals may cause them
to resist change (Fournier et al., 2023). Therefore, organ-
izations with the organizational climate can effectively
overcome change barriers in healthcare institutions. The
positive structure of the organizational climate may ena-
ble healthcare professionals to perceive change positively,
participate in the change voluntarily, and take responsibil-
ity.

In addition to organizational factors that reduce resist-
ance to change, there are also individual factors. In par-
ticular, factors such as adaptation to new technologies,
openness to new technologies, and trust (Parasuraman &
Colby, 2001) can reduce employees’ resistance to change
(Mini & Janetuis, 2012; Nov & Ye, 2008). The use of new
technologies in the health sector is related to employees’
readiness to use technologies. Employees ready to use
new technologies or technological innovations (Lin et al.,
2015) are less resistant to change (Hsieh, 2015; Kamal
et al., 2020). However, employees with low technologi-
cal competencies or fear of using technologies may resist
change because they need to learn how to solve problems.

Previous studies provide evidence on how organiza-
tional climate and employees’ technological competencies
influence resistance to change separately. However, the
relevant literature needs sufficient explanations about how
organizational climate (organizational level) affects tech-
nology readiness (individual level) and how employees’
technology readiness affects resistance to change. The lack
of understanding of how organizational climate and tech-
nology readiness sequentially affect resistance to change
limits our knowledge of overcoming resistance barriers in
the healthcare sector. It is important to determine how the
organizational climate affects the technological competen-
cies of employees and how technological competencies
overcome the obstacles to change, as it will increase the
effectiveness of healthcare providers and the quality of life
of healthcare recipients. Based on this deficiency, this re-
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search aims to determine the mediating role of the technol-
ogy readiness level in the effect of organizational climate
in health institutions on resistance to change.

The findings obtained are important in terms of show-
ing how the organizational climate, an indicator of the or-
ganizational structure, and the positive and negative views
on technologies, which are an indicator of individual com-
petencies, play a role in overcoming the barriers to change.
Thus, individual and organizational factors affecting the
implementation of change decisions in the health sector
can be determined. For example, motivations of healthcare
professionals to use technologies and how factors that pre-
vent the use of technologies hinder change can be deter-
mined. Knowing factors that prevent change contributes to
the easy implementation of change decisions in the health
sector, directly affecting human life.

One of the main points that the research aims to achieve
is to clearly reveal the effect of organizational climate on
technology readiness (H1). In addition, determining the
negative effect of organizational climate on resistance to
change (H2) was determined as another hypothesis. Exam-
ining the direct effect (H3) and mediating effect (H4) of the
technology readiness level on resistance to change were
expressed as other hypotheses of the study.

The research initially elucidates the concepts of organ-
izational climate, technology readiness, and resistance to
change. This study examines the level of technology read-
iness in two dimensions: as a motivating and a blocking
factor. The subsequent section presents the relationships
among these concepts and addresses the formulation of
hypotheses. The following section provides detailed infor-
mation about the methodologies employed in the research.
Finally, the study concludes by presenting the findings, re-
sults, and discussions.

1.1 Conceptual Framework

Economic, social, and technological developments
have accelerated organizational changes in structure and
processes, especially in the last quarter century. While or-
ganizations regulate the organizational relations that come
with social changes, they also try to compete in the in-
dustrial field by establishing extremely complex produc-
tivity relationship brought by technology. One of the most
important ways to compete in the globalizing economic
system is to produce innovations that meet customer de-
mands and expectations and offer them to the market. Or-
ganizational climate is one of the most important catalysts
in this environment. It helps organizational change and is
a concept that creates the personality of the organization,
distinguishes the organization from other organizations,
dominates the organization, and can affect the behavior of
employees (Bakan et al., 2004: 67).
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Thakare at al. (2014) considers organizational climate
as a concept based on social perceptions of the working
environment to influence the motivation and behavior of
working individuals. In this study, organizational climate
was considered as the individual perception of the working
environment and the characteristics of the business (Slim-
ani et al., 2017: 216). According to the definition, organi-
zational climate can be considered a concept that can affect
many different organizational areas, from the quality of the
product to innovation efforts, from trust in the individual
and the organization to motivation (Burton et al., 2000).

One of the areas directly affected by the organizational
climate is organizational change. Organizational change is
a structured approach to shift individuals, teams, and or-
ganizations from a current state to a desired future state.
Therefore, the organizational climate will help employees
accept and adopt changes in their current jobs (Slimani et
al., 2017: 216). However, it may only sometimes be pos-
sible to ensure that organizational members fully embrace
and support change activities. Even if the organizational
climate creates an environment that supports change, em-
ployees may resist change for various reasons (Dinger,
2008, p. 102).

Organizations are represented by the people within
them and if these people do not change, there will be no
organizational change. Changes in hierarchy, technology,
communication networks, etc. become effective only to
the extent that these structural changes are associated with
those in the psychology of employees (Schneider, 1996,
p- 7). Accordingly, constantly developing technologies can
lead to structural changes or differences in business pro-
cesses that directly affect the organizational climate of the
organization.

One way to reduce the possible resistance of organi-
zational employees to change is increasing the technology
readiness levels of employees within the organizational
climate. Parasuraman and Colby (2015) define technology
readiness as individuals’ tendency to use new technolo-
gies at home and work to achieve goals. In other words,
technology readiness is the ability to understand and be
prepared to use technology (Lai, 2008; Tsai et al., 2020).
This concept can be seen as the individual’s mental state
resulting from the combination of motivational and block-
ing factors that determine their predisposition to use new
technologies (Jacobs et al., 2019; Lin et al., 2015; Ongel
et al., 2022).

Parasuraman (2000) developed a comprehensive
framework for technology readiness, focusing on four key
dimensions: optimism, innovation, discomfort, and inse-
curity. Optimism involves individuals’ belief in technol-
ogy’s ability to enhance control, efficiency, and flexibility
in their lives. Innovation reflects their natural inclination
to adopt new technologies and take leadership roles. Both
optimism and innovation serve as primary motivators for
technology readiness. Conversely, discomfort arises from

feelings of inadequate control and confidence in using
technology, while insecurity stems from distrust in its re-
liability. These factors significantly block an individual’s
readiness to adopt technology (Meng et al., 2009; Ongel
etal., 2022).

Improving employee’s perception of technology
readiness in the organizational climate can help change
and minimize resistance. In this environment, instead of
eliminating resistance, examining its causes, learning the
expectations of employees, and making decisions togeth-
er in team spirit, if necessary, will increase the chance of
success.

1.2 Relationships Between Concepts,
and Development of Hypotheses

Studies examining the factors that enable the adoption
of technologies or readiness for technologies have found
that the organizational structure and management structure
affect the adoption of technologies (Chittipaka et al., 2023;
Taherdoost, 2022). When organizations provide a learning
climate, innovation climate, and top management support,
the tendency of employees to adopt new technologies in-
creases (Malik et al., 2021). Supportive structure of the
organization accelerates the adoption of new technologies
in the company (Hameed et al., 2012; Huang et al., 2011;
Nystrom et al., 2002; Ofosu-Ampong & Acheampong,
2022). The negative climate of the organization may neg-
atively affect employees’ level of technology adoption and
readiness for new technologies. When senior management
in healthcare institutions takes actions that will make it
easier for employees to adopt new technologies, it will be
easier for employees to adopt technologies. The hypothe-
ses created based on the inference are as follows:

H1: Organizational climate affects technology readi-
ness (motivating and Blocking factors).

Hla: Organizational climate positively affects moti-
vating factors.

H1b: Organizational climate negatively affects block-
ing factors.

Continuous changes in the healthcare sector increase
the well-being of patients and make it necessary for health-
care professionals to adapt to change. The resistance of
employees in the health sector, which makes great con-
tributions to the country’s development and is constantly
exposed to technological change, can cause serious prob-
lems (Lin et al., 2012). As in various sectors, in the health
sector (Aydin & Okar, 2020), the positive structure of the
organizational climate reduces employees’ resistance to
change. The open communication and participatory struc-
ture of organizational structures (Schulz-Knappe et al.,
2019) reduce employees’ resistance. At the same time, sen-
ior management’s development of supportive and positive
relationships, creating a positive organizational climate,
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reduces employees’ resistance to change (Rehman et al.,
2021; Srivastava & Agrawal, 2020). In fact, organizational
climate in health institutions is seen as a concept that in-
creases the positive behavior of employees (Berberoglu,
2018). The hypothesis created based on these inferences
is as follows:

H?2: Organizational climate negatively affects resist-
ance to change.

Various technological changes may pave the way for
the development of uncertainty and threat perception (Kuo
et al., 2013). In this environment, employees may develop
resistance to the change they experience (Lin et al., 2012).
Resistance to change in the healthcare sector may be more
prominent than other negative factors. Healthcare profes-
sionals often avoid changing business operations (Fournier
et al., 2023). This strong resistance should generally lead
senior management to act more carefully. Otherwise, it
will be difficult to achieve the set goals (Poon et al., 2004;
Rafferty & Jimmieson, 2017). Negative perceptions about
technology increase employees’ resistance to change
(Ozdemir-Giingér & Camgdz-Akdag, 2018; Tsai et al.,
2020).

On the other hand, technology readiness increases
the relationship between employees’ basic and soft skills
and makes it easier for employees to adopt new processes
(Caputo et al., 2019). It is expected that motivating factors
and blocking factors affecting the technology readiness of
employees in the healthcare sector will affect resistance to
change. The hypothesis created based on these inferences
is as follows:

H3: Technology readiness (motivating and blocking
factors) affects resistance to change.

H3a: Motivational factors negatively affect resistance
to change.

H3b: Blocking factors positively affect resistance to
change.

Previous research results provide the inference that
organizational climate and organizational structure (Ta-
herdoost, 2022) positively affect the motivating factors
that make employees ready for technology. In addition,
employees approach technologies negatively when the or-
ganizational climate is negative. Employees’ positive atti-
tudes toward technology can reduce resistance to change.
In addition, employees’ negative thoughts about technol-
ogies may increase resistance to change (Lin et al., 2012;
Ozdemir-Giingdr & Camgdz-Akdag, 2018). The hypothe-
ses created based on this inference are as follows:

H4: Technology readiness has a mediating role in the
effect of organizational climate on resistance to change.

H4a: Motivational factors have a mediating role in the
effect of organizational climate on resistance to change.

H4b: Blocking factors have a mediating role in the ef-
fect of organizational climate on resistance to change.
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2 Method

2.1 Data collection tools

The Technology Readiness Index (TRI): Developed by
Parasuraman and Colby (2015), the TRI is used to meas-
ure the technology readiness levels of healthcare profes-
sionals. The TRI includes four dimensions (optimism,
innovativeness [motivating], discomfort, and insecurity
[blocking]) and 16 items. This research us the scale with
two main dimensions (motivating and blocking factors).

Resistance to Change Scale: This scale was developed
by Brislin et al. (1973); Caliskan (2019) conducted its
Turkish adaptation study. The scale includes 15 items and
three dimensions. In the research, the measurement tool
was used as a single structure.

The Organizational Climate Scale: This scale was de-
veloped by Chen and Huang (2007) using the work of Jaw
and Liu (2003). The scale includes five items.

The Survey Form: This form includes questions about
the demographic information of healthcare professionals
(i.e., age, gender, education, and tenure).

2.2 Sampling method

This research was conducted with a sample of 389
healthcare professionals from private healthcare institu-
tions in Adana, Turkey. Data were collected using online
survey forms distributed to participants via email. Re-
minders were sent until the desired number of responses
was achieved. Participants were selected through a simple
random sampling technique, ensuring equal opportunity
for all healthcare professionals to participate. The sample’s
representativeness was considered sufficient, surpassing
the required sample size of 360 as determined by Hair et
al. (2014), who recommend a minimum of 10 respondents
per scale item (36 items).

To determine the necessary sample size for regression
analysis, a power analysis (Cohen, 1988) was conducted
with an expected effect size (Cohen’s f2) of 0.50 and a
significance level (alpha) of 0.05. Given a population size
0f 25,000, the power analysis indicated a minimum of 166
participants would be required for regression analysis.
Considering both the guidelines provided by Hair et al.
(2014) and the results of the power analysis, the sample
size of 389 participants was deemed adequate.

Participant demographics were as follows: 53.5% fe-
male, 46.5% male, with age distribution: 10.8% below
25, 27.3% aged 25-29, 20.1% aged 30-34, 16.8% aged
35-39, and 25% aged 40 and over. Educational levels in-
cluded 23.7% with high school/associate degrees, 54% un-
dergraduate graduates, and 22.4% with graduate degrees.
Additionally, 56.8% were direct healthcare professionals
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(nurses, physicians, and midwives), while 43.2% were
support staff.

2.3 Analysis Techniques

The data were analyzed using SPSS 25 package pro-
gram. Additionally, SPSS Process 2.13 macro was used to
test the mediation model. Factor and reliability analyses
were performed in the analysis process. In evaluating the
results of these analyses, Hair et al.’s (2014) and frequent-
ly accepted limit values in the literature were taken as basis
(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin [KMO] => .60/.70, Bartlett’s Test =
p < .05, Explained variance = > 60%, Cronbach’s alpha
= > .6/.7). Skewness and kurtosis values were taken as a
basis to ensure normal distribution of the data. Skewness
and kurtosis values in the range of -2.0 — 2.0 are consid-
ered appropriate to assume a normal distribution (George
& Mallery, 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).

Generally accepted criteria were used in the exami-

nation correlation values (0 = no relationship, .01—.19 =
very low relationship, .2—.39 = low relationship, .4—.59=
moderate relationship, .6—.79 = high relationship, .8—-.99
= very high relationship, and 1 = complete relationship).
Model 4, developed by Hayes (2018), was used to imple-
ment the mediation analysis. In evaluating the significance
of the mediation model findings, p < .05 level was con-
sidered and confidence interval (CI) evaluation was per-
formed. The fact that the confidence interval (ULCI-LLCI)
does not contain a value of 0 shows that the results are
significant. For the mediation findings to be meaningful,
the confidence interval values of the indirect effect are
checked. The bootstrapping method is used to determine
the significance of the indirect effect value. The fact that
the confidence interval (BootULCI-BootLLCI) values ob-
tained by the resampling method do not contain 0 shows
that the mediation role is realized (Giirbiiz, 2019; Hayes,
2018).

The mediation model (4) used in this research is pre-
sented in Figure 1.

Panel A

Panel B

| X

Figure 1: Simple Mediation Model

Motivating factors

Blocking factors

_

Organizational Climate

)

Figure 2: Conceptual Model of the Research

.'L| Resistance to Change
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The path a in Figure (Panel B) expresses the direct
effect (coefficient) of x on m. The effect of the mediator
variable (m) on the dependent variable (y) (the coefficient
obtained as a result of testing X, y and m in the same mod-
el) refers to the b path. The effect of the independent var-
iable (x) on the dependent variable (y) (total effect; Panel
A) is shown via c. Finally, path ¢’ shows the direct effect of
the independent variable (x) on the dependent variable (y)
(when the coefficient/m obtained as a result of testing X, y
and m in the same model is under control). In summary, It
is expressed as ¢ = total effect, a.b = indirect effect, ¢’ di-
rect effect, ¢ = ¢’+ (a.b) (Giirbiiz, 2019; Preacher & Hayes,
2004). Consistent with Hayes’s (2018) model, the concep-
tual model created in this research is shown in Figure 2.

Factor and reliability analyses were used to evaluate
the suitability of measurement tools. Analysis results are
included in Table 1.

According to the factor analysis results, the KMO val-
ue of the resistance to change scale was .872, Bartlett’s
sphericity test was at p < .05 level, the explained variance

was 68.45%, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .890, and
the number of items was 15. The KMO value of the meas-
uring tool for the blocking factors of technology readiness
was .871, Bartlett’s test was at p < .05, the explained vari-
ance was 72.19%, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .882,
and the number of items was 8. The KMO value of the
motivating factors of the technology readiness measure-
ment tool was .902, Bartlett’s sphericity test was at p <
.05 level, the total variance explained was 81.30%, Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficient was .926, and the number of items
was 7. One item on the motivating factors of technology
readiness was removed from the study due to inappropri-
ate loading values. Finally, the KMO value of the organ-
izational climate scale was .889, Bartlett’s test was at p <
.05 level, the total variance explained was 82.88%, Cron-
bach’s Alpha coefficient was .947, and the number of items
was 5. When the analysis findings are evaluated in general,
it is possible to state that the resistance to change, tech-
nology readiness and organizational climate scales provide
appropriate values.

Table 1: Search strategies to select articles

Resistance to change Techn?logy readiness Techr_iolo‘gy readiness O'rganlzatlonal
(blocking) (motivating) climate
KMO measure of
sampling .872 .871 .902 .889
Adequacy.
Bartlett's test of .000 .000 000 .000
sphericity (p)
Total variance 68.445 72.189 81.30 82.88
explained (%)
Cronbach’s alpha .890 .882 .926 .947
N of item 15 8 7 5
Table 2: Correlation Analysis
Technology . o .
_ . Technology readiness | Organizational Resistance
X N readiness (blocking) climate to change
(motive) & &
Technology readiness 3.27 112 | 1
(motiveting)
Technology readiness 226 | .75 -.622" 1
(blocking)
Organizational climate 2.80 |1.20 | .391™ -.3117 1
Resistance to change 3.44 |71 -.428" 539" -.329" 1
**_ Correlation is
significance .01.
N=389
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Table 3: The Mediating Effect of Motivating Factors on the Effect of Organizational Climate on Resistance to Change

R R? P B SD p LLCI ULCI Hypothesis
Motivating factors | .3910 .1529 | .000 2.2476 | .1333 .0000 1.9856 | 2.5097 H,, | Supported
Organizational .3650 | .0437 .000 .2790 .4509
climate
Resistance to .3288 .1081 | .000 3.9776 | .0858 .000 3.8089 | 4.1464 H, | Supported
change
Organizational -.1927 | .0282 .000 -.2480 |-.1373
climate
Resistance to 4632 .2145 | .000 | 4.4776 | .1063 .000 4.2686 | 4.6866 H,, | Supported
change
Motivating factors -.2224 | .0308 .000 -.2830 |-.1619
Organizational -.1115 | .0288 .000 -.1680 | -.0550
climate
(m) Effect | BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI H,, |Supported
Motivating factors -.0812 | .0207 -.1246 -.0442

Correlation analysis results are presented in Table 2.
The results showed a low and positive relationship be-
tween motivating factors and organizational climate, and
a moderate and negative relationship between motivating
factors and resistance to change. There was a low and neg-
ative significant relationship between blocking factors and
organizational climate and a moderate and positive signif-
icant relationship between blocking factors and resistance
to change. A low and negative relationship was found be-
tween resistance to change and organizational climate. Ac-
cording to descriptive statistics, employees’ motivation to
use technologies was at a medium level, and their percep-
tion of blocking factors was low. In addition, their percep-
tion of organizational climate was low, and their resistance
to change was moderate.

The model results, which examine the mediating role
of employees’ positive approaches to technologies (moti-
vating factors) in the effect of organizational climate on
resistance to change, are shown in Table 3. According to
the findings, organizational climate affected employees’
positive approach to technologies at a level of 15.29%
(p = .000 < .05). The regression coefficient was positive
and significant (B = .3650, ULCI = .279, LLCI = .4509).
Organizational climate affected employees’ resistance to
change at 10.81% (p = .000 < .05). The regression coef-
ficient was negative and significant (B = -.1927, ULCI =
-.2480, LLCI =-.1373). The level of effects of resistance to
change by organizational climate and motivational factors
was 21.45% (p = .000 < .05). The coefficient of affecting

the resistance to change of organizational climate (B =
-.1115, ULCI =-.1680, LLCI = -.0550) and the coefficient
of affects the resistance of motivating factors to change (B
=-2224, ULCI=-.2830, LLCI =-.1619) was negative and
significant. The mediating role of motivational factors in
the effect of organizational climate on resistance to change
was low (-.0812), negative and (BootLLCI= -.1246, Boot-
ULCI= -.0442) significant. Motivational factors had a
mediating role in the effect of organizational climate on
resistance to change. The mediating effect of motivating
factors was low and negative.

When the findings are generally interpreted, it is seen
that the positive climate of the organization reduced em-
ployees’ resistance to change. In addition, the positive
climate of the organization increased employees’ positive
attitudes toward technology. The employees’ positive ap-
proach to technology was a factor that reduced resistance
to change. When the organizational climate was positive,
employees’ approach to technologies was positive and re-
sistance to change decreased.

The model results, which examine the mediating role
of employees’ negative approaches to technologies (block-
ing factors) in the effect of organizational climate on resist-
ance to change, are presented in Table 4. According to the
findings, the level of organizational climate explaining the
blocking factors related to technology was 9.7% (p = .000
<.05). The regression coefficient was negative and signifi-
cant (B=-.1951, ULCI =-.2547, LLCI = -.1354). The lev-
el of explanation of resistance to change by organizational
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climate and blocking factors was 31.74% (p = .000 < .05).
The effect coefficient of the organizational climate’s resist-
ance to change (B =-.1050, ULCI=-.1560, LLCI=-.0539)
is negative and significant. The coefficient affecting the
resistance of blocking factors to change (B =.4496, ULCI
=.3682, LLCI = .5309) was positive and significant. The
mediating role of blocking factors in the effect of organi-
zational climate on resistance to change was low (-.0877),
negative and significant (BootLLCI = -.1337, BootULCI
= -.0514). The main findings of this study are presented
visually in Figure 3.

Blocking factors had a mediating role in the effect of
organizational climate on resistance to change. The medi-
ating effect of blocking factors was low and negative. Ac-
cording to the findings, a positive organizational climate

reduced employees’ negative attitudes toward technology.
When employees had a negative approach toward tech-
nology, resistance to change increased. A positive organ-
izational climate reduced employees’ negative attitudes
toward technology and subsequently reduces resistance to
change.

3 Discussion

Important results were obtained in this research, which
was conducted to determine the mediating role of technol-
ogy readiness level in the effect of organizational climate
in health institutions on resistance to change. According to
the findings, a positive organizational climate in healthcare

Table 4: The Mediating Effect of Blocking Factors on the Effect of Organizational Climate on Resistance to Change

R R? p B SD p LLCI ULCI Hypothesis
Blocking factors | .3019 .097 | .000 2.8092 .0925 .000 2.6272 2.9911 H, Supported
Organizational -.1951 .0303 .000 -.2547 -1354
climate
Resistance to .5634 .3174 | .000 2.7146 .1384 .000 2.4424 2.9869 H,, Supported
change 4496
Blocking factors -1050 | .4496 414 .000 .3682 5309
Organizational -.1050 .0260 .001 -.1560 -.0539
climate
(m) Effect | BootSE BootLLCl BootULCI H,, Supported
Blocking factors -.0877 |.0211 -.1337 -.0514

Motivating factors

Blocking factors

Hl= 03450, CI= 02790/

Hia= 00812, Cl=[-0.1246/ -0.0442]
Hib= 00877, Cl= [-0.1337 / -0.0514]

Organizational Climate J

Figure 3: Resulting Model
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institutions motivates employees to be ready for technol-
ogy and reduces the factors that prevent them from being
ready for technology. In addition, a positive organization-
al climate significantly reduces employees’ resistance to
change. Health workers’ positive attitudes to technolo-
gies reduce their resistance to change. On the other hand,
healthcare professionals’ negative attitudes to technologies
increase their resistance to change.

The important finding of the research is about the
mediating role of technology readiness level. According
to the results, while a positive organizational climate in
healthcare institutions reduces resistance to change, tech-
nology readiness’s motivating and blocking factors have
mediating roles. In other words, the organizational cli-
mate in healthcare institutions motivates employees to be
ready for technology and reduces employees’ resistance to
change. Additionally, organizational climate reduces em-
ployees’ negative attitudes toward technology (blocking
factors) and reduces resistance to change.

Based on all these findings, it may be beneficial for
healthcare managers to take the following measures to
make their institutions more successful:

Organizations are living organisms where more than
one individual comes together to achieve certain goals.
The more the goals and objectives in the organization are
embraced, the more the sense of unity and solidarity, or-
ganizational ownership, commitment and solidarity will
develop. It can play a more active role in improving the
organizational climate, eliminating its deficiencies, and
adopting and implementing goals and strategies. As re-
sistance to change decreases, it can improve employees’
readiness for technological changes.

Change is one of the fundamental elements that af-
fects organizations in every field and shapes their future.
It manifests itself in competition, innovation, customer
expectations and demands, technology and many different
areas. It is extremely important for organizations to be pre-
pared for change and to take precautions by anticipating
internal and external environmental differences. In this
context, managers who can follow technology and allow
their employees to assimilate the technology they obtain
can achieve their goals faster. In addition, managers who
evaluate and manage technological advances together with
their employees may encounter less resistance to changes.

The findings obtained from this study are compatible
with those of other studies in the literature discussing re-
sistance to change. Previous studies show that organiza-
tional climate reduces resistance to change (Aydin & Okar,
2020; Burton et al., 2000; Hon et al., 2014), readiness for
technology reduces resistance to change (Abdel-Ghany,
2014; Turan, 2020), and organizational climate reduces
resistance to technology. Literature proves it increases the
positive approach (Ashraf et al., 2020; Huang et al., 2011;
Khasawneh, 2018; Yoo & Wen-Hao, 2012).

The findings obtained from this research are compati-

ble with the previous studies; however, these results have
different contributions. Previous studies do not sufficient-
ly examine the technological context of the organization-
al climate in healthcare institutions and the resistance of
healthcare professionals to change; however, this research
examines the hindering and motivating factors of technol-
ogy readiness affecting healthcare workers’ resistance to
change, which makes it unique. The research contributes
to the literature as it is the first study examining the role of
technology readiness in the effect of organizational climate
on change resistance. In addition, this study constitutes a
new agenda by showing the extent to which technological
developments in today’s health sector and other sectors
create resistance in employees and how organizational
and individual factors effectively overcome resistance to
change.

4 Conclusion

This research has limitations in some aspects, the most
important of which was that it examined general technol-
ogies. The study was based on no specific technological
innovations in a specific health sector. Examining specific
technological innovations can effectively show how resist-
ance to change varies in organizations. Additionally, this
research was conducted in the Turkish healthcare sector.
The technology readiness level of healthcare personnel in
developing countries may differ from that of healthcare
professionals in developed countries, and different results
may be obtained in renewed studies. Another limitation
of the research was about the losses of employees in or-
ganizational changes. Changes may cause employees to
lose their professional practices. These losses can increase
stress levels (Fournier et al., 2023). Finally, the skills em-
ployees had to change were not addressed within the scope
of this research.

It is recommended that future studies on resist-
ance to change be conducted specifically on the technol-
ogies used in hospitals. Thus, it can be determined how
technology’s usefulness, difficulty, and satisfaction affect
resistance to change. In addition, actions in the health sec-
tor directly affect patients’ health. The fact that healthcare
professionals’ behavior has such a significant impact may
cause their skills to come to the fore. For this reason, it
is recommended that healthcare professionals’ intellectual
capital and self-efficacy be associated with resistance to
change. Some of the research’s recommendations are re-
lated to the health sector. Making employees competent in
technology reduces resistance to change (Yoo & Wen-Hao,
2012; Kim, 2009;). Therefore, training, technical support
and cognitive strengthening should be provided to health-
care professionals. Since the support of top management
creates a positive organizational climate in healthcare
institutions, it is recommended that senior management
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create feedback, open communication and a supportive
climate in healthcare institutions. In this way, healthcare
professionals can easily solve problems and be ready for
innovations.

In developed and developing countries, readiness for
and resistance to innovations are unique. Numerous stud-
ies support this viewpoint (Jones et al., 2005; Rojas-Men-
dez et. Al., 2017; Alhammadi et al., 2023). The technolog-
ical infrastructure in developed countries facilitates higher
acceptance of technological innovations. Therefore, readi-
ness for new technologies can vary depending on countries
and cultures. Hence, future research should explore the
impact of culture on technology readiness and resistance
to change.
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