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ABSTRACT

"Organizational Climate of institutions of Higher Education:Construct Determination and Relationship to Organizational
Effectiveness Criteria."

Two major Questions related to organizational climate haveexisted in the organizational theory literature for the letttWenty years. Firtt, at what level of analysis should theclimate construct be operatIonalized (i.e. does climate havegreater relevance at an organization-wide or sub-unit level?)Second, In what specific wayt do organizations with positiveclimates differ from those with comparatively more negativeclimates.

This study examines organizational CliMate In nine, fouryear pUblic colleges and Utilizes data from 20937 respondents;The most significant findings are: 1) cliMate does haverelevance at the organizational level In that it_distinguishesorganizations frOM one another, bUt in institutions Of highereducation sub=unitti_ particularly WOrkgroups related todepartments, account fot the largest propOrtion of variance, 2)administrators have significantly and consistently more positiveperceptions of organizational climate than_ 00 faculty, 3)Organizations With comparatively Mere positive climatet.displaygreater madequaCy Of goal focus and performance standards".
These findings will be presented and their implications fortheory and administrative practice will be discussed.

lot
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Statement of Restarch-Ptrob+em and Literatu,te

Organizational cilthate has been regarded as an important
construct In organizational research for more than twenty years
(Field and Abelson; 1982; JOyce and Slocum, 1979, 1982; Litwin
and Stringer, 1968); Despite an extensive body of research, major
theoretical and methodological questions related to the Construct
remain unresolved ,-(Field and Abelson,1982; James and
Jones,1974; Woodman and King;19780. There Is broad agreement,
however, that organizational climate is a construct that
identifies relatiVely enduring characteristics of an organiza-
tiön, and one which Can be utilized to dittinguish among or-
ganizations (Campbell, et a1,1970; Forehand and Glimer,1964;
Tagiuri,1968); Consequently, organizational climate should diS
play organization specific variance and can be expected to be
relatiVely homogeneous Within organizations and relativelyrhet==

erogendoUs among them (DreXier, 1977; Ansari, 1980).

Researchers have assumed that on the basis Of perceptions of

organizational characteristids, individuals develop a "global" or
"summary" Perception of .thatit. organization (Schneider, 1975;
Tagiuri, 1968). The measurement Of organizational Climate Is de-
rived by aggregating these summaries for a sample of individuals
from the fOtal organization (Joyce and Slocum,1982). Confusion
exists among theorists as to precladly what these perceptUal Sum-
maries represent; do they represent attributes of people or Of
organizationS (GUlon, 1973; Woodman and'King, 1978)7 If the for=
mërls the case, the question arises as to Whether researchers
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can continue to conceive of organizational climate as a rela-

tively enduring characteristic of organizations. If the latter

obtains, what theoretical model accounts for the process by

which the perceptions of individuals can be transformed into an

organizational entity? James presents these questions In the

following terms:
Of concern here Is the "unit of theory" for
climate and a NcompositiOn theory" for ell=
mate. The former term pertains to the appro=
priate level f2r operatIonallzIng a construct
(e.g., individual or organization), and the
latter term refers to a specification of how
a construct operationalized at one level of
analysis (e.g., psychological climate) Is re-
lated to another form of that construct at a
different level of analysis (e.g., organiza-
tional climate) (1982, p. 219).

The pUrpose of this study IS te aid In establishing the
'proper "unit Of theory" for the cliMate construct by analyzing
whether organl1ational climate primarily Characterizes organl=

zations or sOMe SMAller unit of analySIS COMprisIng organize-
tions Specifitally, does organizational tilMate exhibit
greater variance at the Inter-organizational or Ultra-argent-

Zational level? Additionally, differences In the perceptions of

tilmate on the part Of various sub-groups are examined.

Furthermore, the characterjstics which distinguish organizationS

With contrasting climateS are exploredi No study appearing in

the literature has explicitly addressed these issues for a popu=

latlen Of institutions of higher edUdatIoniln so doing, this re-

search fellows the admonishment of SOMe theorists and applies the

prodIgIOUS research on more general 000Ulations of organizations

to colleget and unlyersities (8ess,1983); and implicitty consld-
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ers the utility of thiS more general research for higher educa-
t Ion .

Background rind SignifIcAACS

Despite Its prevalence in the organizatior theory litera-
ture, climate remains ill-defined (Joyce and SlocuM,1982).
Research findings are often contradictory and no consittent
agreement exists among theorists as' tO the construct's conceptU=
alization, determinants Icor meaning (GulOn, 1973; Helirlegel and
Slocum; 1974; James and Jones, 1974; Tagiuri; 1968).

NeVerthelest, Organizational climate reMaint an important
research topic; ThIS Is so for numerous reatond.

Ejt-st, there it eVidenCe of a relationship betWeen climate and
Other organizational Varlables.1 These linkt with other con=
Structs aid In the prediCtIon of organizational phenomena and In
the formation of a nOMOlOgical net (Field and Abelson,1982);
Second, the construct Is responsive to the need Of researchers to
unite micrO and macro levels Of analysis (Astiey and Van de Ven;
1983; Pfeffer, 1982; Poole and McPhee.; 1983; ); Ililtd, climate
has been considered useful for Organizational development effOrts
(Kett deVrIes and Miller;1984; Offenberg and Cernius,1978; tikeet

1961;1967). Ediltlfti organliatiOnal Climate has been found to In=

1. The orgenI2atIonal climate constrUct _has been found toHbe related_t0 a _large number of_ Iriell_VIdUal and organizationalfactors; It_hat been demonstrated_to have a strong relatkonshipto concepts suCh at_Job satisfaction, JOb perfOrmance; group comFmunIcation, leadershl_p; structure and organi2ational commitmentas well asorgan Zat lona I 'performance (Ansarl, Baumgarte I _andSuillvan,1982; 6oWerti 1976; Joyce and_SIOCUM;1982; LaFolletteand Sims, 1976; LaWler, Hall and Oldham,1974; JLikert, 1961;1967; Muchinsky, 1977; SChnelder and Snyder, 1976; Welsch andLa Van, 1981).
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fluence the McitiVation and behavior of IndiViduals (Friedlander

and Greenberg,1971; LitWin and Stringer, 1968; Roach and Baltis;

1974). Fifth; empirical findings demonstrate that Climate exerts
a significant effect on organizational performance (Franklin.

1973,1975; Likert; 1961,1967; Moss-Kanter, 1983); Sixth, the con-
StrUct incorporates a perspettive that moves analySIS away
from the more static, structural 0:Utilities of "organization" to-
ward the More dynamic ,;:process of "organizing" (Weick, 1979;

Pettigrew, 1979).

Most stUdlet of organizational climate attempt to relate the
construct to an additional set of conceotuaily distinct vari=
ables. As noted, hOWever, the actual meaSureMent of organiza-
tional climate thrOugh the use of aggregate perdeptual data re-
mains controversial In terMs of the meaning Of the resultant di-

mensions (Woodman and King, 197E). In this regard, Gulon (1973)

was the first to frame the basic issue:
,"The idea of perceived organizational cif=mate seems ambiguous; one cannot be sure
whether it implies an attribute of the orga-
nization or of the individual" (Guion, 1973,
p. 120).

During the past sixteen yeart, there have been ten majOr re-
views of the organizational climate literature: Campbell,
Dunnette, LaWier and Wieck, (1970); Field and Abelson,(1982);

Glick,(1985); Heliriegel and Slocum, (1974); James and Jones.
1974; LltWin and Stringer, (1968); Payne and Pugh, (1975);

Schneider, (1976); Tagiuri,' 1968; and WOodman and King; (1978).

The OUtations raised In these reviews Can be broadly summa-
rized by two Interrelated problems: 1) identifying whether or



not perceptual and objeCtiVe measures of. organiZational climate
are meaturing the same conStructi and 2) deterMining the level of
analysit At which organizatiOnsi climate shoUld be conceptual
!zed; Controversy exists oVer whether climate it an attribute
occurring at the indiv!dual, group or organizational level (Field
and Abelson, 1982; Woodman and King ; 1978). It IS this latter
question which le of relevance fer Purposes of this stUdy.

James,and JOnes (1974; 1979) Attempt to evade the Issues
that this questiOn raises by conceptUalizing two climatet-- one
fee' organizationS and one for IndiViduals. They recommend
Partialing out that portion of the variance that Is statiStically
accounted for 6y individual differences and identifying it as
"pSychological climate" while the remainder of the variance
should continue to be identified as "organizational climate."
Such an approach; however, t!ipplies no resolUtiOn of the basic
theoretical dilemmas; especiallY since James and Jones (1974)
agreed that the organizational Climate construct should be re-
tained. in fadt their distinctiOn can be seen to have clarified
and sharpened.the debate rather than resolving it.

Several stUdies have found Significant effects at intermedi-
ate levels betWeen the individual and the overall organization.
Powell and Butterfield (1978) found that climate varlet across
sub-units in the same organization. Payne and Mansfield (1976)
found that the variation In organzuilonal climate scores for be=
garilkatIons were only slightly larger than the variances for any
One hierarchical level. Their findings Suggest that level In the
hierarchy may account for a significant effect On organizational

9
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climate. Schneider and Bartlett's (1970) findingS imply similar
conclutions with respect to level in the hierarchy. Howe (1977)
found that climate responses were more a function of group mem-
bership than personal characteristics. Johnston (1976) found evi-
dence for two climates In the organization he studied, both of
which were a function of longevity of employment. And Gregory
(1983), In reSearch using the anthrOpological concept of "native=
view paradigms," makes the case that the perceptions an individ-
ual holds of an organization result from membership In a group
culture.

n examining colleges and universitie , Stern (1966)found
that the perceptions of organizational climate for both freshmen
and administrators were so much higher than the perceptions of
other groups on a campus that they seemed quite unrealistic. In

fact, the differences were so great that Stern described them as
the freshmen "mythology"about the campus and further explained
that this mythology was shared only by the administrators. In a
related study, Centra and Hartnett (1974) found that college ad-
ministratorS had a slight but consistently higher perception of
organizational functioning than did faculty.

Climate as an organriational attribUte was examined by
Drexler (1977) and Antari (1980) to deterMilid If it has organiZa=.

tion-specific variance. In both studies, the relative strength
of organization versus sub-unit (departmental) effects was also
tested. In Drexier's study a main effect of organization was
found which explained 42% Of the variance. Sub=unit effects were
found too, but they were much weaker than the organlzational ef-

1 0



fects. Ansarl's results generated similar conclusions. Hartnett
and Centre (1974), while not examining

organizational climate p-er
se, found significant agreement among administrators, faculty and
students with respect to evaluations of institutional functioning
In colleges and universities,although as noted, the perceptions
of administrators were consistently more positive. The findings
of these studies support the hypotheses that are derived here.

SteteMeht-of Hypotheses

HYDothesie 1. Organizational climate will varysignificantly among organizations.

HypotheelS-2-.- Variance in organizational climate due toorganizational effects will be greater than that due tointra-organizational (sub-unit) effects.

Hypothesis WOrkgroups will produce _a greater effect onclimate scores _than Will other sub-unit effectt (i.e. role, andlength of service).

Hypothesis 4. The organizational climate scores ofadministrators will be significantly itiore positive than those offaculty.

Hypothesis 8. There wlIl be a significant difference In theclimate scores of individuats based on length of service.

Eigaitti: On What _pecific.. variables do_ theorganizatidnal climates of organiZations In which there js a
negatIve Parception of climate differ from those In which thereis a more poeltIve perception of the climate.



Datgla Collection

Data for thit study were Obtained from the Higher
Education Management institutes' (HEMI) data bank. HEM! Is an
Outgrowth of the AmeriCan Council on EducatiOn and since 1978, as
part Of its management training and development activities, the
institute has maintained A prograM of research and analysis on
managerial functioning ad0 effectiveness In higher education. As
an integral part of this effort; the institute haS Surveyed over
70;000 Board members; presidentt, administrators, facUlty, staff
and students in over 200 institutions "to determine their
attitudes towards and perceptions of many aspects of management
at their institUtIons." Van Wijk (1981, p; l).

A sample Of nine InstitutionS WAS drawn from the HEMI data
base. These InStitutions were selected based on their
commonality with respect to a number of key dimensions. These
are: 1) Control - all institutions in the sample are publicly
supported. 2) Mission - all Institutions In the sample are four
year multi-purpose colleges. 3) Sizo - all institutions range
In size from two to eleven thousand students.

The HEMI Questionnal.ee SeCtion on organizational climate
(appendix A) was used as the response measure m1-sla+e. This
instrument, which was extracted from a !arger questionnaire,
contains 36 items related to organizational climate dimensions.
The items are rated on a LIkert=type scale,with higher mean
scores reresnting more positive organizational climates.

112
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The average size In terms Of numbers of students at the
nine institutions was 6;847; The range In size was from 2,199

students th 10;800 students.As Table 1 Shows; response rates at
the nine institutions were very high ranging from 39% to 99%. At

only one lnStitution was the response rate under 50%. There were
a total of 2,937 respondents in the sample. The category of

administrators contained 422 cases or 14% of the total sample:

Department Heads represented 13% or 381 of the cases: and the
Faculty category contained 2,134 cases or 73% of the sample. A
totai of 2,618 or 89% of the respondents indicated their length
of service: this group evidenced the following frequency
distribution: (1) less than 1 year 336 (13%), (2) between 1 and
5 years 1. 821 (31%), (3) between 5 and 10 years 488 (19%), 4)

between 10 and 15 years a 520 (20%), 6) more than 15 years 453
(17%).

'Tahiti_
InStitutional Characteristics and Response Rates

_l_nstItutIona+
/slumber Enro-1-1-ment -

Numper tiuratez
Manama Anil

Response
Faculty I/Ate

I) 5538 404 280 69%2) 7;611 700 271 39%3) _2199 243 239 99%4) 106800 708 623 72%6) 8,909 662 521 92%8) 8,332 417 343 82%71 7,539 413 340 82%6) 10,649 423 232 55%9) 2,247 200 198 99%

13



Results

Hyoothes+s- Organizational climate will vary

significantly among organizations.

The data In Table, 2 sad It shoWS that Hypothesis 1 was
supported, F(8, 2,928) 8.978, p. 4 .001 . A Scheffe procedure

was performed to see which groups-were actually different from
one another. Table 5.presents the seven organizations that were
found to be significantly different from at least one other
organization. The calculation of eta squared for a main effect
for organizations equals 2.39.

Tal6+6-2
Analysis of lisrlance Testing Differences Among Mean

.1=1,1 111111-ia

OrgantzatiOnal climate Scores

'1 IBM

Source
Sum_of
Souares Mean-Souares F Ratio

Between Groups 8 87.2539 10.9067 8.978*Within Groups 2928 3557.2028_ 1.2149Total 2936 3044.4567

1+nstItutIon
sA),,

Institution 1 280 4.93 1.282
institution 2 271 4.96 1.051Institution 3 239 4.79 1.217Institution 4 513 4.89 1.120
Institution 5 521 4.90 1.008institution 6 343 6.17 1.044institution 7 340 6.31 1.172Institution 8 232 4.88 1.094institUtion 9 198 5.06 0.905
Total 2937 4.97 1.114

.siuma.ama elm elm .1

* P 4;001

14
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Table 3
Organizations Reporting Significantly Different Climate Scores

Organization Mann OlfierAnt_can
Organization 1 4.93 7
Organization 2 4.97 None Sig. differentOrganization 3 4.79 6, 7
Organization 4 4.89 7
Organization 5 4.90 7
Organization 6 5.17 8, 3
Organization 7 5.31 8, 3, 4, 6, 1Organization 8 4.69 6, 7
Organization 9 6.06 None Sig. different

fivoothltAlS-2-. Variance In organizational climate due to
organizational effects will be greater than that due to intra=

organizational effects.

Intra-organizational units were defined In several ways to
test this hypotheSIS. Firstly, a typical definition of workgroup

was used (e.g. formally structured, bounded units of interac-ting

individuals). Secondly, role or position In the organization was
used to form nominal groups of 1) administrators, 2) department

chairs, and 3) faculty. Finally, length of service was uSed as a
basis for defining five additional nominal groups categorized."

according to the following: (1) less than 1 year, (2) between 1

and 6 years, (3) between 6 and 10 years, (4) .between 10 and 15

yam's, (5) more than 15 years.

Only organization 2 and 4 were used for this hypothesis

because theSe were the only two institutions in which all the

workgroups were large enough to provide adequate cell sixes for

use In analysis of variance. The two institutions were combined

15
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In an ANOVA. Together they had seventeen workgroups (9 In

organization 2, and 8 In organization 4) ranging In size from 13
to 97 individuals. Organization 2 had 239 useable caseS for the
analysis and organization 4 had 378. These two institutions also
had 54 administrators and 487 facility. There were 60 people
with length of service In category 1, 186 in category 2, 106 In
category 3, 161 In category 4, and 124 in category 5.

Table 4 displays.the results of this analysts. There were
Significant main effects for organization p4.001, role p4.01 and
workgroUp p.c.001. But the variable length of service did not
attain significance. However, workgroup accounted for a greater
percent of the- variance (eta squared si 8.46) than did either
organization (eta squafed m 1.94) or role (eta Squared sm 1.23).
HypotheSis 2, therefore, waS not confirmed. Although a main
effect for organization can be observed, it does not account for
as much of the variance in organizational climate as do
workgroups:

16



Iable_A
Analysit_of Variance Testing_Differendes AmongVariables of OrgahlZation, Role, Length of Set-Vice

WOrkgroup for InstitutionS 2 and 4

Source of
Variation

and

umof
lcultrAa LE

Main Effects 79.010 23 3.435 3.339**Organizations 13.401 1 13.401 13.026**Roles 2 4.262 4.143*Length _8423
8.165 4 1.841 91.48Workgrp 58.299 1 8 3.844 3.542**

Explained 79.010 23 3.435 3.339
Residual 610;041 593 1;029

Total 689.052 816 1.119
=e,MANIN

* p .01
** p 0301

1 7
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Hypothesis 3: Within organizations, workgroUps will produce

a greater effect on climate scores than will other sub=unit

effects (I.e. role and length of service).

Institution number 2 was used for the test of this

hypothesis. This institution Was examined separately because the
point of Interest was in sub-unit effects within organizations

rather than across oriianizations. In the preceeding hypothesis,
an effect for organization could also be examined. The intent

here was to remove the effect for organization and assess whether

any changes in sub-unit influences on climate could be observed.

The results of the previous analysis foreshadowed the outcome of
this hypothesis. But In the prior test, It was not possible to

be certain that powerful effects for one sub=unit variable In one

organization were not overriding a differential pattern of sub-

unit effects In the other organization. This does not appea-r to

have been the case.

In :organization number 2i (Table 5) neither the role or
length of service variables were significant. The workgroup
Variable, however, was signifIcant at the p.c.05 level and11,

accounted for 7.35% of the variance.

18



15

11011.15
Analysit Of Variance Testing Difference In Climate Scores Between

the Variables of Organization, ROIC Length of Service and
Workgroups for Organization 2

IMI1111=111

Source_of Zuni of

_gmmumulJmo

tdianVariation Snuares

Main Effects 26.215 14 1.873 1.783Role 4.962 2 2.481 2.363Length 3.6db 4 0.967 0.921Workgrp 18.916 8 2.364 2.252*

Explained 26.215 14 1.873 0.042

Residual 230.990 220 2.050

Total 2C.7.205 234 1.099
=la1
* p -.05

Hwoothes4s 4: The organizational climate scores of

administrators will be significantly More positive than those of
faculty.

In thIS analysls,clImate ScOret were calculated for

individuals In all three roles or pOSiticins - administrators,

department chairS and faculty; No hypOthetit was offered for

department chaltS becaUse-the1r role waS thoUght to be too

ambiguous to Offer 6 clear profile; The rolt ambiguity for

department chaIrS SteMS primarily from the large overlap In

responsibilities that they share with both adminiStrAtors and

faculty.

The test of thIS hYPothetls was made at two levels. In the

fir-St, climate scores for all individuals in the entire data set

19
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were categorized by role and entered into a oneway analysis of
variance. There was a significant difference between the three
groups F 37.24, p.4.001 (see Table 6). .Eta squared for role In

this analysis was 2.47. A follow=up test using the Scheffe
procedure with ranges at the .05 level indicated that the

organizational climate perceptions of administrators and faculty

were significantly different. Interestingly, the climate scores
of department chairs_alip differed significantly from those of
faculty but not from those of administrators.

It Is especially important to note that the peceptions of

organizational climate were more positive on the part of

administrators than they were for faculty (or department chairs).
The mean climate scores for all administrators In the sample was

5.3022 (n.422), for all department chairs It was 6.2080 (n.381)
and for faculty it was only 4.8682 (n-2134).

1.0



Table 6
-Analysis of Variance Tetting Difference Between Climate Scores OfAdministrators, Department Heads and Faculty for Entire Sample

Source Wan
SAUltea Scuares F Rti-t+6

Between Groups 2 90.2252 45.1126 37.240vWithin Groups 2934 3554.2315 1.2114Total 2936 3644.4567

a-goo
.111.M.

IMIN121.

BAIA

AdMinistrators 422 5.30 1.117Dept. Heads 381 5.20 1.027Faculty 2134 4.86 1.107Total 2937 4.97 1.114

21
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The analysis up td this point simply hlghlightt the

differences between all the Administrators and faculty Members In

the sample. There Is a pi-Obi-ern with ending the analysis here.

This study hypothesized that Climate is an oroanizatlonal

attribute. The logic of thit Obtition, which contends that

climate is unique to each organi2ation, dictates that intra=

Organizational level variables Mtitt be examined within each

organization and not _siWply aggregated aCross all organizations

In the sample.

It wet necessary, therefore, to dO eh analysis cf roles

within each Of the nine organizations In the SaMple. A oneway

analysis of variance using role as the independent variable with

the same three levels (administrators, department chairs and

faculty) was done on each organization. Table 7 presents the
mean score of each role within each organization. Scheffe

follow-up procedures revealed that at the .05 level, significant

differences existed between administrators and faculty in seven

of the nine institutions. Only In institutions two and five were
no differences found between these groups. Moreover, an

Inspection of Table 7 reveald that the mean climate score of

administrators was more poaltive'than that of faculty In eight of

the nine institutions. The one institution where faculty climate

scores were more positive than thote of administrators was

institution five and it has already betn noted that this is an

inmtitution in which the differences in Scores between the grouPs

was not statistically significant. Hypothesis number four was,

therefore, supported.

22



1111212_7
Summary Of Means and Standard DeviatiOnS fot Administrators.'

Department Heads and Faculty In EaCh ihttitution

Mean fitClatt2L,-.

Institution 1_
Administrators
Dept; Heads
Faculty

Institution 2

5;74
4;71
4.82

4--

0.887
0.942
1.337

AdMinistrators 5.01 1.008Dept. .Heads 5.22 0.922FacUlty 4.88 1.088

InStitution 3
AdMInistrators 5.19 1;2319ept,_Heads 4.88 1;311,Faculty 4.84 1;173

Institutitin 4
Administrators 5;62 0.872Dept;_Heads 5;22 1.152Faculty 4;78 1.106

Institution 6
Administr,atorS 4.89 0.909Dept; Heads 4.86 0.936Faculty 4.90 1.034

Institution_6.
Administrators 5;57 0.920Dept. Heads 6.39 0.914Faculty 6.09 1.059

Institution 7
Administrators 6.27 1;589Dept. Heads 6.88 0;948Faculty 6.18 0.996

Institution 8
Administrators 5.40 0;778Dept,_Meads 6.01 0;791Faculty 4.48 1;125

institUtiOn 9
Administrators 5;72 0.892Dept._Heads 6.19 0.914Faculty 4.89 0.879
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kimoiltbe.s.;_ There will be a significant difference in the
climate scores of Individuals based on length of Service with an
organization.

In an approach similar to that of the preceeding hypothesis,
all individualS representing useable cases (for this vAritble) In

the sample (na2618) were placed, initially, In a oneway analysis
of variance using length of service as the ineepene.ent variable.
There were five levels- of the Independent variable. They
consisted of the following: (1) less than 1 year, (2) between 1
and 5 years, (3) beween 5 and 10 years, (4) between 10 and 15
years, (5) more than 15 years. In group or cohort 1, there were
336 respondents with a mean Score of 5.1317; In group 2, there
were 821 respondents with a mean score of 5.0678; In group three,
there were 488 respondents with a mean score of 4.9111; In group
4, there were 520 respondents with a mean score of 4.9037; and In
group 5, there Were 423 respondents with a mean score of 4.9815.

As Taisie 8 indicates F Is signifidant at the 0.003 level;
BUt. the Scheffe procedure indicatedthat no groups Or cOhOrts
were significantly different using the Least SIgnIfitant
Difference(LSD)as a follow-up test,h0WeVer, It was found that
Significant differences exi'st between group I and groups 3 and 4.
Significant differences also were found betWeen group 2 and
groupt 3 and 4;

AS In the preceedIng hypothesis, noweVer, the logically
sIgnifiCant analysis muSt OCCUr within each organization; Again,
the baSia for this apprOadn is that climate IS 'organization
specific and that the organization sets the context In which the

2 4
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significance of the variable length of service MUtt
considered. Consequently, length of service was analyzed by a
oneway analysis of variance within each organization. Follow-up
Scheffe procedures on each analysis Indicated that In eight of
the nine organizations, length of service was not significant.

Within these eight organizations, none of the groups, based on
length of service, Were signIfi-Cantly different. Only in

inst.itution seven was.a lIgn!ficant F ratio found and a follow-up

procedure indicated a significant difference only between group 1
(thoSe with .less than 1 year of service) and group 4 (those wlth
beween 10 and 16 years of service). Since no pattern of

significant dif-ferences was found within organizations between
groups based 'on length of service, hypothesis five was not
confirmed.

25
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Table 8
Analysis Of Variance Tasting Difference

SCOres Based on Length Of
Between

Service
the Climate

Source
Et

Sum of_
Bewares

MeAh
SOUIWee RatIQ

Between Groups 4 18.4350 4.6085 4.017*Within Groups 2813 2997.6662 1.1472Total 2817 -
.0- 3016.1012

-.11.117111p 4.01

IMMEINIESIMMIMI

Group 1 336 5.13 0.995Group 2 821 5.06 1;078Group 3 488 4.91 1.088Group 4 520 4.90 1.051Group 5 453 4.98 1;115
Total 2618 4.99 1.073

1.1
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Research Ouestion On what specific variables do the

Organizational climates of organizations In which there Is a

comparatively negative perceptiOn of climate differ from thOte in
which there is a comparatively potitive perception of the

organizatiOnse climate.

This question was aaproached by taking the organization with
the highest cliMate score (nstitution number 8) and examining it
In relationship tip the organization with the lowest climate score

(organization number Seven), Discriminant analytis was used as
the analytical technique to statistically distinguith between the
Cates In each of these ihttitutions.

The discriminant andlySIS used In approaching this question
emplbyed a step-wise prbuedUrt which enables the 1de-1AM-dation
of the variables which successiVely account for the greatest
predictiVe capacity. The prOcedUre continues until all the

original variables which contribute to discrimination have been
identified. Wilks lambda was used to judge the importance of the

discriminating power of the variables. The significance Of
lambda Is calculated by cor&erting it into an F statistic.

Initially, all thirty-six variables were entered into a

step-wise discriminant analysis using the Wilks lambda method.
Twenty variables were selected before the. F-ratlo became too
small. The standardized canonical coefficients, which help

Identify the relative contribution of each variable in

determining scores on the function, were quite low for all but
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with goal clarity; perforMande standards and performance
evaluatiOn respectIvely, all Make a reasonably signifidant
contributiOn to the function; At with factor analysisi it is

appropriate to name a function fOr the two or three variablet
that account for the largest amount Of Variance, consequently
this function can be termed "adequacy of performance focus;°

Adequacy of Goal rosin' OleOrlmlnent Functlim

01P.P.W.MON-NaMnm-m.ss.S.
-

INFIGA-LOL Ilsa010C StandaL11122d111111-1 MALUMUI Lars.Japai. CasaaLatL .

CatailiaLiabs

184 how clear and Spediflo 4.80211 2.21118 .83711are_the inetItUtIons
@pale and Objectives?

170 To what extent does the 11.0800 3.7488 .4414person tombola you
reportolaks Werformanoe
tandards Wert-ant WY
reviewing reoults with
you?

188 TO what extant_does your 4.8411 11.711111 .33211department_evaluate It*
Performanca In relat1OA
to goals?

67 To What extent does the 8.7738 8.11383 .2711person to whow_you
mart find_time tO
listen to Yokr

118 how mUth favoritiMm_le 4.8817= .2088 .2803there In the declaim
-Making prooesses_at
this instItutlent

178 Now_satisfied are_you 4.7847 4.2451 .2488with overall amalayeri: e
employee Wetland at
thle institution?'

111 To what extant does the 8.7088 8.8848 .2407person toy/ham you
retort Involve_you In
deolsions_reletad to
YoUr work?

lip Now well do you under.= 4.8088 11.4828 .23311Stand the_waY-amielOns
are made_at_thle
institution?

Ile NOW adequate Is the 4.0014_ 8.4784 .2133
informatIOn flOW
botWeen academlwand
edialnletretive units.

.

In this Institution?

182 NOW often_do_you_re-
delve feedback en your
mortormsnast

4.8170 2.71100 .18445
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four variables (relative contribution can be Inferred from the

magnitude of the standardized coefficient). The eigenvalue for

the function was .3711, the cannonical correlation was .5202 and

the final Wilks lambda was .7293. Additionally, this function

correctly classified 72% of the cases into the high ?coring

climate organization and 74% of the cases Into the low scoring

organization.

Nevertheless, 711 represented a highly problematic

discriminant function which contained over half the variables

originally analyzed and not only produced an unwieldly but a
basically meaningless function in terms of its Internal

coherence. Consequently, a sub-analysis was performed using the

same technique that was employed with all thirty-Six variables.
The sub-analysis was applied to the ten variables that

contributed most to the flrSt derived function. These are items:

2, 21, 24, 44, 50, 51, 52, 83, 85, and 104.

The sub-analysis produced a much more useful discriminant

function which had both theoretical and practical relevance. As

compared to the first function, this superior function was
achieved at relatively little cost in terms of statistical

adequacy. The function Orodueed by the sub-analysis had an

elgenvalue of .3027, a canonical correlation of .4826 and a final

Wilks lambda of .7670. Furthermore, It correctly classified 71%

of the cases Into the high scoring organization and 72% of the

cases Into the low scoring organization.

Table 9 presents the ten items comprising the function.

Item 64 (.8372), Item 70 (.4414), and item 86 (.3229) which deal

29
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lummary_and DIscutslon

This study found tentative evidence that organizational

climate Is an organizatiOnal property and as such It can

distinguish organizations froth One another. The results revealed

that Organizational climate scores CIO vary among institutions.

Although, not every organization COUld be distinguished from

every Other organizailon in the sample on the basis of its

climate Score, seven of the nine InstitUtionS varied from at
least one othee institution; However, the effects for

organization were very small; they did not aCcoUrit for more than

three percent Of the variance in organizational climate.

In contrast to what was hypothesized, Sub--=Unit effects

related to workgrOUOS were more significant than Organitational

effects; TherefOre, mit least In Institutions Of higher

education, ;climate appears to be a construct that may Operate to

a greater degree at the Ultra-organizational level than at the
organizational level. Analyses on sub-units across tWO

organizations revealed that there are main effects for

organization, role and workgroup. However, organization and role

combined accounted for less than four percent of the variance,

whereas workgroup accounted for almost eight and a half percent

of the variance. Simply put, workgroup was more !mportant In

explaining organizational climate than were the other factors

considered.

When the effects for workgroups within an organization were

explored, they were found to be significant and to account for a

30
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larger proportion of variance than any other intra=organizational
characteristic. This again suggests the importance of workgroups
as a central variable In the organizational climates of

institutions of higher education.

This may be a particularly important finding in that it

highlights a comparatively unique characteristic of organizations
of higher education. In other studies done on a more general

Population of organizations (for example, see Drexler, 1977),
workgroups were found to have much weaker effects than

organizations In determining climate. It may be, however, that
in higher education the largnst contingent of employees In the
organization, namely faculty, relate to the inatitution so
extensively through their workgroup (i.e. department) that an

organization wide climate simply cannot emerge;

AdditiOnally, as a groUpi administrators perceptiOnt of

climate were found to be signifiCantly more positive than those
of the fac6ity in the sample. Moreoveriwithin each of the nine
InstitutionS in the sample, signifiCant differences between the
climate scortS Of administrators and faidUlty were found In Seven
institutions shd In all seven the scores of administrators were
higher than thoSe Of faculty. Apparently, role does exert'a
Stable, systematic InflUence on organizational Climate.

The data supply h0 eXplanation as to why administrators
perceptions of climate are Mort positive than those Of faculty;
ThIS phenomenon may occur, hoWever, because adminittratOrs, as
organlZStlohal leaders, feel a greater responsibility for the
character of the organization than do others and, therefore* hold

31
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and perhaps even promulgate positive perceptions of climate aa a
subtle form of self-Justification. Such self-Justification need
not Imply deceit. To the extent that administrators believe that

climate reflects their influence, their positive perceptions of
the climate may assert their confiction that they have acted
wisely and responsibly. It could, also, be argued that
administrators are Isolated from routine problems and
frustrations In the orgaalzation and that their Judgements about
the climate are inflated because they do not incorporate this
information. The available research, however, suggests that just
the opposite may be the case. Mintzberg (1973) found that
managert have many and varied channels of information about their
organization's functioning and that rather than being isolated
they may actually have the broadest knowledge of the
organization.

Length of Service was hypothesized to influence perceptions
of climate: However,this was not confirmed. Apparently, at least
In institutions of higher education, individuals who simply
happen to enter the organization at the same time do not continue
their associations In such a way as to form a stable group with
common perspectives. Indeed, li may be that given the pronounced
Influence of departments and workgroups In InstItutions of higher
education that all initial socialization occurs within the
department and academic division where a new faculty member is

employed. Apparently, a cohort of faculty hired at the same time
does not coalesce and form a basis for interaction with one

32
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another that influences their perceptions of the organiZations'
climate in any identifiable way.

The retearch question explored the differences between an
organization In which there waS a comparatively positive
perception of Climate in contrast to one in which there was a

more negative perception of climate; The results of the analysis
Showed evidence for a discriminant functionitermed "adequacy of
performace focusbased an institutionafimal clarity, supervisory
performance standards and performance based evalUatiOns.

It Is particularly surprising to note that on One of the
important Satisfaction vartablet the institution with the higher
overall climate actually had a loWer mean.score. The quettion on
which thit Occurred was item 27 Which asks how much the "person
to whom yOU report listens te you." On this item, the high
climate organization had a mean scere of 5.77 and the loW Sebring
Institution had a mean score of 5.93. These findings contradict
the orientations and supporting research of the "human relations"
school of organiZational development (Barnard; 1938; Bennis 1966;
Likert, 1967). Members of thit school believe that
organizational effectiveness Is greatett In organizations where-
the climate is Character.lied y respentiveness and openness,
especially, on the part of upper level management.

These results, indeed; the very preMise of a discriminant
analysis of the type performed, move the discussion into the
realm of organizational effectiveness. A discriminant function
deriVed from two InstitutiOns with contrasting organizational
climateS offers ImplicationS for organizational effectiVeness

33
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as much as a positive climate can be regarded as a meature of
effectivenett and a weak climate SUggetts the inverse;

These findings, however, are quite Consistent with the Wbek

current theoriatt who claim that effettive organizations haVe
a high degree Of goal focus and organiZational behavior that it

congruent with that goal focus (Cameron, 1985; Deal and Kennedy,
1981; Moss-Kanter, 1983; Peters and Waterman, 1983) Evidently,
people in organizationS May not need a lot of supportive behavior
from managers If they believe that they and others in the
organization are devoting themselves to reasonably clear goals to
which they and the organization are committed. Such an
interpretation is in accord with a view of effectivc
organizations as ones in which interpersonal differences are
defocused while the pursuit of meaningful, common efforts are
emphasized (Deal and Kennedy, 1981; Miss-Kanter, (1983).

It is Appropriato to note here that higher eduCation
institutions are frquentiy described at "organized anarChies"
(Cohen and March, 1974). These are_organizations with a high
degree of goal ambiguity. Goal conflict and lack of clarity
about primary purposes has been a consiatent theme in the
literature on higher education(Cameron, 1981; Cohen and March,
1974). However, the identification of a discriminant function
related to "adequacy of performance focus" points to the
possibility that affective colleges and universities may be able
to achieve goal focus despite the problems of ambiguity and
conflict.
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imori-caticns for Theory,

1) Organizational climate exhibits construct validity In

terms of its capacity to distinguish among organizations. The
strength of the construct, while not overwhelming, Is sufficient
to suggest that, despite its controversy in the organizational
theory literature, the construct should continue to play a role
In theory development. .11

2) Although the climate construct has utility in

dIstinguishiag among organizations, it appears that in

institutions of higher education its greatest effects may be
manifested Within and not between organizations.

3) The central hypotheses in this study rested In part on
theory developed from research on broad, heterogeneous
populations of organizations. Since some of the findings in this
study contradicted that research, the applicability of the
research to inttltutions of higher education shoUld be
questioned. Research on very disparate types of organizations
may have marginal utility for institutions of higher education
and In some instancet may mislead theorists. The uniqueness of
educational organizationiv and perhaps of any distinct
typological set of organizations, should be kept In clear focus
by researchers in designing their studies.

4) For years theorists have been attempting to determine an
Unambiguous set of organizational effectiveness dimensions.
Their efforts frequently have focused on goal attainment as the
central dimension In the construct of effectiveness. Despite the
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fact that it Is intuitively satisfying, goal attainment presents

numerous problems for theorists. Among them are: I) The

rerl!=ation that goals can shift In process so that even when a
goal is achieved, it may not have been a goal when the endeavor

wav Initiated (Steers, 1975). 2) Sometimes goals are met through

factors so clearly serendipitous that goal attainment can hardly

be thought of as an adequate reflection of an organizations'

effectiveness. 3) id: other cases, goals are apparently
constructed after the fact to Justify acts that preceded

conscious choice and rational decision making. Karl Weick (1968,

1979) calls this process "post hoc dissonance reduction." March
and Olsen (197-6) contended that goals rather than motivating
action are antecedent to it ,hence, they define goals as "post
factum constructs." These problems serve to highlight that soal

attainment is not only difficult to mecsure, it Is conceptually

elusive as well.

The results of the diSCriminant analysis In this retearch

suggest that perhaps "adequacy of.performance focus" IS a Mote

usefUl method of assessing effectiveness than vain efforts to

determine whether or not organizatiOnal goals have been met. one

advantage of the analysis.bf "lierformance focus" Is that it may

be more accessible to observation than Is the measurement of
whether an organization has achieved its goals.

fteconvnentift4ttntsfor Practice

1) The study Suggests that the appropriate Unit of analysis

for climate In institutions of higher education Is only
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infrequently (If ever)the entire organization. Therefore,

Interventions that attempt to alter climate, may well be more
productive if they are focused on smaller groups or units within
the organization. Administrators should be careful to delimit
and focus their change efforts on the sub-units that are most
relevant to the issue at hand.

2) Administrators should etteMpt to create a clear focus on
organizational goals and-purposes. The organizational climate Is
likely to be most positive when leaders succeed In making people
highly aware of organizational gonis and evaluate members on the
basis of their contribution to those goals.

3) Educational administrators ought to be alert to the
possibility that their views of climate and those of faculty may
be disjointed; administrators' views are likely to reflect a
more positive perception of the climate than are those of the
faculty. Thus, in order to maIntaSn a realistic awareness of the
climate per.-ceptions of various groups within their institution,
adminiStrators should undertake detaljed assessmentt of climate
on a periodic basis.

liesammkadal
I) Since so many studies including the present one have

found climates to operate at organization-wide and sub-unit
levels, researchers ought to abandon their search for the one
true climate level and get on with the work of studying climate
at whatever levels they find it. But, they should be sure to
stipulate the level of analysis they're using and to explain why.



3) More StUdles ought to be undertaken to ascertain If

administrators' perceptions of climate are more poslt:ye than
those of faculty under a wide variety of conditions (e.g.
resource scarcity, etc.) and in a variety of types of
institutions. Additionally, there should be efforts made to
determine why administrators judgements of climate are more
positive than those of faculty.

4) Researchers should deVlse studies that can analyze
relationships between "adequacy of goal focus" as it emerged in
this research and other more traditional effectiveness criteria.
If it can be demonstrated that "adequacy pf goal focus" displays
a high, positive relationship to other effectivenese factors, ItS

Potential to supplement the goal attainment model will have been
demonstrated.

In conclusion, it ShoUld be pointed out that there are
several adVantages to thiS Study. For practItionerS, It offers
Insights Into optimal strategies for improving climate and
thereby influencing organiZational productivity. For theorists,
the Study demonstrates the utility of conceptualizing climates es
operating at various levers (OrganIzation-wIde, workgroup and
role), and suggests the use of "goal focus" as a complIMentaryi
if not, an alternative method to the "goal attalnmert" model of

organizational effectiveness. Moreover, thls research applies
the rich literature on organizational theory to Institutions of
higher education and suggests strategies for applying that body
of theory in future studies.
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APPINDIX `L

Organizational Climate Iteas Selected From HEM Questionnaire

Variable Item
Very little

e II

1) I 2 Bow much confidence 1 2
and trust do you hiva
in the top administration
tion of_thiS institution
(campus)?

2) I 5 TO What extent does
the top administration
of this institution
(campus) strive for
the achievement of
educational eloplence

3) I 6 To what extent MU
the person to whom
you report maintain
high standards of
performance?

4) / 8 TO whit eitent does

44

the top adainistra-

Quite A very_ .

a bit great deal

4 5 6

Very little Sone Considerable Very great

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

tion of this
institution (Oampus)
dieplay concern for
the effective and
efficient Use of
financial resources?

4

4

4

5 6 7 8

6 7

5 6 7 8
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5) 1 11 TowbatztntdOu. 1 2 3 4
the person to whim
you report.invOlVe
you in nanny
decisions related
to your work?

7 8

Highly Somewhat SciieWhat Highly
inadequate inadequate adequate adequate

6) 1 16 How adequate is the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
infOrmatiovthat --1
flows UMW in We .

. institution?

Very little Some

7) 1 18 To what extent 1 2 3
ate communica-
tions candid and
open between you
and other department/
division Wes?

Considerable Very great

5 7 8

Very little Some Wits a bit A very
great deal

8) 1 1, Bow much favoritism 1 2 3 4 5 .1 7 8is there in the
decision making
process at this
institution?

47

46



9) I 20

10) . I 21

11) I 22

12) 1 24

48

TO what extent does
the person to whom
you report give recog-
nition for good
performance?

Bow fro dO other.
department/division
beadd_f4e1 to_taIk to
you about problems
related to their leak?

Sow adequate IS the
information that floWs
dONOSAld inAhis
institution?

Very little

1 2

Sot free

Sole Considerable

3 5 6

Somewhat free Quite free

Very great

7 8

Very free

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9

Highly Somewhat SOMewhat Highly
inadequate inadequate adeqttate adequate

1 2 3 4 5 . , 6 7

Very little Some Considerable Vary great

10 what extent does the _ 1
pOrsOn to whom you report
PrOvide_you with adequate
information to carry out
your responsibilitiet?

2 3 5 6 7 8

49



13) I 27 TO What extent does the 1 2 3 4 '5 6 7person to whom you
report find time to
Iisten'to you?

Quite A very
Very Littl Some a bit great d4

14) I 28 Sow much to you look 1 2 3 i 5 6 7 1foritard to your working
day?

Highly Somewhat Somewhat Highly_
inadequate inadequate adequate adequate

15) r 29 Row adequat, le thi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8information that flows
between academic units

. -and administrativ units
in thii institution?

Very little Some Considerable Very44 gm
16) I 31 To what extent does the

pertion to whom you
report cOteaunicate openly
and frankly With you?
__.

17) I 44 TO Whit extent does the
perdon to whom you
report encourage you'
and other departmentr
division heads to work
as team?

'2 2 3 4 i 6 7 8

1 2 3 i s 6 7 8
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Rarely Sometimes Often Very of

Sow often do_yau see the behavior of
'the following as friendly and supportive:

28) X 50 the chief administrative
officer of this institu-
tion (campus)?

19) I 51 the person to whom you
report?

20) 2 52 other department/
division heads?

21) I 54 New clear and specific
are the institution's
goals and Objectives?

.14

22) I 55 Sow well do you under-
stand_the way_decisions
are made at thia ihati-
baton?

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 6

1 3 4 3

7 I

Soiewhat
Sot clear clear Wit. clear Very cle

1 2 3 4 5 :. 6 7 8

SOMewhat
NOt well well Quit. 4411 Very welJ

1 2 3 4 6 7 9

Somewhat
NOt clear cleac Quite clear Very clea

23) I 57 Now.clear and specific 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8are the goals and
objectives of_your unit
(departmentr_division,
school. etc.)?

51



(L

Very little Some Considerable Very gra

2 ) I 58 ro whAt extent are 1
decisions made at this
institution on the
basis of expliciti
objective criteria?

25) 1 68 To what extent Are
budget decisions made
fairly_St this insti-
tution?

26) 1 70 TO What extent does the 1
person to whom you
report Make performance
standards iMpactient by
reviewing results with
you?

2 3 5 6 7

2 3

2 3 4 5 6

Not _ Somewhat.4J atisfied satisfied
27) 1 73 Row_satisfied ars_you 1 2 3 4with_the extent of your

involvement in the
preparation_Of the
budget for your depattr
mint/division?

HO / 75 Bow satisfied are you_ 1 2 3" 4with overall_employer-
eMployee relations at
this ihátitution?

5 2

a

Quite
satisfied

Very
satisfied

5 6 7 8

5 6 7 8



_

LL29) I 76 et* satisfied are_you 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8With_the extent of your
JiSkOigiigat le the
planning process in your
department/division/

.
school?

Not Somewhat_ OUito very_effective effective effective effectiv430) I 77 Sow effective it, this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8institution in reel-laving
grievences?

Rarely. Sometimes Often very oneSI) I 82 Sov_ofteh do you receive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8feedback cu_your
performance?

Very little Some ConsAdetable Very great32) I 83 TO what estigt dces_this 1 2 3 a 5 6 7 ainstitution eValtiat its
performance 141 relation
to its goals and objectives?

Ebt_ _ SomeWhat_ Quite VerySatiefied satisfied satisfied WItiified13) I 85 SOw. satisfied are yOu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8Witkthe way you receive
feedbeck on_your
porformanot?
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1. 1

Very little Sese Considerable Very great
34) I 86 To what extent does your 1 2 3 4 5 4 7 $department/diviSloa

evaluate its own
performance in relation
to qoalt And objectives?

35) 1104 To what extent aro 1 2 3 4 5 7 8innovative instructional
techniques used?

not__ _ Somewhat Quite _ Verysatisfied ittiefied . atisfied satisfAed
WO Satisfied are yo0 oaths

WO 1136 your relationship With 1 2 3 4 5 4 7these you work with?

5 4
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