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Abstract 

The complexity of the changes confronting most organizations has made organizational 

change and individual reactions to change central research issues. Existing literature recognizes 

individual readiness for change as an important predictor of change success, and thus, there is an 

interest in determining antecedents of change readiness as a means to foster sustained change. In 

line with current comprehension of change, the present study examines the relationship between 

different organisational climate perspectives and individual readiness for change.  

Global climate is conceptualized and measured through the competing values framework, 

while individual readiness for change is assessed through a seven-item scale. Training climate is 

assessed through the use of the general training climate scale, including factors such as 

managerial support, co-worker support, job support and organizational support. The sample 

consists of 216 employees from one police district in Norway.  

The results provide support for the relationship between organizational climate, as 

measured through the competing values framework, and training climate, as measured through 

the general training climate scale. In addition, the findings indicate that rational goal climate 

values positively predict individual readiness for change. However, this study fails to provide 

support for the importance of the remaining climate models in predicting individual readiness for 

change. This study contributes to the field by expanding knowledge about the relationship 

between work climate and change readiness. 
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Introduction 

The need to adapt and adjust has become more apparent over the years due to rapid 

technological advancement and increased globalization. In this century, change is inevitable and 

an all-encompassing and “ever-present feature of organizational life” (Arnold & Randall, 2010, p. 

652). For some, change initiatives are introduced as a result of employee shortage, downsizing, or 

mergers, while for others they are a result of new inventions or opportunities. Some may also 

simply change through continues adjustment (Christensen, Lærgreid, & Rykkja, 2018). All 

businesses are confronting change, and whether the organization experiences economic downturn 

or rapid growth, being apt to change is necessary for organizational success (Madsen, Miller & 

John, 2005).  

The growing tempo of change is of interest to all organizations, as well as scholars within 

a wide range of scientific areas; researchers have tried to conceptualize the change term, describe 

its importance in organizational contexts, as well as outline specific actions that could potentially 

reduce resistance to change initiatives. Existing literature has indicated that differences found in 

successful implementations of change may in fact lie in the prevailing conditions of the 

organization, which have made researchers turn their focus towards studying culture and climate 

(Arnold et al., 2010). And according to Burnes and Jackson (2011), the reason why so many 

change implementations fail is due to the lack of alignment between the core values of the 

organization and the approach taken towards change. 

The Norwegian police organization is undergoing significant pressure to accommodate 

the growing demands and adapt to the changes they face in parallel to the society (Politiet, 2018). 

They face the consequences of globalization, technological innovations and the advancement of 

organized crime; today, the information- and communication technology function as both an 

arena and a means of criminal activity (NOU 2013:09, 2013). To accommodate future challenges, 

a recommendation has been presented to carry out two reforms: a structural reform and a quality 

reform. The structural reform comprises suggestions for changes to the structure and organization 

of the police, while the purpose of the quality reform is to develop a knowledge-based and 

effective police force with the ability to continuously improve and develop (NOU 2013:9, 2013).  

Implementing changes in such a large scale is not easy; the rate of failure is extremely 

high (e.g. Beer & Nohria, 2000; Burnes & Jackson, 2011; Weick & Quinn, 1999), and the 
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motivation and commitment that resides with each individual within an organization could easily 

inhibit successful change (e.g. Choi & Ruona, 2011; Vakola, 2014). Organizations may announce 

the change, but implementation is carried out by the employees (Shah, Irani, & Sharif, 2016), and 

it is therefore of great interest to establish individual change readiness as an aim to foster 

sustained change. 

To summarize, this study analyzes the influence of organisational climate on individual 

readiness for change using data collected from one police district in Norway. This relationship is 

then proposed to be mediated through a positive training climate, including the perceived support 

from management and co-workers, the perceived technical support in acquiring and using new 

knowledge, and the perceived support from det organizational system. Knowledge development 

is a necessary part of change (Choi & Ruona, 2011), and support are considered a precondition 

“for an environment conducive of change” (Bouckenooghe, Devos, & Van den Broeck, 2009, p. 

562). Utilizing theory, existing literature, and empirical evidence, a justification of this 

hypothetical relationship will be explained.  

Conceptual background and definitions 

Individual readiness for change  

Change is defined as an act or process through which something becomes different, and 

where this different state is seen as a result or outcome (Choi & Ruona, 2011). It is most often 

introduced with the intention of improving a situation by purposefully altering its existing state, 

or ‘status quo’. Through the evolvement of change research there has been made a distinction 

between change that is episodic, discontinuous, and intermittent, and change that is continuous, 

evolving, and incremental (Weick & Quinn, 1999). Of the former category, Kurt Lewin’s (1947) 

change theory is probably one of the most referred. His force-field model depicts planned change 

as a three-step procedure in which (1) a need for change is acknowledged and the current level is 

resolved, (2) a search for possible solutions takes place, and then finally (3) a reestablishment and 

anchoring of a new approach is completed. These steps are also more commonly referred to as 

the levels of unfreezing, moving, and refreezing (Lewin, 1947). In contrast to the episodic and 

discontinuous changes, other theories consider change moving in a circuit; continuously in 

transition, following the sequence freeze-rebalance-unfreeze (Weick & Quinn, 1999). These are 

characterized as small, but frequent, changes, making the employee exposed to ongoing 
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alterations. Although these types of changes may appear somewhat different, because of 

increasingly dynamic work environments, all organizations are under the influence of either 

(Choi & Ruona, 2011). 

Individuals are not passive recipients in a change process, but active participants who 

constantly evaluate and respond to occurrences in their environment (Choi & Ruona, 2011). 

Therefore, the organizational change literature has begun stressing the importance of individual 

change readiness (Armenakis et al., 2013; Jones, Jimmieson, & Griffiths, 2005; Holt et al., 2007; 

Choi and Ruona, 2011). It is similar to Lewin’s (1947) theory, reflecting the concept of 

unfreezing, and is understood as “a mindset that exists among employees during the 

implementation of organizational change” (Armenakis & Fredenberger, 1997, p. 144). The term 

comprises individual’s attitudes and beliefs regarding the change, which in turn affects their 

behavioral reactions to it (Choi & Ruona, 2011). Individuals consistently evaluate the costs and 

benefits of changing and can act upon these perceptions. If they perceive the costs to be larger 

than the possible benefits, they would more likely resist the change (Vakola, 2014), and work 

passively or actively against it (Burnes, 2015). These reactions include affective resistance (e.g. 

feeling agitated or anxious) and behavioral resistance (e.g. expressing concern, striking, sabotage) 

(Armenakis et al., 2013; Bouckenooghe et al., 2009). 

Consistent with Burnes’ (referred to in Arnold et al., 2010, p. 680) framework for change, 

the changes in which the police are now facing can be characterized as planned, with the focus on 

performance improvements by adjusting individuals’ attitudes and behaviors. These 

implementations are aiming at making changes at the individual and group level, with wider 

impact at the level of the organization. In addition, the structural alterations, through district 

mergers, are aimed at ensuring a more visible and available police force (Politiet, 2018).  

Distinguishing climate from culture  

To this day, more research has been related to elements of culture, than of climate. This 

also applies to research done within the Norwegian police (Lone et al., 2017). Existing literature 

use these terms almost interchangeably (Jung et al., 2009), and it is affected by uncertainties as to 

whether culture and climate represents different phenomena, or whether they in fact represents 

phenomena that are closely related but are examined from different viewpoints (Denison, 1996). 
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As the competing values framework (CVF) was originally intended to measure culture, not 

climate, this section will clarify some of the basic similarities and differences between them.  

Both phenomena address issues in relations to social contexts and holds features of 

multidimensionality (Jung et al., 2009). However, they differ in terms of their academic origin: 

culture is rooted in anthropological literature, while climate stems from Lewinian psychology 

(Kuenzi, 2008). As a natural consequence, this has influenced how these two concepts have been 

studied and measured; researchers of organizational culture have traditionally applied a 

qualitative approach, while organizational climate researches have applied a quantitative 

approach (Jung et al., 2009).  

Although these concepts are interconnected, they are to be regarded as separate terms; 

climate research focuses on the specific policies, practices, and procedures that employees within 

a given organizational context is subject to, whereas studies of organizational culture comprise 

the values, beliefs, and assumptions they experience (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2013). 

Climate encompassing both conditions of, and individual reactions to, the organization (Denison, 

1996). Thus, climate refers to observable attributes, while culture refers to implicit aspects 

(Cameron & Quinn, 2006). This way, climate is a manifestation of the organization’s culture, and 

together, these are factors that legitimizes and directs the organization’s work (McNabb & Sepic, 

1995). This thesis acknowledges the distinction between the concepts, but since the CVF as a 

measure of climate is still in its infancy, this thesis will also utilize literature on culture as a 

reference to climate.  

Organizational climate 

The scientific literature proposes different definitions of the term organizational climate, 

nevertheless, there is still some consensus regarding its basic content. Hellriegel and Slocum 

(1974) defines it as “a set of attributes which can be perceived about a particular organization 

and/or its subsystems, and that may be induced from the way that organization and/or its 

subsystems deal with their members and environment” (p. 256). When work climate research first 

came about, researchers were interested in a broad global conceptualization of the term and how 

it influences employees within a given work environment. However, whether the phenomenon 

reflected organizational conditions or individual perceptions, was not agreed upon. Consequently, 
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theoretical and methodological issues arose, and the lack of consensus regarding its definition 

and content as a molar construct led to a serious decline in interest (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009). 

In an attempt to resolve this debate, a distinction have been made between psychological- 

and organizational climate. Psychological climate is the individual’s perceptions of the work 

environment, and when these perceptions are shared among members within the workplace, they 

become aggregated and called organizational climate (Kuenzi, 2008). Researchers have also 

made a distinction between a global climate approach and a facet-specific climate approach. The 

focal approach is concerned with climates that are related to specific aspects of the organizational 

context. For instance, service, safety, ethical, learning and training climates, falls within this 

category (Kuenzi, 2008; Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Patterson et al., 2005; Schneider et al., 

2013). The latter, training climate, will be reviewed in more detail in the next section. Which 

focal approach is favored depends on the investigative interest as it is found to be linked to 

specific outcomes (Kuenzi, 2008), but the global approach is advantageous in terms of predicting 

broader outcomes, and is convenient in terms of providing information about how the 

organization function and operate (Kuenzi, 2008; Patterson et al., 2005).  

The competing values framework. The CVF is a three-dimensional framework 

representing basic dilemmas of organizational life (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). The first value 

dimension is related to organizational focus; having an internal focus means emphasizing the 

development of the individuals within the organization, whereas having an external focus means 

emphasizing the development of the organization itself. The second value dimension is related to 

the organization’s preferences for either flexibility and discretion, or stability and control. Within 

the framework there exists a third set of competing values, related to organizational means and 

ends; whether the organization emphasizes on the actual process versus having a greater concern 

for the outcome (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). Overall, the four different quadrants depict 

different climate models. These are human relations climate (HR), internal process climate (IP), 

open system climate (OS), and rational goal climate (RG), all of which represents different focal 

points within an organization (see figure 1). These mapped characteristics represents distinct 

features of the work environment, all affecting the working psychology of each employee. 
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Figure 1. The competing values framework. 

Collected from Quinn & Rohrbaugh (1983). A spatial model of effectiveness criteria: Towards a competing values 

approach to organizational analysis. Management Science, 29(3) 363-377.  

Within the first climate quadrant, the HR climate, shared values and common goals are 

weighted, and the importance of morale, cohesion and collaboration is stressed as means for 

developing human resources (Lone et al., 2017). The organizational focus lies internally and a 

great deal of flexibility is preferred: employees are given autonomy, considerable influential 

power, and are encouraged to share information across different levels throughout the 

organization (Yu & Wu, 2009). The long-term benefits of human resources development are 

emphasized (Hooijberg & Petrock, 1993). An example item from this measure is: “Employees 

develop supportive, positive working relationships among department members”. 

Within the second quadrant, the IP climate, the focus lies internally, but in contrast to 

human relations climate, there is a higher preference for control, formal rules and procedures. 

There is a clear organizational structure where the role of information management and 

communication is stressed as means for achieving organizational stability and control (Lone et 

al., 2017; Yu & Wu, 2009). Well-established and predictable conditions, relative to who does 
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what and when, are recognized as safe and preferable. An example item is: “Rules and policies 

are clearly communicated to department members.”.  

The third quadrant, the OS climate, represents an outward focus, where flexibility and 

innovation are preferred. This is a change-oriented work environment where the organization is 

apt to be responsive to the needs of external forces, being the customers and the marketplace in 

general (Lone et al., 2017). Because of this, the work environment is often considered to be a 

temporary institution, which is resolved whenever organizational tasks are fulfilled, and reloaded 

rapidly with the emergence of each new task (Yu & Wu, 2009). Within this climate, management 

supports and encourages new ideas and innovative approaches and will consecutively review 

strategies and work processes in order to adapt to the wider environment (Lone et al., 2017; Yu & 

Wu, 2009). An example item is: “Employees are able to adapt to new demands when they arise”. 

The fourth quadrant, the RG climate, represents a strong future-oriented work 

environment where planning and goal setting is stressed as means for achieving productivity and 

efficiency. The organization is said to have a ‘market focus’, meaning they have more focus on 

transactions done with the external environment than the internal conditions. Being competitive 

is highly appreciated if not regarded necessary for achieving desired results and above all; profit 

(Yu & Wu, 2009). An example item from this measure is: “It is important that we plan for the 

future”. To learn more about the different value orientations, see Kuenzi, 2008; Lone et al., 2017; 

Patterson et al., 2005; Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983; and Yu & Wu, 2009.  

Although these models appear mutually competing, organizations do not have a singular 

climate but rather multiple simultaneous climates (Schneider, Erhart, & Macey, 2013): these 

different aforementioned climate types aren’t mutually exclusive, but coexist, forming a unique 

organizational structure. It is competing in a way which means that if values on one side of the 

dimension is highly weighted, less weight is given the values on the corresponding dimension. 

Human relations contrasts with rational goal, and internal process contrasts with open system 

(Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). These differences can vary as a result of differences in the type of 

work employees do and the conditions they face. There are for instance specific climate types 

that are especially expedient in a police organization (see Lone et al., 2017), but which may not 

be as important in another work environment. However, any effective organization need to 
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balance between them, and at any given time there are likely to be tradeoffs (Quinn & 

Rohrbaugh, 1983). 

Training climate 

A positive training climate is a specific type of climate in which the social system 

encourages and supports development activities, and that facilitates the resources necessary for 

employees to acquire and use knowledge and skills (Tracey & Tews, 2005). As the complexity of 

the work environment increases, so does the importance of training. And organizational learning 

has, relative to this notion, “become more of a need rather than a choice” (García-Morales, 

Jiménez-Barrionuevo and Gutiérrez-Gutiérrez, 2012, p. 1041). Kozlowski and Hults (1987) 

argues that having a climate that encourages individual development is a key factor for ensuring 

competent and up-to-date personnel which in turn helps the organization stay relevant in a 

competitive market. This fits the notion of Tracey and Tews (2005) which is that “training 

climate may not only influence individual performance improvements that are due to training but 

also the degree to which such improvements become institutionalized and reflected in unit-level 

performance measure” (p. 354). This way, a positive training climate influences both individual 

(horizontal) transfer, as well as organizational (vertical) transfer of learned skills (Tracey & 

Tews, 2005).  

The general training climate scale. The original general training climate scale (GTCS) 

was developed by Tracey and his colleagues as a means of identifying potential obstacles to 

training success, as well as providing a valid measure of training effectiveness by linking 

perceptions about the work environment to learning outcomes (referred to in Tracey & Tews, 

2005). They focus on the support aspect of knowledge acquisition; both the social support that is 

found in the people surrounding them, and the physical alignment of activities that are designed 

to promote learning. Social support refers to the accessibility of other individuals to turn to for 

information, encouragement, comfort or reassurance, which in itself have been proven helpful to 

individuals coping with organizational change (Dahl, 2011; Wanberg & Banas, 2000). In 

addition, the opportunity to make use of knowledge in a practical manner, as is evident through 

the offering of training programs, is also acknowledged as an important part of a positive training 

climate. This way, the concept summarizes environmental criteria that are salient for the 

effectiveness and transfer of training programs (Tracey & Tews, 2005).   
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The original GTCS consists of three dimensions: (a) managerial support; (b) job support; 

and (c) organisational support (Tracey & Tews, 2005). In this study, a fourth dimension was 

added; (d) co-worker support. These are four different sources of support assumed to have an 

impact on training outcome. Each dimension has five respective items in the measure.  

Managerial support “reflects the extent to which supervisors and managers encourage on-

the-job learning, innovation, and skill acquisition and provide recognition to employees in 

support of these activities” (Tracey & Tews, 2005, p. 358). Leaders are a central part of an 

organization’s social system. Traditionally, managers are viewed as delegates, directing and 

controlling their staff’s activities, providing the resources and the information that they need to 

do their job (Arnold et al., 2010; Shane, 2010). Through a social learning perspective, managers 

act as models, advocating the right attitudes and behaviors (Arnold et al., 2010). Managers play a 

role in creating a common climate perception, serving as an interpretive filter of processes and 

procedures (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989). For instance, the signals management sends regarding 

the value of training and development opportunities, as well as professional growth, may affect 

employees’ attitude and behavior towards training (Tracey & Tews, 2005), the application of 

learned skills (Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001), as well as training transfer (Nijman, Nijhof, 

Wognum, & Veldkamp, 2006). A sample item from the measure of manager support is: 

“supervisors match associates’ needs for personal and professional development with 

opportunities to attend training”.   

Co-worker support represents to which degree employees believe their co-workers 

encourage and value knowledge development. It also encompasses to which degree employees 

feel their co-workers engage in knowledge sharing through post-training discussions. Through 

knowledge sharing, employees can positively affect co-workers training experience, and 

contribute to the effectiveness of their organization as knowledge are a basis for competitive 

advantage (Argote & Ingram, 2000). This dimension is not a part of the original GTCS but was 

added for the purpose of this research. Employees within the police force rarely work 

unaccompanied, and thus, teamwork and peer relationships are an important part of their daily 

work context, and cooperation is considered a prerequisite for carrying out work tasks (Glomseth, 

Gottschalk, & Solli-Sæther, 2007). In addition, support is also formalized through training in 
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which employees can learn to be counselors for their co-workers, and to give advice about daily 

work-related issues (Berg, Hem, Lau, Håseth, & Ekeberg, 2005).  

The concept of knowledge sharing, an important part of police work (Gottschalk, 2007; 

Lone et al., 2017), is accounted for within this dimension. Sample items from the measure of co-

worker support is: “employees at this unit encourage each other to apply new knowledge or 

skills” and “if someone has attended training or courses, the content is later discussed with 

colleagues at this unit” (freely translated from the original Norwegian wording). 

The third dimension representing to which degree the job is designed to promote 

continuous learning, are a part of the organization’s technical system (Tracey & Tews, 2005). A 

sample item from this measure is: “work assignments include opportunities to learn new 

techniques and procedures for improving performance”.  

The last dimension, organizational support, corresponds to which degree policies, 

procedures and practices within the organization substantiates the importance of training. Are the 

employees rewarded for initiating use of newly acquired knowledge? And do they perceive to 

have the resources necessary for acquiring this knowledge? These are integrated issues of this 

dimension (Tracey & Tews, 2005). A sample item from this measure is: “this organization offers 

excellent training programs”.  

“The primary mission of any police force in the world is to protect life and property, 

preserve law and order and prevent and detect crime” (Luen & Al-Hawamdeh, 2001, p. 312). 

Police officers encounter varying situations, concerning social, legal, and political issues, and the 

amount of knowledge they need to efficiently access, assimilate, and make use of, is immense 

(Glomseth et al., 2007; Luen & Al-Hawamdeh, 2001). Gottschalk (2007) defines the police force 

as a problem-solving organization, and Luen and Al-Hawamdeh (2001) emphasize that police 

officers need to be proficient knowledge workers. In line with the implemented reform (NOU 

2013:9, 2013), there’s an increased focus within the Norwegian police on building competent 

workers capable of meeting the challenges of today's police force. The need for a perceived 

positive training climate is therefore evident, both in terms of being able to effectively perform 

their daily duties, but also as means of achieving the desired change objectives.  
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Measuring police climate 

There exists considerable debate on how the concept of work climate should be 

operationalized and measured. Although researchers have embraced the quantitative approach 

(Jung et al., 2009), several models have been developed with a varying number of dimensions, 

both unidimensional and multidimensional (Kuenzi, 2008). Due to the lack of a strong theoretical 

foundation, Kuenzi (2008) has developed a measure of global climate that includes four distinct 

climate types corresponding to the four quadrants in the CVF as developed by Quinn and 

Rohrbaugh (1983). This framework has since been utilized as a foundation for identifying climate 

in the Norwegian police (e.g. Koritzinsky, 2015; Lone et al., 2017).  

Development of hypothesis 

The influence of organisational climate on readiness for change  

Due to the multidimensional nature of the CVF, it is wise to consider the possibility that 

some climate dimensions, and their respective core values, would be better predictors than others 

in relations to individual readiness for change (Kuenzi, 2008). However, the CVF is a composite 

framework, and thus, all four climate variables are included in this study. Change do not occur in 

in a vacuum, rather, it evolves in, and are in constant interaction with the environment in which it 

is implemented. The idea is that the context of daily work, here conceptualized as inherent 

organizational values and their structural characteristics, may impact how change is implemented, 

and consequently employees’ level of change readiness.  

Within the internal-external continuum, an organization that holds strong HR values 

would stress the development and well-being of its employees when confronting change (Kuenzi, 

2008). Research have confirmed the linkage between perceptions of HR values to higher levels of 

readiness for change (Jones et al., 2005). Furthermore, structures corresponding with the HR 

climate (supportive and participative conditions) have been found to be linked to lower levels of 

change resistance (Burnes & James, 1995), a concept closely related to change readiness 

(Armenakis et al., 1993). Based on these findings, the following hypothesis is proposed:   

H1a. There is a positive direct relationship between HR climate and readiness for change.  

The internal process climate stresses the role of information management and 

communication as means to achieve stability and control (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). There’s 
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abundant consensus regarding the importance of communication in successful change 

implementation. According to Armenakis, Harris and Mossholder (1993), communication is one 

of two necessary means for creating individual change readiness, as this will increase their 

willingness to accept and participate in the change process. However, the communication 

strategies associated with the internal process profile does not correspond well with the 

communication strategies needed to increase change readiness (Gifford, Zammuto, Goodman, & 

Hill, 2002), as this requires less rigid control, and greater openness to innovation and creativity. 

Therefore, a negative relationship is hypothesized:   

H1b. There is a negative direct relationship between IP climate and readiness for change.  

Organizations dominated by open system values are considered more flexible in nature 

(Haffar, Al-Karaghouli, & Ghoneim, 2014). It is defined as a more dynamic, entrepreneurial and 

creative place to work where commitment to innovation and experimentation is at the core of any 

assignments (Cameron & Quinn, 2006). Hence, change is arguably embedded in the climate 

model (Lone et al., 2017; Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). The workplace is considered a temporary 

institution where frequent alterations are a part of daily life; being ready is not a choice, but 

rather a necessity. In addition, Eby, Adams, Russell, and Gaby (2000) provides empirical 

evidence that flexible organizational policies and procedures are positively related to readiness 

for change. Based on these findings, a positive relationship is hypothesized:  

H1c. There is a positive direct relationship between OS climate and readiness for change.  

One of the major focal points of the rational goal climate is the attention given to planning 

and goalsetting. Rafferty & Griffin (2006) have provided empirical support that systematically 

planning for change reduces uncertainty, making implementation more predictable, which in turn 

can affect employee’s level of readiness (Caldwell, 2013). In addition, Lone Nilsen (2018) found 

a positive relationship between CVF’s rational goal model and change readiness, which may 

imply that there are values within the model that concur with increased change readiness.  

The rational goal model has been found salient in the Norwegian police organization, and 

positively linked to enhanced investigative performance (Lone et al., 2017). Due to the fact that 

investigative performance is one of the major issues of police work, and an important end goal of 
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the ongoing change implementations, this thesis will utilize their research and propose the RG 

climate model as a predecessors of individual change readiness:  

H1d. There is a positive direct relationship between RG climate and readiness for change.  

The influence of organisational climate on training climate   

Training climate has a specific focus on learning and innovation, a trait that can be found 

within the CVF. Although the molar climate model and the facet-specific climate model may 

share many basic similarities, they have been proven to be empirically distinct from one another 

and are thus considered separate constructs (Kuenzi, 2008). Other than this, no studies have, to 

this authors knowledge, tried to establish a relationship between the various models within the 

CVF and a positive training climate utilizing the GTCS.  

It could arguably be specific values within the four models of the CFV that corresponds to 

the aspects of a positive training climate as defined by the GTCS. The human relations model 

seems to be the most obvious relevant model, as human resource development (recruiting, 

training, and motivating employees) is a core concern (Kuenzi, 2008). Development 

opportunities are an explicit part of the HR model (e.g. “each employee has opportunities for 

professional development at this unit”), and there is a great emphasis on building trusting 

relationships alongside employee skills (Patterson et al., 2005), which evokes participation, 

teamwork and cohesiveness (Tseng, 2010).  

As training is an integrated part of the model (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983), the hypotheses 

will assume that support in training will be consistent across all levels of the organization, and 

thus, a positive relationship is proposed between all dimensions of the GTCS:  

H2a. There is a positive relationship between HR climate and perceived managerial 

support in training. 

H2b. There is a positive relationship between HR climate and perceived co-worker 

support in training. 

H2c. There is a positive relationship between HR climate and perceived job support in 

training. 
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H2d. There is a positive relationship between HR climate and perceived organizational 

support in training. 

The internal process climate stresses control, order and uniformity (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 

1983). Established procedures are highly valued, as is formalized and precise communication, 

which is not suitable for knowledge conversion, as the formalized environment will have a 

negative effect on information utilization (Tseng, 2010). Informal working relationships are not 

ideal for cooperation and knowledge sharing. The dynamic social processes through which 

employees enhance and renew their knowledge are an important part of knowledge creation and 

transfer (Gray & Densten, 2005). Knowledge sharing is an important part of a positive training 

climate, as is explicitly stated through survey items (e.g. “if someone has attended training or 

courses, the content is later discussed with colleagues at this unit”).  

Traditional values are a central part of the model (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983), which has 

been found to correlate negatively with both training and performance feedback (Patterson et al., 

2005). Because of this, a negative relationship will be hypothesized between all dimensions of 

the GTCS:  

H3a. There is a negative relationship between IP climate and perceived managerial 

support in training. 

H3b. There is a negative relationship between IP climate and perceived co-worker 

support in training. 

H3c. There is a negative relationship between IP climate and perceived job support in 

training. 

H3d. There is a negative relationship between IP climate and perceived organizational 

support in training. 

The open system climate is defined as dynamic, entrepreneurial, and creative; 

commitment to experimentation and innovation is highly valued (Cameron & Quinn, 2006, p. 

66). This way, training can be viewed as an important part of staying up to date and competitive 

in the larger market. Furthermore, growth and resource acquisition are important, which can, in 

an organizational context, be achieved through training. Therefore, the following is hypothesized:  
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H4a. There is a positive relationship between OS climate and perceived managerial 

support in training. 

H4b. There is a positive relationship between OS climate and perceived co-worker 

support in training. 

H4c. There is a positive relationship between OS climate and perceived job support in 

training.  

H4d. There is a positive relationship between OS climate and perceived organizational 

support in training. 

Consistent with Kuenzis (2008) findings, the present study will also make predictions 

about a positive relationship between rational goal climate and training climate. The rational goal 

climate values performance feedback, goal clarity, and goal achievement, all showing positive 

correlations with training (Patterson et al., 2005). In addition, being externally oriented, and 

driven by productivity, assumptions about the vast importance of knowledge development can be 

made. Therefore, all relationships are hypothesized as being positive:  

H5a. There is a positive relationship between RG climate and perceived managerial 

support in training. 

H5b. There is a positive relationship between RG climate and perceived co-worker 

support in training. 

H5c. There is a positive relationship between RG climate and perceived job support in 

training. 

H5d. There is a positive relationship between RG climate and perceived organizational 

support in training. 

The influence of a perceived training climate on individual readiness for change 

As a means of dealing with the increasing pace of change, employee training and 

development has gained more focus (Arnold et al., 2010; Choi & Ruona, 2011). Knowledge 

acquisition and sharing is evidently an important part of police work, and training is considered a 

means of generating value, which in turn will increase individuals’ capabilities in facing 

demanding situations (Luen & Al-Hawamdeh, 2001). Consistent with the job demands-resources 
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model, both emotional and instrumental support can be perceived as important resources in 

facing the demands imposed by the change (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). 

The training climate is comprised of different social cues believed to impact both vertical 

and horizontal transfer of learned skills (Tracey & Tews, 2005). For instance, employees’ 

perceptions regarding task constraints and access to the right equipment, which is highly affected 

by management, may influence both the experience of the actual training as well as the training 

outcome (Noe & Schmitt, 1986). Managers can be identified as change agents in the 

organizational change process, as they are involved in changing the targets beliefs, attitudes, 

intentions, and ultimately their behavior towards the change (Armenakis et al., 1993; Furst & 

Cable, 2008). 

Through a social information processing perspective, one important source of information 

is the person's immediate social environment. This does not only relate to managers, but also to 

the extended organization and co-workers (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Eby et al. (2000) found 

organizational support and trust in peers to be positively related to readiness for change. This 

relation was estimated through the correlation between social support and lower emotional 

exhaustion scores. These findings made them conclude that supportive colleagues may play an 

important role in employee’s efforts to cope with the stress that is related to organizational 

change. Drawing upon social exchange theory and the norm of reciprocity (Gigliotti, Vardaman, 

Marshall, & Gonzalez, 2019), it can be also argued that perceived support from the organization 

elicits an obligation in employees to retaliate. 

In sum; employees within a learning organization will more likely embrace continuous 

change (Choi & Ruona, 2011), and “learning plays a key role in preparing people for, and 

allowing them to cope with, change” (Arnold et al., (2010), p.672). Thus, these four social cues 

are hypothesized to positively predict individual change readiness: 

H6a. Perceived managerial support in training has a significant positive effect on 

employees’ readiness for change. 

H6b. Perceived co-worker support in training has a significant positive effect on 

employees’ readiness for change. 
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H6c. Perceived job support in training has a significant positive effect on employees’ 

readiness for change. 

H6d. Perceived organizational support in training has a significant positive effect on 

employees’ readiness for change. 

The mediating effect of training climate 

In line with the reform, the importance of building and maintaining a competent 

workforce within the police have been greatly emphasized in recent years (Christensen et al., 

2018). The previous discussions have emphasized that a positive training climate might be 

facilitated by certain inherent values within the four climate models. In addition, it has also been 

suggested that a positive training climate might be a facilitator for individual change readiness. 

Given that training climate have been found to be statistically related to both organizational 

climate and readiness for change, we can proceed to argue that training climate may have an 

intermediary effect. 

H7a-d. There is an indirect effect of human relations climate on individual readiness for 

change through managerial-, co-worker-, job-, and organizational support in training.   

H8a-d. There is an indirect effect of internal process climate on individual readiness for 

change through managerial-, co-worker- job-, and organizational support in training.  

H9a-d. There is an indirect effect of open system climate on individual readiness for 

change through managerial-, co-worker-, job-, and organizational support in training.  

H10a-d. There is an indirect effect of rational goal climate on individual readiness for 

change through managerial-, co-worker-, job-, and organizational support in training.  
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Figure 1. Graphical representation of the hypothesized relations among variables 
Note: Hypotheses H7a through H10d are not displayed in the figure but concerns the indirect effect of all models 

within the CVF on change readiness through manager support, co-worker support, job support, and organizational 

support.  

Method 

Research project 

This thesis is a part of a larger research project carried out in collaboration between the 

Department of Research at the Norwegian Police University College and the Department of 

Psychology at the University of Oslo. The Norwegian police force are undergoing major changes, 

and as a part of the ongoing change process, the aim of this project is to investigate 

organizational climate factors in relations to individual readiness for change.  

Procedure. The data was collected in collaboration between the Norwegian Police 

University College and the Psychological Institute at the University of Oslo. The survey was 

distributed digitally May 2018, and all participants received an e-mail from the chief of police in 

their district prior to the survey, containing information about the research project. This included 

the purpose of the study, that participation was fully voluntary, and that there was both practical 

and theoretical benefits related to their contribution. At the time of the gathering, the district was 

undergoing major structural changes, and employees were adapting to the new conditions.  
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Subjects. An invitation was sent via e-mail to a total of 1005 employees within the same 

district in Norway. Of the 1005 potential participants, a total of 62 responded with a long-term 

absence, and would not be able to participate in the project. Of the remaining 943 potential 

candidates, a total of 216 participants answered with a full completion of the survey, which 

yielded a response rate of 23 %. The total sample consists of police employees, lawyers and 

civilians (e.g. administration). Respondents were asked to provide information regarding their 

gender, age, and in which field, district, service unit, and section they belonged. They were also 

asked whether they had leadership responsibilities, in which the participants responded upon a 

Yes/No format.  

Of the total number of participants, approximately 57 % were male (n=122), and 43% 

were female (n=93). Most of the respondents (n=147) were between 40 and 60 years old: 

between 40-43 (approximately 11%), 44-47 (13%), 48-51 (approximately 22%), 52-55 

(approximately 10%), 56-59 (approximately 13%), totalling at just above 68%. A total of 29% 

(n=61) reported to have some type of leadership responsibility and decision-making authority at 

their workplace, of these, 50 were male and 11 were female. The most frequent job tenure among 

the subjects within this police district were between 1-5 years (approximately 17%), between 6-

10 (approximately 14%), and 11-15 years (approximately 15%), totalling at just above 46%.  

Measurement of theoretical constructs  

The complete survey contained a total of 146 individual items divided between 10 distinct 

measures. This thesis is based on three of these measures, including a total of 56 individual items. 

Organizational climate is a relatively established measure, while both training climate and change 

readiness are obtained using additional items. An English translation is provided for a selection 

of the items in previous sections. Demographic variables, although mentioned, are not included in 

the assessment of the results.  

Organizational Climate. The organizational climate construct was assessed using a 29-

item scale, distributed between human relations climate (8 items), internal process climate (7 

items), open system climate (7 items), and rational goal climate (7 items). The scale is based on 

Kuenzi’s (2008) global work climate, as well as the Competing Values Framework (Quinn & 

Rohrbaugh, 1983). All items were rated on a 5-point categorical Likert scale, with response 

choice alternatives ranging from 1: “do not agree at all” to 5: “agree completely, where 3 is 
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considered neutral, or indecisive. Cronbach’s alpha was estimated to be α=.87 for human 

relations climate, α=.88 for internal process climate, α=.88 for open system climate, and α=.87 

for rational goal climate, thus displaying satisfactory reliability.  

Training Climate. The training climate was assessed using the general training climate 

scale (GTCS; Tracey & Tews, 2005). This is a composite index of dimensions concerning 

perceived managerial support (5 items), perceived job support (5 items), perceived organizational 

support (5 items), and perceived co-worker support (5 items). The three former dimensions 

constitutes the original general training climate scale while the latter was included in this specific 

study.  

The GTCS is based on reviews of the climate, culture, and training literatures, as well as 

interviews and observations done in a 1995-study (Tracey & Tews, 2005). The original measure 

included 24 items categorized into five dimensions: job challenge (5 items), supervisory support 

(5 items), peer support (5 items), managerial policies and procedures (4 items), and overall 

continuous learning culture (5 items). However, a series of factor analyses failed to support this 

model, and as a result, the scale was abbreviated to include only 15 items distributed over three 

dimensions. Due to the inclusion of a dimension covering co-worker support, this study is 

conducted using four dimensions. Response choice alternatives ranged from 1: “do not agree at 

all” to 5: “agree completely”. Cronbach’s alpha was estimated to be α=.78 for managerial 

support, α=.74 for co-worker support, α=.87 for job support, and α=.85 for organizational 

support.  

Change readiness. Since research has demonstrated the importance of individual 

readiness for change as an important predictor of successful change implementation (Vakola, 

2014), it is chosen as an outcome variable for this present research paper. Individual readiness for 

change were assessed using a scale developed by Vakola (2014), which in turn is based on 

existing literature on readiness for change (Holt et al., 2007). Vakola (2014) originally proposed a 

20-item scale but was during a reduction process abbreviated to include six items believed to 

“more closely capture the essence” of its definition (p. 200). A seventh item were included in the 

study as it is believed to capture change self-efficacy. The original seven-point scale is reduced to 

a 5-point scale, ranging from 1: “do not agree at all” to 5: “agree completely”. The scale 

displayed acceptable reliability with α=.85.  
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Analysis 

Preliminary analysis. A preliminary analysis was conducted in preparation for the SEM-

analysis. The data was evaluated for normality, evaluating the degrees of skewness and kurtosis. 

The mean, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha, and zero order correlations of the constructs 

are also accounted for in the result section.  

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted using IBM SPSS 25.0 on both measures of 

training climate and change readiness. This was to determine if the number of factors used in the 

current sample was consistent with those found in previous studies. Since the original GTCS is 

supplemented with an additional dimension, and the individual readiness for change scale is 

supplemented with an additional item, an EFA was considered necessary as it is appropriate for 

investigating measurement equivalence on scales that are not well used.  

Sample size. Although the response rate is seemingly low (n=216), it is considered 

acceptable in structural equation modeling (Fan, Thompson, & Wang, 1999; Kline, 2011). Any 

missing data connected to the surveys were eliminated during an initial data screening and are not 

included in the analysis.  

Structural equation modeling (SEM). The analysis was conducted using structural 

equation modelling (SEM) through IBM AMOS 25.0. SEM has become a regularly used method 

for representing dependency, or causal, relations in multivariate data in social sciences (Fan et 

al., 1999; McDonald & Ho, 2002). It is a confirmatory analysis exploiting a combination of 

statistical methodological approaches such as factor analysis and multiple regression, with the 

goal of figuring out what sorts of predictor (exogenous) variables explain variance in one or more 

outcome (endogenous) variables (McDonald & Ho, 2002).  

SEM-analyses include the construction of a measurement model, representing a set of 

observable variables as multiple indicators of a smaller set of latent variables, and a path model, 

which describes the relations of dependency between the latent variables. Combined, these two 

constitutes what is more commonly referred to as a structural model, the theoretical model one 

seeks to investigate (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988 Brown, 2006; McDonald & Ho, 2002). This 

method allows the investigator to examine the relationship between several latent variables 

simultaneously (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). Different estimates are evaluated to 

determine how well the theorised model represents the observed data, and based on these 
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estimates, the model is either accepted, adjusted, or rejected. To improve model fit, the model 

needs to be modified, thereby estimating the most likely relationship between variables.  

SEM fit statistics. There are several indicators available to assess the model’s goodness 

of fit, and there exists considerable confusion regarding their appropriate use (Kline, 2011). As 

Fan et al. (1999) notes: “the main reason for this situation is that different types of fit indexes 

were developed under different theoretical rationales, and there does not seem to exist one fit 

index that meets all our expectations for an ideal fit index” (p. 58). Furthermore, criterion levels 

regarding what constitutes an “acceptable” or “good” fit may vary depending on sample size and 

number of indicators (McDonald & Ho, 2002). SEM relies highly on human judgement and will 

therefore reflect the researcher’s domain knowledge and personal values (Kline, 2011). To avoid 

false judgement, fit statistics should be interpreted with caution, and as objective as possible. 

Following the recommendations presented by SEM-literature (Kline, 2011), this paper reports the 

following fit measures: chi-square and degrees of freedom, Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Standardized Root Mean Square 

Residual (SRMR). This is in line with the criteria set by Brown (2006), which states that at least 

one index from each fit class (absolute, parsimonious, comparative) should be presented because 

each provides different information about the fit. 

The Chi-square test is a statistical method for evaluating the model and determines 

whether the postulated model can be attributed to the population. In contrast to traditional 

statistical procedures, one hopes to find a non-significant chi-square. The probability level tells 

us whether the model is significantly different than the null-hypothesis, and in a SEM-analysis, 

this should preferably be above .05. This is, however, difficult to obtain, and rarely happens 

(McDonald & Ho, 2002). Therefore, it is also recommended that the chi-square value should be 

less than three times the degrees of freedom to indicate a good model fit (Bordia, Hunt, Paulsen, 

Tourish, & DiFonzo, 2004).   

The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is a badness-of-fit index, 

where values less than .05 indicates good fit, and values up to .08 indicates reasonable fit 

(McDonald & Ho, 2002). This value is sensitive to degrees of freedom and sample size; if these 

increase in size, the RMSEA decreases (Kline, 2011). The RMSEA is classified as a 

parsimonious fit index (Brown, 2006).  
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The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) compares how well the specified model fits the data 

relative to the null model where all the variables are uncorrelated. A CFI of .9 indicates that the 

model of interest improves the fit by 90% relative to the null model. The index has a range 

between 0-1.0, and the recommended cut-off for good fit is above .95, indicating a 95% fit 

improvement. This is classified as an incremental fit index (Brown, 2006; Hu & Bentler, 1999).  

Lastly, the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) is a measure of the mean 

absolute correlation residual, which is the overall difference between the observed and predicted 

correlations (Kline, 2011). The value should preferably be below .08 for acceptable fit (Brown, 

2006). The SRMR is classified as an absolute fit index, meaning it assess how well an a priori 

model reproduces the sample data (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  

Reliability and validity. Internal consistency and convergent validity are estimated by 

calculating composite reliability (CR) for each scale in the analysis. This is the ratio of explained 

variance over total variance, and values above .70 are regarded acceptable (Kline, 2011).  

Ethical considerations. This thesis follows the Norwegian Centre for Research data’s 

guidelines on national ethical standard for research including human beings. All answers are 

registered in TSD 2.0, a security system for registering, storing and analysing data. All 

participation was voluntary, and they could withdraw their consent at any time. They were also 

informed about the procedure in which the material was stored and processed, and that no 

individual answers would be disclosed.  

Results 

Preliminary and descriptive analysis  

Sample characteristics. Following the recommended lower and upper limit of -10.0 to 

20.0 for skewness and -3.0 to 3.0 for kurtosis (Kline, 2011), the results showed no problematic 

skewness for either variables connected to organizational climate, training climate, or change 

readiness. With regards to kurtosis, both human relations climate (1,376), open system climate 

(1,146), manager support (1,436), and readiness for change (2,365) were somewhat leptokurtic, 

but all within the recommended limit. An examination of the z-scores also underpin this 

conclusion. In addition to skewness and kurtosis, the mean, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s 

alpha are accounted for in the table below (Table 1). Cronbach’s alpha values above .7 are 
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considered acceptable, while values above .8 are considered very good (Kline, 2011). Note that 

all constructs, apart from organizational support, average above the response scale centre (3).  

Table 1 

Mean, standard deviation (SD), Cronbach’s alpha (α), skewness and kurtosis 

 Mean SD α Skew Skew 

SE 

Kurt Kurt 

SE 

1. CVF’s Human Relation 3,84 0,47 0,87 -,810 ,166 1,376 ,330 

2. CVF’s Internal Process 3,68 0,29 0,88 -,747 ,166 ,891 ,330 

3. CVF’s Open System 3,76 0,25 0,88 -,650 ,166 1,146 ,330 

4. CVF’s Rational Goal 3,44 0,53 0,87 -,328 ,166 ,224 ,330 

5. GTCS’s Manager Support 3,07 0,23 0,78 -,750 ,166 1,436 ,330 

6. GTCS’s Co-worker Support 3,76 0,24 0,74 ,006 ,166 -,382 ,330 

7. GTCS’s Job support 3,46 0,36 0,87 -,468 ,166 ,545 ,330 

8. GTCS’s Organizational Support 2,37 0,39 0,85 ,046 ,166 -,616 ,330 

9. Readiness for change 3,78 0,30 0,85 -,741 ,166 2,365 ,330 

There are especially strong correlations between all variables within the organizational 

climate construct (Table 2), which may impose some issues when conducting SEM as these 

might have low discriminant validity (Kline, 2011). The correlations between training climate 

variables are medium in strength, and the readiness for change construct displays moderate to low 

correlations with all former variables. All correlations are positive and significant.   

Table 2 

Zero-order correlations for all constructs 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

1. CVF’s Human 

Relation 

1         

2. CVF’s Internal 

Process 

,792 

** 

1        

3. CVF’s Open 

System 

,774 

** 

,761 

** 

1       

4. CVF’s Rational 

Goal 

,745 

** 

,783 

** 

,785 

** 

1      

5. GTCS’s 

Manager Support 

,651 

** 

,611 

** 

,535 

** 

,694 

** 

1     

6. GTCS’s Co-

worker Support 

,577 

** 

,489 

** 

,619 

** 

,616 

** 

,493 

** 

1    

7. GTCS’s Job 

Support 

,710 

** 

,660 

** 

,686 

** 

,776 

** 

,726 

** 

,655 

** 

1   

8. GTCS’s 

Organizational 

Support 

,467 

** 

,394 

** 

,365 

** 

,462 

** 

,470 

** 

,304 

** 

,493 

** 

1  

9. Readiness for 

change 

,265 

** 

,262 

** 

,363 

** 

,404 

** 

,244 

** 

,281 

** 

,340 

** 

,207 

** 

1 
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**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  

Due to high correlations between the latent variables in the study, multicollinearity was 

evaluated through examining the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) using IBM SPSS 25.0. All 

variables in the CVF showed values equal or above 3, which may be cause for concern when 

conducting a SEM analysis (Kock & Lynn, 2012). Multicollinearity refers to the extent a variable 

can be explained by other variables, making it difficult to define any variable’s effect, and 

thereby the interpretation of the results (Hair et al., 2010). 

Exploratory factor analysis. To investigate the factorial structure of the GTCS, all 20 

items of the instrument were subjected to an exploratory factor analysis with maximum 

likelihood estimation and oblique rotation (promax). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure was .863, 

thus verifying the sampling adequacy for the analysis, and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity reached 

significance (p<.000) indicated that the correlation structure was adequate for factor analysis. 

The results revealed some issues regarding the training climate construct; the results 

yielded a five-factor solution as the best fit (see table 3), which is one more than expected. While 

all items of the job support construct had higher loadings on the same factor, items connected to 

manager support, co-worker support, and organizational support had items loading on separate 

factors, including several cross loadings. Conducting the analysis using principal components and 

principal axis factoring yielded the same results and did not reveal any simplification of the 

structure. The results raise questions whether these dimensions in fact can be deemed separable, 

and whether the different indicators could be considered congeneric (Brown, 2006). However, for 

the purpose of this research, all complete dimensions will be included in the measurement model, 

and thereby utilize the CFA for possible item reductions.  

Table 3 

Exploratory factor analysis: Pattern matrix 

   Factors   

Items 1 2 3 4 5 

JS04 ,85     

JS03 ,82     

MS03 ,81     

MS01 ,76     

JS02 ,70     

JS05 ,69     

MS02 ,69     



ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE, TRAINING CLIMATE, AND CHANGE READINESS 

 

26 

 

CS05 ,67     

JS01 ,66     

CS01 ,58     

CS02 ,45     

OS02  ,99    

OS03  ,91    

OS01  ,54    

OS04   ,91   

OS05   ,85   

MS05    ,99  

MS04    ,85  

CS03     ,80 

CS04     ,76 

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. Factor loadings 

below .30 are not displayed. 

An additional EFA was conducted on the change readiness measure, but the results 

indicated no issues with the construct (KMO=.873, p<.000) as all items exclusively shared a 

common factor.   

Hypothesis testing using SEM 

Measurement model. The initial measurement model (Model 1) included all items as 

indicators for their respective latent variable with nondirected arcs between them, indicating there 

are underlying correlated disturbances. The yielded standardized estimates between items and 

their respective latent variable are interpreted as factor loadings, and the standardized estimates 

between the latent variables are interpreted as correlations. With the exception of a few items 

(HR3, MStc4, MStc5, CStc4, OStc4, RfC4), most items of the initial model had acceptable 

loadings (<.5) (Hair et al., 2010). However, as would be expected, all fit indices gave indications 

of a poor model fit. TLI and CFI were too low, and both RMSEA and SRMR exceeded their 

respective recommended limit. The Chi-square was significant, as expected due to sample size 

and the number of variables. However, the ci-square value was less than three times the degrees 

of freedom, which is an indication of good fit.  

Modifications were made to improve fit statistics. In addition to the removal of items with 

low loadings (<.5), several error terms were allowed to covary on the basis that they may share 

some unique variance attributable to other sources than the common factor. According to Brown 

(2006), any covariances between error terms needs justification (p. 46). Due to content similarity 

(the items share a common theme), error term covariances were placed between items IP1 and 
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IP2, IP5 and IP7, OS1 and OS2, RG1 and RG2, resulting in better fit statistics (Model 2). A 

summary of the modification steps is presented in the table below (Table 4), and a diagram of the 

resulting measurement model (Model 2) is attached in Appendix 2.   

Table 4 

Measurement model Goodness of Fit statistics 

 χ2 df χ2 /df CFI RMSEA SRMR Comments 

Model 1 3340,5* 1448 2,30 ,763 ,071 

[,07-,08] 

,0810 All items included 

Model 2 1422,9* 820 1,73 ,901 ,058 

[,05-,06] 

,0595 Items HR3, HR8, OS7, RG5, 

MStc4, MStc5, CStc3, CStc4, 

OStc4, OStc5, JStc1, RfC3 and 

RfC4 excluded + error 

covariances  

* Chi-square significant at the .000 level. 

After accomplishing an acceptable fit for the measurement model, the directed arcs 

between the latent variables, as specified in the hypothesis, are included. The structural model 

yield estimates between the latent variables which are interpreted as standardized regression 

coefficients, the estimates between the indicators and the latent variables are factor loadings, and 

the estimates connected to the nondirected arcs are correlations (Kline, 2011).  

As would be expected, the initial structural model had some multicollinearity issues (see 

Appendix 3). Due to high correlations between variables within the organizational climate 

constructs, covariances between them would yield several estimates above the absolute value 

>1.0, also referred to as Heywood cases, or illogical estimates (Kline, 2011). Multicollinearity 

refers to the extent one or more variables can be explained by other variables in the analysis, 

thereby complicating the interpretation of results as it is difficult to ascertain the effect any 

distinct variable might have (Hair et al., 2010). In addition to high inter-correlations among latent 

variables; specification errors, nonidentification, presence of outliers, a combination of a small 

sample size (e.g. N<100) and only two indicators per latent variable, are all plausible causes to 

this issue (Kline, 2011).  

To reduce the presence of Heywood cases, exploratory factor analyses were conducted to 

detect repetitive cross-loadings that might be the underlying cause. This was done using 

maximum likelihood estimation and oblique rotation (promax). Consistent with the correlation 
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matrix, internal process climate within the CVF had several items which consistently cross-

loaded when combined with other models. In addition, the job support dimension seemed to 

excessively overlap with variables within the CVF. Due to this overlap, the estimated parameters 

were too high, and the CVF’s climate models combined explained 92% of the variations in the 

job support dimension. As a result, these measures were removed from further analysis. Results 

of the exploratory factor analyses are presented in Appendix 4.  

The new measurement model showed acceptable fit statistics when allowing for 

covariances between OS1 and OS2, and RG1 and RG2, in addition to removal of items with low 

loadings. The finalized measurement model is attached in Appendix 5, and its goodness of fit 

statistics are presented in table 5.  

Table 5 

Measurement model Goodness of Fit Statistics post EFA 

  

χ2 

 

df 

 

χ2/df 

 

CFI 

RMSEA 

[CI1] 

 

SRMR 

 

Comments 

Model 3 735,3* 472 1,56 ,936 ,051  

[,04-,06] 

,0551 Constructs internal process and 

job support excluded.  

Items HR3, HR8, OS7, RG5, 

Mstc4, MStc5, CStc3, CStc4, 

OStc4, OStc5, and RfC4 

excluded + error covariances 
* Chi-square significant at the .000 level. 

Reliability and validity. The composite reliability (CR) was, except for co-worker 

support (CR=.69), above .70 for all constructs, thereby displaying satisfactory internal 

consistency and convergent validity; Human relations model (CR=.86), Open system model 

(CR=.88), Rational goal model (CR=.86), Manager support (CR=.88), Organizational support 

(CR=.88), and Readiness for change (CR=.86).  

Structural model. The finalized structural model had acceptable goodness of fit indices, 

similar to that of the measurement model, and were therefore retained (see table 6). The complete 

theorized model is presented in Figure 2.  

Table 6 

Structural model Goodness of Fit statistics  

  

χ2 

 

df 

 

χ2 /df 

 

CFI 

RMSEA 

[CI1] 

 

SRMR 

 

Comments 
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Model 3 753,4* 475 1,59 ,932 ,052 

[,04-,06] 

,0567 Items HR3, HR8, IP5, IP6, 

IP7, OS7, RG5, Mstc4, MStc5, 

CStc3, CStc4, OStc4, OStc5, 

and RfC4 excluded + error 

covariances 
* Chi-square significant at the .000 level. 

 

Figure 2. Structural model path diagram 
Note: Estimation Method: Maximum Likelihood. Displaying standardised coefficients. Circles represents latent 

variables, and rectangles represents observed variables (indicators of the latent constructs). The smaller circles 

connected to each indicator denotes error variance, while circles connected to latent variables denotes disturbance 

terms.  

Direct, indirect and total effect. Before estimating the indirect effect through the 

introduction of the mediators, the direct effects between the CVF’s climate models and readiness 

for change were examined. The direct effect between CVFs climate models and readiness is a 
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necessary precondition for estimating indirect effects. HR showed a negative direct effect (β=-

.17), while both OS (β=.16), and RG (β=.47) showed positive direct effects. However, only the 

estimated relationship between RG and readiness were significant (p<.01). Hence, hypotheses 

H1a and H1c are rejected, indicating there is a possibility of full mediation.  

Bootstrapping was executed using 2000 samples with a bias-corrected 95% confidence 

interval. Bootstrapping is done to test the significance of the indirect effects in the structural 

model (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Estimates of direct, indirect, and total effects between the 

remaining latent variables are displayed in table 7, both standardized and unstandardized. 

Table 7 

Estimates of direct, indirect and total effects between variables 

Endogenous variables 

 Manager support Co-worker support Organizational 

support 

Change readiness 

Causal 

variables 

b SE β b SE β b SE β b SE  95% 

CI 

β 

Human 

relations 

    

Direct .45* .17 .37 .21 .12 .26 .17 .15 .19 -.17 .13 [-2,0, 

.43] 

-.23 

Indirect  

(by MS) 

- - - - - - - - - -.05 .53 [-.49, 

.21] 

-.07 

Indirect  

(by CS) 

- - - - - - - - - .08 .34 [-.10 

,.63] 

.07 

Indirect  

(by OS) 

- - - - - - - - - .03 .04 [-.02, 

.16] 

.03 

Total .45* .17 .37 .21 .12 .26 .17 .15 .19 -.17 .13 [-.99, 

.12] 

-.24 

Open 

system 

    

Direct -.92* .33 -.53 -.12 .20 -.10 -.31 .25 -.24 .03 .27 [-3,8, 

1,3] 

.03 

Indirect  

(by MS) 

- - - - - - - - - .11 1,7 [-.27, 

4,0] 

.10 

Indirect  

(by CS) 

- - - - - - - - - -.17 .60 [-2,7, 

.16] 

-.10 

Indirect  

(by OS) 

- - - - - - - - - -.05 .09 [-.40, 

.03] 

-.04 

Total -.92* .33 -.53 -.12 .20 -.10 .31 .25 -.24 .10 .27 [-1,2, 

.63] 

.10 

Rational 

goal 

    

Direct 1.24** .28 .90 .66** .18 .70 .59** .22 .56 .52 .30 [-.72, 

5,2] 

.63 

Indirect  

(by MS) 

- - - - - - - - - -.15 1,3 [-2,8, 

.34] 

-.18 

Indirect  

(by CS) 

- - - - - - - - - .22 .73 [-.37, 

1,1] 

.18 
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Indirect  

(by OS) 

- - - - - - - - - .07 .08 [-.03, 

.33] 

.07 

Total 1.24** .28 .90 .66** .18 .70 .59** .22 .56 .53 .30 [.05, 

1,9] 

.63 

Manager 

support 

    

Direct - - - - - - - - - -.12 .09 [-.75, 

.60] 

-.20 

Co-worker 

support 

    

Direct - - - - - - - - - .18 .17 [-.97, 

.69] 

.20 

Organizati

onal 

support 

    

Direct - - - - - - - - - .06 .07 [-.10, 

.30] 

.08 

Note: b= unstandardized coefficients, SE= standard error, β= standardized coefficients, CI= Bias-corrected 

confidence interval, MS= manager support, CS= co-worker support, OS= organizational support,  

Number of bootstrap samples = 2000 

*Coefficient is significant at the 0.05 level 

**Coefficient is significant at the 0.001 level 

Modifications reduced the presence of Heywood cases in the model, however, few 

hypothesized relationships were significant. In addition, due to removal of the internal process 

model and the job support dimension, all related hypothesized relationships were rejected; 

internal process’ direct effect on readiness (H1b), the direct effect on all training climate 

dimensions (H3a through H3d), as well as all hypothesized indirect effects (H8a through H8d). 

All effects of job support were rejected, including the predicted relations to organizational 

climate (H2c, H3c, H4c, H5c), the possible direct effect on readiness (H6c), as well as the 

hypothesized intermediary effect on readiness (H7c, H8c, H9c, H10c).  

Of the remaining hypotheses, only five were significant (p<.05). Human relations model 

(H2a: β=.37) and rational goal model (H3a: β=.90) showed a positive direct effect on manager 

support, while open system model showed a negative direct effect on manager support (H4a: β.=-

.53). In addition, rational goal positively predicted both co-worker support (H3b: β=.70) and 

organizational support (H3d: β=.56).  

Regarding the intermediary effect, none were significant (p>.05). Thereby, all remaining 

hypotheses (H7a-d, H9a-d, and H10a-d) were discarded.   
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Discussion 

The aim of the current study was to investigate how different patterns of perceived 

organizational climate values are related to individual readiness for change, and whether these 

relationships can be explained by a perceived positive training climate, more specifically by 

either of the four different aspects of support as specified by Tracey and Tews (2005). To achieve 

these objectives, direct relationships were proposed between (1) CVF’s climate models and 

change readiness, (2) CVF’s climate models and training climate dimensions, and (3) training 

climate dimensions and change readiness. Additionally, an indirect effect of the four training 

climate dimensions between CVF’s four climate models and change readiness were 

hypothesized. By utilizing theory and previous research, ten clusters with a total of forty 

hypothesis were presented. These were examined in a sample of 216 participants from one 

district in Norway and tested through a structural equation model analysis.  

The preliminary analysis revealed high correlations within the organizational climate 

construct, raising questions about whether these models indeed have inherent competing or 

contradictory values. In addition, there were also high correlations between CVFs climate models 

and the training climate construct (the job support dimension in particular). An examination of 

the variation inflation factor confirmed this, as all variables within the CVF showed values equal 

to or above 3. There is little consensus within the literature about the acceptable threshold for VIF 

values, however, according to Kock & Lynn (2012), values as small as 3 could also be 

problematic.  

When investigating the factorial structure of the GTCS, results were not as expected, 

raising questions about whether it is appropriate to differentiate between dimensions when 

estimating the measurement model, as confirmatory factor analyses requires latent variables that 

load exclusively on appropriate factors (Pan, Ip, & Dubé, 2017). Tracey and Tews (2005) 

acknowledges in their work that the GTCS is lacking predictive validity, which may, at least in 

part, explain why the scale seems to behave differently with this dataset. Also, the additional 

dimension (co-worker support) may impact the overall factorial structure found by Tracey and 

Tews (2005), who initially merged the dimensions covering manager support and co-worker 

support as these largely seemed to share a common factor. However, allowing dimensions of the 

GTCS to be represented by a single factor would mean to discard the hypotheses.  
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Although the goodness fit statistics of the measurement model were reasonable and 

therefore accepted, each attempt to include directed paths between the latent variables yielded 

estimates above 1, verifying the initial concern about multicollinearity. This can lead to 

inaccurate estimates, meaning regression coefficients might be inflated or deflated, resulting in 

both type I and type II error (Klein, 2011; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Thus, the ability to accurately 

define any variable’s effect will be diminished (Hair et al., 2010).  

 Several steps were taken to reduce the presence of Heywood cases in the model; a six-

factor model where all indicators of training climate were merged to represent one factor did not 

produce a better model, not in terms of model fit or collinearity. In addition, mediators were 

removed from the model and added one at a time in several innings without success. Exploratory 

factor analyses were also conducted to detect cross-loadings that might have been the underlying 

cause (see Appendix 4), but unfortunately, item reduction did not improve the model either. An 

inspection of the correlation matrix, the VIF values, the EFA results, and the structural model, 

indicated that the most problematic variables were internal process climate and the job support 

dimension. Consistent with recommendations (Kline, 2011), these were then removed from the 

model. By eliminating variables, the presence of Heywood cases was diminished, but by no 

means were collinearity issues completely resolved. Further, constraining non-significant directed 

effects to zero to reduce unnecessary ‘noise’, yielded only more non-significant relationships. 

The resulting model presented in figure 2 proved to be the best alternative.  

Post hoc modifications are questionable, as SEM analyses are strictly theory driven, 

meaning all modifications to the model must be theoretically acceptable (Kline, 2011). Should 

these results be used as evidence against the model? The answer is: both. There are several 

possible explanations for the occurrence of Heywood cases. Firstly, there might be specification 

error, in which the relevant variables or paths are omitted (Hair et al., 2010). Secondly, there 

might be outliers in the data not accounted for in the preliminary analysis. Although all values 

fell within the recommended limit (Kline, 2011), several constructs were found to be somewhat 

leptokurtotic. Thirdly, the sample size-to-parameters ratio might also enhance the likelihood of 

Heywood cases when there are too many parameters in combination with a small sample (Kline, 

2011). Lastly, high inter-correlations between the latent constructs, which is already 

acknowledged, is also a potential cause.  
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Although these results might be biased due to high collinearity. The next section presents 

a discussion of the general findings. Predicted relationships including internal process climate 

and job support are excluded from further discussions as they were removed from the model.  

The first hypotheses (H1a-H1d) proposed both positive and negative direct relationships 

between the CVF’s climate models and individual readiness for change: HR, OS and RG climates 

would positively predict change readiness. Apart from the estimated relationship between HR and 

readiness, results were as predicted. However, only RG showed a significant positive effect on 

readiness (β=.47, p<.01). This indicates that organizations in which the inherent values of the RG 

model are present, will also more likely have employees displaying a higher level of change 

readiness. The rational goal climate values goal setting and planning as means of achieving 

desired objectives, which might, in line with Rafferty and Griffins (2006) findings, reduce 

uncertainties related to the change, thereby enhancing the individuals perceived control in the 

change process.  

Uncertainty is positively related to psychological strain and turnover intentions (Bordia et 

al., 2004). In addition, Schweiger and Denisi (1991) argues that uncertainty due to lack of 

information is potentially more stressful than the actual change. Planning may reduce some of 

this uncertainty, but most likely the aspect of communicating these plans needs to be present. The 

communication aspect within RG, were values such as goal clarity is present, might constitute for 

this finding (Patterson et al., 2005).   

Hypotheses H2 through H5 concerned the direct relationships between CVF’s 

organizational climate models and training climate dimensions. As predicted, HR (H2a) had a 

positive direct effect on manager support (β=.37, p<.05), which contradicts Kuenzis (2008) 

findings, but in line with theory confirms that the social system has a focus on human resource 

development, which is attainable through training. Rational goal climate (H3a, H3b and H3d) had 

a positive effect on manager support (β=.90, p<.001), co-worker support (β=.70, p<.001), and 

organizational support (β=.56, p<.01), verifying the results of Patterson et al. (2005), which is 

that performance feedback, goal clarity and goal achievement correlates with training. The 

rational goal climate has been found salient in the Norwegian police, predicting investigative 

performance (Lone et al., 2017), which might also underpin that the presence of these core values 

might enhance the perception of a positive training climate. Notice, however, that the 
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standardized regression coefficient between RG and manager support displays near-perfect 

linearity (Kline, 2011), indicating that these variables might be conceptually interchangeable.  

Somewhat unexpectedly, the open system climate showed negative relationships with all 

training climate dimensions, however, only the effect on manager support was significant (β=-

.53, p<.01). This might suggest that in work environments that values flexibility, training could 

be perceived as a more structured process (Kuenzi, 2008), which might conflict with their 

flexible nature. An inspection of the items highlights this assumption; flexibility is taking on 

challenges as they come (e.g. “at this unit we are able to adapt to new requirements when they 

occur”), not necessarily being concerned with preparations, which constitutes an essential part of 

the training climate. The outward focus of an open system climate might also mean that inter-

individual relationships are of less concern. In addition, for some, higher levels of perceived 

support might have negative consequences, inflicting with their sense of responsibility (Burnett, 

Chiaburu, Shapiro, & Li, 2015), or lowering their self-esteem (Frese, 1999). All remaining 

effects on the training climate dimensions were non-significant and therefore rejected.  

The sixth hypotheses (H6a-d) refers to the predicted direct relationships between all the 

support aspects of training covered in the GTCS and readiness for change. Apart from manager 

support, all effects were positive. However, none were significant, and the null hypotheses were 

retained. These results are especially unexpected, however, there is a possible explanation to 

these findings. The GTCS might not cover the broad scope of important aspects of training in 

relations to individual readiness for change, which could be the actual conditions of the training 

programs, or the perceived meaningfulness and quality in terms of recognizing the relevance of 

the training content in relations to the change (Gil, Garcia-Alcaraz, & Mataveli, 2015; Lines, 

Sullivan, & Wiezel, 2015). The GTCS may tap into aspects such as resource adequacy, the 

opportunity to use learned skills, and feedback, but it might not cover the perceived utility of the 

training they receive (which might only be covered by a single item in the job support 

dimension). In addition, there is a possibility that other important factors contribute to this 

relationship, such as motivation (Gillet, Huart, Colombat, & Fouquereau, 2013), participation 

(Holt et al., 2007), commitment (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002), or self-efficacy (Armenakis, 

Bernerth, Pitts, & Walker, 2007). Hence, more research is needed to more firmly establish this 

relationship.  
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Hypotheses H7 through H10 predicted all training climate variables as having an 

intermediary effect between all CVF’s climate models and change readiness. No indirect effects 

were significant. For the time being, the null hypotheses are retained, as there is no credible 

evidence to support the presence of any intermediary effect. Again, more research is needed to 

affirm the role of a perceived positive training climate in the climate-readiness relationship. 

Summarily, few hypotheses reached statistical significance when attempting to control for 

multicollinearity in the model. However, considering the vast theoretical background, there are 

likely to be relationships between these constructs in which the present study was unable to 

account for. The climate constructs might be too highly linearly related, making it difficult to 

separate one from the other, or, the hypothesized relationships are inaccurate.  

Implications for theory and practice 

Theoretical implications  

This study contributes to psychological research by expanding knowledge about potential 

facilitators of individual readiness for change. The results give insight to factors within the 

organizational context that might be salient predictors of employees’ perceptions of, and 

reactions to, change initiatives. Although, findings in this study are questionable, there are 

implications that ties to theoretical assumptions.  

Individual readiness for change. Individual readiness for change is acknowledged as an 

important predictor of successful change implementation within the organizational context 

(Armenakis et al., 1993). As previously mentioned, this has to do with the fact that an 

organization “only change and act” through its members (George & Jones, 2001, p. 420), and any 

change implementation is carried out by the employees (Shah et al., 2016).  

The low correlations with other constructs confirm that the measure display a high 

discriminant validity, and apart from item 4, all indicators of the readiness measure showed high 

reliability. Both the EFA and the CFA confirmed the low reliability of item 4 (“I believe I am 

more ready to accept change than my colleagues in my unit”) in the measure. This might be due 

to inaccurate wording; the other items involve perceptions of their individual capability to accept 

and adapt to changes, while item 4 involves an evaluation of others’.   
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The nature of change is highly complex (Burnes, 2005). In line with Burnes (referred to in 

Arnold et al., 2010) framework for change, the police reform can be characterized as a planned 

approach with the intention of making changes at the individual and group level with ripple 

effects throughout the organization. At this point, there aren’t any validated measures related to 

his theory, and as such, Vakolas (2014) measure has proven valid.  

Apart from the rational goal model, neither climate variables, directly nor indirectly, 

predicted change readiness in this study. However, this can be an artefact of the measures and/or 

the method applied. More research is needed in determining how aspects of work climate might 

affect employees change readiness. 

Competing values framework. Although derived estimates are questionably unreliable 

due to multicollinearity in the model, no relationships between CVF’s climate models and change 

readiness were significant when assembling the structural model. However, this study provides 

some evidence as to the complexity of utilizing CVF measures obtained using a normative 

response format. Results suggest that the CVF’s climate types, although presented as opposites, 

might be more complementary than competing. All models showed high inter-correlations, both 

when examining the correlation matrix, the EFA, and the CFA, indicating that including all of 

them as separate constructs in a SEM analysis might stir some problems. Especially high 

estimated correlations between factors (>.90) indicates low discriminant validity (Kline, 2011), 

therefore, indicators do not likely measure distinct constructs. This was the case between HR and 

IP (.91/.94 in the measurement model and .95 in the structural model), and IP and RG (.90/.92 in 

the measurement model and .93 in the structural model) See Appendix 1, 2 and 3.  

Responses are obtained using normative scores, meaning participants indicate their level 

of agreement or disagreement with each statement in the survey. Measuring climate using a 

normative response format makes it difficult to determine whether there exists dominating value 

characteristics within the organization. However, it allows for inter-individual comparisons (van 

Eijnatten et al., 2015). The alternative would have been to obtain scores by using ipsative 

measurement scales where respondents are presented statements, whereby they are forced to 

choose one they believe to be most true among two or more options. These different options load 

on different scales (Baron, 1996). In this case, respondents would be presented with statements 

and choose among four options associated with human relations climate, internal process climate, 
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open system climate, and rational goal climate. Here, respondents compare options instead of 

ranging them, and as a natural consequence, one or two dimensions will outweigh the others. 

However, ipsative measurement is a limitation in terms of statistical analysis, which excludes 

SEM as an option, as only intra-individual comparisons are possible (van Eijnatten et al., 2015).  

In addition, the use of response format can be attributed to whether you recognize the 

CVF as a molar climate, or whether you perceive it as made up by facet-specific climates. Kuenzi 

(2008) found, when using a normative response format, high inter-correlations between the 

models, and as such argues for the CVF as a measure of molar climate. This study verifies that 

these models displays low discriminant validity, as there are especially high correlations between 

them, however, they have shown to have different effects on all other constructs, which confirms 

their competing nature.  

This leaves the alternative of investigating the models separately. This way, choosing 

among the models for investigative purposes might yield more exact, trustworthy estimates, than 

those derived when all models are included.  

General training climate scale. To this authors knowledge, no studies, apart from 

Kuenzi (2008), have attempted to establish a relationship between CVF’s climate models and the 

GTCS, nor the relationship between a positive training climate and individual change readiness. 

Although more general factors such as organizational support, and co-worker support (Eby et al., 

2000; Gigliotti, Vardaman, Marshall, & Gonzalez, 2019), are found to be prominent predictors of 

individual change readiness, there is limited knowledge about the impact of support that is 

training specific.  

The results have two prominent theoretical implications. Firstly, the results of this study 

confirm Tracey and Tews’ (2005) claim that these dimensions, although conceptually distinct, 

may be difficult to separate; jobs that are conducive to learning will most likely have supervisors 

that support those activities, therefore, these dimensions will likely be highly correlated. In line 

with these claims, several items did not share a common factor as anticipated when conducting 

the EFA, and when forcing items to load on a distinct factor through the CFA, the same items had 

reduced loadings, confirming their weakness in measuring a distinct dimension.  



ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE, TRAINING CLIMATE, AND CHANGE READINESS 

 

39 

 

Regarding the manager support dimension, items 4 and 5 showed higher loadings on an 

additional scale in the EFA, and lower loadings in the CFA, which led to their removal. An 

explanation for this division can be found in their wording, and a distinction can be made 

between what is perceived as expectations (items 4 and 5), and what is perceived as direct 

support (items 1, 2 and 3). Items 4 and 5 of the organizational support dimension were removed 

based on the same argument: the remaining items are explicitly related to resources (items 1, 2 

and 3), while the once removed (items 4 and 5) are attributable to rewards. Compared to the items 

associated with co-worker support that were retained (items 1, 2 and 5), those removed have a 

negative formulation in the survey (items 3 and 4). These latter items concern scepticism, which 

do not necessarily oppose support, and hence the question would be whether these items 

represent separate constructs. The use of both positively and negatively worded items in 

questionnaires is done to prevent response bias, including acquiescence and inattention (Van 

Sonderen, Sanderman, & Coyne, 2013). However, the intended meaning of the word may have 

been distorted when translated.  

Secondly, in line with previous research (Kuenzi, 2008), this study found significant 

relationships between the CVF and GTCS, underpinning the assumptions that aspects of a 

positive training climate may be more prominent in some organizational climate models than in 

others. These results also give support to the distinctiveness of the training climate dimensions 

(when cross-loaded items are removed), and that, due to non-significance and opposite direct 

effects, the climate models within the CVF can discriminate between them. 

Practical implications  

Gaining knowledge about facilitators of change is highly valuable in the ever-changing 

environment that represents todays work. For the police, and the success of the police reform, 

such insights are useful in a practical manner.   

First, this study shows that employees within the district show a relatively high tendency 

to believe they are able to accommodate the changes taking place. Responses to the items of the 

readiness average above the scale centre (M=3,78). This scale displays satisfying internal 

consistency and convergent validity (CR=.86), and in combination with the moderate to low 

correlations with the other constructs, the credibility of the measure can be verified.  
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Secondly, the rational goal climate has been found salient in Norwegian police (Lone et 

al., 2017) as it is positively linked to enhanced investigative performance, and as suggested by 

results of this study, the same core values might also enhance individual’s readiness for change. 

This contributes to the knowledge about the importance of planning in achieving desired 

objectives within the police. Goal clarity and goal achievement, referring to the knowledge about 

what is to be achieved and how does one achieve it, are in all probability important throughout 

police work. 

Thirdly, although the CVF was initially a framework for identifying organizational 

effectiveness (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983), this study contributes to the knowledge about its 

usefulness in measuring police climate. And that, even though these climate models display low 

discriminant validity, they display varying degrees of importance to individuals’ perceptions of 

change readiness, as well as perceptions of a positive training climate. Thus, verifying that the 

effects of environmental conditions, such as the organizations climate, should not be ignored 

(Burnes & Jackson, 2011; Cameron & Quinn, 2006).  

Lastly, a positive training climate represents a necessary condition for transfer of training, 

and thus by extension, a prerequisite for the success of the reform (NOU 2013:9, 2013). Recall 

that the responses on perceived organizational support in training average below the response 

scale centre (M=2,37), indicating that employees within this specific district may experience a 

lack of resources and adequate training programs. Considering that 3 represents neither agree nor 

disagree (neutral), it seems to be consensus within the districts about insufficient support from 

the organization. Employees report experiencing more support from their co-workers (M=3,76), 

which might indicate that these relations, as suggested, are important to the individual employee, 

and that they invest more in preserving good relationships within their unit.  

Limitations 

Apart from not being able to produce a good fitting model, there are at least three 

additional limitations in this study that needs to be acknowledged.  

First, this study was unable to significantly confirm most of the hypothesized 

relationships. As is discussed in the previous section, this can be due to error in theory, method, 

or both. The operationalization of development opportunities using a measure such as the GTCS, 

might not be adequate in comparison with another climate measure such as the CVF due to low 
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discriminant validity. Although Kuenzi (2008) successfully found significant relationships 

between two climate models within the CVF and dimensions of the GTCS, she too modified the 

original training climate measure as is proposed by Tracey and Tews (2005).  

Secondly, this study was conducted using a cross-sectional research method, which means 

that all variables included have been measured at the same time. Consequently, besides being 

able to establish a relationship among the variables, it is difficult to draw causal inferences 

(Lømo, 2017). In terms of causality, a longitudinal research design is far more reliable. Structural 

models are only “good for estimating effects when the underlying causal mechanism is known” 

(Kline, 2011, p. 357). Thus, drawing causal inferences are prohibited, and to make inferences as 

such, one must rely on theoretical assumptions, and whether the results supports these.    

Thirdly, this study relies solely on self-report measurement. These are practical in terms 

of being less costly and time-consuming, however, self-report measures are always prone to 

several types of response biases, including the tendency to under-report what are believed to be 

inappropriate behaviors, and to over-report those behaviors viewed as appropriate (Donaldson & 

Grant-Vallone, 2002). Although, respondents were asked about the intentions and behaviours 

within their unit, rather than their own, which might limit the social desirability tendency. 

Furthermore, there is also the central tendency bias, where respondents avoid extreme response 

categories (Baron, 1996). 

Self-report measures increase the risk of common method variance (CVM), meaning 

variance in the responses could be attributed to the measurement method, and not the constructs 

these measures intend to represent (Podsakoff et al., 2003). As a means of dealing with CMV, the 

study could include at least one additional source of information, through so called mixed-

method design, to reduce threats against the validity of the concluded relationships (Donaldson & 

Grant-Vallone, 2002; Podsakoff et al., 2003). As is noted by Podsakoff et al., (2003): “not only 

can the strength of the bias vary but so can the direction of its effect. Method variance can either 

inflate or deflate observed relationships between constructs, thus leading to both Type I and Type 

II errors” (p. 880). 

Lastly, external validity is threatened due to sample size: of all 1005 potential candidates, 

only 216 responded with a completion of the survey. Although a sample size of 216 is sufficient 

for conducting a SEM-analysis (Kline, 2011), a response rate of 21% (23% when excluding those 
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who reported a long-term absence) is seemingly low when considering its generalizability to the 

district in question, and the study could benefit from a larger sample. The question about 

generalizability stretches beyond the specific district and the police organization: it is 

questionable the extent to which it is possible to generalize these findings to other organizations 

in other sectors. It is fully possible that other organizations hold structures that would affect the 

results and yield completely different estimates between the variables in question.  

Future research 

Considering previous findings, there is a strong possibility that these constructs relate to 

one another in other manners than the present study accounts for, meaning it would be beneficial 

to examine other variables that could potentially have a greater intermediary effect than training 

climate. Establishing a relationship between two climate measures, such as the CVF and GTCS, 

have proven difficult, thus it would be beneficial to inspect such environmental aspects by using 

other measures to determine the presence and the effect of training.  

Training climate is linked to learning-specific outcomes (Kuenzi, 2008; Tracey & Tews, 

2005), but its relations to affective and behavioral reactions to change has not been determined. 

Thus, more research in this area is needed. There is also the possibility that training has a stronger 

effect on individual readiness for change if employees perceive the training to be more closely 

related to a specific change. Thus, an interesting angle would be to investigate the effect of 

change-specific training programs. In addition, measuring the actual amount, or the perceived 

quality, of received training, could also be beneficial.  

The mechanisms through which these support factors are related to readiness for change is 

yet to be clarified and needs to be addressed more accurately in future studies. Within the 

aforementioned dimensions of support covered by the GTCS, there could also be made a 

distinction between instrumental and emotional support. By dissecting these differences, 

organizations are more apt to target the more valuable aspects of the learning environment.  

The manner of which these constructs are related to one another should be investigated 

using other methodological approaches. For instance, in terms of causality, longitudinal studies 

are far more reliable (Kline, 2011). Expanding the sample to include other districts, both in terms 

of generalizability, could also be advantageous.   
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Conclusion 

Previous research has concluded that the daily context within which changes take place 

affects employees’ reactions to change initiatives. Building upon these findings, the present study 

examined different aspects of climate and individual readiness for change.  Purely theoretical, it 

would seem reasonable to assume that a positive training climate would predict an increase in 

employees’ level of change readiness. However, this assumption was not supported with the 

current dataset. Results show there are difficulties estimating a relationship between two climate 

constructs; there were issues with high intra-correlations within the organizational climate 

construct, as well as high inter-correlations between organizational climate and training climate. 

Consequently, more research is needed to establish a clear relationship between aspects of 

support for development and change readiness.  
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APPENDIX I – Measurement model 1 
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APPENDIX II – Measurement model 2 
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APPENDIX III – Structural model with Heywood cases 
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APPENDIX IV – separate EFA on both climate constructs 
 

Pattern Matrix  Pattern Matrix 

 Factor   Factor 

Items 1 2 3  Items 1 2 3 

HR1 .425    HR1  .631  

HR2 .385 .305   HR2  .746  

HR3 .368    HR3  .595  

HR4 .410 .330   HR4  .864  

HR5 .550    HR5  .524  

HR6 .707    HR6 .484 .460  

HR7   1.042  HR7   .815 

HR8   .784  HR8   .954 

IP1  .894   OS1 .825   

IP2  .961   OS2 .779   

IP3  .725   OS3 .645   

IP4  .480   OS4 .638   

IP5 .839    OS5 .784   

IP6 .841    OS6 .600   

IP7 .815    OS7  .469 .317 

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

Note: KMO=.916, p<.000 

 Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

Note: KMO=.926, p<.000 

 

 

Pattern Matrix  Pattern Matrix 

 Factor   Factor 

Items 1 2   Items 1 2  

HR1 .383 .502  IP1  .904 

HR2  .727  IP2  .896 

HR3  .695  IP3  .790 

HR4  .723  IP4  .592 

HR5  .664  IP5 .689  

HR6  .692  IP6 .695  

HR7 .757   IP7 .688  

HR8 .847   OS1 .763  

RG1 .695   OS2 .867  

RG2 .779   OS3 .636  

RG3 .559   OS4 .620  

RG4 .660   OS5 .828  

RG5 .640   OS6 .675  

RG6 .657   OS7  .621 

RG7 .656   Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.  

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

Note: KMO=.904, p<.000 

  Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser  

 Normalization. 

 Note: KMO=.932, p<.000 
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Pattern Matrix  Pattern Matrix 

 Factor   Factor 

Items  1 2   Items 1 2  

IP1  .981  OS1 .725  

IP2  .873  OS2 .725  

IP3  .772  OS3 .618  

IP4  .535  OS4 .721  

IP5 .779   OS5 .891  

IP6 .796   OS6 .577  

IP7 .856   OS7  .663 

RG1 .602   RG1  .843 

RG2 .372 .493  RG2  .975 

RG3 .546   RG3 .343 .347 

RG4 .540   RG4 .327 .522 

RG5  .400  RG5  .526 

RG6 .458   RG6  .472 

RG7 .310 .337  RG7  .524 

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

Note: KMO=.923, p<.000  

 Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

Note: KMO=.940, p<.000 

 

 

 

Pattern Matrix  Pattern Matrix 

 Factor   Factor 

Items 1 2 3  Items 1 2 

MStc1 .895    MStc1 .822  

MStc2 .774    MStc2 .769  

MStc3 .914    MStc3 .837  

MStc4  .837   MStc4  .934 

MStc5  1,009   MStc5  .913 

CStc1 .482    JStc1 .556  

CStc2   .334  JStc2 .752  

CStc3   .885  JStc3 .827  

CStc4   .720  JStc4 .769  

CStc5 .480    JStc5 .705  

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

Note: KMO=.737, p<.000 

 Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

Note: KMO=.862, p<.000 
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Pattern Matrix  Pattern Matrix 

 Factor   Factor 

Items 1 2 3 4  Items 1 2 

MStc1 .870     CStc1 .530  

MStc2 .733     CStc2 .386  

MStc3 .918     CStc3  .830 

MStc4   .841   CStc4  .783 

MStc5   1,006   CStc5 .612  

OStc1  .543    JStc1 .570  

OStc2  .979    JStc2 .803  

OStc3  .917    JStc3 .843  

OStc4    1,044  JStc4 .913  

OStc5    .704  JStc5 .709  

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

Note: KMO=.745, p<.000 

 Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

Note: KMO=.858, p<.000 

 

 

 

Pattern Matrix  Pattern Matrix 

 Factor   Factor 

Items 1 2 3  Items 1 2 

CStc1  .465   JStc1 .600  

CStc2  .437   JStc2 .693  

CStc3  .867   JStc3 .840  

CStc4  .748   JStc4 .850  

CStc5     JStc5 .753  

OStc1 .630    OStc1  .631 

OStc2 .942    OStc2  .979 

OStc3 .898    OStc3  .921 

OStc4   1,026  OStc4  .419 

OStc5   .697  OStc5  .466 

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

Note: KMO=.738, p<.000 

 Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser 

Normalization. 

Note: KMO=.841, p<.000 
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APPENDIX V – Finalized measurement model 

 

 

 

 


