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"Organizational Cllimate of Institutions of Higher Education:

Construct Determination and Relatlonship to Organizational
Effectiveness Criteria.*

Two major questions reiated to organizational climate have

existed In the organizational theory |Ilterature _for the Iast
twenty years. | First, at what level of analysis should the
climate construct be operationalized (l.e. does climate have
greater relevance at an organization-wide or sub-unit level?)
Second, In. what Speclflc ways do organizations wlith positive

climates differ from those With comparatively more negative
climates: .

This study examlnes organizational climate in nine, four

year public colleges and utllizes data from 2,937 respondents.
The most significant findings are: 1) climate does have
relevance at the organizational level in that It distinguishes
organizations from one another, but in Institutions of higher

education sub-units, particulariy workgroups related to

departments; account for the largest proportion of variance, 2)

administrators have slgniflicantly and consistently more positive

perceptions of organizational ciimate than do faculty; 3)

Organizations wlith comparatively more positive climates. dispiay

greater “adequacy of goal focus and performance standards*.
_____These findings will be presented and their Impiications for
theory and administrative practice witl be discussed.



Organizational climate has been regarded as an Important
construct In organizational research for more than twenty years
(Field and Abeison, 1982; Joyce and Slocum, 1979, 1982; Litwin
and Stringer, 1968). Desplte an extensive body of research, major
theoretical and methodoiogical questions related to the construct
remaln unresoclved - ;Trieid and Abelison,1982; James and
Jones, 1974; Woodman and King,1978;). There Is broad agreement,

however, that organizational ciimate s construct that

Identifies relatively enduring charactéristics of an organiza-
tion; and one which can bs utilized to distinguish among or-
ganizations (Campbell, &t al,1870; Forehand and Giimer, 1964;
Taglurl;1968): Consequently, organizational cllmate shouid dis-
Play organization speciflic variance and can be expected to be
relatively homogeneous within organizations and reiatively het=
erogeneous among them (Drexier, 1977; Ansari, 1980).

Reseéarchers have assumed that on the basis of perceptions of
organizational Characteristics, Individuais deveiop a “global® or
“summary* perception of thelr organization (Schnelder. 1975;
Tiﬁjuri, 1968). The ﬁéiéﬁr;méhf of organizational clImate Is de-
rived by aggregating these summaries for a sample of Individuais
from the focal organization (Joyce and Siocum, 1982). Confusion
exists among theorists as to precisely what these perceptual sum-
maries represent; do fﬁailFéﬁrBSéhf attributes of people or of
organizations (Gulon, 1973; Woodman and King, 1978)? |f the for-

mer Is the case, the question arises as to whether researchers
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can contlinue to conceive of organizational climate as a rela-
tively enduring characteristic of organizations. If the iatter
obtains, what theoretica! model accounts for the process by

which the perceptions of iIndividuais can be transformed into an

organizational entity? James presents these questions In the

Of concern here Is the “unit of theory* for

climate and & “composlition theory" for clli=

mate. The former term pertains to the appro-

priate level for operationalizing a construct
(e:g., Individual or organization), and the

latter term refers to a _specification of how

a construct operationallized 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 to ald In establishing the
‘Proper “unit of theory" for the climate construct by analyzing
whether organizationai ciimate primarily character|zes organl-=
zations or some smaller unit of analysis comprising organiza-
tions: . Specifically, does organizational climate exhibit
greater variance at the Inter-organizational or Intra-organi-
zational ievel? Addiiioﬁaiiy;:di??éféﬁééé In the perceptions of
climate on the part of varlous sub-groups are examined:
Furthermore, the characteristics which distinguish organizations
with contrasting climates are explored. No study appearing In
the Ilterature has expiicitiy addressed these Issues for a popu-
riafibh of Institutions of higher education:.in so doing, this re-
search follows the admonishment of some theor ists and appiies the
prodigious research on more general populations of organizations



ers the utllity of this more general research for higher educa-

tion.

Despite Its prevalence In the organizatior theory IItera-
ture, climate remains Il11-deflned (Joyce and Slocum, 1982).
Research flindings are often contradictory and no consistent
agreement exIsts among theorists as to the construct’s conceptu-
allzation, determlnantsADr meaning (Gulon, 1973; Hellrlegel and
Siocum, 1974; James and Jones. 1974; Tagluri, 1968).

Nevertheless, organizational ciimate remalns an Important
research topic. This Is 8o for numerous reasons.

Elrst, there is evidence of a2 relatlonship between ciimate and
other organizational varlabiss,! These 1inks wlith other con-
structs aid in the predictlon of organizational phenomena and in
the formation of a nomologlcal net (Fleld and Abelson,1982).

Second, the construct Is responsive £6 the need of researchers to

unite micro and macro levels of analysis (Astley and Van de Ven.

1983; ﬁéef@er. 1982; Poole and McPhee, 1983; ). ihlza; climate

(Kets deVrlies and Miller,1984; Offenberg and Cernius, 1978; L lkert
1961,1967). Fourth, organizatiocnal climate has been found to in-

1 The organizationa: climate canstruct ‘has been found to

be related to a large number of individual and organlzatlonal

factors. It has been demonstrated to have a strong relatlionship

to concepts such as Job satlsfactlon Job performance, group com-

munication, leadershlp. structure and organlizationai comm | tment

as well as organizational performance (Ansarl, Baumgartel and
Sulllivan, 1982; Bowers; 1978; Joyce and Slocum; 1982; LaFoijette
and SIms 1975 Lawler, Hail and Oldham, 1974; leert 1961,

1987; Muchlnsky, 1977; Schnelider and Snyder, 1975 Welsch and
La Van. 1981).



fluence the motivation and behavior of Individuals (Friediander
and Greenberg,1971; Litwin and Stringer, 1968; Roach and Baitlis,
1974). Elfth, empirical findings demonstrate that climate exerts
a slgnificant effect on organizational performance (Frankiin,
1973,1975; Likert, 1961,1967; Moss-Kanter, 1983). Sixth, the con-
struct Incorporates a perspective that moves analysis away
from the more static, structural qualities of “organization® to-
ward the more dynamic [process of “organizing” (weick, 1979;
Pettigrew, 1979). |

Most studles of organizationa! climate attempt to relate the

construct to an additionai set of conceptually distinct vari=
ables. As noted, however; the actual measurement of organiza-
tional climate through the use of aggregate perceptual data re-
mains controversial In terms of the meaning of the resuitant di-
menslons (Woodman and King, 1978). in this regard, Gulon (1873)
was the first to frame the basic issue: o

. "The Idea of percelved organizatlional cliI- d

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 years, there have been ten major re-
views of the organizatidnal  &limate literature: campbell,
Dunnette, Lawler and Wleck, (1970); Fleid and Abeison,(1982);
Gllck,(1985); Heliiriegel and Slocum, (1974); James and Jones,
1974; Litwin and Stringer, (1968); Payne and Pugh, (1975);
Schnelder, (1975); Tagliuri; 1968; and Woodman and King; (1978).

rized by two Interreiated problems: 1) Identifying whether or



5

not perceptuai and objective measures of. organizationali Eiihaﬁe
are measuring the same construct, and 2) determining the ievei of
analysis at which organizational climate should be conceptual=
lzed. cControversy exists over whether climate Is an attribute
occurring at the Individual, group or organizational level (Field
and Abelson, 1982; Woodman and King ., 1978). It Is this latter
question which Is of reievance for burposes of this study.

James and Jones (1974, 1979) attempt to evade the Issues
that this question ralses by conceptuallizing two ciimates—— one
for organizations and one for Individualis: They recommend

Partialing out that portlon of the varlance that is statistically
accounted for by Individuai differences and Identifying It as
“psychological climate~ while the remainder of the varlance
should continue to be Identified as "organizaticnal climate."
Such an approach; however, cupplles no resolution of the basic
theoretical dilemmas, especially since James and Jones (1974)
agreed that the organizational climate construct should Bérié-
talned: In fact their distinctlion can be seen to have clarified
and sharpened the debate rather than resolving It.

Several studles have found signiflcant effects at Intermedi-
ate levels between the Individual and the overal| organlzation.
Powe!l and Butterfleld (1878) found that ciimate varies across
Sub-unlts In the same organization. Payné and Mansfieid (1976)
found that the variation In organ.zutional climate scores for or-
ganizations were only slightly larger than the var lances for any
one hlerarchical level. ThelF findings suggest that ievel in the

klerarchy may account for a significant effect on organizationa]



climate. Schneider and Bartiett's (1970) findings Imply simiiar
conclusions 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 cllimates 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, * makés tﬁé case that the perceptions an Individ—
ual holds of an organlzatlon result from membershlp in a group
culture.

In examining colieges and universities, Stern (1988)found
that the perceptions of organizational climate for both freshmen
and administrators were 30 much higher than the perceptions of
other groups on a campus that they seemed quite unrealistic: in

fact, the dlfferences were SO great that Stern described them as
the freshmen “"mythoiogy“"about the campus and further explalined
that this mythology was shared only by the admlnlstrators In a

related study, Centra and Hartnett (1974) found that col lege ad-

ministrators had a slight but consistently higher pazrception of
organizational functlioning than did faculty.

Climate as an organizational attribute was examined by
Drexier (1977) and Ansar| (1980) to determine |f It has organiza-
tion-specific variance. In both studles, the relative strengtn
of organization versus sub-unit (departmentai) effects was also
tested. In Drexler’'s study a main effect of organization was
found which expiained 42% of the varlance. Sub-unlit efrects were

found too, but they were much weaker than the organizational ef-

10
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fects. Ansari‘s results generated similar conciusions. Hartnett
and Centra (1874), while not examining organizational climate per
se, found significant agreement among administrators; faculty and
students with respect to evaluations of Institutional functioning
In colleges and universities,although as noted, the percsptions
of administrators were consistentiy more positive. The findings

of these studies support the hypotheses that are derived here.

___ Hybag ———1. organizational climate wiili vary
significantly ameng organizations.

____ Hyoothesis 2. variance in orgsnizational climate due to
organizational effects wili be greater than that due to

intra-organizational (sub-unit) effects.

Hypothes)s 3, ﬁo’rkérdﬁﬁiiﬁiii produce a greater effect on

Climate scores than will other sub-unlt affeces (l.e. role  and

length of service).

-

The organizationai ciimate scores of

&dministrators wiil be significantly more positive than those of
facuity.

There w1il be a significant difference In the

ciimate scores of individuats based on length of service.

- Lch _Quesilon : On what specific variables do the
organizational climates of organizations np which there Is a

hegative perception of ciimate differ from those In which there

is a more positive pcheptipn of the ciimate.

-

11
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Data for this study were obtalned from the Higher
Education Management Institutes’ (HEMI) data bank. HEMI 1Is an
outgrowth of the American Councll on Education and since 1978, as
part of Its management tralning and deve lopment activities; the
Institute has maintained a program of research and analysis on
manager lal functioning agd effectiveness in higher education. As
an Integral part of this effort, the Institute has surveyed over

70,000 Board members; presidents, 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. 1).

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. fpese
are: 1) Controi = alj Institutions In the sampie are publicly
Supported. 2) Mission - all Institutions In the sampie are four
year multi-purpose colleges. 3) $izo - all Institutions range

In s1ze from two to eleven thousand students.

The HEMI Questionnalfs section on organizational ciimate

(appendix A) was used as the response measure wai "This

Instrument, which was extracted from a ‘arger questionnaire,
contains 36 Items reiated to organizational climate dimensions.
The Items are rated on a Likert-type scaie,with higher mean

scores reresnting more positive organizationai climates.

bnd |
o)




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 to 10,800 students.As Table 1 shows, response rates at
the nine Institutions were very high rang!ng from 39% to 99%. At
only one instlitution was the response rate under 50%. There were

a total of 2,937 réébéﬁf&éﬁf& In the sample. The category o
administrators contalned 422 cases or 14% of the total sampie;
Department Heads represented 13% or 381 of the cases; and the
Faculty category contalned 2,134 cases or 73% of the sample: A

total of 2,618 or 89% of the respondents Indicatsd their length
of service; this group evidenced the following frequency

distribution: (1) less than 1 year = 336 (13%), (2) between 1 and
5 years = 821 (31%), (3) between 5 and 10 years = 488 (19%), 4)
between 10 and 15 years = 620 (20%), 6) more than 1& years = 453

(17%). , r

Institutional Characteristics and Response Rates

1) 5,538 404 280 69%
2) 7:511 700 271 39%
3) 2,199 243 239 99%
4) 10,800 708 623 72%
5) 8,809 662 621 92%
6) 6,332 417 343 B2%
7 7,639 413 340 82%
8, 10,549 423 232 55%
9) 2,247 200 198 99%
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Organizational climate wilil vary

slgnlflcantly among organlzations.:

The data In Tabled 2 and @ shows that Hypothesis 1 was
supported, F(8, 2,928) = 8:678; p: < .001 . A Scheffe procedure
was performed to see wﬁ|éh groups were uciuaiiy different from

found to be slgnlflcantly different from at Ieast one other
organization: The calculation of eta squared for a main effect

for organizations equals 2.39.
. Table 2

Anaiysis of variance Testing Differences Among Mean _

Organizational Climate Scores

87.2539 10.9067 8.978*

Between Groups 8 8 539
Within Groups 2928 3557.2028. 1.2149
Total 2936 3044.4567
institytion N X S:Do
institution 1 280 4.93 1.282
Institution 2 271 4.96 1.051
Institution 3 239 4.79 1.217
Institution 4 513 4.89 1.120
Institution 6 521 4.90 1.0086
Institution 6 343 §:.17 1.044
Institution 7 340 5.31 1.172
; Institution 8 232 4.868 1.094
Institution © 198 &.086 0.905
Total 2937 4.97 1.114
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Organization 1 4.93 T o
Organization 2 4.97 None Sig. different
Organization 3 4.79 6. 7
Organization 4 4.89 7

Organlization § 4.90 7
Organlization 6 ] 5.17 8,3
Organlization 7 . e 5.3 8, 3, 4, 6, 1
Organization 8 - 4.89 e, 7
Organlization 9 6.06 None Sig. different

Hypothesls 2. Variance in organizational ciimate due to
organizational effects wiil be greater than that due to Intra-=
organizational effects.
test this hypothesis. Firstiy, a typical definition of workgroup
was used (e.g. formally structured, bounded units of Interacting
Individuais). Secondly, role or position In the organization was
used to form nominal groups of 1) aaﬁiﬁiiiFaiérs. 2) department
chalrs, and 3) facuity. Finally, length of Service was used as a

basls for defining flve %édif[dﬁal nominal groups categorlzed
according to the foliowing: (1) less than 1 year, (2) between 1
and & years, (3) between & and 10 years, (4) between 10 and 15
yesrs, (5) more than i85 years.

Only organization 2 and 4 were used for this hypothesis
workgroups were large enough to provide adequate celi sizes 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 238 useable cases for the
analysis and organization 4 had 378. These two Institutions also
had 64 administrators and 487 faculty. There were 60 peopls
wWith length of service In category 1, 188 In category 2, 106 In
category 3, 161 In category 4, and 124 In category 5.

Table 4 displays the resuits of this analys!s. There were
significant main effects for organization p<.001, role p<:01 and
workgroup p<:00i: But the variabie length of service did not
attaln significance. Howaver, worigroup accounted for a greater
percent of the varlance (eta squared = 8.46) than did either
organization (eta squafed = 1.84) oF roie (eta squared = 1.29).
Hypothesis 2, therefore, was not confirmed. Althotugh a main
effect for organization can be observed; it does not account for |

as much of the wvariance In organizational climate as do

v

workgroups.

16
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S ~ Iable 4 o
... .____ Analysis of Varlance Testing D|fferences Among
Variables of Organization, Role, Length of Service and
Workgroup for Institutions 2 and 4

S e = L T e R ety

Yariation Sauares DF Sauare E

Maln Effects 79.010 23 3.435 '3.339%+
Oorganizations 13.401 1 13.401 13.026%*
Roles  .8.523 2 4.282 4.143%
Length - 8.185 4 1.641 1.458
Workgrp 68.289 16 3.644 3.542%=

Explalned . 79.010 23 3.435 3.339

ResIdual 610.041 593 1.029

Tota| N 689.052 616 1.119

*p <.01

** p <.001
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Hyoothesis 3: Within organizations, workgroups wil I produce
a greater effect on cllimate 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 organizatlions
rather than across organizations. 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 infiuences oh climaté could be observed.
The results of the previous anaiysis foreshadowed the outcome of
this hypothesis. But In the prior test, It was not possibie to
be certaln that powerful effects for one sub—un|t variable In one
organization were not 6VéfFi6iﬁE a differentlal pattern of sub-

unit effects In the other organization. This does not appear t

In .organization number 2, (Tabie &) neltheér the Féie or
length of service varlables were significant. The workgroup
varlabie, however, was slénlfjéiﬁi at the p.<.05 level and

accounted for 7.35% of the varlance.

18
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_ : . o iﬂ.b_LE:g o
Analysls of Variance Testing DIfference In Climate Scores Between
the Variables of Organization, Role, Length of Service and

Workgroups for Organlizatlion 2

Source of Sum of Mean .
Yariation Sguares DF Sguare E

Main Effects 26.215 14 1.873 1.783
Role 4.962 2 2.481 2.363
Length 3.668 4 0.967 0.921
Workgrp 18.916 8 2.364 2.252=

Expliained 26.215 14 1.873 0.042

Residuali 230.990 220 2.050

Total 20:7.205 234 1.099

* b <.05

The climate scores of

organlizational
administrators wiii be significantiy more positive than those of

.

faculty.

In fhi§ analysis,climate scores were calicuiated for
Individuals In all three roles or positichs - administrators,
department chalrs and facuity. No hypothesis was offered for
department chairs because” their role was thought to be too
ambiguous to offer a clear profile. The role ambiguity for

department chalrs stems primarily from the large overiap In
responsibliilties that they share with both administrators and
faculty: |

The test of this hypothesis was made at two levels. In the
first, climate scores f&r all Individuais in the entire data set

19
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were catégorlzed by roie and entered Into a oneway analysis of
variance. There was a significant difference between the three
groups F = 37.24, p.<.001 (see Table 6). [Eta squared for roie 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
faculty but not from those of administrators.

it is especlally Important to note that the peceptions of

organizational climate were more positive on the part of

adninistrators than they were for facuity (or department ¢hair$).

The mean ¢limate scores for aj| administrators In the sample was

and for faculty It was only 4.8882 (n=2134).



o - .. Iable® L

‘Analysis of varlance Testing Difference Between Climate Scores of

Administrators, Department Heads and Faculty for Entire Sampie
Sgurce R.E. Sauares Squares E_Ratlo
Between Groups 2 _90.2252 45.1128 37.240%
Within Groups 2934 3554.2315 1.2114
Total 2836 3644 .4567
* p <.001
Bole H X S.D.
Administrators 422 5.30 1.127 B
Dept. Heads 381 6.20 1.027 -
Faculty 2134 4.886 1.197
Total 2937 4.97 1.114

gl
Ty
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The analysis up to this point simply highlights the
differences between all the administrators and facuity members In
the sample. There Is a problem with ending the analysis here.
This study hypothesized that climate is an organizational
attribute. The logic of this positien, which contends that

climate Is unique to each organization, dictates that Intra-
organizational level variables mﬁsf be examined within each
organization and not sifply aggregated across all organizations
In the sample.

It was. necessary, therefore, to do an anailysis &f roies
within each of tne nine organizations In the sample. A oneway

analysis of varlance using roie as the Independent variabie witn

the same three levels (administrators, department chairs and
facuity) was done on each organization. Table 7 presents the
mean score of each role Within each organlzation. Scheffe

follow-up procedures revealed that at the :05 leve!, significant
differences existed between administrators and faculty In seven
of the nine Institutions. Only In Institutions two and flve were
no BIF?éFéﬁEéE found between these groups. Moreover, an

Inspection of Tabie 7 reveals that the mean climate score of
administrators was more positive than that of faculty In elght of
the nine Institutions. The one Institution where faculty climate
Scores were more positive than thosé of adminiztrators was
Institution flve and it has aiready besn noted that this Is an
Institution In which the differences In scores between the groups
was not statistically significant. Hypothesis number four was,

therefore, supported.

22



_ . ... . JIable 7 : o
Summary of Means and Standard Devliations for Administrators,
Department Heads and Faculty In Each Instltution

Mean Std. Dev.
Institution 1 o
Administrators 6.74 0.887
" Dept. Heads 4.71 0.942
Faculty i 4.82 1.337
. S . et
instlitution 2 : _ o
Administrators 5.01 1.008
Dept. Heads 65.22 0.922
Faculty . 4.88 1.086
Instltution 3 o -
Administrators §.19 $.231
Oept. Heads 4.88 1.311
.Facul ty 4.84% 1:.173
Institution 4 o
Administrators 6.62 :872
Dept. Heads 5.22 1:152
Faculty 4.78 1.108
Institution & B ]
Administrators 4.89 0.909 "
Dept. Heads 4.85 0.936
Faculty 4,90 1.034
Institution 6 -
Administrators 5.57 0.920
Dept. Heads 5.39 0.914
Faculty 5.09 1.059
Institution 7 " o
Administrators 6.27 1.689
Dept. Heads 5.88 0.948
Facul ty 5.16 0.996
Institution & _ o
Administrators 5.40 0:778
Dept. Heads ..6.01 0:.791
Faculty 4.48 1.125
Institution 9 \ o ]
Administrators 5.72 0.892
Dept. Heads 65.19 0.914
Faculty 4.89 0.879
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There will be a significant differénce in the
climate scores of individuals based on length of service with an
organization.

In an approach simiiar to that of the preceeding hypothesis,
&ll Individuals representing useable cases (for this varlable) In
the sampie (n=2618) were piaced, Initlally, in a oneway analysis
of varilance using langth of service as the I|ndepencent varlabla.
There were five iéygig; of the Indepéndent variabie. They
consisted of the ?Giidwfnﬁ: (1) less than 1 year, (2) between 1
and & years; (3) beween 5 and 10 years, (4) between 10 and 15
years, (5) more than 15 §éars. In group or cohort 1, there were
335 respondents with a mean score of 5:5557; In gréﬁp 2, there

4, there were 520 respondents with a mean score of 4. 9037 and In
group 5, there were 423 respondents with a mean scors of 4.9815.
As Table 8 Indicates F is significant at the p.oo3 level.
But;, the Scheffe procedire Indicated -that no groups or cohorts
were significantly different: UsSing the Least Significant
DIfference(LSD)as a fol low-up test,however, I was found that

significant dilfferences exist between group | and groups 3 and 4.
Slgnificant differences also were found between group 2 and
groups 3 and 4.

AsS In the preceeding hypothesis, however, the logically
significant analysis must occur within each organization: Again,
the basis for this approach Is that climate Is organization

specific and that the organization sets the context In which the
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significance of the variable iength of service must be
considered. Consequentiy, length of service was analyzed by &
oneway analysls of variance within each organization: Follow-up
Scheffe procedures on each anaiysis Indicated that In elght of
the nine crganizations,; length of service was not significant.
Within these elght organizations; none of the groups, based on
iength of gervice, were significantly different. Only In
Inszltuticn seven was a Slgnificant F ratio found and & fol low-up

Procedure Indicated a significant difference only between group 1
(those with .less than 1 year of service) and group 4 (those with

beween {0 and 15 years cof sService): Since rno pattern of

groups based ‘on length of service, hypothesis five was not

conflrmed.
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- _____Iable s o
Analyslis of varlance Tssting DIfference Between the Climate

Scores Based on Length of Service

,,,,,,, _ _ Sum _of ¥ean E
Source BF. = Souares = Sguares  Ratio

Between Groups 4 18.4350 4.6088 4.017*
Within Groups 2613 ?§$7;8862 1.1472

Total 2617 2 3018.1012

*p «<.01

Group 1 336 13 0.995
Group 2 821 08 1.078
Group 3 : 91 .088
90 *
a8

A
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Besearch Ouestion : On what specific variables do the
comparatively negative perception of climate differ from those In
which there Is a comparatively positive perception of the
organizations’ climate.

This question was 555?6iéﬁé& by taking the organization with
the highest climate score (institution number 8) and examining It
In reiationship to the organization with the lowest climate score

(organization number seven). Discriminant analysis was used a
‘the anaiytical éechhidﬂe to statisticaliy distingulish between the
cases In each of these Institutions.
employed a step-wise prouedure which enables the identliflication
of the variabies which successively account for the greatest
predictive capacity. The procedure continues until all the
original varlabies which contribute to discrimination have been
identifled. Wiiks lambda was used to judge the Importance of the
&iécrimihafinﬁ power of the variables. The significance of
lambda Is calculated by conVerting It Into an F statistic.
Initlally, all thirty-six variables were sntered into a

step-wise discriminant anaiysis using the Wilks lambda method.
Twenty variables were selected before the: F-ratlo became too
smali. The standardized canonicai coefficlients, which heip
Identify the relative contribution of each varlable in

determining scores on the function, were quite iow for all but
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with goal clarity, performance standards and performance

evaluation respectively, all make a reasonably signiflcant

contribution to the function. As with factor analysis, It Is
appropriate to name a function for the &wo or three variables

that account for the Ilargest amount of variance, consequently

this function can be termed "adequacy of performance focus.*
Iahin n L
*Adequacy of @oal Foous® Discriminant Furction

184 How ciear and specific 4.8820  3.3198 8372

ars_ths institutions

80ais and objectives?

170 Yo _what_sxtent doss the 8.0800 3.7488 4414
Porason to whom you .
report _make performance
etandaras Important by .
I’IV;ﬁlni resuits with .
you . . z

188 Vo what extent does your 4.8411  3.7198 3320

department evaluate its
performancs In relation
tc goals? :

127 To what extent doss the 6.7735  6.8353 2711
; person to whom you

119 How much favoritism is  4.8817- 6.2035  .2003

176 MHow satisfied are you  4.7847  <.3491 2488

111 Yo what extent doss the 6.7088  6.6sds 2407
whom you

186 dow well do you undsr- 4.8088 3.4820 .23
and the way declsions ) 48 2339
s ..

120 How adoquats is the 4.0284 3.478¢ .g133

Setween academic and

&dministrative units

In this Institution?

» 182 How often do you re- 4.8070 3.7600 .is4s
csive feedback on your - .
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four variables (relative contribution can be Inferred from the
magnitude of the standardized coefficient). The elgenvalue for
the function was .3711, the cannonical correiation was .5202 and
the final Wilks Iambda was .7293. Additionally, this functlion
corréctly classified 72% of the cases Into the high =coring
climate organization and 74% of the cases Into the iow scoring
organization. |

Nevertheless, 1t 2 represernted a highly probiematic
discriminant fuhcfioﬁ Which contalined over half the variabies
6Fiaiﬁiiiy analyzed and not oniy produced an unwlieidiy but a
basically meaningless function in terms of Its Iinternai
coherence: 66h§équeﬁfiy. a sub-analysis was performed using the
same technique that was empioyed with all thirty=six varlabies.
The sub-anaiysis was applied to the ten variables ¢that
contrlbuted most to the first der|ved function. These are Items:

2, 21, 24, 44, 80; &1, 62, 83, 85, and 104: _

The sub-analysis produced a much more usefu! dliscrimlinant
function which had both theoretical and practical relevance. As
compared to the first function, this superior function was
achleved at relatively iittie cost In térms of statistical
adequacy . The function Produced by the sub-analysis had an
eigenvalue of .3037, a canonicai correiation of .4826 and a final
Wilks iambda of .7870. Furthermore, It correctly classified 71%
of the cases Into the high scoring organization and 72% of &he

cases Into the low scoring organization.
Table 9 presents the ten Items comprising the functlon.

Item 54 (.6372), item 70 (.4414), and item 86 (.3229) which deal

29
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Summary and Discusslion
This study found tentative evidence that organizational
Climate Is an organizational property and as such It can
distinguish organizations from one another. The resuits revealed
that organizationai ciimate scores do vary among Institutions.
Although, not every organization could be distinguished from
every other organization in the sampie on the basis of Its
climate score, seven of the i-ii.ﬁé institutions varied from at
least one other Institution. However, the effects for
organization were very smaii; they did not account for more than
In contrast to what was hypothesized, sub-unlt effects
related to workgroups were more significant than organizationai
effects. Therefore, at least In institutions of higher

education, ,climate appears to be a construct that may operate to
a greater degree at the intra-organizational ievel than at the
organizational Ievel. Analyses on sub-units acrcss two
organizations revealed that there are main effects for
organization, roie and Wéiﬁgroqp, However, organization and ro}e

combined accounted for iess than four percent of the varliance,
of the varlance. Simpiy put, workgroup was more !wportant in
explaining organizational ciimate than were the other factors
cons |dered.

When the effects for workgroups within an organization weré

explored, they were found to be significant and to account for a
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larger proportion of variance than any other Intra=organizationai

characteristic:. This agaln suggests the Importance of workgroups
as a central variable In the organizational climates of
Institutions of higher education.

This may be a particulariy Important finding in that It
hightights a comparatively unique characteristic of organizations
of higher education. In other studies done on a more generai
Population of organizations (for example, see Drexier; 19877),
Workgroups were found to havs much weaker effects than
organizations In determining climate: it may be, however, that
In higher education the largest Contingent of employees in the

organization, namely faculty, relate to the Instltution so
extensively through their workgroup (l:e. department) that an

Additionally, as a group, administrators perceptions of
climate were found to be significantly moie positive than those

of the faculty In the sampie. Moreover,within each of the nine

Institutions in the sampie, significant differences between the
climate scores of administrators and faculty were found In seven
institutions &nd In all seven the scores of administrators were
higher than those of faculty. Apparently, role does exert: a
stable, systematic influence on organizational climate.

perceptions of ciimate are more positive than thosz of faculty.
This phenomenon may occur, however, because administrators, as
organizationaij leaders, feel a greater responsibliity for the

character of the organization than do others and, therefore, hold
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and perhaps even promuigate positlve perceptions of climate as a
subtie form of seif-justification. Such self-)justification need
not Imply decelt. To the extent that administrators belleve that
climate reflects their infiuence, their positive perceptions of
the climate may assert their conviction that they have acted
wisely and responsibiy: It could, also, be argued that
administrators are Isolated from routine probiems and
frustrations In the organization and that thelr Judgements about
the climate are Inflated because they do not Incorporate this
Information. The avaliable research, however, suggests that Just
the opposite may be the case. Mintzberg {(1973) found that
managers have ih'éi’i'y’ and varled channeis of Informat lon about their
organization‘s functioning and that rather than being Isoiated
they may actualiy have the broadest knowledge of the
organization.

Length of service was hypothesized to Influence percebéibhs
of climate. However,this was not confirmed. Apparentiy, at least
In institutions of higher education, Individuais who SImply
happen to enter the organization at the same time do not contlnue
their associations In Such a way as to form a stabie group with
common perspectives. Indeed, it may be that glven the pronéunced
Influence of departments and workgroups In Institutions of higher
education that ail Initial soclallzation occurs within the
department and academic division where a new faculty member is
emp loyed. Apparently, a cohort of faculty hired at the same time

does not coalesce and form a basis “or Interaction with one
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another that infiuences thelr perceptions of the organizatlons'
climate In any identifiable way.

The research question explored the differences between an
organization In which there was a comparatively poslitlive
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 function,termed "adequacy of
performace focus,“based gn Institutionajfgoal clarity, supervisory

per formance standards and performance based evaluations.
it Is particularly surprising to note that on one of the
Important satisfaction variables the Institution with the higher

overal | ciimatégiéiﬁiiiy had a lower mean score. The question on
which this occurred was item 27 which asks how much the “person
to whom you report listens to you." on this item, the high
climate organization had a mean score of 5.77 and the low scor Ing
Institution had a mean score of 5.93. These findings contradict
the orientations and supporting research of the *"human relstions®
School of organizational deveiopment (Barnard; 1938, Bennis 1966;

Likert; 1967). Members of this school beliieve that
organizational effectiveness Is greatest In organizations where
the ciimate Is characterized ' by responsiveness and openness,
especlally, on the part of upper ieveli management .

These results, Indeed; the very premise of a discriminant
analysis of the type performed, move the discussion into the
realm of organizational effect!veness. A discriminant function
derived from two Institutions wiEh contrasting organlizationali

climates offers impiications for organizational effectlveness In
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as much as a positive climate can be regarded as a measure of
effectIveness and a weak climate suggests the inverse.

These findings, however, are qulte 66n§i§féﬁi with the work
of current theorists who ciaim that effective organizations have
a high degree of goal focus and organizationa| behavior that Is
congruent with that goal focus (Cameron, 1985; Deal and Kennedy,
1981; Moss-Kanter, 1983; Peters and Waterman, 1983): Evidently,
People In organizations fiay not need a iot of sSupportive behavior
from managers If liﬁéy.béIIEVé that they and others in the
organization are devoting themseives to reasonably clear goais to
which they and the organization are committed. Such an
Interpretation iIs in accord with a view of effective
organizations as ones in which Interpersonal dlfferences are
defocused while the pursult of meaningful, common efforts are
emphasized (Deal and Kennedy, 1981; Moss-Kanter, (1983).

It Is &ppropriate to note here that higher educatlion
Institutions are frquently described as “organized anarchlies"
(Cohen and March, 1874). These are _organizations with a high
degree of goal ambligulty: Goal confllict and lack of clarlity
about primary purposes has been a consistent 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” polints to the
PossIbllity that effective colleges and universities may be able
to achleve goal focus desplite the problems of amblgulity and

confllict.
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1) oOrganizational ciimate exhiblts construct valldity In

terms of Its capacity to distingulsh among organizations. The
strength of the construct, whiie not overwheiming, Is sufficlent
to suggest that, despite its controversy In the organizational

theory literature, the construct shouid contlinue to play a role

In theory deveiopment, -
2) Although the climate construct has utility In

&isiinguishlﬁa among crgaﬁiiafiaﬁs; It appears that I h

Institutions of higher education Its greatest effects m
manifested within and not between organizations.

3) The central hypothesss 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 ° applicabliity of the

research ° to Institutions of higher ' education should be
Questlioned. Research on very disparate types of organizations
may have marginal utlilty for Institutions of higher educatlon

and In some Instances may misiead theorists. The uniqueness of
educationai orgunizationsy &hd perhaps of any distinct
typological set of organizations, should be kept In clear focus

4) For years theorists have been attempting to determine an
unamblguous set of organizationai effectiveness dimensions:
Thelr efforts frequentiy have focused on goal attalnment as the

centrul dimension in the construct of effectiveness. Desplte the
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fact that It Is Intuitively satisfying, goal attalnment presents
numerous problems for theor Ists. Among them are: 1) The
rerlization that goals can shift In process so that eveh when a
goal Is achieved; it may not have been a goal when the endeavor
was Initiated (Steers, 1975). 2) Sometimes goals are met through
factors so clearly serendipitous that goal attalnment can hardly
be thought of as an adequate reflection of an organizations’
effectiveness. 3) . I other cases, goalis are apparently

constructed after the fact to Justify acts €hat preceded
consclous cholce and rational decision making. Karl Weick (1968,
1979) calls this process “"post hoc dissonance reduction.* March
and Oisen (1976) contended that goals rather than motivating
factum constructs.* These problems serve to highlight that goal
attainment is not only difficult to messure, It Is conceptually
elusive as well. _

The 'réétiifé of the discriminant analysis In this research
suggest that perhaps “adequacy of . performance focus* Is a more
useful method of assessing effectiveness than vain efforts to
determine whether or not organizatiocnal goals have beer met. One
advantage of the znalysis of ‘bér#ormahcé focus® Is that It may
be more ﬁcces’slbié to observation than Is the measurement of

whether an organlzation has achleved Its goals.

I) The study suggests that the appropriate unit of analysls

for climate In Institutions of higher education |s only
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Infrequently (1f everjthe entire organization. Therefore,
Interventions that attempt to aiter climate, may weil be more
productive |f they are focused on smaller groups or units within
the organization. Administrators shouid be careful to delimit
and focus ¢heir change eéfforts on the sub=units that are most
relevant to the issue at hand.

2) Administrators should attempt to create a clear focus on
organizatiohal goais and_purposes. The organizational climate is
likely to be most positive when leaders succeed in making peopie
highly aware of organizationali goals and evaiuate members on the
basis of thelr contribution to those goals.

3) Educational administrators ought to be alert to the
PossIbllity that thelr views of ciimate and those of faculty may
be disjointed; administrators’ views are likely to refiect a
more positive perception of the ciimate than are those of the

?acuify. Thus, In order to malntain a realistic awareness of the

r

climate perceptlons of varlous groups within thelr institution,
‘administrators shouid undertake detaiied assessménts of ciimate

on a perliodic basis.

1) Since so many studles Includling the present oné have
found cilimates to operate at organization-wide and sub-unit
levels, researchers ought to abandon thelr search for the one
true climate 1evel and get on with the work of studying ciimate
at whatever levels they find it. But, they shouid be sure to

stipulate the level of anaiysis they're using and to expiain why.
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3) More studles ought to be undertaken to ascertain |If
administrators’ perceptions of ciimate are more positive than
those of faculty under a wlide variety of condlitlions (e.g.

resource scarclity, etc.) and In a variety of types of
Institutions. Additlonally, there should be efforts made &o
determine why administrators judgements of climate are more
Positive than those of faculty.

4)  Researchers should devise studies that can analyze
relationships between “i&é&ﬁaé}j of goal focus®” as it emerged in
this research and other more traditional effectiveness criterla.
If It can be demonstrated that “adequacy of goal focus® &ispiayé
a high; positive relatlionship to other effectiveness factors, Its
potential to suppiement the goal attalnment model wiil have been

démonstrated.

In conclusion, It shouid be pointed out that there are

several advantages to this study. For practitloners, It offers
Insights Into optimal strategles for Improving ¢l lmate and
thereby Infiuencing organizational productivity. For theorists,
the study demonstrates the uiijity of conceptualizing cilmates as
aberafiﬁg at various levels (organization-wide, workgroup and
role), and suggests the use of “goal focus" as a comp | Imentary,
If not, an alternative method to the “goal attainmert® mode! of
organizational effectiveness. Moreover, this research appl les
the rich Ilterature on organizational theory to Institutions of

of theory In future studles.
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APPENDIX A.
Organizational Climate Items Selected From HEMI Questionnaire

Very 1ittle Some a bit great deal

o
Q‘
- -

How much confidence 1 2 3 ¢ 5
and trust do you have

in the top administration

tion of this institution

(canpus) ? ‘
) Very little Some Considerable Very great

To what extent does 1 2 3 3 5 6 7 38

the top administration . s

of this institution ‘

(campus) strive for ]

the achievement of : GF

educational gcriimt?

To what extent dosg 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

the person to whom '

you report maintain

high standards of

performance?

To whit extent does 1 2 3
the top adainistra=- - - .
tion of this s B
institution (campus)
display concern for

-
w

Y
-3
-]

the effective and .
45

efficient use of
financisl resouzces?



5)

7)

1 8 B

I16

118

Il

To what extent does .
the person to whom
you repoct: involve
you in mexing
decisions relatsd

to your work?

Bov adequate is the
information that -
flows upward in this
institution?

To what extent

are comminics~

open between you
and other departaent/

division hedds?

Hew much favoritism
is there in the
decision making
process at this
institution?

Highly Somewhat

inadequate inadeguate
1 2 3 4

Very little Some

1 2 3 4

Very iittle Some

1 2 3 4

W
o
~§

Somevhat  Highly
adequate  adequate

5 6 7

Considerable Very great

5 L 7

7 8

47



Very little Some Considerable Vecy great
9) 120 %o what extent does 1 2 3 4 5 § 1 3
. the person to whom . .
you.report give recog-
nition for good
performance?
Not free somewhat free Quite free  Vory free
10) - 121 How free do other 1 2 3 : s 6 7 8
department/division
heads fsel to talk to
you sbout problems
related to their work? _ |
Bighly  Somewhat Somewhat Highly
inadequate inadequate adequate adequate
11) 122 How adequate is the 1 2 3 4 5 .. 6 7 8
information that flows : A
dovnvard ;,n%ﬁhii
institution _
Very little Some Considerable Very great

12) I 24 To what extent does the 1 2 3 3 5 6 7 8
person to whom you report : -
provide you with adequate
information to carry out
Your responsibilities? s

. 49




13)

- 15)

16)

17)

-
N
-

28

[y

[y
w
[

To what extent does the
person to vhom you
report find time to
listen to you?

How much to you look
forward to your working
day? ,

How adequate is the
information that flows
academic units

and administrative units

in this institution?

K
To what extent does the
person to whom you .
report communicate openly
and frankly with you?
To what extent does the

person to whom you
report encourage you

and other department/ -
division heads to work

as a team?

Very Little
1 2

Righly
inadequate

1 2

éiii little
‘1 2
1 2

50

3 ¢
Some

3 4
Somevhat
inadequate
3 4
§oaé

3 4

3 4

5 6
Quite

a bit

5 6
Somewhat
adequate

5 6
Considerable
5 6

5 6

A very
great d

7 €

Highly
adequate

7 8

Very grei
7 8



LL
_ Rarely Sometimes Often Very of
. How often do you see the behavior of
ht5° following as friendly and supportive:s
-18) I 50 the chief administrative 1 2 3 ¢ 5 6 7 i
' officer of this institu-
| tion (campus)? _ _
19) I 51 the person to whom you 1 2 3 ] 4 6 7 i
: : report? :
20) I 52 other department/ " 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g
: . division heads? B
- Somewhat s
Hot clear clear Eﬁigq Clear Very cle
21) I 54 How clear and specific 1 2 3 4 s "6 7 8
are_the institution's ,
goals and cbjoctives? _ o K
: 1_ ; - Somewhat - - L
{ : Not well well Quite well Very well
22) I 55 How well do you under- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
' stand the way decisions
are made at this insti-
tution?
: . Somewhat I
Not clear clear Quite clear Very clea
23) I 57 How clear and specific 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

are the goals and
objectives of your unit
(department, division,
school, etc.)?




[N
Very little Some Considerable Very gre

To what extent are 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
decisions made at this
institution on the

basis of explicit,

objective criteria? .
28) I 68 To what extent are ! 2 3 5 ’ 8

[

(]
m!
[}

24)

budget decisions made
fairly at this insti- .
: tution? ' ;
26) I 70 To what extent does the 1 2 3 s 6 7
: person to whom you
report make performance
standards important by
reviewing results with
you? o
, Fot Somewhat Quite Very
4 satisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied
27 I 73 How satisfied ars you 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

with the extent of your
involvement in the
preparation of the
budget for your depart-

ment/division? 7 o '

28) 175 How satisfied are you 1 2
~ with overall empioyer-

employee relations at

this institution?

\.

W1 §
(A




565

31)

33)

‘176

7

I 82

I 83

How satisfied are you 1 2
vith the extent of your
avolvexent in the

Planning process in your
department/division/
school?

Mot

effective
How effective is this 1 2
institution in resolving
grievances? '

Rarely -
Hov often do you receive 1 2
feedback cn_your
performance?

. Very little

To what extept does this 1 2

institution evaluate its
performance in relation
to its goals and objectives?

. Not
] _ satisfled
How satisfied are you 1 2

with the way you receive
feedback on your

perfornance?

I P
s

Somewhat
satisfied

3 4

AR

Quite

effective

5 6
Often

5 6
Considerable
5 6
Quite
satisfied

3 6

7 8
Very
effective
7 8
Very ofte
7 (]

Very great

7 8
Very
satisfied
7 8



| Very little Some Considerable Very great
34) 186 To what extent does your 1 2 3 ¢ 5 6 7 8
department/division
evaluate its own

pecformance in relation .

, to goals and ocbjectives?
3s) 1104 To what exstent are 1 ; ? 8
innovative instructional
tiéliniquu used?
Not ] Somawhat Quite Very

satisfied satisfied . natisfied satisfied
dov satisfied are you with; -

6) 1136 your rolationship with |
those you work with?

Y
w
"N
Ww
[ )
-
o«
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