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Abstract 

 
Author: Marius Hafstad 

Title: The Relationship between Multiple Organizational Climates and Individual Readiness 

for Change 

Supervisor: Professor Roald Bjørklund, Department of Psychology, University of Oslo 

 

Individual readiness for change is considered important for organizations to reach their 

intended goals. However, less is known about the climate-based antecedents affecting 

individual readiness for change. The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship 

between multiple organizational climates and individual readiness for change, using 

bandwidth-fidelity theory as a framework. More specifically, this study examines the 

relationship between a molar human relations climate, facet-specific learning climate and 

individual readiness for change. The human relations climate in this study was defined by 

Quinn and Rohrbaugh’s Competing Values Framework, while learning climate was grounded 

in social learning theory and measured by adding a dimension to Tracey and Tews’ General 

Training Climate Scale. This study was part of a research project between the Department of 

Psychology at University of Oslo and the Norwegian Police University College. A self-report 

survey was distributed and collected from employees in the Norwegian Police Service (N = 

411). The data was analyzed by a two-step analytical approach to structural equation 

modelling. The fit of the measurement models was first evaluated and then the relationships 

between the constructs were assessed. In both steps the fit was non-satisfactory and 

modifications of the measurement as well as the structural model had to be made. The results 

revealed that a fully mediated model was preferable and suggests that the relationship 

between a molar human relations climate is mediated by a facet-specific learning climate. The 

findings contribute to a more holistic understanding of climate-based factors effect on 

individual readiness for change. Furthermore, the findings contribute to practical implications 

as it becomes evident that organizations can build organizational capacity for change by 

implementing a molar human relations climate as a foundation for facet-specific learning 

climate. 

Keywords: Organizational climate; Human Relations Climate; Learning Climate; 

Individual Readiness for Change; Police Organization 
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1 Introduction 

 

Organizations in the public and the private sector experience increasingly escalating 

complexity in their environment due to, among others, globalization and technological 

advances (De Meuse, Marks, & Dai, 2011; Gordon, Stewart, Sweo, & Luker, 2000).  In the 

Norwegian public sector, three out of four employees have experienced change in the last 

three years (Direktoratet for forvaltning og økonomistyring, 2018).  Many change initiatives 

in the public sector are with the intent to create cost-efficient organizations with high quality 

services – intents that are similar to New Public Management (Hood, 1991).  These intents 

have been apparent in the latest Norwegian police reform as the reform was initiated to 

increase the quality of police services and change the formal structure of the organization 

(Christensen, Lægreid, & Rykkja, 2018).  The decade-long reform was initiated after the 

evaluation of the efforts in the 22nd of July terrorist attack which concluded that the 

organization needed to improve leadership, coordination, cooperation and culture – challenges 

that were manifested by technological advances and globalization (Christensen, Lægreid, & 

Rykkja, 2018).  A similar trend is seen in other European countries as well, as many police 

organizations have undergone New Public Management reforms with the intent to create more 

efficient organizations and to increase quality of police services (Balvig, Holmberg & 

Højlund Nielsen, 2011; Yilmaz, 2013).   

Research, however, is quite pessimistic about organizations abilities to change, even 

though many organizations are believed to benefit from change.  Research suggests that many 

organizations’ efforts to change fail to meet their aspirations (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Burke, 

2014; Burnes, 2004).  According to scholars, this is due to the neglect of individuals by 

change agents in the change process (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993; George & 

Jones, 2001; Greenhalgh, Robert, Macfarlane, Bate, & Kyriakidou, 2004).  Therefore, 

organizations that desire to change are wise to understand the importance of individuals 

attitude towards change, as individuals are not passive recipients of organizational change but 

interpret and respond to what is happening in their environments (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; 

Isabella, 1999; Lowstedt, 1993).  Moreover, individuals’ attitude toward change influence 

behavioral support for it (Cunningham et al., 2002; Jones, Jimmieson, & Griffiths, 2005; 

Weeks, Roberts, Chonko, & Jones, 2004; Meyer, Srinivas, Lal, & Topolnytsky, 2007). 

One of the more prevalent positive attitudes examined within the change literature is 

readiness for organizational change (Choi & Ruona, 2011; Rafferty, Jimmieson, Armenakis, 
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2013).  Readiness for change is deemed vital to increase the likelihood of change success 

(Armenakis et al., 1993; Holt, Armenakis, & Field, 2007b; Kirrane, Lennon, O’Connor, & Fu, 

2017; Oreg, Vakola, & Armenakis, 2011; Vakola, 2014).  Yet, although individual readiness 

for change has been acknowledged to prepare individuals for change, less is known about its 

antecedents.  Thus, there has been call for increased research on the antecedents of individual 

readiness for change (Holt & Vardaman, 2013; Rafferty, et al., 2013).  More specifically, 

there has been a call for empirical research on climate as an antecedent (Kirrane et al., 2017; 

Oreg et al., 2011).   

In research on organizational climate, scholars have proposed to examine the effects of 

multiple climates on employee job attitudes as it should reveal a more complex relationship 

and contribute to a more holistic understanding of life within organizations (Kuenzi, 2008; 

Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Ostroff, Kinicki, & Tamkins., 2003; Schneider, Erhart, & Macey, 

2013).  Research on multiple climates has examined broader, more general climates, called 

molar climates, and the mediating role of strategic or facet-specific climates.  Preliminary 

evidence suggests that molar climates work as a basis for facet-specific climate – a foundation 

on which focused climates are built (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Kuenzi, 2008; Schneider, 

Ehrhart, & Macey, 2011, 2013).  As a framework and a guide for examining the relationship 

between molar and facet-specific climates in an organization, researchers have relied on 

bandwidth-fidelity theory. The theory provides guidance regarding the amount or complexity 

of information in a construct, from narrow to broad, and how it relates to the outcome 

(Cronbach & Gleser, 1957).  

The aim of the present study is to add to climate-based research on readiness for 

change by examining if the effect of a molar climate type, human relations climate, on 

individual readiness for change, is mediated by a facet-specific learning climate.  Bandwidth-

fidelity theory suggests that a learning climate should mediate the human relations effect on 

individual readiness for change.  The human relations climate examined in this study is 

defined by the Competing Values Framework, which is one of the most recognized 

frameworks for research on organizational context (Beus, Solomon, Taylor, Esken, 2020; 

Hartnell, Ou & Kinicki, 2011; Hartnell, Ou, Kinicki, Choi & Karam, 2019).  Research 

suggests that the four quadrants within this framework measures different molar climate types 

within an organization (Kuenzi, 2008).  In the present study, employees’ perceptions of a 

human relations climate are presumed to lead to higher individual readiness for change due to 

the organization creating a climate for well-being, providing opportunities for participation 

and development, which creates a feeling of obligation within the employees to reciprocate 
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the organizations’ goodwill.  The human relations climate’s emphasis on training and 

development provide the theoretical possibility that this molar climate type is a foundation for 

a learning climate as training and development are deemed knowledge creation activities, 

which is paramount in a learning climate.  Hence, a facet-specific learning climate should be 

encompassed in a more general human relations climate.  Furthermore, a learning climate 

have been proposed as a potential antecedent that should increase employees’ favorable 

attitudes towards change as learning implicitly involves change (Choi & Ruona, 2011; Garvin 

1993; Senge, 1990; Watkins & Marsick, 1993).    

By examining the relationship between a human relations climate, a learning climate 

and individual readiness for change, guided by bandwidth-fidelity theory, three contributions 

are provided to literature.  First, this study adds to our understanding of readiness for change 

as it is, to this authors knowledge, one of the first studies to combine multiple climates and 

how they relate to readiness for change.  Second, this study provides empirical evidence of a 

relationship between learning climate and change, as theoretically proposed by several 

authors (Choi & Ruona, 2011; Garvin, 1993; Senge, 1990; Watkins & Marsick, 1993).  Third, 

this study contributes to a more holistic understanding of the relationship between molar and 

facet-specific climates related to job attitudes.  

In the following sections, a review of the theoretical foundations of each construct is 

presented.  Then, this study offers a total of nine hypotheses.  Four hypotheses are based on a 

bandwidth-fidelity approach to create a global model of the relationship between a human 

relations climate, a learning climate and individual readiness for change.  The other five 

hypotheses are based on a social learning theory approach to the creation of a second-order 

factor, a learning climate.  To test these hypotheses, this study applies structural equation 

modeling on a Norwegian police sample consisting of 411 participants acquired from a cross-

sectional survey.  
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2 Theory  

 

2.1 Employee Attitudes Towards Organizational Change 

 
Research on change and development in organizations has become one of the greatest 

themes in social sciences (Ford & Ford, 1994; Pettigrew, Woodman, & Cameron, 2001).  The 

field’s point of departure was Kurt Lewin’s pioneering work on resistance to change and the 

three-stage change model – unfreeze, move, and refreeze (Choi & Ruona, 2013).  Lewin’s 

model has often been thought of as his key contribution to organizational change (Burnes, 

2004).  Even though the model has been accused of being outdated and overly simplified, the 

model has made a vital contribution to planned change and has recently received increased 

attention due to similarities complexity theory (Burnes, 2004).  

In Lewin’s planned change model, there are two groups of forces.  One group strive to 

maintain status quo, while the other group push for change.  When both are equal, behaviors 

are maintained in a state of quasi-stationary equilibrium (Choi & Ruona, 2013).  The first step 

to change behaviors and unfreeze the equilibrium, is to increase the forces pushing for change 

and/or decrease the forces supporting status quo.  The second step is when the change occurs 

– a period of transition and confusion.  This is an iterative process where a group transforms 

its behaviors from less acceptable to more acceptable behaviors.  The third step, refreeze, is 

the final step of the model.  This step seeks to stabilize the organization, hinder regression to 

old behaviors, and to make new behaviors congruent with the rest of the organizational 

environment.  

Within the unfreezing step of Lewin’s model it is believed to be created and developed 

several attitudes towards organizational change (Choi & Ruona, 2011; Choi & Ruona, 2013).  

Attitudes are individuals’ overall evaluation of people, objects and issues (Vogel & Wänke, 

2016).  Attitudes towards change is the psychological tendency to evaluate change with some 

degree of favor or disfavor (Eagly & Chaiken, 1998).  Hence, research on attitudes toward 

organizational change has largely been divided into unfavorable and favorable evaluations of 

change.  In the unfreezing step, there are two unfavorable attitudes towards change, namely 

resistance to change and cynicism about change, and three favorable attitudes towards change, 

namely openness to change, commitment to change, and readiness for change.   

Research has traditionally focused on unfavorable attitudes towards change and the 

construct of resistance to change (Piderit, 2000; Choi & Ruona, 2011).  The majority of 

research has viewed resistance to change as employees’ negative evaluation of change, and 
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their intentions or behaviors to hinder successful implementation of change.  Cynicism about 

change, another unfavorable evaluation of change, has been developed in close proximity, but 

viewed as a contributing factor to resistance to change (Bouckenooghe, 2010).  Cynicism 

about change is largely pessimism about future change being successful and blaming those 

responsible for one’s pessimism (Wanous, Reichers, & Austin, 2004).  Research on these two 

constructs have largely been concerned about how these attitudes constrain change agents’ 

and management’s efforts to create successful change (Choi & Ruona, 2011).  

Although the research efforts and scrutiny of unfavorable attitudes should not be taken 

for granted, the findings have contributed to a blame game of who has done right and who has 

done wrong when organizations fail to meet their intended aims (Bouckenooghe, 2010; Choi 

& Ruona, 2011).  Therefore, it is more desirable and possibly more fruitful to examine 

potential drivers that enable, motivate and facilitate an effective unfreezing process.  Research 

on how to create favorable attitudes towards change is covered by openness to change, 

commitment to change and readiness for change.  Of the three constructs, readiness for 

change is regarded as the most comprehensive construct by offering a comprehensive 

framework, a strong foundation in theory, and consensus about the conceptual substance 

(Bouckenooghe, 2010; Choi & Ruona, 2011).  Openness to change, i.e. “willingness to 

accommodate and accept change” (Wanberg & Banas, 2000, p.135), have been proposed to 

be a condition that creates employees’ readiness for change (Devos, Buelens, & 

Bouckenooghe, 2007, Wanberg & Banas, 2000).  Commitment to change, on the other hand, 

could be argued to be a consequence of successful readiness for change as it is defined as “a 

force (mind-set) that binds an individual to a course of action deemed necessary for the 

successful implementation of a change initiative” (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002, p.475).   

Thus, as readiness for change is highly acknowledged, research has the potential to 

contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of individual’s reactions to organizational 

change and furthermore be of practical utility to organizations.  Readiness for change is 

regarded as “…the cognitive precursor to the behaviors of either resistance to, or support for, 

a change effort” (Armenakis et al., 1993, p.681)”.  The construct captures the employee’s 

change-specific efficacy, the appropriateness of the change, management support for the 

change, and the employee’s personal benefit from the change (Armenakis et al., 1993; Choi & 

Ruona, 2011; Holt et al, 2007b).  It is further viewed as an isomorphic multilevel construct 

consisting of the individual, work group and the organizational level, with different 

antecedents and outcomes (Bouckenooghe, 2010; Rafferty et al., 2013, Holt et al., 2007b).   
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This study is interested in individual readiness for change as organizational members 

perceptions of change is deemed the core of organizational change.   

 

2.1.1 Individual Readiness for change 

Individual readiness for change has been defined in slightly different ways.  For example, 

Armenakis et al.’s (1993) defined individual readiness for change as “... beliefs, attitudes, and 

intentions regarding the extent to which changes are needed and the organization’s capacity to 

successfully undertake those changes” (1993, p.681).  Jansen (2000) and Eby et al. (2000) 

defined individual readiness for change as the individual’s perception about change as 

necessary and that the organization has the capability for successful change. Jones et al. 

(2005), on the other hand, emphasized the benefits of change perceived by the individual. 

Regardless of these minor differences between the definitions, researchers largely agree that 

individual readiness for change is the extent to which individual’s evaluate the need for 

change, the individual’s evaluation of their own, and their organization’s capacity, for 

organizational change, and the evaluation of the benefits that could be gained by the 

organization and the members from that change (Holt et al., 2007b).  

Research on individual readiness for change has explored different antecedents 

contributing to individual readiness for change.  Because some researchers have viewed the 

construct to be a personality-based predisposition, antecedents such as locus of control, 

optimism, motivation, and other characteristics inherent in the individual have been explored. 

However, these efforts have revealed somewhat mixed results (Choi & Ruona, 2013). 

According to Choi and Ruona (2013) this is because researchers has not separated between 

what is a specific attitude from what is a general attitude.  Individual readiness for change is 

viewed as a specific attitude toward the specific change initiative in the organization 

(Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Holt et al., 2007b; Jansen, 2000).  Individual readiness for 

organizational change is not a personality-based predisposition and personality may become 

irrelevant due to effects of situational variables within and outside the organization (Choi & 

Ruona, 2013). 

Therefore, research on antecedents of individual readiness for change is broadly 

divided into three main categories: (1) the content of change (2) the process, and (3) climate-

based factors or context within an organization (Bouckenooghe, 2010).  The first category, 

research on the content of change “….captures individuals’ perceptions of what has changed 

in their workplace…” (Rafferty et al., 2013, p.122).  For example, Rafferty and Griffin (2006) 

found that the employees’ negative perceptions about change increase with the scale of 
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change.  The second category, the process of change, captures internal context enablers during 

the change process.  For example, studies have covered perceived organizational support and 

participation during change processes (Gigliotti, Vardaman, Marshall and Gonzalez, 2019; 

Lau and Woodman, 1995).  The third main category, climate-based factors, which is 

undertaken by the present study, have examined the importance of organizational context 

which has been deemed a key component of individual readiness for change (Armenakis et 

al., 1993; Eby, Adams, Russel, & Gaby, 2000; Holt et al., 2007b).   

 

2.2 Social Contexts in Organizations 

 
The social context in organizations, or the organizational context, has been a study of how 

different characteristics in the organization relate to employee job attitudes, employee 

behaviors, and organizational effectiveness (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Schneider et al., 

2013).  Research on the environment within organizations has usually been divided into either 

a study on organizational culture or a study on organizational climate (Schneider, et al., 2013; 

Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009).  The two concepts are somewhat entangled as both constructs 

describe how employees experience and make sense of the environment within their 

organizations.  Furthermore, both organizational culture and organizational climate has 

proven difficult to define, conceptualize, and measure for different reasons.  In organizational 

culture research there is no agreement on what culture is.  As Schneider et al. (2013) puts it 

“For every definition of what culture is, there is an important contrary view” (p.370).  The 

lack of agreement has also been part of the debate around the climate construct as defining 

climate has been described as trying to “nail Jell-O to the wall” (Schneider, 1990, p.1). 

There is, however, optimism about future research for both fields and many issues 

surrounding the constructs have been resolved (Schneider, 2013).  It is possible to separate 

them from each other as culture is defined as shared meanings about assumptions, beliefs, 

symbols, core values, and underlying ideologies (Denison, 1996; Schein, 2010).  Culture is a 

deep organizational phenomenon, that is resistant to manipulation, and that has strong roots in 

history, where context has evolved and is embedded into systems (Denison, 1996).  While 

climate, complementary yet distinct, is defined as the employees shared perceptions and the 

meaning attached to the policies, practices, and procedures, and the behaviors that they 

observe are supported, rewarded, and ultimately expected in the organization (Ostroff et al., 

2003; Schneider et al., 2011). Climate is viewed as a socially interactive construct and part of 

an active sense-making process about what is to be expected (Schulte, Ostroff, & Kinicki, 
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2009). Thus, climate is concerned about what happens while culture is concerned about why it 

happens. Furthermore, climate is considered “more visible and salient property of the 

organizational context” (Ostroff & Schulte, 2014, p.532).  

Although they share similar features, culture is more deeply nested within the 

organization, while climate is more easily available on the ‘surface’, hence climate is an 

expression of an organizations culture (Beus et al., 2020). This may explain why climate 

research has become the most widely studied phenomenon of organizational context (Beus et 

al., 2020). The provided definitions suggest that climate should be easier to measure and, as 

of now, provide more practical possibilities for organizations as it is easier to manipulate 

climate conditions in an unfreezing process.  

 

2.2.1 Organizational Climate 

Climate literature has a long history dating back to Lewin’s work on social climates (Lewin, 

Lippit & White, 1939).  Throughout history, there has been several important debates, 

including the aforementioned debate of climate versus culture, that helps clarify the nature of 

organizational climate, and how to approach the phenomenon.  

Early climate research was characterized by a lack of consensus about definitions, 

which led to a lack of clarity about the nature of the construct (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009). 

Researchers debated if organizational climate were individuals shared conditions or if it was 

individuals shared perceptions (Taiguri & Liwin, 1968). These debates have resulted in 

climate being viewed as a perceptual rather than an objective characteristic or condition of the 

organization. Furthermore, is has been debated to what extent climate is an individual, or 

psychological phenomena, or if it is a shared property between individuals at an 

organizational level. Psychological climate reflects the perceived impact of the work 

environment on the individual’s well-being, while organizational and work unit climate is 

viewed as an extension of psychological, or individual perceptions, of climate (James et al., 

2008; Schneider et al., 2013). As such, organizational and work unit climate is shared 

perceptions about the work climate – the outcome of aggregating psychological climate to the 

appropriate level within the organization. These debates have resulted in climate being 

viewed as a collective phenomenon, i.e. a multi-level phenomenon across the individual, work 

group and organizational level (James et al., 2008; Schneider et al., 2013; Kuenzi & 

Schminke, 2009).  
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2.2.2 Molar Climate and Facet-Specific Climate 

Another topic of debate has been the two separated lines of research within climate literature, 

namely molar climate and facet-specific climates.  It is believed that the combination of molar 

and facet climate can add to our understanding of organizational climate (Ostroff et al., 2003; 

Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Schneider et al., 2011).  Yet, “…despite the contributions of these 

two lines of research, each remains largely distinct from the other» (Kuenzi & Schminke, 

2009, p. 706).   

Initially, researchers studied climate as a global phenomenon and attempted to 

understand climate as a total situational molar construct that influenced both global and 

individual outcomes (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Schneider et al., 2013).  Molar climate is 

defined as “the shared perceptions of priorities in the broad environment relating to the 

general focus and structure of the social system” (Kuenzi, 2008, p.86).  In the early work on 

general climates, researchers tried to capture the entire organizational context. For example, 

Litwin and Stringer (1968), rather ambitiously, tried to provide a diagram of the social 

context’s total effects on individuals.  These efforts, trying to capture the whole of an 

extensive phenomenon, led to three issues that made researchers pursue other areas of 

immediate interest (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009).  The issues regarded the lack of a clear 

definition, a lack of theoretical rational, and lastly, lack of guidelines on how to aggregate 

individual perceptions to the work unit or organizational level.  

Climate researchers tried to solve the molar climate issues by focusing the area of 

study on facet-specific climates, “climates for something specific” (Schneider, 1975; Kuenzi, 

2008).  In Schneider’s (1975) review he argued that a lack of focus for measurement was the 

reason for identifying a myriad of climate dimensions. In his review, he raised the first 

concern for the bandwidth-fidelity issue and argued that matching of the predictor with 

outcome was necessary.  He further proposed that climates for something, such as safety, 

were better at predicting specific outcomes, such as using a helmet on a construction site.  

Later, Schneider, Parkington, & Buxton (1980) provided empirical evidence for an aggregated 

service climate actually was significantly correlated to customer satisfaction.  These efforts 

led to an increased attention to climate research. 

These two streams of research have been proposed to explore the potential of each 

other, as research suggests that there exist several molar and facet-specific climates within 

organizations at any given time, depending on the unit and the organizational characteristics 

(Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009).  Contemporary authors suggest there is potential to examine the 

relationship and their effects on global and specific outcomes.  Recently, empirical research 
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has provided evidence of this theoretical possibility as molar climates seem to work as a basis 

for facet-specific climate (Kuenzi, 2008; Ostroff et al., 2009; Schneider et al., 2011).  To 

examine this relationship between different molar and facet-specific climates, climate 

literature has leaned on bandwidth-fidelity theory (Carr et al., 2003; Kuenzi, 2008). Originally 

it has been borrowed from personality literature as a “framework to make sense of the results 

in [climate] literature” (Kuenzi, 2008, p.162). The theory contend that prediction is optimized 

when predictor and criterion is matched, and that the outcome should guide the choice of the 

predictor.  For example, Carr et al. (2003) used bandwidth-fidelity theory to match molar 

climates on individual level work outcomes, through job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment, while Kuenzi (2008) used bandwidth-fidelity theory to match molar training 

climates with facet-specific department training to predict department performance.  

In a recent meta-analysis, the Competing Values Framework has been suggested as a 

framework that encompass several climates within each quadrant (Beus et al., 2020).  

Furthermore, Kuenzi (2008) argues that each quadrant represents different molar climate 

types in organizations.  Given these suggestions and the aforementioned theoretical 

background, the next sections will theoretically conceptualize the human relations climate, as 

defined by the Competing Values Framework, as a molar climate and a foundation for a facet-

specific climate.  Then, the theoretical background for a facet-specific learning climate, 

believed to mediate the relationship between a human relations climate and individual 

readiness for change, is presented.   

 

2.2.2 The Competing Values Framework  

The Competing Values Framework by Quinn & Rohrbaugh (1983) has been useful for 

identifying approaches to for example organizational design, stages of life cycle development 

and organizational quality and is widely accepted in organizational context research (Beus et 

al., 2020; Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Hartnell, et al. 2019; Patterson, et al. 2005).  The 

framework is empirically derived and has been found to have face and empirical validity 

(Cameron & Quinn, 2011).  Furthermore, according to Cameron and Quinn, the framework 

has a “…high degree of congruence with well-known and well-accepted categorical schemes 

that organize the way people think” (Cameron & Quinn, 2011, p.37).  

The framework was originally developed to capture organizational effectiveness by 

exploring competing demands within the organization.  These competing demands is 

separated by two dimensions (1) flexibility versus rigid, and (2) internal versus external focus 

(Figure 1).  The flexible continuum represents organizations that are flexible and dynamic, i.e. 
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organizations that are changing, adaptable and organic, whereas rigid represents organizations 

that are concerned by stability and order, i.e. predictable and mechanistic (Cameron & Quinn, 

2011).  The second dimension emphasize either internal or external orientation. The internal 

orientation represents integration and unity, while external orientation is concerned with 

differentiation and rivalry (Cameron & Quinn, 2011).  These two dimensions become four 

different possible climate types (Figure 3).  The flexible continuum is separated into human 

relations with an internal focus, and open systems climate with an external focus, whereas the 

rigid continuum is separated into internal process climate with an internal focus and rational 

goal climate with an external focus.  Within each quadrant are several means to enhance and 

develop this type of climate.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1: The competing values framework (Goodman, Zammuto and Gifford, 2001, p.60) 

 

Cameron and Quinn (2011) have pointed out that all four climate types can coexist in 

an organization, yet one or two might be more prevalent than the others.  As the different 

climates coexist, and not mutually exclude each other, researchers have investigated the 

possibility that these quadrants may represent a second-order climate construct (Kuenzi, 2008; 

Patterson et al., 2005; Hartnell et al., 2019).  However, none has been able to show that these 

quadrants share a higher-order phenomenon, even though all studies report high correlations 

between the four dimensions.  Also, the possibility that human relations and open systems 
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climate share an organic structure, while internal process and rational goal share a 

mechanistic structure, was recently examined by Hartnell et al. (2019) in their meta-analysis, 

but they could not find support for this intuitive prediction.  Thus, preliminary evidence 

suggest that these four climate types should be treated as different climates within an 

organization, and furthermore Kuenzi (2008) suggest that these are broad molar climates in 

and of themselves.  

Thus, relying on the presumption of bandwidth-fidelity theory, i.e. careful matching of 

predictor with outcome, and given that empirical research has not been able to confirm that all 

quadrants in the Competing Values Framework together represent a second-order construct, 

this study examine a human relations climate as predictor for two important reasons.  First, a 

broad supportive climate that provides development opportunities should increase individual 

readiness for change.  Second, Lone et al. (2017) investigated the possibility of all quadrants 

existing in the Norwegian police and revealed the human relations quadrant as the most 

prevalent.  Similar studies of the Norwegian police suggest the same.  Gottschalk and 

colleagues (Dean, Fahsin, Glomseth, & Gottschalk, 2008; Glomseth, Gottschalk, & Solli-

Saether, 2007) have indicated that Norwegian police is democratic and team-oriented, with 

decision leadership and knowledge sharing, dimensions considered important for a human 

relations climate.  

 

2.2.3 Human relations Molar Climate as a Predictor  

A human relations climate is considered to be related to exploration strategy, high 

performance work practices, and change and relational leadership (Hartnell et al., 2019).  The 

human relations climate type has an emphasis on flexibility and an internal focus, and suggest 

that organizations succeed when they hire, develop and retain employees (Cameron & Quinn, 

2011).  Some basic assumptions within this climate type is that the organization is concerned 

about developing a humane work environment through teamwork, employee development and 

positive work relationships (Cameron & Quinn, 2011).  Moreover, this climate wish to keep a 

balance between various interests, desires to be perceived as fair, and maintain satisfaction 

and loyalty within the work stock (Kuenzi, 2008; Hartnell et al., 2011).  In turn, this should 

lead to desirable outcomes such as ownership and responsibility among the employees.  

Given the theoretical framework for this study, climates should have an impact on 

individual readiness for change, similar to other work attitudes.  In the unfreezing stage, a 

human relations climate should create conditions that are conducive to change, thus lead to 

increased individual readiness for change.  This because a human relations climate 
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emphasizes teamwork, employee development and positive work relationships, and wish to 

retain its employees.  This, in turn, should lead to reciprocity among the employees as 

explained by social exchange theory and norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960).  Employees 

who perceive an organization that values and supports their efforts should be more inclined to 

return the favor when the organization declare the need for change, as they have reason to 

believe that change is done with good intention.  More specifically, a human relations climate 

provides a foundation for organizational support, participation and involvement of employees, 

which has generally been linked to increased readiness for change (Eby et al., 2000; 

Myklebust et al., 2020; Rafferty, et al 2013).  Taken together, this present the first hypothesis:  

 

H1: Human relations climate have a direct positive effect on individual readiness for change  

 

2.3 Learning in Organizations 

 
How organizations learn and how to increase learning among employees within 

organizations has been a topic that has gained much interest by a variety of fields, such as 

psychology, sociology and management.  This interest has led to a diverse range of 

perspectives and a vast body of literature (e.g. Argote 2012; Argyris & Schön 1978; Barney 

1991; Fiol & Lyles 1985; Senge 1990).  This literature is mainly covered by four large 

approaches to the study of learning within organizations, namely organizational knowledge, 

knowledge management, organizational learning, and the learning organization (Easterby-

Smith & Lyles, 2011).  These approaches can be separated by two dichotomies: process-

content and theory-practice (Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2011).  The first dichotomy separates 

organizational knowledge and knowledge management from organizational learning and the 

learning organization, as the former is concerned about learning content while the latter is 

concerned about learning as a process to acquire content.  This study is interested in the 

process of attaining content, thus how an organization learns, which is covered by 

organizational learning and the learning organization.  

The second dichotomy separates the academic organizational learning approach from the 

learning organization, as organizational learning is concerned about the study of learning 

processes in organizations (Tsang, 1997).  Contrarily, the learning organization is a more 

practice-oriented approach, concerned by how to create this ideal type of organization 

(Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2011; Örtenblad, 2001).  However, a critical study of a learning 

organization could fit the organizational learning box (Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2011).  A 
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learning organization is often categorized, by scholars and practitioners, as a direction for 

organization development; however, a fundamental component in a learning organization is 

organizational learning.  A heuristic device to explain or quantify learning activities. 

Furthermore, the learning organization literature has generally been criticized for its tendency 

to view organizations as systems that can think for itself (Easterbye-Smith & Lyles, 2011).   

As it is more appropriate to examine how individuals and collaborative learning enable 

organizational change, this study aims to uncover how organizational learning processes 

could predict increased readiness for change.  

 

2.3.1 Organizational learning  

Organizational learning dates back to Cyert and March (1963) and their claim that 

organizations adapts to their environments and learn through experience.  With a few 

exceptions, the next twenty years, however, were characterized by little research on the topic. 

The interest in organizational learning as a field of research was sparked due research 

developments and to practical concerns among companies with a need for innovation, 

productivity problems, and a concern for future retirements among the baby boomer 

generation (Argote, 2012).  The spark ignited pioneering work such as Argyris and Schön’s 

(1978) “single- and double-loop learning” that explained learning as individual level error 

detection and error correction.  Argyris and Schön’s work has been considered important as it 

clearly depicted the organizational learning field, criticized the rationalistic assumptions of 

Cyert and March, and furthermore differentiated organizations by their ability to learn, using 

Model I and Model II.  Later, Fiol and Lyles (1985) did important work on definitions of 

terminology, followed by popularization of the field by influential pieces such as March 

(1991) on exploration versus exploitation, and Huber (1991) on processes contributing to 

organizational learning.  Today, authors view organizational learning as a comprehensive 

phenomenon and provide frameworks with different approaches and levels of learning.   

The different approaches to organizational learning have led several different 

definitions.  For example, Huber (1991) defined organizational learning as knowledge 

acquisition, while Fiol and Lyles (1975) defined it as change that occurs as a function of 

experience.  Most of the literature in organizational learning uses individual learning theory as 

a basis to define and understand organizational learning (Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2011).  

These studies examine either a cognitive and/or behavioral approach, for example cognitions 

in learning or how routines or practices change due to experience.  However, the individual 

learning approach has been criticized for only accounting for the individual mind as a locus of 
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learning, thus neglecting the organizational context and how it is a key element in learning, 

socialization and development (Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2011).  This criticism became the 

point of departure for social learning theory, which could be utilized as a lens for 

understanding organizational learning – its relational construction, knowledge acquisition and 

facilitation from individual to organizational learning.  

 

2.3.2 Social learning theory – A Framework for Conceptualizing Learning Climate 

Social learning theory is also known as “situated learning”, “practice-based learning” and 

“learning as cultural processes” (Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2011).  Social learning theory 

postulates that individuals learn, develop attitudes and behavior, from social interaction 

within the specific socio-cultural setting of an organization.  

Social learning theory argue that knowledge creation is the paramount in 

organizational learning, and furthermore emphasizes two contingencies for organizational 

learning: 1) relationships between individuals and 2) the context in which learning occurs 

(Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2011).  The first contingency, the theory’s emphasis on 

relationships between individuals, requires access and opportunity to participate, thereby 

making social structure crucial for the possibilities for learning (Gherardi, Nicolini, & Odella, 

1998).  Furthermore, it becomes important to share and distribute acquired knowledge 

between colleagues for learning to occur.  The second contingency, the learning context, 

deem learning as a process of activity, interaction and practice within the organizational 

context, makes learning content context specific.  Furthermore, there are two ways to 

understand learning context in social learning theory.  The first way, a social constructivist 

approach, focus on the situated meaning, i.e. what is meaningful to employees engaged in 

organizational learning activities (Easterby-Smith and Lyles, 2011).  It focuses on context as a 

separate activity and process of construction, not restricted by potential historical roots.  The 

second way, which this study concurs, is grounded in activity theory (Engström, 2001) and 

can be described as: “…a historical and social product which is co-produced together with the 

activity it supports: agents, objects, activities, and material and symbolic artefact all constitute 

a heterogenous system that evolves over time” (Gherardi et al., 1998, p.275).  Thus, 

organizational characteristics, such as policies, reward systems, and managerial behaviors 

becomes salient as organizational members pay attention and attach meaning to those 

characteristics on the basis of their personal values, beliefs, needs, and other individual 

characteristics.  
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2.3.2 The General Training Climate Scale as a Measurement of a Learning Climate  

Tracey and Tews’ General Training Climate Scale (2005) is an appropriate measurement of a 

learning climate as knowledge creation is the key to organizational learning in social learning 

theory.  Their scale is generally concerned about “perceived support from management, work, 

and the organization for formal and informal training and development activities” (p. 358).  

The scale was developed based on a review of climate, culture and training literatures, and 

consisted originally of 24 items within five dimensions: job challenge, supervisory support, 

peer support, managerial policies and procedures and overall continuous learning culture 

(Tracey & Tews, 2005).  Later, a series of factor analysis failed to support a five-factor model 

and instead proposed a three-factor structure consisting of 15 items.  The final three-factor 

structure consisted of managerial support, job support and organization support.  Based on the 

social learning approach, all these dimensions should be an important part of a learning 

climate.  

Managerial support should be a social dimension, an agent, and further a symbolic 

artefact in a learning climate. The managerial support dimension “reflects the extent to which 

supervisors and managers encourage on-the-job learning, innovation, and skill acquisition and 

provide recognition to employees in support of these activities” (Tracey & Tews, 2005, p. 

358).  Several studies indicate that leaders affect climates (Borucki & Burke, 1999; Ehrhart, 

2004; Hofmann et al., 2003).  Furthermore, leaders are an important antecedent for facet-

specific climates as they create a common climate perception (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989).  

Leaders can be observed as models and signal value of training and development activities, 

thereby determining the importance of application of learned skills (Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 

2001).  

Job support reflects the application and facilitation of new knowledge and skills as a 

part of continuous learning.  This dimension represents activities and the opportunities to 

“learn-by-doing”, which is considered part of the knowledge creation process, as it is re-

embodies new knowledge into tacit knowledge (Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2011).  “Learning-

by-doing” is a one of the more common ways of learning at work (Carmeli, Tishler, 

Edmondson, 2012).  Researchers argue that creation of tasks and assignments that provides 

opportunities for learning and utilizing new skills are an important part of exploration and 

informal learning among employees in an organization (Senge, 1990; Watkins and Marsick, 

1993).  

The last dimension of Tracey and Tews’ original measurement scale accounts for the 

material and symbolic artefacts within the organization, which is considered to be an 
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important part of climate (Saleh & Wang, 1993; Schneider, et al. 2013).  The organizational 

support dimension refers to the degree policies, procedures and practices emphasize, and 

provides resources for, training and development efforts (Tracey and Tews, 2005).  This 

dimension is regarded as the structure and the system that provides the opportunities for 

learning and encompasses rewards for acquiring and utilizing new knowledge and skills.  

Furthermore, a co-worker support dimension is added to the General Training Climate 

Scale to capture the full extent of a learning climate in an organization.  In their original 

article, Tracey and Tews (2005) argued that supervisory and peer support are categories 

within a “social support dimension” and chose to only retain managerial support.  However, 

they propose to complement the measures of the General Training Climate Scale with other 

measurement tools that assess sharing or transfer of knowledge.  The co-worker support 

dimension in this paper is different than the original peer support scale as it captures support 

from colleagues to participate in training and development activities, sharing of knowledge 

between colleagues, and represents, along with managerial support, the agents within the 

organization.   Furthermore, a co-worker support scale is essential to capture a learning 

climate for several reasons.  First, highlighted by social learning theory, co-workers are an 

important part of the social context within organizations, as learning and meaning are 

constructed from participation in social practice.  Second, transfer of knowledge is an 

essential part of the process of organizational learning (Argote, 2011).  Furthermore, 

motivation to transfer and maintain new skills is dependent on support from co-workers 

(Martin, 2010).  Lastly, sharing knowledge is considered an important part of police work 

(Gottschalk, 2007; Lone et al., 2017).  

To summarize, this study proposes, based on a social learning theory approach to 

organizational learning, that a learning climate is measured by manager support, job support, 

organization support and co-worker support.  These dimensions capture the agents, objects, 

activities, and material and symbolic artefacts in the organization, and furthermore, the 

opportunities to participate in learning activities.  Thereby, this lay the grounds for the second 

hypotheses in this study: 

 

H2a: Managerial support is positively related to the second-order learning climate 

construct 

H2b: Job support is positively related to the second-order learning climate construct 

H2c: Organization support is positively related to the second-order learning climate 

construct 
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H2d: Co-worker support is positively related to the second-order learning climate 

construct 

H2e: Co-worker support, managerial support, job support and organization support 

combined represent a second-order learning climate construct. 

 

2.3.3 Learning Climate as a Mediator  

Several authors have called for an investigation of the relationship between employees’ 

willingness and ability to change, and their organizations’ emphasis on learning (Choi & 

Ruona, 2011; Senge, 1990; Watkins & Marsick, 1993).  A second-order learning climate is 

likely to create conditions that are conducive to change as theoretical authors argue that 

organizational learning is essential for successful organizational change (Baker & Sinkula, 

1999; Garvin, 1993; Lundberg, 1995).  More specifically, Choi & Ruona (2011) has proposed 

that a learning culture contribute to increased individual readiness for change as it provides 

individuals with opportunities to develop, and furthermore, as a learning culture builds an 

environment where employees consistently engages in inquiry and dialogue.  An organization 

that is concerned about developing an organizational environment that appreciates and 

facilitates learning, modifies its routines and beliefs regularly (Preskill & Torres, 1999; 

Watkins & Marsick, 1993).  Furthermore, a supportive internal context is associated with 

more positive change attitudes among employees (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999).  A learning 

climate is generally viewed as “support of”, “facilitation of” and “opportunities for” practices 

(Kyndt, Dochy, Michielsen et al., 2009; Nikolova, Ruysseveldt, De Witte and Van Dam, 

2014).  Thus, the third hypothesis in this thesis is that a learning climate, which is a 

supportive and developmental climate, increases individual readiness for change due to 

constant modification of practices and their view on the organization: 

H3: Learning climate has a direct positive effect on individual readiness for change 

This thesis further assumes, based on bandwidth-fidelity theory, that a facet-specific 

learning climate should mediate the effects of a molar human relations climate, as individual 

readiness for change is defined as a specific attitude.  Both theoretical and preliminary 

evidence suggests molar climates to work as a basis for facet-specific climates (Kuenzi and 

Schminke, 2009; Kuenzi, 2008; Schneider et al., 2011; Schneider et al., 2013).  The human 

relations climate type in this study emphasizes training and development of its employees 

which is naturally a part of a learning climate. Thus, the theoretical possibility seems obvious.  
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Furthermore, Hartnell et al. (2019) found that a human relations climate is linked to 

exploration, an important part of organizational learning.  Hence, this study expects that a 

human relations climate should be positively related to a learning climate, and furthermore, 

that a learning climate should mediate the effect of human relations climate on individual 

readiness for change.  

 

H4: Human relations climate has a direct positive effect on a learning climate 

H5: Human relations climate will have an indirect effect through a learning climate 

on individual readiness for change  

 
 

In sum, this thesis will empirically unveil the relationship between a human relations 

climate, learning climate, and individual readiness for change, by structural equation 

modeling, as proposed by the aforementioned literature. In the next following sections, this 

paper utilizes a two-step structural modeling approach by examining local fit of the 

constructs. Then, before testing the predicted global model, this paper establishes a second-

order construct based on the General Training Climate Scale. By doing so, this paper is the 

first to examine the effects of multiple climates on individual readiness for change. Hopefully, 

this can contribute to a more holistic understanding of life within organizations, and what 

creates conditions conducive to change.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2. The global model for this thesis. Learning Climate created as a second-order factor. 

 

 

 



ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE AND INDIVIDUAL READINESS FOR CHANGE  

 

20 

 
3 Method  

 

3.1 Research project  

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

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

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

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

organizational climate factors in relation to individual readiness for change.  

 

3.2 Ethical Considerations 

This thesis follows the Norwegian Centre for Research data’s guidelines on national ethical 

standard for research on human beings.  All answers are registered in TSD 2.0, a security 

system for registering, storing and analyzing data.  All participation was voluntary, and the 

participants could withdraw their consent at any time.  They were also informed about the 

procedure in which the material was stored and processed, and that no individual answers 

would be disclosed.  

 

3.3 Data gathering  

The data was collected in collaboration between the Norwegian Police University College and 

the Psychological Institute at the University of Oslo.  The data was gathered from two 

different police districts.  A survey containing nine measures, resulting in 146 items, were 

distributed by e-mail invitation.  The first district received the survey in May 2018 while the 

second district received the survey in November 2019.  

 

3.4 Sample 

A total of 1445 employees received the survey.  411 employees completed the full survey 

which is considered an acceptable sample size in structural equation modeling (Fan, 

Thompson, & Wang, 1999; Kline, 2016).  The response rate was 28,44 %. 

The final sample consisted of 57% male and 43% female respondents.  Of these respondents a 

large majority were between 44 and 55 years old (44.3%), with the biggest age group being 

48-51 (17.3%).  The majority of respondents were employees (70%) and the remaining being 

leaders (30%).  
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3.5 Measures 

Respondents were asked to use their own experience as a background when answering the 

questions.  All items used a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) “definitely false” to (5) 

“definitely true”.  Respondents were allowed to give a neutral response with (3) “neither true 

nor false”.  All questions used in this study can be found in Appendices A.  

 

3.5.1 Individual Readiness for Change 

Individual readiness for change was measured using a scale developed by Vakola (2014).  Her 

scale is based on Holt et al. (2007a).  The scale consists of six items, and have been translated 

to Norwegian by Koritzinsky (2015).  Sample items are ‘When changes occur in my 

company, I believe that I am ready to cope with them’ and ‘I don’t worry about changes in 

my company because I believe that there is always a way to cope with them’ (Vakola, 2014).  

 

3.5.2 Human Relations Climate 

The human relations climate scale is based the competing values framework and Kuenzi’s 

(2008) assessment of the scale.  The original scale was eight items, however, this study 

complies to Myklebust et al. (2020) and have removed item seven and eight before the 

analysis, thus a six item scale was used for this study.  The measure has been translated to 

Norwegian and adapted for measuring police climate (Koritzinsky, 2015).  Sample items are 

‘Employees develop supportive, positive working relationships among organization members’ 

and ‘The environment is such that members of the unit get along well with each other’.  

 

3.5.3 Learning climate 

Learning climate was measured as a second-order factor by the General Training Climate 

Scale (Tracey and Tews, 2005).  The scale originally consisted of managerial support (five 

items), job support (five items) and organizational support (five items).  The fourth 

dimension, co-worker support (five items), was developed in Norwegian for the survey in this 

study.  The General Training Climate Scale was translated to Norwegian for the survey.  One 

sample item is provided for every scale.  Managerial support: ‘Supervisors give recognition 

and credit to those who apply new knowledge and skills to their work’.  Job support: ‘Gaining 

new information about ways to perform work more effectively is important in this 

organization’.  Organization support: ‘This organization offers excellent training programs’.  

Co-worker support: ‘If someone participates in training or attends a course, the content is later 

discussed among colleagues within the unit’. 
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3.6 Analysis 

3.6.1 Preliminary Analysis 

A preliminary analysis was conducted in preparation for the SEM-analysis using SPSS 25.  

The analysis evaluated the data for normality, skewness and kurtosis and is reported in the 

results section.  Mean, standard deviations and Cronbach alpha is reported in table 1.  

 

3.6.2 Structural Equation Modeling  

Structural equation modeling (SEM) with maximum likelihood parameter estimation were 

used to test the hypothesis in this study.  The analysis was conducted with IBM AMOS 

version 25. 10.000 bootstrap estimates were carried out to obtain 95% bias-corrected 

confidence intervals of the effects for the SEM analysis.  SEM is a method that can be used to 

represent dependency, or causal, relations in multivariate data (Fan et al., 1999; McDonald & 

Ho, 2002).  The method consists of a measure of the observed and unobserved latent 

variables, and a structural model determining the relationship between the latent variables 

(Kline, 2016).  To do this, SEM uses confirmatory factor analysis and multiple regression.  To 

evaluate and determine how well the theoretical model fits the data, SEM provide several 

indicators that can be valuable.  Based on these indicators the model can be accepted, adjusted 

or rejected.  

SEM rely heavily on human judgement, partly due to several indicators being used to 

assess a model’s goodness of fit.  In SEM there are several indicators to be used for 

estimating a model’s goodness of fit.  There seem not to be any fit index that meets all 

expectations of an ideal fit index (Fan et al., 1999).  Also, sample size and number of 

estimated parameters may affect some of the indexes (McDonald & Ho, 2002).  As 

recommended by Kline (2016), this study use chi-square (x2), degrees of freedom (df), Root 

Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), 90% confidence interval values for 

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

(SRMR).  This study applies Hu and Bentler’s (1999) threshold recommendations for 

RMSEA, CFI and SRMR.  Furthermore, as suggested by Kline (2016), the Bayesian 

Information Criterion (BIC) was used to compare models.  

Bayesian Information Criterion. The BIC is a predictive fit index that takes sample 

size into account.  Lower BIC values imply improved fit, and a difference between 6 and 10 

in between models is considered a strong indication of meaningful difference, whereas 

differences larger than 10 is considered very strong (Raftery, 1995).  
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The Chi-square test. The Chi-square test, a badness-of-fit index, assess whether the 

specified model is significantly different from the population.  A Chi-square test that is not 

significant (above .05) implies that the model is consistent with the population, however this 

does not imply that the model is correct, and remains unknown (Kline, 2016).  A non-

significant test is difficult to obtain because the test is sensitive to sample size (McDonald and 

Ho, 2002; Kline, 2016).  Large sample sizes (>300) make smaller model-data discrepancies 

likely to lead to rejection by the p<.05 (Kline, 2016).  Thereby, a model that fits data may be 

proved significantly different than the population.  Hence, it is recommended to the chi-

square value should be less than three times the degrees of freedom to indicate good model fit 

(Bordia, Hunt, Paulsen, Tourish, & DiFonzo, 2004).  

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation. Another badness-of-fit index, 

RMSEA, is an absolute fit index.  The closer the RMSEA is to zero, the better the fit. The 

measure reproduces the covariance matric in the data and provide descriptive information 

about model fit.  The index is sensitive to degrees of freedom and sample size, providing 

better fit as sample size increases (Kline, 2016).  Hu and Bentler (1999) recommend RMSEA 

value below .06.  

Comparative Fit Index. The CFI, a goodness-of-fit index, assumes an uncorrelated 

null model and tests how well the specified model, relative to the null model, fits the data.  A 

similar statistic is the Tucker-Lewis index, which could be reported, however, Kenny (2020) 

recommend only reporting one as they are highly correlated.  Hu and Bentler (1999) 

recommend CFI value greater than .95.  

SRMR, a third badness-of-fit statistic, a measure of absolute correlation residual, 

which means that it assesses the difference between observed and predicted correlations 

(Kline, 2016).  SRMR is an absolute fit index which Hu and Bentler (1999) recommend 

values less than .08 as indicators of good fit.  
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4 Results 

 

All variables were within the recommended limits of <.3.0 for skewness, ranging from -.664 

to -.274, and <10.0 for kurtosis, ranging from -.664 to 1.049.  Generally, the sample was 

leptokurtic with the exception of organization support that was platykurtic.  All variables have 

a mean above 3, except for organization support with a mean of 2.2.  The sample violate the 

assumption of normality (p < .05), however, this is common in larger samples (Pallant, 2013).  

Moreover, in large samples (+200) the risk for underestimation of variance is reduced 

(Tabachnik & Fidell, 2013).  Furthermore, by inspection of the histogram distribution is 

reasonably normal for all variables.  Thus, tests of normality, skewness and kurtosis are 

within the recommended limits for this analysis to proceed.  

Table 1 provides descriptive statistics, scale reliabilities and bivariate zero-order 

correlations for all variables in the structural model.  Coefficient alpha was satisfactory for all 

measures.  Moderate zero-order correlations were found between the included variables, with 

the strongest correlations observed between human relations and manager support, manager 

and job support, and between co-worker and job support.  All Cronbach alpha values was 

satisfactory or above, ranging from .75 for co-worker support to .86 for human relation (table 

1). 

 

Table 1: Descriptive statistics, reliability and bivariate correlations between main indices 

Construct M SD α 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. Human Relation 3.805 .667 .864 1.      

2. Manager support 3.704 .727 .751 .627** 1.     

3. Co-worker 
support 

3.756 .637 .750 .557** .580** 1.    

4. Job support 3.432 .750 .852 .546** .725** .638** 1.   

5. Organization 
support 

2.266 .782 .845 .546** .495** .313** .525** 1.  

6. Change 
readiness 

3.755 .602 .814 .304** .302** .253** .321** .206** 1. 

Note. Mean (M), Standard Deviation (SD), Cronbach’s alpha (α), and zero-order correlations for all constructs. 

N = 411. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
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4.1 Structural Measurement Model - Local fit  

According to Williams, Vandenberg, & Edwards (2009) poorly fitted measurement models 

can influence global fit substantially.  Therefore, before creating a global model, a 

confirmatory factory analysis of the measurement models’ human relations, managerial 

support, job support, co-worker support, organization support, and readiness for change was 

conducted (Table 2).  Residuals, factor loadings, regression coefficients and modification 

indices were used to inspect local fit.  Only one of the measurement models met the criteria 

for good fit (Job Support – table 2).  The remaining measurement models had one or two 

items that could cause problems for the measurement model.  This was expected as a previous 

study by Myklebust et al. (2020) had issues investigating the readiness for change model and 

the human relations model.  Similar to Myklebust et al. (2020), it was necessary to parcel 

items two and three in the human relations model.  Furthermore, the same adjustments for 

readiness for change were made for this study.  The item ‘I believe that I am more ready to 

accept change than my colleagues’ on the readiness for change scale was removed due to low 

factor loadings (>.05, Kline, 2016) and high standardized covariance residuals.  This item is 

the only item that asks for a comparison with other colleagues, which can make it more 

vulnerable to noise because it is more difficult to apprehend (Little, Rhemtulla, Gibson & 

Schoemann, 2013).  Removing this item led to satisfactory fit. 

Several items had to be parceled in the other local measurement models to avoid the 

problem of correlated error terms (for opinions regarding the issue see e.g. Jöreskog, 1993 or 

Hermida, 2015).  By doing this, the average is kept as an empirical indicator in the analysis 

thus preserving most of the unique variance contained in the items. In the human relations 

scale this study found covariances between item two (‘The work environment is such that 

members of the unit get along well with each other’) and item three (‘We have little conflict 

between members of the unit’).  By inspection of standard residual errors these two items 

share 2.197 which is above the absolute recommended 2.00 level (Kline, 2016).  These items 

can be deemed as two sides of the same coin, as the wording ‘getting along’ and ‘little 

conflict’ can be interpreted as consequences of each other.  Therefore, parceling was 

considered acceptable. 

Parceling was done for two items within the co-worker support scale with the same 

rationale as individual readiness for change.  The items ‘When co-workers try to use newly 

acquired skills from training, this is met with skepticism by other co-workers’ and ‘When the 

closest leader use new or updated competence, this is met with skepticism from co-workers’ 

share the same purpose as they ask about skepticism to newly acquired skills and furthermore 



ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE AND INDIVIDUAL READINESS FOR CHANGE  

 

26 

 
require assessment of colleagues evaluation.  After parceling these two items all fit indicators 

were acceptable.  

The organization support scale had some difficulties with one of the items sharing 

residual error with two other items.  Item four ‘There are rewards and incentives for acquiring 

and using new knowledge and skills in one’s job’ was removed as it had considerable residual 

error with both item five ‘This organization rewards employees for using newly acquired 

knowledge and skills on the job’ (9.944) and item one ‘This organization offers excellent 

training programs’ (2.281).  This gave satisfying fit on all indicators except RMSEA. Kenny, 

Kaniskan and McCoach (2015) argue that many models with low degrees of freedom can be 

rejected by RMSEA even though the model is adequate.  Thus, the organization support 

model was kept as is for further examination in the second-order factor. 

Within the managerial support scale there were two items (‘Top management expects 

high levels of performance at all times’ and ‘Top management expects continuing technical 

excellence and competence’) that had considerably lower rating (.18) compared to the other 

items within the scale.  Both items involve perspective-taking as it asks for the opinion about 

top management, making the two items difficult to apprehend and making them vulnerable to 

noise as is shown in literature (Little et al., 2013).  Therefore, the two items were removed as 

they may not be adequate in capturing managerial support in the Norwegian police.  This led 

to a perfectly saturated model.  
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Table 2: Goodness of fit statistics for confirmatory factor analysis of measurement models 

 

Scale x2 df CFI RMSEA 
[90% CI] 

SRMR BIC Comments 

Readiness for  
change 

      

Original model 15.981*** 9 .991 .043  
[.00, .078] 

0.19 88.204  

Modified model 1.124*** 5 1.00 .00  
[.00, .00] 

.005 61.310 Item 4 
removed 

Human relations  
climate 

      

Original model 43.852*** 9 .967 .097  
[.70, .127] 

.025 116.075  

Modified model 8.243*** 5 .996 .040  
[.00, .086] 

.010 68.429 Item 2 and 
3 parceled 

Managerial 
support 

       

Original model 494.163*** 5 .575 .488  
[.453, .525] 

.178 514.460  

Modified model  .000*** 0 1.00 .00 .000 36.112 Item 4 and 
5 removed 

Co-worker 
support 

       

Original model 70.330*** 5 .868 .179  
[.143, .217] 

.055 130.516  

Modified model  2.094*** 2 1.00 .011  
[.00, .099] 

.011 50.242 Item 3 and 
4 parceled 

Job support        

Original model 7.476*** 5 .997 .035  
[.00, .083] 

.016 67.662  

Organization 
support 

       

Original model 289.928*** 5 .750 .373  
[.337, .410] 

.123 350.114  

Modified model  14.010*** 2 .984 .121  
[.067, .183] 

.035 30.207 Removing 
item 4 

Note. N = 411; x2 = chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean 

Square of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square; CI = confidence interval; BIC = Bayesian 

Information Criteria. a. *** p < .001 b. Organization support removed from all models except original second-

order measurement model.  
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4.2 Second-Order Factor  

It was hypothesized that the four scales, manager support, co-worker support, job support, and 

organization support, were part of a learning climate, a second-order factor. Kline (2016) 

recommend one of two approaches to creating a second-order construct.  The first, the 

bifactor model assumes that the general factor is unrelated to the other factors, while the 

second, second-order model, assumes that the factors covaries with and actually causes other 

factors (Kline, 2016).  This study uses the latter approach to test this hypothesis, a direct 

hierarchical model (Gignac, 2008; Kline, 2016).  Fit was compared between the second-order 

climate and a modified model (Table 3).  The original model indicated satisfactory Chi-

square, CFI, SRMR and BIC, but not RMSEA.  The model was inspected to improve fit. 

Organization support was removed as it is the only item with a relatively low factor (.58) 

compared with the other three factors (>.82).  Furthermore, the items within the factor shared 

residuals with several items across all other dimensions.  The removal led to better fit on all 

indicators. 

 

Table 3: Goodness of fit statistics for confirmatory factor analysis of a second-order construct 

Scale x2 df CFI RMSEA 

[90% CI] 

SRMR   BIC Comment 

Learning 
climate 

      

Second-order 
learning 
climate 

232.762*** 86 .956 .065  
[.055, .075] 

.056 437.394 Item 5 
removed 

Modified 
second-order 
learning 
climate 

120.027*** 51 .972 .057  
[.044, .071] 

.041 282.529 Organi-
zation  
support 
scale 
removed 

Note. N = 411; x2 = chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean 

Square of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square; CI = confidence interval; BIC = Bayesian 

Information Criteria. a. *** p < .001 b. Organization support removed from all models except original second-

order measurement model.  

 

Furthermore, as it is possible that the hypothesized climates are measures of the same 

phenomenon, three different models are tested and accounted for in table 4.  The first model is 

containing one factor, treating all constructs as the same.  The second model examine the 

possibility of human relations and learning climate to be one latent factor predicting 

individual readiness for change.  The third model tests this thesis assumption of three separate 
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but correlated constructs.  As assumed, a model with three separate but correlated constructs 

provide the best fit on all goodness of fit measures (Table 4).  

 

 

Table 4: Goodness of fit statistics for confirmatory factor analysis of full measurement 

models 

Model x2 df CFI RMSEA  

[90% CI] 

SRMR BIC 

Measurement 
model 

     

1-factor model 1453.290*** 209 .714 .121 [.115, .126] .099 1718.108 

2-factor 
uncorrelated 
model 

1023.489*** 209 .813 .097 [.092, .104] .136 1288.307 

2-factor 
correlated model 

955.914*** 208 .828 .094 [.088, .100] .069 1226.750 

3-factor 
uncorrelated 
model 

683.356*** 206 .890 .075 [.069, .081] .213 966.230 

3-factor 
correlated model 

402.402*** 203 .954 .049 [.042, .056] .048 753.332 

Note. N = 411; x2 = chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean 

Square of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square; CI = confidence interval; BIC = Bayesian 

Information Criteria. a. *** p < .001 b.  

 

 

By creating a second-order factor and controlling for the possibility of the two climates being 

the same phenomenon, the paper accomplished a crucial step in preparing for the test of a 

structural model.  In the structural model, individual readiness for change was entered as the 

criterion variable, human relations were entered as an exogenous model, and learning climate 

was entered as the endogenous variable.  The hypothetical relationship between the human 

relations model and individual readiness for change was tested, which revealed a significant 

direct effect of .41.  Then, a hypothetical path between the second predictor variable and the 

criterion variable was introduced which revealed a significant direct effect of .35.  Lastly, an 

indirect relationship was suggested by adding a path from human relations climate to the 

learning climate model, suggesting a partially mediated model.  
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4.3 Structural Measurement Model – Global Fit.  

To test the structural model, this paper adopts the model testing strategy based on Kelloway 

(2015).  Kelloway (2015) suggests that two additional models are proposed, one fully 

mediated model and one non-mediated model, to investigate the model that best represents the 

data.  The non-mediated and fully mediated model was similar to the partial mediated model.  

The only difference was that the path between human relations climate and individual 

readiness for change was constrained to zero in the fully mediated model, while the indirect 

paths from human relations climate to individual readiness for change was constrained to zero 

in the non-mediated model.   

To compare the modified model with other possible models, this paper introduced a 

separate scale measurement model and an original second-order factor as two additional 

categories in table 5.  The three categories were named “Separate constructs measurement 

model”, “Original second-order measurement model”, and “Modified second-order 

measurement model” and results in nine comparable models.  By comparing models, this 

controls for the possibility that a modified second-order model is not the best representation 

of reality.  The separate constructs measurement model represents the separate effects of 

human relations climate through managerial support, co-worker support, and job support on 

individual readiness for change (Appendices E).  The original second-order measurement 

model reinstate the organization support scale to the second-order factor, to compare it to the 

modified second-order measurement model.  To determine the best fitting model, the chi-

square difference test (Δχ2 ) and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) were applied.  All 

goodness of fit indicators is provided in Table 5.  

The results revealed significant chi-square test for all models.  All suggested models 

had a RMSEA value below .08 and a CFI above .9. SRMR was below .08 for all models 

except the non-mediated models.  Similarly, SRMR were below .08 for all models except the 

non-mediated models.  Table 5 show improved goodness of fit measures for the modified 

second-order measurement model compared to original second-order measurement model, 

and for the original second-order measurement model compared to the separate scale 

measurement model.  The original second-order measurement had overall better goodness of 

fit measures except for the BIC value, compared to separate scale measurement model.  In the 

separate scale measurement model, only SRMR in is within the thresholds set in this paper 

thus indicating the least satisfactory model.  The results for the modified measurement model 

show better goodness of fit for all measures compared to the two competing model categories 

of hypotheses.  The difference between the partially mediated modified model and the fully 
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mediated modified model is not significant, thus Kelloway (2015) asks that one should keep 

the most parsimonious model.  The fully mediated model has one degrees of freedom less 

than the partially mediated model.  Furthermore, the difference in BIC values (BICdiff = 

53.876) is well beyond the threshold for very strong result (Raftery, 1995).  Indicating that the 

fully mediated model is the preferred in this study.  The modified fully mediated model is 

shown in Figure 3.  The model explained .21 of the variance in the criterion variable.  The 

fully mediated model with direct and indirect path estimates is reported in table 6, supplied by 

confidence intervals and probability values.  

 

Table 5: Goodness of fit statistics for structural models with and without modified 

measurement models 

Model x2 df CFI RMSEA 
[90% CI] 

SRMR BIC 

Separate scale 
measurement model 

     

Partially mediated 
model 

605.787*** 203 .907 .070  
[.063, .076] 

.070 906.716 

Fully mediated model  605.133*** 202 .907 .070  
[.063, .076] 

.070 912.081 

Non-mediated model 1611.916*** 299 .755 .103  
[.099, .108] 

.279 1924.883 

Original second-order 
measurement model 

     

Partially mediation 
model 

615.508*** 292 .940 .052  
[.046, .058] 

.057 970.605 

Fully mediated model 617.402*** 293 .939 .052  
[.046, .058] 

.057 966.480 

Non-mediated model 903.030*** 295 .886 .071  
[.066, .076] 

.201 1240.071 

Modified second-
order measurement 
model 

     

Partially mediated 
model 

402.402*** 203 .954 .049  
[.042, .056] 

.048 753.332 

Fully mediated model 404.545*** 204 .954 .049  
[.042, .056] 

.049 699.456 

Non-mediated model 638.763*** 205 .900 .072  
[.066, .078] 

.204 927.656 

Note. N = 411; x2 = chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean 

Square of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square; CI = confidence interval; BIC = Bayesian 

Information Criteria. a. *** p < .001. b. Organization support removed from all models except original second-

order measurement model.  
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Figure 3: The final fully mediated model.  

 

 
Note. a. Exogenous predictor variable: HR = human relations climate; Second-order endogenous predictor 

variable: LC = learning climate; First order variables learning climate: MS = managerial support, JS = job 

support, CS = co-worker support; Criterion variable: RC = individual readiness for change. b. Numbers are 

shown as standardized estimates.  
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Table 6: Estimates of the direct and indirect effects between the latent variables 

Model b SE 95% CI β 

Modified 
Measurement model 

    

HR à LC .849*** .086 [.690, .1.027]  

 

.739*** 

LC à RC  .446*** .058 [.338, .567]  

 

.453*** 

HR à LC à RC .379*** .059 [.273, .503]  

 

.335*** 

Note. HR = human relations climate, LC = learning climate, RC = individual readiness for change, b = 
unstandardized path coefficient, SE = standard error, CI = bias-corrected confidence interval (unstandardized), β 
= standardized path coefficient. 10.000 Bootstrap samples. *** p < .001. 
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5 Discussion 

 

The aim of this study was to examine if a molar human relations climate effect on individual 

readiness for change is mediated by a facet-specific learning climate.  To assess this 

relationship this paper presented a total of nine hypotheses that were examined on a sample of 

411 participants from the Norwegian police.  As predicted by bandwidth-fidelity theory this 

study confirms that molar climate’s effect on specific outcomes is mediated through facet-

specific climates.  

The present study relied on a step-by-step approach to structural equation modeling, 

by first evaluating local fit of the separate measurement scales, then evaluating the potential 

second-order construct, and finally testing the predicted global model.   The local fit was 

satisfactory for all constructs with minor adjustments.  In the next step, a second-order 

construct was created and inspected, as the global model hinged on the hypotheses about a 

second-order construct (hypotheses 2a-2e).  Hypothesis 2a, 2b and 2d was accepted, while 

hypothesis 2c and 2e was rejected.  Hypothesis 2c was the organization support dimension 

which did not correspond with the data gathered in this study.  Consequently, hypothesis 2e, 

hypothesizing that managerial support, co-worker support, job support and organizations 

support represented a second-order construct, was rejected.  There is a possibility that this is 

unique for the sample in this study, since the organization support dimension has a strong 

emphasis on rewards.  Other studies could find that organization support is important in a 

learning climate, as this is still a theoretical possibility.   

Three hypotheses proposed a global theorized model.  Hypothesis 1 postulated that a 

human relations climate would have a direct positive effect on individual readiness for 

change.  Initially this hypothesis was confirmed, however, the effect disappeared when the 

mediating variable was introduced.  Hypothesis 2 proposed that a learning climate would have 

a positive direct effect on individual readiness for change which was confirmed.  Lastly, this 

study also confirmed hypothesis 3 that postulated that a learning climate would mediate the 

relationship between a human relations climate and individual readiness for change.  The 

results in this study indicate full mediation as the human relations climate association with 

individual readiness for change was eventually removed due to evaluation of the fit measures.  

There is, however, still a theoretical possibility that a human relations climate effect on 

individual readiness for change is larger than portrayed in this study, and other studies could 

thereby retain this hypothesis.  Finally leading to the conclusion that this data supports a fully 

mediated model, the effect of human relations climate on readiness for change is mediated by 
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a learning climate, as the most appropriate explanation of the theorized model.  This results in 

several important theoretical and practical implications, and intriguing possibilities for future 

research.  

 

5.1 Theoretical Implications 

The global model of a relationship between a human relations climate and individual 

readiness for change, mediated by a learning climate, contributes to existing findings and 

empirical gaps in literature.  The overall framework for this study relied on a bandwidth-

fidelity theory, namely careful matching between the predictor and its outcome.  As suggested 

by bandwidth-fidelity theory, this study found that a general molar climate’s effect on a 

specific outcome was fully mediated by a facet-specific climate.  Thus, the theory proves to 

be a valuable tool to assess and match predictors with outcome and could be further used 

when assessing the effect of different climate-based factors on individual readiness for 

change.  

The present study confirms existing findings of climate as an antecedent for individual 

readiness for change (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Bouckenooghe et al., 2010; Burnes & 

James, 1995; Eby et al., 2000; Harper & Utley, 2001).  More specifically, it adds to this 

research as it shows that multiple climates, molar and facet-specific, have an impact on 

individual readiness for change.  To this authors knowledge, however, these effects have yet 

to be examined in readiness for change literature.  Thus, these findings contribute to a holistic 

view of climates impact on readiness for change and may further contribute to uncouple how 

different climate types, narrow or broad, may influence attitudes towards change.   

Furthermore, by controlling for the possibility of the two climates representing same 

phenomenon, it adds to climate research as it portrays the relationship between a molar 

human relations climate and a facet-specific learning climate.  Similar to other studies in 

climate research, this study shows how the effect of broader climates on different outcomes 

are mediated by more specific ones (Beus et al., 2020; Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Ostroff et 

al., 2009; Schneider et al., 2013).  In a recent meta-analysis Beus et al. (2020) argue that a 

human relations climate type may consist of several different facet-specific climates.  Hence, 

this study supports this notion and further propose that a learning climate is built on a human 

relations climate. 

Other than contributing to a more holistic understanding of climates effect on 

individual readiness for change, it also found specific effects in relationship between human 

relations climate and individual readiness for change and learning climate and individual 
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readiness for change.  More specifically, this study adds to the increasing number of studies 

confirming a relationship between a human relations climate and readiness for change (e.g. 

Jones et al., 2005; Eby et al., 2000; Myklebust et al., 2020).  Furthermore, this study indicates 

that a learning climate, urging inquiry and dialogue, is important to increase individual 

readiness for change.  The theoretical relationship between a learning climate and its ability to 

create conditions conducive to change has been proposed by several authors (e.g. Senge, 

1990; Watkins & Marsick, 1993; Choi & Ruona, 2011; Schein, 2010).  Thus, this study 

answers the call for an empirical contribution of the proposed theoretical relationship between 

a learning climate and readiness for change by using a social learning theory approach.  An 

organization that encourages its employees to inquiry and continuous learning, and 

implements this as an institutional practice, provides the potential of new practices and 

continuous modification of beliefs and organizational theories-in-use (Argyris & Schön, 

1978).  Furthermore, a supportive internal climate that values learning and development is 

believed to enhance organizational capacity for change (Watkins & Marsick, 1993).  

Taken together these results imply that an organization who wants to induce change 

and start an unfreezing process should be concerned about their employees and wish to create 

a humane work environment.  As suggested by Gouldner (1960), this should lead employees 

to perceive the organization as more caring and believe that the change process is done with 

good intention, which should create a need to reciprocate and increase individual readiness for 

change among employees.  Furthermore, the organization should use a human relations 

climate as a foundation to create a learning climate.  This learning climate could potentially 

contribute to employees feeling more certain when facing change, as they could have more 

opportunities to develop and learn new skills.  Also, learning climate should be beneficial for 

the organization as it could be a resource in form of increased knowledge within the 

organization, and increased capacity to change.  

The final theme of discussion is the one of the more surprising findings regarding the 

measurement of a learning climate.  Studies have indicated that a General Training Climate 

Scale could potentially be used for measuring a learning climate (Nikolova, et al., 2014).  

This study used a social learning theory approach to add a fourth dimension, co-worker 

support, to the General Training Climate Scale by Tracey and Tews (2005).  A similar 

dimension was part of the original scale, however, removed due to factor analysis indicating 

that managerial support and peer support loaded on a social support dimension.  In this study, 

the dimension had a broader application by measuring sharing of knowledge as well as 

support to use new skills.  The rationale behind a learning climate was ultimately that learning 
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climate is made up of support from agents (managers and co-workers) to acquire and share 

new knowledge and skills, and opportunities to utilize knowledge in the job (job support) and 

lastly being rewarded and being able to have the funds to access learning (organization 

support).  This could potentially broaden the use of the General Training Climate Scale.  

Nevertheless, this study indicates that the General Training Climate Scale lack validity 

and might not be adequate to measure a learning climate in specifically the public sector 

organizations.  One might argue that this could be due to the broadened approach of the 

measurement, however, the problems encountered is rooted in the wording of the questions 

and the scope of its dimensions.  The first problem, encountered in the confirmatory factor 

analysis, was what appeared to be confusion about the questions regarding top management 

within the managerial support scale.  Complex public sector organizations might not have a 

clear top management that communicates with its employees in the same manner as private 

sector organizations, as public sector organizations are more bureaucratic (Boyne, 2002).  

This indicate that this finding is specific for the Norwegian police, as it does not necessarily 

dispute the measurement itself but may indicate that there is no clear top management in the 

organization from which this sample is gathered.  

 The second issue with measurement is, however, of greater significance.  The 

organization support dimension was removed as it did not fit the data when creating a 

learning climate.  This goes against the stream of research that suggests rewards as an 

important part of creating an environment for learning (e.g. Senge, 1990; Watkins & Marsick, 

1993).  Preliminary analysis indicates that this sample does not experience supportive actions 

from the organization in terms of rewards and resources provided for learning.  The 

employees in the Norwegian Police rated the organization support, on average, considerably 

lower than the other dimensions measured in this study.  This could potentially mean two 

things, with two different results and accompanying prescriptions.  Either there is no problem 

with this dimension, and the problem lies in the Norwegian police sample for this study.  The 

Norwegian police might be an organization that does not offer reward programs and does not 

support training with funding.  Thus, the prescription becomes a practical implication, as the 

Norwegian police has the potential to become a learning organization, consistent with 

research, by supporting and adding rewards tied to training programs and increase the 

emphasis on training with money. 

The second possibility, which this study argues as the most likely, is that public sector 

organizations becomes vastly different than private sector organizations when the focal point 

becomes rewards, which are the majority of questions within this dimension.  For example, 
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Solomon (1986) found that there were large differences in reward systems between the public 

and the private sector in the US as the private and the public sector’s operate in distinct 

environments that are constrained by funding and ownership, the legal and political 

environments, and the criteria for accountability and control.  Other studies have found that 

money or bonuses as incentive is both more readily available and considered as more 

important among employees of private organizations (Boyne, 2002; Buelens & Van den 

Broeck 2007; Rawls et al., 1975).  Furthermore, a large body of research show that employees 

in the public sector in Europe are less concerned about material rewards compared to intrinsic 

job characteristics (Buelens & Van den Broeck 2007; Georgellis, Iossa, Tabvuma, 2011).  

Hence, this question how well the organization support dimension captures reward practices 

tied to training and development in public sector organizations.  

 

5.2 Practical implications 

The results in this study provide several important practical implications for organizations.  

As there is, and always will be, change in organizations’ environment, there is a need to 

create an organizational milieu that is conducive to change (Schein, 2010; Watkins & 

Marsick, 1993).  The results in this and similar studies indicate that organizations should 

consider and assess their broad molar climate on which they wish to implement facet-specific 

or strategic climates.  Decision-makers are wise to take a holistic approach and to address the 

underlying climates within the organization, as “…one cannot likely just implement a focused 

climate (e.g., for safety, for service) in a vacuum and that a certain foundation in terms of 

climate for well-being, work facilitation, and/or HRM practices must exist first on which such 

a focused climate can exist» (Schneider, 2011, p. 388).  

Secondly, creating learning environments increase organizational capacity for change 

(Garvin, 1993; Watkins & Marsick, 1993).  In other words, creating an environment that 

emphasize inquiry, dialogue, flexibility, and continuous learning, provides the opportunity for 

employees to shape the organization for the future and to adjust their worldview continuously.  

Another reason to implement a learning climate, which has not been explored in this study but 

is implicit in organizational learning, is the possibility to create systems that contribute to 

increased creation, retainment and transfer of knowledge within the organization.  This could 

be especially salient for the Norwegian police as the reform departed from an extraordinary 

event. Starbuck (2009) argue that learning from extraordinary events is difficult and argue 

that organizational learning is key to retain and use knowledge from past events.  He 

exemplifies this with a case study of the Challenger and Columbus accidents that had 
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strikingly similar features, thirty years apart.  According to Starbuck, this was a result of 

firing all of the crew members that worked with the first disaster, thus not being able to retain 

and learn from their knowledge.  For the Norwegian police, this could valuable information as 

the Norwegian police reform came as a result of the 22nd of July terrorist attacks.  The ability 

to learn from these events could hinge on the organizations systems for organizational 

learning.  Thus, a learning climate both can create an increased ability to change among the 

employees and contribute to increased creation and transfer of knowledge.  

 

5.3 Limitations 

The results and its implications should be interpreted in light of limitations.  First, this study 

has some limitations regarding the research design as it is cross-sectional survey which uses 

self-reports measures.  As with most studies examining climate-based factors, cross-sectional 

design provides an opportunity for common method variance.  Common-method variance is a 

method bias that causes uncontrolled and/or random variance in the measurement of a 

construct, thus it is possible that the variance detected in this study is caused or increased 

because it was measured with the same method (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 

2003).  

Second, due to the design of this study, it is impossible to draw conclusions about the 

direction of causality between the variables.  This study provides empirical evidence of a 

positive relationship between a human relations climate, learning climate and individual 

readiness for change, however, the current study cannot conclude to what comes first, and if 

the constructs mutually enhance each other.  It is also possible, highlighted by the high 

correlation between a learning climate, that a human relations climate conceptually overlaps 

with a learning climate.  As discussed, this is likely with several climates being present within 

an organization and was controlled for in the step-by-step SEM approach and confirmatory 

factor analysis.  

Furthermore, the generalizability of this study is limited as the sample consists of the 

Norwegian police.  This study criticizes the purpose and the conceptualization of the 

organization support dimension in the General Training Climate Scale, however, the criticism 

should be interpreted with caution as a police organization has different demands compared to 

other organizations.  Hence, this also provides possible limitations regarding the 

conceptualization and measurement of a learning climate.  This study added a dimension to 

the established General Training Climate Scale to capture a learning climate, based on social 

learning theory.  This affects the possibility of comparison with previous and future findings.  
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Future studies should examine the validity of adding the dimension to this instrument and 

further utilize other measurements to assess the relationship between a learning climate and 

individual readiness for change.  

 

5.4 Future research  

Based on the method, results, and limitations of this study, there are three suggestions for 

future research.  First, this study is the first step to understand more of the effects of multiple 

climates on individual readiness for change.  Future studies have the potential to examine 

more complex theoretical assumptions that could potentially increase the understanding of the 

relationship between climates.  In this study, the Competing Values Framework is used to 

define the human relations climate. In this framework there is believed to be several climates 

that coexists in an organization, even though one might be more prevalent than others, which 

suggests the theoretical possibility that perceived climates could compete in terms of how 

things are done and what is expected of the employees.  This opens the possibility that 

climates on opposite sides of the continuum might have moderating effects on each other’s 

effect on outcomes.  There is also the possibility that climates closely related but with 

different external and internal focus could enhance each other.  Thus, the Competing Values 

Framework is a natural framework for examining several climates in organizations, and their 

effects on each other. 

Second, future research should examine the possibility of a curvilinear effect of 

supportive climates on individual readiness for change.  This can possibly identify important 

thresholds, contribute to increased understanding of the readiness for change construct, and 

have important practical implications for organizations.  Much research has of now proposed 

that a human relations climate is enhancing individual readiness for change.  However, 

paradoxical findings of seemingly beneficial antecedent on desired outcome has led to the 

recent proposal of the “Too-Much-of-a-Good-Thing”-effect (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013).  The 

meta-theory argue that seemingly monotonic positive relations have context-specific 

inflection points that could lead to negative or undesirable outcomes, or simple waste.  The 

potential of human relations climate being a double-edged sword has been proposed by 

Hartnell et al. (2011).  They argue that the advantages of this climate, trying to create a 

cohesive group that emphasizes agreement and balance of interests, are elements of, and 

could lead to, groupthink (for a definition of groupthink see Janis, 1982), which in turn could 

lead employees to be less willing to challenge the status quo in a change process.  Moreover, 

empirical research by Schulte et al. (2009) suggests that there might be a threshold of climate 
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for well-being, and that a moderate climate for well-being may be suffice when one 

implements a facet-specific climate.  Lastly, in a recent empirical study by Gigliotti et al. 

(2019) the effects of perceived organizational support and trust on individual readiness for 

change is non-linear, indicating that there is an important threshold for supportive practices to 

enhance individual readiness for change.  

Lastly, future research should also address the validity of a General Training Climate 

Scale in public sector organizations.  This claim needs further investigation as this is one of 

the few studies using the scale on a public organization sample.  As public and private sector 

organizations have large differences in reward practices it is possible that the General 

Training Climate Scale is only applicable to private sector organizations.  The need for public 

administration perspective has been proposed in several literatures during the years, recently 

in change management by Kuipers et al. (2014).  Generally, the change management literature 

has tended to focus on the private sector with little attention paid to the way public sector 

workers experience and respond to change (Kickert, 2010).  This highlight the need for 

further examination and development of the measurements that are applicable to the public 

sector, as well as the private sector, to enhance our knowledge about how change affects 

individuals and public sector employees.  
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6 Conclusion 

 

Research on attitudes towards organizational change is challenging as organizational change 

is a complex and murky process.  The present study, using bandwidth-fidelity theory as a 

framework, addresses several gaps in literature and contribute to a more holistic picture of the 

relationship between organizational climate and individual readiness for change.  The results 

in this study indicate that a learning climate fully mediate the relationship between a human 

relations climate and individual readiness for change.  This theoretical contribution is 

important because it indicates a complex relationship between climate-based factors and 

individual readiness for change, and furthermore reveal an empirical contribution to the 

implied relationship between learning in organizations and individuals’ willingness to change.  

This theoretical contribution also provides practical implications for organizations that wish 

to reach their intended goals, as the result suggests that organizations should create supportive 

and developmental conditions that is conducive to change, and further assess their broad 

molar climates before implementing facet-specific climates in the organization.  
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Appendices A: Competing Values Framework – Human Relations Climate 

Dimension Item Name Item Statement 
Human 
Relations 
Climate  

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 
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Appendices B: Learning Climate / General Training Climate Scale  

Dimension Item Name Item Statement 
 
Manager 
support  
 

 
MS1 

 
Nærmeste leder gir annerkjennelse til de som tar i bruk nye 
kunnskaper eller ferdigheter i sitt arbeid / Supervisors give 
recognition and credit to those who apply new knowledge 
and skills to their work. 

 MS2 Nærmeste leder tilpasser muligheten til å delta på trening 
eller kurs etter medarbeidernes behov for personlig og faglig 
utvikling / Supervisors match associates’ needs for personal 
and professional development with opportunities to attend 
training.  

 MS3 Selvstendig og nyskapende tenkning blir oppmuntret av 
nærmeste leder / Independent and innovative thinking are 
encouraged by supervisors. 

 MS4 Toppledelsen forventer til enhver tid et høyt prestasjonsnivå 
/ Top management expects high levels of performance at all 
times. 

 MS5 Toppledelsen forventer til enhver tid fagmessig dyktighet og 
kompetanse  / Top management expects continuing technical 
excellence and competence. 

 
Co-Worker 
Support 
(translated 
freely) 

 
CS1 

 
Medarbeidere på denne enheten oppmuntrer hverandre til å 
ta i bruk nye kunnskaper eller ferdigheter / Co-workers in 
this unit encourage each other to use new knowledge or 
skills 

 CS2 Medarbeidere på denne enheten anser det som verdifullt å 
delta på trening eller kurs / Co-workers in this unit consider 
training or courses valuable 

 CS3 Når medarbeidere på denne enheten prøver å ta i bruk nye 
ferdigheter fra trening eller kurs, møtes dette ofte med 
skepsis fra kollegaer / When co-workers in this unit use new 
skills it is met with skepticism from colleagues 

 CS4 Når nærmeste leder tar i bruk ny eller oppdatert kompetanse, 
møtes dette ofte med skepsis fra medarbeidere / When the 
supervisor use new or updated competency, this is often met 
with skepticism from co-workers 

 CS5 Har noen deltatt på trening eller kurs, blir innholdet senere 
diskutert med kollegaer på enheten / If someone participates 
in training or attends a course, the content is later discussed 
among colleagues within the unit. 
 



ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE AND INDIVIDUAL READINESS FOR CHANGE  

 

57 

 
 
Job Support 

 
JS1 

 
For denne enheten er det viktig å oppnå ny viten om mer 
effektive måter man kan utføre arbeidet på / Gaining new 
information about ways to perform work more effectively is 
important in this organization. 

 JS2 Arbeidsoppgaver blir utformet for å fremme personlig 
utvikling / Job assignments are designed to promote personal 
development.  

 JS3 På denne enheten verdsettes det at man lærer seg nye måter å 
utføre arbeidet på / Learning new ways of performing work 
is valued in this organization.  

 JS4 Arbeidsoppgaver gir anledning til å lære nye 
fremgangsmåter for å forbedre prestasjon  
Work assignments include opportunities to learn new 
techniques and procedures for improving performance.  

 JS5 Det er en sterk tro på at kontinuerlig læring er viktig for 
vellykket utførelse av arbeidet / There is a strong belief that 
continuous learning is important to successful job 
performance.  
 

 
Organization 
Support 

 
OS1 

 
Denne organisasjonen tilbyr fremragende 
opplæringsprogram / This organization offers excellent 
training programs. 

 OS2 Medarbeidere mottar de nødvendige ressurser for å tilegne 
seg nye ferdigheter og kunnskap / There is a performance 
appraisal system that ties financial rewards to use of newly 
acquired knowledge and skills. 

 OS3 Medarbeidere mottar de nødvendige ressurser for å bruke 
nye ferdigheter og kunnskap / Employees are provided with 
resources necessary to acquire and use new knowledge and 
skills.  

 OS4 Det finnes belønninger for å tilegne seg nye ferdigheter og 
kunnskaper i ens arbeid / There are rewards and incentives 
for acquiring and using new knowledge and skills in one’s 
job.  

 OS5 Denne organisasjonen belønner ansatte for å bruke nylig 
anskaffede ferdigheter og kunnskaper på arbeidsplassen / 
This organization rewards employees for using newly 
acquired knowledge and skills on the job.  
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Appendices C: Individual Readiness for Change Scale 

Dimension Item Name Item Statement 
 
Individual 
Readiness for 
Change 

 
CR1 

 
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 

 CR2  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  

 CR3 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 

 CR4 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 

 CR5 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 

 CR6 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  
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Appendices D: Three-factor correlated model 
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Appendices E: Separate scale measurement model 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


