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Abstract
Author: Rikke Elisabeth Rabben Fredriksen
Title: The Relationship between Organizational Climate, Employee Participation and
Individual Readiness for Change within the Norwegian Police Service
Supervisor: Roald Bjørklund
The present study examined the relationship between Organizational Climate, assessed by the
Competing Values Framework, and Individual Readiness for Change as mediated by two
Employee Participation constructs. This study is part of a long-term collaborative research
project between the research department at the Norwegian Police University College and the
Department of Work and Organizational Psychology at the University of Oslo. The analyses
are based on data collected by the Norwegian Police University College in May 2018.
Employees from a district within the Norwegian Police Service (N = 216) completed an
electronically distributed survey intended to measure organizational factors including
organizational climate, employee participation, and readiness for change among others. A
total of eight hypotheses were proposed for testing the relationship between these variables
through a quantitative approach using structural equation modelling. The results yielded
evidence of a positive and significant relationship between B-Participation and individual
readiness for change. Moreover, the results demonstrated that organizational climate have a
strong and positive direct effect on B-Participation and WD-Participation, and by extension
an indirect effect on individual readiness for change through B-Participation. Organizational
climate failed to significantly predict individual readiness for change directly, hence
suggesting a full mediation effect through B-Participation. In conclusion, these results
indicate that organizational climate and employee participation are important focus areas for
managers who wish to facilitate individual readiness for change. This paper contributes to the
existing literature of change management by providing empirical evidence leading to
advancement of knowledge and the understanding of the complex relationship between
organizational climate and change readiness. Furthermore, the paper adds value via its
contextual originality, being the first study examining organizational climate as a general
construct within the Norwegian Police, by mapping a second-order factor onto the four
climate types; Human Relations, Internal Process, Open Systems, and Rational Goal.
Keywords: organizational climate, competing values framework, employee
participation, individual readiness for change
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Introduction
Faced with globalization, technological advances, rapid changing demographic
patterns, beside a changed character and proliferation of criminality, the police sector in
many European and Scandinavian countries have been subject to reform efforts in recent
decades (Sørli & Larsson, 2018). These police reforms have typically arisen as a response to
a crisis of confidence (Fyfe, Terpstra, & Tops, 2013) and acts as political means that is
implemented with the goal of making changes for the better (Sørli & Larsson, 2018). The
ongoing Norwegian police reform, termed “Nærpolitireformen”, represents the main action
aimed at modernizing the Norwegian Police sector. With the new forms of police work
following this reform, the hope is that the police can restore public confidence, reduce the
level of crime, and better shape the police to public needs (Sørli & Larsson, 2018). In many
ways, the reforms introduced to the public sector are inspired by management theories such
as New Public Management (NPM), aimed for increasing quality, efficiency and police
operations (Fyfe et al., 2013; Sørli & Larsson, 2018). However, there seems to be much
debate over their effectiveness, and some authors have argued that the main reason can be
traced to a lack of readiness towards these reform efforts (Yilmaz, 2013).
Individual readiness for change, referred to as beliefs, attitudes, and intentions
regarding the extent to which changes are needed and perceptions of individual and
organizational capacity to successfully enact those changes (Armenakis, Harris, &
Mossholder, 1993), has in several international studies been found to increase the likelihood
of successfully implementing changes (Holt, Armenakis, Feild, & Harris, 2007; Kirrane,
Lennon, O’connor, & Fu, 2017). Given these finding, researcher have put a lot of effort into
the investigations of the conditions under which employees are more ready for organizational
change, resulting in a great research pool of the situational, individual and organizational
factors enhancing readiness for change (Kirrane et al., 2017; Oreg, Vakola, & Armenakis,
2011; Vakola, 2014). Among these, organizational climate has been recognized as an
important factor that could either foster or decrease individual readiness for change
(Armenakis et al., 1993; Choi & Ruona, 2011; Jones, Jimmieson, & Griffiths, 2005).
Contemporary research in the field suggest that global climate could be conceptualized
and measured using the Competing Values Framework (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983),
comprising four global climate types, as a theoretical basis (Kuenzi, 2008; Patterson et al.,
2005). Although found to be conceptually distinct from a measurement perspective, the four
climate types have in several studies exhibited considerably overlap, hence indicating a need
for an examination of the factor structure of the CVF (e.g., Koritzinsky, 2015; Kuenzi, 2008).
1
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Taken together, the results from prior studies suggest that the climate types may coexist and
work together, and that perceptions of global climate are seen as more complimentary than
competing as proposed by the original framework (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). Furthermore,
recent research highlights the importance of exploring the effects of all four climate types
simultaneously (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2013; Schulte, Ostroff, Shmulyian, & Kinicki,
2009), as opposed to focusing on only one factor, or dimension of climate (Koritzinsky,
2015).
Drawing on this, the current study seeks to fill these gaps by empirically examine the
influence of all four quadrants in the CVF, namely human relations (HR), internal process
(IP), open systems (OS), and rational goal (RG) climate. Based on the abovementioned, the
current study also takes a step further and examine if these highly intercorrelated moral
climates could be represented by a general construct of organizational climate by mapping a
second-order factor onto the four climate types.
Even though organizational climate is regarded as an important factor for employee’s
readiness for change, researchers have argued that the relationship may be more complex,
and called for more research on possible mediating variables (Kirrane et al., 2017; Kuenzi,
2008; Oreg et al., 2011). The current study will try to add to this literature by exploring
employee participation as a possible mediator in the relationship between organizational
climate and change readiness. I recognized that also other variables could be examined as
mediators. However, for the purpose of this study I chose to rely on only employee
participation. Although divided into two constructs due to methodologically concerns, both
participation constructs represent direct employee participation, referred to as situations in
which employees are involved and have a high degree of influence in their work. The
conjecture here is that organizational climate will foster a participative climate, which in turn
will enhance the levels of change readiness (Eby, Adams, Russell, & Gaby, 2000; Rogiest,
Segers, & van Witteloostuijn, 2015).
This thesis will first address the concept of organizational climate, employee
participation and individual readiness for change, before looking deeper into the literature on
how these constructs might relate. This leads to the suggestion of a total of eight hypotheses
which are presented and tested in a structural equation model. Following this is the
presentation and discussion of the results, and finally implications, limitations, and
suggestions for future studies will be considered.

2
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Conceptual Background
Individual Readiness for Change
Construct Definition. The concept of Individual Readiness for Change (IRFC) have
been defined in a variety of ways. However, one of the most accepted definitions states that
IRFC refers to individuals´ “beliefs, attitudes, and intentions regarding the extent to which
changes are needed and the organization´s capacity to successfully undertake those changes”
(Armenakis et al., 1993). Vakola (2014) stated that “an individual ready to change is one who
exhibit a proactive and positive attitude toward change, which can be translated into
willingness to support change and confidence in succeeding in change”.
As researchers have noted, individual readiness for change is conceptually similar to
the first stage in Lewin´s (1951) Change Management Model. This stage, termed
“unfreezing”, involves getting employees to accept that the status quo is untenable and has to
be broken down, that a new reality must be created, and in turn create a perception among
employees that an upcoming change is both necessary and likely to succeed (Eby et al.,
2000). Thus, change readiness can be seen as the cognitive precursor to the behaviors of
either support or resistance to a change efforts (Armenakis et al., 1993).
In existing readiness for change research, the concept has been viewed almost
exclusively through an organizational lens, neglecting the process of organizational change as
perceived by the individual. However, as it has been argued that organizations change and act
through its members, researcher have recognized that the readiness must occur at an
individual level (Holt et al., 2007). This has been confirmed through a growing body of
research providing strong evidence that individual readiness for change is a critical precursor
for successful implementation of organizational changes (Armenakis et al., 1993;
Bouckenooghe, 2010; Bouckenooghe, Devos, & Van Den Broeck, 2009; Clegg & Walsh,
2004; Holt et al., 2007; Jones et al., 2005; Oreg et al., 2011; Rafferty & Jimmieson, 2010;
Vakola, 2014; Weeks, Helms, & Ettkin, 1995).
Despite these findings, a high proportion of change initiatives end in complete failure
(Kotter, 1996). Schein (2010) suggests that failure to establish sufficient change readiness
among employees prior to the introduction of a change initiative may be the main reason for
this. Indeed, it has been suggested that lack of sufficient levels of readiness can account for as
much as one-half of all unsuccessful, large-scale organizational change efforts (Kotter, 1996).
For this reason, change management specialists have stressed the importance of not only
assessing the current levels of readiness before implementing a change initiative, but also
pursue strategies that enhances these levels, in order to increase the odds of a successful
3
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change implementation process (Armenakis et al., 1993; By, 2007; Jones et al., 2005;
Weiner, 2009).
Researcher have suggested that the potential sources of change readiness can lie both
within climate-based factors (including the organization’s trust in management and
cohesion), and process-based factors (which includes the degree of participation and
supervisors’ support for the change) (Bouckenooghe, 2010; Bouckenooghe et al., 2009;
Kirrane et al., 2017). The model proposed in this paper will thus include both climate- and
process-based factors, expanding our knowledge of what factors affect individuals´ readiness
for change.
Organizational Climate
Construct Definition. In times of change, organizational climate has been found to
play a vital role in terms of having the ability to either decrease or increase readiness for
change among employees (Choi & Ruona, 2011; Haffar, Al-Karaghouli, & Ghoneim, 2014;
Jones et al., 2005; Weiner, 2009). Climate can broadly be described as “the way things are
around here” (Schneider, 1990). Even though the literature has been characterized by a lack
of theoretical consensus regarding the conceptualization and operationalization of
organizational climate, there seems to be a growing consensus regarding the concept today
(Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2011). However, there are some distinctions and clarifications
that should be addressed in order to understand what the concept of climate is and what it is
not.
Global and Facet-specific Climate. A central discussion within the organizational
literature has focused on whether climate should be conceived as a global or facet-specific
construct (Kuenzi, 2008; West & Lyubovnikova, 2015). The quantitative research on
organizational climate began in the 1970´s, and the main focus for climate researchers was to
establish a global conceptualization of organizational climate, capturing the totality of the
organizational environment (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970). However, the
global approach tuned out to be too ambitious and was riddled with conceptual and
methodological problems. As a result, the interest in climate as a global construct declined,
and instead researchers turned their attention to focused or facet-specific climates (West &
Lyubovnikova, 2015). Facet-specific climates refers to climates “for something” or those
facets of the environment that are related to a specific strategic focus, such as climates for
service (Schneider, Parkington, & Buxton, 1980; Schneider, White, & Paul, 1998), safety
(Zohar, 1980; Zohar & Luria, 2005), and innovation (Anderson & West, 1998). Each of these
represent distinct aspects of an organizational environment which may not be applicable to all
4
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organizations. For instance, climate for secrecy is unique and only applicable to a small range
of organizations such as those operating in the defense industry (West & Lyubovnikova,
2015).
The research on facet-specific climate has helped develop our understanding of the
concept of work climate, however it has led to substantial fragmentation in the field with
researchers defining and conceptualizing climate in fairly different ways. This has led
researchers to regain interest in climate as a global construct, arguing that it is most usefully
applied as a multidimensional construct and that some dimensions are generic and applicable
to most organizations (Kuenzi, 2008; West & Lyubovnikova, 2015). Today, there is
agreement amongst most researchers that global climate may be defined as “the shared
perceptions of and the meaning attached to the policies, practices, and procedures employees
experience and the behaviors they observe getting rewarded and that are supported and
expected” (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Schneider et al., 2011; Schneider & Reichers, 1983).
This conceptual explanation and definition indicates that climate is a perceptual phenomenon
(Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009) of how the employees perceive the organization. These
perceptions concern the meaning attached to the policies, practices, and procedures, which
employees try to incorporate into a coherent global representation of the organizations
climate (Zohar & Luria, 2005).
Organizational and psychological climate. Another central clarification has been made
by L. R. James and Jones (1974), who distinguishes between psychological climate and
organizational climate. The former refers to the individual employee perceptions of their
work environment, whereas the latter captures the aggregation of these individual,
psychological meanings and is therefore seen as a “shared”, collective phenomena (Kuenzi &
Schminke, 2009; West & Lyubovnikova, 2015). Consistent with this conceptualization,
organizational climate is appropriately measured with referent-shift consensus models (Chan,
1998; LeBreton & Senter, 2008), in which individual responses to survey items are
aggregated to a collective level, such as work groups, teams, units, departments, or the
organization as a whole. When aggregated they tend to yield consensus, indicating that
employees´ perceptions of the climate is shared, and hence a reflection of the organizational
climate (LeBreton & Senter, 2008).
Organizational Climate and Culture. Within the organizational literature, a central
discussion has focused on the distinction between organizational climate and culture.
Although the terms are often used interchangeably and may be viewed as related, they
represent distinct concepts (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Schein, 2010; Schneider et al., 2013).
5
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While organizational culture is defined as a set of shared values and norms held by
employees that guide their interactions with peers, management, and clients (Schein, 2010),
organizational climate is more behaviorally oriented and related to “how we do things around
here” (Schneider, 1990). More specifically, organizational climate has been described as a
surface manifestation of culture (Patterson et al., 2005; Schneider, 1990) in which observable
behavior is regarded as a product of the underlying culture.
Competing Values Framework. Contemporary research in the field suggest that
global climate could be conceptualized and measured using the Competing Values
Framework (CVF) as a theoretical basis (Kuenzi, 2008; Patterson et al., 2005). Ostroff and
Schulte (2014) have stated that the CVF is one of the most used typologies in survey-based
approaches to climate and culture, and therefore well-established in research. The CVF
attempts to integrate ideas from different areas of organizational research into one framework
in order to more effectively capture the complex and dynamic factors that are present in an
organization at any given time (Goodman, Zammuto, & Gifford, 2001). The framework was
originally developed by Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983) with the intention to assess the main
indicators of organizational effectiveness (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). Later, the framework
has been found useful for organizing and understanding a wide variety of other organizational
phenomena, such as theories of leadership competencies, organizational climate and culture,
organizational design, organizational quality, and leadership roles among others.

Figure 1. The competing values framework of organizational climate. Adapted from: Kuenzi,
M. (2008). An integrated model of work climate.
6
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The original CVF framework pinpoints three fundamental value dimensions, which are
present in any organization to different degrees (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983); organizational
focus, organizational structure, in addition to means and ends. However, the means-ends
dimension is not included in the contemporary versions of the CVF (Cameron & Quinn,
2011), and will therefore not be presented here (for more details, see Quinn and Rohrbaugh
(1983). Figure 1 shows the competing values framework developed by Kuenzi (2008), with
the aim of measuring global climate. The horizontal axis represents the organizational focus
dimension, where emphasis is on the development and well-being of people ranging from an
internal focus on people to an external focus on the organization itself. The vertical axis, on
the other hand, represents the organizational structure dimension, which extends from an
emphasis on stability to an emphasis on flexibility. Crossing these two dimensions at their
center creates a four-quadrants matrix, each of which represents a moral climate type. To
distinguish their noticeable feature, each of these climate types has got a tag: Human
Relations (HR), Internal Process (IP), Open Systems (OS), and Rational Goal (RG).
The internal process climate, characterized by stability and an internal focus
emphasizes information management, communication, stability and control. The
organizational climate that is compatible with this type may be characterized as being a
formalized and structured place to work, in which procedures determine what people do, and
formal rules and policies help keep the organization together. In social systems with this
climate the core values are about maintaining a production that is efficient and reliable. The
long-term interest of the organization is stability, predictability and efficiency. Large
organizations and governmental agencies are generally characterized by such a climate,
which emerges from the large number of standardized procedures, several hierarchical levels,
and enhanced emphasis on rules (Cameron & Quinn, 2013; Kuenzi, 2008).
The rational goal climate occupies the lower right quadrant and is bounded by control
and an external focus. In such a climate emphasis is placed on planning, goal setting,
productivity and efficiency (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). The core values that dominate
rational goal climates are competitiveness and productivity, which is achieved through a
strong emphasis on external positioning and control. A rational goal climate is a resultoriented workplace, and the glue that holds the organization together is the emphasis on
winning (Cameron & Quinn, 2013; Kuenzi, 2008).
The human relations climate is internally oriented and is supported by a flexible
organizational structure. This makes up a collaborative climate with a strong emphasis on
people and values similar to that of an extended family. An organizational climate
7
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emphasizing human relations encourage employees to actively participate in the development
of the organization by providing their thoughts and input on how to improve production.
There is also a strong focus on teamwork, and employees are rewarded based on production
and goals achieved as a team, not as individuals. Another priority is empowerment, and
helping employees develop their skills. Facilitating this employee cultivation is designed to
build commitment and loyalty from employees to have a more effective overall organization
(Cameron & Quinn, 2013; Kuenzi, 2008).
Finally, the open systems climate, characterized by flexibility and an external focus.
This climate type comprises an innovative and creative environment, in which growth and
resource acquisition is highly valued. An organizational climate emphasizing open systems,
responds rapidly to changes in the external environment, and promotes unique ways to meet
challenges and stay on the leading edge (Cameron & Quinn, 2013; Kuenzi, 2008).
Competing versus Corresponding Values. A central point in CVF theory is that
organizations will not locate predominantly within one or another quadrant, but rather is
expected to exhibit characteristics or values from each of the four quadrants with differing
strengths. However, as the name of the framework implies, a fundamental assumption is that
the values of the quadrants are competing, and as such employees face dilemmas within the
organization´s climate (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). Based on this assumption, there are three
conditions one would expect to find within the framework. First, an expectation that climates
operating in the same dimension would be positively stronger correlated than the climates on
the opposite off-diagonal (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Quinn & McGrath, 1982). Second, one
would expect climates located in opposite off-diagonal quadrants, which do not share any
common superordinate values (e.g. human relations and rational goal, or open systems and
internal process) to be weakly or negatively correlated. Finally, because the CVF represents
competing values, another common assumption is that one or more climate type would be
more dominant than others (Quinn, 1988; Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983).
However, findings from recent studies examining the CVF provide varying support for
the frameworks´ nomological validity and fails to substantiate aspects of the proposed
internal, competing structure. For instance, several studies have found a positive
intercorrelation between all quadrants, suggesting that the climate types may not possess
mutually independent competing values (Hartnell, Ou, & Kinicki, 2011). Contrary to the
original CVF theory they argue that the values might work together and be more
complementary rather than competing (Hartnell et al., 2011; Kalliath, Bluedorn, & Gillespie,
1999; Kuenzi, 2008; Lamond, 2003).
8
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Similar results have been obtained in a study of organizational climate within the
Norwegian Police Service (Koritzinsky, 2015). Koritzinsky (2015) found substantially high
intercorrelations between the four climate types and suggested that they all coexist and work
together, thus rejecting the CVFs’ assumption of a “dominant” climate type. Furthermore, she
offered several explanations for the findings of the strong inter-correlations between the
climate types. Amongst other thing she mentioned the significance of the response scales and
questioned the appropriateness of normative (Likert) as opposed to ipsative response scales
for measuring the climate types (Koritzinsky, 2015). Also, Colley, Lincolne, and Neal (2013)
noted that the proposed competing relationships between the four quadrants in CVF have
been difficult to assess using Likert scale response formats, as the CVF traditionally have
been assessed with ipsative measures (Jung et al., 2009).
Ipsative and Normative Response Scales. The majority of extant research on
organizational climate have used ipsative scales with the intention of identifying an
organization´s current or preferred climate (Jung et al., 2009). An ipsative response scale
forces respondent to distribute points among survey items according to how well each item
describe the organizations´ climate relative to the other items (Cameron & Quinn, 2013). The
greatest advantage related to an ipsative response scale is its potential to highlight and
distinguish the uniqueness that actually exists in organizations. Another big advantage is that
respondents are forced to identify compromises within the organizational climate (Cameron
& Quinn, 2013). However, this scoring method produces ipsative data in terms of dependent
responses, which poses some challenges related to statistical analysis that are based on the
assumption of independent responses (Bowen, Martin, & Hunt, 2002; Dunnette, McCartney,
Carlson, & Kirchner, 1962; Meade, 2004).
Likert scales, on the other hand, typically require respondents to allocate between one
and five points per item, independent of how they score other items. The Likert scale thus has
the advantage of being well suited for inferential statistics. However, the responses from
surveys using Likert scales to measure organizational climate seems to be characterized by
less differentiations, as respondents show a tendency to either consider all climate types as
high or all as low (Cameron & Quinn, 2013).
Employee Participation
Employees' perception of the possibility of participating in daily work has a strong
position in the Norwegian cooperative model. The processes that have led to today's
participation schemes have their roots in the Norwegian industrialization that started in the
1840s. Furthermore, the Basic Agreement (Hovedavtalen, 1935) between the parties in
9
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Norwegian working life from 1935 marked a historical social compromise, in which the
principle of employee participation represented by trade unions was established. The idea of
participation and democracy in working life was further enhanced by the Collaborative
experiments (Norwegian: Samarbeidsforsøkene) in the 1960s (Emery & Thorsrud, 1964;
Thorsrud & Emery, 1970). These experiments were part of a national research and
development program in collaboration with the parties in the working life, authorities and
researchers, designed to enhance employees' wellbeing by giving them more control over
their jobs (Gallie, 2003). In the wake of the Collaborative experiments, participation was
enshrined in the Norwegian Work Environment Act (Working Environment Act, 1997) and
demands were placed on variation, co-determination, participation and meaningful work.
Thus, for Norwegian workers, participation is not only desirable, but also a statutory
agreement (NOU 2010:1, 2010).
Employee participation and cooperation between the parties in Norwegian working life
are covered by a number of concepts, such as co-determination, participation, co-influence,
self-determination, information, discussion, negotiation, consultation and corporate
democracy (Busck, Knudsen, & Lind, 2010; NOU 2010:1, 2010). The content of the terms
has varied during times, and the use of the terms are in many situations politically charged,
and characterized by traditions within different sectors, industries and countries. In addition,
different directions in working life research have largely defined and used the terms in
different ways (NOU 2010:1, 2010).
Despite this imprecision of the concept, several theorists in various social sciences have
attempted to define the concept of participation. According to Dietz, Wilkinson, and Redman
(2010) employee participation can be defined as “employer-sanctioned schemes that extend
to employee collectivities a ´voice´ in organizational decision-making in a manner that allows
employees to exercise significant influence over the processes and outcomes of decisionmaking”. From a policy perspective, a white paper to the Norwegian Ministry of Labor
defines participation widely as “any action that enables employees to influence the decision
making processes at any level in the organization, from the determination of the
organization´s overall goal to the ongoing decisions related to the individuals´ daily work and
effort” (NOU 2010:1, 2010).
Given the issue with definitions and complexities that may surround the concept of
employee participation, researchers have proposed a framework that can be used to analyze
the extent to which various schemes genuinely allow employees to have a say in matters that
affect them at work (Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010). Categorizing employee participation by its
10
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depth, level, scope, and form, this framework allows for a more accurate description of
different types and varying degrees of employee participation (Marchington & Wilkinson,
2005; Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010).
First, depth refers to the degree of influence employees can exercise, ranging from
receiving information (shallow depth), being consulted on decisions, joint decision-making,
to self-determination (greater depth). However, mere information is to many researchers not
regarded as participation (Dietz et al., 2010; Strauss, 2006). Instead, they suggest that
participation must include some form of influence. Information can nevertheless be seen as a
prerequisite for participation, meaning that for employees to influence decisions, they need to
have adequate information on the matter (Riordan, Vandenberg, & Richardson, 2005).
Second, scope refers to the topics on which employees can contribute, varying form decisions
regarding, for instance, operational, tactical or strategic topics (Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010).
Third, is the hierarchical level at which participation takes place, which may vary from
individual, work group department, to corporate level (Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010).
Finally, participation forms describe the kind of initiative implemented to engage
employees. These can vary greatly, from formalized procedures like employee
representatives, focus groups or electronic suggestion-box, to everyday face-to-face
interaction between employees and managers (Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010). A particularly
important distinction is between direct and indirect participation, which serves as the two
primary forms of democratic participation in the Norwegian working life model. The former
entails situations in which employees themselves are involved and have a high degree of
influence, development opportunities, self-determination and meaning in their daily work
life. The latter denotes processes in which employees´ influence is communicated through
various elected representatives (Busck et al., 2010; Dietz et al., 2010). The current thesis is,
however, limited to direct participation and will therefore focus on this form of participation
in the following.
Development of Hypotheses
Organizational Climate Factor Structure
Several authors have argued for the usefulness of the climate approach in studies
related to the police organization (Bartels, Pruyn, De Jong, & Joustra, 2007; Bø, 2014;
Koritzinsky, 2015; Lone et al., 2017). Further, research have found the Competing Values
Framework as a useful tool for measuring and investigating police climate (Koritzinsky,
2015; Lone et al., 2017). However, as noted earlier, several studies examining all four climate
types within the CVF have failed to substantiate aspects of the proposed internal, competing
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structure, due to the high intercorrelations found between the four climate types. This has led
some researchers to raise the question of whether there might exist a second-order factor for
the climate types, one that suggests an overarching, general factor of molar climate. With
such a model one suggests that measures of HR, IP, OS, and RG climate may all be
accounted for by a common higher-order general factor.
However, researchers do not agree on whether there is a higher-order factor for global
climate, and mixed findings characterize the literature. For instance, L. A. James and James
(1989) suggest that there could be a general factor for psychological climate, in which the
concept counts as a manifestation of several underlying or psychological individual values.
On the other hand, Patterson et al. (2005) developed and validated a multidimensional
measure of organizational climate, using organizational values as a framework. However,
they did not predict, nor find any higher-order factor for organizational climate. They
explained this by arguing that organizations would not emphasize each of the values equally
and stated that the understanding of organizations should be based on the relative emphasis
given to each of the values. Similar findings were obtained by Kuenzi (2008) who
investigated whether a second-order factor could be mapped onto the four quadrants
comprised in the Competing Values Framework. Following in the thinking of Patterson et al.
(2005), she did not expect that all values would be emphasized or equally emphasized within
the organization, hence suggesting that a second-order factor would not be appropriate
(Kuenzi, 2008)
Due to these mixed findings, the current study will investigate whether a second-order
factor could map onto the four climate types comprised in the CVF, measured within the
Norwegian Police. Based on findings from Koritzinsky (2015), where a strong presence of,
and substantially high intercorrelations were found between all four climate types, there is a
reason to believe that a higher-order factor might map onto the four climate types,
representing a general organizational climate construct within the Norwegian Police. Hence,
the following hypothesis is proposed:
H1: There is a second-order factor structure for organizational climate, with HR, IP,
OS, and RG as the lower-order factors
Linking Organizational Climate to Individual Readiness for Change
Organizational climate has been recognized as one of the most important factors that
either decreases or increases individual readiness for change (Choi & Ruona, 2011; Haffar et
al., 2014; Jones et al., 2005; Weiner, 2009), and has recently received considerable attention
within the organizational research literature. Organizational climate focuses on policies,
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procedures, and practices within organizations, and studies show that the concept is linked to
a range of individual attitudes, such as satisfaction, commitment, absenteeism, performance,
and effectiveness, among others (Huhtala & Feldt, 2016; Kuenzi, 2008; Kuenzi & Schminke,
2009; Lone et al., 2017; Schneider et al., 2013). Based on experience from police reforms in
other countries, such as the ones in Finland and Scotland, it seems that that employees tend to
bring along their ideas, values, and practices, and that not paying attention to the
organizational climate may affect the employees’ job satisfaction and well-being (Elliot &
Tatnell, 2016; Fyfe et al., 2013).
A number of studies have examined the impact of organizational climate on readiness
for change using organizational climate types derived from the Competing Values
Framework (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). However, most of these have investigated the
unique impact of one or two climate types in relation to readiness for change (Motland,
2018). However, a growing number of researchers have suggested that none of the
organizational climate types alone is likely to provide organizations with all the values and
approaches that they need to respond to their dynamic environment and have called for more
research taking multiple climate types into account to be conducted (Schneider et al., 2013;
Schulte et al., 2009).
The only study within the Norwegian Police investigating all four quadrants of the CVF
is Koritzinsky (2015). As previously noted, her findings suggested that there is a strong
presence of all four climates types, which coexist and work together, and hence should be
studied together. Further, Koritzinsky (2015) argued that the climate within the Norwegian
Police can be characterized as balanced. Although concerned with culture rather than climate,
Quinn (1988) postulates that organizations who have a balanced culture with a strong
presence of all four organizational culture types have an advantage in rapidly changing
environments. A balanced culture provides the organization with a broad spectrum of
viewpoints and values which enables it to be flexible and respond to different conditions and
handle environmental shift (Gregory, Harris, Armenakis, & Shook, 2009).
Based on Quinn´s (1988) concept of balanced organizational culture and Koritzinsky
(2015) findings suggesting that such a climate might be present in the Norwegian Police, it´s
assumed that employees are more responsive to their environment, due to their ability to
operate in different combinations of parts of the quadrants as required by changing
circumstances (Gregory et al., 2009; Quinn, 1988). To the authors knowledge, there is no
other studies that have examined a general organizational climate construct by adopting a
second-order factor and seen this in relation to change readiness. However, based on the
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review above, the following hypothesis is suggested:
H2: There is a positive direct effect of organizational climate on individual readiness
for change
Linking Employee Participation to Individual Readiness for Change
Despite the important role of organizational climate in creating readiness for change,
there are several other factors that can contribute. One such factor is employee participation,
referred to as the degree to which employees are able to participate in making decisions about
their jobs and working condition. In one of the earliest studies that noted the significance of
employee participation change processes, Coch and French (1948) observed that groups who
were allowed to participate in the design and development of change had a much lower
resistance than those who did not. If employees are encouraged to participate and their inputs
are genuinely enlisted, it is supposed to enhance commitment, reduce resistance to change
and even increase the possibility of employees accepting unfavorable decisions (Wanberg,
Banas, & Murphy, 2000).
Several other studies have found support for the significant role of employee
participation in gaining support from employees towards new initiatives. This research has
been summarized by Oreg et al. (2011) in their 60-year review of quantitative studies on
change recipients’ reactions to change. Drawing on the work of researchers such as Amiot,
Terry, Jimmieson, and Callan (2006) and Holt et al. (2007) the review finds evidence that
employees who experience high levels of participation report higher acceptance of new
initiatives and exhibit overall support for the change. In another body of work, Bartunek,
Rousseau, Rudolph, and DePalma (2006) found positive associations between participation
and employees´ understanding of the meaning and benefits from a change initiative.
Leana (1986) expresses a view that participation is a special type of delegation by
which management share authority with employees. Earley and Lind (1987) consider this
process as means by which employees are given a voice to express themselves. This
management style affords employees the opportunity to gain some control over important
decisions and is in fact a way designed to promote ownership of plans for change (Manville
& Ober, 2003). The rationale is that people will behave in ways that will produce effective
change processes if they are allowed to be part of the decision, rather than depending on the
decisions made by others (Dirks, Cummings, & Pierce, 1996). Besides, making employees
feel that their opinions have been heard and given respect and careful consideration seems to
be of great significance (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997).
When employees’ commitment towards change needs to be established, creating a
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sense of perceived control over the change process is essential (Cunningham et al., 2002).
Through active participation in decision making, combined with leaders demonstrating their
confidence in the wisdom of employees, employees can produce a sense of control over the
organizational change and therefore engender increased readiness for change. Consistent with
this discussion, the following hypotheses is formulated:
H3a: There is a positive direct effect of employee participation as assessed by
Wilkinson and Dundon (2010) (denoted as WD-Participation in the following) on
individual readiness for change
H4a: There is a positive direct effect of employee participation as assessed by W.
Warner Burke (2014) (denoted as B-Participation in the following) on individual
readiness for change
Employee Participation as a Mediator in the Relationship between Organizational
Climate and Readiness for Change
Researchers have argued that the relationship between climate-based antecedents and
readiness for change are likely to be relatively complex and suggested that mediation
variables should be investigated (Kirrane et al., 2017; Kuenzi, 2008; Oreg et al., 2011). The
aforementioned hypotheses propose that both organizational climate and employee
participation will have a positive effect on individual readiness for change. However, there is
also reason to believe that employee participation could mediate the relationship between
organizational climate and readiness for change (Motland, 2018; Rogiest et al., 2015). The
conjecture here is that organizational climate fosters a participative climate, which in turn
leads to increased readiness for change.
In an organization characterized by a strong presence of all four climates types,
employee participation is assumed to be a central value as such practices are likely to be
supported through the organizational climate, specifically the human relation climate.
Structures for participation are put in place and will work as a foundation for a participative
climate, in which information is broadly shared, and individual employees have great
opportunities for participation (Miller, Johnson, & Grau, 1994).
This organizational capability can fruitfully be applied during times of change, ensuring
that correct and timely information is provided to individual employees, besides giving
employees opportunities to participate in decision making and voice their meanings. This is
in turn is expected to enhance individual readiness for change. Previously, Eby et al. (2000)
found that employees who perceive their environment as highly participative will be more
likely to anticipate being involved in decisions during change initiatives. Based on the review
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above it is hypothesized that:
H4a: There is a positive direct effect of organizational climate on WD-Participation
H4b: There is a positive direct effect of organizational climate on B-Participation
H5a: There is a positive indirect effect of organizational climate on individual
readiness through WD-Participation
H5b: There is a positive indirect effect of organizational climate on individual
readiness through B-Participation
In sum, the current thesis proposes eight hypotheses which are summarized in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Graphical representation of the hypothesized relations among the variables.
Note. H1concerns the hypothesized second-order model structure for organizational climate.
The hypotheses related to the indirect effects are not displayed in the figure but concerns the
path from Organizational Climate → WD-Participation → Readiness for Change (H5a), and
the path from Organizational Climate → B-Participation → Readiness for Change (H5b).
Method
The Project
This study is part of a long-term collaborative research project between the research
department at the Norwegian Police University College and the Department of Work and
Organizational Psychology at the University of Oslo. The project group consists of
researchers and students from both institutions. The aim of the overall research project is to
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investigate and gain more knowledge about which factors employees experience as
influential and central in the police´s daily operations. The results are intended to be used to
understand the police´s perspectives and ways of thinking when entering major
organizational changes.
The current thesis focuses on the relationship between organizational climate,
employee participation, and individual readiness for organizational change. This is
investigated among police employees with different areas of expertise, from different groups
and units within a particular police district. Questions regarding how organizational climate
and employee participation facilitate readiness for organizational change will be addressed.
Data Collection
The data were gathered in May 2018. The surveys consisted of 146 items in addition to
some demographic information (gender, age, field, district, place, service unit, section, length
of service, management responsibility). The surveys were distributed electronically to one of
the twelve police district in Norway. Participants were asked to answer all the questions and
to base their answers on own experiences with working in the police. In total, the survey used
seventeen scales in order to capture ten different sides of the working environment, which of
only seven scales were used in this thesis, presented in the following sections.
Sample
The surveys were distributed to 1005 respondents, differing in sex, age, area of
expertise, workplace and time worked in the organization. Of the 1005 surveys handed out,
216 were returned, yielding a response rate of 21.5 %. With that said, a proportion of those
who received the survey were initially not intended to be participants in this study. If one had
managed to filter out these, the response rate would probably have been somewhat higher.
Given the electronically distribution of the survey, and that all items had to be answered in
order to complete the survey, there were no missing data, except from one missing in the sex
section. However, this was considered unproblematic as this particular respondent answered
all other questions in the survey. The final sample consisted of 56.5 % male and 43.1 %
female respondents, in addition to the one missing (0.5 %). Age groups ranged from 23 years
or younger to 64 years or older, with the most frequent age group being 48-51 years (21.8 %).
The majority of the respondents had a job tenure of 1-5 years (17.1 %), and worked within
operational tasks (27.8 %), criminal investigation (26.4 %), or was employed with civilian
background (25.5 %).
Measures
Seven established scales aimed to measure the constructs of interest; organizational
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climate, employee participation, and individual readiness for change, was applied. All the
scales have been piloted in previous studies within the Norwegian police (Koritzinsky, 2015;
Lømo, 2017; Motland, 2018). Respondents scored each item on a 5-point Likert scale
measuring agreement or disagreement with how well the statement described their unit or
work environment. The response scale ranged from “definitely false” (1) to “definitely true”
(5), with a middle value (3) “neither true nor false”, which allowed for neutral responses. All
negatively worded items were reversed coded ahead of the analysis. All the measures with its
corresponding items are displayed in Appendix A in their original Norwegian wording. A
proposed English translation by the author of the current study is also included. This
translation has not been validated and should not be used for any other means than to give an
impression of the measures´ content.
Organizational Climate. Organizational climate was operationalized as a set of shared
perceptions regarding the policies, practices, and procedures that an organization rewards,
supports, and expects (Schneider & Reichers, 1983). The measure of organizational climate is
based on Kuenzi´s (2008) global work climate, which draws upon the Competing Values
Framework (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983). This survey instrument comprises a total of twentynine items, which can be divided into four subscales, each representing one of the four molar
climates types; Human relations (HR) climate, Internal Process (IP) Climate, Open Systems
(OS) Climate, and Rational Goal (RG) Climate. Based on the CVF, this instrument asks
respondents to indicate the extent to which their organization possesses characteristics
associated with each of these four climate types.
As noted earlier, the items were measured at the organizational unit level, and used the
different units in the police district as the point of reference (Chan, 1998). Example item are
“Members of this unit are committed to each other” and “In this unit, we are flexible enough
to take on new tasks as they come up”. The human relation climate was measured by eight
items, while the three other climate types were measured by seven items each. Previously
reported alpha coefficients for the climate scale of HR, IP, OS, and RG are .85, .83, .82, and
.80 respectively (Kuenzi, 2008). Koritzinsky (2015), on the other hand, reported the
following alpha coefficients; .82, .69, .85, and .76 respectively.
The scale has previously been translated to Norwegian by the Work and Organizational
research group at the University of Oslo. Moreover, Koritzinsky (2015) piloted the
instrument targeting organizational climate in the Norwegian police and found the
measurement to be appropriate in this context.
Employee Participation. The instrument aimed to measure employee participation in
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this study is created from a combination of two scales. One of the scales is a 6-item
instrument developed by W. Warner Burke (2014) while the other scale comprises seven
items and is developed by Wilkinson and Dundon (2010). The former captures one of six
primary categories in the Work Unit Climate Scale used in an unpublished study of work unit
climate in the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) in the early 1990s
(W. Warner Burke, 2018). The latter, on the other hand, is designed to assess different depths
of participation, such as information, communication, consultation, codetermination, and
control (Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010).
This 13-item measure has previously been used in theses examining employee
participation in the Norwegian healthcare organizations (Lømo, 2017), and within the
Norwegian Police Service (Motland, 2018). Previously reported reliability for the two scales
in combination is

= .92 (Lømo, 2017) and

= .90 (Motland, 2018). A post hoc test

revealed a Cronbach´s alpha coefficient of .92 for the 13-item scale in this thesis. Due to this
high alpha coefficient and concerns regarding the reliability it was decided to treat the two
scales as separate measures of participation. As stated by Wagner (1994), the combination of
different scales or different dimensions of a construct increase the possibility that their
possible unique effect is being erased, as the effects may equalize each other. Although the
two constructs are theoretically similar, the division of the scales opens up for examining if
they measure different forms of participation or might have different effect on change
readiness.
The scales have previously been translated to Norwegian by the Work and
Organizational Psychology research group at the University of Oslo. Example items are:
“Subordinates have an opportunity to contribute to the setting of their work unit´s goals” (BParticipation), and “Employees receive sufficient information to have an informed opinion on
decisions that is going to be made” (WD-Participation). A high score indicates a high degree
of participation.
Individual Readiness for Change. Levels of change readiness were measured with the
Scale for Individual Readiness to Organizational Change developed by Vakola (2014). This
instrument treats individual readiness for change as a unidimensional construct and consists
of six items. These items are designed to measure the extent to which employees consider
themselves to be open to the changes, if they are looking forward to the changes in their work
role, and if the changes would be for the better. An example item is: “When changes occur in
my company, I believe that I am ready to cope with them”. One item was reverse-scored due
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to being a negatively worded question. The scale has previously been translated to
Norwegian by the Work and Organizational research group at the University of Oslo and
been used in several studies examining readiness for change in the Norwegian Police (e.g.,
Koritzinsky, 2015; Motland, 2018)
For the purpose of this study, one additional item was added. This particular item was
inspired by Holt et al. (2007) who examined change self-efficacy. The item was formulated
by the Work and Organizational Psychology research group at the University of Oslo and has
the following statement: “I'm sure that I will be able to quickly adapt to changes in my unit”.
A high score on the overall scale indicates a high degree of individual readiness for change.
Statistical Analyses
Preliminary Analyses. IBM SPSS 25.0 was used to perform initial statistical analyses
such as descriptives and bivariate inter-correlations among study variables. The internal
consistency of each scale was measured using Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (Cronbach,
1951). Variables within a factor should demonstrate high internal consistency, that is, the
indicators should correlate relatively high within their latent factor. A rule of thumb states
that the alpha coefficient should be between .7 and .8 in order to have sufficient internal
consistency and regarded as reliable (Field, 2013). The data was also evaluated for normality,
examining the degree of skewness and kurtosis. Acknowledged thresholds of severe
skewness and problematic kurtosis are > 3.0 and >10.0, respectively (Kline, 2005, 2016).
Additionally, linearity was inspected through examining the scatter plots between the sum
scores of each construct, and collinearity by examining the variance inflation factor (VIF)
values. According to Hair (1995) satisfactory VIF values should be < 10. Based on the results
from these initial analyses, it was decided whether the data was suitable for further analyses.
In some cases when using self-composed or relatively new measures, it can be useful to
perform an exploratory factor analysis (EFA), in addition to confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA). However, as the scales used in this thesis are obtained from well testes instruments,
and all of the scales have been used in similar settings before, it was chosen to rely on the
CFA.
Structural Equation Modelling. The hypotheses in this study were investigated using
structural equation modeling (SEM). SEM-analysis has been described as a combination of
different statistical techniques, such as factor analysis and multiple regression analysis, and
represents a statistical analysis technique which permits for testing of several latent variables
and their interrelationship simultaneously (Schreiber, Nora, Stage, Barlow, & King, 2006).
The literature related to the Competing Values Framework is highly characterized by the use
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of either SEM-analyses or regressions analyses. However, one of the greatest strengths in
SEM-analysis is that one can control for the unique variance in indicators not attributable to
their common latent factor, hence making it possible to achieve better estimates of the effect
sizes between constructs, which is not possible in ordinary regressions analyses (Hair, 2014;
Kline, 2016).
SEM-analyses in this thesis was conducted by using the software AMOS 25.0, with
maximum likelihood parameter estimation and bootstrapping of the estimates to obtain the
95 % confidence interval of the effects. Bootstrapping is a nonparametric resampling
procedure that does not impose the assumption of a normal distribution in the sample. The
procedure involves repeatedly sampling from the data set which produces an approximation
of the distribution that can be is used to construct confidence intervals for the effects. Due to
its accuracy for computing confidence intervals, the bootstrapping procedure is often used to
test mediation effects (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).
When conducting a SEM-analysis, the theorized model is split into two submodels; a
measurement model and a structural model. The measurement model ascribes the relationship
between the different indicators (observed variables) and their respective latent variable
(unobserved variable). This is better known as a confirmatory factor analysis. If the
measurement model fit the observed data well, the structural model can be specified. The
structural model defines the relations between the latent variables, which constitutes the
hypotheses one wishes to investigate (Kline, 2011). The causal pattern of relations within this
model is specified a priori. In this way it is possible to determine if the hypothesized
theoretical model is consistent with the collected data (Hoe, 2008; Lei & Wu, 2007).
Model Fit Evaluation. Evaluation of model fit is an integral part when conducting
SEM-analyses, in order to test whether the proposed model has adequate fit to the observed
data. There is both as global and a local approach to model fit evaluation (Hair, 2014; Kline,
2016). The global fit estimates are used to evaluate the fit of the entire model, while the local
fit estimates can help pinpoint where potential problems in the model might be in the
presence of model misfit (Thoemmes, Rosseel, & Textor, 2018). The measurement model in
this thesis was inspected in terms of both global and local fit, and modifications were made
step by step until acceptable global fit estimates were reached. A common question when
conducting a SEM-analysis is when to stop modify the model to achieve even better fit. As a
general rule, when the initial model fits well, it is recommended to stop modifying it as any
further modifications might just be fitting the model to small idiosyncratic characteristics in
the sample (MacCallum, Roznowski, & Necowitz, 1992).
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Global Fit. Following Brown (2015) and Kline´s (2016) recommendations, this thesis
applies the following indices for the purpose of evaluating the global fit: chi-square (χ2), the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)
including the lower and upper values of the 90% confidence interval values for RMSEA, and
the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR).
Chi-square (χ2) is an index which estimates the absolute fit by examining whether the
specified model is significantly different from the observed covariance matrix (Lei & Wu,
2007). A non-significant chi-square (p > .05), indicates a good fit. However, χ2 is limited by
its sensitivity to large sample sizes and models with many indicators, as either one or both
will inflate the χ2 and make it difficult to obtain a good model fit (Hair, 2014).
The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) compares how well the specified model fits the data
relative to a zero model in which all indicators are uncorrelated. CFI values range from 0-1,
where values closer to 1 indicates a good fit. Following the guidelines proposed by Hair
(2014) a model with N > 250 and numbers of indicators > 30, CFI values should be greater
than .92 to indicate good fit. Under condition where there is no concerns regarding the
sample size or number of indicator, a value above .90 is regarded as acceptable (Hair, 2014).
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and Standardized Root Mean
Residual (SRMR) are both badness-of-fit statistics, in which values close to zero implies
good absolute fit whereas higher values indicate poor fit. Together with Hair´s (2014)
proposed CFI value of greater than .92, the RMSEA should be less than .08 and the SRMR
below .09 to indicate good fit.
Local Fit. Measurement models that demonstrated bad global fit was further examined
by inspecting local fit, in order to identify which part of the models that needed to be
adjusted. Local fit was examined by inspecting the standardized covariance residuals,
modification indices, factor loadings and regression coefficients.
The standardized covariance residuals are a useful statistic, as it makes it possible to
detect if specific indicators are problematic. In sufficiently large samples, the standardized
covariance residual is likely to approximate a standardized normal distribution. Therefore, if
the model is correct, most standardized covariance residuals should be less than 2 in absolute
value (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1979), and any residuals above an absolute value of 4 raises
serious concerns (Hair, 2014; Kline, 2005).
Modification indices is another form of local fit assessment, which let you what would
happen to the overall global chi-square if an additional arrow is added to the model.
Moreover, the estimated parameters of the model should be inspected. The factor loadings
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should be statistically significant, in the predicted direction, and of a considerable size, at a
minimum above .50, and ideally above .70 (Hair, 2014).
Factor structure. The substantially high intercorrelations found between the four
climate types in prior studies (e.g., Kalliath et al., 1999; Koritzinsky, 2015; Kuenzi, 2008)
may be interpreted as implying the existence of a higher-order factor structure to the CVF.
Indeed, McClain (1995) argued that when factors are highly correlated, a second-order
analysis should always be performed to obtain as much understanding of the data as possible.
Second-order models are most typically applicable in research contexts in which
measurement instruments assess several related constructs, such as HR, IP, OS, and RG in
the present study. The second-order model represents the hypothesis that these seemingly
distinct, but related constructs can be accounted for by a common higher-order construct
(Chen, Sousa, & West, 2005). Besides, a second-order model has the advantage of reducing
the potential of multicollinearity and type II error in research where independent predictors
are highly correlated (Grewal, Cote, & Baumgartner, 2004).
Following this, a second-order measurement model was specified, using the already
modified measurement model as a foundation. In order to test the proposed hypothesis that a
second-order model treating organizational climate as a function of the four moral climate
types would better fit the data, this model was compared to the initial four-factor first-order
measurement model in order to determine which provided a better fit for the data.
The two models were compared using the global fit estimates as described above. In
addition, the Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI) (Mulaik et al., 1989) was used to give an
indication of the relative parsimony of the models. Finally, based on the expectation that
validity could be a concern, validity and reliability estimate for both models were calculated
and compared.
Reliability and Validity. The final part of the analyses centered on demonstrating the
usefulness and adequacy of the models, in terms of reliability and validity. Reliability refers
to the consistency of measurement results, while validity is the accuracy of the interpretations
of results, which gives researchers a hint whether the results can be interpreted correctly
(Field, 2013). If the factors fail to display adequate validity and reliability, moving on to test
a causal model will be useless. Hence, it is absolutely necessary to establish convergent and
discriminant validity, as well as reliability, when conducting a SEM-analysis (Hair, 2010).
The following estimates were used for the assessment of validity and reliability in the current
study: Composite Reliability (CR), Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and Square Rooted
AVE.
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Composite reliability (CR) is a measure of reliability which is estimated by calculating
the ratio of explained variance over total variance (Kline, 2005). According to Hair (2014)
values greater than .70 are regarded as acceptable reliability.
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) is a measure used to assess convergent validity.
AVE values should be greater than .5 in order to achieve acceptable convergent validity
(Shook, Ketchen, Hult, & Kacmar, 2004). Factors failing to establish convergent validity,
gives an indication that the indicators do not correlate well with each other within their latent
factor. In other words, the latent factor is not well explained by its items (Hair, 2010).
Square rooted AVE is used for examining discriminant validity. A rule of thumb states
that the square root of the AVE for a factor should be greater than the absolute value of the
correlations with another factor (Hair, 2010). If discriminant validity is not established, then
the indicators might correlate greater with items outside their latent factor than with the
indicators within their latent factor. In other words, the latent factor is better explained by
some other items (from a different factor) than by its own items (Hair, 2010). Discriminant
validity can be also be assessed by examining the factor correlation matrix after the
extraction. The correlations between factors should not exceed .70, as this would indicate that
the factors have a majority of shared variance and may not be distinct from each other (Hair,
2014).
Sample Size. Sample size is another crucial aspect that should be considered prior to
SEM analysis because it relates to the stability of the parameter estimates (MacCallum &
Austin, 2000). Generally, SEM requires a larger sample relative to other statistical
techniques, in order to reach valid test statistics. There is little consensus in the literature
regarding what could count as a suitable sample size, however, a sample size of 200 is
usually considered adequate (Kline, 2005). Hence, the sample in the current study consisting
of 216 respondents was regarded as suitable for SEM-analysis.
Ethical Considerations
In advance of the collection, employees received a letter of information from the police
inspector in their district, in which they got information about the project, including the
purpose of the study, their contribution, practical and ethical information. The participation
was voluntary, and it was possible to withdraw at any time.
This study followed the Norwegian national ethical standard for research on human
beings and was approved by the Norwegian Centre for Research Data (Norwegain: Norsk
Senter for Forskningsdata (NSD)) in September 2017. The data collected in connection with
this project is considered as personal data, which is strictly regulated by The Personal Data
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Act (Personopplysningsloven, 2018). Hence, the data was unidentified to make
identifications of individuals difficult. Unidentification is simbly replacing all identifiable
data with a unique code, to which only a few people have access. Unidentification differs
from anonymization in that the information can still be traced back to the respondent
(Datatilsynet, 2015). Furthermore, the data is stored in accordance with established safety
routines for sensitive data at the Department of Psychology.
Results
Results of the Descriptive and Preliminary Analyses
The skewness values ranged from -1.29 to 0.25, and the kurtosis values ranged from
-0.79 to 3.52. This imply that all indicators are were well within the acknowledged thresholds
of severe skewness (> 3.0) and problematic kurtosis (> 10.0) (Kline, 2005). Additionally,
through inspection of the scatter plots between the sum scores of each construct, and
examination of the VIF-values, both linearity and collinearity were found to be satisfactory.
The means, standard deviations, reliability estimates (Cronbach, 1951) and zero-order
correlations among each of the constructs are presented in Table 1. The mean of all the
constructs were above the midrange of the scale, indicating a positive degree of all four
climate types, employee participation, and change readiness in the sample. The alpha
coefficient was well within the suggested threshold, indicating good internal consistency for
all constructs (Cronbach, 1951). Furthermore, large correlations (r > .50) were found among
all climate types, and employee participation, whereas readiness for change showed
considerably lower (small to moderate) correlations with all other constructs. The two
participation types achieved the highest correlation of all constructs, indicating that they may
have a majority of shared variance. However, the difference between B-Participation and
WD-Participation was found to be significant, as demonstrated through the paired sample ttest, displaying t(215) = -12.35, p < .001.
Concerning the climate types, these initial results suggests that the police district under
investigation is in fact both flexible and stable, in addition to having both an internal and an
external focus, as both open system, internal process, human relation, and ration goal forces
are present, and almost identical rated. Furthermore, by examining the pattern of correlations
between the four climate types, initial support was found for hypothesis 1. As expected, there
were statistically significant and large (r > .50), positive correlations among all climate types,
p < .01. The strong intercorrelation between all possible pairs of climate types may be a sign
of discriminant validity concerns or overlapping traits, indicating that the shared variance in
items designed to measure one climate type correspond almost precisely to the shared
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variation in items designed to reflect other climate types.
Table 1
Mean, standard deviation, Chronbach’s alpha, and zero-order correlations for all constructs
before factor analysis
Construct

M

SD

α

1

2

3

4

5a

1. Human Relations Climate

3.85 0.64 .87

2. Internal Process Climate

3.68 0.69 .88 .79**

3. Open Systems Climate

3.76 0.64 .88 .77** .76**

4. Rational Goal Climate

3.44 0.69 .87 .75** .78** .79**

5a. B-Participation

3.03 0.80 .87 .70** .61** .60** .70**

5b. WD-Participation

3.43 0.72 .87 .69** .65** .58** .71** .81**

5b

1
1
1
1
1
1

6. Individual Readiness for Change 3.78 0.59 .85 .27** .26** .36** .40** .36** .31**
**.

6

1

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
To test the significant difference between the climate constructs, a paired-samples t-test

was conducted. These paired comparisons yielded significant mean differences for each pair
of climate types. The largest significant difference among the climate variables was found
between the human relations (M = 3.85, SD = 0.64) and rational goal (M = 3.44, SD = 0.69),
displaying t(215) = 12.66, p < .001. A smaller difference, yet still significant, was found
between internal process (M = 3.68, SD = 0.69) and open systems (M = 3.76, SD = 0.64),
displaying t(215) = -2.46, p = .015, which implies a close resemblance of the company’s
organizational climate for both these groups. However, although the t-tests indicate that all
the climate variables are significantly different from each other, the results raise concerns in
terms of high intercorrelation between all four climate types, thus supporting the significant
need for an examination of the factor structure of the CVF.
Structural Equation Modelling
Model fit evaluation. The first CFA containing all constructs and their corresponding
items (Measurement model 1, see Appendix B) did not entirely meet the criteria for good
model fit, as displayed in Table 2. In order to improve the model, several modifications were
made step by step, to check for improvements in the model fit statistics. Items were excluded
stepwise, by identifying questions that were theoretically and methodically difficult to
include in the theorized models.
Within the Human relations (HR) construct there were discovered several problematic
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items, indicating that HR7 and HR8 should be removed due to high standardized covariance
residuals. An inspection of the questionnaire showed that HR7 and HR8 displayed almost
identical wording and had the same thematic content concerning development, differing from
the other items in the scale which concerned cohesion and morale. This might explain why
HR7 and HR8 exhibited concerns, and not fitted well within the scale. The same items have
also been excluded in previous studies using this scale within the Norwegian Police (e.g.,
Johnsen, 2018; Kværne, 2018; Motland, 2018). In addition, by examining the modification
indices, a high covariation between the error terms of HR2 and HR3 was identified.
Inspection of these items´ statements revealed that they were strongly related. However,
when allowing the error terms of these items to covary the fit statistics weren´t improved
substantially. Further inspection revealed that high standardized covariance residuals was
attached to HR3, in addition to a low factor loading. Hence, it was decided to remove HR3 as
well.
The Internal Process (IP) construct displayed the same conceptual issues as the
problematic items in the HR-construct. IP5, IP6, and IP7 all suffered from high standardized
covariance residuals, and were consequently removed. The exclusion of these three items is
consistent across several prior studies using this scale to measure internal process climate
(Johnsen, 2018; Koritzinsky, 2015; Kværne, 2018). Additionally, the analysis suggested that
OS7 in the Open Systems (OS) construct should be removed due to high standardized
covariance residuals. This is consistent with the findings from Koritzinsky´s (2015) study.
Besides, a high covariation was observed between the error terms of OS1 and OS2, indicating
that they may share some unique variance. Inspection of the questionnaire revealed that item
statements for OS1 and OS2 was relatively similar with regard to both meaning and wording,
and hence should be allowed to covary. Furthermore, the analyses revealed some problematic
items in the Rational Goal (RG) construct. Due to high standardized covariance residuals it
was decided to remove RG4, RG5, and RG7. Two of the same items (RG5 and RG7) were
removed by Koritzinsky (2015), while Nilsen (2018) excluded RG5 and RG6.
Further, the results demonstrated some concerns regarding two items in the BParticipation construct, which resulted in removal of B2 and B5. These items have been
found problematic in different ways in other studies as well (Lømo, 2017; Motland, 2018).
An inspection of the items revealed that B2 differed from the other items in terms of content,
and that B5 was fairly similar to B1 and B3. Moreover, two items, WD2 and WD3, were
removed from the WD-Participation construct due to high standardized covariance residuals.
In addition, eWD5 and eWD6 were allowed to covary due to high covariation between those
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error terms. Finally, the analyses suggested excluding CHA4 from the model due to a low
factor loading (< .5) and high standardized covariance residual. This removal has also been
made in other studies (Kværne, 2018; Motland, 2018). Goodness of fit for the modified
model can be seen in Table 2.
Table 2
Goodness of Fit statistics for Measurement Models
Model

2

df

CFI

1

2348** 1106 .81

2#

858**

504 .92

RMSEA
[90% CI]
.072
[.068, .076]
.057
[.051, .064]

SRMR

Comments

.073

All items included

.058

Four-factor first-order
HR3, HR7, HR8, IP5, IP6, IP7, OS7,
RG4, RG5, RG7, CHA4, B2, B5,
WD2, WD3 removed. eOS1↔eOS2,
eWD5↔eWD6

Single-factor second-order
515 .91
.059
.064 HR3, HR7, HR8, IP5, IP6, IP7, OS7,
[.053, .066]
RG4, RG5, RG7, CHA4, B2, B5,
WD2, WD3 removed. eOS1↔eOS2,
eWD5↔eWD6
2
Note. N = 216; = chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index;
RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean
Square.
**. Chi-square significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); #. Modified model
3#

903**

Factor structure. After acceptable global fit was established for the measurement
model, the second-order model was specified. Path diagram for both models can be seen in
Appendix C and D. As displayed in Table 2, both models met all the criteria for a satisfactory
model fit, demonstrating CFI values above .90, and RMSEA values below .80. As expected,
considering the sample size, the results demonstrated significant chi-squares, which implies
that the assumption of exact fit with the data was rejected for both models. Despite this, the
models seemed to fit the empirical data relatively well, although the fit measures are
somewhat improved for the four-factor first-order model as opposed to the single-factor
second-order model. Although minimal differences, the comparison of the PNFI values
shows that the first-order model had a lower value (PNFI = .74) than the second-order model
(PNFI = .75), indicating that the latter is a little more parsimonious.
Although the removal of ten items reduced the intercorrelation between four climate
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types it was not sufficient to eliminate the discriminant validity concerns, as the factors still
display substantially high intercorrelations. Therefore, the reliability and validity of the two
models were examined.
Reliability and Validity. The four-factor first-order model demonstrated satisfactory
composite reliability (CR above .70) for all constructs. However, the analysis revealed that
for all constructs except from Change Readiness, the square rooted AVE (HR = .73, IP = .80,
OS = .74, RG = .75, B-PAR = .74, WD-PAR = .69) was lower than the absolute value of the
correlations with one or more of the other factors. These results indicate discriminant validity
issues related to all constructs except from Readiness for change, indicating that these factors
are better explained by some other indicators (from a different factor) than by its own
observed variables. Furthermore, the AVE for WD-Participation (AVE = 0.48) was less than
the recommended value of 0.5, thus indicating convergent validity issues. In other words, the
WD-Participation is not well explained by its observed variables.
For the single-factor second-order model, on the other hand, the concerns regarding
validity was partially reduced. Table 3 displays the results from the reliability and validity
analysis of the second-order model. The composite reliability (CR) for all constructs were
satisfactory, demonstrating CR above .70. Although there are still some concerns regarding
the two participation constructs demonstrating discriminant validity, the validity concerns
regarding the four climate constructs that were present in the first-order model were
eliminated by adopting a second order-factor with HR, IP, OS, and RG as first-order factors.
Taken together, these result gives additional support for the second-order model, hence
supporting hypothesis 1.
Table 3
Construct Correlation Matrix with Corresponding Squared AVE Coefficients
Construct

CR

AVE

1

2

3

1. Organizational climate

0.93

0.77

0.88

2. B-Participation

0.83

0.55

0.75

0.75

3. WD-Participation

0.82

0.48

0.83

0.84

0.69

4. Readiness for change

0.87

0.52

0.42

0.49

0.45

4

0.72

Note. Coefficients displayed in bold represent the square rooted AVEs
Structural Model. Finally, a structural model was specified to assess the proposed
hypotheses. This was done by introducing paths between the latent variables. In the initial
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structural model, it was observed that the path between WD-Participation and Readiness for
change failed to reach significance (β = .05, p = ns). Thus, hypothesis 2a, which stated that
WD-Participation would be directly, positively related to employees´ Readiness for Change,
was not supported. Given that there was no value added to the model by this path, it was
decided to constrain this particular path to equal zero, before the analysis was re-run. The
complete and final structural model can be seen in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Structural model path diagram.
Note. Standardized coefficients are displayed. Circles represents latent variables (factors) and
rectangles represents observed variables (indicators). The circles displaying e** denotes error
variance in each observed variable, while circles displaying d* denotes disturbance terms.
Disturbances are other variables affecting the latent variables, that are not accounted for in
the model.
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The model displayed in Figure 3 demonstrated the following goodness-of-fit estimates:
2

= 903, df =516, CFI = .91, RMSEA = .059 [.053, .065], SRMR = .064. The estimates ( ),

displayed between the latent variables, are interpreted as standardized regression coefficients.
The estimates between the items and their factor is the factor loadings, whereas the estimates
displayed on the double-headed arrows are correlations. Table 4 presents the descriptive
statistics, internal consistency estimates, and correlations among each of the final constructs.
Table 4
Mean, standard deviation, Cronbach’s alpha, and zero-order correlations for all constructs
after factor analysis
Construct

M

SD

α

1

1. Organizational Climate

3.77

0.61

.94

1

2. B-Participation

2.98

0.84

.83

.63**

1

3. WD-Participation

3.56

0.72

.83

.68**

.70**

1

4. Individual Readiness for Change

3.87

0.61

.86

.38**

.44**

.37**

**.

2

3

4

1

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
In a post hoc test, examining the effect of organizational climate on readiness for

change without including the mediators, the results showed a significant, direct effect
( = .43, p < .001). This yields a R2 of .18, indicating that organizational climate can explain
18% of the variance in individual readiness for change alone. However, as the current study
hypothesize, there is probably more variables that have an impact on change readiness. With
a significant relationship established between organizational climate and readiness for
change, there was a foundation for proceeding with analyses including the mediators. Table 5
provides the estimated direct and indirect effects from the structural equation modelling with
all latent variables included.
The results showed that the path coefficient between organizational climate and
readiness for change failed to reach significance (β = .11, p = ns), after the mediators were
introduces in the model, indicating that hypothesis 2 is not supported. Further, and as
previously noted, the path coefficient between WD-Participation and Readiness for change
failed to reach significance (β = .05, p = ns), and was therefore constrained to equal zero.
Thus, hypothesis 3a, which stated that WD-Participation would be directly, positively related
to employees´ Readiness for Change, was not supported. Despite this, the results indicated
that Organizational climate was positively associated with WD-Participation (β = .83,
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p < .001), thus providing support for hypothesis 4a. Hypothesis 5a proposed that WDParticipation would mediate the relationship between organizational climate and Readiness
for change. However, as a consequence of the path between WD-Participation and Readiness
for change being constrained to equal zero, this mediation effect was not calculated at all in
this model, thus no support was found hypothesis 5a.
Further, the results indicated a significant, positive direct effect of B-Participation on
employees´ Readiness for Change (β = .39, p < .01), and of organizational climate on BParticipation (β = .75, p < .001), thus supporting hypothesis 3b and 4b respectively.
Additionally, there was a significant, positive indirect effect of organizational climate,
through B-Participation, on Readiness for Change (β = .29, 95% CI = [.035, .49], thus
supporting hypothesis 5b.
Table 5
Estimates of the direct and indirect effects between the latent variables
R2

Parameter

b

SE

95 % CI

CVF → B

.81***

.085

[.65, .99]

.75

.56

CVF → WD

.64***

.10

[.42, .84]

.83

.69

B → CHA

.29**

.15

[.038, .64]

.39

.15

CVF → CHA

.11ns

.14

[-.19, .35]

.13

.017

CVF → B → CHA

.23*

.12

[.035, 49]

.29

.084

Note. 95% CI = Bias-corrected confidence interval. Estimates of CI and SE are
unstandardized and based on non-parametric bootstrapping. Number of bootstrap samples
= 5000. All estimates are calculated after path WD → CHA was constrained to equal zero.
***. p < .001, **. p < .01, *. p < .05, ns. not significant
Discussion
The objective of this study was to explore the relationship between organizational
climate, employee participation, and individual readiness for change among employees in a
sample from the Norwegian Police Service. Specifically, the thesis investigated whether
organizational climate could predict readiness for change directly, and indirectly through
employee participation. In addition, it was examined if organizational climate could be
treated as a general climate construct by adopting a second-order factor structure, in which
the general climate construct was specified as a function of the four global climate types (HR,
IP, OS, and RG) as assessed by the Competing Values Framework. The theorized model
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presented eight hypotheses, which of five were supported.
The first hypothesis proposed that organizational climate could be treated as a single
second-order factor representing a general climate construct, with HR, IP, OS and RG as the
lower-order factors. A comparison of the single-factor second-order model with a four-factor
first-order model, revealed the appropriateness of treating organizational climate as a general
construct in a second-order model, thus supporting hypothesis 1. This conclusion was made
on the grounds of fit statistics, and validity assessments, and on the findings that the general
climate construct explained reasonable portions of variance in the four climate types.
The second hypothesis concerned the relationship between organizational climate and
readiness for change. Hypothesis 2 stated that organizational climate would positively and
directly predict readiness for change, over and above the effect that could possibly be
explained through the mediators. The path coefficient failed to reach significance, suggesting
that change readiness is not facilitated by organizational climate directly.
The third and fourth hypotheses proposed that WD-Participation would positively
predict individual readiness for change (hypothesis 3a), and that organizational climate would
positively predict WD-Participation (hypothesis 4a). The results displayed a positive
nonsignificant regression coefficient for the path between WD-Participation and readiness for
change, indicating that change readiness is not facilitated by this type of participation. This is
contradictory to the suggested hypothesis, and hence and issue that warrant further attention
in the following. As previously noted, because the path between WD-Participation and
readiness for change failed to add any value to the model it was constrained to equal zero.
The path coefficient between organizational climate and WD-Participation, on the other hand,
was found to be positive, and significant, thus supporting hypothesis 4a.
The fifth hypothesis suggested that organizational climate would positively predict
individual readiness for change through its effect on WD-Participation (hypothesis 5a).
However, as a consequence of the path between WD-Participation and readiness for change
previously being constrained to equal zero, there was no indirect effect to be calculated, and
hypothesis 5a was therefore not supported.
The sixth and seventh hypotheses concerned the relationship between organizational
climate, B-Participation and readiness for change. Specifically, hypothesis 3b stated that BParticipation would positively predict readiness for change, while hypothesis 4b suggested
that organizational climate would positively predict B-Participation. Both produced
significant results in the predicted direction, indicating that B-Participation contribute to
employees’ readiness for change (hypothesis 3b). The results also indicate that organizational
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climate is positively related to higher levels of B-Participation, thus supporting hypothesis
4b.
The eighth, and final hypothesis concerned the indirect effect of organizational climate
on individual readiness for change through B-Participation. Although the confidence interval
of the indirect effect displayed a noticeable span in the estimates produced by the bootstrap
procedure, it did not cross zero. However, the lower bound estimate of the indirect effect
tended to zero. Despite this, the hypothesis was supported due to a significant effect in the
predicted direction and a confidence interval that did not cross zero. Taken together, this
suggests B-Participation as a potential mediator in the relationship between organizational
climate and individual readiness for change.
In summary, five of eight hypotheses were supported, and the results suggests that
organizational climate can be treated as a second-order model. Furthermore, the results
indicate that a general organizational climate, characterized by high focus on all climate types
in the CVF, positively affects employee participation, and that B-Participation in turn
influences individual readiness for change. Examination of the effect sizes,

and R2,

demonstrates that there is varying strength of the estimated effects. The effects size is
remarkably high for the direct effect between organizational climate and both variables of
employee participation, while there is a considerably lower effect size for the indirect effect
of organizational climate on change readiness through B-Participation. Another interesting
finding is that only B-Participation, and not WD-Participation, demonstrated a significant
relation to change readiness. Altogether, these findings have important and interesting
implications in terms of theory and practice, which will now be discussed in more detail.
Implications
Theoretical Implications. Overall, the current study shed light on potential
antecedents of individual readiness for change and provides information and knowledge that
can broaden our understanding of the organizational change process in general, and within
the Norwegian Police Service. More specifically, the findings from the current study
contributes to the research by broaden our theoretical, conceptual, and operational
understanding of organizational climate, employee participation, individual readiness for
change, and the complex relation existing between them, which will be addressed in the
following.
Individual Readiness for Change. As a construct, individual readiness for change is
both important and interesting, as it has been recognized as a critical precursor of employees´
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initial support for change (Armenakis et al., 1993), and for successful implementation of
organizational changes (e.g., Armenakis et al., 1993; Holt et al., 2007; Jones et al., 2005;
Oreg et al., 2011; Vakola, 2014). As previosy noted, the organizational change literature have
been characterized by a focus on organizational readiness for change, hence neglecting the
process of change as perceived by the individual (Holt et al., 2007). However, there is now a
growing interest in the concept of individual readiness for change, due to researcher notion
that change readiness must occur at an individual level, as change practices are performed by
individuals within companies (Holt et al., 2007). By taking into account employees´
subjective perceptions of whether the organization is ready for change, this study contributes
to psychological research by broadening our understanding of the importance of the human
factors when implementing changes within the police service. Overall, the results from the
current study indicated that the employees in the district under investigations are relatively
positive towards change, willing to support change and have a general confidence in the
organizations´ capacity to successfully make those changes.
Levels of change readiness in the current study were measured with the Scale for
Individual Readiness for Change (Vakola, 2014), in which IRFC is treated as a
unidimensional construct. The analyses supported the expected unidimensional, and
displayed satisfying reliability and validity, as well as low to moderate correlation with all
other study variables. Taken together this suggests that the scale is a useful tool to measure
individual readiness for change within the police. However, the CFA revealed that one item
from the change readiness scale should be removed due to a low factor loading. The item
concerned whether employees believed that they were more ready to accept change than
other colleagues in their unit. In other words, this particular item asked participants to
evaluate their own behavior relative to the perceived behavior of others, which differed from
the other items measuring the implicit behavior of the individual. The removal of this item
might have implications for the results, and findings related to individual readiness for
change should therefore be interpreted with caution. This indicate that further research into
the construct is needed, potentially by investigating if the same results and factor solution is
reproduced if the item is rephrased.
Organizational Climate.
Factor Structure. The present study confirmed the appropriateness of a second-order
factor structure to account for the four global climate types comprised in the Competing
Values Framework. This suggests an overarching factor of the four global climate types,
conceptualized as a general organizational climate construct. Initial support for this higher35
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order model was obtained from the findings of the preliminary analyses, showing that there
were statistically significant and substantially high positive intercorrelations (r ranging from
.75 to .79) between all four climate types. This was expected due to the current study´s use of
a normative response scale. The findings of high intercorrelations are also in line with
previous research studies examining the four climate types in the CVF (e.g., Kalliath et al.,
1999; Koritzinsky, 2015; Kuenzi, 2008). An average correlation of .77 between the four
climate types in the current study stimulated the question of what exactly the difference
between them is. As noted earlier, substantially high intercorrelations is usually the first sign
of discriminant validity concerns and overlapping traits, that needs further investigation.
Comparison of the four-factor first-order model and the single, second-order model
showed that the latter was favored. The second-order model adequately accounted for the
covariances between the four climate types, which was evidenced by a higher parsimony
exhibited by this model. By adopting a second-order factor structure, the discriminant
validity concerns were also erased. Furthermore, the general organizational climate factor
explained reasonable amounts of variance in all four climate types; HR (83%), IP (76%), OS
(66%), and RG (85%). Taken together, these results supported the hypothesis put forward in
this study, that the four climate types can be accounted for by a superordinate factor. This
finding is in line with the L. A. James and James (1989) who suggests that there could be a
general factor for psychological climate.
However, even though the appropriateness of using a second-order factor structure is
revealed, the question of whether the four climate types should be abandoned in favor of a
global, overarching measure of organizational climate should be raised. In an attempt to
answer this question, I will consider methodological as well as theoretical considerations, in
addition to findings from previous research.
First, the answers may depend on the nature of the hypothesis one intends to examine.
A general organizational climate factor is useful for explaining salient portions of variance in
work environment perceptions, in addition to having the advantage on being able to assess
the overall impact of organizational climate on target variables, such as readiness for change.
However, one could argue that the adoption of a second-order factor misses the subtle
variation in prediction from the four individual climate types and negates the purpose for
making the distinction in the first place. Treating the different climate types as first-order
factors has value in that it enables the researcher to identify the unique impact a specific
climate types has on a target variable. However, this is an argument that must be addressed
with respect to the research question at stake.
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Second, the discussion on whether to specify organizational climate in terms of a
higher-order factor is highly dependent on the response scales used. The proposed competing
relationships between the four quadrants in the CVF have been proven difficult to assess
using Likert scale response format, as the CVF traditionally have been assessed with ipsative
measures (Colley et al., 2013; Jung et al., 2009). As noted earlier, ipsative scales forces
respondents to identify compromises that actually take place in the organization (Cameron &
Quinn, 2013), and has therefore the potential of provoking competing conditions, which
indeed are expected according to the original CVF theory (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983).
However, such data would not be suitable or in line with organizational climate specified as a
higher-order factor.
On the other hand, rather than provoking competing conditions, normative scales open
up for the possibility of finding corresponding conditions (Cameron & Quinn, 2013). Given
this, there is a possibility that the high degree of emphasis on all four climate types and
substantially high intercorrelations found in the current study could be a direct result of the
normative response scale used. That is, one can´t rule out the possibility that the finding of a
second-order factor is due to the Likert scale used to measure climate in this study.
However, the significance of response scales to the assessment of the CVF is generally
under-communicated in the literature. Future studies should therefore place more focus on the
response scales and their meaning in the assessment of organizational climate. Despite this, a
general suggestion is to carefully consider the area of use and choose the response scale and
statistical technique that best suits the research agenda.
Third, it is also important to repeat a point made earlier regarding the specification of
second-order models, noting that these models are only possible when the lower-order factors
(the four climate types) are substantially correlated. Furthermore, the higher-order factor
must be theoretically proper in accounting for relations among the lower-order factors. In
several studies these criteria have been fulfilled and researchers have thus raised the question
of whether there exists a second-order factor for the four climate types comprised in the CVF
(Kuenzi, 2008; Patterson et al., 2005). Unlike the current study, they neither expect nor find
any second-order factor mapping onto the four quadrants of the CVF. Based on CVF theory
they argued that organizations would not emphasize each of the climate types equally, and by
this a second-order factor would not be appropriate (Kuenzi, 2008; Patterson et al., 2005).
However, the findings in the current study suggests that there exists a balanced climate in
which there is a strong emphasis on all four climate types and may therefore count as an
explanation for the appropriateness of the second-order factor.
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Overall, the discussion above is a clear sign that this is an area potentially worthy of
future research. Although the second-order model, treating organizational climate as a
general factor was supported in the current study, it does not suggest that this is true, unique
or proven. The findings may rather be seen as a first step in what may prove to be a fruitful
area of research.
The Impact of Organizational Climate on Readiness for Change. The findings from the
current study are aligned with findings from prior research linking organizational climate to
enhanced levels of individual readiness for change (Choi & Ruona, 2011; Haffar et al., 2014;
Jones et al., 2005). An organization with a balanced organizational climate characterized by a
strong presence of all four climate types comprised in the CVF, seems to make employees
more ready for change. Although there are no studies that could be directly compared to the
present study, the finding are in line with Quinn (1988) findings of the advantage of a
balanced climate in rapidly changing environments, due to a high flexibility and ability to
balance the repertoire of climates across the CVF. The findings suggest that employees are
more responsive to their environments and open for changes if they are able to operate in
different parts of the climate dependent on what is required by the changing environments
(Quinn, 1988).
However, as pointed out by Oreg et al. (2011) and Kirrane et al. (2017) the relationship
between readiness for change and climate-based antecedents are likely to be relatively more
complex. This was supported in the proposed model, in which employee participation was
found to mediate the relationship between organizational climate and readiness for change, a
finding which will be discussed in more detail in the following sections.
Another interesting finding was that organizational climate explained 69% of the
variation in WD-Participation, and 56% of the variation in B-Participation. This represent
substantially large effect sizes, which might question the distinctiveness of the constructs.
Nonetheless, the test for discriminant validity indicated that the constructs are conceptually
distinct, and the items are articulated quite differently and differ in content. Moreover, the
results are in accordance with previous research which have found strong effect size between
organizational climate and participation (Motland, 2018). Hence, the findings suggest that
organizational climate is closely related to whether employees feel informed, included and
empowered in decision making by management.
The Competing Values Framework has showed promising results as an instrument for
assessing climate within the Norwegian Police (Koritzinsky, 2015). However, it is important
to note that the findings related to organizational climate in this study should be interpreted
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with caution. When conducting the analyses, several items from the CVF was identified as
problematic, which resulted in removal of a total of ten items. These items were regarded as
problematic due to several reasons, including high standardized covariance residual, low
factor loadings, and similarity with regard to meaning and wording. Many of the same items
have been found problematic in other studies examining the CVF within the Norwegian
Police (Koritzinsky, 2015; Kværne, 2018; Motland, 2018; Nilsen, 2018) indicating that future
studies should consider whether these items are appropriate. Due to the removal of ten items
within the competing values framework, the findings in this study have to be interpreted with
caution.
Employee Participation. In the development of the hypotheses, it was expected that
both B-Participation and WD-Participation would positively affect individual readiness for
change, and indirectly mediate the relationship between organizational climate and readiness
for change. However, the findings regarding these hypotheses are somewhat mixed. As
expected, B-Participation was found to positively predict individual readiness for change.
This is consistent with prior research finding that employee participation is an important
factor for enhancing readiness for change (Amiot et al., 2006; Holt et al., 2007; Oreg et al.,
2011; Reichers et al., 1997) and indicates that involving employees in decision making and
providing information will increase their positive attitude towards the change, and the
perceived likelihood of the change being successful (Armenakis et al., 1993).
As previously noted, researchers have proposed that the relationship between readiness
for change and climate-based antecedents are likely to be relatively complex, and that
research should investigate mediating variables between individual readiness for change and
its antecedents (Kirrane et al., 2017; Oreg et al., 2011). In the current study, B-Participation
was found to be a mediator, indicating that organizational climate has an impact on individual
readiness for change through B-Participation. The strong link found between organizational
climate and B-Participation suggests that organizations with a strong presence and focus on
organizational climate also will have a climate in which employees feel informed, included
and empowered in decision making by management. This in turn, enables employees to
operate as change agents, act proactively, and be ready for organizational change on behalf of
their organization (Choi & Ruona, 2011). Despite the fact that organizational change can
cause a sense of disruption and fear among employees, the results from this study suggests
that employee’s feelings of having a say and a possibility for participation in addition to the
presence of a “balanced” climate will reduce this anxiety and increase readiness for change
among employees. These results are consistent with the findings reported in other studies
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(e.g., Eby et al., 2000; Holt et al., 2007; Rogiest et al., 2015), and highlight the importance of
considering and evaluating organizational climate and make sure that employees have
possibilities for participation in advance of and during change processes.
A rather unexpected finding, however, was that WD-Participation didn´t demonstrate
the same effect on individual readiness for change as B-Participation. No direct effect was
found between WD-Participation and individual readiness for change. Consequently, nor any
mediation effect was found through WD-Particiaption. However, the finding that the two
participation constructs used in this study behave so differently has some interesting
implications, in terms of the maintenance of the two employee participation scales as separate
as opposed to combining them. Dividing the two scales was done for the purpose of this
study based on the findings from previous studies in which the combined scale demonstrated
bad reliability and seemed to have a rather weak contribution (Lømo, 2017; Motland, 2018).
The division of the scales were also based on Wagner´s (1994) notion that combining scales
may cause weaker contributions or in worst case that the possible unique effect of the
different scales equalizes each other when combined. It is also stated that different scales
should be treated separately in order to make it easier for researcher to agree on how to
conceptualize and measure employee participation, compare results and draw more precise
conclusions.
Although it is theoretically difficult to separate B-Participation and WD-Participation
from each other based on the content of the scales´ items, they somehow demonstrate
different contributions to the model examined, at least in the current sample. In addition, ttest demonstrated that the two constructs are significantly different from each other,
suggesting that they should be kept separate. Furthermore, a brief review of the content and
use of concepts, it seems that the items in the WD-Participation scale has a stronger focus on
words like “information”, while the items in the B-Participation scale has more emphasis on
words like “influence”. Although it is beyond the scope of this study to speculate about this,
the focus in the scale may count as an possible explanation for the findings. According to
some researchers providing employee´s with information, is just a basic prerequisite, and not
a form for participation in itself (Dietz et al., 2010; Strauss, 2006). According to them,
participation must include some form of influence. Hence, a possible explanation for the
weak contribution of WD-Participation on change readiness, may be due to content in the
items of this scale and the main focus regarding “information”. This is just speculations and
should be examined further in future research.
Finally, it´s worth noting that the results related to the employee participation, as any
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other constructs in this model, should be interpreted with caution. Although the two scales
demonstrated good internal consistency, there were discovered some problematic items in
both scales during the analyses, which led to the exclusion of two items in the WDParticipation scale, as well as two items in the B-Participation scale. In addition, the error
term of two items in WD-Participation were allowed to covary due to similarity with regard
to content and wording. The removal of the abovementioned items might have implications
for the results. In addition, even though the t-test indicated that the two scales were
significantly different from each other, there was some concerns regarding the discriminant
validity, indicating that the two factors have a majority of shared variance. In addition, for
WD-Participation it was also some concerns regarding the convergent validity, indicating that
this scale is not well explained by its items. Altogether, this suggests that the finding should
be interpreted with caution.
Practical Implications. Understanding the impact of organizational climate and
employee participation on individual readiness for change offer several useful implications
for practitioners engaged in facilitating change and interested in improving employee’s
acceptability within the Norwegian Police. From the current study, the information regarding
how organizational climate relates to individual readiness for change can, for instance, be
useful in the diagnostic phase prior to the introduction of a change initiative (Eby et al.,
2000). Given the importance of organizational climate, it is recommended to start by
diagnosing and assessing the current status prior to initiating a change process (Cameron &
Quinn, 2011). Indeed, ignoring the effects of organizational climate is found to be one of the
biggest barriers in implementing new change initiatives (Cameron & Quinn, 2011).
One approach could be to assess the organizational climate and identify whether there
is a gap between the current and the preferred or required characteristics of organizational
climate necessary for achieving higher degrees of change readiness. This may help identify
which changes are needed to establish a higher level of support and readiness among
employees. Conversely, if large gaps are discovered and not attempted to be sealed, a
possible consequence could be lower levels of readiness, and at worst threatening the
successfulness of the change implementation (Haffar et al., 2014).
Another finding in this study that may be useful for practitioners is the role of
employee participation. Although the findings are mixed, B-Participation seems to have a
positive effect on readiness for change. In addition, the current study yield results that may
indicate a mediation effect of B-Participation in relationship between organizational climate
and readiness for change. To facilitate individual readiness for change, managers should
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focus on providing employees with opportunities for direct participation. More specifically,
this means that managers should make sure that employees are informed, especially on
matters affecting their job, but also on matters involving the organization and its future.
Moreover, managers should open up for two-way communication, allowing employees to
state their opinions and express themselves (Earley & Lind, 1987). This is expected to create
a sense of perceived control over the change process, which in turn will engender increased
readiness for change among employees (Cunningham et al., 2002; Eby et al., 2000; Manville
& Ober, 2003).
When discussing the practical implications of employee participation, it is important to
acknowledge the concept´s unique position in Norwegian legislation and agreements
compared with other countries. Norway was early out with the development of the Basic
Agreement between the parties in Norwegian working life (Hovedavtalen, 1935) and the
principles of participation has a strong position. Beside the fact that The Norwegian Work
Environment Act (Arbeidsmiljøloven, 2005) contains rights and obligations regarding both
direct and indirect participation, the former type is still to a great extent dependent on the
particular manager’s willingness to engage subordinates in decision-making
(Gustavsen, 2011). That is, even though work life in Norway can be characterized by an
emphasis on employee participation, this still needs to be translated into the actions of
individual managers and should be of particular focus to managers within the police. Due to
the traditions and political regulations related to employee participation in Norwegian
working life, there might also be the case that the concept is perceived different by
employees in Norway compared to other cultures. For instance, national culture studies show
that Norway scores low on power distance and high on feminine values (Hofstede, Hofstede,
& Minkov, 2010). This means that we value egalitarianism, decentralization, cooperation and
dialogue (Hofstede et al., 2010). Hence, the applicability of this study’s findings might be
restricted to countries which are comparable to Norway in terms of these values.
Limitations
Although this study provides meaningful implications for practice and research, there
are some key limitations that need to be considered. First, the research design used in the
current study is limited in that it used a cross-sectional research design, which means that the
data from the sample is measured at a single point in time This is beneficial because it lets
you compare many different variables at the same time (Field, 2013). However, individual
readiness for change has been regarded as a fluid construct that is likely to evolve throughout
the implementation of a change (Hemme, Bowers, & Todd, 2018). Hence, it would be
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interesting to study the development of the variables by using a longitudinal design,
conducting additional observations of the same study variables across the same sample over a
period of time.
Second, yet still a limitation related to a cross-sectional design is that it can´t establish
the direction of causality between variables. Even though the model provides evidence of a
positive association between organizational climate, employee participation and readiness for
change, it does not conclude what comes first. The cause-and-effect relationships might be
different than proposed in the current study, and other variables not included in the model
might explain the positive relationship. For instance, there could be the presence of high
employee participation that led to organizational climate, or the variables might mutually
enhance each other. As Kuenzi (2008) stated in her review, there is a lot less research on the
antecedents of climate than on the consequences of climate. There exist some theoretical
papers suggesting how climates are formed (Schneider & Reichers, 1983), but very few
empirical studies confirming the theory. There are even fewer studies researching the
antecedents of how climate change. This implies that more research is needed to understand
the causal relationship and direction between global climate and changes in policies and
practices (Kuenzi, 2008).
Third, there is a concern regarding the use of self-report measures, as this poses a threat
of common method variance (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee, Podsakoff, & Zedeck, 2003).
Common method variance is when measuring variance that is attributable to the measurement
model, and not to the constructs the measures are meant to represent. This may result in real
effects between the factors being distorted, because variables related to the respondent or the
measurement instrument might systematically impact the covariance between the variables
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, the risk of CMV could be reduced by using a mixed
methods design, in which surveys are supplemented with interviews. In this way, one could
get an even richer understanding of the relationship between organizational climate,
employee participation, and individual readiness for change.
Fourth, this study is limited to the Norwegian Police Service, which limits the
possibility of generalizing the results to samples from other sectors or police organizations in
other countries. Despite the fact that there occurred some problems regarding the calculation
of an accurate response rate, it was presumably quite low (around 20%), which also limits the
generalizability.
Other possible limitations concern the conceptualization of change readiness, and
thereby the scale used to measure it. The readiness for change scale is adopted from Vakola
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(2014) and treats readiness for change as a unidimensional construct, focusing on the
individuals’ own beliefs in their abilities to cope with the change, and intention to support it.
The scale was developed for the purpose of Vakola´s (2014) study, as there was no other
relevant instrument measuring readiness for change as a single factor. However, other studies
have used a wider and multidimensional approach to change readiness, arguing that it
consists of both change-specific efficacy, management support, personal benefit for the
change, and the appropriateness of the change (Holt et al., 2007). A much referred to
instrument created by Holt et al. (2007) defines readiness for change as a comprehensive
attitude influenced by content (what is being changed), how the change is being
implemented, the context, and the individual characteristics of those participating in the
change. For this reason, some might argue that the scale used in this study does not fully
capture existing definitions of readiness for change and should be improved upon in future
studies. However, the scale developed by Holt et al. (2007) consists of 25 items, which would
make the questionnaire very long, increasing the risk of fatigue.
There are also some concerns regarding the conceptualization and measurement of
employee participation. As previously noted, the literature abounds on different definitions
on employee participation, and researchers have not agreed upon how to conceptualize and
measure the construct (Wilkinson & Dundon, 2010). This study examined the division of a
scale that has been used in combination in previous studies (Lømo, 2017; Motland, 2018).
The analyses provide evidence for keeping the two scales separate as they exhibit different
contributions to the model. However, there seems to be some concerns regarding the validity,
and the appropriateness of the scales and the proposed division is yet to be explored in future
research.
Finally, the question of whether normative scales as opposed ipsative scales are
appropriate for the measurement of climate should be addressed. It has been proven difficult
to identify the proposed competing relationships between the four climate types comprised in
the CVF using Likert scale response formats (Colley et al., 2013; Jung et al., 2009;
Koritzinsky, 2015; Kuenzi, 2008). The CVF has traditionally been assessed with ipsative
response scales, which may better captured the competing conditions in organizations (Jung
et al., 2009). The use of Likert scale in this study may therefore be a limitation, in that the
results may not reflect the climate actually present in the sample under investigation.
Future Research
In light of these limitations, this thesis can be regarded as a study that can be expanded
upon in future research. Specifically, it is proposed that future research studies should
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investigate four issues.
First, given the fact that the response scale might be of significance for the results when
assessing organizational climate, future research should add more emphasis on investigating
and make comparisons of ipsative and normative scales. For instance, future research could
use a cross-sectional study design in which the same group respond to both types of scale in
the assessment of organizational climate and see whether the same structures appears for both
scoring methods.
Second, an interesting avenue of future research would be to investigate the variables
from the current study longitudinally in order to establish the causality between the variables.
In addition, relative to the amount of research examining the consequences of organizational
climate, far fewer studies have so far examined climate antecedents and changes is
organizational climate (Kuenzi, 2008; West & Lyubovnikova, 2015). Given that
organizational climate has been found to predict several important outcomes in organizations,
it is of great interest to establish what influences the emergence and development of
organizational climate and related outcomes. Hence, future research studies should invest in
the examination of the directional relationship between organizational climate, readiness for
change and other related constructs.
Third, this study is limited to two mediating variables – which of both represent
employee participation, and one predicting variable. To get a deeper understanding of the
antecedents of Readiness for change, it´s recommended to explore other possible mediators
as well as other predictor variables that might relate to change readiness (Kirrane et al., 2017;
Oreg et al., 2011).
Finally, it would be interesting to investigate employee participation with a scale that is
more customized to assess employee participation in Norwegian working life. For instance,
an idea could be to make use of a scale that takes into account the three main components of
employee participation given in the Basic Agreement (Hovedavtalen, 1935); information,
discussion and negotiation (Norwegain: Informasjon, Drøftinger, og Forhandlinger (IDF)).
Further, it would be interesting to examine whether they make the same contributions to an
outcome variable, such as individual readiness for change.
Conclusion
Individual readiness for change has gained attention in the Norwegian Police Service
due to the strong focus on change and ongoing reform efforts. The current study reveals
interesting findings regarding the complex relationship between organizational climate,
employee participation and readiness for change within the Norwegian Police Service. The
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study presented a model consisting of eight hypotheses, of which five produced significant
results. Through a quantitative approach, using structural equation modelling, it was found
that employee participation might be an important mediator in the relationship between
organizational climate and readiness for change. Thus, managers in the Norwegian Police
Service who wish to facilitate readiness for change among employees should focus on
maintaining a balanced climate and provide employees with information and opportunities to
voice their opinions and make decisions on a general basis. Furthermore, the study adds to
existing research by finding evidence of a possible general organizational climate construct,
by adopting a second-order factor structure onto the four climate types comprised in the
competing values framework.
As the police continues to institute change in their effort to remain effective and keep
up with the proliferation and new forms of criminality, understanding the factors that
contributes to effective and successful change processes are important. Even though the
finding from the current study should be interpreted with caution, this thesis hopefully
inspires researchers to further explore the relationships discovered.
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APPENDIX A: Measures with corresponding items in Norwegian and English
Construct
Human
Relations
Human
Relations

Internal
Process/
Internal
Process

Item

Item statement

HR1

Vi utvikler støttende, positive arbeidsforhold her på enheten/
In this unit members develop supportive, positive working relationships

HR2

Arbeidsmiljøet er sånn at vi på enheten kommer godt overens med hverandre/
The work environment is such that member of the unit get along well with each other

HR3

Vi har lite konflikt mellom oss på enheten/
We have little conflict between our unit members

HR4

Vi er forpliktet til hverandre her på enheten/
Members of this unit are committed to each other

HR5

Det er høy moral blant ansatte på enheten/
There is high morale among unit members

HR6

På min enhet hjelper vi ansatte hverandre når det trengs/
In my unit employees help each other when it´s needed

HR7

Hver ansatt har muligheter for utvikling her på enheten/
All employees in this unit has an opportunity for growth and development

HR8

Hver ansatt har muligheter for faglig utvikling her på enheten/
All employees in this unit has opportunities for professional development

IP1

Regler og retningslinjer er tydelig kommunisert til oss her på enheten/
Rules and policies are clearly communicated to members of this unit

IP2

Etablerte prosedyrer og retningslinjer styrer generelt hvordan vi løser våre
arbeidsoppgaver her på enheten/
In this unit, established procedures and policies generally govern how we solve our
tasks

IP3

Vi på enheten blir oppfordret til å følge vår stillingsinstruks/stillingsbeskrivelse/
Employees in this unit are encouraged to follow their job descriptions

IP4

Vi på enheten passer på at arbeidsoppgaver er organisert og forutsigbare/
In this unit, we make sure that our tasks are organized and predictable

IP5

Vi er kjent for å gjøre jobben vår effektivt her på enheten/
In this unit, we have a reputation for doing our job efficiently

IP6

Vi utfører arbeid som alltid er av høy standard her på enheten/
In this unit, we perform work that is of consistently high caliber

IP7

Vi jobber for å oppnå maks effektivitet her på enheten/
In this unit, we work to maintain a high level of efficiency

Open
Systems/

OS1

Open
Systems

På denne enheten er vi i stand til å tilpasse oss nye krav når de oppstår/
In this unit, we are able to adapt to new demands when they come up

OS2

Vi er fleksible nok til å ta på oss nye oppgaver etter hvert som de oppstår her på
enheten/
In this unit, we are flexible enough to take on new tasks as they come up

OS3

Endring blir godt tatt imot på denne enheten/
In this unit, we embrace change

OS4

Vi er i stand til å gjøre endringer på driftsrutiner som kreves her på enheten/
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In this unit, we are able to make required changes in operation routines
OS5

Vi er alltid klare for å ta tak i nye utfordringer her på enheten/
In this unit, we are always ready to take on new challenges

OS6

På min enhet er vi opptatt av å holde oss oppdatert med utviklingen i samfunnet/
On this unit, we are concerned with keeping up to date with developments in society

OS7

Vi blir oppmuntret til å finne nye løsninger på problemer her på enheten/
In this unit, we are encouraged to find new solutions to problems

Rational
Goal/

RG1

Rational
Goal

Det er viktig for oss på enheten å nå våre satte mål/
A big concern of the unit members is to reach our set goals

RG2

Vi legger vekt på å sette mål for enheten/
We place an emphasis on setting goals for the unit

RG3

Det er viktig at vi på enheten planlegger for fremtiden/
It is important that unit member plan for the future

RG4

Vi her på enheten har alltid planer om å gjøre forbedringer/
In this unit, we are always planning to make improvements

RG5

Vi blir belønnet for å nå mål her på enheten/
In this unit, we are rewarded for reaching goals

RG6

Vi her på enheten leter etter nye måter å gjøre ting på/
In this unit, we search for new ways to do things

RG7

På min enhet er vi kjent med de langsiktige planene og retningen for Politiet/
In this unit, we are familiar with the long-term plans and the direction of the Police

Medvirkning/ B1
Employee
Participation

Medarbeidere gis mulighet til å påvirke de mål enheten setter seg/
Employees have an opportunity to contribute to the setting of their work unit goals

B2

Medarbeidere deler sine tanker og meninger med hverandre/
Employees share their thoughts and opinions with each other

WD1

Medarbeidere på denne enheten mottar sjelden tilstrekkelig informasjon i forkant av
endringer*/
Employees at this unit rarely receive sufficient information prior to changes *

B3

Medarbeidere gis anledning til å påvirke den generelle retningen til enheten/
Subordinates have an opportunity to influence the overall direction of the work unit

B4

Nærmeste leder og underordnede evaluerer i fellesskap hvordan arbeidsoppgaver
utføres/
Manager and subordinates sit down to review performance

WD2

Det er en effektiv kommunikasjonskanal mellom ledelsen og de ansatte på denne
enheten/
In this unit, there is an effective communication channel between the management
and the employees

B5

Medarbeidere har anledning til å påvirke hverandres arbeidsmålsetninger/
Work unit members have an opportunity to influence each other’s work objectives

B6

Endringer som har innvirkning på enheten blir planlagt i fellesskap mellom ledere og
medarbeidere/
Changes that affect the unit are planned jointly by managers and employees

WD3

Medarbeidere har anledning til å påvirke hvordan kollegaer utfører sine
arbeidsoppgaver/
Employees have the opportunity to influence how colleagues perform their duties

WD4

Medarbeidere drøfter i fellesskap med kollegaer hvordan arbeidsoppgaver utføres/
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Employees discuss in collaboration with colleagues how work tasks are performed
WD5

WD6

Medarbeidere mottar tilstrekkelig informasjon til at de kan gjøre seg opp en mening
om beslutninger som treffes/
Employees receive sufficient information to have an informed opinion on decisions
that is going to be made
Ledelsen er tilstrekkelig informert om saker som er viktige for denne enheten/
The management is adequately informed of issues that are important to this unit

WD7

Medarbeidere diskuterer forslag til forbedringer i hvordan arbeidet utføres med
hverandre/
Employees discuss suggestions for improvements in how the work is carried out with
each other

Endringsvillighet/

CHA1

Readiness
For Change

Når endringer skjer på min enhet tror jeg at jeg er klar for å takle dem/
When changes occur in my unit, I believe that I am ready to cope with them

CHA2

Jeg prøver vanligvis å overbevise folk på min enhet om å akseptere endring/
I usually try to convince people in my unit to accept change

CHA3

Når endringer skjer på min enhet pleier jeg å klage på dem heller enn å gjøre noe med
dem*/
When changes occur in my unit, I tend to complain about them rather than deal with
them*
Jeg tror at jeg er mer klar for å akseptere endring enn mine kollegaer på min enhet/
I believe that I am more ready to accept change than my colleagues in this unit

CHA4
CHA5

Jeg er ikke bekymret for endringer på min enhet fordi jeg tror at det er en måte å
takle dem på/
I don’t worry about changes in my unit because I believe that there is always a way to
cope with them

CHA6

Når endringer skjer på min enhet har jeg stort sett til hensikt å støtte dem/
When changes occur in my unit, I have always the intention to support them

CHA7

Jeg er sikker på at jeg raskt vil kunne tilpasse meg endringer på min enhet/

I'm sure that I will be able to quickly adapt to changes in my unit
Note. Response scale ranged from: 1 = “Definitely false” (Norwegian: “Helt feil”), to 5 = “Definitely true”
(Norwegian: “Helt riktig”), with a neutral response 3 = “Neither agree nor disagree” (Norwegian: “Verken
eller”).
*

Item reversed before conducting analyses.
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APPENDIX B: Initial measurement model (1) with all indicators included
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APPENDIX C: Modified measurement model (2) treating organizational climate as four
first-order factors
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APPENDIX D: Modified measurement model (3) treating organizational climate as
single second-order factor
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