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The focus of thls study was on the 1mpact of group and/or

organlzatlonal characterlstlcs on perceptlon of cllmate. A delfled

ok
. .

, version of'the thw1n and Strlnger Cllmate Questlonnalre (Form B) was:

U ,, R . . -

employed to collect data from faculty members of selected Qanadlan A

3 . Hi

"unlverSLty schools of nur51ng The,data'were ahalyzed using t‘tests - ;‘_jmy
and F tests to’ degermlne statlstlcally srgnrficant’differenceslbetween f:tit
and among groups on‘the ba51s of hlerarchy, rank, status,'experiencé,h
'raoe, type of contract, and type of aSSLgnmént 4 ;ﬂ ‘N | :‘ 7
e '

e

Sighificant dlfferences Ln mean responses were found between

,;, \

administrators and teachers on the cllmate dlmen51ons of reward, warmth, -,

o . . . N
. .

support, confllct,‘and 1dent1ty " 'In each case the mean response of the
vadmlnlstrators was hlgher than the mean response of the teachers.

When faculty.membersrwere grouped By ranky. 51gn1f1cant dlfferences
. were-found ‘in mean‘responsés onythe.dimehsionsyof structure, responsibirrty,

reward, support, confiict‘and identity, with'mean responses'of_lecturers/

= -

- instructors and assistant professors being lower than the mean responses

ke °

of the associate professors and professors.
Sig&ificant differences between the mean responses of tenured

[}

v

and non tenured members of faculty were found on_only the reward climate

dimension, with the tenured group having the h\g

Faculty'membgrs were also grouped by'years of experience on

present faculty and total experience in nursing education. The F:test

N . - L]
yielded SLgnlflcant differences on the climate dimensions of responsibility,



.
* vy
, -5
i
E—

RS ' v . &7‘ ' .‘v.‘, . (. .. ; “A{»‘T ~ L ’ RSN .‘ . B .. . R
“‘reward, rlskJ standards,’and identiey, with<highest mean scores from those
who had been on the present faculty for over ten years and 10west res-

ponses shared,by the groups of faculty members ln thelr second to fourth

‘._

1 '5hose in thelr flfth to tenth years on the present facult?

A
SRR : S
g

- S or flfth to'tenth years on the cllmate‘dlmenSLOns of respon51b111ty,»

,v v .

'reWard_ suppbrt, standards,,ahd'identlty.

0

ff On the age uarlable, there was a- SLgnlflcant dlfference on only

. the standards dlmenSlon, w1th the hlgher mean score belonglng to faculty ;
: . - » A . R * L - "
1507years,qf5age'and ouer‘ahd~the lowestﬂmean'scoreito facultyiln_the 30f39

, age group el T e oo R e ' : o

R

s

"\

Py N]’ Part tlme'members of faculty scored 51gn1f1cantly hlgher than

1 R Y ‘

qull'time‘faculty‘members Qh the‘climateidimen51ons of structureJ{reward,_
T3 _.- : S B o, . ;
. support, and 1dent1ty o ' E ‘ '

o , . o .

Faculty members a551gned to teach. prlmarlly in the classroom ﬂ\'“

. : a ”
. 8 Vo . . ’

scOred’signifiCantly‘higher than members assrgned tO“teach prlmarr%y'ln'
ST ST e e T e . o o . c
T " Ao o -~ S e T ’ e
..the clinical settlng on’ the cllmatetdlmen51on5'of structure, responsibility
reward, support, and COnfllCt.

©
h -

The analyses}of the data showed that sod"of the varlables

T .
“'identifiedfhad-a greater.impathon perceptloh,of climgre than did others.
- " v . M . . - i ) - -~

e When faculty meﬁhers were classified on the basis of ‘rank there were

L 4 . . . . N . ) .
significant, differences in percep%ionmon six of the nine climate dimensions
w“ — N - ' . " - .

’ There were significant differences, on five dimensions on the variables of

Rierarchy,. experience on, present faculty, experience in nursing education,
- L N & N |
° . i ) . L , 7 T s
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 and assignment.: Perception was affected by'type,of contract on four

¢limate dimensions.” Age 4f member and tenure eac

N

h had an impact on

3

only one climate dimension. . : .

R Following an analysis of the data three conclusions were drawn:
& . Le _ : ' . ) )
l ©1; Within the paramete¥s of the stu$>( groﬁp and organizational

w

~ "

ché:adtéristics didﬂhavé an impact on perceptions of tlimaté. When

. . .o N N . * ) i , ; .. 0 o ) y ' . .
studied on the basis of group ‘and organizational characteristics,

statistically significant differences were identified.in the responses

i

b gy S .o -
\b e§ryh1ch ;el%& -
- . , : ¥, S
in the organization had the greatest impact on perception of organizg—

<,
— . A

¥

3
3.

~tional climate. ‘ s

3. The impact of group and organfzational characteristics was

greater on some dimensions of climate tAan on others.

‘j | E . JA
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pen T s T CHARTER' L
: . "INTRODUCTION . *
g i?restHuS (1965:vii)fréférféd.tbrofganizéiions“aswuminiéturéﬁ' ’

~

,socie;ies.in which the dominant values_of“societyfare ineylgated and

- -sought ‘in a mbfe”struéﬁured,_spat%allY’reStr}ctéd.context." 'drgaﬁi%a*:7ﬂ
- R . ST B o N ’ R T ‘
tions may be viewed from a systems-perspective as subsystenis within the
- larger societal system. The‘stuﬁy of hdw drganiZations are structured,
.how they function, and how groups and_individuals behave within them is )
known as organiJ;tional'theOry (Pugh et al., 1969:24).

The study of an aspect of organizations knpwn as Qrganizational

v

. ‘ : - G Co
climate has been a relatively recent interest for researchers.  Most.

o

studies of organizational climate have been conducted since the mid

©1950's. Organizational climate has been referred to in brdéd terms

<

such as the "personality" bf the,organization (Forehand and Gilmef[=v

5 o S :
1964) or "an umbrella concept" (Hall et al., 1975:226). Organizational

c%imate\has~been defined much more spécificailyjby Hellrieqsl and Slocum
(1974:256):

"Organizational climate refers to a set of attributes which:
can be perceived about a particular organization and/or its sub-
systems, and that may be' induced .from the way that organization
and/oér its subsystems deallwith their members and environment.

Presthus (1965:95) stated that "contemporary organizations have
=

a pervasive influence upon. individudls and group behévidr . e e .
Porteous (1977:134-135) added that ;ndividuais and ‘groups are not pgssiveb

like objects, but rather that they interact with their environment, and

'
a



- -

o are affected dlfferently by thélr enV1ronments. 'Both.perSOnal and.,‘b' R
" : » Lo F : QLQ L
. organlzatlonal varlables affect one's perceptlon/of a situatlon_ “Null eI

!L- . E R 2 : 4 : B . . ' .,H
(1967 l) referred to cllmate as the result of 1nteractlons among

varlous role partlclpants..vHe'lndltated that organlzatlonal members 8
of varlous hlerarchlcal levels 1nteract dlfferently with members of 4

the same hlerarchlcal level than w1th members of other hlerarchlcal
levels. Mars (1969 lg),added that "members of an organlzatlon 1n large

.
N

. measure take cues for thelr behav1or w1th1n the organlzatlonal from

the behav1oral patterns of the organlzatlon s leaders ‘ From thek

a

) member‘s p01nt of view thlS is’ the 1nteract10n between member and the

organization (Mehta, 1977 53) Stern (1970 Vll) squested that "the

“settlng is at least as 1mportant as the actor e . Q“m”lt is the

,members' perceptlon of the settlng ‘and of the 1nteractlon w1th the
) v . ‘A,

setting that is being.focused on. -

e

AI . " - . -
' . . e

% i It is 1mportant to note that cllmate studles are'based‘on the

-

perceptlons of organlzatlonal members Steers (1977 lll)ERE:pted out

that, peopbe act in accordance w1th what they belleve to be‘reality,

’ whether it is gr is not 1n fact reallty Lau (1976) stated that perdep—

uﬁﬁ‘ ' > *
ti6n Studies involve "1nd1v1dual fllterlng processes “and- lnterpretatlon

of srtuatlonal data.? Hellrleqel and Slocum (1974: 256) found that’

. . . many of the cllmate studies lack a systematlc effort. _
to determine whether perceptlons of climate vary significantly - T
when evaluated on the basis of-such objective 1nd1v1dual measures '
as age, sex, years of serv1ce, organlzatlon practlces, educational
level, and the like. ‘ .

Herman et al. (1975) studied the effect‘ofhboth organlzational structure

L v o
and demographlc characteristics on employees responses and - perceéptions.

Although they found both to be of some 51gn1f1cance, they concluded

a
-4



."that the . objectlve 1ndlces, partlcularly those related to’ the employee s
. . (‘ . . i} o
p051tlon in the organlzatlon s structure, are a55001ated w1th employee ]

: responseS'to their‘WOrkvenvironment.“” They added .

s

If organlzatlonal structural characterlstch are- mgre highly:
‘related ‘to organizational behaviors than are defds: ¢ charac- . o
teristics in a. variety of different organlzatlo\ settings, then
the effect must be related to employees ‘ability and w1lllngness
to-adapt to their work: env1ronment. ‘These. results indicate’ that |
femployees prlmary frame of refefence for, evaluatlng work eXperlence
is-the  immediate work: settlng e the ,major ‘predictable .
) portlon of the variance -in thelr responses toward the organiza-
'_tlon is not associated w1th thelr background characterlstlcs, v
'but rather with ‘the characterlstlcs of thelr current p051tlon ln
. the organlzatlon (Herman et al., 1975: ”30)
. ) , o .
,Lau (1976:111);‘in“referring tO'aggregate measures of organizational !

*

climate 1n an organé:atlon, suggested that
. Ly .
e lack of consensus may result from the fact that some
groups within an organlzatlon do,‘ln fact, have objectively
‘ﬁ different- climates .7« 7. oand from the fact that ‘climate, whlch
represents a perceptual phenomenon can be influenced both" by
1nd1v1dual characterlstlcs and objectlve situations. '

-

The present research focused on the 1mpact of varlables related

; to‘members pOSltlon in the organizatlon on thelr perceptlon of the g

. °

. organizational climate. The lndependent varlabI“ \lncluded status,; 'lf.)
‘rank, assignment, experlence, tenure, contract, and age.,
The research was. conducted 1n the context. of Canadlan university

schools of nursing.

CONTEXT

¥
v

Although organizational climate studies have not been uncOmmoﬁ\\c?<

im industry and elementary and secondary ‘schools, relatively few climate
S A - : ' ) S ) - o :

“studies of Camadian.postsecondary ingtitutions_were found (Russell,

1974:79). R ' c . ' .
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"7

. s o . _ . o ’, . . \
Universities in general, and university schools of nursing ' -
. . ] . . i Lo

speci@i&ally, are uniqu?iorQanizatioqs'with'some unique needs. Chilj

”(19;4:11—12) indicated thét cd&piéx orgahizétions; such as universities,
differ;f;om} éndvhayé differ;ng needs to, organizaﬁions_Which_are &
simple»and stgbyel He.sgggestéa fﬁét-the compiex'o:ganizétions néed
.céérdinatibhfwhiéh:ﬁeqféﬁerfed té;as links,mbut that the.cqérdination

ought to be flexible rather than hibhly férmalized.~ Child suggested
‘furthér_that thefe iSlé need for'monglpar;icipation ih_deéision‘making,

more‘delegatioﬁ of_authér}£y aﬂd a decrease in formal hieraréhyf Parsohs
v(l956) ;tatea tﬁaflﬁ; . ;-facuity tend to be a :companyxbf eQuéls' Who
haQe‘é'gOCd deal'bf responsipility." Hégstrpm (1972:4iva5d§d that'wg
» facﬁltz afé regﬁdhéiﬁle‘for'the‘ﬁg?nténance}and bfbadening.of th;
é?étem. Sbelstated: "They cannoé 'blage' the administration for a system

o

which Eheyéopérate . . ..."™ she pointed out anﬂédministrative dilemma
_ & g ) g _ .
. since leadership is expected by faculty members. Although members of

faculty desire academic. freedom and’ participation in decision making,

0

they expect the administrator to "articulate ‘the standards and goals of

an organizatign." ‘Perkins (1966:38, 88). identified an,édministrative

dilemma in the need for coordination of services in a university and
the need to fref facdlty from administrative responsibilitieé on the
.’ P

vone hanﬁ, aﬁd the increasing demand'ﬁor participation in decision making
on the other hand. 'Hé sUggé;teq, in fact, ﬁhat distincﬁions between
teaching and adminis£ra£i§evfaculty will become "incregsingly blurred."
Dykes kl968){ thever,‘found th;t'Sl percent of the faculty\members in
his.studi were dissagisfied with the lack of opportunity for participa—

_tion in decision making. . He found further that’the reason why faculty

—— . . v

[
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umembers did not partichpate was due to external constraints rather than

LNy

-to a lack of interest on their part He alsd'reported that it was

fow

. primarily junior faculty members who were limited in partiCipation in

~ SN C .
f AN

-

decision making. g ‘ o E : L

s - AR

: Referring speCifically to. schools of"nurSing Lefebvre (1950) ,

° ¢

haVing conducted interViews With faculty members, concluded that - the

"tone of\the institution" was. identified through Mthe. degree o which

the faculty was. aware of current trends in nursing education, “and new .
- e "
. methods of teaching and of psychological management . . . ." Lancaster
” . g .

(1972), haVing conducted an opinion survey of nurSing faculty, concluded:

©

«€ b AT
The kind of work done in the’ pa by sister tutors in the .

traditional hursing school hardly zkems to be a realistic basis

for decisions regarding the prepar

ion and qualifications

appropriate to nurse tutors in the future (Lancaster, 1972 5).

©

Lutz and Bergthol (1971) agreed that changes in‘nursing education ar®

inevitable. kThey_stated that innovation and growth mugt have the

interest and involvement of faculty members, as well as encouragement and

~support from deans. Although university schools of nurSing may be

4

o

thought of as similar_to other univerSity departments, they are somewhat

unique in at beast two aspects:

females.

iza

1.

2

-

Administrators, teaching faculty and students are almost all

»

Bartol and Butterfield (1976:453) noted:

o

The implications are far reaching. In the past, perhaps the

safest general advice that could be offered a manager who wanted
to become more effective was to try to exhibit both high initiating
structure, and .high consideration leader behavior. Our research

suggests that females who become more structuring . . . may
actually be perceived as less effective. s .
2. 'Faculty members are professionals within the bureaucratic organ-

i 4

tion of the university as well as other bureaucraCies such as

o f

~

s | 9

il



hospitals and~public health units with which scheols of nursing have
contractual relatlonshlps. A Study'of nursing students, conducted by
Knox (1971), Lndlcated that the concept student nurses have of thelr

own role is based on- their perceptlon of faculty members' roles. ' The
) : : . o . . . : '

results of the study suggeSted‘that:
- Students acqulre professronal conceptlons, SUStaln service
conceptions ‘and reject bureaucratic conceptions during the school
experience. . Furthermore, a trend toward disillusionment¥or - role
depravatlon seems to start’ durlng this period (Knox, 1971:169).

© "

Most professional nursing educators spend at least some of their

time in highly bureaucratic organizations. Such a situation may create
. L - . \ . .
conflict for faculty members. Clark (1971295) stated ". . . stress and

tension are hlgher where the ]Ob incumbent experiences job—role confllct
and ambiguity." Kramer et»al. (1972:111) explained. that nurses are

"o socialized into the professional work system, but employed by the

bureaucratic work sYstem."’ Presthus (1962:164-204) identified three.

«

types of adaptation to bureaucratic organizations. Most members, he
pelieved, are indifferent. fThat is, the member complies with demands
of the organization for the rewards he receives." Presthus identified
a second mode of adaptation as the "upward mobile" or_identification
with the organization. The'third adaptive mode is the "ambivalent"
often adopted by the professipnal whose commitment is to thé profession
rather than the organization. Presthus (l962:257) state%{'
While the upward mobile finds the organlzatlon congenial,

and the indifferent refuses to become engaged the ambivalent

can neither reject its promise of success and power, nor can

Fre. play the roles required to compete for them. :
Scott (1966 256-275) suggested that there are four major sources of

conflict for professionals in bureaucratic organizations. First, the
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\

.professional prefers'to‘be directed\by ‘her own values and code of ethics.

v \ . N
R

rather than the orQanization‘S systeﬁ\of rules and regulations. . Second,

professionals tend to emphasize excelience of performence as opposed to

J \ :
efficiency. Third, professionals resentesupervision by those who are
‘ ' : . \ " -

-

not within the profession. The confliCt revolves around the issue of

authority. ProfeSS1onals also con51der t emselves competent to make

decisions related to their work. Fourth bhe profe551onal s loyaltles

PR

are primarily to the profession. ' v
. . |
STATEMENT OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
\

The purpose of the study was to ihvestigate the effect of

organizational. and group characteristics on perception of organizational

climate in selected Canadian university schools of nursing.
L] .
“

Subproblem 1

-

How did administrative faoulty members differ from teaching

.faculty members in their perceptions of the organizational climate?

‘Subproblem 2.

How did faculty members of different rank vary in their percep-

-

tions of the organizational climate?
%

[

Subproblem 3 - R

How did tenured faculty membersvdiffef from nontenured faculty

members in their perceptions of the organizational cliimate?

Subproblem 4

How did faculty members who have been on faculty fo; differing

a 4

periods of time vary in their perceptions of the organizational climate?

\
y



Subproblem 5

" How did members with differing_lengths of experience in nursing
education vafy in their perceptions of the organizational climate?

9

Subproblem 6 B ‘

. ) How did faculty members of different ages vary in their percep-
tions of the organizational climate? .

—

Subproblem 7

-

How did faculty members who were employed on a full time basis

L}

differ from faculty members who wére employed on a part time basis in

. . . . ,
their perceptions of ﬂ&e organizational climate?

s

Subgroblem 8

How did faculty members;with differing assignments vary in their
perceptions q& tﬂé organizational climate?
. S

[ 3l

t SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Dessler (1977:29) idenkified; in general terms, one sigﬁificant
aspect of c{imate reseagch. He stated that the "first step in developing
the 'right' climate is to find 6ut what the climate is now." Fox et al.
(1973:129-134) deQeloped‘the concept of the relevance of assessing
organizational climate in éreater detail. They suggested that assess-
ment (diagnosis) is important for three reasons:

1. Diagnosis (or assessmént) of organizationél climate 1is an
initial step in problem solQing. w Even when a system is not aware of
immediate problems, it can be wise to conduet periodic checks on how

o

and why things are happening as they are" (Fok% et al., 1973:129). As a



problem solving technigue assessmgnt may be considered a corrective
. . © . . Q
g . :

measure. . . a P

.

2. Diagndsis (or assessment) of organizational climate?may assist

in preventing problems through periodic monitoring of the s{;uation.

o \
(climate). - . \
A .

A v

Y. Assessment of organizational climateé may also serve in the
. r s +

process of self renewal within the organizati%n;

" Diagnosis becomes more than something done on occasion to . v

deal with specific problems, or be a check on the health of the
system. Diagnosis becomes an ever-present, active orientation
in a self renewing system (Fox et al., 1973:}33—&34)1

" Bergquist and Shoemaker (1976:8-9), stated:
Some educators have loéng been convinced that the milieu or
attitudinal climate of 'the éhgppé is more important than the
instructional curriculum. THey suggest that the few hburs a
week spent in the classrodim--with the possible exception of the
time spent with a few exceptionally dynamic teachéms--does not
affect students.as much as the climate. If this hypothesis is
even partially true, the implications for responsible_and actount-
able management of climate are, of course,® profound. ‘

k3

For, those in -position of leadersﬁip, an awareness of the climate
" within the o;ganization_ﬁould certainly be of'benefit.i Frederiksen's
(1968) study, cited by Campbell et al.‘(l97d}402),indicateé gﬁat members
of an organization cﬁgnged their methods of work when there was a change

in the climate conditions. Enns (1966:26) added:
It is quite clear that understanding the phenomenon of per-
© ception will not give the administrator a set of rules by which
to operate. But it will help him to understand more fully the
behavior and motives of the peopl%_with whom he works. Being
able to understand more fully what is happening in a social -
- situation permits the administrator to accept various behaviours
more ijectivefy, and to assess the needs and demands of the
situation adequately. He is less likely to blunder into inappro-
priate kinds of action. 1In short, better undé{standing makes it
possible for the administration to exercise better leadership.

¥

0



) o ) A \\1 /
This study added to the th@pry‘of organizational climate “through

V,L

.an understanding of the effect pf.selected organizational and groub l

chéf&cteristic§ on perceptioQ of climqté.in nurging faculties. Singe

0 A . : ’ .
. -.. the data were'analyzed on the-basis of group responses to the climate

.
L]

questionnaire, the data offered inforgagion about subsystems within a-

) . -

university nursing department. They indicated:

1. the impact of hierarchicék‘levels (administraﬁ}ve or ﬁéaching)

. .
' . ’

on perception of ¢limate, ’ . s

the impact of status (rank, tenur€) on perception of climate,

the impact of experience on perteption of climate,
the impact of age on perception of climate,

v

the impact of the type of assignment (classroom lectur}ng or ,

clinical supervision) on perception of climate, and

6. the impacﬁ of. the type of contract (full tiﬁe or part time)

of nursing in Canada. No studies were found which investigated porgafi-
. ; 5

izational climates in.schqols of mursing. Sargent (1967:2) suggested
) v

s

. that "the only Jjustification for the exigtence of a séhool ig its
ability to educate its studen;s."h He added that the climate of the

organization affects the quality of education experienced by the students.

In nursing education the results could be far réaching. McFarlane

A

(1970) stated:

Nursing education reflects the state of ‘the profession, and’
the future of the profession will depend upén ;t. The education
glven today will affect patient care tomorraow. This is the true
goal “of nursing education at any level in any place.

v
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Organizational Climate: ™. . . should refer to the quality of the
organizatiorn's internal .environment, especially as experienced by the
. . ® o =

insider" (Tagiuri, 1968:26). More specifically,
° . - . .

. . .climate is an intervening variable, caused by dependent
variables such as job activities and organizational structure,
and in turn influencinq‘avvarieﬁy of output variables which are
important to. the organization as ‘a system as well as to the-
individual employee (Lawler et al., 1974:1409. '

3
]

Organizationa# Structure: ". . . those aspects of the pattern of

P

behavior in an organization that are relatively stable and change only
slowly" (Simon, 1968:170). Porter et al. (1975:221) added:

. . . it not only includes the anatomical outlines “of the
organization--such as its size, shape, number of levels and
spans of control--but it also encompasses the basic operating
features such as the degree of specification of activity, the
extent of concentration of authority, and the type and, degree
of “‘severity of controls. '

Faculty Member: all- individuals with academic rank in a teaching or

an administrative position in university schools of .nursing.
*

Effects!? the impacts or influences of an’indépendent variable.on a

3
<
“

dependent variable. Effect is é%commonly used term in literature related
to organizational climate, Hellriegel and Slocum (1974), for example,

referred to "organizational characteristics that affect behavior."

: ¢
Perception: Lawler et al. (1974:139) referred to perception as

“subjective imgressions." Enns . (1966) identified perception as a pmocess

of mental categorization of objects and events. Schneider and Hall

o P .
Y -
[ S—

{1972) stated that "climate perceptions emerge as a result of éhe

T
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person's numerous activities, interactions, feelings and other daily

.experiénces in his organization." R
ASSUMPTIONS -

1. It was'assumed‘thétvfhe.dimenéions identified in ‘the lite;ature
'énd inithe Li;ﬁin:and gtringéf’ciimaﬁé;inéﬁrdmént3were‘indeed_abprdpfiate
mgésﬁres QfﬁgfganizationalIclimatef |
. »2. Itﬁﬁés aséhméd thaf'facUit?‘fééﬁonges tb'itemS"féflgééed ﬁhéirv

‘actual perceptions of organizational climate.
e .
DELIMITATIONS

.1. ‘The study was delimited to oné.type of organization, namely,

L

university scthls of nursing.

2. This study was delimited to selected nursing ‘faculties.
After consulting with three members of the Faculty of Nursing at the
University of Alberta and examining the characteristids of Canadian

schools of nursing (CAUSN Newsletter, 1977) it was agreed, in order to

>

avoid translation problems and in order to control for other variables

which might affect the results-of the study,to limit the study to

Canadian schools of nursing:
) N .
(a) in which the basic language used was English,
: ° ¢ .

(b) that offered both a basic baccalaureate program in nursing
and also a master's program in ndrsing.
The above criteria delimited the study to seven university schools of

nursing. Six of the schools agreed to participate in the study.

3. The study was delimited to perceptions of faculty members only.



LIMITATIONS

1. The study‘was limited methodologically to'individualxresponses

on a questlonnalre 1nstrument

2.‘ The study was llmlted to a’ focus on group means rather than

a.

4 p .

1nd1v1dual responses. b

s o .

2 3. The ana1y51s was llmlted to a focus on group means based upon

S L . N

selected 1ndependent varlables rather than on a study or comparlson of
means of- 1nd1v1dual lnstltutlons. n ~y

4. The study was. llmlted by - 1nsuff1c1ent data to analyze the

effect of "weather conditions" on climate.

ORGANIZATION OF THE DISSERTATION
v -2

This thesis is comprised of six chapters ‘including the introductory

. g $ : -
chapter in which the focus and context of the study are identified, the
research problems‘are stated, terms are identified, and the study is
examined in terms of its limitations, delimitations and s}gnificance.

Chapter II contains-a review of the theoretical and research

3

literature related to organizational climate. It includes ah examination
of the’theoretical pasis of climate studies, various ways in which
organizational climate has been conqeptualized, conceptual problems and
dimensions of organizational climate, and methods of studying organiza-
tional climate. Based on the literature a conceptual framework for useA
in this study is developed. ‘ .

Chapter III focuses on the research design and methodology. It
includes a report on &ow respondentsiand institutions were selectgd, .
the selection and development of the instrument, and the methodoLooy

%4

for data analysis.



‘c N B - ',,, . i
In Chapter v the responses_On the personal data are used to '»5)'

A 9 3

. descrlbe the fespondents on the ba51s ‘of age, experlence, type of contraq@,
' ¢ - 0 g B
rank, hierarChical‘leVelj and‘a351gnment; and,lnstltutlons;are descrlbed_a‘

.
. /

on the ba51s of selectlon, dlsruptlons Wthh mlght affect perceptlon of

‘.,.

S cllmate, and mean scores "and ranges bf»scores of the part1c1pat1ng

lnstltutlons on- the d1mensrons of cllmate.f" L y‘ ‘
H Chapter V 1ncludes an analy51s of data on the basms of the
M/ selected 1ndependent varlables 1dent1f1ed in ‘the subproblems.:;' f\d_ 4.

3 . E)

" In Chapter VI there 1s a dlsen551on of flndlngs as they relate
" to findings of other studies. ‘This final chapter also contains conclusions
and suggestions for further .studies. -«

-8



CHAPTER TI

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND‘

e T T CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The purpose of thls chapter 1s to rev1ew llterature whlch

"t, relates to T*ii) the underlylng theorles upon whlch the concept of . ..t“

"organlbatlonal cllmate has been developed and deflned (2)'variations
in the conceptuallzatlon of organlzatlonal dllmate, (3)'dimensions of

a
3

_organlzatlonal c}lmate, and (4) reseafch methods of studylng organlzaglonal

=

c¢limate; and to outllne the conceptual framework used in this study

INTRODUCGTION g

Theory may be thought of as a reflectlon of reallty,'or as a
set of testable prop051tlons based on loglcal reasonlng or on emplrlcal
flndlngs. Kerllnger (1964:111) referred;to thegry as:

(l) a set of propositions con51st1ng of defined and'interrelated
. COnstructs, ‘
(2) setting out’ the- 1nterrelatlons .among .a set:of variables
(constructs) in order ‘to bPresent g systematic view of the
. Phenomena described by the varlables, : -
(3) explalnlng phenomena ' '
"The very nature ofrtheory,\ he stated, "lies in its‘explanation of
observed phenomena."' ; o o .
Organlzatlonal theory has been deflned by Pugh (1969:24) as
"the study of structure and functlonlng of organlzatlons and the -

behavior of groups and individuals within them." Much effort has been

invested in the study of Oorganizational theory, e.q., Perrow, 1973;

15



'Steers, 1975: As early as the tlme of Max Weber, prganlzatlons were,‘
‘ v C ) g : : E

.‘descrlbed w1th ggeat pre0151on. An organization has been‘defined as
a’human sy-stem (Herman et al., 1975: 206) Porter et a‘l" (1975 69),

\
’

. hav1ng rev1ewed descrlptlons of organlzatlons by Barnard (1938 75),

':Szmon (1952 ll30), Et21on1 (1964 x1), Scheln \1965 9), etc.; concluded

that'”

o Organlzatlons are composed of rnd1v1duals ‘and groups in
.order to achleve certain gOalS and objectlves by means. of ‘
dlfferentlated functlons thats are- 1ntended to. be rationally:
coordlnated and dlrected through tigf .on’ ‘a contlnuous basxs.u

5Herman»et‘al (1975 206) explalned that organlzatlons ‘are able to
& - N

.

?
functlon and achleve thelr goals only to the extent that 1nd1v1duals

flll p051tlons and carry out act1v1t1es in the system. GQal achievefly'

. : ‘.
ment, though qentral,_ls-only part‘of.the concept of4organizatl;nal.,.“'
L'efﬁectivenesst;tf;th»i"“ | B | 2

: The‘cohceptTOf organizational effectiuehessihas_been,widely
researched (Steers, 1975) Steers reterred tO'concepts“such'as -

‘eff1c1ency,vproduct1v1ty, proEltablllty or. resource acqu151tlon on the
) onerhand and adaptablllty, flexlblllty, satlsfactlon, and hlgh morale
“on’ the other hand as measures of organlzatlonal effectlveness. L o

Productivity-involVes-meeting‘the purpose for which an organization

ex1sts, elther to achleve a goal or to prov1de a service of value to

society. Mott (1972 lo) referred to "two v1tal processes" whlch ‘are

necessary to fulfill the purpose‘of,a large organizaton: (l) formal
. _ ‘ %

coordination, and (2) adaptation to the internal needs.
p R ,
Immegart and Pilecki's (1973:102-104) four outcomes of organiza~

Fl

tional effectiveness are supportive of Mott's proposition{ The four

o

outcomes referred to are productivity, integration, organizational



S . I N o
healtH, and feedback. . By integration Immegart and

_referred toan integration'of eﬁforts, or a common

w

goal;.‘Organizationalehealth was used in;reference

‘preSented'by Bennis.(l962:273):: (l) Adaptablllty,
ey .

) .
:problems and to~react w1th flex1b111ty to changlng

'~(2) A sense of 1dent1ty,i"knowledge and 1n51ght on

Pilecki (1973:103)

commitment to a

‘ . |
to the three criteria

‘VtHe‘abillty‘tousolve_

enviro nmental demands" :

N

the part of the'~v‘

organlzatlpn of what lt 1s, what 1ts goals are, and what it 1s to do"-'

”(3) Ablllty to test reallty—-to percelve and 1ntegrate accurately the

'env1ronmental stlmull. Ablllty to test reallty as

referred to by Bennls'

. ;appears to be closely allhed to what Immegarg;and Plleckl (1973 103)

l_lreferred to as. feedback Immegart and Plreckl suggested that as an

. v
- .

'organlzatlon recelves and evaluates feedback from ltS enw1ronment

R,

"-f(lnternal and external) 1t is "able. to malntaln a dynamlc relatlonshlp

o

h(state_of;reCiproeal_exohange)_with 1ts envlronmentr" In “a similar .

a0

vein, Blake and Mouton“(l964) contendedzthat ﬁbr@anizational-éffeCtive—

. ness is achieved when management succeeds in being

3

both_produotion and

-people. oriented." Likert (1967:47) stressed the-importance of the

Well ~beéing of the 1nd1v1duals in an organlzatlon and referred to pro-

»

ductivity‘as the natural outcome.of membersJ well—belng.' He stated

) The prlnCLple of supportlve relatlonshlps 1s a general

»prlnc1ple which members of an organlzatlon ‘can

s b

use to guide

their relatlonshlps with one another. The more fully this"
pkinciplé is appiled throughout the organlzatlon, the greater
will be the extent to.which (1) the motlvatlonal forces arlslng
from the non—economlc motives of members and from their economlc
-needs w111 be harmonious and compatlble, and (2) the- motlvatlonal
forces within each individual will result in cooperatlve behavier

focussedvon_achlev1ng organlzatlonal goals.

I

- Stinson}11976:6)'added that organizational

dynamic interaction not only between leaders and followers, but also of

.

i

ol

growth requires a

R
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leaders and followers w1th the situation -or environment'. She illustrated
. -

the 1nterrelat10nsh1ps between leader, followerf’and 51tuatlon (see

. I3

' Fiqu.r,e 1). i
e
EollQWer
6
) .Situation .
5
R
. T e - - Figure 1
Interaction of“Leader—FOllowef—Situation‘
S

One copponent of the lnterrelatlonshlp is the leader:

,\Fhere has been a. vast amount of speculatlon, research and theorlzlng

¢

on leaders and leadershlp (Stogdlll 1974). Aspects’of study have

1ncluded tralts of a leader, leadershlp styles, leadership strategies;
, ¢
effects of leader behav1or oh followers attltudes, behav1ors,_produc—

tivity., and so ‘on. Dessler (1977 259) dave examples of dlfferent types

of leaders who were’ successful w1th dlfferlng groups of followers and

under varying circumstances. He suggested Joan of Arc may have been

successful largely as a‘result of her chiz. zgmni that Roosevelt S success
. A ' . '

may have been due t6 his democratic style of lezdership; and that the
situation and the needs of the peopls ir:lng :ay have accouhted for

thebsuccess‘of Churchill.  The findings U*'study by Weed et al. (1976),




u
o

investigating the "interaction between leadership stylé, subordinate

“

bersonalify, and task typé,".suppdrted_pessler's (1977:260) thesi§;
Both Weed et al, (1976) and Stogdill (1974) reported that the highest

degree of satisfaction with supervision occurred when the. leader was

" both task oriented and éeople oriented, or when he was ﬁigh on both

P framework for studying leadership."

" production emphasis™and -consideration.
‘.v " ' " ’

Throughout his bbék, Dessgler (1977) based his diééussion of

- -3

 the interrelationships existent between leader, follower, and situation

on an organizétional“model (see Figure 2) which he referred to as "a

Plannirig ; > EnVirOnment and Task
\ o . . ] 'l ‘ -
' o f ‘ 3 ’
Organizing , Leading
. -
Staffing
IR
’ Organizational Climate
1 .
[
. =
Controlling i /' S
A .
Q Motivation
. -Morale
-Performance
1

Figure 2 -
A Framework for Studying Leadership

- -
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Dessler (1977) appears to view all organizational activities from the

a

~ viewpoint of leadership. “In the Aston studies  (Pugh et al., 1963),

oréaniéations'wer% objectidely described within the framework of

contextual and structural variables. Likert (1967), Argyris (1964),

and McGreger (1960) are examples of theorists who have viewed organiza-.
Y ' . . : : : o . .

tions from a humanistic point of view. Their concern has been with the .
. . . s o L .

‘welfdre of the organization's members. They have been.concefned with
the organization's ability” to meet -the needs of its members. Likert

(r961:103) stated: ‘

‘The leadership and other processes of the organization must
be such as to ensure a maximum probability that in all inter-
actions and in all relationships within the organization, each
member in the light of his background, values, desires and expec-
tations, will view the experience as supportive and one which
builds and maintains his sense of personal worth and importance.

In the leader-follower-situation tfiad, the characteristics,

values, and motives of the followers are as important as are those of -,

-

the leader. Followers bring‘with them abilities to meet organizational

goals, as well as expectations that the organization will meet their
needs. Porter\et al. (1975:107) distinguished between organizational

needs and goals §{nd individual skills and energies. If ehere'is'not

a balance between {these two components, the organization may dismiss

its member, or the|member may leave the organization. Similarly, if

‘the follower brings to the organization a need for human interaction,

"and creativity, and is subjected to rigid, task oriented

I3

participatio

leadérship the situation may mot be tolerable for the follower. House

¢

and Wigdor (1967:370), however, suggested that a follower may adapt to

unacceptable leadership by developing an acceptable relationship with his



co-workers. Barring the debelopMent of a satisfactory relationship,

.

the organizational member may either leave the organization or conform

to its pressures. Mars (1969:3) stated:

"
- ¢

¥ C Pressures in society that tend to push people toward confbfﬁity
. will be clearly reflected in organizations . . . . Conformity
A is seen by management-as furthering ‘the organization's goals and
1™ . objectives. ' ‘ .

. . k!

i-Just as the leader's charagteristics, StYlg\?nd orientation are relevant
: i N ’ " ' -‘; . -
2to-the'leadgr-follower—situation relatidnship; so also the follower's

‘need, values, and enerdies are of relevance to the relationship.

Porteous (1977:135) added that both the individual members and the

\, . . . : . . : ' . .
"-.orggnlzatléh‘are complex systems. He referred to the relationships

"between individuals and organizations ‘as negotiated. He suggested

that man is not simply influenced by his env}ronment, but also affects

s -
. : . R
his-environment. '
A

- -

o .

Another component of the leader-follower—situaﬁion triad is

the situation or cbntext within .,which both the leader and the follower

function and relate to each other.

) e %

Hall (1969:65-66) noted that individuals not only react to an

oécupation on the basis of "learned expectations” but that personal

expectations interact with the situation as it is perceived by the 1

@

individual. He stated: S

A person is continually ¢onfronted with an objective situation,
which he interprets on the basis of his own learned perceptual
framework. . . . The objective situation itself, in terms of a
person's status in -an orgénizdtion or within the occupational

Y structure, also affects the reactions of the individual to his

work. ¢



Cantril (1963:14) added:
o . v
Our perception depends in large part on the assumptions we
bring to any particular occasion. It is, as Dewey and Bentley
~ long ago pointed out, not a "reaction to'stimuli in the environ-
ment, but may be more accurately described as a "transaction
with" an environment.

o This implies that the meanings and significance we assign

to 'things, to symbols, to people, and to events are the meanings
and significance we have built up through out past experience '
and are not inherent or intrinsic in the "stimulus itself."

Situation is a many faceted concept. It could include the societal
. * X
demands or external environmentbof the orgénization. Situation .could
. . ) .
further include technology, structural apd contextual variables (Pugh,

s

et al., 1963). Fiedler (1967:176) referred to three situational
. . ‘ » &
factors: (1) position power of the leader, (2) task structure, and

(3)° leader—-member relétions. ; ' .

N
.

R Organizational climate may be thought Jf as those aspects of the
0

internal environment (the situation) and of the interaction of the

leader—follower—éiﬂuation'as it is perceived py members: Tagiuri (1968:

o

24) has suggested that "climate is?a particular configuration of situational

variables.". He stated further that%climate influences members' behavioz%

For this reason an understanding of organizational climate is vital

- . :

to an-organization. Each formal organization exists to achieve goals and/

. . °

or provide services. It must do this in a manner congruent with the

valueqsystem of its society. Even theorists like Likert and Argyris,

o

though committed to the welfare of the organizational member, conceded
that the ultimate purpose of developing communication channels,
flexibility, creativity, and commitment is not merely for the welfare

of the members, but for the improvement of the organization's effective-

s «

ness. Schein (1965:98), for example, stated ". . . the argument is that



~— <

systems work better if their parts are in good communication with each

other, are committed, and are creative and flexible."

- 4

THEORETICAL BASIS OF CLIMATE RESEARCH

Theories such as those developed by McGregor (1960), Argyris
.(1964) %Fd Likert (1967) have been the basis of'interest and research

in ofganizational climate.. Gormah and Mdlloy'(l972:l) stated, "The

assumptions we make “about people guide and dlrect the way we behave «

)8
s o . .
towards them . . . ang generall}y- continue to shape organlzatlonal
© structures and practices."’ Many of the climate research studies

descrlpﬁéfln some detail the theoretical baSlS und8r¥ying the research.
Litwin and Stringer (1968}, for example, based much of their conceptuallza—

o

tion and instrument development on- Atkinson's theory and model of aroused

motivation. Litwin and Stringer (1968:12) stated:
These  theories [of Lewin, Atkinson, Feather] all seeke tth
the tendency to act in a certain way depends on the strength of
‘the expectancy or belief that the act will lead to a particular
outcome or goal and on the value of that outcome or goal to the
‘person.

o

-

. \
BaSed on such a view, Litwin and Stringer developed a conceptual frame-

work and an instrument to measure climate. Climate is viewed as the

(Y]

cause for motivation andbbe§formance if there is (1) a need for

’

They

Y

achievement, (2) a need for power, (3) a need for affiliation.\

~

‘stated (1968:5):.__ .

The concept of climate provides a useful Bridge between
theorles of individual motivation and behavior, on the one hand,
and orqanlzatlonal theories on the other. Organizational climate,
as defined here, refers to the percelved subjective effects of
the formal system, the informal style of managers, and other

° 1mportant environmental factors on the attitudes, beliefs, values,
and“motivation of people who work in a particular organlzatlon.

o - . S



>Gorman and Molloy (1972) b
organizational climate on the theo
on their.belief that individuais i
of their assumpéions about each ot

-

M L I
“If a supervisor believes that mem

[
ased their cgnccptualization of : .
‘ - Sy

ries of McGregor and Argyris. Based

&
nteract with each other on‘thc_basis

her Gorman and Molloy‘(l972:l)'stated:

bers of his work group are untrustworthy

then he will watch them more closely and check up more frequently oOn their

progress than if he feels they can
%) -

a w

and Molloy instrument focused on a

tional constraints #% they affect

Stern (1970) based his conceptualization of organizational
. o :

.

climate on Mugtay's théory and mod
needs of individuals and organizat
ment he found it necessary ﬁo asse
stern (1970) found it necessary to
(1) The Activity Index to measure

v

Characteristic Index to measure th

[

be»trusﬁed." Consequently the Gormag

o

dministrative behavior and organiza-

e

the.organizational member .

el ofythe interacéion of ps?chological
jonal pregps. In developing an instru-
ss both needs and press. As a conseduence:
develop and use two instruments:

personal needs, (2) The College

5

e environmental characteristics.

CONCEPTUALIZATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE

o

Every organization has an
milieu, institutional atmosphere,
Steers (1977:112) stated:

. . . our current understa
indicates clearly that there i
cultural miliea that creates C
certain attitudes and patterns
are called climate or somethin
on organizational behavior mus
organizations, are to become moO
chosen objectives.

aspect known as internal environment,

psycholdgical or organizational climate.

nding of orgapizational dynamics

s ezomething within an organization's
onditions that are conducive €O

"of pehavior. Whether these forces

g else, their exiStence and influences
t be recognized and dealt with if

re effective in pursuing~their

-~
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TSome researchefs (e;g., Litwin and Strlnger, 1968) have suggested

that cllmate may readlly be changed, by changlng asp@cts of the organ-=

-

1zat10n such as 1eadersh1p Taglrul (1968 19%, however,,related

° " 5 .

organlzatlonal cllmate to the meteorologlst s use of the term climate.

. _./ﬂ_
Consequently, he 1dent1ﬁ;ed cllmate ab "the average éendltlon of the

atmosphére in a partibular locality." Weather, by‘contxast,lwas defined
@ . ‘
as "a single occurrence or event in a serie$ of conditions that .con-

stitute the climate." Since climate is referred to as "average conditions"

/

or “seasonal trends," Tagiuri (1968:24) suggested that variations in

component elements of climate {weather conditions) will not change the
. . . - A E v
enduring quality of climate. ~

The c¢oncept of organizational climate*iéﬁwidely accepted, L
agthough théfeeflnltlon and dimensions are not uniVersalfy agreed upon

(Dessler,, 1976:185). Theorlsts and researchers have used the terms

organizational climate, psycﬁﬁlegical climate of an organlzatlon,

B

institutional envixonment, and organizational atmosphere synonymously
<

(Pace, 1971:5; Small et al., 1976:29) .
"Ofganizational “limate has been defined in very broad terms
such as the personality of the organization (Forehand and Gilmer, 1964),

the feel\ef the employees (Dessler, 1977:2é6), or, "an umbrella concept”
(nall.et al., 1975:226). »Lonsdale, as cited by Wilson ﬂl966:l4), .
defined o;ganizat}onal ciimate as "a global assessment of tne in;eraction
dimension within é%e ofganiiatlon, or }n other words, o% the extent of

L]

the task-needs integration." csoka (1975) added the idea that 1£ is a groub

property, rather than an individual property. Csoka also suggested that




Cag . < . o ; . i ) .

the global assessment'is,made by the organization's“membersl Schneider

‘
3

.and Hall . (1972 448) supported such a concept. They stated:

Cllmate is a perceptlon that results from the numerous wants
‘occurring to and ‘around people and m§§ afféct day to day job
experlence. . +.. Climate exists in the perceptlohs by 1nd1V1duals
‘of " 'their: organlzatlonal env1ronment.‘ Cok ; :

Having reéviewed various climate Studies, Lawler et al. (1974:139)

concluded: "Most studies do seem tQ agree that organizational climate
" can be considered an employee's subjective impression or perception of

his organization."
. - .
Definitions of organizational clirg
. w :

. »

e may be derived from the
views that theorists hold of the relation®¥#fip of climate to other aspects
of the oré&qization. Orgaqizationai climateemay be conceived of a% (1)

an indbpendent variable, (2) an interveﬁiﬁg ox moderating variable; or

(3) a dependentvvariablel Heilriegel and Slocum\(l974)"used such a

+ »classification to survey and categorize studies of organiZational climate.

Aside from being,used as a means of classifying research‘studies, the

~
e

approach of viewing oréanizational climaté as‘an independeht, interveging
or dependent vagﬁable is also useful in determining how future research

/ :
stuglies may be conducted. If climate“is conceived of as an;independent
variable, it.is viewed as the constant variable in the'stady‘of ofganiza—
t;ons. Other aspects of the'organization are then pelieved to be
dependent on organizationalyclimate. Kerlinger {(1964:39) stated:

An independent variable is the presumed cause of the dependent
variable, the presumed effect. The independent variable 1s the
antecedent; the dependent variable 1s the consequence.

Most frequently, organizational climate has been tﬁought of as an

independent variable influencing the satisfaction of the organization's

members (Dessler, 1976:187).' Various researchers have studied this .

26



relat10nsh1p.1 Prltchard and Kara51

ck (1973) found that satlsfactlon .

-

of workers lncreased when managers were percelved to be supportlve.

Kaczka and Kirk (1968) reported inc

oy

reased satlsfactlon on the part of

workers 1n an employee centered cllmate. Cawsey (1973) concluded from

hls study that satlsfactlon lncreas

ed when 1nd1VLduals percelved the

g

- L . ’
env1ronment as having achlevement opportunity. Frledlander and Margulles

(1969) also foundthat organizatidn
They“found{in'addition{ However, th
T e

on the relationship. iForehand and

env1ronment affects 1nd1v1dual memb

al climate affected ij satisfaétion.
P 4

at thefmeﬁher'sfvaluesvhad an effect
Gilmer "(1964) suggested that the

ers in three ways: (1) the~member's

perception of the environmental stimuli. This lncludes both p051t1ve

.o

stimuli such as goals to be achieved, and negative st;muli such as

economic constraints on the organiz

-
.

ation;  (2) the constraints upon

the member's freedom. -Both management and strd%ture are viewed as

potent;al constraints upon freedom;

of rewards and punishment. .,
- o
Organizational dlimate is t

faction but also~productivity. Aga

' Costley, Down

by numerous studies:

a climate was péréeiyedito be'achie
tended to behi¢e in a way that®woul
Hand, Richards and Sloeum (1973) no

increased performance with an incre

1968) found that there was a

. D

an employee centered climate. Hell

. A
that the relationship &etween clima

t s
and (3) the.organization's system

s

-

hought not only to affect’%ob satis-
)

' # yad !

in, the hypothesis has begn confirmed
ey and Blumberg (1973) found that if
vement and reward orlented members

d lead to achievement and reward. -
ted that'management perceived

ase in participatron. Kaczka and
general inpcrease in.performande in

riegel and Slocum (1974) suggested

te and performance was more tenuous

27
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. . ) . .

than the relatibnship of climate and satisfaction. ~The: dimension - -
T ST o AR S T

{re$pénsible‘fér'the‘effectyonfboth satisfaction and pfoductivity may.

L Lo B < R . 3 Sl
be management alore. ‘Marrow, Bower and Seashore.(l967)_studledfthé

‘éiima#eipé;ceppiops Qf mi§dle,méﬁégemenéjénd supe#yisors{"Theyfpbté§7»
ﬁhé£.d;chénéé in~thé‘@;ﬁé§eménﬁ;;ith.aﬁ'émbﬁééié.én‘ineréésedipaftiéi_' el '. :;~
patiég feéulped'in}inereased prbduc;ion, declininé cést;é ééc#egsea
turnévef; ;nd deéreased training fime. 'Litwin ana Strinéér (l968$*

~also repprted that leadership styles tended to affect the scores in their

)

study; They found that an "authoritarian climatéh led to decreased ;7

satisfaction and decreased productivity; a "friendly cliﬁfte" resulted
in'iﬁgreased‘satisfaction pbut decreased productivity; and an lachievement

climate" was related to an increase in Both'sétisfaction and produbtivity, : ﬂg"ﬁ'

Batchler (1977) found that behavior of school administrators changed in
e : .
a simulated setting as climate was manipulated“from innovative to rules

oriented and from permissive to close supervision.

"While some have conceptualized organizational climate as an

! r = i B 3 B . ‘
infependent variable . ting employee's job satisfaction and pro-
: 2" -

B \"1‘)—‘?- 5 .

ductivity

o

’others have Vie&ed'organizational climate as the dependent .

variable. Kerlinger (1964:39) stated:
. A"3

" The dependent variable, of c0u£se, is the variable predicted .
to, whereas th& independent variable is predicted from. The
dependent variable, Y, is the presumed effect, which varies con-
stantly with changes or variation in the independent variable, X.

B

: &
Lawler, et al. (1974:140) stated:

Given the apparent significance of organizational climate with
respect to job satisfaction and performance, it would seem impor-
tant to identify the determinants of organizational climate. Only
if these determinants are known will it be feasible to initiate
change within organizations which will result in a more productive
and satisfying climate. The research on attitude formation suggests

¢



1Organizational climate»may_be:Studied-as’the_variable dependent‘on

that people s perceptions of an’ organizatlon s-‘climate: Should be

related to’ the gszghglogically important characteristics ‘of ‘the
g7objective -envirdhment which ex1sts in the’ organization. Research

has: also' shown that the important aspects of " the work environment
Vinclude the 1nterpersonal style of the leaders, ‘the. nature of the
interpersonal relationship -among . peers, the nature of the joh, the
structure of the organization, and ‘the reward system., ‘

organizational dimensionSISuch:as deadership?behavior,lOrganizationaln.
strd;tnre,'and‘technology{ thWln and Stringer (1968), by varying

leadership styles in Simulated organizations,’were able to observe the

-

effect that leadership had first on creating three difﬁerent:climates(

which then resulted in differénces in motivation; performance and

~

-

‘satisfaction,g. B T oo o " SR :. ‘ (R

N

" In a number of studies, using the Likert instrument, climate was

viewed as the dependent variable and training programs Were the independent

variables. The findings indicated that'training“programsnand‘TFgroup
programs did‘indeed have an affect on members' perception'of“climate;

In studies using climate as the dependent variable and using the Litwin

Sl

and Stringer instrumentcé} was generally the leadership or aspects of

leadership process which were considered the independent variable. Other

researchers used aspects of the orgahization's structure as the indepen-
. / . . A

dent variable. Stimson and LaBell (1971), for example, found that an

increase in,structure and centralization in a school caused teachers to
perceive their organization's climate as closed; George and Bishop

(1971) had similar results in their study. Schneider and Bartlett (l970l,
Schneider and 'Ha11¥(1972r'a/;1d Stimson and LaBell (1971) all found that

perceptions of climate were different for organizational members at

different levels in the,organization‘s hierarchy. Findings such as

<29
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'these have caused some to wonder 1f there lS one ox perhaps 1f there are

tnumerous cllmates ‘in an organlzatlon (Johannessen in Hellrelgel and

"‘51Bcum, 1974 256)

It lS concelvable that 1nd1v1duals at dlfferent levels of the

‘3h1erarchy, 1n dlfferent formal or 1nformal gfoups, w1th varylng degrees‘"

of, 1nvolvement and commltment would not have ldentlcal perceptlons of

'leadershlp behav1or organlzatlonal COnstralnts, and so on Although

At is questlonable whether there lS only

~.‘climate is -a.group. c t,

. one group in an organization}_vaans.(l976:139),statedé

] Organlzatlonal members performlng dlfferent roles tend to
'have dlfferent perceptlons of the cllmate, if only because of

(a) a lack of role consensus, (b) a- lack -of unlformlty in role
’soc1allzatlon,-and (c) a dlver51ty in patterns of- role-set
‘1nteractlons T e Members of dlfferent organlzatlonal subunlts
tend to have different. perceptlons of the cllmate because of
dlffere t role- set configurations, different subgoals, and -
dlfferent_commltments to theﬁaoals of - the organlzatlon as-a
whole. - -

T

=)
t

Organxzatlonal cllmate lS not always concelved of as. a dependengﬁlv

fh
or as. an 1ndependent varlable, but may rather be concelved of as an ‘
i . ) o

1nterven1ng'or moderatlng varlable In this: respect organlzatlonal

L]
. L )

climate has been referred to as a "go between or‘fllnk" {Dessler,
'?1976-190);‘a "brldge v?bessler, 1977:287), or a "fllter" betWeen
oroanlzatlonal characterlstrcs such as. structure, technology, leadership,
ngle, and aspects of members' feelings and behav1or such as motlvatlon,
satlsfactlon;.performance (Litwin and Stringer, 1968: 43) Kerlinger

(196A 44 suggested that "Intervenlng variables are terms 1nvented to

aocount for 1nternal and dlrectly unobservable psychologlcal processes

that in turn account for behavior."” Dessler (1976 184) developed a .

model (see Figure 3) for organlzatlonal analy515, illustrating organiza-

’ O
tional climate as an intervening variable. In his model Dessler deplcted
- ‘ )

]
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Figure 3

Organizational Clima?e-as an Intervening Variable

"+ 31



32

C .
.

organlzatlonal cllmate as a varlable 1nterven1ng between organlzatlonal

. structure and leader behav1or on the one hand and motlvatlon, behav10r
and satlsfactlon of 1nd1v1duals and groups on’ the other hand Dessler
: ‘ ‘ ‘w‘ .

(1977 287) also developed a brldge ‘model of organlzatlonal cllmate (see

=
Flgurew4)

OrganizationalVClihate:~ The Employees'. , :‘ o
L "feel"'forl[perceptlon Jof] the objectlve‘

_ aspects of the. organlzatlon

ijectlve Aspects of tbel N ' IR : Employee Morale
Organlzatlon : - and "

--0rg. Structure N U . ehavror . ..

~-Policies & Procedures ‘ :

~-Leadership Style
~-Performance . .
appralsal tools, etc., o , L g

—_—

. Flgure 4

The Ofganlzatlonal Climate Bridge

I3

'1 In this model Dessler agaln viewed organlzatlonal cllmate as an lnter—
venlng varlable ‘He deplcted organlzatlonal structure,‘£§11c1es and

procedures, leadershlp style, and system for reward or punlshment as
N

the 1ndependent varlables affecting climate. The dependent variables

in Dessler's model were employee morale and behavior.  The model

- )

suggested that organizational structure, policies, leader:snip style and

reward-punishment procedures do not have a‘direct effect og morale and
‘ ) e

behavior;, but rather'that they effect morale and behavior indirectly



thfoudh'the intervening variable of oiganizational climate. Lawler
et al. (1974:140)‘defihéd'organizational'climéte as: e

.. an 1nterven1ng variable, caused by 1ndependent varlables

such as job. activities and organlzatlonal structure, - and in turn

™ influencing a Varlety of output variables which' are important to
the organlzatlon as .a system as well "as to the 1nd1v1dual employee.

As an intervening yariable,“Litwin and_Stringer (ré68:43) referred to
organizational climate as a moderating influence on, or a filter between
organizational -realities and,member;behavior“ Hellriegel and Slocum

(1974) reported several studies in which climate was conéeived of as.y
an igtervening variablei' Tn' a study by:MarrOW et‘al; (1967) it was
noted that a change.in top managément, rew;rds; traininé programé
'(indepéﬁden;.variaﬁles{; resulted in a éhange of climate ambng midd;;
management members as=idenfifiea py the Likert climate-inétrumenﬁ.

»The’change in climate (intervening variable) Wa§laccompanied by‘incfeased.
‘produétivity> décréased costs, and decreaseg'émployée turnover (dependent:
variablés). Litwin aﬁd Sﬁringer (1328), using Form‘A bf thérc;imate -
" instrument they devéloped) idéntified vério@s.typés‘of organizationalw
climates aé intervgping between léadership style (independenf variable);
and satisfaction,‘pr@dqétivitf, innovativeness, and'a po;itive attitude
toward the grodp (dééénaént vafiables).l Hand, Richards and Slocum,(l973),
usihg tréining programs (independent variable) for middlewmanagersf

fpund that if the organization was perceived as consultative by members
who had participated in the trainiﬁg programs, éhefe was én imprOQement

in perfo;mancé (dependent variable). |

The method of studying climate will depend soméwhat on whéther

organizational climate is conceived of as an independent, intervening, or

dependent variable.

.}
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* DIMENSIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE _

- o Hellriegel and Slocum (1974) suggested that although organlzatlonal

3

::cllmate may. be v1ewed from a very broad range of dlmen51ons, mpst

researchers of organlzatlonal cllmate have coﬁfiped themselves to a -
. A
core of varlables. They stated that organlzatlons\con51st of people,

structures, tasks, and technology, and that cllmate research has conflned

itself to people first _.and structure second Halpln and Croft (1968),

for example, cla551f1ed climate as open or closed dependlng on the human
’%htéraction patterns within the organizations. Herman et al. (1975:206)
supported the view that human interaction is the single most important

aspect of organizations. They suggested-

5

Organizations are huﬁan Systems. Though an organization may
be characterized byﬁits physical structure, it functions only (\.
"when the people fllllng eiip structural position act and interact.

Hellrlegel and Slocum (l974 261) stated that in ‘most climate

(3
instruments there was strong emphasis on peoggle, moderate emphasis on

structure, moderate or slight emphasis on task, and slight or .no emphasis
oh&technology. An explanatlon for conflnlng cllmate studles mainly to
1nteract1od may be that perceptlons and behav1ors are thought to bg
atfected primarly by dinteractions with peers and leaders.
Other researchers ;e.g.,uGormah‘ahd Molloy, l97;, Lawrence, and
Lorsch, 1969; Litwin and Stringer, 1968) have included a broader ranqe
of dimensions. Litwin and Stringer, for example, added structural
variables to human interaction dimensions.» Campbell et-al. (1970:400),

K
v

referring to Indik's (1965) research, warned:

L
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+ .. . . focusing prematurely on indeéendent variables that are .
too distant from the behavior of interest may obscure meaningful %
relationships or 1ead to explanations for "significant". results ’
that are misleading. , In contrast, focusing only on psychological
" processes as antecedents prOhlbltS being able to specify what
organizational characterlstlcs are responSLble for the behaV1oral

" effeehs. .

- Tagiuri (1{)68:14, 21) +added:

. . . the gquestion then arises as to what should be:included
in the concept of envirgnment; what elements-or aspects of. the
environment should be focused on.

In pr1nc1ple just about anything makes a difference to behavior,
yet to include everything is not usiful, in either the objective’
or the subjective case . . ,. . :

One needs, thHerefore, to be somewhat arbitrary in order to
settle the matter at all. _ ' )

Campbell ?t al. (1970:353) examined the conceptualizatian and -
instrumené devélopment in fou&'major studies in the area of organiza-
£iona1vclimate. The instruments examined weremthose of Lifwin and
Stringer (1968)f Schneifler and Bartlett (1968), Kahn et al.® (1964),
and‘Tagiuri (1961). Campbéil et al. {(1970) found that each iﬁcluded somé
_aspect of the following five core dimensions: ]

1. Individual autonomy, referred to individual reépénslbility, .
indépendence, rules ortentation, and initiative. Campbell et al. (19270:
393) stated thwt "the keystone of this dimensi;n is the freedom of the
individual to Qe his own boss and reserve considerable deéision making

power fo} himself." —

2. The degree of structure imposed upon the position, included

» .
‘7

leader behavior such as initiating structure, superVLSlon, and directions.
Campbell et al. (1970:393) stated that "the principle elemént is the
degree to which the ijectives of, and methods for the job are estab-

lished and communicated to the individual by superiors."

e



3.- Reward orientation, included promotion and recogliition practices, .
as well as an achievement emphasis.™.
N [}
o A Al

4. Consideration, warmth, support, referred to aspgcts)of .

conside;ation and trust on the part of the leader.
v @ o .
5. The group, referred to coope:ativeness,,tolerance of coyflict,

_ 6 -

. interpersonal peer relat;onships, and an honest, open relationship 6ng_

.

peers. : .o .

The Litwin and Stringer (1968) instrument, selected for the present

. . .
. ) . . e r
research, included the core dimensions identified by Campbell et al.

/

(1970). ™

. ) CONCEPTUAL ISSUES £

.

Lau‘(1976)‘identified'five areas of concern in the conceptualiza-
tibn of organizational climate.

1. There are ghose who contend that organizational climate is

i , - N
comprised of both organizational and personal variables. Lau (1976)

) C . J C e . .
stated that perception studies involve "individual filtering processes

: . . . .
and interpretation of situational data." He concluded that such

4

studies rgglect both the individual and situatfonal characteristics.

. I ’

The interactionist hypothesis is based on a belief that orgaﬁizational

s

behavior is a joint function of individual and situational factors as

o - - .
opposed to the personalist or situational} view. Lau cited studies

2

A

which indicate that organizational climate perceptions vary on the basis
of age, sex, tenure, education, job type, and job level. Lau concluded:
. /

"It appears necessary to use both individual and group level data to study

¢
the impact of organizations upon their members." Forehand (1968) added




X3 . . A

. ' . & . »

-

.

that organizational climate involves at least three sets of variables:

.

(1) environment, . (2) personal, and (3) outcome. He defined ci&mate as
a concept referring to a configuration of environmental conditions
!

. . . N ) NN 3
) Q ? 1

. experienced by participants and influencing their?behavior. He ‘suggested

: a /
that climate may be viewed as an interaction between environmental and

personal variables. ’Euch a cond pt is the basis of Pace and Stern's "~

~
N

» J
(1958) needs-press model based on Murray IS (1938) alpha-beta ‘press model.

.

Other researchers of organlzatlonal cllmate emphasized group
. Ll

membershlp rather than individual characteristics. Sells (1968:87) for

v

example, stated: ’ s - .
e -
.. organlzatlonal climate appears to be a function of the

,cultural patterns of organizgtions and to include those generalized

orientations of members which are (a) shared by a’majorlty of
members of a unit, (b) acqulred in relation to factors specific

-

to the organizational 51tuatlon. -

He stated further that subsystems rather than systems may have unique

climates (or consensus of climate perceptions). Herman and Hulin (1972),

°

following their study, concluded thag perceptlons of organpgzational

cllmate and ]Ob attitudes were related more to the employeeS\/nggtlon

B

in the otganization than to their other personal characteristics. They

, organizationelly‘ériented rather than evaluative and individually
Q ' - .
orignted. Hellriegel and Slocym (1974) agreed that "the units of

analysis tend to be attributes of the organization or specific subsystems

r

rather than the individual.". They suggested that 1t be assumed that

-
u

individuals w1th1n a given subsystem or hlerarchlcal level would have

7 similar perceptions about their climate. Tagiuri,(l968:24—2§) added

Hl ) -

that9%1limate is: _ . : .

el ’ *

concluded that organizational climate studies should be descriptive and



.

(:)n
. »o- P ;» ‘ .
. . . . a particular configuration of situation variables . . .
phenomenologically external to the actor who may, however, feel
he contributes to its naturef. . . . It is based on charac-

“

teristics of extephal realit

2.- The fédﬁndancywhuestion remains a problem for researchers of
. organizational climate. According to Hellriegel and Slocum (1976:263)

"job satisfaction often varies according to the .subject's perception_of
.o . . ﬂ‘ :‘ ., .
*his organizat;on's climate." In“response to such a statemeQt Johannesson°
(1973) and Gurion (1973) suggested tﬁé; organizational climate 1s 1in fact
redundant with job satisfaction. That is, that th%y measure the same
- . a - )
thing and have the ' same dimensioné{;%ia Follette and Sims (1975)

o

addressed "the issue of the similarityf or redundancy of organizational

. - o o - Y
cXjQate and joéﬂ;atisfaction. ThHey researched the correlations of items 4
N ' ’ . ® - N
}L gt Litwin and Stringer (1968) .Climate Questionnaire, the fHouse -and '
" ;4l- ' s . ’
"andte e 4 . o o L
@ )(1072) Organizational Practices Questionnaire, the Smith, Kendall

4

and Hulin (1969) Job Description Index, and a Job Performance Evaluation. IS
N, ' .

They concluded (1975:275-276): - % %

The fact that organizational climate and satisfaction are
related in some manher 1is patently clear-§romfthe literature
(Hellriegel arid Slocum,l974)1 and. has again been confirmed by

. this study. Yet, whether one accepts the redundancy assumption e
or the causalrt§ assumption remains largely a matter of sub-
jective judgement. : : N

- 4

Hellriegel-eamd—Sieeum (1974:256) suggested that there 1is a very fine

distinction between climate and satisfaction. They stated that instruments

»

.to measure climate describe the:environment, while satisfaction instru-
. o . :

ments evaluate it. Because of the close relationship they suggested
it is expected that there would be overlap of .the.dimensions of climate
) Y ’ o -

and satisfaction. Organizational climate is considered the cognitive
) ©

.description of organizational realities as‘perceived by organ{:ational

o>



a

/

me 's perception. .

. It has been a fairly common:assumptibn that climate affects ‘:Zj

B

S : . . ‘
‘satifsfactiony - Results of studles have supported the assumptlons.‘

R - o
Q .. N

Johannesson {1973: 142), howeVer{ suggested‘that "description of-Qnéfs
environment or situatign is directly affected by the satisfaction with
the environment."’ Hellriegel and’' Slocum (1974:257) suggested that "it

s premature to assert that job satisfaction causes climate or climate
causes job satisfaction.“ Yet if organirational climate is viewed as

an independentdvariab}e it is assumed to be 2 causal factor. Lau (1976),

o

-
/
/

/ referring to Schneider's (1975) explanacion’, noted that (a) job satis-
faction‘stddiés.arerevaluatlve, whereas organizational climate studies
o » - :

are descriptive; and (b) job satisfaction studies analyze individual
- \' '
responses, whereas climate studies anulyze organizations (systems or
S i Sy
subsystems) . .
3. The level of analysis question relates to the problem‘ofwﬁ

averaging ail responses f£6r a total arganization. Lau 41976) contendéd -
. o > - (A ' B

that there may he a lack of consensus because "some grdﬁps within ‘an™ 1.

8,
v

organization do, in fact, have obﬁeetibely differeng&cl{mates." As a
; . - ) o
result it may be of value to identify the climate in groups (subsystems)

rather than averading,al?»:esponses. :
. ) ¥ K] b
4. Lau (1976)° questloned whether organlzatlonal cllmate should be -
. g,‘ . @A o [
étdled by Ob]eCthe or subjectlve measures or by a comblnatlon of these.

Obj ectlve cllmate assessment 1ncludes measures“ﬁhlch ma be observed
J

N ‘f ‘,F
N B & .

dlrectly or 1dentef1vd obj tlvely Jike slze, structure, levels of

Kl

o8 . ~

. N \
el
.
@ . -
. .
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<

hierarchy,. and_so‘on.n Subjective

.

. 1nd1rect measures such as perceptlon

w

N - e .'L/ ) )
clipate assesS@ﬁntS_are based upon

[

°

5. The prob}em of 1dent1fy1ng cllmate dlmensions addresses the

issue of which dlmenslons are descrlptlve and organlzatlonally orlented

o
o

rather than evaluatlve and lndLV1dually oraented. »Lad'(l976:15)

suggested that the dlmenslons "should permlt reIatlvely homogeneOus

-

descriptions within an organizagion, but allow the researcher to descrlbe

«

the characteristics of different organizatiqnal entities."

N

METHODS OF STUDYINC ORGANIZATIONAL ‘ /
CEIMATE _ /
© ' i -
@ ° N
The way in" which organizational climate is researched depends  °

—

largely d;/the researchexr's conceptualization'of‘the term. Russell

(1974:80-81), for example, suggested that the st&df\of organizational

°

]

climate may be approached'in threeadifferent ways. He suggested first

o
o

that organizational climate may be measured objectively. "The _implication

is that organizational climate 1is

dependent updn those as@%pts of an

°

organization which can be observed. For Pugh, et al. (1965), this might

&

have meantaobservation of the organization's structure. . For Astin and’

a

o

Holland (1961) 1t might jhave cons

-

isted of a study of member's behavior. In
é

either case, an outsider (researcher) might, by observ1ng and descrlblng

specific aspects of an organization, assume that he is describing tnat

a

vorganization'seclimate. Forehand

observatlon research as "fleld st

L3

o

in measuring the opjettive characterlstlcs (structure, technology, context)

of an: organization, the assumptio

and Gllmer (1964) referred to the

udies. The objectivity of a field

" gtudy would be‘an advantage over other more subjectlve studles ' However,

'

’ “@' =;
n may be made that structural ‘or th chnlcal

a o

PN,

a0
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s
M,

. tions as well: (1) that'"students behavior , . . will be .inH¥

H
~

measures of an organlzatlon w1thout 1nd1v;dual or group 1nterpretatlon, are

“ )

adequate measures of, organlzatlonal cllmate. Hellrlegel and 510cum (1974«

2
’260) noted that although objectlve measurements have the advantage of

o

accuracy and rellablllty‘\they have three dlStlnCt dlsadvantages..(l)

:Jarlables are often.so numerous thatvlnterpretatlon;%ecomes dlfflcult, (2)
variables\do not lndlcate cdearly how objectlve aspects of - an organlzatlon
aff;ét its functioning{ (3) ob]ectlve aspects may be expected to affect
behavior only indirectly as perceptions of a*situation directly affeét

R S g v . :
behavior.

L3
°

Russell (1974 260) referred to a second approach to the study of
@

organlzatlonal cllmate as a descrlptlon, by the organlzatlon s members,‘of

their own activities. The Inventory of College Activities, for example, .

was used by students to describe their own activities and behav1or. Self

~descriptive studies are based on the;assumption that certain types of

d1v1duals are attracted to certain specific organlzatlons (Russell~

1974:81). Self descrlptlve studles appear to b?//ased on two. oth

N o

,environmental stimuli,™ and (2) - that an assessment of students
is an accurate assessgent of the environmental stimuli. In other words,

it assumes £hat by asse551ng the outcome$ of organlzatlonal,climate,

W

v as behav1or, satisfaction, prodUctivity, the actual cllmate is descrlbed.

x
.

Another approach £o the assessment of organlzatlonal climate is -

‘throﬁdh the perception of participants (Russell, 1974:81; Forehand and
. A

B

"Gilmer, 1964). A study may focus on the perceptions of various groups

- such as managers, employees, OY clients. In an educationa: institution

. P . . . e )
it may be the perceptions of students, faculty .or administrators. Pace's

College and University:Environment Scales is an example of an instrument

° . . '

i
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% .
Syl

B i

‘whlch assesses organlzatlonal cllmate through the perceptlons of students. _

‘:.Hellrlegel and Slocum (1974 260) have suggested
e f To the extent a cllmate researcher has a strong 1nterest 1n :
understandlng angd: ant1c1pat1ng the human component w1th1n organr
1zatlons 1t 1s probably de51rable to employ perceptual measures.;wc-
- ‘,. . .Mr%‘_.q"‘.“ . . ,vA . PN
'Because people behave in accordance w1th thelr percepglons 1t 1s thelr

, /
per eptlons whlch prov1de the reallty of the 51tuatlon for them (Lorsch

v ) . . . . . -, R

-and Morse, 1974 69)

P

Forehand ana Gllmer (l964) referred to another method as the"ﬂi

4 experlmental method in Wthh determlnants of cllmate are manlpulated-tom

_assess the’ efgect of the_change on the cllmate of the organlzatlon, as to

.,

the ease or dlfflculty with Wthh cllmate may be changed. Litwin and

@trlnger (1968), for example, manlpulated leadershlptstyles to determlne

»

the effect of various styles of leadershlp on organlzatlonal cllmate.

o
)

'Fbr the purpose of this study the deflnltlons used b] Hellrlegel

and Slocum (l974) Lawler et al (l974)‘and»Steers‘(1977) were useful.

. subsystems, and that may be lnduced from the way that organiza-
tion and/or its’ subsystems deal with their members and envlronJ
ment (Hellrlegel and Slocum, l974 256) T

.". . climate is an 1nterven1ng varlable, caused by lndependent
variables such-as job activities and. organizational structure and
in turn- 1nfluenc1ng a variety of output variables which are impor-

*  tant to the organization as a system as well as to the individual:

employee (Lawler et al., l974 140).

: when we discuss the concept of . organlzatlJnal cllmate, we are
talking about the perceived properties or ‘characteristics found
in the work environment that result largely from actions taken
censciously or unconsciously by an organization and that presumably
affect subsequent behav1or (Steers, 1977:100-101).

42,



'eand processes (1ndependent varlables), and attltudes and behav1ors of«

'of the organlzatlon (see Flgure 5). Conceptually cllmate was v1ewed as

fthe 1nterven1ng varlable between objectlve organlzatlonal structures

‘ *

’organlz@tlonal members (dependent varlables)

0y

Independent Vériable; Intervening Variable . “Depéndent Variable -

S IR EARSS s ST ' S 3 o : .
‘Organi;ational,“- ”OrgapizatiOnal Attitudes
Structures ——>=-| . . Climate . and -
and ‘Processes PR o Behaviors -
D ] . h .
” ‘:‘-,-:? — . - .. i
'Figure 5

“@he Relatlonshlp of Cllmate .to Other Aspects

.of an Organlzatlon
o

Although this model was useful: for the purpose of conceptuallvlng

organlzatlonal cllmate as lt,related to other aspects of organlzatlonal

structure and’
B : ;
aspects of‘@rganlzatlons on orgaﬂﬁzatlonal cllmate Thus cllmate was »

s

studled as a varlable dependent on the 1ndependent variables of structure

and‘process.“

.

Litwin and Stringerb(l968:42—43), referring to realities-of an

organization such as structure, leadership, policy practices, decision
. ' 2 : -

.

making processes, stated:

The realltles of" the organlzatlon are Gnderstood orily as they
. 'are perceived by menbers of the organlzatlon, allowing climate
“to be v1ewed as.a- fllter through whlch objectlve phenomena must
vpass.- » :

qprocess, thls study focused only on  the effects of selected

43



h a perceptual phenemonon. Steers (1977 lOO) referred to "theppercelved

o4
)

-/

For the purposes of thls study, organlzatlonal cllmate/was v1ewed as.

prqpertles or characterlstlcs found 1n the work env1ronment "[ Taglurlylﬁ

(1968 25) stated "It [cllmate] is ln the actor s or observer s head

though not necessarlly in a conscxous form, but 1t is based on charac—

o

-

teristics‘of external reality. Forehand and Gllmer (1 964 364) suggested

DR

that “causal variables (structure, ob]ectLVes,'superv1sory practlcesL o

etc ) lnteract w1th personallty to produce perceptlon ‘ Althdugh Herman'

et al (l975 228 229) agreed that cllmate perceptlon was affected by

"both personal and env1ronmental characterlstlcs, results of thelr study

' led them to conclude that'l:j" : | Se T

- .‘; objecthe lndlces, partlcularly those related to the )
'.employee g’ p051tlon in the Organlzatlon s structure, are assoc1ated
with employee responses to their work env1ronment .. employee's
“primary frame of. reference for evaluatlng work experlences is the ’
.lmmedlate work settlng : . S
: . ~ : -
Schnelder (1972 212) agreed that "employees at dlfferent hler-"

«

archlcal levels do not tend to agree on the cllmate of thelr agency

LS

- Evan (1968 ll3) suggested that these perceptual dlfferences may be due

&

to "(a) a lack of'role consensus, (b) a lack of unlformlty of role

T

soc1allzatlon, and (c) a dlver51ty in patterns of role- set lnteractlons.

Organizational~climate was further v1ewed as a,shared perception:

" La Follette and Sims (1975:2613'defined'organizational climate operaé)

tionally as "the sum of the perceptions of individuals workinglin that

' organization." If.organiZational climate is measured by perceptions,

lt must be "flltered" through 1nd1v1duals.' The individual's experiences

will'affect his perceptions. Herman, Dunham, and Hulln (1975) concluded

“that members':responSes to their work environment were affected primarily .

9

I

N

14



o

by a‘member”s position in the organiéation's structure. . The character—

1st1cs studled were those whlch 1dent1f1ed the 1nd1v1dual as part of
a group (subsystem) ’ Taglurl (1968 28) stated that organlzatlonal

cllmate,"ls capable of belng shared (as consensus) by several persons

v . SRERY R g s
~:QIin»thelsituation'(the group), and it is interpreted ln”terms of’ sharedv
‘ meaning (with some»individual“variation”around.a*conSensus)s" -LitWin

,'and Strlnger (1968 +66) deflned organlzatlonal cllmate operatlonally as
,"the sujibf the perceptlons of 1nd1v1duals worklng ln that organlzatlon

'[subsystem or group] ‘ Herman et al (1975 31) stated "employees in

S as partlcular work 51tuatlon are respondlng psychologlcally 1n a hlthy

3

' consistent‘fashion.U

® Based on a review of the»theoretlcal and research literature
lrelated to‘organizational climate‘a‘conceptual model was developed for
fthls study L ',‘~ o e R grli B ‘1

In a broad sense organlzatronal cllmate was v1ewed as an 1nter—

vening'variable'influenced by organizational structures‘and processes

and, in turn, influencing attitudes'andvbehaviors'of~organizational'
»‘members.k In thls research however, the dlmen51ons of organlzatlonal
‘cllmate ware studled only as the varlable affected by‘the lndependent
{dvariables of.group and organl;atlonal characterlst;cs.

@3»Organizational climate was:conceptualized as,perceptions of

organizational structures and processes. Since climate perceptions are
‘ “ Y : ' 1

based on‘actual practices- in an Organization, the'perception may be

‘shared hy members experlen01ng the same system or subsystem,' Consequently,

'organlzatlonal members who are separated by factors such as hlerarchlexlu

45
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‘Ievels,'rank, stétus and work assignment,. may v&ry in théir‘ekperfences“.

and.in the resulting perceptions of climate. These were among the.
w

.variablés‘examinedﬁin this study.
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- . CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METnoDoLoGy R - S

The® four major aspects of this chapter are:'f(l)‘developmeht of the
research problem{‘%2)‘population selection,m(3) instrument selection

-

- and development}\and (4) research methodology.
DEVELOPMENT OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

-

Y

Recent studles, such as those by Herman et al. (1975), Forehand

" and Gllmer (1964), Porter and Lawler (1965), lndlcated that employees

descrlptlon of thelr work env1ronment is positively correlated w1th ™

thelr pOSltlon in the organlzatlon. C BRI

1 . "\,'

Thls study focused spec1f1cally on the 1mpact of selected group

°
k4 a

characterlstlcs -on perceptlon of cllmate. Most of the~selected_charac—

’terlstlcs related to the group member s position within the organlzatlonal

_structure.

[3

| Johnstor (1976) attempted to verify differences in individual- -
organizational relationships and to determine the factors which accounted‘“

for- the differences. Hewfound.that:time with the organization affected

responses. Those members who ‘had been with“the organization for more

than three years percelved the cllmate as more functional and supportive
\ .

than dld members who had been with the organlzatlon for less than two
years. He also found that those who had been with the organlzatlon,for,
‘a longer period of time tended to .be higher in the hierarchy and more

> -~

comfortable in interacting with their superiors. Payne and Mansfield



*
9

(1973:525) found,th?t thosé‘members who were higher in the hierarchy ,

perceived their organization as: (1) less authoritarian, (2) more

-

éﬁimulating, (3)yﬁore‘friéhdiy, aﬁd k4)‘more inclined tg_beﬁinnovative.
( Pé%per and Lawiér &1965)'alsd found that hié:archical level aff%;teq_.
job peréép£ioﬁs.- The;e and other similar findings led to the research
’p"bieh:‘ HOW>dO‘SpeéifiC iroﬁpcharécteristics‘éuéh as poéitibn, status,

security, ®experience, length of time' with the organiéation, age, type

- Of contract, and major responsibilities effect faculty members' perception
of organizational climate in universitytschools of nursing? .

Consideration was given to those variables which might be

significant to poéition within the ¢fganizétion of faculty members of
university schools of nursing. Many of the variables, such as age,

experience, rank, status, tenure, and majbf responsibility were common
. . o o » o . r.
to other university departments. The variable of cliniéal or ¢lassroom

teéching'may‘be'somewhat mére unique to departments which have practicums.

POPULATION=SELECTTION

Selection of Institutions

N On the bésis oﬁlingeraction with faculty membe;g from the faculty
of nursing and department of_?duéatyonai administration at the University .
of Albérta'it.was agreed to.conduct the research.in selected Caﬁadian
qﬁiversity schools of nursing. The schools of nhrsiﬁg were se%ected

on the following crite;ia:

\ .
1. “English speakinq. Schools ﬁsing only, or primarily; the French

language were eliminated;in order to avoid the problems of translation

and .interpretation.

48



2. Hav1ng a master s program It was believed that this criterion
. IQI\ -
would,facilitate 'the sélection of schools with a greater, proportlon of -

o

faculty with preparation at.advanced ‘levels, and at. associate or full

professor ranks. A Canadian ASSOClathn of Unlver51ty Schools of Nur51ng

.i

Newsletter (1977) prov1ded the 1nformat1bn necessary for ldentlfylng

schools yith a master S degree program. : >

Seven Canadian university schools of nursing met theé criteria of

v

language and program. Letters requestlng perm1551on to condﬁct the study
/:

were written to. the deans/dlrectors of these schools (see Appendix B).

Subsequent telephone calls to the deans/dlrectorsﬁwere made to cl rify
. : . -
the purposes of the study six of the selected schools agreed to&partici- .

o

pate in the study; the seventhlschool declined because of their involve-

ment in a major evaluation of their program.

%
Selection of Individual
Respondents

7

o

All members of the faculty of the part1c1pating schoolsywere

invited to participate in the study. These included: administrative and

teaching facultys full_time and part time faculty, as well as faculty -

assigned to clinical teaching only and those who spent some OIr all of

their time in lecturing, researching, etc.

¢+
INSTRUMENT SELECTION AND DEVELOPMENT

—_—

Instrument Selection

Several climate instruments were examined. Halpin and Croft (1963)

developed the Organizational Cllmate Description Questionnaire for thejr

study of elementary school climates. qrhg instrument, thoudgh w1dely used,

was confined to social interaction dimensions of an organization.



-

After using the Halpin and Croft Organizatiqnal Climate Descpip-

tion'Questionnaire in his own research, Andrews (1965:332) congludea:
i, R .

Assessment of the evidence presented éupports the,cohclusion . ’
that the overall. climate categbrization may be considered only '
as descriptioné of commonly oceurring patterns of principal-
staff interactions Or leadership. The term "or nizational
climate,"_however, is so much broader than the" tual measures
as to be quite nisleading. Further, the concepts "open" and
"closed," applied by analogy from' psychology. appear: to have
1ittle meaning, except in terms of @hg description of the profiles
théy represent. ' K

- 9 . . . :
He suggested that there may be more value in examinirg the dimensions

of climate within the organization rather than in labelling the climate.

. Borrevik (1972) used the Halpin and Croft (1963) instrument to

v

devélop the Organizatiénal Climate Description Questionnaire——Higher

Education for use in academic departments in colleges and universities.
o )
The subtests resembled those in the Halpin and croft (1963) instrument.

©

. .
Both instruments were confined to the medsurement of social interaction

in organizations. ™

pace (1968) also developed an instw kLo measure the climate
. . o hA . 9
- of a college or university. TQF College and :ﬁ??énsity Environment

Scales was designed to use students' perceptiéns as a measure of the

.
organizational climate. : .

3

Litwin and Stringer's (1968) Climate Questionnaire (Form B)
appeared to be a useful instrument and was selected for use in this study

&

. , . s
since it covered a fairly wide range of dimensions, including the

dimension of organizational stpucture. Based on their review of
1iterature and on theorizing, Litwin and Stringer attempted toO develop
a measurement of climate. Open ended ‘questions were sent to various

members of the General Electric Company. The Yesponses Wwere analyzed and

i
\
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N,

forty-four items in eight eategories were isolated by judgés experienced

@

, in content analysis. Dué to lacg/of’agreemeng one category wes dropped

and two were'combined Thirty-one items in six categories formed the

h’\’ ' )

bas1s ‘of the 1n1t1al«@llmate Questlonnalre (Form A).. vThq'scales consisﬁed

of : . . : : - . C
1. Structure--the feellng the workers 'have about the constraints
&) - 1n their work SLtuatlon, how many rules, regulatlons, and
L procedures there are.
2. Respon51q%11ty—-the ¥€ellng of "being your%own boss," not 2
having to double-check all of your decisions. :
3. Risk--the sense of rlsklness and challenge in the job and work
* situation. ~ ’
4z Reward--the feeling 6f being rewarded for a job well done;
the emphasis on reward versus criticism and punishment.
5. Warmth and Support--the feeling of general good [fellowship
and.,helpfulnes’s that prevails in the organization. ®
6. Conflﬁét——the feeling that management isn't afraid of different
opinions or conflict; the emphasis placed on settling differences
here and now. .
7. Expected approval--the degree of approval or dlsapproval he
would most likely receive for “this action ln hlS organization
(Litwifh and Strlnger, l968 67- 68)
In’order ;o eyaluate the con51§}ency of the scales the question- ¢§ =

' . B

naire was admlnlstered to vatlous Bisiness and unlver51ty personnel.

L

ﬂ&

Follow1ng the studles and fa or_"g ises, Lizw1n and g%gﬁnger "(1968:69)

stated:

amQunt of scéieh veri&p was demonstra;ed
revision of’ 1te§g and gearrangement»of 1te
to be called qu 5 fel e :

- N ~ »

mab"pr@biems are ralsed by the prelimary’ studles

V§Eems that ayuseful méasure of ‘organizational
ét@ated . .’} lnltlalrmeasure has been shown to
gropertles ang several studies have established “
»for the measure generally consistent with the

just descrlbed,@
dlimate has be~
possess fair ﬁf
reasonable’ v}
. theoretical mo&
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The objectives of an improved questionnaire were: (1), to reduce the

errlap of scales, (2) to clarify the scales in the original québtgonnaire,

Ead ’ . ' :

and *(3) to add schles which had been. identified by the research. Litwin °
ey ) .

and Stringer (1968:80, 81) ‘discussed how they attempted to meet thelir
To reduceothe overlap among scales, items which caused the

ere assigned _to the scale with which thére was the highest .

@

overlap-

".correlation,

o
-

=

items.,wHich correlated .similarly on two scales_were

L]

. ‘,_ : ¢ %

either omitted o {ﬁt ritten so that they would be spe&ific to one scale. \
e h y (/
v ° )

To increase the dlaritygof the scales, experts in content analysis were .

asked to analyze the itéms and the scales. Some items were rewr#tten
“as a result of the process. Also, the warmth and support scale was

divided into two scales, "One desc¢ribing the quality of warmth and .

[ N © .
friendliness, and the other describing the amount of task-related supﬁqrt
y N - X \
and encouragement experienced" (Litwin and Stringer, 1968:80).

On the basis of their studies, the researg sradded two scales:
) ) o~

82) identified .

standards and identity. L&twin and Stringer (1968"

ufﬁﬁn%gfcaies for’ihe;Climate Quéstiong§ire (Form B):

! ?. Structure. - This scale included iéems concerned Qich role

clarify, decision making structure, emphasis on formélization, channels o
bf communication,‘and_degree of standardizétion: Litwin and Stringer
kl968)‘su§gested that if a task is perceived'as placing Fonst;aints'on

.the individual due to constraints on bﬁbéijor or due-te lack of sufficient

information, the challenge of the task will be reduced. They pointed

-

. out that individuals need some power, autonomy, or participatioff in y
. ) R . @ . gg
decision making. They included .eight items in the structufbrgfale. )

Pd

2. Responsibility. The emphasis in<this scale was on autonomy,

e
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: S ) Y. s g - - ) B
use of .judgment, type of su§q£v1slon, innovativeness, and responsible’
. k] LA ’ ) B r o . L . LT A: e

" behavior. This dimension was closely related to ‘that of individual .

;”pQQéf.-&LitQiﬂ ané'5£fihéerf(1968x stated;that”gbg ipdiyidéél:ﬁeéd% aq _{‘itiu {igé

| have sqﬁ; ihflueééé with;ﬁ evéry.ggohp%ip::ﬁiéh‘he@hésamembe:éhib: | . le
Thé§ feéegfeé t§:#ik§;t'; (1?éiiiwfitiﬁ§$;5455léﬁpﬁagision iﬁd%&iaﬁai  |
{reséon;ibiiiiy Wili iéad to highér group loyaléy, higher‘gréﬁplflexibility,‘ “_J. /

“and Hﬁghef group ?erformance standards."
. g Ot

c ‘o

There were seven items used
in the responsiblity scale:

3. ReWard;\—In this scale basis. for promotion, récognition, e

a B - .
LR . . D

9encouragement and eriticism were examined. Litwin and Stringer (1968)

stated that monetary rewards alone are nét adequate. They said further
. . t . } . B ‘!'

that monetary rewards might "veil a real climate of punishment."” - They .
. s . : . . .

uggested that-within an organization there' should be approval and

°

°

rt for appropriate performance.. Six items. were used to measure

¢

's%2> This scale measured .the encouragement and discouragement
BEY 1 ;

'taking;énd&innovativeneés. ‘Litwin and Stringer (1968)

v

. N

stated tolerance Wnd encouragementvof some risk4taking will lead ‘to

improved achievement) and planning, whereas highlyﬂconservative/environ—
. : i “y .

ments tend towards frugdtration. They included’ five items in tlie risk

L]

.- t
, . 4 v

scale.

5. Warmth. . The degree of friendlfness,‘wapmth, or aloofness was

. measured in this sca _It‘peferred largely to peer relationships. Fivé

hd :
4

b

6.

&
t



and Strlnger (1968) lndlcatedlthat an atmosphere that empha51zes a ;
helplng relatlonshlp Wlll "arouse afflllatlve concerns. " They agaln

. ¥
. (8

referred to leert (1961) who stated that'"the most 1mportant prerequ151te

. for the establlshment of an ldeal organlzatronal system 1s the creatlon

SRR v R T ‘
'of'a supporig mosphere;ﬁf Flve items were used to measure support

)19 a cllmatu“ ‘

o
kX

7t~ Performance Standards and Expectatlons. fThis.dimensioh emphaslzed

prlorltles in' the organlzatlon, the degree of lnltiating structure and

©

thtust exhlblted by the leader, and feellngs of pressure or .c¢hallenge
experlenced by the group members. thw1n and Strlnger stated that in, a

supportLVe atmosphere 1nd1v1duals may perform at higher standards to be
‘ i PR
acceptable to the group.or to their superorindates. There were six items

which measured an emphasis on high standards of performance.-
8. Conflict. In,this scale the' focus was on the attitude toward

and tolerance of conflict. It gquestioned if smooth, quick decision
; ' b

making is valid, if competitiveness is considered healthy, and if members

may fréely disagree w1th superloré/ ’Litwin and Stringer (1968) suggested

that confrontation may elther lead to a SOlUthn of the conflict, or it
5% s
may lead toua power struggle’ within the organization, \?our items were
N . o :
inCluded to measure the perceived attitude toward conflict.
‘ ) . - ; :
9., Identity. Items in_this'scale were related to the‘member's

-

feeling of belonging, prlde and team membership. Litwin‘and‘stringer

£1968) referred to idéntity as commitment to:group goals.i Four items

WM .

()

were used to measure identity. _ _ .

e . L : R . e . R Co : - .
.



validity and Réliability . -~ . . .
: of»the]InStrumentv ; g s

\ @Ver a: perlod of tlme Form B of the Cl;mate Questlonnalre was

admlnlstered“%o'groups of organlzatlonal members at varylng levels

Ky s,

'w1th1n the organlzatlon.f L1tw1n and Strlnger (1968 82 83) stated
Scale . con51stency, referrlng to the extent that iteéms | 1n the
'scale are pOSLtlvely related and measuring the same tnlngf is
?SLderably better than in: the initial méasure ... . . . The,v
ams in the Standards scale were new, and two of. these items
'correlated fairly substantially with items in the Responsibility
“scale.. It was felt that some rewording would® solve their problem.

The Confllct scale . e appeared to have some ba51c weaknesses
it is m&st llkely to measure the presence of COnfllCt
. ) ‘ Q

. Although the ove{lapping of scales'was considerably less than “in Form A

of the questionnaire, Litwin and Strinqer‘(l96§:83) noted that there

contlnued ;o bewa relatlonshlp between Warmth and: Identlty, Supporgmand

Identity, warmthuand Support, Rewardmand Warmth, and Reward and Identlty

1
N . 14
“ °. B

Modification of Instrument Items .
for Present Study . , c 8.

i
LI

Since the Climate Questionnaire (Form B) was developed for use

- . - N

- i
.in industrial organizations, it was necessary to modify items so. that

A

their meaning‘wonld be relevant and their wording meaningful to nurse

4 . - . . - o ' /.
educators. Examples of modifications‘and changesiin.q@rd,usage”were:
1. " 1stratloh" was used in place of "management" and "boss";
K " Lot .
2. "Faculty”ef‘Nursing" was substituted for "organization"»and':
"cdmpany;")

Qa

o PRZEE X

Examples of changes in item structure included:
14

1. "In dome of the projects I've been on I haven't been sure who
. o . ~

my boss was" was changed to "In some of‘ the committees’I've been on, I

haven't.been sure who was in charge"; «

.J . ¢
La
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‘;hﬁ ‘ 225 “We have td £akef$omefprettyﬂbi9,risks”occasiopqlly’to“kéépﬁf"

,ahead‘of;the-ﬁompetiﬁion.inbthe b“S%“QSéaweﬁrevih"ZWés”mgdifiéq%ﬁdfxéad,":’

"In our faculty we have done well because we were innovative (creative, = ..
“5:"took~calculated.riéks).“{:‘.a‘f_?;f-'

v,

Pilot Study- .-

. | s . 0 ot
X

o

Y Having modified items in the Climafe Description ‘Questionnairée a
‘piipt test was Cquucted to identify ambiguities in the items. One . of

.. the larger Cahadianvgniversity~sChools'of nursing, not selected ‘for the
~résearch,‘Was asked to:-assist with the pilot study. = Faculty mémbers were

‘asked to rate each item on ah eight“point sc¢ale froﬁ'unq}éafwto‘clear.

They were;further encouraged to idéhtify which aspeét of iteﬁsvweré# Cy

unclear and/br’how items might ‘be clarified. They were ‘also invited to
o N i 3 . . s B B
“:identifinOncerns about:the instrument or to offer Suggesﬁiops’for the

improvement -of theé instrument (see Appendix A for comments about the

2

i

- . questionnaire).
F"" ° ’ . w.
FOrty4oné”§uestionnéires were ‘Sent to.the-schodl,;uf%éhﬁy_of

‘ these were.distributed ‘to full tiﬁé mémbe;s.bf faculty, and an. undisclosed.
+ number were distributed to part-time members. of faculty. A total of

twenty-questiOnnaires’Weré'returnng.{ rgﬁing‘of‘éhé‘itéms and,

.

The
’ » . . o . 5 ‘{.‘:» R e . .
particularly the comments congerning, items, were very helpful in
D . - TS - -
. . K B . AT < a . . ) o ~ ) .
identifying .obscurities. vFuitH%?ﬂmpdiﬁication of the items was conducted: -
. ' .' - ' s ,)- . ! : . : ' ST ' ) .
Examples of problems identified and of modifications conductéd-were:
1. Item number one focused dn two separate issues: .clearly.defined
Y 1 - h - . ey, »
nroles, and logically étructured rolkes. It was changed to read "The
z:}?"'_ ;. ) i e S
.léﬁro&es in this .faculty of‘nursiqg a;é“clearly defined (e.g., there are
P , S C e T . .

written job descriptions). )
B c oy

s E‘?

e




" ireferred to admlnlstratlon of the unlver51ty or of the nur51ng faculty. o

;2 Faculty members questloned whether the term_“admlnlstratlon

:WQDlrectlons on the flnal questlonnalre were wrltten\to clarlfy that the»

R

focus of the qUestlonnalre was to be the school of nur51ng, and that

‘ﬁj_the term admlnlstratlon was used to refer to the dean or dlrector of

'u;the faculty of nurs1ng.,;

. :.'

pOther modlflcatlons of the questlonnalre may be found ‘in- Appendlx A.

(%

Personal Data

-

Part II of the 1nstrument focused on the respondé/t It 1ncluded

'questlons about th ré%pondent ‘s age, experlence, “type of contract, rank,
‘fstatus, p051t10n 1n the hlerarchy, and type of a551gnment. The purposev~

- of obtalnlng the personal 1nformatlon was two fgﬁd

‘1. vTo allowifor a descriptiOn of respondents.'ﬁA-frequency_dis—

.

’trlbutlon 1dent1f1ed for example, how - many of the respondents were

admlnlstratlve as opposed to- teachlng faculty, how many were tehured as

opposed to non ‘tenured faculty members,_and so On

C e .t:’ ¥ B

2. To fac1lltate the analy51s of. differences 1n the group responses

Bl

on the climaté'Scales. The‘personalfﬁata were used'to groupirespondents
‘ - _ 53 ‘ '

K3

! on‘the'independent variable$ examined. in the study.

: p-
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY,

3

Data Collection _ : ‘ - L

In January 1978, questionnaires accompanied by return envelopes

were sent.to a coordinating faculty member in each school for distribution.
.

Each questionnaire was also accompanied_by a cover letter to. clarify the _

nature of the study ‘and to assure respondents of personal ‘anonymity (see

- R

IR
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. jAppendixbC)t{'éoordinating faculty:memberS”distributed the questionnaires'
toto all‘members Offfacultyrr o S _.” SRS S ’ft-‘_ o
i R Faculty members were asked to respond to each ltem on a leert“"
R ; A ‘. : ‘ . . tq ,'~.&m FR
: type scale from l to 4 deflnltely dlsagree, 1nc11ned to dlsagﬁee,- R
) ‘ o ‘ X . v . 4 .‘g‘ B c* :
‘.inclined:to,agree/ definitely,agree., Upon completlon off hg%qu%§t10n4;i33’ff )
. e S
, nalres 1nd1v1dual faculty members returned them to the resebr@her at e

‘the Unlver51ty of Alberta,, SR l*”‘t‘;*ﬁ:u- : Q.

"Two followfup letters were written»tovthe‘deanS/ditectdrs

requesting'thatvaﬁreminder oe'olrculated;to'faculty:members,:andrthankiné’

,thoseiwho had already}returned tneir questlonnaires{ = A
Of“tne;269‘qdestionnaires'distributedy1154 werefreturnedl:rOne.“

»ofltheseVWas,totallyjunanswered: _Another»responaént‘explained that

-she'had beén Qn‘ﬁgculty for only a shOrt*period and was unable to
respOnd to most,items. The third respondent whose quesﬁﬁonnalre could

not be used had also left most of the 1tems unanswered There were‘l9l S
(71 percent) useable questlonnalres returned h

-

s

‘Analysis>OE Data . S ' -

. .
e} . RY

Frequency ‘distributions. Based on the frequency diStrlbulions-
‘of items, means of responses were:identiﬁied‘(see Appendix D). This
gave some indication of overall perceptidns“of methbers of nursing faculties

- in the six selectedvschools.'?‘ o ' : ' 8

Frequency distributions of the personal data in the questionnaire

facilitated the description of respondents. It was;possible, for ekample,
to determine the percentage of responﬁenis‘who were administrative as

N

opposed to teaching faculty.
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Grouplngs from: the sectlon on personal data were used as the
lndependent varlables to achleve the major purpose of the study.,to
1nvest1gate the: lmpact of organlzatlonal and group characterlstlcs on

'bthe perceptlon of organlzatlonal cllmate. T

Y'Scoriné"of items. Informatlon concétnlng the scorlng technlque"

»‘developed by Dr thw1n was recelved by lett$% (see Appendlx B) and '

‘was helpful in 1dent1fy1ng some ltems whlch requ1red 1tem reflectlons.;

u«w

'Some items were reversed so that all hlgh responses were posrtlve on.

_a partlcular scale g For example, a score of 4 on 1tems relatlng to

the structure dlmenslon lndlcated that members of faculty percelved thelr g'

‘organlzatlon to be hlghly structured whereas a score of l on these
. ' ' N

59,

© ltems. 1ndlcated that the organlzatlons were percelved as low 1n structure.“’

. All questlonnalre responses were key punched onto computer cards.

4
-

v

' Analysis:ofﬂvariance.- Popham and Sertnlk (1973 124) stated

) In educatlonal srtuatlons one. encounteres numerous problems
whereln it is 1mportant to’ determlne whether the’ mean' performance
v of two [or more] groups are 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent :

B
.

o determlne dlfferences in the mean responses of varlous ‘groups on the
‘nime scales of the cllmate questlonnalre, t tests and F tests were
’oo \’ R . § *

employed Po@nam and Slrotnlk (1973 125) stated that. "the t test is. used

'to determlne just how great the dlfference between two means must be for lt

;to be Judged s1gn1f1cant, that 1s, a 51gn1f1cant departure from dlfferences

7. Vi

’ hwhlch mlght be expected by chance alone."_ Popham and Sertnlk 61973 133)
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R f -An, F testnis a_method of "testlngsfbm 51gn1f1cant dlfferences L

tést lndlcated 51gn1f1cant dlfferences betWeen group means,. the nature

,‘b_’een means of two or more groups (Popham, 1973 152) Where the F

.’
B v

"of'thefdifferences was investigated further by the appllcatlon of the‘

Y
G

”Popham and Sertnlk (1973 166) stated hoWeyer,'that:.’

Scheffe multlple comparlson of means test. ' "]- L e

: Popham and Slrotnlk (1973 166) ldentlfred two assumptlons under—r
-lylng the use of the t test and the F/test-‘

l,‘ that “the sample for the study 1s a random sample, or that it .-

Siis drawn from a normally dlstrlbuted populatlon ‘ L ,,'.' . '7 ;

B

2 that,there ls:homogenelty of varlance in samples drawn- from

the. populatlon. _ N ~*f ;”

There is 1ncrea51ng ev1dence . 7. that éven though fairly. ' .
SLgnlflcant departures from strlct theoretlcal assumptions may
exist, analysis of variance is suff1c1ently "robust"- %hat it
‘wrll Stlll yleld results whlch may be meanlngfully 1nterpreted

: ;Kerllnger (1965 258, 259) 1n a- dlscu551on of the assumptlons underlylng

the use of the t tests and F tests, suggested-
T These two assumptlons have both been examlned rather thoroughly,,
by emplrlcal methods . .';' The ev1dence to 'date- is that the'
 importance of normallty and homogenelty is overrated e .
Unless ‘there is " good ev1dence ‘to- believe that populatlons are’
rather serlously non—normal and -that variances are heterogeneous,
it is usually unwise to -use a nonparametrlc test in' place of a
parametrlc one. = The 'reason for this is that parametrlc tests are
~almost always moxe powerful “than nonparametrlc tests . . . . In
: brlef in most cases 1n education and psychology, 1 it is probably
safer--and usually more effectlve-—to use parametrlc tests rather
than nonparametrlc tests

.Yet, singe t tests and F tests are 1nferent1al statistics, it is assumed that

they are‘used(only on samples from which 1nferences may be drawn to a larger
populatlon.‘ Therrespondents of this study have been referred to as a popu—

latlon because they 1ncluded le Canadlan unlverSLty schools oﬁ nurs1ng

‘
. s



‘which used the‘English-lanquage and Whichioffered.a master's‘program.-
-t Theﬁrespondents could however, be’th0ught'of.aS-a sample Since_theypby

no means 1ncluded the universe of nurSing faculgy , They“did‘not'include‘

wiw

French speaking schools w1th a. master s program They also excluded
schools‘with_similar:criteria 1huthe'ULS.A.,‘and-Canadian univerSity

‘?schools not having.masterls"programs.: Consequently,vthe respohdents

[vcould be thought of as a selected Sample of (l) all Canadlan univerSity
. " N Syt . S
ﬁschools of nursing- and (2) other schools of nurSing w1th master S programs,

- such as French Cahadian‘and U.S;A. schoOLs._
aIt.might'be argued_further~that climateiwas,not studied as a

.51ngle organizational property, but rather tnat the focus was ‘ons
. ] . N -
‘perception,of climate across six,organizations._ Thus, the_adminlstrators,'

for example, could be considered a sample of the universe of nurse

\ : : Sl

educatorsadminiStrators'and full professors could”be,thought of as. R
representativesgof other fullgproﬁessors;

K ‘ winchfahd;Campbell (l969),argued”in faVor offmoremektensive

RigE / S : . a

use ofVtestshof‘sidnificahce. They suggested first that if the
';assumptions underlying the use of inferential statistics were rigidly
: adhered to, the'sociaLMSCiehces could rarely,;if ever, be justified

in the'usenof'inferentialvstatistics. mThey‘noted~that social science
. L ‘ e SR
studies are quasi experimental rather than true experiments because of

the controlled influences in such studies. They stated: "Tbgrefore, our:

.

attention turns to the problem of inferences in other empirical studies,

which we shall call qhgsirexperimental analysis." They'suggested:
Ao - )
At the. end . ﬁﬁgﬁhe experiment we know that the research
subjects are noﬁ{~amdomly equivalent samples from- the same .
universe of attgibutes, for, in fact, the experimentals have
systematically different life criteria from the controls' (Winch
©and Campbell® 1969:142). o _
S 4 ‘ . o ‘ -

3.

6l
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v ‘ » , , ‘
winch,end Campbelk (1969) then arquedlfor the use bf’péfemetric
‘statisticsiwhen a ﬁepuiation wa's beihg stﬁdiéq.‘ They_usedla sthay_of
"a elassroomvas an examblet‘ They éuestioned: '"Is‘it‘ieéitimate to
‘ _ . RS . o o , _
apply a‘test ofvsignifieance where‘the.researeher'sAdétaeexheust the

specified universe?ﬂ They stated.that the conventional' answer would be

negative since any "observed difference is the population value." They

s . : W

contended, however: s '

But‘we elect to phrase the question differently: If: we assume
the set to be homogeneous, what - is the probablllty that dividing
the set into two subsets on ‘the basis of a variable. of classifi-
cation that makes no real dlfference would give a dlfference-
“between -sub-sample means .as great as that observed? With this
reasoning, there is every justification to run a test of signifi- ,

- cance . . . . intgeneral in studies that are not true experiments, *
:the establlshlng of & statistieally 51gn1flcant difference goes
but one step toward establlshlng an interpretation of that
dlfferende That step is to exclude the -hypothesis of chance
. . . Finally, no study, whether a true experiment or not,
ever proves a theory, it merely probes it .. . ‘Generaliz-
ablllty involves conslderably more -than the relatlon of the
sample of résearch subgects to some populatlon (Wlnch and
Campbell 11969:143). P o

¥

Winch,and Campbell (1969:143) concluded: .
Some CrlthS of test of 31gn1flcance seem to be saying that
since these tests do not dlspose of all rival hypotheses, they
are useless and mlsleadlng and should be abandoned. We reason
that it is very important to have. a formal, and non-subjective
way of deciding whether a given set of data shows haphazard or
systematic variation . . . and we believe it is .important not -
to leave the determination of what is a systematic or haphazard T
arrangement of data to the intuition of the lnvestlgator

SUMMARY

In this chapter an effort was made initially to identify a few

of the research studies which led to the development of the research

)

pfoblem for this,study.

) | o - . 'Y
A primary purpose of the chapter, however, was to describe
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. procedures of population'selection, inst¥ument selection and development
. ! '. ) ' - : e - ‘ )
through the utilization of a pilo! study. A section on personal data

was developed for the qﬁestionnaire to facilitate a description of
respondents and a éfouping of feépondents.:' -

A second major purposé of the chapter was to destribe how the

data were collected and analyzed.



DESCRIPTION OF RESPONDENTS - .

The purpose of this chapter is first to discuss ﬁhe‘return rate

of the questionnaire, second, to provide a desgription of respondent
groupi;gs’based on the personal data, and third, to déscribe the institu%

ti6n§/in relation to their selection, current changes which may have

L
s

-

effected climate perceptjon, and the general perception of climate in

“fthese>inStitutions. '

s

RESPONSE RATE OF RESPONDENTS

A total.of 269 questionnaires were distributed to faculty members
in six schools. = Of the 269 questionnaires 194 672.11 percgEnt were
returned. Three questionnaires were not;ﬁged in the data'ana sis because
of incomplete responses.

There were a total of 191 (71 percent) useable responses. Theré

-

‘was considerable variation in return rate from different schools." A&

sdmmary of percentage retﬁrns froh each of the;participating'échools is
presented in Table 1. In two instances\direEtors or coordinating members
of faculty indicated that return rate might have been affected by the
high ratiq of part time faculty. Some ﬁaft time faculty, it was explainéd,.‘
were assigned to cliniéal supervision only, and,,although ;onsidered to

X be faculty members, rarely had opportunity to interact witb other menmbers
. Qf faculty.* It was suggested that these clinical partlﬁime members of

ok . )
faculty may dHave been hesitant to respond to a questionnaire on school

¢

climate. : o
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*Faculties are identified by letter to ensure anonymlty of the ’ .
participating institutions. . : N\\\‘
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DESCRIPTION OF, GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS ‘ B

. TS o

3 R . P E
R . L . By

‘ ° 4

Using the data from Part4‘g (Personal Data) of the qpestionnéire}“"

it was, possible’to describe respondents. The variables employed to o “ -

categorize respondents were age, experience, type of contract, rank,, S .

& -

tenure, ﬁierarchy, and assignment. In all data présentations, percentége f’( iy

- ‘ At - ' . " R
calculations were based upon actual responses. : RE
N g .
, , .
- By
- T El "r.‘
Classification of “Respondents [ e
. , o R

by Age , ‘ .

Various research studies were examined to identify age divisions

n

wﬁich had been emplbyed.’ Séyfriénd et al. (1977), in & study investigating -

factors influencing nursing educators’ c@oice}of position, divided faculty
members into three age groupings: young faculty were those undér 27»

older faculty were those over 37 and middle age range were those between

S



\

o

v - b 4 >
the age of 28 and 36. Another study by Cadman (1977), focused on the

percgytioh ofinursing educators on evaluation practices, uSed-éhe age

. "

categories of: under.;30, 31-35, 36-%0, and over 40. Nixon (1975), in

. - o .
o a comparative study of women administrators and women teachers, used

Y
)

the followiﬁg age categories: under-25, 25—3&;

. a 9,

. o
35;&&, 45-54, and over

{ . v

L

54, Aner:s (1978), in a &tudy of interorganizationaL‘relationships_
th professions, divided his respondents into four categories:
S . )

in the he

2

respondents who were uUnder 30 years of age, those between.30 and 39,

those” between 40 and 49, and those over 50.

s,
e

~ . 4
In each of these four studies, the age grouping appeared to have

been underté&en sCmewhat arbitrarjly. In the ‘present research the age
- - p) B

‘grohpings were also arbitrarily set. °Themquestionnai;e contained five

age groupings: 21-29, 30-39, 40«49, 50-59 and over 59. Due _to the
A K . ~ 9

limited numbers thevlaét two categories were combined fom_the analys$is.

A distribution”of re§pondents &ithin these age categories is shown'in
/ ! : ¢
.Table, 2. Of the 191 respondents 14.7 percent were in the=21-29 age
AN
& . ° -

groupin@, 36%.8.percent were between” 30 and 39 yegrs, 31.6 percent were
. . hid 7/ o - - R 3 M

i s 3

betwegn 40 and 49 vears, and 16.8 percent were-over 50 years of age.
fpe bulk of respondents (68.4 percent) were between 30 and 49 years of

S

age. : ﬂ : .

>
3
-
3

Classification of Respondents

by Experience 4
v Y . =

” % . i ’ ' . P
Other studies again appeared to have developed categories somewhat

érbitrarily. Cadman (1977T3 fbr‘example, used fou ,, Categories for amount

&

of teaching‘experience: less than three years, three to four years, /

five to eight years and over eight yeqfs. For le@gth of present employment
) P ‘c. .

oS : :
N
. N

> . . /
. @

S
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. DiSLributidnfof Respdndenﬁs oﬁ\the:Basis,of_Aéé‘e_ﬁ,
- ) - L :, . / A E . . ‘\\ '_" . o - A
v, ) . ta :c - L ." N - ~ o P \ . ;e o - i
TR, DR - e e S N\ e i Co
T T G S N
__+Age Categories = . - IR -Frequenciesx T ,?ercentagesjbg

e 121-29 . '.,\m';5*;;1f14¢71L;,j;{"' N
. 30;5.39 L . ‘ B . . . l.-‘ ‘v | 3 ‘Zo . . i . | '3:6.8 |

40-49  _ Lo .60 316 L

“over 50 . - B 32 168 -

B . N / ! . . ) l v . > - . . ] PO
- ——— —— — KR
Total . ’ .. 190 . 100.0°
B g 1' . i " . .- C-‘
st ==
{ - / ) o

she used,four other categories: less;%han one year, one-to two'years,

-three to four years, and five years and over. Andrews (l978)~ﬁﬁployed
eachjyear as. a separate category. Nixon (1975) used 51x categorles for,f s
exﬁerience: . one to four years,{ﬁive to nine 'years, tén to fourteen « o ze_f;

_Years, fifteen to nineteen years, twenty to fwenty-four years and more
%han twenty-four years. : - N ‘ .
_— o FRET : f A w

In the ‘present research respondents were requested to;indiCate.

“the=number of'years,they had been;employed on the'present faculty, and

1 <

the number of years of e«perlence in nur51ng educatlon Each résponsex'
t - .

H
'

 was to include their‘present expeﬁiénc@f Based on a. frequency dlstrlbu—

tlon, the responses were comblned 1nta’f§ur arbltrarlly selected

- -

N

categorles. thgge in. thelr flrst year, those in thelr second E? fourth
year, thosevln the;r fifth to~ tenth year, and those w1th moreathan ten’

years df experlgnce.‘ The same grouplngs were used for_both«themnumber of
Q

_years on present facu&ty as well as the number of years of total experlence

, oo ' :5”': : . TR

B At
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in nursing education.

4

categories ‘is ‘shown-in Tablé 3. = '

+

“'ETéble‘j

A
B

v

Soan ¥

"

R  D;stributionfof_Respohdenté”dn thégBésisfof(Experiéh¢e‘

i

o - T T ROTT Y

‘iAﬂdistribution3§f respohdénﬁ$;w;thin_thé‘?xpe:ience‘

!

Experience

‘Frequencies

2

a ’

- Yedrs on Present Faculty

5-10

Qver 10 |
ot o Total -

B
e
- . N . .

. o -
Years in Nursing Education

100

10.5

- 20

34 179

36.8 7"

100

: %@
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ﬁgexperlence w1th the present faculty Over half of the faculty members

© years of,experrenCeLf=Only-28.4‘peECent_ofvthe respondents had_léSS E :
ﬁthan four;Yearsjof'experience»and more than 36 percent had' over ten years. ..

" 'w";:, ".. . . X g : o o Y .;5 i, R B I ."‘ b‘_, :
. ST S wo T TR i - m :
AR @ '
S ' .(Ef
Of the l9l reSpondents 18 5 percent were in- thelr flrst year,‘-
39 2 percent were in thelr second to fourth year, 29 l percent wére 1n ‘v“:“‘

',‘O

”thelr flfth to tenth year, and 13 2 percent had over ten years of

:~ 5 u

‘:had been on the present faculty for less than. four years, and only 13 2

| SR

‘percent had been on thelr present faculty for more than ten years..'~

. el

i," T'ﬁxlin total nur51ng educatlon experlence, lO 5 percent were 1n thelr

o

first year,,l7 9 percent were in- thelr sec0nd to’ fourth year, 34.7'perpentfﬁ

were‘in theirpfifth tp,tenth year,.and’36;8fper92nt had more than'ten

R A

L

of .experience.

.Classification of ﬁespOndentsuc”
by Tgéﬁ of Contract

v

R

By far the majorlty of the respondents were employed on a full

. L
Yy k

,time'basis. A dlstrlbutlon of respondents on the ba51s of thelr contract mﬁ'

g-v,

flS shown in Table 4 Elghty—elght percent of the respondents were on a

-

full time employment contract whlle 12 percent were employed on & part

time basis. Of- the respondents employed on a part tlme ba51s, 15 percent
A N

- S

'stated that they worked less than one- day per week 40 percent worked two “>

days a week 25 percent worked three days a week, ~and 20 percent made

'statements 1nd1cat1ng that they ~worked as needed, or full” tlme for speclal’ﬂl

&

\perlods of tlme. )Jif

4

B

B



Type of Contract §~.'

AR «

L

" 'LCOnfraCﬁﬁlif?w"-J”f}f} s xﬂg?“.jv?Frequeneges;’”IvbbfePercentages'ﬁ )

K

T

© L Full time gg.0"

GoeooBartoedme o0 g gy S 12.0

Ly B 3 L B AU 3 s o 3 :

<

Total T gl g

‘,Part;time

RS DA

‘_ less than l day/week o lﬁl BN - g

'12 days/week

3 days/week« : T S 35000

cher (e g as needed") . o S

A
Total .-

SR R PR R R TR
o . Slwt ) B . " - . ) . v-_ A B O EER . ‘ s R U o . N PR
B T T e e gt

”Z.,cla551flcatlon of Respondents R . Fy o ,”?’:
' by Rank «5L», S B ) = S

Respondents were asked to 1dent1fy thelr faculty rank‘ For the o

'purpose of descrlptlon and analYSLS the categorles of lecturer and

B - . A ' - o o . fé » - N k o
e _ st , T , o i .
-lnstructor wereqcomblned. 5 S R 3 o - » g B

. >

A dlstrlbutr?n of the’ respondents by rank is shown 1n Table 5 o

About six percent of the l9l respondents were full professors, 24.2 f'f~}g {;"‘

1~percent were assoc1ate professors, 35 8 percent were a551stant professors,,i;?.

:vand 27 4 percent were lecturers or 1nstructors. The 6 3 percent who =




U

| Table s *,"';‘“+“Tyﬁ e

CRank - Prequencies . Percentages |

. PrOfeSSOr ) , ‘ - o.‘ G 12 v o 6, 3

T N L . e ) " O e

L .Associete,ProfeSSOr' SR LA 1{24.2, g

COther - B R SRS IR ST T

=
P

1dent1f1ed thelr rank as "otheg%jdescrlbed themselves ‘as junlor tutor, _,,,}

_:.. o < ' : ; @ B . E B . . > .
senlor tutor, @llnlcal lecturer, cllnlcgl professor, patlent care

v

‘Cla551ﬁ1cat10n of Respondents
by Tenure ' . B : Ht n

! . . ? 3 . . . o
«’ . . : K -

g o
. A dlstrlbutlon of the respondents on the ba51s of tenure 1s shown;_“;;‘

R e ‘ g
in- Table 6 ' Of the 191 respondents only 32 3 percent were tenured andarii
C B : S ‘:"7?ag— Ll L e el
v67 7 percent were non- tenured S R S . i 7 S

e Ea e el O R R
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.:‘._ ' ‘3€ = ;',_‘~.“_:QEfTable 6 ‘15‘, e‘k P 3' F‘ &;,1t‘r"”ﬂ

ACTRE R ="q;,Distribﬁtionfof‘Requhdentsﬁbn‘the.Basis‘oflTedure-ﬁ B L S,

'Tenupef]f-fx“f ) frrequencies - | - Percentages’ . o
gy . TEE O R T e ages ., : o
N P h .\\‘.: ' ) ‘ﬂ" ' .
““Tenure B ' 32.3 .

i%> __ & Noﬁ'tenﬁre_ﬂ : » LT : '
R N VO RIPE P SO NN ERE S S ——e

Total

r ri

admlnlstratlon,.teachlng and research For‘the purposes of

descrlptlon* S

—ir

"admln“strators were categorlzed as suéh Thlb category 1nc

©®

fnv'ol;vea. in -'b‘étzhj.‘ teaching and administration. A

oy

Admlnlstrators made up only l2 1 percent of the

1s showntln_Table 7




" oHiereroniodl Levels

s

“Teaching.

)

Lwt.SuperGL
v;.,u e o ;

1"AdministratiGé  ‘

e ]
f.

: | ‘{

‘Tableg7,

“éQf Dlstrlbutlon of Responqents on the Ba51s of. e
Hlerarchlcal.ﬂevel ‘

”

e
pes

1

el O P
~-Frequencies . .. ~..Percentages, . ;.

o

PPSEE X LR R 12.1

¢

S

[P

ﬁ@@chlng respondents Were asked to lndlcate 1f thelr major

“ .
T

-respon51blllty was ln classroom lé%turlng or 1n cllnlcal teachlng and

; 3 K RN PRI B s ‘_".

P : R~ :
5107 ' Respondents were glven the optLUn tQ 1ndlcate 1f thelr

e

than those mentloned Some respondentsv'g;ﬁ

5%

1n Table 8 Over 21 percent offthe respondents lndlcated that ghelr .‘tfﬂ e

-4 percent of

:iqfirespondéﬁtéﬁfi
R R PR




EERRR "-, o  Table 8 o a
o , Dlstrlbutlon of Respondents on the Ba51s of,l
O AR T B Teachlng A551gnment -

L

:“A551gnmentk\

Frequencies. * "+ = Percentages .

: nClassroom teachlng _‘,y;lr‘j S d.‘37 '»d.‘.f»' :‘ :.21;1_5

. LCllnlcal QéaChl.ng | v, o o 59 337

v'fBoth classroom and 7:«‘u?5t- SR O T SEEIT
cllnlcal teachlng L 30 e AL

Total

" . bl
A g e

Selection Basis . '

fPartieipatingpdrganiiations were.limited td.Canadian uniVerSityf B
- . L . . £ . LA SN e . :v i st . . :

?1‘schools of nurSLng whlch offered a master s prbgram 1n nurSLng and 1n

12~wh1ch the Engllsh 1anguage was used Of(the seven facultles whlch met f?f:-i'fx‘

s

t‘these crlterla, 51x agreed to part1c1pate.

;;Disruptions'in‘the Facuity“”iu'“

Commlttee members had dlscussed w1th the researcher the p0551b11rty

_of'"weather as an’ 1nf1uence o

"c”;mate' gTaglurl £:968 19) referred to

*weathér as ‘ingle;occqrrence_ereVent in-a seri

a of condltlons that




jconstitute climate" ‘as opposed to climate-which'referred‘to "average
conditions" and "trends."

“ 5
L B

. Déans of:particibating'schools‘weredrequested to identify major
c¢hanges or dlsruptions in thevfaculty during: the current year 'to permit

the researcher to understand how“widespread variou phanges were. Two -

schools ‘indicated that,they:were in‘the»process'ot‘implementingbmajor' - i%s
"~curriculum changes’ One dean stated they were plannlng for such changes

“to be lmplemented 1ﬁ the next year rTwo‘deans 1nd1Cated that theY’were

fac1ng ma]or flnanc1al cutbacks gﬁm: of the facultles wggetconfronted

¢

by major admlnrgtratlve changes, and one faculty by mlnquadmlnlstratlve

“

“changes o One school had new p011c1es for appolntment@ﬁapd promotlons. ,‘{;g-'d
o One faculty was 1mplement1ng a more exten51ve commlttee structure ~ One

'iy;dean suggested that there were no major;changes\pr drsruptlons affectlng
"{of school thlS year.'
'fTO;the_éxtent that. "weather"iconditions Have ‘an impact on =
‘ |-_;f'. _\ SRNRTRN s : { ‘,. . ‘:(‘. . »_ - '1' L o .

,Perception ofyclimatej:eitherlbositively“orknegatiVely}fthey7mayrhavé’ﬂfn
'ylinfluenceddthe“data; Although thlS was acknowledged data 1nadequacy

':dld not allow for an analy51s of the 1mpact of "weather on:cllmate-«“i' -5_7

'ﬁperceptlons; For comments by faculty members concernlng the 1mpact of
DT . Sl T -8
hangesgSee AppendiXyB; Respohdentsfindicated3that:thejchangesfinuu

- major ¢
-;admlnlstratlon had created some dlfflculty for at 1east some resgondents.

- . . ‘ i ) N

_’Several 1nd1cated a lack of knowledge of the 1mpact of the ‘new admlnls—
N B L L 5 o »

-‘tratl‘ofn on the _Cl“lma.,e. of__the -,'sc‘h-ool. N P

*Eerceptionnof7C1imateﬂ;f ]ﬁ,;,bﬁi'fsz.15[d'jiﬂig,hg_ “a

s

The mean score of all faculty members on each of the nlne scales'Tth}gfy

Y . y . )



.

-

scale (seé‘Figure 6). It should be noted that 1t was not the -same

'school which scored con51stently hlgh or con51stently low. On a scale

of zero to four, the overall mean score on‘the structure scale was 2.3.

The hlghest faculty score and the lowest faculty score on the structure ;,f
scale were 2.4. and 2. 2 respectlvelyn with & varlance of“U“I?6-~Qn the

>respon31blllty scale the mean score’ of all: facultles was 2. 9 and the -
o ) _

; varlance was 0.237. The hlghest and lowest faculty means were. 3 1 and

i
] . ’ .
'\u‘

2.5 respectlvely The overall mean on- the reward scale was 2.7, with” a

"hlgh faculty mean of 3 l, a low faculty mean of 2.2, and varlance of 0. 390.

.“1

H-The mean. response on. the r1sk scale was 2 9. The hlghest faculuy mean. .. - &=

"' . - . &
-

h'was 3 4 and the lowest faculty mean»was 2.2 Varlanee fromgthe mean was

4 . “ N »

. 0. 420 On the warmth scale, the mean score was: 2. 9 and the varlancetwas W

s .
¥ . s

l.01472; The hlgh and low faculty means’ Were 3. 4»and 2. 2 On the support
S A e : RN 4 “,xr

3}scale the mean was 2 9 and varlance was O 393. ‘The" hlgh and low mean-
'scores were 3 4 and 2 4 The mean score on the standards scale was 2 9

3 Ly . S Lo ‘».J,

E

‘_'and the varlance waer 209 ngh and low fad%i&y means were 3.2 and 2 7.;;

.. On the confllct scale the overall mean was 2 7 the nlghest faculty mean

L)

was 2 9 the lowest faculty mean was 2 3 and the varlance was 0. 419

'_.The mean on the 1dent1ty scale was 2 9 The hlgh and- ‘low faculty means

/ Al

'7]were 3.5 and,2.3,»respectrvely» Varlance from the mean was 0. 490
T s
SUMMARY .

a2

;TV' The 191 respondents from Six. partlg;patlng 1nst1tutlons were R i

.categorlzed on’ the ba51s of - age, ex type of~contract,frank

tenure, hierarchy,*and assignment When categorlzed by age most of the;_

Vl respondents were in the 30—39 and 40 49 age groups.» Only 14 7. percent

T Rt SRR
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‘ _ - e ) | . -
were between the ages of.21 to 29 and 16.8 percent were over 50 years
of age. o ; S ' ' ‘ L

In the experience categories most faculty members were in their

]

second to fourth ‘or fifth to tenth years on the present faculty, and

18.5 percent were mn thElr first year and .13. 2 percent had over ten

°

i
/

years on the present faculty; In total experlence in’ nursrng educatlon,
however, most of the faculty were in the fifth to tenth or over ten

years groups. Only 10.5 percent were ln their flrst year and 17. 9
‘percent;were in their' second to fourth years.
Most of the'faculty (88 percent) were,employed on a full time

N

basis, and 12 percent werefemployed as part time faculty.
On the basis of rank, only 6.3 percent Of the respondents were

¢ IR

full professors. The rank of associate professor was held'by 24.2 percent,
. 0 ;

.

A‘a551stant professor by 35. 8 percent and lecturer/lnstructor by 27.4
percent of the respondents. - » o m'

:Only 32.3 percent of the respondents were tenured while 57.7

¢

percent were non tenured.

On the basis of hlerarchlcal level, 1t was found that 87. 9 percent

o

. ©

were teaching nghbers of faculty‘and lZ.l'percent of thearespondents
were admlnlstrators; S -

| Of the teachlng faculty 21.1 percent were asSLgned prlmarlly to
classroom rnstructlon, 33 7 percent were a351gned prlmarlly to cllnlcal
1nstructlon, and 41 7 percent were aSSLgned to both cllnlcal and class—
1'room:instruction.

)

S . N
ruptions wathln“the academlc te,m
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, e CHAPTER V . o (
‘\B{.: . ‘ . fie \ ' o N
o T . " ANALYSIS OF DATA T L

»

N The purpose of Chapter V is to present the analysls Sf the data
. fut

N
+ ’

collected from the research questlonnalre in-oxder to determine.the

\

effect of orgenizational and group characteristics on organizational S

» R . . »

‘climate as perceived by members of selected Canadian univérsity schoolg

of hursing. Thevchapter is divided into eight partsf ‘Eadﬁ‘of‘these

parts focuses on a specific;suhprablem of the study. JData'anabysis.and‘m
ddscussibn of findings;are related specifically tcjthe Sprroblems’of
i.thebstud§ﬂ ° = ” !

v : . . ) . 3

Y
W

The data were analyzed by use of t tests to»determine‘differences
X ) . ~ .- N v
. -

-beyond the 0.0seleve; of°statisticaL Sighificanceibetween the means of. two
groups, andpby'F tests. to determine significant differences betieen theé - A

@ ~ " N

means of more thHan two groups. Whenever F tests disclosed significaht‘
differencés:bétween'means,,the Scheffe/method pf‘multiple comparison was

" employed for the: purpose of 1dent1fy1ng the spec1f1c mean dlfferences

a

Ferguson (1971 271) stated

e .

Concern may attach to the fad‘ that the Scheffd procedure | is

‘more rlgorous than other procedures, and will lead to fewer signi-
ficant results. Because this rs so, the lnvestlgator may choose

. to employ a less rigorous 51gnlﬁégagce level in using the Scheffé

. procedure; that is, the .10 level may be used 1nstead of. the .05 7

Jevel. This 'is Scheffé's recommendatmone.,. .. . -

. . . \ 5 . :
ke B " N A L4 : s

.Scheffé's recommendation was followed in,the data analysis. .
' o rec o . e .

3 ~o
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Subproblem 1 }' Co D

1

[ How dyd admlnlstratlve faqplty members dlffer from teaching"

RIS

,J -‘.(
faculty members 1n thelr perceptlons é§~the

Troe
.
ol

fon the analy51s, respondents who ldétcated

, (%

L

‘a, =

» N
v’ P
3 - ST

organlzatlonal clmmate’.l L

o !
@ -

espondents were grouped on the ba51s of their" major respon51b1]1ty.

that they were lnvolved 1n’

I3

both admlnlstratlon and teachlng were comblned w1th refpondents,who stated

that they were adm;nlstrators. Thesercategorles were comblned 'on, the

sumptlon that those in a partlal admlnlstratlve position would'likely

ldentlfy with the "off1c1al" admlnlstratlon

!
Wy -
i

, Those'members of faculty

Cir e

'who 1nd1cated that they were 1nvolved in research as well as in teaching

s

Were comblned with the teachlng faCUxty fbr
q° K
¥

'the purposes of data analysis.

The mean responses of the admlnlstratlve and. teachlng faculty on the nine

, climate dlmen51ons are- shown ‘in Tablea9._
V).,,

There were 51gnif1cant dlffErences 1

L)

‘n responses of admlnlstrators

s
3

and teachers on five cleate dlmen51ons. reward, warmth, support, conflict,

N
- Iy

identity. In each instance., administratogs

! K f‘ a
teachers. On the reward dimension the mean
. o

was 3.07, and the mean resansewof*the teach
difference between the means was statlstlcal
YOTQt;leyel of Siqnificancef Administrators
tion‘more=positively than did teachers in te
to members of.faculty.

= On’the warmth dimension the mean of

was 3.17, and the mean of the teachlng facnl

The differénce ®vas 51gnlf1cantﬁbeyond the 0.

*

e

scored hlgher than dld the

response of the administrators

ing faculty was 2.64.” The

ly 51gn1flcant beyond the

tendeo to view the organlza-

rms of the rewards it offered
' S

the administrators response

ty membefs'résponses was 2.86. -

[

05 level. Administrative



! o Tablé ]

a 3
Comparison of Perceptions of Administrative‘(N=235' ;o
and Teaching (N=165) Members of Faculty
o on Climate Scales v ST
4 . ' . ‘ ‘
N o o » ’ v".'
. Climatéi V. " Independent .
/' Scales ‘Variables -~ Means t Values
& Ciaw ST S I
- Structure’ *' *" hndministrators 2.27 o -0.66 ’
o e Teachers * 2.32
ﬁe5ponsibility ‘ndministrators 3.08 41,96
A + Teachers . 287 :
.‘ ' Il ’ K -
Reward L Administrators 3.07 3.17%*
: . Teachers 2.64. '
. * 3 o .
.-Risk ) Adminls%rators 3.05 1.31
Teachers = 2.86
Warmth . Administrators 3.17 1.98*
) Teachers 2.86
Support ; Administrators 3.28 2.76*%*
: - Teachers 2.90
‘Standards © Administrators 2.89 -0.35
o “Teachers 2.93
Conflict Administrators 2.97 2.45*
) Teachers 2.62
. Identity Administrators 3.19 . 2.36%
' s , Teachers 2.83 .
PR A\ . 4
) ) L '
K Signifidénﬁ peyond the 0.0l level. -
" * Significant beyond the 0.05 level.
1. N - R »
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'J«‘.;.,_/

o *

faculty perceivedla gréater degreebof warmth in the climate than did Y

LN T

teaching faculty.

Qn the support dimen51on the mean score of the‘administrators '

™

vwas 3.28, and ‘the mean score of the teachers was 2 90. : The difference

v

was 51gn1f1caﬁi beyond the 0 01 level of smgnificance. It‘wasfthe’ S g?i;
\\ ‘ .

administrators who percelved the organization as: beihg more supportive

¥ .
'

toward its‘members than did the teaching members oﬁ the fapulty.

On the conflict dimenSion the administrators mean responsé_was
2.97,and the teachers' mean response was 2. 62. The dlfference was statis—
ically 51gn1ficant beyond the O 05.leve1. The admlnistrators perceived
a higher 1level of:tolerance of conflict in the organization. , t <

On the 1dentity dimension the admini trators mean score was 3 19

.

yhile theé teachérS' mean Sgore wasw2.83. The difference between the two

N 'n ‘-Ao . - . G .‘
means was-significgnt peyond; the 0.05 level of significance. Admtnistraj o -
tive faculty perceived organizational members.as having a .Jreater sense
: . ' . . '
v o . o i ,
of identity with the organization than. did teaching faculty rembers.’
. . ron ,

2

Summars o . Y - . o R

The mean resp0nse of the administrators was significantly higherxr "’

than the‘mean response of the teachers on the scales of reward, warmth,
support, conflict and identity. Administrators perceived the organization
as - offerlng more adequate and eqpltable rewa?ds, thﬁ members being warmer

and friendlier toward each other, the » adminlstration as more supportive,
N . '
more tolerant of disagreement, and the members as- 1denthy1ng w1th their
. ¢
arganization to a{greater-éxtent than d1d the,teaching faculty.
In general, administrators tended to perceive the climate more .

EI

'e

\ . . . B
positively than did the teaching faculty. | Adminlstrators may have perceived

”



B

. ‘ - NI

the climaté more positively because they identified their pérformance

Sy

‘ R - o , R , oo .
.with the organizational climate. . Many of the items were, indeedg’related
' to the administrative . behavior within the organization.' It seems reasonable !
thatAadministratpﬁ%’wog}d_View»themselves'more positively than members’

A

: of‘the,téaching"fécultylwéuld.viewjﬁhém;‘v

e
. F
’ ’

< . " RANK

e

. Subproblem 2 o o : ) Lo

How did fédu;ty members of different rank vary in their‘peréep— '

tion of the organizational climate?

Respondents were requested to indicate their present rank as
professor, asspciate professor, assistant professor, lebtgrer,'inspructor
) ’ B . & o
or other. The eleven respondents who checked the option of "other"

referred to their rank as clinical lecturer, patieht care coordinator,

tutor, cross appeintment, and so on. Becéuse this was not understood in
‘ the context of rank these respondents were not included in the data analysis

for subproblem 2. The respondents who identified themselves as lecturers.
- : ' {

or'instruciorS'Ygxe combined. ‘The four groupings employed in the data
_analysis'were professor, associate professor, assistant professor, and

lecturer/instructor. - The mean responses of faculty of different rank on

3

the climate dimensions are shown in Table 10. , .

4 * Analysis 6f yariance revealed significant é&ifferences beyond'the

N X s

0.05 level on the climate dimensions of structure, responsibility, support,

conflict, and identity. Significant differences beyond the 0.001 level

N -,

were noted on the reward dimension.

. An overview of the mean responses\ifggestéd that the mean responses
- L

- !
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SR S Table 10, )
\ e ,;;Jw - . .
RO o ! . v

Comparlson of Perceptlons of. Members of Faculty of-i
S leferent Rank@ -on Cllmate Scales

‘{ijﬁxg»gcliﬁaﬁéio:]‘f?sgfﬂnsfgosi Independent Sl
oovscaled ol Lo Varlables .ﬁﬁs7};‘j _+..Means = .F Values:

O T T T N T N
. Structure [ .. &g”cu', ProfeSSOr Lo r 2034 5 82,82k
o0 T AU Associate Professor. | 2.38. B
- e o }f‘:; 5;2','5A5515tant Professor-rf"'Z 200
T R DAt 'Lecturer/Instructor’ffo 2.34. _ _
Responsibility . . Professor . R ‘\'.3 13 L3.27%0
S . .o ¢ hssociate Professor . . 2.99 o Cor
S TR DRI otjxf*f\\\\\5551stant Professor’ - 2076 ‘ o
' L Lot -Lecturer/Instructor ‘ 2,91 ' ‘ .

Reward ™ . .. Professor ‘ 3,07, 7 7.82%%%.
' ' SR L Associate Professor e 72,96 - PR
oh T Assistant Professor o 2.49 o C e
' 'vLecturer/Instructor : 2.60 o ’

Associate Professor ' . 2498
Assistant Professor 2.82
Lecturer/Instruotor _ 2.76

"Risk . . . W Professdr. . . - 3.18 . 2.02

Warmth R : Professor . . 2.95 1.37
Associate Professor 3.00°"
Assistant. Professor K 2.75"
.Lecturer/Instructor ' 02.91 .. :

. ‘Support S Professor < 3.08 L. 2.89%
e . o _ B Associate. Professor g 3.09 :
o . *Assistant Professor ¢ .2:76
S Lecturer/Instructor 293 T

Professor. ~ - - % 307 o 1.41
Assoc%ate Professor © . 2.94 . <
2 . 5551stant Professor ©..2.93 '

' Lecturer/Instructor 12.90

Standards

2y
Conflict e professor . { . . 2.92 _ 3.72%
‘ . Associate Professorv. 2.84
Assistant Professor - 2.51
'Lecturer/Instructo; " 2.54. . .

" Identity ' Professor : - 3.04 - - 3.01%

B ' Associate Professor , ' .3.04 T

e Assistant Professor 2,67
Lecturer/Instructor . & - 2.83

*

@ Professor, N=12; Associate Professor, N¥4§; Assisgant Professor, N=6§7
" Lecturer/Instructor, N=52. o o / )

¥y

i**81gn1f1cant beyond the 0.00l1 level. .
~*Significant beyond the.0.05 level.’
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v

of professors and assoc1ate professors

%‘“\\Qgtwthat thevresponses of the as51stant

| what Zlower .and that the lecturer/lnstru

‘than did the assistant professor group-

st of the siénificantidifferences wer
a531stant and assoc1ate professors.

B On the;strdcture d1mens1on the

‘between the'mean scores of the assoc1at

“of the a551stant professors as identifi

The mean score of the assoc1ate profess

mean score of the assistant professors
OLe; :
. o ¥ - : : FO

assoc1ate professors perceived a-higherf

<y

lzatlon than dld ‘the a551stant professo

. "The F test 1dent1f1ed significa

»

.of faculty members of dlfferent rank on.

was gquite similar on most dimensions,
a
professors was consiStently some=
ctor group scored sllghtly higher

The Scheffe test verlfled that

-«

e between the mean responses of the
e " R T

51gn1f1cant dlfference existed
A
e professors and the mean scores

ed by the Scheffe test (Table ll)

ors. (2.38) was hlgher than the

(2.20y. This indicates that

leQel of structure in the organ-
rs.
nt dlfferences ‘in the perceptlons

the responsibilltyAcllmate

. dimension. Although the Scheffe test (Table“lZ) did not lndlcate

differences at the 0.10 leyel, the grea
Scheffé test,Were betweenfprofessors an

 associate professors and assistant prof
‘professors'(3.13) and of associate prof

] -
signrficanceuwhen compared with the mea

testpdifferences,as noted by the
3 assistant professors and between

essors. ' The mean responses of

essors (2.99) approached statistical .

n responses ‘of the assistant

[}

professors«(2.76), indicatlng that the professors ‘and assoc1ate professors

perceived the organt;ation as allow1ng

sibility and deCis}én(making than did t

lecturer/instructors.

for grea er individual respon—
\ v

he assistant professors and the

86
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Table. 11
scheffé Multiple Comparison of Means of'ReSponSesvof
Faculty Members by Rank on the Structure Scale °

.

. ~
) N
Rank 1 2 3 4 T
o gfessof 1.00
. 2% -Associate Professor, , 0.99 : 1.00 s
’ 3.f‘Assistant\Pr6fessbr . | 0.65 ~ ©0.09*  1.00
4. Lecturer/Instructorr 1.060. 0.98 .0.19 1.00
° . . A
*Significant beéyond the 0.10 level. = ~ L.

£ - R “Table 12

- .Scheffé Multiple Comparison of Mgané of Responses of

Faculty Members by Rank on the >
Responsibility Scale
) \ ‘ : A N
.- Rank T ' 1 o2 3 T4
L . ' . . - B ) . R q
1. Professor SR . 1.00
ST I ¥ | o
2.  Associlate  Professor s . 0.83 l.OO..\
© 3. Assistant Professor - - 0.11 _ 0.12 "1.00
. . . .
.= " 4: " Lecturer/Instructor - 0.56 7 0.89 0.43 - 1.00

87
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8.

On the reward dlmenSLOn the Scheffe test (Table 13) revealed that

,there\were‘signiflcant dlfferences between the mean scores of lecturers/

+

instructors and associate professors, between the mean scores of a551stant

professors and. associate professors, and between the mean scores of the
) Q : . . . .

assistant professors'and the professors. 1In each instance the mean

»

response of the group of* hlgher rank was higher on the reward .dimension.
It appeared that the assoc1ate professors and the professors perceived the

X
organiZatQ&n as offering greater and ‘more equitable rewards than-did the

E R . &

assistant prqofegsolsh, nd the lecturers/instructors.

.Scheffd Multiple Comparison of Means of Responses of
Faculty Members by Rank on the Reward Scale
! . ] .
Rank . : - : 1 2 .3 4
{ ) ’
1. Professor ‘ . 1.00
. 2. Associate Professor 0.95% 1.00
3. Assistant Professor © 0.02% 0.00*' 1.00 2
4. TLecturer/Instructor 0.11 - 0.03*" 0.79. 1.00

.
.

\ 3

*5ignificant beyond the Q.10 level.



. On the support dimension the scheffé test (Table 14) revealed

that the associate pfofessors had a higher mean response than the assis-
tant prOfessors indicating that'they‘perceived the Qrganization as more

N - " . ! N i) : \
supportive than did the assistant profesgsors. %‘

Table 14
Scheffé Multiple Comparison 6f‘Means of Responses of
> _ Faculty Members by Rank- on the Support Scale

' . -

e !

Rank o ‘ T 2 3 -4
1. ' Professor : 1.00 °
‘. 2. Associate Profe§sdr -oo. 1.00 1.00 o ?
§ : ' . :
3. Assistant Professor ' 0.44 0.06* 1.00
° 4. Lecturer/Instructor '0.90 0.65 0.55 1.00

*Sighificant beyond the 0.10 level.

-

©

The Sﬁatisﬁically significant difference on the conflict dimension
waé betwéen the mean scorés Qf the assistant professors and the associate
professors (Table\lsﬁ. - The mean score of fhevéssoci§£e professors was

~ significantly higher, indicatiﬁg that the‘associaté professor; percgived
the oréanization as more tblerant and accepting oﬂ,conflict. |

| < .The scheffé test (Table 16) showed that there wés a significant

¢ difference in the mean response of the associate professors and assistant
professors on the identity dimensiog as well. The higher mean score- of
the associate profeésors suggested tﬁat they perceived~m§re pride and

[y

loyalty among faculti members than did assistant professors.
v

9



Table 15

Scheffé Multiple*®omparison of Means .of Responses of

Faculty Members by Rank on the Conflict Scale

B

Rank _ ' o1 2 3 4
& ‘ -
& |
1. Professor . . 1.00
2. Associate Professor . . 0.98 | 1.00
o ) S
3. Assistant Professor . . 0.23 * 0.06% 1.00
4. Lecturer/Instructor " 0.31 0.14 1.00 . 1.00
.
L 4
*Significant beyond the 0.10 level. & \
- .
Table 16
Scheffé Multiple Comparison of Means of Responses of
Faculty Members by Rank on the Identity Scale
‘ank : » 1 . 2 3 4
1. Professor ) : 1.00
2.  Associate Professor 1.00 1.00
3. Assistant Professor 0.39 0.05* 1.00
.4. Lecturer/Instructor , '0.82,\ 0.53 0.66 1.00

*Significant beyond the 0.10 level.



Summary "
Oon each of the nine dimensions the mean responses of lecturers/
instructors and assistant professors were lower than the -mean responses
of the associate professors and professors, although differences reached
statistical significance on six dimensions only. The mean responses
" . .(‘) . PR
of- the assistant professors werc lower than the mean responses of the
lecturers/instructors on each of the six dimension& and mean responses
of associate professors and full professors ‘were higher than the‘'mean
responges of lecturers/instructors, indicaﬁfng that thé associate and
)
full professors perceived the organization.as more structured, offering
: s ' ) .
members greater responsibilities and greater rewards, allowing for more
innovativenessa fostering greater warmth and support among members,
requiring higher standards of performance, tolerating more conflict, and

fostering a gfeater sense of pride and identity than did thé assistant :

professors and the lecturers/idﬁtructors.
TENURE ‘ —

Subproblem 3

£
£

How did tenured %aculty members differ from non tenured faculty

‘members in their perceptioﬁs,of the‘organizétional climate?

Respondents indicated whether or not thdy were tenured. Differences
in the means of the two groups are show; in Table 17.

The only dimensiQn on w%ich‘there was a statisticélly significant
difference in the mean perception ofytenured éqs'no? teﬁured members of

faculty was the reward dimension. The mean of the tenured faculty members

was 2.93 and the mean of the non tenured fatulty members was 2.59. The

) l



Tablee 17

Comparison of Perceptions of Tenured (N=6l) and -

: Non Tenured (N=128) Faculty Members
P S on Climate Scales :
Climate . ‘ Independent
Scales . Variables Means 't Values
Structyre " ¢  Tenured _ _ 2,37 ¢ 1.39
i ‘ Non tenured = 12,29 "
Respdnsibility : Tenured 2.99° 1.81
- T Non tenured ‘ 1 2.85
'Rewaxg ’ _Tenured ’ 2.9 3.68%*x*
‘ Non tenured 2.59 ’ .
"Risk _ Tenured " £.2.99 1. 54
. * Non tenured 2.84 v
a - : i - -
Warmth v Tenured _ 2.98 . 1.1l
Non/ tenured _ 2.86 .9
Support .- : Tenured . 3.06 < 1.65
: Non tenure 2.90 , )
Standards o { Tenured - . 2.95 . 0.58
\ Non tenuted 2.91 -
. N ¢
Conflict - ' " Tenured . 2.76 . 1.35
‘ Non tenured 2.62 '
Identity . " Tenured - - 2.92 Q.70
) ’ Non tenured 2.85
***x5ignificant beyond the 0.001 level. ' : (~—\ .
. &
-
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\ ‘
. . ., . . i . . .
thespin respontes indicated that toenured tawdlty members pereetved the reward

System within the organtzation as more positive.

. i

op all other climate dimensions there ore no statiaticall
Y Y

“
-

significant differences in the percoptions of tenured and nen tenured

.

‘members of faculty.
1} ——y

« ' [’
Summary
. i 4
Althpugh statistically significant differences were noted only

-~

on the reward dimension, the mean responses of the tenurecd faculty memberd ¢
- ) ' . ” Yo “
“ . , . o

A werce consistently higher on each climate dimengion than were: the responscs

of the non tenured faculty members indicating that tenured members. of
. C : : L

t .

faculty perceived the climate more positively.

P - »

EXPERIENCE ON PRESEWT FACULTY f ) 7
t . - : ' . .
* ) . ) .
Subproblem 4 _ . . _ . 3
‘ Ne " : . . . )

How did faculty members wﬁo have been on fachlty for differing-.’

periods of time yary in theéir pérceptions of gho orgenizational climate?
. L]

Respon&!nts were requ%sted to identify the length *of their -
- . R

. “a . .
. experience on the prgsent'faculty. The responses were grouped into four
. . A b . -

categories: those who were in “their first year on the pre§ent faculty,

' °

those who were in their second to fourth years, those in their fifth to

! terah, ye3rs, and those who had been with,théipresené'faculty for more

14 L] b

‘than ten years. "Analysis of variance revealed significant differences

/ o

beyond the 0.05 level on the dimensidns of respoﬂéibility, risk and

identiéy,-beyond.the 0.01 level on the- standards diménsion, and beyohd’X\J/
Y N - v

- o~

the 0.Q01 level on the reward dimension (Table 18). i

\

o , ¢
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Compar ison o

: Table.la

9

f Perceptions of Fadulty-Members with Varyin
of Egperiencé@_on Present Fac

g *Amounts
ulty on Climate Scales -

climate

Fifth to tenth year faculty,

***Significan? beyond the 0.001 level.
»+gignificant beyond tHe 0.0l level.
*significant beyond the 0.05 level.

‘Independent T B e
~ Scales Variables Means F Values '
Structure " First year . 2.30 1.40

Second to fourth years 2.30

Fifth to tenth years 2.29

o Over ten years <7 2.45 ]
Responsibility First year 3.04 3.75
' ‘Second to fourth years 2.71 ' .
: Fifth to tenth years 2.95
. Qver ten years ‘ 3.03
© Reward First year 2.90 6.63x**

Second to fourth years 2.52

Fpfth to tenth yegrs 2.69

Over ten years - 3.05
Risk . Firgt year 2.90 3.17*
~— Second to fourth years 2.77

Fifth to tenth years 293

Oover ten years 3.21°
Warmth First year ' 2.59 2.56

' second to fourth years 2.75

Fifth ;oftenth years 2.97

 Over ten years 3.12
Support First year 3.02 2.46
) Second to fourth years 2.83

Fifth to tenth years ~2.99

; Over ten years 3.18
Standards First year : 3.02 3.90*%*
. Second to fourth years 2.83

Fifth to tenth years 2.91 .

Over ten years .3.15 :
Conflict . First year 2.74 1.94

second to fourth years 2.57

Fifth to tenth years 2.65

Over ten years 2.92
;dentity First year 2.99 2.86*

! Second to fourth years 2.76
“ Fifth to tenth years 2.83

Over ten years'’ 3.19

@ . First year faculty, N=35; Second to fourth year faculty, N=94; .

N=55; Over ten years of faculty, N=25.

{

%
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S : L ' : T A ;
The Schefféhmg}tiplé comparison of means test l%#htlflgd that the-

o v 1

sighificant difference on the resansibility dimensiogfexisted between
- = T 1 . AR L ek R SR ,
those who were in their first yeat on the faculty and those who were on

‘:ESé faculty. for two. to four years (Table lé)ﬂ',?hgfméan_response of \
S T B T Y S T TR ST

;
-

first year~fé€ulty members was 3.04,;while the pean'résponsé’of the

¢

second to fourth yea;‘faculty,members,was 2.7]1 First year members .

. . ’ . e . .

© perceived a greater amount of responsibility to be given to faculty
members than did the second ‘to fourth yea% members. Interestihgi&,,the
) : . ) /A oo o
group ha&ing the two to four yéaré of gﬁpérience were lowest in their

i
7

perception of faculty responsibilityj" Perception” gf responsibility
increased with experience, exceptfﬁor those in their first year on faculty

who had the highest percéptioq Q£'faculty responsibility.

Table 19
\, ° ‘/
Scheffé'MultipleyéompariSOn of Mean Responses of Faculty
Mempers_pi'fering in Years of Experience on .the
Presgﬁt Faculty on Responsibility Scale .

/ -
N / R ..
« B /// B
Experience ya , 1 2 .3 4 B
/

/ .
1. First year/ - 1l.Q0
2. "Second t% fourth years' 0.05%* 1.00 .
3. Fifth to tenth years - 0.85 0.21 " 1.00
4. Over ten years o 1.00 0.14. 0.93 1.00

*Significant beyond the 0.10 level. 2
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The Scheffe test. 1dent1f1ed slgnlflcant dlfferences in mean‘

"responses on the reward diménsion between faculty members in their flrst

w“ . T, . & -
year and those in their second to fourth years on the faculty, between

Jthose in" thelr second and fDurth years and: those who had been on %he,

v

faculty for over ten years, and betwéen those who were in their flfth

to tenth years on faculty and’ those who had been on the faculty for

> K

over ten years %Table 20). The mean. responses on the reward ‘dimension
were 2.90 for those in their_first year, 2.52 for those in their second

. v : ;
to fourth years, 2.69 for those in their fifth to tenth years, and 3.05

for those who had been on the present faculty for more th;fﬂkfn years.

©

Tableﬁ20

.Scheffé Multiple Comparlson of Mean Responses of Faculty
Members Niffering in Years of Experience on the
Present Fdaculty on the Reward Scale

NS

I
Experience SF 1t 2 3 !
1. First year . ¢ 1.00
2. Second to fourth years 0.02* 1.00 ’
3. Fifth to tenth years - 0.45 0.44 1.00

4. Over ten years . Q.81 0.00* -.0.10% 1.00

*gignificant beyond the 0.10 level.
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With an increase of'é§perienée in.the.brgahizatidn’there*@as a corresf
i ’ = .

~ponding 1ncrease in mean perceptlon of reward with the exceptlon of : o

S . Ay +
A EIR

those in theirufirst year whd7perceiVed the‘orgahization as‘offering
o IR e ‘ .
greater rewards than dld those 1n thelr frfth to tenth years, but lesser

rewards than those who had beén 1n the present organlzatlon for over ten
R : ;
: i

years. Those in thelr flrst year dn faculty had 51gn1f1cantly hlgher
s . ¢ .
mean perceptloﬁ% of ‘the rewards offered to faculty than dld‘those in o

Lyt : . . : ' . . L
their second to fourth years, and those‘lﬁ»the}r fifth to tenth years

had significantly lower mean responses . on. the reward sCalerthan did s
- vy . . i . ? . N
those with -more than ten years of experience., = o

v | S _ . : .
The‘theffé test,indicated that the significant difference on

the risk dimension was between those in their second to fourth years on
m .

1 - ¥ o

the.present'faculty and thosevwith over ten. years on the present faculty

(Table 210;.~The second to fourth year group had a mean respornise of 2.77,;

’-“ ‘ B . .
and those with more ¢han ten years of experience haE\aQ;Eih score of 3.21 -
w""

T ’ v 4
Y - h

indicating that faculty members with more than ten years of experience

“
~

perceived the brganization as more tolerant and supporting of innovativeness

than did faculty members with two to four years of experience on the -
- & ° *

» > - . ~-

faculty. . : - ' :
. . ! e 5 I3
The significant difference on the standards dimension was also :

+ o ’ . ‘

. between the second to fourth year grodp and those with more than ten

years of experience on the present faculty {Table 22). An ificrease in
» ‘ ‘ ) v - . ‘ . G’ ) .
experience on the present faculty was accompanied by an increase 1in the
. . .
perception on emphasis on standards. Those who had been on faculty for

obver ten years perceived significantly higher performance demands on

. o
members of faculty than did those whophadabeen on faculty for twe to

four years.



';Table‘ZI

3

Scheffe Multlple ComparLson of Mean Responses of Faculty
Members leferlng in- Years of Experlence on ‘the -

e Present Faculty on the Risk: Scale

3

’ EXpegienee 1 2+ 3
1. First yeef ’ /vl.bO: ¢
2. ‘Secend:to fdur?h»yeafs YO;78 % 1.00
133 Fifth to eénth‘yegrs 1.00 0.55 1.:00 .
4.. Oveg.ten years 0.32 0.03* 0;33 : 1.00
B w d
*significant beyond‘ehe’o.io'iexel. '
\\
- RN
Table 22 .
) ‘Scﬁeffé Multiple‘Comparison.of]Mean Respdnses of’Facuth
; Members Differing in-Years of Experience on the- .
Present Faculty on the Standards Scale .
Ekperieﬁce ‘l 2 3 4
1. Firsﬁ year ¢ 1.00
2. Second to fourth years 0.22 1.00
3. Fifth to tenth ySars ‘ 0.74 0.76 1.00 ’
B , .
4. Over ten years 0.74 0.02*  o0.18 1.00

*Significant beyond the 0.10

98"



an the 1dent1ty dlmenSLOn the Scheffe test_regealed a significant
- : PR
dlfference 1n the mean responses of those in thelrfsecondito3fourth years: s

-
.

w1th the present faculty and those who had been W1th the organization.for

’
- L ~
\

. more than ten years (Table 23) 1 The mean response of the second to :

o fourth year group was 2 76, whlle the mean response of the over ten year‘
group was 3 l9 It ‘was the group who had been w1th theeorganizat;on for
more@than ten years who percelved a- hlgher degree of 1dentity and team . ll

v

'“spirit among the members of the organlzatlon. S o F

kd

. . ,;x"-' ", B ".,
; s . .Table 23 :=1ﬁ P

Scheffe Multlple Comparlson of Mean Responses of Faculty
’ Mémbers- leferlng in Years. of Experlence on the»
'Present Faculty on: theuIdentlty Scaleg_

1

' Experience | ":_-> 1 c2 3 "«’?

.

1. First yearlﬁ_ o 10 \O

2:[ Second to fourth years" .,0;45 1.00. S .

%ﬁ' 1fth to tentﬁ years , 0.76. 0.96 ~  1.00

.Q‘Over ten years , T 0.74 . 0.06% 0.19 1.00

iy

*Significant-beyond the 0.10 level.

°
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Summary
The mean response on all nine climate dimensions revealed

con51stently highest responses from those who had been on the present

faculty for over ten years,and fairly- conSLStently, lowest mean

'wresponses from those in thelr second to’ fourth years on. faculty Oon

mostfdimenSLOns the mean response of - those in their first year on
faculty was'simllar to the mean resp0nse of those w1th over ten years

of experdience. On all, except the risk dimen51on, those in their first

.

year'and.those‘with‘more:thantten years on the~present,faculty had
higher\meanﬁresponses (more positive) than taculty. in their se&ond to. o

fourth or fifth to tenth years-on the present faculky:

EXPERTENCE IN NURSING EDUCATION - ‘ .

.

, T _ _ k S N
. Subproblem 5 ' '

S ] . : . ) o

How dld members w1th differing lengths of experience in nursing
education vary in their‘perceptlons of the organieational cllmate°
| Respondents were asked;to 1nd1cate the leng;h of time they had
been involved in nur51ng~education The respondents were grouped 1nto
vthe same fouricategOries as those. used to analyze subproblem 4:, :those
who were in their first year in nurSing‘edueation,'thosevin their~second
to fourth yearsvln nurSLng education,jthose in their fifth to tenth years’

in nursihg education and those w1th more than tenh years of experience in

nursing education. Table 24 revealed Significant dlfferences beyond the

P

) O 05, level on the climate dimen51ons of responSibility, reward, support,

.

B - -
standards, and identity. The Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Means was,
&

employed to identify between which groups the dlfference existed. Results -

N °

of the Scheffe test are shown in Tables 25, 26 27, 28 and 29

3



Comparlson of Perceptlo

Table 24

ns of Faculty Meahers

’

piffering in Years of

e

Over ten‘years

o Experlence ln Nursing Educatlon@ on the GLimate Scales -
‘ - \\\\ h‘
i
Climate © Independent : N
Scales variables ~ Mean F Values
Structure.  Rirst.year ‘ 2.29 0.06
' "Second to fourth years "2.31
Fifth to tenth years 2.31
Over ten years L 2.31
‘Responsibility First year . 23.12 23.28%
R Second to fourth years - 2.78.
Fifth to .tenth years ' 2.83 2
 Over ‘ten-years S2.98 '
Reward First -year 2.93 4.82%
S second to fourth years 2.54
.Fifth to tenth years 2,55
over. ten years - 2.86 .
Risk Flrst year : 2.97 1. 64
R Second to fourth vears ¥ 2.69 '
. Fifth to +tenth years . 2.87
Over ten years 2.98
warmth ~ Pirst year 3.16 . 2.33
) Second to fourth years 2.74
Fifth to tenth years 2.81
. Over ‘ten years- - 2.99
support . First year 3.15 . 3.10%
: Second to. fourth years ’ 2.84
Flfth to tenth years ‘2.81
_ ~ Over ten years 3.08 :
Stanoard57 First year 3.15 2.73*
' .Se¢ond to fourth years 2.85.
Fifth to tenth years 2.84
Over ten years 2.86
conflict Flrst year 2.71 2.15
Second to fourth years 2.55
Fifth to tenth years 2.56
over te JerTs . 2.81 .
Identity Flrst year 3.15 2.84%*
C Second to fourth years 2.75
Fifth to- tenth years 2.74
2.98

'@ Flrst year,

Sec

3 to-fourth years,

N=66; Over ten years, N¥70.

*Significant beyond the-

.05 level.

N=34; Fifth to tenth years,



. was 2.78.

The F test indlcated 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in group responses
~on. the respon51b111ty dimension. The Scheffe test (Table 25) showed the

\

_digference hetween thbse in their first year end thoseé in thair second

to_fourth yearséto-%eestetQSticélly significent‘at the 0.01 1gvel£ .The‘

mean scones inaicatednthat those'in.their first yeat of nutsi&g education

perceived a greatef amount'of,inoividual responsibility.than peroeived‘
N : \

by those ™ their second to- fourth yeafs. The mean response of. those in

Pe
a

)
thelr flrst year was 3 12, and of those in their second to fourth years

o B . ° s 1

"1
i
%,
v
1
)
3

.( -
o . { -
Scheffe Multiple Com@hrlson of Mean Responses of Faculty‘
Members Differing <in Years of Experience in Nur51ng
Educatlon on the Responsxblllty Scale

. B //‘rable 25

e
, L
) Expéfience B ) - . ’. 1 . 2 . 3 ‘ : '4
1. Firstyyeér _ | ‘— x l.dO .'.
2. Second to fourth‘years ' 0.10% iA'l.OO
3. Fifth to tenth yeers : . 014 0;97: . 1;05 ,
4. over ten.years | D o 0.75 0.25 0.32 1.00

<

«Significant beyond the 0.10 level.

g ’

p3%

The findings of the Scheffé test on the reward dimension (Table -~

[

26) identified statistically signifioant differences between the mean

responses of those in their second to fourth years of experlence in
4
. : o f

nursing education and those who had more than ten years in nur51ng

AR o

o ) -

10



education; and between those in their fifth to tenth years of experience

>and those with moré thanbten’years QE experiencé~in Aursing educ;ﬁion.
The mean.rééponse for ﬁhose with two to four“yeafs of experience was 2.54;
for those invtheir fifth to ténﬁh years of éipefienbe it was 2.55; and
for those with:m;;g than'teh'yéars ok experienée it>was 2.86. Those with
over ten years of experieﬁcel?n ﬁuréing eduéatién perceived the organizatibn
as offethg gfeatef fewards;to the faculty,ﬁémbérs tﬁan did either. those

. ) Cs . : g

"witH two to four years of experience or those with' five to ten years of

13 ) - © v

experiénce;

Analysis of variance also identified sighificant'differences
‘between group responses on the sﬁppért dimension. The écheffé~£est
; indicatedithgt the significént.diffefences were between Epose in:theif

fifth to tenth years of experience and those with more than ten years of

: o Table 26

) Scheffé Multiple Comparison of Mean Responses of Faculty
Members Differing in Years of Experience. in Nursing -
‘Education on the Reward Scale -

Experience. . -1 l 2 3 .4
1. First year ‘ ©1.00 7
2. Second to fourth years 0.17 i:g% ,
~ 3. _Fifth to tenth years : 0.11 1.00 1.00
4. Over s®en years ' 0.98 0.10% - ©0.03* °  1.00

2 ~

N *Significant -beyond the @;lq,lével.
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~ | |

. . , g - . . v
experience in nursing ducatlon (Table 27) The mean score*of those in
thelr flfth to tenth yedrs was '2.81 and for those with more thai ten
years-was ‘3. 08, 1nd1cat1n§;that those with'more than ten years of

o ganization as.more supportive than did those

experlence percelved the

with five to ten years of experlence in nursing education. _ .

\ T&éle 27 _;ﬁl

Scheffé Multlple Companlson of Mean Responses, of Faculty
Members. piffering in' Years of Experience in Nursing
Educatlon\cn the QPpport Scale

e

Experience! - \ 1 2 3 4
1. First year .  1.00
2. Second to fourth years 0.39 ~ .1.00
3. Fifth to tenth years 0.22 1.00 1.00
4. oOver ten years 0.98" 0.36 0.10%  1.00

*gjignificant beyond the 0.10 level.

gr
-~ -The Stheffé test (Table .28) 1nd1cated that the difference on the

)

'standardsvaimension'ﬁxisted petween those in their first year of experience
ta

H . (3
whose mean resbonse was 3.15,.andg.those in their fifth to tenth years of
experience who mean score was 2.84. "Those in their fjrst»year of °

experience had a higher mean score, an 1nd1catlon that faculty members

in their first year of experience percelved greater demands for a high
: T

Jdevel of performance placed on,the faculty than did those faculty members 7 e

with five to ten years of experience in nursing education.

4

i< i
S .
i d
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S

Table 28

Scheffé Multiple Comparison of Mean Responses of Faculty
Members Differing in Years of Experience in NurSLng
- Education on the Standards Scale {

: |
|

Experience 1 2 . 3 4 i
l. First year ' 1.00
2. Second year ’ . 0.15  1.00 ’
" 3. Fifth to tenth years 0.07* ~1.00 -1.00
4. Over ten years. ; 0.41 0.77 0.56 1.00
| @5 . | .
*Significant beyond the 0. 0 level. ' .

An ana}ysis of variance indicated that faculty members with
varying amounts of egperienceﬂin‘nursing education had‘significantly
.different mean responses on the identity dimension. The Scheffé test ¢
(Table 29), although 1dent1f1ng no dlfferences beyond the 0.10 level,
suggested that the major dlfferencebex1sted between the responees of
those in their first yeah in mursing education and those with five to °
‘ten years of experience..fThe mean responses of those in their first

7 .
year was 3.15 and of those'in their fifth to tenth years was 2.74,
indicating that those in their‘first¢year of nursing education perceived

more loyalty and team spirit among faculty members than did those members

with five to ten years of experience.



Table 29
N

)

’ scheffé Multiple_Comparison of Mean Responses of Faculty
Members Differing in Years of Expérience in Nursing

Education on the Identityugcals

.

° Experience / T 1 2 \3 4
a T ' )

1. First year 741,00 .

. ’ I .
2. Second to fourth years- “0.24 1.00
4. Fifth to tenth years 0.15 1.00 1.00 -
4. Over ten years ) 0.82 0.45 0.23 1.00

. o RSN
e
Summar ’
<

The mean responses of members who W?Fe in their first. year of

. X .
. . 5 . ~ .
eXperience Or those with more than ten years of experience were generally

- ~

higher than the mean sScores of those in their second to fourth years or-
fifth to’tentb yeais of experience in nursing education.

first year perceived a greater degree of opportunity.

to take responsibility

Those in their

©

than did faculty members inigheir second to fourth years in nursing

" education. Those in their first year also peréeived greate
pérformance placed on members of faculty, and more of a team spirit among

members than did members in their f£ifth to tenth years.

r demands for

Members with

over ten years of experignce perceived the o§ganiza§ion‘as offering

greater and more equitable rewards than did either those in their second
[

¢

to fourth years or those in their fifth to tenth years. Those with more

than ten years of experience also perceived the otganizaﬁign's adminis-
. . ~

tration -as being more supportive than Aid those in their fifth to tenth

trAn Ve - "

-
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) AGE OF RESPONDENT

U"

Subproblem 6

'

[

How did facd\gy members of different .ages vary in their perceptions

of the ékganizqtional climate?

. } .
Faculty members were asked .to ldentify thgmselveswwithin age
'qrodpings of 20—29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59 and over 59. The last two

categories were combined for data analysis. Analysis of variance of the
. o

~

mean scores of groups of different ages indicated significant differences

’ ¥
on only the standards dimension of climate (Table 30).

s

The Scheffé test was employed (Table 31) to identify where the

-

differences existed. From the Scheff€ test it.was ndted that the R
S .

B

significant difference of means was between the -mean scores of the.30-39
age group (2.8l) ard the over. 50 age group'(3.13), indicating that the
-~

over 50 age group perceived a greater emphasis on a high level of
'pe:ﬁbrmance than did the 30-39 age group.
i !

e

q

Summary

Although there was a statisticaily significan%'difference on
only one of the clima}e dimensions, it was noted that the mean score
of faculty menbers over 50 years of age was higher on most scaleg than
were the mean scofes of younger age groups. SinCe there was not high
consistency among the scores on the basis of age, age appears not tb be
a highly influential variable in the'perception‘of climate. On the

©

climate dimension .of standards, however, those over 30 years of age
- .

perceivea a significantly higher degree of emphasis than did faculty

J X
members in the 30-39 age group.

om?






Table. 30

Comparlson of Perceptlons of Facult Members of leferent .
Ages® on the Cllmate Scales

X
Climate Indepeﬁdent SR
.‘Scales ‘Variables Mean - F Values
Structure .Age 20-29' 2,27 .0.66 ,

: _-Agé 30-39 S 2.35 _ Lo
" Age 40-49- 2.28° .
) Age Over 50 - 2.35 _
Respgnsibility - Age 20-29 2.96 "1.33
, Age 30-39 2:81
P Age 40-49 2.96
, Age Over 50 2.92
Reward Age 20-29. 7 2.68 1.41
) Age 30-39 . 2.0
Age 40-49 S 2.75:
Age Over 50 2.85"
Risk | Age 20-29 2.75 | 1.64 .
: Age 30-39 2.85
Age 40-49 2.86
Age Over 50 3.10
Warhth ' Age 20-% 2.96 0.47
‘ "Age 30-3% 2.82
Age 40-49 2.92
Agey Over 50 2.97
Support Age 20-29 2.93 0.57
* . Age 30-39 2.88
Age 40-49 2.96 ’ N
Age Over 50 3.05 -
Standards Age 20-29 3.00 4.01%*
Age 30-39 2.81 ‘
- Age 40-49 2.89
Age Over 50 3.13
&
Conflict 'Age 20-29 2.55 1.49
: Age 30-39 2.58
Age 40-49 2.77
f *  Age Qver. 50 2.67
Identith Age 20-29 2.89 0.42
/' Age 30-39 2.79
7/
N : Age 40-49 2.92
- Age Over 50 2.81

A

V@A2O—29 years of age, N=28;

30-39 years

age, N=60, Over 50 years Qf age, N=32.

**Significant beyond the 0.01 level.

.

’

of age, N=70; 40-49-years of




TaBle'31"

-.Go

- Scheffe Multlple Comparlson of Mean Responses of Faculty v
T Members of leferlng Ages on the ‘Standards Scale

"'1._'20;29 years of agey'. ‘ 0 -1.00° -
L . ‘ ' .‘ ‘ . ! . . : [ Lo Lo ""
© 2.0 30°39 years of dge | . 00320 0 UU1L000 T
: S v SR T T g
3. 40-49 years of age . L 0.77 0.80 1.00
e o C : ' ' G R
4. Over 50 years of age = .0.75 0.0l* -~ 0.13-  1.60
&

*Significant beyond the 0.10 level.
TYPE OF CONTRACT

Subproblem 7

How did faculty members empldyeé on a full time basis differ
from facultyvmembers employed, on a part time basis in thelir perceptions
of the orgenizatibnal climate? |

Respondents were asked to indicaterif ehey”were employed on a
fuli time or a paft_tihe basis. Past tiﬁe respondents were further
!requested to indicate for how many days a week they were employed. qpis

information wasg used in the description of respondents (Chapter IV), but

since only 23 of the 191 respondents were employed on a part Eime basis,

the subdivisions of.part time faculty were not used in the data analysis.

The mean résponses of full time and part time members of faculty

on the nine climate dimensions are shown in Table 32. £
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‘Table 32'

Comparlson of Perceptlons of Full Tlme (N 168) and' ;

110

Part Time (N=23) Members of Faculty

' on the Cllmate Scales

~ Climate’ Independent . : s
. Scales . Varlables L Means 't Values
- Structure - ' Full time 2.29 - -2u98%
ool .l Part.time. 2,52 e
.Responsibility % Full time 2u9e . =0.23
. Cu - Part time - "2.93 o . L '
. Reward Full time. . 2.67 7 —2.48% Ny
Part time - 22.91 T
Risk Full time '2.86 - -1:52 '
Part time 3.08 - -
Warmth Full time 2.88  ~ ~1.06
‘Part time - 3.04
Support Full time 2.92 -2.44%
S Part time 3.14 '
-
"Standards Full time 2.92 -0.21
" Part time 2.94 '
b < Y
Conflict . ‘Full time 2.64 - ~1.61"
Part time 2.87 !
Identity Full time 2.84 -2.26%
T Part time 3.10

**Significant ‘beyond the (.01 level.
*Significant beyond the 0.05 level.
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, There was a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlfference 1n the ﬁsan

responses of full tlme and part t1me faculty members on four of the

cllmate dlmen51ons-"structure, reward, support, and 1dent1ty on the

- structure dlmen51on the dlfference 1n the mean responses of full tlme

”'g and part tlme faculty was beyond the O Ol level of - signlflcance., The‘.

: . o
' mean response of full tlme faculty on the structure scale was 2 29 and 4

~

the mean response of part tlme faculty was 2 52 “The response‘indicated e

a

that part tlme members of faculty percelved a’ hlgher level of: structure
'1nvthelr,organlzatron'than did full‘time‘members of faculty-
.On the reward scale dlfference between mean responses of full

. tlme and part tlme faculty members was. beyond the 0. 05 level of 51gn1f1—

\A'cance., The mean response waS'2.67 for full~time facUlty<members‘and

VT 2

’Z;9l'f0r part»time_faculty.members, indicating that part time members

perCeiVedfgreater‘rewards‘and‘more opportunity for advancement within -

‘the organization than did full time faculty members.

Part time members also perceived a greater amount of support in
the ‘organization than did full time respondents. The mean response of

©part time members onwthe support#scale'was-3.l4L‘ The mean respon!. of

full time members ‘was 2'92 The dlfference between these means ‘was
v \ O
51gn1flcant beyohd the 0.05 leTel
Iy
There was also a significant difference beyond. the 0.Q5 level in

‘the°responsesiéf full time and partvtime‘faculty on the identity scale.
‘The meanrfor the part time faculty;was 3.10 and for the full time faculty
it was 2.84, indicating that part time members perceived faculty.members
as having more pride in being members of their organization than did

full time faculty.
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‘Summary T e S

_ . g ‘
and more support to 1ts members, and hav1ng more of a team Splrlt among

~the three groups on the structure, respon51bllity, reward and support '

¥

Although there wére 51gn1f1cantly higher mean, responses by part

© time faculty than by full time faculty on'the cllmate dimenSLOns of ,“_i' ".,,\\

xstructure, reward, support, and 1dent1ty, 1t was noted that the mean

B

responses of part tlme faculty members were hlgher on all scales than

were the mean responses of full time members of faculty Part time!

faculty membe!s Ebpéared to perceive the 1nst1tution s climate more

posrtively than did full tlme members. Spec1f1cally, part tlme faculty

‘ . i N -
. N o
perceived the organizatlon as more structured, offering greater}rewards_

n
. IENE

%

1ts members than dld full time members of faculty..

R o S | asszenMENT | T B T
: ’ ns‘: ’ 4.. ST ¢ . "
Subproblem o TR

How did faculty members Wlth differing assrgnments (classroom ,‘,?j ) s

lecturing or clinicalusupervisioh) vary in their perceptions of the

IS

organizatlonal climate°

: Respondents 1ndlcated 1f their major responsibility was‘in c¢lass= -
) o

room lecturing, clinical,superyision,'or if they had equal responsrbillty

. 2
in both areas of nursrng education. The data analy51s, Table 33, revealed
Y -

differences beyond the 0.05 level of S1gnif1cance 1n “the perceptions of

dimehsions of climate( leferences beyond the . 001 level of Signlficance

were noted on the conflict dimension. _ o ' . ) - ,

. Iy
- .

The Scheffé'test revealed that the significant differences on

the structure dimension were‘betweenvthose whose reSponsibility‘was"' ' - ¢

B
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e e

“V_Comparisoﬁ o

£ Perceptlons of.
B A551gnments@ o

P

Table 33

Faculty Member
n Cllmate Scales

s w1th leferlng

,Cllmate'
Scales

"“Independent

" . 'variables. -

Means

F values

Structure"

- Responsibility

J"R?War@:;‘
Riski
"$Warcﬁﬁi":
‘};$£?5d5?§§u

. conflict

‘Identity

m

a7

Classroom

. 'Clinical

Both

‘Classroom:

Clinical

Lo Both.:

Classroom

. ﬁcllnLcal
_e lBoth '

“J»Classrcom

 J‘Cliﬁical
”‘ BOth

' Classroom] .-

'e'Cllnlcal
" Both -

'élasSrgoﬁ
~Clinical

' Both‘

- Both .

/

'Claesroom
~C11n1cal

Both

Clinical -

_Both

2 Classroom"
. Clinical.

-Classroom
.

2.45

2,27
‘2.287

2.96
2.72

":fz %

*2 89

2.54 .
2.65

pl97

2,71
j2.91.

"-2 98

2.72
2,92

- 3.09
2.79 .

2.90°

12,94
2.91 . "
2 90

B 2,98 :

2,49

12.53

2.90

2,75
2.86

‘3;915v‘

v€;91f.cc“

.'27402f‘
, _v1 96

0.08 "

@ Classroom- teachlng, N=371 clinical teaching,

and cllnlcal teachlng, N=73.

. 4

***Slgnlflcant beyond the 0.001 Jevel. .

*Slgnlflcant beyond the 0.05 1evel

7

P

N=59; Both classroom



'prlmarlly in classroom lecturlng and those who were elther prlmarlly

“in. the cllnlcal settlng or 1n both the classroom ahd the cllnlcal
. setting. -The mean response of faculty members teachlng prlmarlly in the

classroom Was ;.45 ‘for faculty members a551gned prlmarlly to cllnlcal
. '_‘, : ' . s

V‘superVL51on 1t was 2 27 and for thOSe a551gned to both areas 1t was 2. 28._

Faculty members aSSLgned prlmarlly to classroom lecturlng percelved a

hlgher degree of structure ln the school of- nur51ng than did faculty :
»-members who also had a cllnlcal a551gnment (Table 34)y..
o T e e

Table 34 R

Scheffe Multlple Comparlson of Mean Responses of Faculty
w1th leferent A551gnments on-the . ¢
g Structure Scale Co Lot

[N

Kssignment. T Lo ler TR oane 02

1. Classroon teaching . . 1.00.

5. Glinical supervision =+ - 0.05% i .1.00 -

©30 Both o ©0.06% ¢ 0.98 0 .1.00. .

':Siénificant"beyohd_the1d;lo level.
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On the responsibillty.dimen51on there were 51gn1f1cant dlfferenifs

.between ‘the perceptlons of classroom lecturers and.cllnlcal superv1sors,
~and between cllnlcal supervrsors and those a551gned to both classrocm ‘
and cllnlcal 1nstructlon._ The mean responses of both the classroom
Linstructors and those a551gned to both classroom and cllnlcal teachlng
were 2.96." The mean response for those a551gned prrmarlly to cllnlcal
-superv151on was 2 72 Faculty members a551gned prlmarlly to the cllnlcal
" area percelved faculty members as having less opportunlty to make
dec1slons,>and act upon them, than did faculty members who spent most,
"for half tlmerwln the classroom lecturlng (Table‘35)g
7;4.v, - Table‘35¢ S _:‘-.j o l»: k

e Scheffe Multlple Comparlson of Mean Responses of'?aculty;

Tt
‘with Different A551gnments on the ‘ '

L Responsxblllty Scale S
’, « ] "
Assignment . = R _ 1 L2 . N 3
T T . T — — T
l Classroom teachlng S Ail.OOv‘ G }:. E
n/\v R N .",\ " s N wt .
2. Cllnlcal superv151on L 0.08% ©1.00
‘ : B e ) . »). oL : L ) o o E ]
3. Both ‘ Colesr e 100 e 0.02% * .0 1.00

rSignificant beyond the 0:10 level.



T
The significant difference on the reward dimension was betWween”

classroom and.clinical teaéhersi The meahlresponse ofwfacultyfassigned

prlmarlly to classroom lecturlng was 2. 89; - and of those a551gned prlmarlly

to cllnlcal instruction it was 2 54. The Scheffé test 1nd1cated that
N T v ) B
those aSSLgned prlmarlly to classroom 1nstructlon percelved the

’

korganlzatlon as prov1d1ng greater and mdre equltable rewards than dia

those‘assigned primarily to clinicalAlnstruct;on,(Table 36). . -

Table 36.

° “

Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Mean Responses of Faculty
‘ with Different Assignments on the
\ Reward Scale :

'Assignment: » T R c2 .‘i o
. . ;
e
1. Classroom teaching - . 1.00 . i
. Clinicai‘supervision o 0.02% 1.00.
3. Both . . ., 0.12 - . 0.58 1,00 .

*Significant'beYOnd the 0.10 level.

§

The Scheffé test (Table 37) revealed that the major dlfference

. . -~ )
on the support . ‘dimension was between those asslgned to the classroom

.

and "those assigned to the clinical area. The mean response of classroom
teachers was 3.09, ‘and for>c11n1cal ;%achers it was 2.79. The classroom

lecturers perceived a greater degree of support frem the organization

than did the clinical instructors.
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v - : Table 37 . -

- Scheffé Multlple Comparlson of Mean Responses of Faculty
with Different Assxgnments on the

. Support Scale

=
.

Assignment . ‘ g 1 v 2 3
a2 ‘ " o R ‘ L
R Classroom teaching B l.dO o ’ T
‘ N . ' /A,i\ N . . . ) 3 . X . P
2. Clinical supervision /4/ 0.08%* ° ° -.1.00.
3. dBoth . .. . 0.3a  0.60 1.00°
. f_ ‘

*Significant beyond the 0.10 level.

The dlfferences on . the COnfllCt ‘dimension as revealed by the

e .

Scheffe test (Table 38) were “bBetween faculty members asslgned to the

classropm only and those asslgned elther totally orf partly to clinical

\ N > L
supervision. -The mean response ‘of‘those assigned to classroom instruc-—

B
.« . y

tion wase2.98; for those - assigned to clinica% supervision -it was 2.49;

and for those assigned to both areas it was 2.53; kFaculty members

.2

responsxble prlmarlly for classroom instruction perceived a”greater

~ degree. ef tolerance for confllct 1n the organlzatlon than dld others

Summary : < e

Statistically Siqnificant differenoes were found on the climate

dlmen51ons of structure, respon51b111ty, reward, support, and conflict,

' L
with the mean response’ of faculty members: a551gned prlmarlly to classroom

instructioen hlgher than the mean responses of faculty members a551gned

primarily to clinical superv1510n, or of faculty a551gned to both

117



Table 38

: - . o _ ‘
Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Mean Responses of Faculty
. with Different Assignments on the
! . Conflict Scale

, ) ' . «

-
L

Assignment - = - . 1 o 2 3

-~

1. Classroom teaching L 1.00
. . B | 9. ,. . \
2. Clinical supervision 0.90% . - l.00°
3. Both . 0.00% - 0.94 1.00

*Siénigicant:beyond the 0.10 level.

classroom and clinical instruction. Faculty assigned to classroom iecturing

pérceived the organization as more{structuredf_toleratihg'é greater degree

3 PO
. Fo4
$

of inglividual responsibility and conflict, and offering greater rewards

and more subport than did members assigned to clinical supervision.

’ ) ;
1

\, RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

°

dent variables. No attempt, however, was made to examine correlations\\\;,

among the independéﬁtvvariables. A summary of the mean responses of fachlty .
o o

—

'members on the climate scales by independent varlables presente

— \\
Table 39 indicates major differences in the groupings of the 1né€§éﬂQ3pt

. ‘ , . _ .
It was recognized that_overlap'may have existed among the indepen-

118

‘variables. None of the independent Vvariables sh&&ga\siggif;c‘ht\gifferences
~. .

s . ~..

én the same set of climate diménsions.

e -
: \
‘The analYSes of the data showetd that some of the varia :;gé:f\

fied had. a greater 1mpact ‘on perceptlon of climate than did othe#fs.

Q,gi‘,:
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faculty members were classifie

differences in perception on s

were siguifieant differences o
hlerarchy, experlence on brese
and assignment. Perceptlon wa

T o
- climate dimensions. Age of me
'qlimateldimenigon.

It “was also noted that

some glimate dimensions than o

M

d onvthe basis of rank there‘were”significant
ix of the nihe climete dimensidns. fhere‘

n five dimensions on the var}ables of

nt faculty, experience in nuréing educatien,
S affected by type o} cont}abt ou four

mber and tenure each had an 1mpact on only

there were more s1gn1f1cant dlfferences on

n others. Slgnlflcant dlfferences on the

! . . LY . ) . . .
reward dimension were noted%on.sevenﬁof the eight independent variables.

s

There were five significant di

£

fferences on the support and identity‘

dlmenSLOns, %gﬂ;351gn1flcant dlfferences on the responslbllity dimension,

three 51gn1f1cant differences

o~

dimensions,~and only one signi

dimensions.

VARIATIONS AMONG INSTITUTIONS

~

»

on the structure, standards and confllct

ficant difference on the risk and warmth

Qs

Although it was not within the scope of the study to compare

ihStitutional responses, an overall profile of mean responsés was developed

e .

without identifying’ 1nd1v1dual facultles An examination of these mean

b

L

\\§

v

©

responses by individual facultles revealed differences between institu-

tions (see Appendix D). The rahge of meen

4

sponses was much narrqﬁer‘on

.some dimensions (e.g.fegtructure, conflict) than on, other dimensions

(e.g., xrisk, warmth, identity).

Although there was no institution which

E
had consistently high mean responses on all nine climate dimersions, one

institution had highest mean scores on five dimensibns, three institutions

o

had most meand” responses above

the overall ‘mean, and two institutions had

o

1



) - e’

. . - ' ~ .

lower mean responses on most of the climate dimensions that the overall
" )

mean on those dimensiiys. b W

Iy

SUMMARY

@

'
- !

. For the purpoée‘bf analyzing the jmpact of group and organizational
characteristic$ on perception of climate, responses og faculty members were
studied by different shbgroups.“ Thé t~test-and F test were employed to

examine differences kbetween and among mean responses of different groj¥s.

When the means of more than two groups were being compared, ;he Scheffé
,a‘ g

- el

ve .
Slgnlflqant differefices in mean responses were found between

-~

, test was used to identi y:;;tween whlch groups the difference existed.

administrators and teac

ers. on the climate dlmen51ons of reward,’” warmth,

-

ntity. In each case the mehn reSponse of the

“support, conflict and i

administrators was higher n the mean response of the teachers.

whgn faculty members were grouped by rank, significant differences

were found in mean responses on the dimensions -of structure, responsibility,

-

reward, support, conflict and identity, with mean responses of lecturers/
s } . ~

’

instructors and assistant professors being lower than the mean responses

of the associate professors and professors.
o

Significant differences between the mean responses of tenured and

.~ 2

non tenured members of faculty were found on only the reward climate

dimension, with the tenured group having the higher score.
2 )

Faculty members were also grouﬁgd by years of experience on present
faculty and total experience in nursiﬁg education. The.F test yielded
Significant differences on the climate dimensions of responsibility, reward,

. B

risk, standards, and identity, with highest mean scores from those who had

@
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UVbeen on the present faculty for over ten: years and lowest resgo ses K

@ ¥

' shared by the groups of faCulty members in thelr second to fourth ye\\
: and those 1n thelr flfth to tenth years on the present faculty

s When grouped by total experlence ln nursxng educatlon faculty "umfﬁ
i s { . : . L
- \l

members withvmorelthan ten years of experience and thoSe in thelr flrstt'
TN : ! : L g v . . :
year;scoredfsignificantly higher than those in-their ‘second to_ fourth or

»

fifth to tenth years on the climate dimensidns of responsibility,‘reward,

support, standards and identity.

On the ‘age variable, there was a significant difference on only the:ihrf

standards dimension,: with the higher mean score belonging‘to faculty 50

years of age and over and'thek}gyest mean score to faculty in the 30-39:.%

age group. - «7ﬁf3 ¢ @
Part time members of faculty scored significantly higher than full

time faculty members on the climate dimensions of structufef3reward(”
3 Canl . . ke

-

support, and identity. e : C '

Faculty members assigned‘to teach primarily in the claserOmiscored
signifié%ntly higher than members assigned to teach primarily in the

N :

clinical setting on the climate dimensions of structure, responsibility,

reward, support and conflict.



o
@ ' CHAPTER VI - o . oo
. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION' OF FINDINGS AND
Ay

CONCLUSIONS, AND I%gLICATIONS&

This chapter is divided into three parts. The first part contains

a éummagg of the problem, the related literature, research design and
methodology, and the findifigs of the study. In the second part the
- I

~findings are discusded a

tompared with the'f;hdiﬁgs of other. studies;,

and some conclusions are dﬁaWn..'The third part. focuses on implications
. [ . L R

of the study for theory, practice, and future research.
) - B

g

SUMMARY

. The} Problem
x Based on Hellriegel and Slocuﬁ's’(l974:256) suggestion thét
there is a need td identify differénces of climate perceptioﬁs based
upoﬁ "objective indivi&ual measures,” aﬁd on the findings of a étudy by
Herman,et‘al. ‘(19755 indicating that a ﬁéﬁgér's current positi&n in an
.orgénization is more significant in determining percgption of climate‘
than are démographic characteriétics, the chus of the presen; research
was on the impact of groupland organizational characteristics on per-
ception of climate. .
’Following a review of theories and research literature, including'
several studie; of nu;sing and ﬁursing education, a prqblem statement

G @ o
was formulated: to investigate the effect of organizational and group

>

. _ . . .
characteristics on organizational climate as perceived by members of

123



'selected;Canadiancuniversityhschoolsfof nursings - Elght subproblems

:_wére formulated toﬁaddress'the research”problem. he subproblems related
_to the 1mpact of hlerarchy,qrank, status, experlence on present faculty”

_)experlence in nur51ng educatlon, age, type of ass1gnment, and type of

P e

i,contract on perceptlon of organlzatlonal cllmate PR A~..‘Ff{.fﬁ
‘."" - g Do B

PR , Lo \

Review of Literature and . .
. Conceptual Framework B cel : L e
i : Chapter II of the study-was devoted to a rev1ew of related ’ .

llterature and to developlng a conceptual framework for the study A

RN

dlscu551on of organlzatlonal theory led to the»specrflcs of organlzational<t

-

climate. Theorles developed by McGregor, Argyrls and leert were

.

identified as the basis of climate research. The, relatlonshlp of cllmate

to other aspects ofcan organlzatlon was studled Theprists and reseanchersr

have concelved of organlzatlonal cllmate as (l) an 1ndependent varlable

N

1nfluen01ng thé dependent varlables of member satlsfactlon and produc-—

tivity; (2) a variahle dependent on other organlzatronal dnmens1ons,
. . . =] N

rsuch .as leader behavior, structure, and technology; (3) an Intervening

vaarlable moderatlng, bridging, or filtering organizational characterls—

’

thS and members® behavior. . \

R Hellriegel and Slocum 'S (1974 256) definition of organlzatlonal

climate was found useful in conceptualizing organlzatlonal climate as:

. . a set of attributes which can be perceived about a
particular organization and/or its subsystems, that may be
1nduced from the way that organlzatlon and/or its subsystens
deal with their members. - - e

Researchers, it seems, have had to be somewhat arbitrary in
. determining the dimensions of climate. Campbell et al. (1970:393),

1 ~

identified five core dimensions in instruments developed'by’Litwin and

o



“Strlnger (1968), Schnelder and\Bartlett (1968), Kahn et al (1964) and o

- Tagu1r1 (l966)~' 1nd1v1dual autonomy, structural restralnts,.reward

‘_orlentatlon, admlnlstratlve support, and group relatlonshlps.‘:>
therature 1dent1fy1ng further conceptual 1ssues as 1dent1f1ed

s

e“by Lau (1976) was also rev1ewed These conceptual 1ssues 1ncluded

;(l) whether the baSlS of cllmate 1s the organlzatlon or the 1nd1v1dual

. kd(3)'.

(2) lf cllmate and satlsfactlon don" 't measure the same dlmen51o:

‘:whether the level of analy51s 1s the 1nd1v1dual the group, or‘the

wo.

organlzatlon, (4) whether climate should be studled subjectlvely or

B

( objectiyely, and (5) the 1dent1flcatlon of - cllmate dlmenSLOns _The-d

’spec1flc method employed 1n studyang organlzatlonal cllmate 1s dependent-

ron the researcher s’ conceptuallzatlon of the cllmate as well as on the
ch01ce of deflnltlon
\-’§ ‘q

For the conceptual framework of the present research the;

:‘deflnltlon proposed by Hellrlegel and Slocum (1974) was adopted 'The

o

subsystemrwas v1ewed as the sum ofvthe‘

3

about that organlzatlon or’ subsystem.

Tagiuri (1968:28) stated that climate "is capable of being shared (as
consensus) by'several persons in a 51tuatlon, and it is 1nterpreted

in terms of shared meanlng (with some 1nd1v1dual variation around a
consensus) . "
’ »

v

Although climate was conceived of as an intervening yariable,

the focus of the study was on the impact of independent variables (group

and organizational charaédteristics) on perception of organizational

‘climate.
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fResearchlpeSLgn and Methodology
The study was llmlted to 51x Canadlan un1vers1ty schools of
.nhfsing in”which_the.Engllsh‘languagerwas‘used and whlch offered a

.~ master's program in nursing. .

' TheﬂL{twin'and»Strinéef‘CllhatefQuestionnairngasvbilot_tested‘"
"'in a:Canadian‘nursing faculéy,.and‘modified for'uSe,in,the,study, A

3sectlon on’ personal data was developed to allow for descrlptlon of

. P co .

o respondents, and to fac111tate the analy51s of group dlfferences.ﬁ‘*

Questlonnalres were sent toall 269 faculty members of the:
selected university-Schools Of nursing,’ There were l9l 07l“perCent)! -
~useable returns. . :§>-\r C R S "v L T

'Frequency distributions'allowed for'description of respondents{ 3

v

leferences of means tests were $mployed to determlne 51gn1f1cant

dlfferences beyond the Q. 05 level of 31gn1f1cance in the responses o

of the groups.ym! S SR . lef o .f,

The’Findings

. &

. Hierarchy: The mean response of-administrators_was‘significantly‘

S ’ ~ : o : e
higher than‘the.mean_iesponse of teachérs on the climate scales of

reward, warmth, ‘support, conflict and identity.

Rank. The mean responses of lecturers/instructors and assis-
‘tant professors were lower on all nine climate scales than the responses
. o | o e
of associate professors and full professors. The F test was used to

identify significant‘differences on the climateV5cales of structure, .

responsibility,'reward, support, conflict and identity.
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‘Tenure. The only dlmen51on on whlch there was a- 51gnif1cant N

differencevin'mean responses of tenured and non tenured faculty members
was the reward dlmen51on.‘ Tenured faéulty members had a hlgher mean f

response than non tenured faculty members, that 1s,,tenured members'

percelved the organlzatlon as offerlng greater rewards than dld non:m

e

RN

3tenured faculty, *; ;.[\}ff,

Experlence on fgg;;§y> .There were‘significantxdifferences-of‘.

mean scores of faculty members who varled 1n thelr length of experlence '

on faculty on the cllmate dlmen51ons of respons1b111ty, reward rlsk,

_standards, and 1dent1ty Faculty members w1th more than ten years of

”experlence w1th the present faculty,_and those ln thelr flrst year on
' ' R
the faculty had 51gn1f1cantly hlghQS mean scores than members w1th two

'pto_foursyears, or those w1th flve to’ ten years w1th the faculty,\':'

127

'tj Experlence 1n nurslng educatlon.v There were 51gn1f1cant dlfferences‘

o : q;ﬁ." . : : . ,
vln the mean scores of faculty members w1th varylng amounts of experlence ;

<

“on the cllmate dlmenSLOns of responsxblllty, reward, support, standards, ’ ff;'

and identxty. ”Agaln.the mean responses of those w1th more than ten fﬂ_i?
~‘_years of experlence, and those.ln their flrst year in nurslng education’
"were higher than the“mean responses of those wlth two to four years:of'”‘
;experience, and‘those with flve.to ten years of experlence,d
Age~grOUpings; The only slgnlflcant dlfference of responses

among faculty of dlfferent ages ‘was on the standards dlmen51on, Those

over;SO years of age percelved the organlzatlon as more demandlng of

high”levels of performance than did those between 30 and 39 years of age{

e
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T;pe of contract.; There were significant differences‘in'the

A

responses of full tlme faculty members and part tlme faculty membersfon :
Y
the cllmate dlmenSlOnS of structure, reward, support, and” 1dent1ty In

each case the hlgher mean scores were those of part tlme faculty members.

.
h T
) S

Type of a551gnment. 'Statistically signiflcant dlfferences Were“

ldentlfled on . the cllmate dlmen51ons of structure, respon51b111ty,_reward,
support and confllct, wrth the mean responses of faculty memﬁers aSSLgned
. A : ,» . : N . B . . ‘_

prlmarlly to classroom lecturlng belng hlgher than the mean responses of

fiiulty members a551gned prlmarlly to cllnlcal SupeerSlOH. Vtﬁf»l

DISCUSSION OF' FINDINGS ‘ T L
ANS CONCLUSIONS e U

1y

K N
e N

SIn thlS sectlon the subproblems of the study are relterated,_and"

v ! ! * oA

the flndlngs of the data analyses dlscussed, partlcularly as they relate

.to the flndlngs of other studles.‘ An attempt 1s made to formulate .

ifconclus:.ons related to spec1f1c subproblems, and to generallze the

conclu51ons resultlng from the study

Subproblemll v%;i"i‘1ufff;nvyt-h,,»ff:;,.-:"nirfd'éi‘f.fihxf’
/How d1d admlnlstratlye‘faculty members dlffer from teachlng

» faculty memberslln thelr‘perceptlon of the organlzatlonal cllmate°

There were statlstrcally s1gn1f1cant dlfferenceslln the mean';b

responses of admlnlstrators and teachers on flve of the nlne cllmate
dlmens1ons. From this" flndlng 1t mlght readlly be concluded that
'adminlstrators and teachlng faculty dlffered<1n thelr perceptlons of "

. 'cllmate. Th1s conclu51on supports ‘the flndlngs of studles by Payne (1973),

Schnelder (1973), and Gorman and Molloy (1972) ‘who found that pOSltlon

. ’,



» T e /
‘e : L . .
-

1n the organlzatlon does affect perceptlon of cllmate. Although there

)

‘_was general agreement w1th the other studles ldentlfled there were

B : A \

varlatlons on spec1f1c dlmen51ons Payne (1973) found that members at

‘ . «a .
.dlfferent hlerarchlcal levels 1n the organrzatlon varled 1n the1r

pexr<:

_ceptlons of structural contralnts. ThlS study fQund ‘no- 51gn1f1cant

dlfferences between the responses of admlnlstrators and teachers -on . the"
‘ o e

structure scale. ThlS flndlng conflrmed the flndlngs by Pheysey e

;:,(1971371): "The dlfferences between the responses of personnel at

it WY
; ~
Y

. 1evels from those at 10wer levels were, small enough to have occurr
'chance _Thelr study related spec1flcally to the 1nfluence of str
. on responses of cllmate. B

In the present study admlnlstrators resp0nses were Slgnlf

t al o
upper -
ed’ by

ucture

1cantly _

:'hlgher on the dlmen31ons of reward, warmth support, conflict, and_?h

fldentlty - Most promotlons, changes in status, or. 1ncreases 1n sal
- g ':4-‘ . . - . T X

\fresult from recommendatlons of a faculty ‘s admlnlstratlon ;Conseq
'1perceptlon of reward reflects on'. the admlnlstratlon. It was not S

'“that the admlnlstratlon of a faculty would have a more p051t1ve pe

fof the reward system than would the teacnlng members of faculty

»1tems on the support d1mens1on focused largely on the support of t

'admlnlstratlon for members of faculty and the coanlct scale also

hRS

.largely the attltude of the admlnlstratlon 4Reward support, and

dlmen51ons showed significant dlfferences -in responses of admlnlst

.and teachers beyond the 0.01 level of 51gn1f1cance. 'The other two'.

ary
uéntly,."
urprlslng

rceptlon.

Slmllarly,

he

reflected

conflrét.

rators

dimensions show1ng slgnrflcant leVels of dlfferences in response\were_

warmth and ldentlty These scales reflected the’ frlendllness and comrad-.

shlp among members of the faculty Perhaps administrators'expected
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v

. e ‘ ’ , =
support the §ﬁﬁnis tration -and, therefore , berceived

S

faculty_members to

o

" the membé:Sfas identifying with the organization, working as a team and

showing:warmth-and friehdliness'poward each other.
. ‘Although there were no statistically significant differences on

LN ‘ . . B R ‘ e o “ R

. the other scales, the mean résponses indicatédfthat ﬁhe administrators} ;‘

-

‘whén_éd@pargd'Wiﬁﬁ'tﬁe teaching féculty,'1den£ifiéd the.ofgaﬁizﬁ;ipn as -
leés:sgfucturéd,‘éhébﬁrég;hgimdré individugl.reépohsibiiiﬁy, él{gwing

. fqr more érea£i§ity, and lesé demahdingvof’high péffo;ﬁénéeusgggé§r§§. e
.’In shor%, the agministrato¥s perceived the_érganization‘as hidﬁly |

L L - . ) .
‘considerate of its membérs.

inzgenerél fhén; it mighf‘ge concluded thaﬁ admiﬂistrétorsvapd K
Eé%qhihg.faculty in séhéplé'bf‘ndréing differea in‘£heir ééréeptioﬁs of
oféanizatiénai climaﬁe. ’Specifipally,.édministratofs»perceived thg

,ofgéniiaticn mdré-fa%dragly>€han~did.thé teécﬁing facu;ty.“

1"Subproﬁlem 2 B ‘_" ‘ "m : T

~

How did faculty members of different rénk vary in,their,peﬁgeb_
tiOhS*Of,the organizationa1'climaté?
,Porter.and Lawler (1965), Payne (1973), Séhneider (197-3) ,- » S

-}§0rmé§‘and Molloy (1972) and He:manﬁet al. (19755 alfr%ound‘thét position
ihvéhlbgggnizatioh affected.pefception Qf climate. . Most of the;indépen¥ -
::déﬁt variables ﬁsed~in the present ;tudy were objectiveaindiceé related
) to the‘position of the fa;ulty members in the-organiZaﬂibn.
The findings of this study sugpo;ﬁed the results of studies ‘ ¢
iaentified for‘comparféon. -There dEreAstatistically signifiqant a:
differenceé in the meén iesponses of faculty members a£ different ranks

on six'of the nine climate dimensions. On the reward dimension the

e
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. . . ) 5 . . ! . K . )
differences, beyond thé OAQOl level'ofrsignificance, were between. full

professors and a551stant professors, between assoc1ate and a551stant

professors, and between assoc1ate professors and lecturers/lnstructors.

| . rd
In each case the hlgher rank corresponded with higher levels of percep—

-

'.tlon of rewards; It was not surprlslng that those who had been promoted

\
to the ranks of assoc1ate or full profgssors, and whose salary level

i

was also at a hlgher rate, percelved the” rewards w1th1n the organlzatlon
as greater and more equltable;' Faculty at-the associate and full pro-

fessor ranks not only percelved greater rewards. from the admlnlstratlon

xt

'%han did the a551stant professors and the- lecturers/lnstructors, but

" they also perceived the administration»as being more supportive,'of

tolerating more conflict, and of aiiédlﬁé them a greater degree of
autonomy. o o :?

Thesewflndlngs were not.surprlslng since the perceptlons were (1
probably accurate reflections of reality. Mhat‘was.more difficult to;‘

understand was the finding that associate prgfeSSors perceived the
. organization as significantly more structured than did the assistant °

professors. A comment by Payne (1973:523) provided perhaps a'partial

S . ‘ o
explanation:

.+.s . specialization, and the 1ncrea51ng profeSSLOnallzatlon
"assoc1ated'w1th specialization, does lead to more sglmulatlng
climates in the. area of work itself, ‘that lS, sclentlflc and
technical orientation, 1ntellectual orientation, ﬁob challenge,
task orientation, and industriousness. Greater specialization.
also helps’to explain the higher degree of questioning of authorlty
in larger organizations,

The associate professors may be the more specialized faculty members by
Virtue of education and experience and may as a resukt have perceived

‘more structural constraints. The findings may* indicate that members

°
»
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t

4

at the rank of associate professor or full professor identified more
Lo ~ K L
fully with'the organization and were more committed to it than were

a551stant professors and lecturers/instructors. They may also ‘have been

the’ 1nd1v1duaa§ who had been with the organization for the longest perlod ’

. of time and had’ developed lnfluential positions on the faculty.
Ly ' ' :

Tt was further puzzllng to note that, except for'the risk‘

4dimension, the lecturers/lnstructors had hlgher mean scores than did

a551stant professors. ASsistant professors had the lowest mean responses

on'all but.the risk climate dimension. The ﬁecturers/instructors may

-

have been the youngest, least educated, and least.experienced members
on faculty.. hey may, have percelved the climate of the organization

more positively because of thelr own percelved fortune in being given a

.

position on the faculty. The a551stant professors, on the other hand,
3 ) @ L

may have been disillusioned’with,their lack of power and with the length
1 , .

of tlme it takes-to be promoted from one rank to another. In many

"

nursxng faculties there contlnues to be a high rate of faculty turnover.
It WOnld be 1nterest1ng to know 1f lt is most frequently the assistant
professors who move from one faculty tovanother.

Tt was concluded that those at the rank of a551stant professor
& .- N

had a less favorableiperception'of the organlzatlon s. climate than dld
‘ ’ - . - \
"those at the lecturer/instructor,'associate professorL_and those at the

full professor levels.

s

Subproblem 3

i

How did tenured faculty members differ‘from_non tenured faculty
e D :
‘members in thelr perception of the: organizational climate?

Tenure, like rank, could be seen as one of the objective indices

a



o

Tenlhre, however,

related to the enplbyee's positioa" the organization.n
‘had far less impact on_the perceptionnof_c : i idrarchy or

rank. The only dimen910n on which the mean responses.

v
faculty indlcated significantly higher perceptions (responses) on tke
. ,
reward dimension. .1t may be concluded that the status and security
‘ »

associated with tenure did th_significantly\influenée the perceptions

faculty members have of the?Organizational‘climate, ‘except in the area of ¢

frewards where tenured members perceived greater and more. eqUitable rewards
‘ = \I'
beyond the 0.001 level of significance.' It may be«that

e variable of

" tenure was not particularly influential on the perception of clt

. | 3,

,‘Because only a small percentage of members of nursing faculties have
tenure. The difference on the reward dimension may be explained on the

basis &f the security and sense of commitment of tenured faculty.

Tenured m ers do indébd have greater rewards since they have been

rewarded with the

Subproblem 4

How did faculty memBers ho have been on faculty for differing

s periods.of thﬂ% Vary in their perceptions of tBe organLZational climate°
&ﬁv ,', Johnston (1976) studied thirty nine professionals in a five- year .
old firm. He found gthat those who had been with the firm for more than

ol

‘three years ("the first generation") perceived the climate differently

(4

than those who had been with the organimation for six months .to- two

years. Johnston (1976:101)-conoluded: ‘



>~ . -

- . s

. ..each generational group percelved a,different climate .
within th rganlzatlon. That experienced by’ glrst generation
“.members was flex1ble, strongly oriented toward. individuality and’
lnterpersonal relationships, nonauthoritarian, and generally -
concerned with integration of individual and organizational A
goals; that is a highly organic—-adaptive task environment. Second
. generatlon members perceived climate that was more rigid. and ' '
el procedural, had a more hierarchically ‘based influence an —
T~ __authority system, was-more 1mpersonal and placig/gifffs;j ‘

‘ emphasis in organlzatlonal goals - 7 '
» _ : , . .
: The flndlngs of the Qresgp. udy supported Joknston's conclusion

/ .
T —that— _members-who had beenvw1th the or?anization for varying lengths of

»

time differed in their ‘perceptions of climate. ' , o
. ) o ]
Significant differences beyond the;0.00l level were found on the 7
. ’ o g -
reward dimensioh:ﬁ These dlfferences(lndlcated that: (l) those in their

first year ianhe féculty perceiveds greater and more equltable rewards

for members than did those in their second to fourth years on the

P
»

faculty, {(2) these w1th more than tep years on the faculry,perceived ' v

'‘greater and more equitable rewards_for members than did those in their ’

second to fourth.years or thosé in&}heir fifth to tenth years on the

| t T : ) 3 s : , co ¢ B

—

. . B

with thosejzh\fheir\second to fourth vears having the lowest meqs/,/”"
' . - ! \\\ ' ” B "
responsés, followed by thosgta.their fifth to tenth years. The mean

responses of members in their first year and those with mdre than ten

. ' )
years ogy the faculty were quite similar and were higher than the mean
ol

o
responses of either of the other groups. - ’

A significant difference peyond the 0.01 level was found on the

standards dimension, with members having more than ten yearsrof experience

'
Y

pcfbeiving%significantly higher demands for performance standards than®
> ) .
those in their secdnd to fourth years. o

o .

he pattern of. responses was qu;%f consistent on‘all -scales *%Wk;
. 0 ~ - U
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en e 7
<

There were significant differences beyond,the 0.05 level on the

responSLblllty, rlsk and@identity scales. Faculty in their first year,
A ' .
percelved a greater degree of adtonomy and individual responsibility
> -

e
-

than did those in thelr Second ‘to fourth years. Faculty with more than,

ten years in the: organlzatlon gercelved a greater degree of encouragement,

.

for members to be creative, anrd also percelved a greater team spirit

Y

in the"faculty than did those "who haa been with the organlzatio§~for two
to four years. & . \\ ) . - . B
The high scores of members in their first year (with the organ-—
" ization was not easily explained. Perhaps in their first °year they were
.taking cues prdmarily fggﬁ‘the administration. It is understandable
that those who had(iiyote& more than teh years to a specific organization, k’
5 " .

o}

would identify with the organization, and feel‘éommitted to the climate ;
which they assisted in creating. Faculty in theif first year on faculty )
N " . N .

may have felt fortunate in being members of the faculty and may at the °
&

. )x .
sage/ffaevhave been very aware of the respon51b111t1es they were giveh.

-It might be concfuded that faculty 1n thel second to fourt}gaég g

years on faeulty wereésomewhat,disiblusionea; or least favorably impressed g

by the climate of thelrgorganlzatlon, particularly in the.areas of'reward, W ¥

«

autonomss, creat1v1ty“ standards, and identity. They may indeeé be_seens

o —— Lo . \ .
.as, and treated as, new comers by the administration and by faculty with

more extensive experlence in the organlzatlon 1

. Generally, the flndlngs of this study lndlcated that the longer

.
individuals had been in contact.with an organization‘the more positive
were their perceptions of the organizatiqP's climate.”

° -
" v
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'.Suogxoblem 5 S .

: climate?»-

- five to ten years of ekperienbe"v Faculty members in theLrﬁﬁfr

PR . . - R S

» e . S FER "T: v»9ym
. . 3 - i i

° ) E 1

~~

. s

P

How did faculty members w1tﬁ dlfferlng lengths of experlence

“in nur51ng educatlon vary an thekx perceptlons of the orgghlzatlonal

s

g

ﬁowed significant difﬁe%eﬁqesfof_mean‘

Findings of the studwyl:

responsesson'five.dimensions: reward, standards; responsibility, ‘support,

4

and‘identify. The differenoes were quite similar to the difﬁerences'of

'experiehoe on the present faculpy,,With the exception that it was people

s

Jin théir'first year of‘experiencebwho hééﬂhigher mean fesponses than

-

- those With‘;ore\than ten years of experience. The findings may have

ey
o

been unique tg the time period of the study . Witﬁ the national rate of

3

unemployment at”ten fercent; nurses who were accepted on. a‘nursing

faculty with pq?babiy only a bachelor's degree mady .equate olimafe’to their

’
~

feelind of good fortunc.
7 R o S

. On the climate'dimensgbng of standards, support, and identity

those in their fifrst year of experience scored sighificantly higher than
yeal Xp Pl . o

o . ° , , Ve ) B rx ) “ /
those in their fifth to’ ténth years,of experience%‘

PN

scale those 1n thelr flrst year of expeﬁaence scored s_fv

S .-ﬁ

than those in their second to fourth years of experlence.. on the reward

«“2
scale those with more;than'tén years of experienoe had a hlgher meen

‘response than those with two to four years of experience or those with
[ ) . o ) . .

e . A i

@' . " »'g ey .
- - "a . S . - P .v
in nursing education may, becauSe of“théTk 1nsécur1§y; have been more
o v . Y - )

" aware of the expectatiops andﬁ‘%Sponsibilities placed on them, and may

[ 4 s N’*{@?f . ,-_- L

N4

have perce%%sd'the organlzatlon as belng more supportlve and the faculty ;.

as b%%ﬁg frlendller than was perc81ved by facul%y menmbers with ‘more

- . e - - “

"1364



o W - ‘ v e e ‘ v ’ .

aVexperience;‘ First.year_teachersjmay;actuaL1y~have-beenfthe recipients:
. i R Do L P q L c T
of more help and support.t-;;l” ‘ . miﬁ'-;'j" v
“_ o o T i \ r‘-,;" s e e, '\‘Z-' . . T
m,j, Faculty members w1th more than ten years of experlence percelved

R T
o -

-_the rewards offered by the organrzatlon greater and more eqULtable than o

qffdld those Mlth two to ten~years of exper1ence.; Faculty members 1n thelr

3f1rst year of nur51ngéeducatlon percelved the organlzatlon as expectlnq

-4

o . %

%

ihlgher levels of performance, allowxng greate

o .

- autonomy for 1nd1v1duals,»

belng more . supportlve, and fosterlng moreob»'a team splrlt than dl&
those w1th more experlence-—partlcularly those W1t 'wo to ten/years of T
o r S

experlence in nur51ng educatlcn. S Co . ; ' : .

v

> I

. It wa's concluded that both experlence .on present faculty and’
/g%perience in nursing education Were‘variables with 51gn1flcant impact ~
- . . « - ) \ ° P

on perception. of climate. ' : : , e

No other studies wexe found with which to compare'these findinés.'“ﬂ”

Ve
N - X °

SubprOblem 6

How dld members of dlfferent ages vary in their perceptlons of

the oxganizational climate? '
A a s ] . ) . N L . . ‘ “ . ) .
The standards dimension was the or¥ly one in which significant

P

°

differences were found when perceptlons of climate were. studled on the

rbasis of age. ThOSe over 50 years of. age had a 51gn1flcantly hlgher

8 i

mean response thaﬁﬁthqse 36-39 years of age. This finding did not seem
surprising, as older faculty members had probably moved up the ranks

R . M . : . 3
into administrative positions, and may indeed have had greater performance

I d

expectatlons placed on them. 4 } ' ~ . e ;x;’
’ I M A
& o
It must be concluded that age was n@& a signlfrcant facltor
. - / © : !' - } ‘\}“ @
affecting perceﬁtion;og‘organi; onal.climace/ln nursing faculties. $




SubprOblem 7

on ‘the’ ba51s of full tlme/part tlme employment,

- - RN
. ' e
PN .

*These flndlngs support the conc1u51ons arrlvednat by Herman et al

(1975) : In thelr study they attempted to 1dent1fy "the sources of :

;fﬁvarlance assoc1ated w1th employees“responses to thelr work env1ronment "

1 :

‘ V;They found that demographlc varlables such as agez sex, maritaljstatus;.f:*

;lfamlly\31ze, number of wage earners ln the famlly, and educatlon accounted

for only nlne pErcent of the varlance of employees respbnses,

,4',

How dld faculty members employed on a full tlme ba51s dlffer
o . . . \ . . : - <.
from faculty members employed on a part tlme ba51s 1n thelr perceptlons

-

of the organlzatlonal cllmate7::

~

No studles were found 1dent1fy1ng dlfferences in perceptlons on-

e

the ba51s of full tlme/part tlme employment }l; seemed loglcal to assume

that the'flndlngs would be 51m11ar to the flndlngs on tenured/non tenured‘

.

faculty members perceptlons.- The tenured members

tion as offerlng greater and more- equltable Feway

3

tenured members. On the contraryy when perce?

2 S e
%lgmateewas studied
Yy o :

,loant dlfferences

_were found on the. four cllmate dlmen31ons of structurs\ reward .support7

‘andvrdentlty. Faculty members employed on. a. part tlme ba51s percelved

‘the organlzatlon as more structured "offerlng,greater rewards. and support,':

i . PR

'and hav1ng a greater sense,of 1dent1ty among its members than dld members L

o s
e

'employed on a full tlme basis.

Part time faculty members are frequently the individuals?with

" the least academic preparation.' They ‘are often assigned to clindcalv

. supervision only. Consequently, the organization‘with which they are .

most‘famgllar is the hospital rather than the university. This could

138
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‘af; hlghly bureaucratlzed work settlng of the hospltal

"v have been more concerned about the school s rules and regtlatlons.*"‘

S account for the dlffersnces 1n thelr perceptlons._ Part tlme faculty may,-f‘~f

)

a. PR SRt P R . *

.gﬁy:

because of the constralnts on thelr tlme as part tlme faculty, they may

N

for example, have percelved greater structural constxalnts because of the_’

139

Part tlme faculty may also have v1ewed full tlme faculty members vﬂ;7:

as belng very pr1v1leged and secure--haVLng greater rewards, admln stra—':

. 2

part tlme faculty may have been satlsfled to have a p051t10n ‘on a nur51ng

"\s’ -
faculty. They may, therefore, have percelved the structure,»reward .

-

system, support of admlnlstratlon and team Splrlt among faculty as

satfsfylng thelr needs T

3

I

It may be*concluded that type of ‘contract had’an impact on

perception of climate, and that part'time faculty perceived climate more

" positively than did full

@ A . . . .

‘Subproblem 8

. ‘their perception of'the.organiiational climate? -

Oon every climate dlmen510n those a551gned prlmarlly to classrobm
lecturlng had a. hlgher mean score than those ass;gned to both classroom A

lecturing and cllnlcal superv1s10n, and those a551gned to both classroom

lecturlng and cllnlcal SupeerSlOn had a hlgher mean score than tnose e o®

g Q

assrgned prlmarlly to cllnlcal supervision. .
‘ 4 . S ; o D &

Co-

Statistjcally,signifiCant»d&fjerenceS'were:found on four ¢limate

‘dimensions. Therée was a signifiCantfdifferEﬁcejbeyond the&OZOOl'leveI'g"
on the conflict dimension.‘ Faculty assigned primarily'to.classroom,
. : R , o : R

' tlon s support, and a team Splrlt among faculty On the other hand }',;;iﬁ{y

e i‘,‘ :
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'ﬂlecturlng had a. SLgnlflcantly hlghér mean score than elther those,

¥

*pa551gned prlmarlly to cllnlcal superv151on or those assxgne to both—
‘f,classroom and cllnlcal teachxng.* ThlS may be explalned on the ba51s of

"the complex1ty of relatlonshlps 1n organlzatlons.[:Faculty members

,a551gned prlmarlly to classroom lecturlng were exposed prlmarlly to_ ‘3\3; :
i 0. v B R . . W B . g s

lone organlzatlon f a unlverSLty department ln whlch questlonlng and

/fdlfferences of oplnlons have always been acceptable. Faculty members

_a551gned prlmarlly to cllnlcal superv1510n spent most of thelr tlme ln hﬂ_“:

'"Tda Veryﬂdlfferent.Qrganrzatlon-—theihoSpital: rNurses haVeftraditionarly'ﬁ
"htbeenyaccustomedntojtakingﬂorders. Erom the vantage p01nt of the
'hospital, the unlver51ty may 1ndeed\appear to be more tolerant of

)
PRI
*

Slmllarly,_lt appears understandable that faculty a551gned to'

cllnlcal superV151on percelved the degree of structure in: the nurSLng
"faCUlty_asbless‘restrictive»than:didffacultyimembers assigned'prima:ily5"
'to“theiclassroom;_ ComparatiVely;”a*universityIdepartment»might seem:

much less bureaucratlc than A hospltal " on the structure dlmenSlOn there ﬂ"

jre 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between the mean responses of faculty ass1gned
S . e . . . oo e

‘ prlmarlly to classrd%m teachlng and those ass1gned prlmarlly to cllnlcal

teaching, or teachersga551ened to both classroom and:cllnieal>teaching;~
OnAthepresponsibility:dimehsion bothﬁthose,asslgned;to‘claSSroomd.

teaching’and those assiéned'to:both'classroom:and cllnical teaohlngjm

perCeerd a‘siqnificantly greater amount of autonomyifor faculty members

than did members:assigned prgmarily to c¢linical supervlslon, The
differences?inlresponseS“may agaih'be'explained in relationship to the

organization with whichrthe member "is primarily associated. Although



R S

‘{ perceptlons were of the schools of nur51ng, members a551gned prlmarlly

to the cllnlcal area may well have been 1nfluenced by the constralnts

nrof the bureaucratlc hospltal settlng LY S ”f” L s
Lastly,_faculty members a551gned to classrooms percelved greater

7'me’and'more equltable rewards for faculty members than d1d those a551gned
prlmarlly to cllnlcal superv1510n. P0551bly many of those members
a551gned prlmarlly to cllnlcal superv151on lacked academlc preparatlon ' t{ .

A

» and therefore, dld have a lower salary and less opportunlty for promotion;.f
These flnd1ngs support an assumptlon made by Evans (l968 113)

Organlzatlonal members performlng dlfferent roles tend ko T
have different perceptlons of “the' cllmate, if only because of . o .
(a) ‘a lack of role consensus, (b) a lack of: unlformlty in role f;'."f@’
soc1allzatlon,‘and (c) a dlverslty 1n patterns of rOle—fset S A
1nteractlons.;‘-5iﬁ-;, ol R ol ; :

In comparlng the perceptlons of faculty members a551gned prlmarlly

B to the classroom and those a551gned prlmarlly to the cllnlcal area, 1t .'."
1 g . N

L Amay be concluded that faculty members assxgned to cllnicalusuperV1slonu."
.percelved the un1vers1ty department of nurslng as less structured”than;”'
oy faculty assrgned prlmarlly to classfoom 1nstructlon.~ Faculty a551gned'ff""

prlmarlly to the classroom percelved the organlzatlon as oﬁferlng more

v e >
. e s

' opportunlty for autonomous dec151on maklng, tdleratlng mOre confhlct,

, and offerlng greater and more equltable rewards to 1ts members.

‘Conclusions
BN

:In»determining the lmpact of group and organlzatlonal character—l /

1st1cs on the perceptlon of organizatlonal cllmate, the flndlngs of the

v 4

i study permit. some broad conclu51ons-

PR I W1th1n the parameters of the study, group and organlzatlonal

characterlstlcs dld have an 1mpact on perceptfbns of.cllmate._;Whep
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N i . i

studled on the ba51s of group and organlzatlonal characterlstlcs,
statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant dlfferenqes were 1dent1f1ed in the responses f
on the cllmate dlmen51ons. ;:‘ix S : ) R 'ﬁ"l‘l,“ M;.\\<\,

‘2,‘ The 1ndependent varlables whlch related to the memberfs‘positionﬂ
in the organlzatlon had the greatest 1mpact on perceptlon of organiza—l'

tlonal cllmate. The greatest number of 51gnlf1cant dlfferences in

T . .,_/"v e :
perceptlon were noted when faculty members were categorlzed on the ba51s

‘fl of rank ThlS was followed by the length of experlence on the present
faculty,,hlerarchlcal level total experlence 1n nurSLng educatlon, type

of assrgnment, and type of contract.. Perceptlon was affected on only
'g one dlmen51on when the 1ndependent varlable was tenure or age. 2_ -

. -

'35 The 1mpact of group and organlzatlonal characterlstlcs was <ﬁj\l

greater on some dlmen51ons of cllmate than on others There were twelve
: i . o ’:.\_ . . . S,
ﬁsigniflcant dlfferences 1n group mean responses on. tne reward.dimensmon;34; L

s1x 51gn1f1cant dlfferences ln mean responses on: the respon51b111ty
dlmen51on, four 51gn1f1cant dlfferences of mean responses on the'

' structure, support and 1dent1ty dlmenSLOns, three 51gn1f1cant dlfferences .
of mean responses on the rlsk dlmen51on, and”onlyvonefsignif@cantlw'

P

wdifference‘of mean responses on the warmth dlmenSLOn

IMPLICATIONS -

Impllcatlons for Theory

Forehand and Gllmer (l964 364) stated e e TR L
Theoretlcal conceptlons of the relatlonshlp of organlzatlonal
propertles to individual behav1or often emphasize ‘the role of i iy
perceptlon of organlzatlonal propertles or intervening variables. N
 For example, ‘Likert's 1nteractlon—1nfluence model a351gns central.s -
1mportance ‘to organlzatlonal characterlstlcs as they are percelvedwﬁf

v.by the 1nd1v1dual. The causal varlables (structure,_objectlves,g




superv1sory practlces, ‘etc. )‘1nteract with personallty to produce ”’
"e_perceptlons [of climate], and it .is- only through perceptions. that
"““the r latlonshlp between: causal” and end-result varlanes may be
‘understood. (Likert; 1961, pp. 196ff.). This point of view suggests
“the measurement of climate 1nd1rectly via the perceptlon of the o
‘1nd1v1du\\ whose behav1or is belng studled :

This‘quotationusf
N - ! \y ‘L . .
o of the organlzatlon as 1dent1f1ed 1n the conceptual framework.. Climate

\

wasypercelved_as an-lntervenlng'variable between-organizational charac-

teristics and members' ‘behavior. = = T

e

'It hasibeenjsuggested;'by researchers,fthatsorganizational
- cllmate theory would!proflt by research Wthh would 1nvest1gate group
‘fand organlzatlonal varlables affectlng cllmate (Forehand and Gllmer,m '

’i 1964 368) Varlous studles such as those by Herman et al (1975),

i:}Pheysey (1971L. Gorman and Molloy (1972) have attempted such research._“-

fThe present research sought tp strengthen flndlngs of prev1ous research

.;by u51ng some of the same Varlables but 1n a dlfferent settlng.‘ ‘A

o

: fu?ther objectlve of thlS research was to add to the flndlngs by addlng

»~gvar1ables'whrch‘had_not been*tésted such as the affect of aSSLgnment
' to cllnlcal or classroom teachlng on perceptlon of cllmate. Prlmarlly,

:Uthe present study was 51gn1f1cant 1n 1ts support of the flndlngs of

'fother studles, whlch concluded that level or posrtlon an the organlzatlon

’,',' PR

-affects perceptlon of cllmate. ;
: The study further identlfled the spec1f1c cllmate dlmen51ons

e
-

whlch were mostly affected by the 1ndependent variables. : No effqgt

28

A'pwas made to label the" overall cllmate -3 Varlous writers support such

)‘

a method (Forehand 1968; Sells, 1968). “In the present study an éttempt

a

‘was made to ldentlfy the perceptlons of varlous groups, and to note how

e

‘ﬂthdégfperceptlons varled from the perceptlons of other groups. . In other

b

rizes the’ relatlonshlp of cllmate to other aspects_-

143,
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1ndependent~variables whiCh had.not been studied previOuSly, a broader

'.understandlng_of cllmate in: schools of nurslng was galned whlch also

’ perCeptionfof'climaté affects.satisfaCtiOnland performance,(Pritchard

. cllmate perceptlon and attltudes and behav1ors, knowledge of cllmate

* discussed rather extensively the process of socializing members‘into'a

group;f He suggested that climate perception- is.perpetuated from one °

words, the study examlned the 1mpact of group membershlp on perceptlon.b.

Pace (1968 l4l) stated "The study of subcultures and subenV1ronments

‘1s a SLgnlflcant and\ébrlchlng counterpart to the study of total
'enV1ronments. By the study of "subcultures“‘(grouplngs)\ln‘Canadian

unlver51ty schools of nur51ng and by employlng several grouplngs or

vadded to the- general knowledge of cllmate

o0 (3‘ . . :‘ o e o

Implications for Practice

nIf men'definefsituations"asireal}vthey.are real in their.

Zdonsequences"'(Merton{ 1957:421) . ﬂVarious'studies haye‘vetlfied that

. -
- »

and Karasidk 1973 Kaczka and Kirk, 1968 Frledlandé?\end‘Margulies; ’

,‘1969, Costley, Downey and Blumberg, l973, and Handh Rlchards and

S~

Slocum, 1973) Because prev1ous studles have sthn a relatlonshlp between

!

peroeptions becomeS"highly relevant»information to the‘organiZation's_’
administration.

The flndlngs and conclu51ons of the present study may be of

partlcular 1nterest to admlnlstrators of nursing facultles. :Admlnlstra-

'tots‘maybfirst,inquirefas to“the geasons for,differences'in perception.‘
_Secondly, administrat0r37mayfquestion how climate perception may be

. changed; In‘answer'to the %irstAquestion, Evans‘(l968£118el20) has

generation to another in a group, and is not easily'changed even by changes
- X e S ’ ‘

) [NE
in leadership:

—_—
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' E The climate of an organization tends to be perpetuated from .

" one generatlon of members to another unless the. structure of inputs
‘and intra- organuzatlonal processes -are changed along with the =’
feédback effects. This hypothesis, if true, in effect cautions .
against the inclinatiomn to solve an organlzatlonal climate problem
by recruiting a new executive. He is not. likely to succeed unless

~he is suff1c1ently knowledgeable, powerful, and charlsmatlc as to

. “alter. the inputs, -the 1ntra—organlzatlona1 processes, "and ‘outputs.

.and the feedback effects. : : g

In the unlver51ty schools of nur51ng, as in other organlzatlons,

. the underlying fa¢tors which'influence how perceptions are perpetuated;
‘l NG a R Lo e T . . .
.would have to be altered. This might result in substantlal‘changes in

-
5

- the organlzatlonal processes such as a change from . unllateral dec151on

]

‘maklng to partLCLpatlve dec151on maklng. It mlght further result in

: changes'ln,group membershlp.‘ In schools of nur51ng the admlnlstrators
fmight;conslder having faculty members who are assigned primarilyvto

°

clinical supervision; assigned to some classroom instructionpas well:
It ‘might also ‘mean Shortening?the length of time at which indiViduals > r
o s N ' )

Y

remain at.the assistant professor rank, or of offering teaching members -

of faculty some admlnistrative responsibility.

Implications for Further Research. = - o S S e
‘This study examined the impactgof:selectedjfndependent variables -
R : EERE R : N

_on the faculty ﬁéqbers‘»perceptions,ofiorganizationalﬁclimate dimensi®Bns
in six Canadian uniVersity schools of nursing.'“several further research

concerns related to thlS study could be pursued
Y l; Elght 1ndependent varlables were studled in relatlon to thelr

impact on perception of climate. ;Other varlablesrthan those selected

s

L. : ' B
mlght have been used and could be used in future studles Forehand and

Gllmer (1964: 367) suggested the use of 1ndependent group varlables such -,
as group maturlty, size of group, compos1tlon of groéup, and so on.

£ . ”
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1

. Similarly, degree of profesSionalization of the group, or cosmopolitans

versus locals would add further to 'the factors affecting perception of

climate. Slnce'nursihgmfaculties generally have a vast number of

o

committees, structure might be. .useful in a study;
7 . ’ A ) .

2. "In this research.differences of perceptions of various groups:

v

were studled but no attempt was made to’ 1dent1fy 1nterrelationships.
among varlous 1ndependent varlables. The question mlght be asked, for
example, were the 1nd1v1duals who were a551gned to teach prlmarlly.ln

the classroom also those who had full professor rank?
A\l

3. . An attempt was made by faculty members to descrlbe what they

percelved to be reallty Further research 1dent1fy1ng both the C ual
‘ . .

and the preferred cllmate, srmllar to the study undertaken by Gorman

o -
¢

' and Molloy (1972), would be useful in determlninq member satisfaction.

Thls would lead to an lnvestlgatlon of the outcome of various climates.

Sinte there‘are new trends and new expectations in the work force,

'
)

expectatlons may change rather]rapldly

4. - This study focused on the perceptlons of faculty members»to the

-0

» exclusion of others who would have perceptlons about the organlzational

0.

climate. Other groups like students, hospltal personnel who assoc1ate

with faculty and students, and outsrders mlght add 51gn1flcantly to an

" understanding of the climate of schools of nursing. A future study

might focus on the differences 1in perception'of students and faculty.

5. It would be of interest to examine the perceptions of faculty

a

' members-of other university departments with practicums to determine

if the’findings related<to the assignment variable were unique to6 schools

«

of nursing, or if there is srmllarlty among other departments with .

practicums. - L.
. o g

®

o ‘ .
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Onr [uoduunm' somuumcs suilers hom lack . of oxL;\mzmvm Ny
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Insome or the prOJCLH [ ve: bun on, 1 lm\a_n { hee en surc exactly Mhin
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ligiess foi oy < mmrlm wes? vone et l‘\t‘m take responibaiiny
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Ouar vnm wrenient., unt <O ((\n((lnl(l about formal onranization agel
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o do the J()l)
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luf/f”l‘ll’ iy o B -
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.. PILOT STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE

ONE

PART

Directions
* please use the eight-point cale
- terms of its clarity. Circle the

of the item in terms of its clari
o : A

o .
N .

pbelow each- item to rate the item in

.numbgr which indicates your rating
ty. o : '

Example: The item is not ambiguous.or obscuré but is clear in its

meaning.

. UNCLEAR 1 2 3

5. Below each item there is a space

4 s 6 7 ‘I’ CLEAR

in which you are askeditb,indicata

how items which lack clarity might be_improved. The space may be

" used to identify specific aspects
or to suggest corrections reqgardi
phrases effecting the item's clar

3. -Feel free to attach a page identi
and/or offering suggestions for i

of the .item . which are not clear, '
ng the use.of particular words or
ity. _ :

fying concerns about the instrument
mprovement of the instrument.

CLIMATE QUES
1. The roles in this faculty of nurs
are written job descriptions), an

UNCLEAR 1 2 3

2. Ih_this faculty it is sometimes u

to make decisionsw . .

UNCLEAR 1 2 .3

3. The policies and organizational s
have been clearly explained to fa

UNCLEAR 1l 2 3

TIONNAIRE

ing are clearly defined (e.g., there

4 are logically structured.

4 5 6 7. 8  CLEAR

nciear who has the formal authority

e

4 5 6 7 8 CLEAR

tructures of this faculty of mursing
culty members. ' - L

4 5 6 7 8 CLERR
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7 8 e
5 4 ] “..
e A .
- w W-ur°
- . AL \"‘ L B v v .. ‘%‘% . ”) . a
5. ' This facplty 5] admlnlstra ion reSents 1nd1vxduals chqcklng eyerythlng
~ with them; the admlnlstrat; n ﬁ %kﬁkyou to, %W‘h@§g“‘f you thlnk you
. ¢ " have-the rlght approach. "~ ’ - b N s .
. o | N §
e : m\jCLEAR o2 agha 3 6 7 '8 CLEAR ~ ’
T N VS, R o . , . %
| . : N . ‘ p ‘ .
S ‘ g 9 .
B , . o
6. A friendly.atmosphere prevails among our  faculty members.
.o . N . " /
T  uncpEAR 1 2 3 4 -5- 6° 7 8. CLEAR .
SR
. 1f there has been an error in judgmént (a wrong dEClSlon) members of
this faculty tend to‘makg a lot of exclises and/or pass the buck:
UNcLEAR 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 i CLEAR t

”
. Iy
v

8. oOur administration isn‘t'tob concerned about formal organlzatlon and v

. . authority; but conceﬁffates instead on gettlng "the right people R
, together to accohpllsh "a ]Ob . 5 . @ Ly
V . - ) § 5 ’ 7‘1’ “;.) : . e
UNCLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 % 7° -8 ¥ CLEAR e
- ’ N N - T
a . ‘ () " . B ,: 5 . I‘fv_,. . : ;:14 2 ".‘,: h
a ) o - ) o . © : ';
o o v . . ¢ RN . PR I
9. We do not rely too heavily on our own judgment since most"debisiqﬁg- w
are double—checked in ‘this faculty ' - * ;; 'f%"ﬂ"“
- UNCLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 .gb cLERR T L Py
: . B . o
. - c, 4 . Y ",, Py
. 10. Exce551ve number of rules, admlnlstratlve details, and  red=tapg @ake
. it difficult for new and creative ideas to recelve consxderatl S,
° w . Q"\a a 3 o
N UNCLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CLEAR. .. . '
. » . L 58, v \)'{ .. ';
LA LoE N .

11. In some of the committees I've been on, I haven't been ‘ sure who Més s

in charge. .. ) ,

UNCLEAR 1 ‘2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CLEAR
bl . . . . E R
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" -17. 1In this facult

m' ! . ‘
: ‘ , e
) . - lr R ) ' * . .
12. Thenpoliéy‘practices in this faculty is that o£ reﬁognizing and
.ewarding faculty members for being innovative. : .
_UNGgEAR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 CLEAR
B4 . B L
13., Peoplé in this faculty tend to be cool and aloof toward each other.
S . o B o . . N \

o

o

u

" UNCLEAR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7, 8 CLEAR
. ‘ : : Y
] s ’.’ ' o N . - ’
14. I feeltpqggrl-am a member of a wellffunctionipg team. N
. gncLEAR 1 2 3 475 67 8 'CLEAR
s

3 . .
ot

15. One-of the problems in this faculty of nursing is that individuals
won't take responsibility. ; ‘ . .
gucLEAR - 1 2 3 4 5 6 3 8 CLEAR

In'this,faéulty individuals are congerned mainiy with their own

A

le6.
intere§ts: . ) _
. | . uncLEAR® 1 2 3 4 5 e 7 8w ERR
: Ao , . S
¢ \( o ' :
, . e
ly

yﬂpbe recognition and encouragement you get usual

‘outweigh the.criticism.
. o . .
’ L 3 - ¢ N 3
L " UNCLEAR 1 2 3 # 5 6 7.8 _CLEAR
18. 1In this facultyzpeop;e are rewarded in»propértion to the- excellence
gn their job performance. ’ '

7 8 CLEAR

%

o " UNCLEAR 1 2°

A

19.- There is a gqgat‘deal;d%fcfiticism by the administ¥ation of this
~faculty. . e '
' < a9
; .6 7 '8 CLEAR

" UNCLEAR 1- 2 3 @ 5
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: o ‘.. «1 [ ‘,\:‘__16"‘\4

< 2Q. ;Not;énough.recqgnitiqh‘lsrgiveh_for;aéhieyement_i

21 CIf a- faculty member makes a- substantlal errdf\ln judgment, she is.
e reprlmanded, promotlon is w1thheld or her contract ls termlnated

HUNCLBAR{QF."

+
4

*:22}ﬁ The phllosophy of oun admlnlstratlon seems to be that 1n the g
S run we  do best by playlng lt slow, safe and sure. ‘ FREERS

23. In our faculty we«have done well because we were 1nnovat1ve~‘i{>’
(cxeatlve, took calculated rlsks) ‘gj,ﬂe- R S

et

UNCLEAR“”'I'# 2 3”§14.--5 6 .. 8 CLEAR ,

”‘j24,‘ Dec1sxon-mak1ng in thls faculty is too cautlous for max;mum
effectlveness of the program.

o+ UncnEAR 1 '21y’31 4 5 6 1 8

%?&

:QjZS.Y Our admlnlstratlon is w1111ng to accept and act on creatlve p
' ‘ suggestlons.v : S _

UNCLEAR }l. 2 3 4 5 6% 7. 8 CCLEAR..

26. - We are: prepared to be 1nnovat1ve and creatlve in our: faculty ln anv ' #}:_
attempt to keep ahead of other nur51ng facultles. S : SRS o

e

. ]ﬁ fkfiizi' UNCLEAR 1 fé{'73‘ 4 5 6% 7. 8 CLEAR::

27-




30« THe ph11050phy practlced in thls faculty is that facuLty members
' 'should sblve thelr OWn organlzatlonal problems I

'BQ;C‘There 1s frlendllness and supportlveneéa between the admlnlstratlon
’ and other members of thls faculty : x L

e f5{’<" : pNCLEAR 1 2 "a,e 4 5

.6 7 8 CLEAR:

s . s . . -

.'t PR - ,3. . R : o . .

32;_1The admlnlstratlon of thlS faculty isg not 1ncllnea to ‘be sympathetlc
or- supportlve if faculty members make mlstakes. fjf[ e .

”-;’,‘ ) - v .

UNCLEAR Hul’Jjg 3 'x4;°”5.f‘6,"7 8. CLEAR

_ ‘faculty is 1nterested ln tal
.:about your career asplratlons, 'thln the: faculty

,UNcLEAR,Cf; 23 :f6_‘ 7. B_f CLEAR * "

34, ,Membefs:qutbzgfiaéuityféfjhurgiﬁg?abﬁﬂt_re 11y trust each other
- emough, T T T TR T o

g to you

1;




f36;TEWhen on a dlfflcult a551gnment,‘one can usually count on getblng
! l' asslstance from the admlnlstratlon and*from co—workers. S

'"fUNCLEAR,‘fltivz_n

Sl - - v N - ‘ SR ST
*ﬁ37f"In thlSQfaculty there are very hlgh standards (expecxatlonsy,set'if1w=*
"'_for faculty members,‘- L : s N Col e L

fijLEAR_.p.a‘?

Ne,:f'_
w

S UNCLEAR P

‘c Our admlnlstratlon empha51zes the need for const&nt"mprovement.v 55y73;'f;

_39 Faculty members feel pressured to Kele
. and group performance.,',,: . .

RV

' uncrEar 1 . 2 3

'40‘ Our admlnlstratlon belleves tha' ;
RS a hlgh level of performance w111_take care o_sﬂ(‘

'5Q4i: In thlS faculty it

al. re' 1mpoftant to get along w1th pthér”me
{j,*f of faculty th‘ e ’ :

Xﬁe hrghly productlve 1n one s work

UNCLEAR Tzl,nzz;.»agu_4~~15;3f6 7?’f8.‘ CLEAR

L

<_42 Members of our faculty don t seem to take much prlde in thelr£ﬁork:;wi'b-

UNCLEAR 12 '13ﬁfd4 s 6 71 8 CLEAR

A N

fh43_ _The best way to make a gOOdllmQIESSlon ln thlS faculty 1s,toJayold,
'”open dlsagreementu : P TR B RO

UNCLEAR f ]




S to be that d;sagreement and
' y healthy

2,

“The attltude of our admlnlstratlon seem
-}confrontatlon between 1nd1v1duals-and groups:can be ver

UNCLEAR

N 45;,-We Are ené%uraged to speakjourlminds, e&én lf 1t means dlsagreelng
l;3w1th our, leaders.vuv,' e ST

f46 In commlttee or faculty meetlngs the go
as smoothly and qulckly as posslble.‘

“fA7 Ind1v1“uals are proud to be members,of thlS faculty‘of nursyng

UNCLEAR “a i

4 -

>Supenylsron iR thlS faculty of nurSLng‘ls malnly for settlng gurde—‘zvf”
lines fo: faculty members, faculty members are encouraged t 'take fa

respon51b111ty for thelr own dec151ons.-, L

_among- faculty

S 49, As far as I can see, there 1sn t/much personal loyalty
T members to thlS faculty of nurs1n S PR

S e S

:LWe have a

0. ﬁ% the best person to rlse »_hf
'fj,lto the top g~,n;”> . : g

pnomotlon system here that hel

UNCLEAR i 7




ey

”'Directions:f'“

'ﬁl,;,Please complete Part Two of the questionnalre.byjoirgling,or_cheoking‘f
. ‘the. approprlate answers. A R S T DI

”f‘2§,”Below each 1tem there is a s
SR ﬁp0551ble problems w1th the 1
‘JW_ﬂof the 1tem

pace in whlch you are asked to 1nd1cate -
tem,vand/or suggestlons for 1mprovement ““-“1"

| lgd“xour;agésﬁ_‘»ﬁ.;<f

Present iggtract

o @ v Full tlme' fwvgfy‘

' P‘ar:t ' t‘ime' ;

less tha@ one day per week’

one day per week°.l'

other°

Please;spechgy g
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‘ g ‘ ! ! k
ﬂumber of years on: present faculty (ihclude}tﬁe_preseatﬁyéaf)ﬁ

L

L e ‘
Number of years of: experlence ln nur51ng educatlon (1nclude[pre$entb~:ﬂ'

experlence and present year)
‘J

s

Lecturer

g Instructorvru

 -.Other.
PR




L S ERAE S O T
2,’5' ‘ .,,/ . ‘ : _‘ y"“-s" '_“ P }l\“ ’ ) ‘ B ) o ' Y ' 3 . "A"‘. )
"d,,"-
wdf—’gome are Schools and others Facult1es.» Suggest caps mlght" K
be used.‘e 9 Faculty of Nur51ng . _ TR o

--."2 E :ems'.i~’iﬁ' one!quest.i'cn.-"' R F

- 4—"2fideasﬁﬁn7oneﬂsentenCe7w'ﬂ'

SN ' L ;&\_‘wv. .
lly'structured refer to total g
or therpartlcular roles R »”'” B

wjf-i"Not clear.h'Does 161
' organlzatlon or facuﬁg

ﬁ w1thln themselves.?:

;——"ThlS seems unclear 51nce ‘ea hblnd15§dua% faculty membe..,
an 1nd1v1dual a551gnment on: contract Howe&er, roles of team
members and team coordlnators are’” “in- the Faculty Handbook and
Ln ‘the. collectlve agreement Tenure Clause ‘the’ respons1b111tmes

of faculty are outllned - operative deflnltlons of adminlstratlon:“f
and superv1510n needed . We have, for example, a’ serles of level
Cof- admlnlstratlon and/or superv1510n all the way’up from: Téam e
Coordlnator to A551stants to the Dlrector to the D1rector.~mbu:
What doeseadmlnlstrator mean to you°" ,'," el Lo

fﬁép”




o

'735.“'» --'“Suggest changlng recent “to another ET
ey v S ‘ .
‘—;“Two 1deas..‘ e _k,~ ‘ ol i

- ‘\ .. B . c - M S e . i . P
"lengthy statement, 1st and:2nd parts communicate different
messages._ v ST : ‘j;1"v‘." e Ty

_—!ltwo-items'.' (1] B " LU - R A ;:’r: o :

;

everythlng°——adm1n1strative’——theoret1cal7 cllnlcal° ,ﬁwdw‘

e : questlons O T e T e i

; .iL%?AdminiStratidnegwhd;is’thfs;iit.variéé;in.diﬁferéhtvfacﬁlties."

——?dbiyeuimeanFCCliegial?h ‘fﬁk‘5..

l

"alsé blased Could you ask a more neutral questlon about,N
for example, faculty members generally work well together/
L ray frlendly ba51sL I SR : AR

a ]Ob Wlth or: w1thout Wthh authorlty or organlzatlon.

"How lS reds-
detalls’":""

——"another bia

| =="'Red-tape

‘chairing' the committee?". =’ .

does this mean.
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3?',L _——"Biasing?-egénerally?"° SR ) f‘f . N

‘4;”_j__--"N0t clear for us as we have teams of teachers w1th1n the
T faculty' N T R T IR

— 4—"Do you mean-—faculty team (whole faculty)’ teachingiteam?",

g ) . : ) -
“Could team be lnterpreted as’ the faculty as . a wholecor a.
lesser number.’e g., faculthvteachlng at. one level’“’ R f““

L5 j{.~——?For own performance or for total curriculumi™ o T T A
e T . Lo . . j» L - A ‘ “-‘-’”

. a—4W@enerally'

tWQ "sl vague; rj‘," g
g

lé%hV%’ff "sl vague.

' 4—"Own 1nterests——suggest tha

.personalﬂ :
or Profe551onal '*“1 L -

l:jﬁ-——"generallyliyd”'

v "’_ i IR RN o RN T e
< ﬁ/?\“ . S . .

"personal or professlonal 1nterests.”
hl7f-f7f”:—"Do recognltlon and encouragement and cr1t1c1sm apply to the j A RN
B “person's. work respons1b111t1es—ror to" extra respon51b111t1es RS

1 theynmayhllke to. get 1nvolved 1n°“¢7 R, .

4¥"Thls is very dlfflcult £o. ‘answer when a unlon of - faculty "f-fpfiv'\'d
ex1sts——there are: union controls e g everyone must be awarded/ Sl
merlt recardless of performance.n .-

£

18,

: vu».
P

Cr

'éxcellence as judged by°“‘ﬁ S

S190 ,?"criticisme_of'what°" f

po

. weriticism of what and by admlnystratﬂon of facultylor of
: unlverslty’"' : :

'-,fL"constructlve and dlrect cr1t1c1sm°‘.

h: fuunclear whether admlnlstratlon 1s cr1t1c121ng persons or e
lnstltutlon.», o T . e S e




-
o
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. '-—"achmevement by? criteria." B , i

——"what does recognltlon mean-- - mer1t° tenure? promotion?"L

- "I m not sure what not enough recognitidn ’meansf: Do you
have a. frlendly deflnltlon of the term’", f\' : .

'rdfachievement-4how? In what‘terms? gMay neéd‘elaboration."

L '.‘;" ‘ ’ . \ = v‘
N —-"achievement--need to.euallfy thlS’ e.qg. SChOlarer research,
C 1nnovat1ve wo;k " - ,¥ LT MR

't—é"achlevement——ln -what area° e. g..teachlng, research, commlttee.
' work, etc.——you may get rewards for one but never. for another.u oo ¥

L ——"may be - better if you used three separate statements._" .:‘;

x,\.

——"are you answerlng oneL two or three actlohs°r There ‘are .
; dlfferent procedures to be followed Bt wv?%; U T e
: . _Q ” _; . 1 . .;Q : S ; . EN

':%n%"-~"repr1manded or - promotlon w1thh$ld or term1nated7°??h‘h‘£% T

S

, P X gl . 3

S : T ) o . -@

Vo . by - . CThEel e PEEAS SR RN

B0 o o R e ) . -l
- N2 N S .

P R : . N

i

‘wEffectlve ln what way’" T ‘ﬁ' . ‘
"7?DeCision makingr—aboqt?“, ’ .
Sid,.:.—e"admlnlstratlon qf the school or of. ;he unlver51ty. Tmhere:may" ’
be several levels to con51der. e S ne_;.dy‘z R v
~ PR - o T L o X |.‘“
L , ﬂif f_,m IR TR S

»,hat 1s ahead° iln nur31ng educatlon°"»:'»"”

%




27. ..
.
SN
"‘{f"’ ,
28,

29.

30.

35. .

.36.

~ 37,

. g _38;.‘. '

]

174
i . . ,

—-"*lack of organlzatlon and planning' “-on whose part’——lnd1v1dual
faculty member s or admlnlstratlon s?" : . . o o
-"I dlsllke the word Job—-as it tends to ‘connotate tasks,
whereas academics are supposed to: be_lnnovators and autonomous
and: nosstask orlented "o S

r~"'relaxed' Seems very broad." s

-="does thlS mea

that faculty members vSs. admlnlstratlon or an

exterlor body should solVe these problems’"»- ' - T

—'"‘organlzatlo al problems'——meanlng of thls’ e.g., within

_respective tedms? dculty as a whol
the community d

B 4
--"gentence 'is.
reduce the no{

vy assume hege
faculty

“'admlnlftratl

=" th;nk this

‘the word*menough*f)nd FEREE better lf thlS word is deleted
How much is ’enough trust"" R : S .

? within the school,

lear enough but T ‘thin
of syllables "o

that you mean the adm'nlstratlve portlon of the -

on' ——of this faculty°"

. g »' . _' . j’sm;;V.

statement ‘is made amblguous B the addltlon of

€l .
. AT [ ; -
-=="could have two questrons.ﬂ_- ' m]’f
——“re What?“_ , . |
== 1mprovement——general term Lo 3 - o TP

, ——"what if the pressure is’ only in one area——how does the

1nd1v1dual respond to thlS questlon°"

""do you | mean a hlgh level of perfdrmahoehih'thevjoh is’
o contlngent upon happlness°"~ R ol

e af#better than 38." -ﬁ >f R e Sy

- : BT : <o



41.

42.
43:

44.

45,

46.

47.°

48. "

50.

e "2 ldeas here——therefore should be stated as two 1tems.‘ I!m; o
49.

: ;—“ﬁersona% loYalty4—whét dges this mean." " S - . s
< ¥ ’ ' (N : ) . ‘ ~

o - i L v

-="that is avoid digagreement?ﬁw _ _ L.

'
v

4
\

-="two 1deas--superv1se and respon51b111ty-—hot necessarlly
_related.- Clarlfy what is belng asked .or make 2 questlons.

-"two questions."“ a -

\

‘not sure if- superv151on con51sts of setting’ gu1dellnesﬁ" -

F o
T 9,

——"'persqnal loyalty' embiguous-—do you mean pe;sonal lovyalty
at all sorts?  i.e. ‘coering up' inadequacies, ete.?" . o
. - M o R d . M N e >

. ; o ’ ) ? . 7
--“negatlve or p051t1ve statement ro N ¢
——"unclear if we means the school or overall unlver51ty pollcy.
S ' ' Ao :
——"promSEXQE/goals then must be in terms of rank or of ;adminiss - .

’tratlve pQSltlon’ N , . ,

175



/ SURVEY OF, UNIVERSITY NuxéchjﬁAcuLTLEs )
L : “4.( ! " it . . .

v; IR ;’ :-;4"1,. A\ \‘

" PART I ORGANIZATIQNAL CLIMATE OUFQTIONNAIRF

BIRECleNS:J—Ueing the RESPONSE REY shown

- 1, . - "’,’

in Eﬁé BoxFEElEG,
please respond o each. item by circling the

. number which gost closely qérreSponds to your
perception o our facultv of nurging.. Remember

on the facultz (school) of

nursing , X :
"administ AR W-is used it refers to*the‘
“administ®a *(dean or director) of your

faculty : -

(,declslons . U A .12 3 4

: clearly explalned to faculty ‘members el .12 3 4

. 2. Inclined to Agree (IA) ’ o -
3. Inclined to Disagree (1D)

4, Def%nitely_Disegreev(DDz l‘

¢ . . S e S

The roles in thlS faculty of nursing are
clearly defined (e. g there are written

job descriptlons) e e e e .l. .12 5‘ 4

In this faculty it is lgometimes unclear
who ‘has the, formab autherity to make:

. ® ’
&

The pol1c1es and organizatlonal structures
of this faculty of- nu151ng have been . = - -

. £
v

_An -excessive. number of rules and an empha—

sis . bon admlnlstratlve detall is kept to a .
minimum in thls faculty . e e .. el 2 304

. . Pl
If faculty members feel confldent about a -, o
,new approach efther in the’ clinic¢al area or - .
in the classroom, they are expected to = - v
)mplement the idea w1thout checklng with v C ’
the: administration‘ Ee e e e e s 1 ﬁ*& 3 4
: e ‘," A Y [ B N ’
: K P v N oy A ﬁfn
3 e e
. < ' '_"&'«

quing

Please dg not

write in this:

space

L

R



. faculty members . . . . . ...

8. -

A frlendly atmosphcr@ preva119 among our .

v

w’iGenerally,<when a member of this faculty

‘Has made an error in ]udgment that member
tends to make a lot of excuseq°and/or to- w
pass the buck. . . . e e e

¥ . : -

v

The admin1strat10n of this faculty ofanurqyng

o ig concerned less about formal proc@dures

9.

thah.about getting the right people together
to acomplish a task . . . .. o e e e
[

We.do not relv too heavily on our-own Judg—
ment since most decisions are double checked

" in this faculty B L

10.

11,
12.

>

13,
14y

15.

a

- Excessive number of rules and emphasis’on

administrative details make it difficult for
new. and creative ideas to reCelue con31der—‘

ation. . ..;f{-. e e e e e e e e e e
- @, - . . — .

. : .o : e
In. some of

N

the committees I've been on, I

haven t been sure who was in charge. S e

The polin practiged in this fadulty is

that of recognizing and rewarding faculty :
members for belng innovatlve e

People ‘in thgﬁ faculty tend to be cool and -
aloof toward ‘each other . . . . N L T

a

As a mem%er of this faculty, I feel“that I
am a member of a well functlonlng team -

One of the problems in this faculty: is' that
individuals generally -won 't assume respon-—

'51b111ty Coe e e e ,“.y, R ]'. Coe e

" 16.

-

17.

18.

)

LY . 2 P

In this facylty individuals are concerned

mainly with thelr own interssts: . . . : . .

i o | . 4 " " . . . .
In this fdculty X@E;£9Cbgnitioq:and=enc0ur—‘

agement
usually

In' this

members -get for work performance °
outweigh the criticism I

faCulty people are rewarded in pro—
portion to the excellence of" their- job o
performa

nce.,.......\.-...i....
-\\t . A

L 2 3
1.2, 3
1 2
1.2,

%FJ
. *
¢ ,l 2
1 °2 "3
1 2 3 4
.12 3
.1° Lo
L1 02
.12
q
1.2 3
1 2.3
S

SITUIELIETS

_Please do not
write in.this
space

a '

w10

11:



f Pleiase do not

Cot ! A ‘DA IA ID ‘DD ‘write,iﬁ»thié .

) L3 - ‘ " ‘ ' . ‘ _ﬂ'. H T_“‘_‘ ———-l-\—-— 1 . Space .;‘ ‘
ngcu}Ly:ﬁgmbgqs:afe,dftén'criticized by\thg’e ’ : A S
adminfstratic® of this nutsing. faculty . 0. 1 2 347 © 23,
S s . v T s L s e : Ve N , X

H i Sl e s L s S

. Nq&"géouéh fecbgnip@on‘is‘giVen for achieve- K o e
~ment.in this FACULEY v. vial s o = szttt 1.2 34 ¢ _ 24
T :t.'.‘_l' “"J-: - “" ‘ L : i : - ' ‘.F
"If"a&ﬁa¢ﬂ1€yfmembervmhkes a.subﬁtantial' : R 1 .
error.in judgment, d;sciplipary action ! - .
will be taken. . « . - - N ¢ 23 4 i , .25 .
Ve . N s 9
AT o , , : ; § j ,

The philésophy of our administration seems . ‘ ,

to be‘that}in the long run we do best by, . = .- | ‘ : ?,
playing i8-slow, safe and ‘sure . § .. g e et 1 2 3 4 | 26

o .o % ) . : : i

. . . > . _ ! 3

Our faculty “is cqﬁsidefed progressive in’ . . '

nursing education because we have been. ‘ i

inmovative .. . ... - LT e oo o1 2 3 4 7 27
Decisioh—making‘in this faculty is too . ..t :

3 N B B . i .
cautious for the achievement of maximum o ' - ) ‘
effectiveness of the program.. . - N S 1203 b 28

i X ) N ‘ . K. : ) . ‘i .
OQur administratibn is willing to, dccept @nd{ S L .

"act on creative suggestions w012 3 4 ’ 29
We are prepared to_be'innpvative and‘é%eaﬁiVé ﬂ 1
in qur faculty in an attempt to provide ; . V o
leadership in nugSing'eddcation L. . w12 03 4 30
Our/job performancé,sometimes'suffers from : |
lack of organization and planning,.f L. . o102 3 4 31

, oL Lo ;
Our faculty is characterized by a_ relaxed k
~ working climate. . .- ) D e 1 2..3.5% i 32
_ .
It's very hard to get to know .other members :

of this faculty. . & « « » o & « = et 1 2 3 4 33°
« ! y , ;

- The~philosophy practised'in‘this faculty is . ﬂ ’
that individual’ members should solve their b
own organizational problems. . . . . - . oot 1 2 3 4 = 34

There is. a lot of warmth in . the relation—
ships between the ‘administration and other

\

|

members of the faculty . « « « « wvo 0= .12 3 4 % 35
A . E
i
{
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Co e BT : . g o o : ¢x ; Please\do not
o , , o o \“\\ o .. .write in thif
N - | s DAIAID DD, | - space
‘ - ’ . . . ) o iy 'YK '

32. The admlnlstratlon of this faculty is not , .- “vft ‘} o 2/ '

' "@incllned to :be sympathetlc or supportlve : ‘ R W R v

1f facultv members make mistakes Coeee e el 23 A T 36

33. /The admlnlstratlon of this" faculty is - ,;"“.? I 3

o, irintere; ted in talqug to-you about - your . - Gl St
'1 "‘career asplratlons w1th1n the faculty. S R AT B A ‘ 37
) 34. Members of this faculty of nur51ng don't B o

' really trust each other enough . .”._..« e . o012, 3.4 v 38

35.: Our admlnlstratlon emph3312es the humdn ' 3 ) - )

factor of how people feel etc R D U . 39 ,

36.3 Whenfon a Qiff ult aSSIgnment _one can

. usually count..én getting 3551stance from
'v}*“rthé administration and/or co-workers . . . . . 1 .2 .3 & 40
s ‘ : - S ' o L :

\""ﬂ' " '- ‘( ‘ . . : " o *
" 37. 1In this’ fﬁculty thereé ‘are very, high' stan- )

. - . dards (expectations), set for faculty , : :
U members T A 41
. 38. The admlnlstratlon of this nurslng faculty ' . ,
empha51zes the néed for constant improvement . 1 2 3 4 42
v 39, Facultv ‘members feel pressured to constantly . % ~
1mprove both personal and group performance .1 2 3 4 43
40. : Our :administration believes that if members A i
eof faculty are happy, a high level of ' ‘
performance will take care of 1tse1f et . o123 4 44
r ’ ! , « “.
41, In: this faculty it is more impoftant to get f
along with other members of faculty than to ‘
> be hlghlv productlve in- ones work . . . . . .1 2 3 4 | "45
, B . . . | \ .
42, Members of our facultv don't seem’ to -take . }
much prlde in their work . . . . . . . . . . .1 2 3 4| 467
43. THke best wey,to make a good impression in ' ) i
this faculty is to avoid ogen disagreement . . 1 2 3 4 Lo 47
) g&fﬁ The attifude of our administration’ seems ) )
to' be that disagreement and confrontatien ,
between’ 1nd1v1duals -and groups can be very i i //ké/ R
healthy YOO S S * -




i&Sﬁ
L6,
47,

48.

49.

50.

n ,

o

We are encouraged to speak ‘our minds, even

if it means dlsagreeing with people in

1eadersh1p p051tions in this facultv

and qulckly ag possible.t.

Ind1v1duals are proud 60 be members of

thlS ‘faculty of nur51ng

Supervision® in this faculty is ‘mainlv. for .

prov1d1ng guidance without depr1v1ng

faculty ‘members of respon51b111ty for their

own decisions. « . . T T

wvery loyal to this faculty of nursing.

» We have a promotlon system here that gives

" Ag far as 1 can gee facultv members aren t

v

greatest rewards to the most effectlve

faculty members. . « s v oot o

v

» —_—

'In commlttee or faculty meetlngs the goal
.is to, arrlve at-a. ‘decision-as smoothlv

ot o

Please do not
"write in this
space

© 49

50

53
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PART II. . PERSQNAL.QATA}

-

IRECTIONS 'Please complete PART II of the: questlonnalre

o
.

by circllng r completlng the apnropriate S

'}answers
1, -~ Your age: '.‘ L R i
C2TTZST . . .t 1
130-39 S ’ 2
D A0-49 . e e e e
‘ F. 50;59 . . . ;' ‘>- “'. .‘.' Lo . . . ,w'-}“
OVer 59 .~ . . . e e ey
"Present contract: ! .
Full time . 1
‘Part tipe . . . j-, ce 2
If emploveéd on a part time basis, is your
contract for o )
Less thdan one day bér Qeek? -1
‘One day per week? . . . . . S e
Two days per week? . . oo . 3
Three days/per week? ’
Four days per week?’ 5
Other?, Please specify
Number "of years on present faculty (include the .
present year)
Number of years of experience in nursing educa- .
tion (include present experience and present
year) :

3 Coding

Please do not“

write in ‘this

space
' 5 .5553“
56
57
1
>
@
58, 59 -
60, 61



*Presént‘rankr~‘

Assocjate’professor . . .. e S e

_ Other{.%PiééSevspéciEy” R Lo

*Present status::

. Classroom teaching . . - o ¢ et T

‘ élinicéllfeaching L ',b' e e e

.

P

Professor . . o e e e e e weile S

Assis;ént-professopf; Co e Vel e f}_‘;‘ .

‘Lecturer- . .. SRR N T

“inétfqétbf. e S ;’,,fs; e e e

‘e

Fd

Tepured B AR L.  ;3 ;,-.:;;' o e e

.

Nontenured . v .o .o e FLUTE

Major responsibilﬂty in present positdon:

Lo . . »

' ‘Administratiqn T Y R A

Teaching + - B .

. \
3

-

Other. Please specify
1f méjdf responsibility is in teaching, indicate
primary -area: . ’

Other.. Please specify

e . . ’

’

.182°

.

Pleage= q-no;
write in this

.

space
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Correspondence related

APPENDIX B

CORRESPONDENCE .« .«

'

development and use.»;

to insiruﬂent ,

ce concernlng the pllot study;

Corresponden
Correspondence with deans/dlrectors of
part1c1pat1ng facultles. ' :

.Cove

r letters acoompanylng que

stionnaires.



. 4 - . 3
FACULTY OF CDUCATION
DUPARTMLNT OF LDUCATIONAL
AOMINISTRATION

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALDERTA
EDMONTON. CANADA

. 2 T6G 2GS
: .
Y / . o
- : ) ' ey -
‘ ’ N January 6, 1977 .
N . .
- . -
e ’ ’
. s : ‘ /
Bob EBecles. o ) : ,
The Forum Corporation ' - . . .
84 State St. . K ) oo
Boston, Mass. 02109 " . \/ .
< . iy °
U.S.A. R < ' .
. - . \
Dear Mr. Hecles: ,_( . .
v . » @ b . .
Following our telecphone conversgtion yesterday afternoon, 1 am .
writing to give you some information about my research as you requested. .

My study, will examine the effect of several independent variables (position,
rank, tenure, age, years of expericnce, and full-tinte/part-times&émployment)
. on faculty members' perceptions of organiZational climate. '

. The Qlihate_@uestionnq}ge (Form B)_developed by Pr. Litwin aﬁd

Dr. Stringer in 1968 will be used as the research instrdment. The.items

“in the questionnaire have been modified somewhat and the instrument has been
pilot tested ﬁn:a'nursiug faculty. . ' N v

v

The study will be conducted in five of the Targer University Nufsigg

Fapultics across Cuanada. ’ ,
y_r;.«:“"“"f'?:» : - * . . o : i ) ) . °
# | agppreciated your phone call and your willingness to send me needed

. . . . . . . . - .
information. I would appreciate any bibliographical information and/or __,
working papers on organizational climate whigch you might have available to”
» you. : ‘ ' : . .
S : ~

. 9
- "I am particularly in nced of two types of information:

(1) Information for scoring of the items of the Climate Quﬁstionnaife (Fo?ntﬁl;
Durii® our conversation you stated that yow would ask Dr. Litwip about.
v this. ’ )

o

(2) The cachorics,q{ response to the items. A Likert type scale is
rocomnended for responscs. Would you also enquirc as to the number
- and catepories of possible responses uscd? o

. The questionnaire cannot be printed until the above information is
available. T would, thercfore, be grateful for your cavliest possible
response cither by mail, or preferably by telephone. Please call me at wmy
home .~ 455-1673 (Arca code 403) and roverse the charges.



he ./
. s . ‘
2 g '
R L]
. ,
. 13
~ ]
\ .o, - . o \
L § enclose a letter whiched sent to Br. Litwin and Dr. St vinger
in November ,,_"l'ut; which L'motold did not reach thow, _ -
. ¢ s . . w
S Thank you -again Lor your assistdace.
; N .;. .
. s Sincerely yours, . oo
4 o ‘ " e !
L4
L M -
. Merla Dyck ‘ °
0 !
L4
Qs
MD/ pk
Encl. .
. r n bl

186
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2 December 1977 .
| ' »
Dear
During a phone conversation with this morning I requested
the assistance of the Faculty Qf Nfirsing with a pilot project as a pre-
liminary step toward my dissertation. o suggested that I write to .

‘you concerning the study. .

I am a Ph.D. candidate in Educational Administration at the
Ugiversity of “Alberta. Prior to entering the program I was on faculty
at Dalhousie University.School of Nursing. The proposed research study
will focus on the effects of group and organizational dhd?QCteristics
on faculty members’ perception of Qrganizational climate. - ‘It will be
questioned, for example, whether faculty members of different rank perceive
organizational climate differentdy. L\would like to conduct khis research
in six larger University Schools of Nursing in Canada. Before 1 commence
with the research it is necessary- to do a pilot study to establish the

validity of an instrument for nursing facultieé.
’ _ suggested that my request would. be considered by a
committee. She further suggested that I send copies of the instrument
with this letter for possible distribution to the faculty. I am, therefors,
enclosing - copies. T understand there are members on full-time

faculty, and am sending extra copies for part-time faculty.

- If.you and your faculty are willing to assist me, could the. ..
completed questionnaires be returned to your secretary, Or some other
designated staff member and returned to me. I enclose postage for this
. purpose. < :

" Thank you for consideriné—my {equest. I 1ookfforward to hearing
fyom you at your earliest convenience. o -

Sincerely yours,

Y

M. Dyck
MD/eas

Encls.
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/") ‘. ‘_ ‘
. pecember 22, 1977
Miss Merla Dyck ‘ ,
Doctoral Candidate | :
‘Dept. of Educational - o) ’ o "
Administration . : a t
University of Alberta C . S . #
Edmonton, Alberta. ’ ) =
Deay Miss Dyck: Y ‘ . . ) . . '
“ forwarded your reque%t for faculty participation in )
your pilot test. The members of the Research committeg reviewed your
questionnaire and approved of faculty participation in your pilot project.
* 7 . At the last faculty council meeting, I distributed [ cobies
of your questionnaire to the faculty. -~ Of these copies I had !&L
~questibnnaires'reﬁurned to me. I have mailed thése to you. '

» You are probably aware that we have several part-time, faculty; -
however, since you have sent approximately copies, I have ¢irculated \
copies to the part-tinme faculty as well. - R A

. N L 0 " - . - -

I wiIl mail thelremaininghquestionnéi;es.returned to me by the -
10th of January. ' ' o ' '
) T *wish you all the best in your studies.

. Sincerely,




“ . § ;tf:: i e
7 . o b‘ebrnurs} 10, 1978

Dear S

.
\ .
.

In: Decgmber. I requegted the assistance’ of the'nﬁréihq fdcultx
at the . ., . in-identifying ambiguyities in a
questionraire to be used in my dissertation research., The responses
of faculty members to the piloﬁ stydy weté'most helpful in identifying
items which needed modificatien. ‘ e

Please conyey my qppreciation to .+ the ;psparch cdmmitcée“

and faculty members who were willing.to participate. Thank you, '
for coordinatin§ the pilot project.

. B

0 N o [

Sincerely yours,

L] -
o ' ' _ Merla Dyck,
- A S " Doctoral Cardidate .
. ' e N .

ST

a -
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LETTER ACCOMPANYING PILOT: STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE R

'.Dear._' 'E‘ac_\i‘l ¥ 'Member :

I am a Ph.D. candidate in Educational Administration at the - e
1Unive;sﬁty of Alberta; and ;a former member of the nufsing faculty at
Dqlhousie UniVefsity. As part of the Ph.D. degfee I am unaértaking

a

: B B N ! - : £
research in an attempt to .identify the:effects of -grBup and .organizational:

characteristics on facuIt§ membérs' perceptions of organizational climate. .

.For the purpose of clarifying any ambiguities in the instruméent
. > B

< '

to be used, I am requesting y?ur assistance in a piiot-test; I am aware

. ; . ; ‘-
" of the constraints on your time, and greatly appreciate your assistance.

. )
After‘EbméIZiing the questionnaire would you please returh it to

secretary or another staff member designated by _ .+ who

o v .
will return the questionnaires to me.
- Thank you.

o .
. .

Sincerely yours,

Merla Dyck



/ 192

. ¥,
3 N o ’ : EEEERTE < e 4
. ’/j( Loee

SAMPLE OF LETTER TO DEANS/DIRECTORS OF, SEVEN UNIVERSITY e
SCHOOLS OF NURSING_ o ‘ y - A ,

‘ ) s . 7 S v

- y .
. PR : . : S e e '/4 ) » T
‘November 18, TOFT L o it T
_ A
:/4/
éf

Dear . . . o v ;

I am.a Ph.D. candidate in educational ?dmlnlstratlon at the
Unlver51ty of Alberta. Prior to enrolling in/this program I was a member
of a Canadian faculty of nursing. I // Lo

I am prop051ng to research the effects of organlzatlonal and group
characteristics on faculty members' perceptlons of organlzatlona% climate._
I am questionning, for example whether faculty members of dlfferent rank

perceive- organlzatlonal cllmate dlfferehtly. .

,

I would 1like to use six of the larger Canadian Unlver51ty Schools

- of Nursing for the research. Since  the is one of the larger

University Schools of Nursing, I am writing to seek your 'support for the
research. Would you and your faculty be willing to assist me in my
research? . ) "

The assistance would take the form of completing a questionnaire
which would take twenty mlnufes to half an hour of each faculty members
time. °°

& /

If you are w1111ng to participate in the project,, I would send
questlonnalres to you or another staff member designated by you, for
distribution to each ﬁeculty member. I would hope to send the questionnaires
ta you in January, 1978. Each questionnaire will be accompanied by a
stamped, addressed envelope so that individual faculty members may mail
completed questlongélres dlrectly to me.

Vi ‘ B e

If you agfee to support the research would you please send me the
number of faculty members in your school. Please include part- time
faculty members. . W .

Names .of individuals and of 1nst1tut10ns will not be identified
in the research analysis.

Summaries of rhe research will be available to participating schools.

Thank you for consideration of this request.

Sincerely yours

s

Merla Dyck



LETTER OF REFUSAL' ~ . = . -”E;“'

e ‘r " /16 December 1977 "¢

Ms. Merla Dyck
" Department of Educatlonal Admlnlstratlon K
The Unlver31ty of Alberta, N e . . -
Edmonton, Alberta.- ; -
T6G 2G5

Dear Ms. Dyck:

Thank you for your letter of the 18th of November 1977, which -
arrived here recently. As you will aporeclate, it is necessary for me
to discuss such requests with ‘members of faculty ‘since their
tion in your prOJect was requested by you.

The faculty have given serious and careful thought to your
letter; but have asked me to let you know ‘that they are not able to
participate in this instance. The reason is that we have very,;ecently
commlttqd ourselves to the development of a faculty evaluation project.
This project, apart from being quite time consuming for all faculty,
could be contaminated by involvement' in other studies which are likely
to have some overlapplng facets Great importance is placed on the
successful development of our own 1n—house'pr03ect, and so we have
had to reach thlS dec151on. i s

‘As you may know, Professor Conrad has already been 1nformeduof

" our decision, and so I do hope that by the time this letter reaches

you through the Christmas mail you will have gone ahead with alternative
pIans for your project. . A v

On behalf of faculty may I wish you a successful outcome of your'

studies and send you my best w1shes for 1978.

-

Yours sincerely,

SN
193
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SAMPLE LETTER OF CONSENT e R T
u . B o J'
&+ o F ‘,' M L)
’ * December 12,-1977
‘J.ﬂ‘ : i o , D Lo R ‘!r ,:f’j ) -l o “ ! .‘\'b; S U"..
Ms. MerlalDyﬁg R S v . 1
Dept. of Educational Admlnlstratlon E 3 .
. The University of Alberta . N . N
Edmonton, Alberta. . | s . SR N
: 4§ - . . . .
T6G 2G5 \ R : - DLy ’
Dear Merla: o
: d S~ . ; o 5
N _— 2 R . . ¢ B
In response to your letter,of Nov. 18th, I ,am encloslng a
list. of full and part -time academlc staff of the Faculty of NuISLng .
. .
"The contact. person{for our Faculty will’ be ,~Who is
Associate Professor and: Chairman, of our Reseaxch Commlttee. She is 'v.
aware of your projecg)and will see that , the questlonnalres are distributed®’
YQurs‘51ncerely, -  '» .
e . . . . - ' ' 1 \\\,._’
_} . : Dean, Faculty of Nursing. Y
© ¢
v :
° \,'5 ) . ° / -
o r
\ . -
[ /



Co L e

SAMPLE OF LETTER TO DEANS/DIRECTORS

E’\.) i
;‘Jaﬁqary-ia,,1978g‘

Dear- o _ C . R S

Thank you’ ‘for your endorsement of my study., I apprec1ate your
-cooperatlon, and the willingness of other faculty’ members 1n part1c1pating
in the study of cllmate in unlver51ty facultles of nursxng »

In your communlcatlon w1th me you- mentloned that there are FE
members on your. faculty. I ‘am sending copies of the questlonnalxe. )
could these. please ‘be- dlstrlbuted to faculty members? Please include
admlnlstratlve as ‘well as teaching members’,” anp part-tlme as, well as full—
time members. I have enclosed a stamped- addressed envelope with each _

. questlonnalre =le] that individuals may return the questlonnalre to ‘me upon’ Lo
completlon :

tThanks again for ydur_assistance‘in'this‘prbject. . , n ;J/\\\
Sincerely yours,

Merla Dyck
Doctoral Candidate

MP/hlp © .



} ‘ L @ L Vo :' N ; . ) ) " ' . : . [
. LETTER. ACGOMPANYING RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE .| .~ % S

o I
. A

. 'January 13, 1978

,,Dear Faculty Member- f' SR

’

I am. wrltlng to request your part1c1patlon 1n a study of organlza—'

,tlonal cllmate in selected" unlver51ty schools: of. _nursing.  The study will

... ekamine the: effects of several 1ndependent varlables (p051t1qp, -rank;

' tenure,. age, years of experlence, and’ full- tlme/part—tlme) on faculty
Imembers perceptlon of. organlzatlonal cllmate._ “Your dean/dlrector agreed
"to my request to 1nclude your faculty in thlS study.-,»‘t;-“ : :

o The survey 1nstrument has recently been pllot tested for clarlty
ina Canadlan unlver51ty school of- nur51ng “We' estlmate it w1ll take
» tWenty to thlrty mlnutes o complete the questlonnalre.. The research
‘cannot be completed without the’ cooperatlon of -faculty: members. Both

g'lnd1v1dual respondents and lnstltutlons are. assured of anonymlty 51nce

- data analyses w1ll be performed on total response categorles.

: If p0551ble, please complete the questlonnalre w1th1n the next few
days and return it. to ‘me ‘using the’ accompanylng envelope. I hope to begln

analysls of -the returns w1th1n two weeks.;

-~ .

,_”Thankiﬁpu'for your-cooﬁeration,

o . N e N ~
_Ginoereiy;
. 3 ‘

Merla Dyck ' : ‘ T . S
Doctoral Candldate i : - ,
encl. . ' : o i .

196
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"LETTER OF REMINDER-TO PARQ}CIPATING FACULTIES

~ . *

& ‘-

— » S R

( . ' . -

L

o

PRI - ~3Re:‘ Research Study on Organlzatlonal Cllmate

.

i

=On January l4 questlonnalres relatlng to perceptlon og cllmate Ain: organlza—
© ‘tions were malled to selected. ‘schools. of nurs1ng in Canada. Some of ‘the
"questlonnalres have been completed’ and returned fo me.' Slnce the returns

-~ are anonymous, I ’have no- way of knowing whlch faculty member s have completed
the questlonnalre.\ I wish to convey my' thanks to those who have. Would.

you -please c1rculate a remlnder or my letter, to members of faculty an1t1ng
hose who have not yet completed the questlonnalre to do so by anuary @
if poss;ble. ' : o

'All data Wlll be treated confldentla%}y.‘ Both 1nd1v1dual respondents and
,lnstltutlons are assured of anonymlty Analy51s and: reportlng w1ll be on
total. response categorles. - ‘ . .
f‘In ordef\to conduct meanlngful comparlsons “of perceptions a substantia{ly
. greater number of returns are necessary. ‘ o L ‘
_ RN R
‘Thank you again for your assistarce.

Sincerely yOurs,

Merla Dyck o o C .l; o
Doctoral Candidate . '
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LETTER REQUESTING ‘FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT FACULTIES FROM DEANS

.0

~ February 10, 1978.

‘Dear o : Do .

' "Re: Study of Climate in'Canadian‘Uniyersity’SChoolsiofiNursing

N [
\

I would like to take this opportunlty to thank you and members of;
your faculty for part1c1patlng in my reSearch prOJect. ‘ '

N -

- May I, impose upon your time and ask you for further 1nformatlon

y, regardlng the follow1ng : s e ; o R,
'(l) oI understand that the ; School of Nurslng hass faculty
members. - ~I.sent __ questlonnalres. Could you tell me if all

questlonnalres were dlstrlbgted The information is necessary
to determlne the percentage of returns. You may be interested - -
. to know.that I have received questlonnalres (% return)
o “from , © " IF there are faculty members who would still wish .
to part1c1pate in the study I would be pleased to receive. thelr
vquestlonnalres. I w1ll delay data analy51s for another two weeks.

A(23 Commlttee Members have ralsed the questlon of the. p0351b111ty of
‘ dlsruptlons “in the 'school year affectlng perceptlon of’ ovenall
cllmate.? It would be useful to me to be aware of how w1desprea&
‘these factors have been in the schools being studled By major
'changes or dlsruptlons I refer to, such as a) major changes in
the curriculum, b) major chanbe in admlnlstratlon, ¢) major
financial cutbacks, etc. :-If your faculty has been faced with
* such changes within the past year, perhaps you would 1nform me
of this. - Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

. Merla Dyck
: Doctoral Candidate
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SAMPLE LETTER OF RESPONSE FROM DEAN : . : o .

Miss Meérla Dyck
Doctoral Candidate
Department of Educational Admi
The University of Alberta
Edmonton, -Alberta

T6G. 2G5 . ',.‘x\

Deagdﬁiss Dyck:

;oo

February 25, 1978 . I

nistration

N

* Thank you- for your letter 6f'February 10th in which yéu ask for
further information, and possibly it is edksiest to reply to the .questions -

as you raised them:

1. ' u questiqnh&ires were distributed to‘full_and‘part—time
_faculty members.. I did not take paxt.

2. ;"‘ There have been some changes Or disruptions which weuld fall

<~ under all categories you mention: |

.

3& There has been a re-organizatioh of the undergraduate programme‘
from two baccalaureate courses; one a four-year basic course,
. the other a three-year course for graduates of diplomd schools

of nursing,. into’a

single undergraduate programme with multiple

points of entry,vdependent'op'a¢ademic qualifications and
‘experience. 1978-79 will be the first year of the new

o © . organization.:

Y

b)  Firmer andhmore>cleax—cut”policies.and procedures on academic
appointments have been introduced in the University over a

period from 1975 to the present. These affect such matters
as academic appointments, promotions and tenure considefations.

As these policies and procedures affect the Fdaculty for the

c) The-UniVersity has
cularly in each of
this will continue

first time, it is a stressful period,

~

faced severe cut-backs .in funding, parti-
. .

the past two years. It 1s expected that
for the near future. University cut-backs

. affect all divisions of the University and this Faculty is
nd"exception.  Once again the Faculty budget was submitted
with a three per- cent reduction. Continuing cuts of this -
magnitude require paring of non-salary appropriations to
the minimum as well as loss of faculty positions.

Ff I can be of further
contact me.

assistance, please do not hesitate to
o f ———

Yours sincerely, . L~

Dean. ;)

B
VeSS .
e

199
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APPENDIX C
" COMMENTS OF RESPONDENTS
General comments about the study and

the questlonnalre

Comments spec1f1c to questlonnalre
scales and items. .

200 P
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GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE QUESTIONNATRE

--"Had’ dlfflculty with interpreting one or two of your questions but did
my Best." L , . i *

--"Didn't much like your scale~~I kept getting confused between ID and IA
etc. Likert type scale would have been easier."

--"It took about 11 minutes. \God luck, Merla." )
, ' B ‘ '

--"This is,the first year of a\hew admlnlstr;tor for this faculty so my -
perception of what exists--ie) A hangover from the 0ld--will in some
cases be at varlance with what\I view as the 1ntent of the new
administrator." L \ : ) .

\
"I thought the questlonnalre was' excellent and I was able to identify
ea51ly with the issues therein cohtalned Thanks."~'

-~"This. questlonnalre is 1ncomplete-—I d like to help you but I really
can't. TI've only been on faculty for 6 months and simply had no
legltlmate answers for some of- the %uestlons : : .

. r

—-"In case thlS 1nformatlon is a useful adjunct to the completed
quéstionnaire: We have recently had a change” of admlnlstratlon and”

. Some of the questions cannot be answered in regard to the new regime

(too soon to say) In some gases, thereforeﬁ the replies relate to
‘the way it was.' Sorry! These questions are: #14, 18, 21, 31, 32,
39, 43." ' ' '

-~"We will have the opportunity'of reviewing your final analysis?"

--"1 hope the results of this study will be publlshed-—why not in -
‘ Nur51ng Papers!"

——”Whlle there no prov1s1on on thlS questlonnalre for free commentary

may I add this) b§%leve there is gnuch more to the situation in ourﬁ/?
faculty than. repponses  to this questlonnaire will reveal. 1i.e. res— "

 ponses may not uncoVer the real problem."

[N

--"Excellent qUestionnaire! Good flck!" v

’ . *

——"Sorry for the delay. It is difficult fof meqtojcomplete this question*x

naire properly for I am a recent member of faculty and.I teach one
course in the evening; thus I hardly am present meet with others on-
faculty. Please disregard if this response is lnapproprlate as I 7
cannot answer many questlons due to lack of exposure."

¢ -

¢
-

--"Sorry this is late, I lost it for a while."

s X H R e

-~YPlease note:. Left to questlons blank as no answer seemed appropriate.
/1 felt I didn't know. Recent change in administrative style makes some

. of my opinions qualified.” i.e.--not sure.” b

201



--"Many gluestions have peen difficult to answer hecause an appointment
as assistant clinical professor affords little opportunity for contact
with the faculty at large and most contaéts are with students and the

administration of the school.”

--vI found this a very clear and direct guestionhaire. Some difficulty
I had related to my perceptions of the faculty in the past and my
changing perceptions now as we have had administrative changes."

-~"Unable to answer some questions--due to part—time status; knowledge

of faculty and administration limited."

s

—-"pifficult to answer some questions. There- are progressive and con-
servative elements in both the faculty and the administrative group."

--"Chandes in administrative personnel {?) over past year contributes
to some difficulty in answering questions or not clear, sagpherefore
some of responses may be contradictory. Best of luck in your,study."

——“Gooa luck-+hope your project goes well."

}
Y

202



structure Scale : ’ . /cb\

" COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO QUESTIONNAIRE,SCALES.AND ITEMS
a  ° : : ' - '

. i

" Item l:. The roles in this faculty of nur;ing ark clearly defined (e.g.,

Item

there are written job descriptions).
"no written job description put I know my role."
"roles-—<clear guidelines‘which giveldirection to function. Written
job.description——and'don‘tawant‘them either. -However there are
promotion criteria which’ set out expectations--but these allow a
wide range of individual operation." ' oo o

B 1

o

"job description——specification?' Souhd gui&elihes‘and criteria

exist that allows for individual endeavour and self-directed activity.”

-

"job descriptions (rigid) in my opinion are out of piace in a University

Faculty of Nursing. Promotions“criteria provide the necessary guide-

lines." ’ B ' . {
; o N
: o \/ . (
3. The policies and organizational structures of this faculty.
af nursing have been clearly explained to faculty members.

L .
"organizational stfucture——undergoing change a2t ppesent."

R N\ “

~

Item 8: The.administratiOn of this facdulty of nursing is concerned less

-

the

about ﬁormal,procedures than about getting the right. people
together to accomplish a task. :

"Formality iméroVed'by,ekternal'forées." .

"yes, yes, but not always together." : . .

Number of respondents who did not reSpond.to,specific ‘items on
' kY

structure scale:

Item 1--three _
Item 2--two -

Item 3—--one )

Item 4--none

Item 8--three

Item 10--none. )
Item 27-—two . :

203
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Responslglﬁxty Scale . )

Item 5: If Faculty members feel cpnfldent about a new approach cither
'in .the clinical area or in the ‘class room,wthcy are expected

to implement the idea without checking with the admlanLruonn.

) -—"depends i.e. major (i.e., influence curriculum and thqncéordinating
batween ycars), or ﬂlnor.

ot fl
[ b

1

——"If the approach is consistent wiﬁﬁ the philosqphy of the school
andbbjectives of the university."

——“new approach—-unclear. Hard” to answer4—depénds on what new approach

is." " o

. . v N
--"Teaching methods?" o . 7 .
v . . { . . : - . ,
——"Two different situations.” v

Ttem 12: The pollcy practised in this faculty is that of recognlzlng
and rewarding faculty members for being innovative. ) .
b

;7"Very.variabLe. I can't answer!" , . -

Ttem 48: Supervision in this faculty is mainly for providing guidance
without depr1VLng faculty members of responsibility for their
own dec151ons. ? .-

- "There is usually no. supervlslon even for Jr. faculty
B c Q
—-"What level? I assume middle level."

L]

¢

--"gupervision is almost-nii‘though it may be provided if you, ask for it."

-4

~--"There isn't any- supervision!" : . .
) s
——"I am not aware of any supervision." : ‘ N

’ 53
3 :

Number of respondents who did not respon@*tocspecific items on

’ t
. the responsibility scale:

Item 5--three: : . £ .
Item 7--five: ' )
Item .9--three e ' -

Item 12*-four
Item 15--three

© Item 30--six - ,
Item 48--ten '

34
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bbereward Scale

205 .

"Item 18;‘ In thlS faculty people are rewarded in proporthn to the

‘ excellence of thelr jOb performance.
s o .

'4-“Only 1f you re the old guard‘
—~"Excellence——as assessed by whom° ﬁeers?*ﬂstudents?“_

—-"Reward--with what?“»

Item 19: Faculty members are’ often cr1t1c1zed by the admlnlstration
cof thlsipur51ng faculty.‘,, ~ :

B A
»—;"Cr1t1c1zed——not openly——undercurrents.

- . . .
--"Do you mean openly or to-a few*cronies? I have replied in terms of

the former." -~ -

\ltem 20: _Not enough recognition is given for achievemeh'

--"Especially younger i.e. 50 faculty." L E

4

o . » . ' ' -
Item 21: If a faculty member makes a substantial error in judgment,
disciplinary action w1ll be taken.
&
-~"What do you mean?"
-3
——"Mlght get censured but in p/lvate would be helpful to av01d ever

N

. in future.

B

ff-"Punative? or supportive?" : . _ ' . 2

\

’ y ) \' ’ - . o ] . - -
_-"automatic action would-be-taken. Disciplinary—--punative or stpportive."
. o “
—-"I don't know. I .would guess."
—-"Disciplinary--such as: firing? demotion?"? ,
—-“Substantial, n?t usually done.”
: [ . :
© -="Cannot answi;/“ .
--"No fexperience with thig." ,

‘\ex—’/
\
\

R /gumber of respondents who did got respond to specific items on
thefé:ard scale: ’ S ' ‘
S ' o i
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. Item 17--four”
“Item 18--six '
. ,,'item'l9rfthree.' , . o
"+ Item 20--three . s IR
Item’ 1--twenty—two‘ RS L '
' Item 50——seven e S T

.'RlSk Sca!e
item'ZBE Our faculty is. con51dered progre551ve in- nur51ng-eduCatiouf
R because ‘we' have been- lnnovatlve.

- : ‘.»u N B
——"Con51dered progre551ve——by whom°".

——"More often con51dered as darlng and foolhardy'“
?—"Considereo—Qby others?fﬁ - S W g

Item 24: DeCLSlon—maklng in thls faculty is; too cautlous for the
achlevement of maxlmum effectiveness of the program.

’--"Statement not very appllcable——de0151on maklng is. not:” done in
a manner that achieves max1mum effectlveness but cautlon 1s not
‘the problem." » ‘ : - R

e

Item 26: _We are prepared” to be Lnnovatlve and creative in our faculty

in an attempt to provide l'adershlp in nur51ng educatlon.

-

~-"administration would say yes.

Number of respondents who'did not respond to specific items on
¢ the risk scale:

Item:22--four

Ttem 23--one \
Item 24--sik o o -
Item 25--five.

Item 26--one

-

Warmth Scale

__________J,—-——-—-

‘Item 6: A friendly atmosphere prevalls among our ‘faculty members. g
--"Friendly--at what level? Superficial."
--"split between old and young faculty. Grads and undergrads."

ped



item 13:  People in'thiéwfecﬁity.tend»toibefcoolnaﬁd alooftowaraéachV'
. E other.. ' e R L R R

O "

. —_llvague ;‘i! :

:vItem 28: " Our'faculty isfcﬁéraccerized'by:e“relaXed workihg‘climate.‘
1ff—4"Work pressure 1s hlgh.-:’ o R

Je

'Irem 29.’ It s very hard £o. get to kn0w ‘other membersfof.this fadplty,"”' "

;4"Scattered all over campus

r--"Only because of tlmetabllng of classes and clinical éxperienCef?'
Otherw1se my answer’ lS 4." . B 2 ‘

Ttem 31: There is a lot of warmth in:the relatlonShips between the
’ admlnlstratlon and other members of ‘the faculty '

Z-"other members——selected."

Number of respondents who did not respond tp specific items on
the warmthescale:

,'Item_6-fohe
Item 13--two
Item 28--four
Ttem 29--two
Item. 31--five -

‘Supgort scalée

Number of respondents who did not respond to specific items on "

the support scale: _ ' L /
ITtem 32--seven
Ttem 33--three
Item 34--two ‘
Item 35-—-five o i . : ‘ .
Item 36--three



Standards Scale 37cfy" R }- v~”“lru » 'Hf; s I

‘_Item;37: In thlS faculty there are ‘very hlgh standards (expectatlons)
s ' set for faculty members. L }w’_"” :
v?»‘——"leflcult to answer.~ I ‘set hlgh standards for myself and many p"‘- s
.. " others“do as ‘welly, but there is no. formallzed standard 1n the sense, ' '
.that all conform to the Same ones. T »

"lItem'40;o Our admlnlstratlon belleves that . 1f members of - faculty are L
‘ happy, a hlgh level of performance w1ll take care of 1tself Bt

[ . o - < L

-?“I_really don't know. " ‘.-;"‘f,,» j" ; _[ ST s '_" e
: ;rnQuestion‘is‘notrcleardas it dépends‘on prep.—etc.;“

~. L ‘ . g
B . . [ .

Z-"Really do not know." . o

. . . . s . Y ‘
: E St . . AR .
. N I . . " N €
- L MR 1% S . R \

€ . o

~ Iteﬁw4l' In thls faculty 1t 1s more rmportant to get along w1th other »
' el members of . faculty than to, ‘be hlghly productlve in one's work. ~

- , Wl . : 5 ' ) ’ " : ;‘ . .”, A
—L”One~does.hot exclude'the other;ﬁ S N ' ' ~;«‘?—
" . : ) : : < A y o

-~-="How ‘can’ you be productLVe and not get along w1th team° but more -
1mportant°°7" : ‘ R e , R )
: ) W iR '_:—é\_ i‘. ; . Ss
, v : . - ’ . . ©om -
. Number of respondents who did not ‘respond to specific items on = -
the standards scale: . B R - LA .
. " Item 37--four.. oo ‘ e g - e
' U Item 38-=two. - o o
. Item 39--two i
- " Item 40-—thirteen - T R P P
© . ftem 4l--three S o '
Ttem 42--one ‘ ) : ~

¢

8
J

Conflict Scale = -

Item 44: The attitude of our administration seems to be that'disagreement
- and confrontation between individuals and groups can be very
healthy. ' z&>

AR T

--"If done by 'in' people."



K I - >
d

. "Not hOStlle confrontatlon but healthy——yeé;f‘But‘tnisyquestion is -
‘;‘ open to two lnterpretatlons. ' T

- —-“Host111ty7- thls term 1s sometlmes substltuted for dlsagreement,c : R
"ﬂ 1f you: are: referrlng to’ open communlcatlon and honest dlalogue then ... ..
I w0u1d say it lS one.‘ R o - B S e

.uItem'46: In commlttee or faculty meetlngs the goal is to arrivé:at}
el = a dec151on as smoothly and qulckly as, pOSSLble.f :

wy4>"Whether or’ not we meet thrs goal 1s a dlfferent matter‘"

jf*qe: t:c; ‘f‘j"t:‘.‘7cf; t;'fj7;yA y‘ f,{yy¥*5

ca

[y

Number_of'respondentaﬁwhoadid“not‘recpond;to,specific items -on-

Y L

the confllct scale."'

Item 43—-three T tf_ Lo STy e L C
Ttem 44--eight.. =~ = L e : e
Item 45--four A*{ ' el o e S LT o '
‘ITtem® 46——f1ve Lo : L O e

Identlty Scale W \,.ﬂ o A', S

'Item 14: ‘As a member: of this faculty, I feel th&t fWam a member of a.
B well functlonlng team. . - PR B AL

o S S
' R . -

’-4—"Coord1nat10n w1thout llmltlng autonomy.

“'Itemvl6£' Inithis faculty lndlviduals-are'concerned mainly’with,theirjlvf ;"‘ kY
owri 1nterests.w B B SRR DR e

"Perpetuated by v1rtue of Ugaver51ty evaluatlon SYStem.-

‘——"Too general "

S e

¢

' Numbef*offréspondents who did‘notireSPOnd to épécific‘items'on'

the identity scale: o LT e ' oo
Item 16--four . ‘ o Ty . : :
“Item 47--two - : e
Item 49--four -



O APPENDIX D

" DATA SUMMARIZATION . '
c1. oVeréll‘Méan seofee“bﬁeScalee’and Iteﬁs"

v'f2;: Overall Means and- Means of Part1c1pat1ng_ S

Facultles on Cllmate Scales
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N

+  Table 40"

‘e P

" Overall Mean Scores on Scalés_and‘ltems

Scéles‘and:~‘ o ) . ‘ o . ) ,
Items . - . Mean' - S.D.  Minimum . Maximum Réflections

" structure  2.31 !430.36 1.38 « 3.38 S
B 2090 T 0.98 B oo X
g 20590 0,95 0T e .
3 S 2:31 0 0.89 e T LT X
a4 ‘1.85 0.86 ¢ : '
8 AN 2,02 - 0.79 - T IR .
10 . 30250 0.83 ’ ‘ S
1 : 3.10 0.98 N ' AR
ST 2.44 .. . 0.84.
. ‘Responsibility - 2.90.  -0.49 0 t1.2900 - 4.00 S
. s .. . 2.25 . 0.93 S K
‘% 7 T L3002, ~0.71 L . e i - :
o 93012 00488 T e
12 e T 2.33 0 0.98 e S R 3 LR
L1500 3.010 . 00.85 . S T e e e T P
L30T 2.4t 0.77 0L PR S
el 17500 04 TT e IR S ' | :

‘Reward . - . 2.70 L 6.62 00~ 1.000. 0 4.000 L
a8 o 2,490 04897 ST TR S S ST
o200 o 20600 0 0.970
g0 . alse 0 .

Risk - .. 2.89 7.0 PO

23 2.20 . 0. ) '
a2 oea S o
Colgs ey, o v lls2 00,70 R
o260 . L.98 0.86. oo oo X

“Warmth. -~ . ° 2.90 4: 0.69 . 1:000 4.00 T
[T - TN <1092 ©0.84 TR R T AR S
13 3247 . 00830 T T :
28 0 oo 2143. 0 0.881 RETR o X
29 e oo.2097.00 01,007 S S Ce T
3L o 2,177 00.8Y 0 R &

-t



A \ -
v .
Table 40 (Continued) .
e o
Scales-and . . . : g
. Items . Mean: s.D. Minimum Maximum Reflegtions‘,
Support 02,95 . 0.63 - .1.00 4.00
32 3.13 '0.75 : -
33 1.82 0.86 X
34 - 2.46 0.96 .
35 2.6 0.82 X
36 . ol.84° 0.70 - X
- standards 2092 0.46 1.20 4.00 ,
37 1.91 0.80 - X
38~ 1.86 "  0.73 X
397 ©2.31 .- 0.81 X
40 2.55 0.73 . ,
41 2.87,  0.78 ’ ‘
42 3.18 0.84° , ) :
‘conflict - 2.67 0.65 1.00 4.00
.43 ' 2.66 0.982 '
44 . 2:34 . 0.79 X
45 .26 0.89 . X
46 - 2.59 0.84 o -
.~ Identity 2.87.°7 0.70 1.00 4.00 R
14 . 2.30°% 0.92 - X
16 . 2.68° 0.87 B E
a7 2.03° 0.75 X
L g9 ©3.14 0.85 ‘
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