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Abstract

X The present study represented an attempt to develop a comprehensive measure of psychological climate and to
investigate the appropriateness of aggregating pasychological climate ascores to describe subun ar organizational
climate. Theoretical assumptions underlying the two constructs were reviewed, and relationships with various
situational, paositional, and individual variables were posited as indices of construct validity. Analyses indicated
that: (a) five of six psychological climate dimensions found for 4,315 U, S. Navy enlisted men were generalizable

to comparison samples of firemen (n = 398) and health care managers (n = 504); (b) aggregating psychological climate

e

scores to describe subunit climates was appropriate for homogeneous subunits (e.g., divisions); (c) subunit climates
were significanily related to division context, skructure, and personnel composition, while psychological climate
appeared more related to individual resources and position variables; and (d) subunit climate, structure, context,

and personnel composition meagsures were significant predictors of divisjon performance criteria. Results were

interpreted relative to the theoretical properties of climate and prior tesearch on structure and context.
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Psychological and Organizarional Climate: Dimensions and Relationships

Several recent articles and reviews have attested to the current popularity of climate rvesearch and, more
important, have offered suggestions for future theoretical and empirical efforts (cf. Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, &
Weick, 19703 Guion, 1973; Uellreigel & Slocum, 1974; James & Jones, 1974; Payne & Pugh, 1976 Schnelder, 1975a;
Howe & Gavin, Note 1), The strongest, most frequent recommendation was for a clear, explicit description of the
conceptual properties of climate that identified variables relevant to measuring the construct and specified rela-
tionships with varivus situational and individual attributes, As a first step in this process, James and Jones
(1974) suggested that a distinction be made between climate as an individual, perceptual attribute (psychological
climate) and climate as a situational attribute (organizational climate). 1In light of this distinction, certain of
the recommendations in the above articles appeared especially relevant.

Regarding psychological climate, for example, it was recommended that the focus of perceptual measurement be
descriptive, that measures include task as well as person anl social characteristics, and that studies investigate
the direct and interactive influences of situational and individual attributes upon climate perceptions, With
respect to organizational climate, it was suggested that a further differentiation be made between organizational

climate and subunit climate (e.g., workgroup climate, division climate, etc.), with the {ormer term reserved for

descriptions of the total organization. This suggostion was particularly important given the popular procedure of
basing subunit and organizational climate measures on aggregated psychological climate scores, and was consistent
with a recommendation that criteria be developed to assess the appropriateness of such aggregation. Finally, it
wan saggested that rescarch on each of the levels of climate (including psychological climate) should incorporate
longitudinal as well as cross-sectional designs and should explore the construct validity of climate in terms of
relationships with a variety of situational and individual characteristics, and with performance by individuals,
subunits, and organizations.

The present study addressed a subset of the above recommendations concerning needs for theoretical development :
and empirical research. The objectivea of the study were: (a) to develop a comprehensive measure of psychological
climate; (b) to investigate the appropriateness of aggregating psychological climate scores to describe subunit and
organinational climate; (c) to investigate the conétruct validity of psychological and subunit climate scores in
terms of relationships with selected s{tuational and individual vartables; and (d) to explore relatlonships between
subunit climate s:ores and subunit performance.

The theoretical basis for the development of the psychological climate measure i{s presented below. Included

in this presentation is a comparison of assumptions for psychological climate and for climate treated as a situa- i |
tional attribute. This comparison is then used to explore the appropriateneas of agpregating psychological climate ; |
N
gcores to describe the climate at various levels oV the organization, including the total organization. A brief 3
3

overview of probable relationships between psychological and subunit climate and selected situational, individual,

and subunit performance variables is also presented. Finally, a specific statement of the research stratepy is
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Theoretical Propeeties Underiyiog Paychulogical Climate

In the literature describlog climate as an individual, perceptual attribute, thtere appeared o be certatn
common assumpt ions regarding properties of the construct. Before discussing such assumptions, however, it must be
noted that, while the authors cited below stressed psychological or perceptual attributes of climate, most of them
specitically used the term "orgonirational climate." Thus, describing their work as psychological climate repre-
sents an Interpretive liberty,

l. One of the most common assumptions was that psychological climate represents a perceptually based, psycho-
logically processed description of the situation, where the individual filters, interprets, and structures percejved
sltuational attributes, For example, Schneider (1975z) described climate as a set of macro perceptions which
reflected processes of concept formation and abstraction based on micro perceptions about specific organizational
conditions, events, and experiences, Campbell and i -aty (Note 2) expressed saumilar ideas of perceptual filtering,
summation, and cognitive structuring. Ittelson, Proshansky, Rivlin, and Winkel (1974) suggested that the {ndividual
organizes perceptions of the environment into an abstract "cognitive map" that serves to guide future predictions
and behavior. This cognitive map refers to the individual's internallzed representation of the situation and

reflects an inherently inseparable combination of perceptual and cognitive processes,

The above authors streased the descriptive, cognitive nature of psychological climate, divorciug it from the
affective, evaluative aspects that would render it tautological with job-related attitudes such as satisfaction.

At a conceptual sevel, authors in both the climate (¢f. James & Jones, 1974, 1976; Payne & Pugh, 1976; Payne,
Fineman, & Wall, 1976) and job satisfaction literature (ct. Locke, 1976) carefully distinguished between perceptual/
cognitive representationa of the situation and affective/evaluative reactions to that situation. Although empirical
findings have been somewhat mixed, recent reasearch has tended to support this distinction between psychological
climate and satlffactinn (La Follette & Sims, 1975; Schneider & Snyder, 1975). It shculd be noted that dynamic
ifnicrrelationships were generaliy assumed anu often found in climate-satisfaction studies (cf. Hellreigel & Slocum,
1974).

2.  Another common assumption regarding psychological c¢limate was that a limited number of dimensions can
characterize a large ad varied group of social environments. Insel and Moos (1974) proposed three such dimen-
slons--relationship, personal development, and system maintenance. Campbell et al. (1970) isolated four dimensions
as common to a number of empirical climate studies in organfzations. Thesn dimensfons (individual autonomy; degree
of structuve imposed on the situation; reward orilentation; and consideration, warmth, and support) were supported
by subsequent factor asalytic studies of perceptual data (Sims & La Folletie, 1975; Waters, Roach, & Batlis, 1974),
althcugh it was noted that a communality of {tems might have contributed to such results and that the number of
dimensions was perhaps foo few. In this respect, Payne and Pugh (1976) added a (ifth dimension, orientation toward
development and progressiveness, and scveral authors noted that specific dimensions might be needed xo describe
particular situations.

The major divergence from the idea of a common cove of dimensions appeared when Schneifder (1975a) poustulated
that the question of dimengion salience was relevant only in the context of a particular criterion. He viewed
organizations ¢subunits and worgroups) as having many climates (e.g., climates for creativity, motivation, cte.)
and concluded that the term climate "should refer to an area of research rather than a construct with a particular

set of dimensions." Schneider's viewpoint represents a serioua divergence requiring empirical examination.
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3. Another important assumption was that psychological climate represents an intervening variable in a model
of organizational functioning. The intervening nature of paychological climate is {nherent in the concept of a
cognitive map, whereby the individual tranaforms situational stimuli into perceived situational influences (i.e.,
perceptions of how the situation influences the individual). Such perceived influences (e.g., ambiguity, warmth,
progressiveness, etc.) are employed to achieve a "fit" with the situation by "apprehending order" and “gauging
appropriateness of behavior" (lttelson et al.,, 19745 Schneider, 1975a). Thus, psychological climate acts as an
internalized, psychological representation of the situation that guides future attitudes and behaviors (Campbell
et al., 1970; Ittelson et al., 1974; James & Jones, 1974),

4. There also appeared to be considerable agreement that the situational variables that are most related to

e e v

psychological climate arc those with relatively direct and immediate ties to individual experience. For example,

3 it was pointed out that characteristics that are conceptually more distal or remote from individual experience

{ require more complex, intervening linkages to be related to individual perceptions and behavior (lndik, 1968; Jessor
& Jeassor, 1973; James & Jones, 1976). In a similar vein, Luwler, Hall, and Oldham (1974) argued that perceptions

- of climete were more related to relatively immediate characteristics such as organizational and subsystem processes

than to structural attributes.

In summary, certain common assumptions appeared to underlie treatments of climate as a psychologi.1l, percep~

tually based attribute, namely, that psychological climate: (a) is primarily descriptive; (b) involves a psycho-
logical processing, abstracting, and structuring of perceived situati-nal attributes into an internalized represen=~

tation (or cognitive map) that reflects influences of the situation; (c¢) is multidimensional, with a central core

of dimensions (although specific dimensions might be added to describe particular situations); (d) tends to be most
closely related to situational characteristics that have relatively direct and immediate ties to individual exper-
ience; and (e) occupies an intervening role in a model of organizational functioning, where the point of interven- : ;

tion is within the individual, Based on these assumptioans, it was concluded that psychological climate refers to

the individual's internalized representations of situational conditions within the organization_and its subunits,

tends to emplasize conditions that are relatively immediate to individual experience, and reflects a cognitive

transformation and structuring of these conditions into perceived situational influences.

PP TORCPE SO

Implications for Measurement of Psychological Climate

The foregoing discussion of assumptions appears to have important implications for measuring psychological
climate. The assumptions that psychological climate is primarily descriptive, represents a psychologica’ transfor- 1
mation of perceived situational characteristics into perceived situational influences, aund is most closely related

to situational attributes that are relatively proximal to individual experience indicate that empirical indices of

paychological climate might be based on perceptions of such proximal attributes. Previous reviews and research 4

(Hellreigel & Slocum, 1974; Indik, 1968; James & Jones, 1974, 1976; Payne & Pugh, 1976; Schneider, 1975a; Sells, b

1963, 1968a) have suggested a variety of relevant situational attributes, including: (a) job or role characterig-

tics such as job variety and challenge, job pressures, and role ambiguity: (b) leadership characteristics and

behavior such as support, goal emphasis, and lnitiation of structure; (c) workgroup and social environment charac-
teristics such as friendliness and cooperation; and (d) certain subunit and organizational characteristics with
relatively direct ties to individual experience (e.g., management awareness of employee needs, falrness of the
reward process, etc.). Thus, the empirical exploration of relationships among perceptions of these various attrib-

utes would suvem important in developing a measure of psycholugical climate.




Assumptions Underlyiny Climatre am a Situational Attribute

Many of the assumptions regarding pavchological climate appeared to have relatively direct parallels in treat-
ments of climate as a situationsl alteibute. First, such treatments assumed that climate describes situational
conditions (Payne & Pugh, 1976) and second, that this description {8 multidimensional with what appears to be a
common core of dimensions (losel & Moos, 1974). The caution by Schneider (1975a) ia fmportant, however, because
some dimensions of climate may be more appropriately interpreted at levels below the total organiezation, For
example, cooperatfon amt frivnd!ineas may vary acroas different subunits and ttus might be interpreted most mean-
Logfully at the subunit and workgroup levels of analysis. Third, the variables that are most closely related to
workgroup, subunit, and organizational climate are those proximal situationai variables that arc paychologically
lmportant to {ndividuals in the situation (Payne & Pugh, 1976).

There has been considerable agreement also that climate treated as a situational attribute represents an
intervening varfable in an orgenizational modei. Insel and Moos (1974) characterized organizational environments
as having "personalities" that exert directional influences on behavior, while Tttelson et al. (1974) pointed out
that environments possess a "demand character" that not only deacribes the immediate sensory stimuli of the situa-
tion but also encompasses a social and symbolic meaning. In a related veln, Payne and Mansfield (1973) described
organizational climate as a conceptual linkage between oipanizational and individual levels of analysis. From this
perspective, climate intervenes hetween specific situational attributes or events and individuatl perceptions,
attitudes, and behavior (Payne & Pugh, 1976) and has often been viewed (albeit implicitly) as a summary description
of how the situation influences individuals. Hellreigel and Slocum (1974) referred to climate as a set of organ~
izational or subsystem attributes that may be induced tfrom the 4ay an organization or f{ts subsyatems deal with its
members. For example, relatively specific situational attributes such as unstructured role preacriptions, unciear

reward contingencies, and nondirective leadership might be tranaformed fnto the set of mituational influences

referred to as a conflicting and ambiguous climate. This transformation of specific salituational attributes into
situational influences is further evident in the names given to moat climate dimenaions (e.g., autonomy, consider=-
atisn, warmth, etc.).

In summary, theoretical treatments of climate as a situational attribute (i.e., organizationai or subunit
climate) suggested that it: (a) is primarily descriptive or organizational and subunit situationa; (b) ig multi-
dimensional with what appears to be a central core of dimensions (although specific dimensions might be added to
deascribe particular situations or popudations): (c) tends to reflect primarily aspects of the organizational and/or
subunit environment that are most proximally related to individual experience and behavior; and (d) indicates an
intervening variable /1 a model of organizational functioning where the point of intervention lies between the
relatively specific characteristics and events of the situation and the individual and represents a transformation
of situational attributes {into situational influences. Based on these assumptions, therefore, it appears that

climate as a situational attribute describes a set of situational influences within the organization and its sub-

units, tends to emphasize those cvonditions that are relatively immediate to individual experiewce, and veflects

relationships among situational characteristics in terms of the ways the situation influences people.

The basic differencea between climate as a paychological attribute and climate as a situational variable APPeAT
to lie In the assumptions concerning fntervening variables, especially in terms of the point of intervention., For
psychological climate, the point of intervention lies within the individual, thus the transformation of specific

situational attributes into perceived situational influsnces veflects the characteristics of the individual as a
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pereelver and an o cognit ive processor,  For climate viewed an a situational attribute, however, the point of
fnterventton Hes outstde the faddvidual,  Thua, the transformed sttuational intluences describe only the situation,
although the soctal aud personne ] characteristfes of the sttuation as well ag other appropriate attributes such as
stractural, techaological, and process varfahies are included in the deseription,

Y Many organizat fonal rescarchers have sought to develop mearures of the setg of situatfonal fntluences retorred
to as subundt or organtzat fonal elimate because of the presumed velatfonships between these {o)luences and organt-
zational vr subunit pevformance. For example, climate has been discossed an a direct predictor of varlous criteria

or as g moedetator of certadn prodictor-criterion relationsbips (ef . Campbell et al., 1970: James & Jonea, 1976,

Fayne & Pugh, 1970).  The most popular approach to measuring subundt or organizational climate has been by agpre-

wating pavehological climate scores,

The ratfonale for agpregat fug paycholopical climate scoves to deseribe subunit or orpanizat {onal climate
appears to rest primarily on the communality of assumptions underlying the two constructs,  Of major importance are
the agsumptions that both constructs describe sttuational {nflusnces and represent something more than a stmple
Hating of relatively specific sttuatfonal attributes.  This dual emphastis on deacription and transtormation of
specific situational attributes futo siruational fuf luences appears to provide the basic conceptual Tinkage between
the two concepts.  ln other words, to the extent that individuals percefve poot{cular aspects of the sftuation that
are reflected as situational ntluences, {1t appears reasonable to expect a ¢ respondence between organtizational
(and/or subunit) climates and the perceived situationat fat luences which form psychotoptical climate,

The use of apggpregated psychologleal climate scores to measure subunit or organizational attributes requires,

however, that the aggregated scores meaningfully represent the situation.! A common strategy to assure such repro-

sentat fveness has st ipulaced that agreement must oxist among perceivers before aggregation is justitied, on the
basis that pereeptual agreement dmplies a conmon situational {nfluence (cf, Guion, 1973; lusel & Moos, 1974} James

& Jones, 19743 Schnetder, 1975a).

various wmethods have been used to assess pereeptual agreement, {ncluding ditfferences in mean perceptions across
different situatfons ov treatments, itaterrater veliability within a single group, wad correlations among the per-
coptions of individuals occupying diftevent orpganizational levels, High {ndices ot intervater veliability or sta-
ristical power connote that the perceptions primarily rellect differences across situations and thus {mply percep-
tual agreement whereas within sttuation variance {mplics a lack of porceptual agreement.  Empirical indices of
statistical power (eta-squared, omega-gaquared) or intervater veliability (fntraclass corvelation) have penerally
been low to moderate, varying between .06 and .35 (Bass, Valenzi, Farrow, & Solomon, 19755 Schnetder, 197543
Campbell & Beaty, Note 2).  Couverted to Spearman-Brown catimates of reliabitity of the mean (apgregated) score
(Ebel, 1951), values have varied between .70 and .91 (Schavider, 1975%). lntortunately, when many fodividuals are
tuvolved, aggregation across relatively heterogencous dndividual perceptions might stili yield high catimates of the
reliabilivy of the mean, questioning this procedure as an index of perceptual aprecment,

Another potential index of the representat iveness (and thus appropriatencss) ot agpregated paychological cli- .

mate scores coneerns the degree to which various cllmatesrelated, situational weasures differ from subunit to sub-

unit or from tudividual to {ndividual. For example, vecent reviews supgested that context (technoloay, goals, etel) g

H
and structure (size, centratization ot decision making, span of control, ete.) are among the sftuational varfabler {
that int dence organizational or subunit climate (James & Jones, 19765 Payne & Pugh, 1976).  Theae and other authors :




l
|

(Litwak, 1961; Mahoney & Froast, 1974; Scott, 1975), however, have queatfoned whether many context and struccure
measures are neaningful when used to describe organtzatfons consiust {ng of heterogenvous gubunits with varving poals,
technologfes, subproup stzesm, and so {orth,  Thus, to the extent tuat climate veflecin varfations fn such vartabloes,
agpregation of percoptions across aubunits with heterogeneous context or structure atcributes would appear ques-
tionahle,

Perceptions of climate also have been shown to reflect differences fn organizational poaftion such as hicrar-
chical level and jJob type (Heltreipel & Slocum, 19745 Johuaton, 19745 Jonea, Javes, & Brund, 1975 Payne & Mansticld,
1973; Schoetder & Suyder, 1975; Stone & Porter, 1975).  Newman (1975) demonstrated that ovganizational position
(functional diviaton, department, workgroup, and hleravchical level) accounted for more variance in climate percop-
tious than did pevronal chavacteristics (age, sex, number of dependents, education, and tenure). He concluded that
witferent positions were subjoct to different experfences and that positional diffecences were more important than
personal characteristics fn the development of the fndividual's perceptual=cognitive map of the organizational
situation,

Conclusions that different organtzational positions experience different situational influences have important
implicatfons for the aggrepation of pavehologleal climate scoresa,  That i1, although many studles (eop., Gavin,
1975; Pritchard & Rarasick, 1973; Schneider, 1975h; Sctmelder & Snyder, 19735) have shown that climate peveeptions
vary by vrganization or subsaystem, it {8 dubfous whether individual scores ropreaent all the various posftions
within a heterogeneous organization or subsystem (Payne & Manstield, 1973), PFurthermore, heteropenedty of posiciaon,
by limiting communality of experience for ditferent individuals, limits probable {nterperceiver agreement and pro-
vides a potential explanation for some of the low to moderate fndices of interrater reliability and statistical
power reported varlivr. Thus. it appears that psychological climate scores should be agpregated only for relatively
homogencous organizational units,

Another factor related to agreement on vlimate perceptions acvoss members of organfzations or subunits reflects
the influences of individual characteristics on the perceptual procers.  For oxample, previous studies have shown
that climate perceptions covary with a varlety of individual characteristics fncluding personality attributes,
cognitive styles, ability, adaptability (Johnston, 1974; Kerr & Schreisham, 19745 Schuler, 1975; Vannoy, 1965),
alienation from cultural norms (Blood & Hulin, 1967; Hulin & Blood, 1968), and need strenpth (Hackman & Lawler,
1971; Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Pritchard & Rarasick, 1973; Steers, 1975), as well as ape, race, sex, and intelligence
(Hellreigel & Slocum, 1974). Therefore, to the extent that an orpanization or {ta subunits contain a wide ranpe of
individual characteristics, a greater diversity of perceptions might be expected,

A final index of the appropriateneass of usjng apgregated paychological climate scores as situational measures
would appear to be the empirical demonstration that such agpregated scores were meaningfully and predictably related
to various situational mcasures and to organizational or individual eriteria, In other words, the rationale for
using aggregated percoptual data {s enhanced to the extent that 1t is possible to establish the construct validity
of the aggregated scores by empirically demonatrated utility in predicting and understanding orpanizat fonal and
subunit functioning.

In summary, the assumed corvespondence between situational fnfluences and individual percep.ions of thoxe
influences appeared to provide a loglcal basis for using aggregated psychological climate scores to represent sharad
situatfonal influences. Other factors (difterences in position, technology, type of job, etey) contribute to 2

heterogeneity of {nfluences across individuals or subunits, however, requiving an empirical demonstvation of shared
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sltuattonal esperlences betore agprepat fon to a part tealar subunit or vrpgantzat ton Is undertokens Potential ri-
terta which mipht Justity agpregation foclude the dewonstrat fon oty (@) dditterenves (o aggrepgated or mean pereeps
t g across dittereat orpanfzatfons or subundtsg (b)Y interperceiver relfabibity or aprecmenty (¢) homogencous
slituat fonal charvacteristics (o g, b fey o contesty structure, Job tvpe, ete ) and (d) constenet vatidity tor
the apprepated zeore o terms ot meaninptur relat fonsbiips o varfous orpantzat fonal subunit, or fndividual eriteria,
Iagues Related to the Construct Validity ot Puaycholopieal and Subunit Climate

Tn vepard to the consteuct validity of psvehologicaly subunit, and orpanizatfonal climate scores, (t was noted
that such scores should be meandngtul by and predictably velated to other fndices of subunit and organtzational
sttaat ton and tunet foufng, The tollowing section therctore preseuts o bricl overview of hvpothesized retatfonships
awong measures ol paychologfeal and subunft climate, subunit meagures suach as conteat, structure, and persennel
compogition,  (Relatfonships with fodividual resourees and posttion vartables were reviewed in the carlicre discus-
slon ot factors related to agpregation.)  These hypotheses were derived trom extensive reviows of the literatuore
published olsewhore (et Campbell ot al., 19703 Forehand & Gilwer, 19643 Hellredpel & Slocum, 19745 James & Jones,
19705 Lawler ot al., 19747 Payne & Manstiold, 19733 Payne & Pugh, 19765 Porter & Lawler, 19653 Porter, Lawler, &
Hackman, 1975) and, o the interests of bhrevity, are presented pencrally and o sunmary.,

The tirst pencral hypothesis veparded relat fonships between elimate (both ;uhuull amd psychological) and con=
text measuces, cspecially tochnology, Tt was hypothesized that the more complex, nonrout {fne technologles would be
associated with climates verlecting hipher levels of task complexity, variety, fmportance, and challenge as well as
hWipher tevels of pole ambiguity and autonomy.  Further, because complex, nonroutine jobs tend to be intrinsically
satistying and motivating, it was oxpected that there would be less emphasis on ot ficiency and movale as direct
subunit poals, although the subunits with nonrout ine technologies were also expected to have more capable, better
trained porsonnel and achieve higher levels of subunit performance.,

The sceond general hypothesis concerned relationships with measures of “anatomical” structure, that s, vari-
ables deseribling distributions and tormal relationships among subunits or pogitions (Porter ot al.y 1979), 1t was
expected that Giph levels ot anatomical structure as reflected by large size, tall contipurations, large spans of
control, and high specialization (division ot labor) wonld be associated with climates characterized by velatively
uncooperat tve, unfriendly workproup velat lonships, commmication ditficulties, unsupportive leadership, and monot-
onous, low challenge tasks,  Also expocted were relatively unskilled, low aptitude persomnel compositions an well
as low levels of subunit performance,

The third general hypothosis concerned relatfonships with measures of "operational” structure or measures
retlecting the structuring of events (Katz & Kahe, 1966). It was expeeted that high levels of operational struc-
ture, defined by high centralization of authority, formalized roles and communication proceduves, and standardizod
procedures, would be associated with climates characterized by low levels of role conflict and ambipuity, task-
ariented leadership, low levels of individual autonomy, and monotonous, unchallenging tasks that were low in com-
plexity.  Also expected were lower scores on subunit performance measures and less capable, less trafned personnel,

The (irl hypothesis reflected a general theme of o social syatem, fntoprating madel approach to organfzat tonal
favest {gat fon (cf. James & Jones, 1976).  Baged on the linkage concept that variables in direct conceptual proximity
would be more highly intercorrvelated thaun variables connected by tudirect linkages or intervening variables (Indik,
1968), 1t was hypothesized that subunit context and structure measures would be move hipghly related to subunit

climate than to paychologfcal climate witleh by definition {ncludes the additional elements of perception mud psy-
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chologival processing of altuat tonal attributes.

Development ot w psychologteal climate measurc.  The development of o measure of psychological climate fnvolved
three atepa, Following o comprehensive review o1 the Yiterature {cf, James & Jones, 1974, 19765 Jones, James, &
Hornick, Note 33 Jdones, James, Brunt, Hornick, & Selis, Kote 4), measures of a variety of percelved sfituational
attributes with relatively dirvect ties to individual experfence were constructed and administered to a sample of
U. 8. Navy enlisted men. Scecond, these measures were componeut analyzed and the resulting components were used as
Indices of psychological elimate.  Third, compunent svlutlons were compared :cross two additional types of organi-
zatfon to ansess dimensfon gencralizablility and the potential for a common core of dimensions,

Aggregation of peuchological climate sgores.  Within the Navy sample, paychological climate scores were agpre-
gated (o deseribe subunit and orpanizat fonal climate,  The representativeness of each level of aggre, ution was
empltically asaessed on the basis of:  (a) atgnificant ditferences {n subunlt mean prychological climate scoves,
(b) indices of statistical power and interrater reliability, (¢) estimates of the reliability of the mean scores,
and (1) representat fveness of other climate~relted situational measures (e.g., structure). As treated later, the
data sugpested that aggregation should be vestricted to the level of the smallest (and most homogeneous) subunit
studied,

Construct validity of psychological climate and subunit climate measures, The construct validity of the psy-
chological and subunit c¢limate scores was assessed by relating such measures to measures of subunit context and
structure and to measures of individual resources and position variables (for psychological climate) and personnel
compusition (for subunit climate),

Prediction of subunit performance, The velationships of situational attributes (including subunit cltmate)

with subunit pevliormance were fnvestigated by using subunit context, structure, ¢limate, and personnel composition
neasures to predict subunit performance,

Method
Sample

The U. S, Navy sample congisted of male, enlisted personnel (n = 4,315) on 20 ships operating in the Atlantic
and Pacific Oceans during the latter half oy 1973, The ships Included two afreratft carriers with crews ot approx-
fmately 4,000 men, and four classes of destroyer with crews averaglng between 225 and 375 men.  Ships were organized
into four or mare departments, cach regponsible for a major set of duties (e.g., engineering, operations, supply,
weapons) . Departments were further subdivided into divisions; for example, the Fnginvering Department consgisted of
divigions concerned with the main propulsion unit, boilers, clectrical systems, and 80 forth, The total possible
subunit sample was 105 departments and 281 divisions,

Individual sampiing on carriers was limited to non=aviation personnel and stratified by department and divi-
slong destroyeres were sampled on a 100% basis. Individual questionnaire data were collected in group sexksions
during the first weeks of deployment. Responses were obti lned from 76% of the availatle men on uvestroyers and 45%
of the men in sumpled divisions on carviers (90% of the distributed questionnaires). Age (M = 23,8 yoears) and time
{n the Navy (M = 4.8 years) indivated that mosl respondents were in theie first enlistment. Levels ranged frowm E-1,
the lowest enlisted pay rate, to E=9, the highest entisted grade; mean oducacion was 12 years,

Two additional samples were studied to explore the genevalizability of the psycholopical climate measures,  One

sample consisted of 398 male firemen helow the vank of district chief in two departments in the southwest United
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Statess  Fire atations consfated of one to four companfes of four men eachi questiontaires were admintatercd to
proups of B to 16 persona. Data were obtained from 722 ot elipible tespondents.  The averape ape was 16 years) mean
tenure was 1104 yearst 43X of the sample had comvleted one or more years of collepe.

A avcond compar fson sample consfated ot S04 exempt employees of a private health care program, ranping Lrom top
repional management to firat-line supervisors,  Fourteen tunctfonal areas {(e.g., nursing, data procesaing, account-
fng) and &2 aeparate locations (Lncluding seven large hompitala) were represented.  Queationnaltes were administoered
by matl, with a 74% uaable return rate.  Females, primarily nursing supervisors, represented 52% of the sample.

Mean age wan 42 years; approxtimately half the sample possessed a eollege or profesrional degree,
Individual fevel Measures

Paychologieal climate questionnaire.  The prycholoplceal climate questionnaire (administoered to all three sam-
ples) consiated of 145 {temn that deseribed relatively specific aspects of the work situation., The {tems repre-
sented 35 a priort componites, many of which had been shown by provious rescarch to be internally consistent, psy-
cholopteally meantuptul measures of the work environmeny (see Table 1), tach composite consisted ot two to seven
ftemn, cach with o stem and three to tive scales vesponses.  Compusites were scored by summing across relevant ftem
Yespuases (varfances were aimilar),

Job or role delated measures included role ambipuity, role conflict (House & Rizzo, 1972a} Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn,
Snoek, & Romenthal, 19643 Lichtman & Hunt, 1971), autonomy (Campbell et al., 1970; Hackman & lLawler, 1971; Turner &
Lawtence, 1965), t mk variety, tank fdentfty, job challenge (Forehand & Gi) er, 19643 Uackman § Lawler, 1971} Porter
& lawler, 196%), and opportunities tor growth and advancement (Heraberp, 1966; House & Rizzo, 1972a, 1972b). Other
measures reflected Job pressure and atandards of pertormance (House & Rizzo, 1972a: Sclls, 1963, 1968a).

Le auer related measurex included support, interaction facilitation, goal emphasis, and work facilitation
(Bowery & Seashore, 19663 Campbell et al., 19707 Halpin, 1966; House & Revr, 1973; Likert, 1961; Litwin & Stringer,
1968; Taylor, 1971), as well ag measures of the leader's ability to plan and coordinate activitiea and influence
superfors (House & Rere, 1973).  Also included were measures reflecting confidenve and trust botween aupervisors and
subordinates (Flacks, 19697 Jones et al., 1975; Sclls, 1968a; Wood, 1974).

Measures of the wothgroup environment fncluded cooperarion, triendliness, pride, and workgroup image (Blau,
1954 Farris, 19715 Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Hall, 1971; Steiner, 1972), Finally, variables primarily related to
larper subunits and the total organization fucluded organirzational level ambiguity and conflict (Rizzo, House, &
Lirtzman, 1970), communication patterns (Sells, 1968h; Shaw, 1971), consistency and fairness of organizitional
policies and reward policies and roward processes (Haclman & Lawler, 19715 Porter & Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964),
eaprit (Friedlander & Margulis, 1969; Halpin & Croft, 19633 Litwin & Stringer, 1968), and professional and orpani-
zational fdentification (Farris, 1971),

Individual_resource measures, Measures of fndividual characteristics and resources were obtained for the Navy

sample, These measures included ape, marital status, vears of formal education, intelligeace (Navy General Classi-
fication Test or QCT scores), number of grades fatled in gfchool, size of preenlistment home town (S=point acale
ranging from small town to large city), number of rooms in childhood house (5-pojut scale vanpling from four or tewer
rooms to 11 or more), and three compoaites measuring Ego Needs (three items reflecting needs Torv recopnition and
approval, « = ,59), Sclf-Exteem (four ftems reflecting self-confidence and relf-rated ability, o = .54), and pre-
calistment dinciplinary record (three ftems reflecting school and discipline problems, o = ,b64).

Pusition variables, In an earlier article, Herman and Hulin (1972) suppested Jhat variahlen primarily con-
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trolled by the organization (e.g., size, technolopy, etc.) are situational and thus may be distinguished from vari-
ables such as age or education which are brought Into the situstion by the individual and are relatively independent
of organizational control. In attempting to apply this distinction, huwever, they found that the classification of
some variables (e.y., tenure, hieravchical level) w2 . arbitrary because such variables were mutually controlled 1y

; both tie individual and the organization. Thus, in the present study, variables which reflected mutual organiza-

f tional and individual influences were considered separately as a third category. Because such varfables are typ-
{eally relatﬁﬁ to tue individual's position or status in the organization, they were referved to as "position

3 variables.”

Position meaiures obtained from the Navy sample included self-report mecasures of tenure, level or pay grade,

aumber of men supervised, number of advanced or technical training schools (A or B schools) completed, and number

of tunctional or other training schools completed. In addition, measures of joh specialty were obtained from ship

records and grouped into four types~--unskilled, requiring little tralning; medium level mechanical; clerical and low

level technical; and high level skilled (Orr, 1960; Seymour, Gunderson, & Vallacher, 1973),

Organizational and Subunit Situational Measures

Although situational measures wer: obtained from the Navy sample for ships, departments, and divisions, analy-

ses were restricted to the subunit level for reasons discussed later. Thus, situational measures are described conly

for the 'evels at which subsequent analyses were conducted (il.e., departments and divisions).

Subunit structure measures. Measures of the anatomical aspects of subunit structure were obtained from ship

records., These measures included: size-~the number of men in the division/department; specialization--the number

of separate occupational titles in the division/department; configuration/shape--the number of actual ranks between

the lowest and highest ranking enlisted men in the division/department; and configuration/span of ccntrol--a iatio

of the number of enlisted supervisory persomnnel (E-6 or above) to the number of men below that rank {a high score
reflected a low span of control).

As shown in Tahle 2, operational aspects of subunit structure were measured by 2] questionnaire items (4- or
S5-point Likert scales) derived from interviews with Navy perscnnel and from the research : 'terature (James & Jones,

1976; Inkson, Pugh, & Hickson, 1970; Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, & Turner, 1968). Questionnaires were administered

during the first weeks of deployment; responses were obtained from the heads of 91 departments and 224 divisions.

A principal components analysis of the 21 items yielded seven components with eigenvalues > 1.0. The seven |
components were: {(a) Geweral Centralization of Decision Making, (b) General Standardization of Procedures, (c)
Intevdependence with Other Work Units, (d) Formalization of the Role Structure, (e) Centralization of Work Alloca-
tion nd Scheduling, (f) Formalization of Communication, and (g) a unique component reflecting Standardization of
Procedures for Expending Funds. Separate analyses for departments and divisions ylelded similar results. Component
scores (M = 50, SO = 10) were calculated for each department and division by a direct solution method (see Harman,
1967, p. 349).

Internal consistency estimates of reliability were based on items with loadings > [t.40]. Except for Formali-
zatlon of Communication (@ = .27) and the one item component for Standardization of Expenditures, alpha varied from
.52 (Interdependence with Other Work Units) to .72 (General Centralization of Decision Making) and was considered
acceptable given the limfted .umber of items. The Formalizatinn of Communication and Standa-dization of Expenditure

components were deleted from remaining analyses.

Context measures. Context measures (also based upon questionnaire data from the 315 division and department \
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heads) included technolog, and ewphasis on varlous goals, as well as personnel, habitability, and eguipment

resources, ‘Technology was measured by a 4-item composite (range = 4 to 19), A high score reflected a nonroutine,

complex technolopgy where suvcess was difffcult to evaluate and subject to uncertainty (cf. Hape & Afken, 1969; Mohr,

1971; Perrow, 19674 Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, & Turner, 1969; Woodward, 1965). Coefticicnt alpha was only .44, but

slgnificant ftem intercorrelationy suggested that they sampled one conceptual area (James & Ellison, 1973).

The emphasis placed on various goals was measured in terms of two vomponent scores. Four-poiut, Likert type

ftems were constructed to measure nine major division and department goals as defined by Navy personnel, Components

analyses o) these {tems ylelded two components (A = 1,0, 42% of trace): (a) Emphasis on Morale, reflecting the

emphasis on improving morale, developing new procedures and programs, promotion of personnel, and doing better than
other divisiouns/departments aboard ship (o = .62): and (b) Emphasis o.. Followlng Standardized Procedures, reflectiug
the emphasis on following standardized procedures, relfabfi{iv of performance, and overall effectiveness (u = .51).

Component scores (M = 50, $D =~ 10) were computed for cach department and division by a direct solution method

(Harman, 1967},

Other context measures included single, 5-point, questionnaire ftems for: (a) condition of work equipment;

(b) availability of funds and supplies for work; (c¢) availability of funds for habitability improvements; and (d)

personnel resources within the division/department,

Subunit criteria. The primary measures of subunit performance were developed through a multistage process.

First, intervicws with naval officers and ship commanders gencrated eight aspects of e¢ffective division performance:
(1) Quality of Work, (2) Adherence to Planned Maintenance Schedules, (3) Readiness to Fuliil) Commiiments, (4)
Performance under Pressure, (5) Efficiency, (6) Cooperation with Other Divisions, (7) Safety, and (8) Leadership

Ability of Enlisted Supervisors. PFollowing identification and definition of these dimensions, officers were asked

to sugpest three statements describing levels of performance (i.e,, poor, adequate, superior) for each dimcusion,

The resulting 24 statements were vandomly mixed (Arvey & Hoyle, 1974). LBach department head rated subordinate

divlsions on each statement by indicatiig whether the divisfon pertformed: (a) better than, (b) equal to, or (¢)

below the performance evel described in the statement (ef. Blanz & Ghiselli, 1972). Scores on cach of the eight

k3
~

dimensions were calculated by summing the appropriate ratings where a "better than” rating was scored as a

“equal tao" ceceived a 2, and "worse than" received a 1. (The Guttman scaling procedure recommended by Blanz and

Ghiselli pruvided no improvement over the above approach.)

Additional criteria included ratings by division heads concerning problems caused by the use of drugs and

alcohol (4-point scale varying from frequent to nonexistent) and frequency of request to transf. from the division

(3-point scale ranging from many requests to no requests).
Criterion data were collected at the end of each safp's deployment period (five to seven wonths after the

context, structure, and fudividual qiestionnaire data), Data were obtained from 160 divisions, representing 19

ships and all division types. Despite attempts to obtain data for all divisions, some of the division and depart-

ment heads had been rotated from the ship near the end of the crufse and their replacements lacked sufticlent
observations to provide the ratings.
Results

Results are presented as follows: (a) dimensions of psycholoplcal climate, (b) vomparison of these dimensfons

across samples, (¢) agreement and representativencss analyses fuor agpregated scores, (d) correlates of psychologteal

and division climate, and (e) prediction of division cerfteria.
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Dimensions_of psychological climate.

A principal components analysis of the 35 a priori composites was con-
ducted on the Navy sample (see Table 3). Relfability estimates (coefficient alpha) for these composites ranged from
.44 to .81 and were considnared acceptable because alpha i8 a function of the number of items in the composite and

tends to be conservative (Lord & Novick, 1968). Similar values were found for the other samples.

Six components with eigenvalues > 1.0 were found (597 of trace). VFollowing varimax rotation, the first com-
ponent reflected percelved conflict {n organizational goals and objectives, combined with ambiguity of organiza-
tional structure and roles, a lack of interdepartmental cooperation, and poor communication from management. Also
included were poor planning, Inefficient job design, a lack of awareness of employee needs and problems, and a lack
of fairness and objectivity of the reward process. This component was labelled "Conflict and Ambiguity."

The second component reflected a job perceived as challenging, important to the Navy, and involving a variety
of duties, including dealing with other people. The job was seen as providing autonomy and feedback, and demanding
high standards of quality and performance. This component was designated "Jub Challenge, Importance, and Variety."

The third component, "Leader Facilitation and Support,” reflected leader behavior such as the extent to which
the leader was perceived as helping to accomplish work goals by means of scheduling activities, planning, etc., as
well as the extent to which he was seen as facilitating Interpersonal relationships and providing personal support.

The fourth component, "Workgroup Cooperation, Friendliness, and Warmth," generally described relationships
amorg group members and their pride in the workgroup. Only composites describing the workgroup loaded on this
component. The fifth component, "Professional and Organizational Esprit," reflected percelved external image and
desirable growth potential offered by the job and by the Navy. Also includ=d were perceptions of an open atmosphzre
to express one's feelings and thoughts, confidence in the leader, and consistently applied organizational policies,
combined with non-conflicting role expectations and reduced fob pressure.

The sixth and final component had loadings for only three composites. This component, "Job Standards,"
reflected the degree to which the job was seen as having rigid standards of quality and accuracy. combined with
inadequate time, manpower, training, and resources t> complete the task. Also reflected were a perceived lack of
confidence and trust by supecvisors and management personnel. Scores for the six components (M = 50, SD = 10) were

computed by a direct solution method (Harman, 1967).

Comparison of psychological climate dimensions across samples. Psychological climate components from the Navy

sample were compared to components derived from the other two samples (James, Stebbings, Hartman, & Jones, in press;
Jones & James, Note 5). Each comparison sample also yielded six components with eigenvalues > 1.0 (62.8% of trace
for firemen, 66.8% for health care managers). As indicated in Table 4, five of the six components--Leadership
Facilitation and Support; Workgroup Cooperation, Friendliness, and Warmth; Conflict and Ambiguity; Profe .sional and
Organizational Esprit; and Job Challenge, Importance, and Variety--were similar across the three samples.2

The sixth component tended to be somewhat less generalizable. For health care managers, this component
appeared to represent a finer breakdown of the Challenge, Importance, and Variety Component, with loadings by Job

Importance (.70), Job Challenge (.58), and Job Standards (.40). Both latter variables, however, also had loadings

> |£.40] on components similar to the five mentioned previously for the Navy sample. The sixth component for the

firemen appeared to reflect mutual trust, with loadings by Confidence and Trust in Subordinates (.68) and in the

Leader (.50).

Aggregation of psychological climate scores. As discussed earlier, the use of apgregated (i.e., mean) psycho=-

logical climate scores to describe organizational and/or subunit climates required an empirical demonstration that
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various criteria were met. Suggested analyses included the demonstration of differences in percentions across
different éttuattons, an assessment of the reliability of the aggregated score, and a demonatration of the construct
validity of the aggregated score. 1n the present study, these analyses were conducted for each of the six peycho~
loghcul climate compenerts., A subset of the Navy sample was used and aggregated scores were constructed ‘or 223
divigions, 97 departments, and 20 ships (3,693 individuals). Ounly divisions with psychological climate data for six
or more persons were included in these and subsequent analyses.

Between group differences in perception were wussessed by means o1 separate one-way ANOVAe computed for each
climate component, where each division represented a treatment cell and individual scores on the component were the
dependent variable., Similar analyses were run for departments and ships. All resulting F ratios were significant.

Ag described in Ebel (1951), the ANOVA results were converted to intraclass correlation coefficients as esti-
mates of statistical power and interrater veliability (McNemar, 1969). Thesc values werc relatively low, however.
Median intraclass correlations were approximately .12 for divisions, .06 for departments, and .02 for ships. Only
the values for divisions were within the range of power estimates reported in earlier studies. The reliability of
each aggregated (mean) score was then measured by applying Spearman-Brown (S. B.) estimates to the intraclass cor-
relation, where the harmonic mean tor the appropriate organizational level (e.g., division) was used as the adjust-
ing factor (Guilford, 1954). The resulting estimates were considerably higher, with medians of approximately .68
for divisions and .71 for departments and ships.

The 8. B. estimates indicated stability for the aggregated scores, but appeared to be somewhat fallible indi-
cators of perceptual agreement where larger sample sizes were involved (e.g., departments and ships). This conclu-
sion was further supported when department context and structure measures were compared with division context and
structure scores (see Table 5). Department scores were added to the appropriate divisiown cata records (i.e., all
divisions within a department received the same department score) and correlated with division scores (n = 205
divisions). Except for size and the two configuration variables, relationships were low or nonsignificant, indi-
cating considerable intradepartment heterogeneity for context and structure measures. In other words, the majority
of department context and structure scores did not appear to meaningfully describe their respective divisions. Such
results coincided with the information provided by the inrraclass correlations (rather than the §, B, cstimates)
that departments (and ships) consisted of heterogeneous subunits.

The meening of the aggregated score was further addressed by exploring relationships of paychological and
subunit climate scores with various situational, individual, and position variables. Based on the results described
above and because divisfons were the most homogeneous subunits in terms of technology, function, personnel composi-
tion, ete., the remainder ot the study focused on the division as the most meaningful organizational subunit. Thus,
the division was the highest level of organizational subunit used fn the remaining analyses and psychological cli-
mate scores were agpregated only to the division level,

Correlates of psychological climate. Correlations with psychological climate were based on a sample of 3,726
sallors for whom all data were available. No differences were found between the total sample and this reduced
sample in terms of psychological climate, Individual resource, or position variable scores. Fach man in a particu~

lar division was assigned that division's context and structure s.ores and these scores were correlated with his
individual scores (see Table 6). In the interests of bhrevity, only significant correlations were reported (complete
analyses are available from the authors).

Relationships between psychological climate and divialon context and structure scores were low and generally
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nonsignificant. Only the Workgroup Cooperation, Friemndliness, and Warmth component showed any conasistent pattern

of relationship with these measures and then only in terms of low correlations with size-related variables (e.y.,
size, span of control, number of levels). The pattern of relationships between psychotogical climate and individual
resource and position variables was somewhat stronger, although correlations were again low except for the Job
Challenge, Importance, and Variety measure. This component was positively related to age, time in the Navy, hier-
archical level, number of men supervised, number of other trainiug schools, and self-esteem, but was negatively
related to assigument to unskilled jobs. Such correlations appeared to reflect an increased responsibility and
challenge associated with promoiion., Individual resources and position variables were also related to Workgroup
Cooperation, Friendliness, and Warmth and to Professional and Organizational Fsprit. Higher scores on the latter
component were generally found for the older, less educated sailors in the relatively unskilled jobs,

The major interest of the present study was identifying relationships with psychological and division climate.
some knowledge of relationships among the various nonclimate domains was essential to fully interpret these find-
ings, however. 1Imn the interests of brevity, such nonclimate interrelationships are presented in summary only. In
general terms: (a) reletionships among division context variables were generally low or nonsignificant; (b) corre-
lations among anatomical structure measures were generally sipgnificant but moderate, operational structure measures
represented uncorrelated components, and relationships between anatomical and operational structure measures were
generally low and nonmsignificant; (c) with the exception of the four job-type measures, relationships among the
position varlables were significant and greater than lt.hol; (d) relationships among individual resource measutes
were low but significant; (e) relatiorships between division context and structure measures tended to be low,
although nonroutine technology and higher rated persounel resources were associated with smaller division sizes and
low role formalization; (f) relationships between position variables and individual rescurce measures were low to
moderate, where significant relationships among tenure, number of men supervised, hierarchical level, and training
reflected general patterns of promotion in the military; and (g) relatfonships of division context and structure
with position variables and individual resource measures tended to be low or nonsignificant, although divisions with
higher levels of technology tended to have mor~ intelligent men i{n more highly trained job specialties,

Correlates of division climate. In order to study the correlates of division climate, a typology of division

climate was developed and the resulting climate types were correlated with the nonclimate variable domains. The
division climate typolopy was obtained by clustering divisions with similar profiles on the six division climate
scores., The profile analysis was simplified, however, because the divisions represented cervain existing (formal)
types based on homogeneity of function or task. Twelve types were represented (e.g., Navigation, Deck Maintenance,
Electronics, Communication, etc.) and divisions within each type tended to have similar climate profiles ‘e.g., the
climate profiles for all Deck Maintenance divisions across the 20 ships were similar), Furthermore, the vectors of
mean division climate scores, were visibly similar for some of the 12 functional types. Thus, it appeared that the
functional types might be further collapsed on the basis of similarities in climate score profiles.

Both an a priori grouping and a hierarchical clustering of the 12 functional types (Ward & Hook, 1963) sug-
gested seven meaningful climate clusters (a separvate hicrarchical clustering of the 223 separate divisions corrob-
orated this conclusion). Finally, a multiple discriminant analysis (MDA) was conducted with the seven clusters as
partitioning variables and the division climate scores (n = 223) as dependent variables. The MDA results supported
the division climate typology and demonstrated that 78% of the varfance in the discriminant space was attributable

to between group differences, based on significant discriminant functions and the multivariate analog of Q?
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(Tatsuoka, 1970). An average of 72% of the c.imate score variance was included in the discriminant upnce.’ Thus,
the seven division climate types appeared to srovide a meaningful basis for the remaining analyscs addressing
division climate.

Each of the seven division clusters was described and named on the basim of differences between the climate
mean of the division cluster and the grand means for all divisifons (see Table 7). For example, Cluater 1 was named
"Cooperative and Friendly" because of comparatively high scores on Workgroup Cocperation, Friendliners, and Warmth,
This cluster consisted of divisions concerned with navigation, antisubmarine wirfarc, and gunnery duties. Cluster
2, labelled "Conflicting and Ambiguous" because of a comparatively higher mean on Conflict and Ambiguity and a Jow
mean score on Job Standards, was comprised of divisions concerned with missiles, nuclear weapons, fire control for
the weapons system, and divisions concerned with maintenance and repair of the ahip's electrical, air conditioning,
and 1ife support systems. The neans for Cluster 3 (Communications and Intelligence Divisions) suggested an unin-
volving atmosphere which had relatively high, rigidly adhered to job standards. This cluster was i{nterpreted as an
"Alfenating and Constrictive"” divifsion ciimate. Cluster 4 (Boilers and Main Propulsion Divisions) had a lower mean
on the workgroup climate component, connoting an "Uncooperative and Unfriendly" climate. Comparatively lower means
on Job Challenge, lmportance, and Variety, Leadership Facilitation and Support, and Workgroup Cooperation, Friend-
1iness, and Warmth suggested that Cluster 5 (Deck Maintenance) described a "Monotonous, Cold, and Unsupportive"
climate.

Cluster 6 reflected jobs that were challenging, important, multifaceted, and flexible, in conjunction with a
cooperative, friendly, and warm workgroup atmosphere. Such a profile suggested an enriched and warm work environ-
ent. A low mean on organizational esprit, however, indicated that (hese divisions (primarily concerned with
sophisticated electronics) did not provide opportunities that compared favorably with other organizations, espe-
cially civilian occupations. This cluster was therefore labelled "Enriched and Warm Work Environment/Organization-
ally Uninvolving." In contrast, Cluster 7 (Supply Division) suggested a climate that was "Ovganizationally Involv-
ing" with high esprit and identification with the Navy and the ship, connoting a climate that compared favorably
with alternatives. As discussed later, however, both Clusters 6 and 7 appeared to be influenced by the nature of
their personnel and may thus be somewhat fdiosyncratic.

Relationships between divisfon climate and other variable domains were examined by means of an MDA. The seven
division climate clusters provided the partitfoning variables, and division context, structure, and aggregated
posit<on variables and individual resource scores served as dependent variables, Individual resource and position
variables were aggregated only 1f the resulting scores appeared meaningful at the division level of analysis. Such
aggregated variablea were viewed as aituational attributes representing the personnel composition of the division.
Finally, whenever vatriables evidenced substantial conceptual and statistical overlap (e.g., age and teunure), only
one was included.

The resulting MDA produced four significant discriminant functjons (p < .05, Bartlett's V statistic). The
firat Function accounted for 56,09% of the between cluster variance, the second 21,61%, the third 11.47%, and the

fourth 5.07%. The multivariate analog of w?

for the four functions was ,91. (Separate MDAs for each of the non-
climate domains provided st of .38 for division context, .67 for division structure, .62 for aggregated position
variables, and .55 for aggregated individual resources.)

The first function discriminated most clearly between Clusters 1 and 6 and Clusters 4 and 5. Enriched and Warm

Work Environment/Organizationally Uninvolving climates and, to a lesser extent, Cooperative and Friendly climates
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had a mc 'e fatelligent and highly trained personnel composition than the Monotonous, Cold, and Unsupportive, and to
sume extent, Uncooperative and Unfriendly climates. In addition, the latter two climates were more specialized
(L.e., more jobs per division) than the enriched and warm climates, but less specialized than the Cooperative and
Friendly climates. These results were consistent with the characteristics of the divisfons comprising the climate
clusters; for example, Electronics and Navigation Divisfons required advanced, technical training, while Deck Main-
tenance, Boilera, and Machinery Divisions did not require the same combination of tectinical training and persounel
intelligence,

The second discriminant function most clearly identified the Organizationally Invelving climate cluster. A
detfining variable for this function was tenure, partly reflecting the somewhat idiosyncratic vature of the cluster,
The divisions comprising this cluster (Supply) contained several foreign-born individuals who had enlisted in the
Navy as stewards because such assignment was sven as preferable to organizations and careers available in their own
country. Thus, an above average percentage of these individuals had reenlisted. Supply Divisfons were also the
most structurally speciallzed of the divisions atudied, providing a variety of personnel gervices (ship's store,
food service, barber, laundry, etc.), each of which required a certain amount of special training.

The third discriminant function differentiated most distinctly between the Uncooperative and Untriendly and the
Monotonous, Cold, and Unsupportive climates. The latter (i.e,, Deck Maintenance Divisions) had comparatively flat-
ter division configurations, larger spans of control, less formalization of roles, and better work equipment than
the tormer. Morveover, Deck Maintenance Divisions had the lowest average tenure and training of all divisjons
studied.

The last discriminant function indicated that a Conflicting and Ambiguous division climate (e.g., Missile and

Nuclear Weapons Divisions), and to a lesser extent an Enriched and Warm Work Enviromment/Organizationally Unfnvolv-

{ng climate, had comparatively higher degrees of interdependence with other divisions, more nonroutine and complex i ]
technologies, higher ratings of personn2l, and more formal education. Lower overall standardization of procvedures i
and a higher emphasis on morale were also indicated. These latter variables, however, had nonsignificant univariate : E

F ratios and thus were interpreted with caution,
In summary, the paychological climate measures had generally low relationships with variables reflecting
division context and structure as well as individual resources and position, although many of these varfables dif- ;
ferentiated among the divisfon climate clusters. This contrast in results reflected both theoretical and statisti-
cal factors diascussed later.

Prediction of division criteria. Division performance ratings cvidenced a moderate positive leniency (range = 1

3o 9, M= 6.34 to 7.41, 8D = 1.10 to 1.60)., Also indicated were few requests for tranafer and infrequent problems
with drugs and alcohol. Except for the gafety rating, criterion intercorrelations were sipnificant, positive, and
of moderate magnitude (see Table 8). While not indicatiog large amounts of "halo," the correlations did sugpest the
possibility of a more parsimonious composite criterfon. Thus, a unit-weighted criterfon composite excluding satety
(v = .94) was constructed tor subsequent validity analyscs.

For cross-validation purposes, the 160 divisfons with criterion data were randomly separated into two sub-

samples (after stratification by ship type and number of divislons with data); all divisfons from a ship were placed
tn the same subsample. This provided "true" cross-validation samples (ns = 84 and 76) where the two subsamples were
independent (i.e., from different ships),

Initlal predictive valldities tor vach subsample are reported in table 9.0 Prodictors (ncluded all the division
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context, stracture, and aggregated position and individual resource variables employed in the MDA for diviston
clmate.® Validitien for these variables were calculated i product-moment correlat{ons. A gomewaht more complex
procvedure war needed to calceulate the validitics for the seven division cliimate clustera.  The validity coetficient
tor the climate clugters was based on a unft-weighted regresaion procedure (ef. Wainer, 19763 Walner & Thisscen,
1976) whereby a correlation waa computed between a unift~welghted composite of the division climate clusters (repres
sented by dummy variables) and the criterton. The formula {or the procedure was presented by Gulliord and Fruchter
(1973) and James and Ell{son (1973). 1t 18 important to pote that the inftial and cross~validitics were {dentical
because of the use of unit-weights and the {uclusion of all climate clusters wher caleulating the validities.

The cromg-validiticr for the nonclimate domains are reported {n Table 10, These cross-validities were calcu-
lated as follows. Only varfables in each domain which had significant initfal valtdities in the other =ample were
fncluded in these analyses, Predictors were standardized, combined into a unit-weiphted compoustite, then correlated
with the criterion.  For cxample, the cross=validity for division context for Sample B was bascd on Emphasis on
Morale, condition of equipment, rating of peracnnel, and avaflabitity of funds and supplies for work needs, all ot
which had slgnificant faitfal valtdities in Sample A, The overall crosa-validity reported in Table 10 was based on
all variables used to compute the cross-validitivs for the reported subsample.

The cross-valldities (also predictive validities) were, with one exception, significant and at least moderate
in magnitude. Among the nonclimate domains, the varfable’ of greatest interest were those with significant predic-
tive validities for both subsamples. For example, the context variables with sfgnificant validities tor both
samples were the rating ol persornel and the availability of funds and supplies for work. 1In terms of personnel
composition, all the aggregated individual resource and position variables except tenure contributed to prediction

in both samples. The relationship between the climate clusters and the criterion was assessed in terma of the mean

criterion scores for each climate cluster. The Enriched and Warm Work Environment/Organizationally tninvolviog and
Cooperative and Friendly clinates received the highest criterion scores, while the Monotonous, Cold, and Unaupport ive N
climate received the lowest.

Plscussion

1
3
The discussion of results is presented in terms of four basic igsues: (a) the development of a measure of
psychological climate, (b) the construct validity of the psychological climate measure, (¢) the use ot aggprepated
psychological climate scores to describe subunit and organizational climates, and (d) the vonstruct validity of
4

subunit climate measures. When interpreting the findings of the present study, however, certain idlosyncracies of
the U. S, Navy sample should be noted. For example, decisions regarding personnel selectlon, training, assipnment, ]
promotion, pay, and sv forth tended to be outeide the jmmediate jurisdiction of the ship. Enlistment contracts were
for designated terms, with high turnover after the first enlistment. Further, although the data demonstrated var-
fance in many aspects of context and structure, whips have relatively formal, mechanistic structures compared to
many other organfzationa; muny context and structure characteristics are determined by levels ol command above the
ships. Such factors might dampen relationships among structure, context, individual resources, position variables,
and subunit and psychological climate, thus reducing generalizability of results.

Development_of a_psychological climate measure. In regard to the psychological climate measure, findinga were

strengthened by the use of multiple, divergent samples (1,e., military/civilian, managerial/nonmanagerial, large/

amall subunits). For cxample, assumptions that psychological climate repreacnted multidimenstonal descriptions ot

the situation and that a common core of dimensiouns applied across organizations were aupported by the similaricty o
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components across samples. Such simflarity also avgued for component ntability and penevalizability,

The compunents themaelves appeared paychologically meaningtul, were lacking fn statistical complexity, and
retlected distinet tons among varfous organizational levels of explanation.  One component described task amd role
characteristicsy a second retlected workproup aspects; a thivd deseribod leadership characteristics; and two com-
ponents generally retloected subunit and organizational attrvibutes,.  Such results sugpestod that work eavironment
perceptions are not entirely plobal or ditfuse but reflect organizational and conceptual distinctions,  This inter-
pretation was bolstered by other tindings (Mowday, Porter, & Dubin, 1974) that workproup perceptions (and attitudes)
ditfered from those about the totual organizat fon.  Conversely, components veblecting the total organization also had
toadings by varfables describing leader and task or role chavacteristfes,  Such tindings were consistent with the
livpothesais that characteristics at more macto organizational levels wete linked to individual experience in terms
of {nfluences on more lmmediate aspects nuch as those of the task, role, and 8o forth,

The pavchologieal climate components generally vetlected dimengions reported fn the Hiterature,  Workproup
Cooperat ton, Friendliness, and Warmth was similar to dimengions labelled leam Spirit (Meyer, 1968), Distant vs.
Close Working Relationships (Thornton, 1969), Intimacy (Friedlander & Margulis, 1969), Socfal Relations (Pritchard
& Ravasick, 1973), and Friendiy=Unfricendly (Lawler et al,, 1974), Conflict and Ambiguity was reflected as contifet
by Litwin and Stringer (1968), Schueider and Bartlett (1968), and Pritchard and Karvasick (1973), while ambiguity was
reflected (although negatively) by structure (Campbell et al., 19707 Litwin & Stringer, 19687 Pritchard § Karasick,
1973 Schovider & Bartlett, 1968), Orpanizational Clarity (Meyer, 1968), Normative Control (Payue & Pheysey, 1971),
Ef fective Organizatjonal Structure (Waters et ai., 1974), and Efticiency and Clarity of Purpose (Thornton, 1969).
Similor comparability wag evident tor Job Challenge, importance, and Variety and Professtonal and Ovganizat ional
Faprit.

Leadership Factlitation and Support, however, was not as directly peneralizable, although most studies toncor-
porated one ur more leadership dimenstons.  For example, Schactder and Barvtlett (1968) mentioned Managertal Support,
and Campbell et all (1970) discussed Consideratioun, Warmth, and Support.  Waters ot alo (1974) mentioned Close,
lmpersanal Supervislon and Employee Centered Orientat fon, whereas Frivdlander and Margulis (1969) mentioned tfour
separate leadership factors~-Alootuess, Production Emphasix, Trust, and Consideration.  Closer inspection, however,
revealed that most of the factors trom these other studies were vepresented ag a priovi compogites in the preseat
study, indicating that the Leadership Facilitation and Support component might reflect a more abstract variable
representing relationships amonpy a number ot aspects of leadership,

Construeg valldity of the paychologival climate measure. 1t was suggested earlier that pycholegical elimate
represents an Individual processing of situational data and thus retlects both the situation and the tadividual,

The present studv, however, generally fatled to {deatity relationships between psyvehological climate and subunit
context and structure, although differences tn psychological climate were tound acrors divistons, A partlal explan-
ation for such Hndings might e {n the "level of explanation® argament tet, Campbetl et aly, 1970 Indik, 1968,
Payne & Pugh, 1976) that futlucnces of context and/or structure upon climate perceptions are medfated by orpantza-
tional, subunit, or group "processes” such as leadershilp, communivat fon, workproup interaction, and reward mechan-
tsma.  Thus, psychological climate shonld be more highly related to process vartables than to contest or structate,
ln Vact, perceptions of such processes were retlected by many of the o priori composites in the pavehotopical
climate quest tumnaire.  Pevehologieal climate, however, was viewed as favolving a paveholopteal processing, abstrac-

ting, and structuriny of these perceptions and is thus turther removed from direct ties to context and stracture,




Such reasoning raggested that the tafluenc @ of gubuait context and atructure upon psychological climate ave indi-
rect and thus relationships generally would not be expected to be large (note the fourth general hypothesis),

The same reasoning suggested that position vartables and individual resources should be more highly related to
paychulogical climate because different postitions are expected to have different organizational experiences and thus
different paychological climates,  Moreover, it has been suggeated that individual resources fnfluence entry into
varfou. .sitions (Herman, Dunham, & Huling 19755 Newman, 1975),  The data provided some support for these expecta-
tions, eapeclally in regard to Job Challenge, Importance, and Variety, which was positively related to correlates
of hierarchical level (e.g., apge, training, tenure, men supervised, and gelf-csteem) and reflected perhaps the
responsibility and challenge fnherent in supervisory positions.  Also reflected was the trend for men in more tech-
nical johs to bhe promoted more rapidly.

Other correlations between paycholopical climate, position variables, and Individual resources were consider-
ably lower and often nonsipgnificant, although certaln patterns were indlcated. For example, more techuically
trained, intellipent satlore tended to percetve more cooperation, fricndliness, and warmth in their workgroup, while
at the same time percelving the Navy as not providing careers that compiared tavorably with civilian organizat fons,

The suggest fon that position varfables accounted for more psychological elimate variance than individual
resoucces (Herman et oty 1975 Newman, 1975) was generally not supported, Position variables and individual
resources vielded corvelations with prychological climate that were similar {n pattern and magnitude, 1t 18 likely,
however, that these findings reflected certaln sample characteristics as well as the fact that position variables
repredent hoth sttuational and individual characteriatica.  For example, premotion to a higher level requires a
apueified time In pay prade and thus a minimum age.  Iooa similar vein, selection tor vartous Lypes of training
depended upon the attafnmeat ot certain test scores. Finally, the sample fncluded only enlisted personnel, thus
Timiting the vartance on some vartables, especlally, (hore related to pesition,

Aggregation ot paychologica” elimate seo. m. The level of explanation avpument also provided a possible
explanation tor the pgenerally saipgniticant relattonships tound between divisfon clhimarte awd division context and
structure.  That ts, Hvisfon climate v "lected a stwuat fonal attribute and thus was expected to be more highly
related to poacess varfables than to divigion context and structure. On the other hamd, the awe ol apggregated
pavehologle d climate scores 1o represent division climate partialled out {ndividual ditferences fu pereeption,
Thus, justitication tor appregatfon var ot major tmportance.

The declsion to conduct subundt climate analyses only at the divesion level was based on several tactors,
fnciuding: (@) the apoarent {nappropriatenes s obf nigher lovels of explanatfon tor interpretiog aggregated psveho-
logical climate scores, (b)) the 1w indices of perceptual asreement tor aepartments and shidps, and () the Lack ot
representat iveness tor mamy ot the departient contest and structure variabies,  With respect to pereeptual apree-
ment, estimates o vartanee attribotabie to orpganteational untts (oo, Intraclass (o relations) appeared to be more
weantngt nl than Spearman-Brown vstinates adjusted for the average number of vaters per orpanizational wnit. The
Spearman-Brown estimates tos departments and ships were substandi Lal on ospite o tindings of heterogencous division
context, ftructure, personnel compositicos, md oY tes, Mg, while the Spearman-Brown formula indicated the

relfability ot the mean score, it appeared = <ading when uaed as an eatimate ot pereeptual or sltuat ional homoe-
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prnelt v,
Comstiuet val{dity ot abundt_clbnate measures,  An dmportant fundex ot the validity ot the diviston climate

Beores was the pattern ot relat fonships ol the seven division climate clusters with Foth the potential correlates
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and with the divisjon performance criteria. In terms of such relationships, Monotonous, Cold, and Unsupportive
climates were assoclated with large spans of control and large division sfzes, low interdeperdence with other divi-
s{ons, rtelatively rvoutine and noncomplex technologies, and lower average {ntelligence, education, trainfng, and
tenure.,  Furthermore, the divisions {n this cluster (e.g., Deck Mais.nance) had the loweat overall ratings on the
eriteria.  Similarly, Uncovperative and Unfriendly climates (e.g., Boller Divisfons) were related to comparatively
lavrge spans ol control, tall configurations, low interdependence, and low average tenure, education, and training.
Criterfon ratings also tended to be beluw average.

ln co:-;rast, Enriched and Warm Work Envirunment/Organizationally Uninvolving climates (Electronics Divisfons)
tended to have comparatively nonroutine, complex technologies, flat configurztions, low specialization, small divi-
sion sizes, and hiph average intelligence, educution, and training (but not tenure). Cooperative and Priendly ,
climates (e.g., Navigation Divisions) had the lowest average span of control of all climates studied and were
further characterized by high averages on intelligence and training as well as above average criterion ratinga.

Such results at least partially supported the hypothesis that comparatively large subunit sizes and tall con-
figurations were related to uncooperative and unfriendly workgroup interrelationships (Payne & Mansfield, 1973;
Porter & Lawler, 1965), unsupportive leadership, communication difficulties (Payne & Pheysey, 1971), reduced group
involvement, and leas harmonious interperaonal relationships (Pheysey, Payne, & Pugh, 1971). Also supported were
hypotheses that the above forms of anatomical structure, when combined with routine technology and apecfalization
(also related to size and tall contiguration), were assoclated with low task complexity, variety, challenge, and
fmportance (Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Woodward, 1965), monotony (Blood & Hu.in, 1967; Hulin &
Blood, 1968); and reduced autonomy (Forehand & Gilmer, 1964). Finally, climates related to higher levels of ana-
tomical strucrure (i.e., large size, tall configuration, and high specialization), and, tuv a lesser extent routine
technology, tended to be associated with low subunit criterion scorea, whereas the opposite was true for climates
reflecting low levels of anatomical structure and nonroutine technology.

Of further interest were findings that small spans of control, often linked to mechanistic structures, were
associated with warm and enriched climates, whereas large spans of control, o "°n linked to organic structures, were
assoviated with cold and monotonous climates. Such findings reflected the - .ure ot the divisions comprising the
above climates. For example, divisions with warm and enriched climates tended to be more technologically advanced,
smaller, and comprised of individuals at higher pay grades. These results appeared to support sugpestions that
appropriate spans of control depend upon such factors as technology, job, and personnel characteristics and that no
one span of control is ideal for all situations (cf. House & Miner, 1969).

With respect to the vemaining climate clusters, Conflicting and Ambiguous climates (e.g., Missiles, Nuclear
Weapons) were characterized by comparatively high interdependencies with other divisiona and by ncuroutine, complex
technologies. A partial explanation of these results was provided by Corwin (1969) who noted that increased inter-
dependencies and interactions among organizational units increased the probability for organizational conflict, and
by House (1971) who hypothesized that nonroutine jobs tended to be inherently ambiguous. On the other hand, Con-
flicting and Ambiguous climates were not assoclated with such measures as low role formalization, decentralized
decision making, and low standardization, as suggested by Hickson (1966), House (1971), House and Rizzo (1972a), and
Pheysey et al. (1971). In fact, a high level of standardization was indicated for these divisions,

Alienating and Constrictive climates (e.g., Communications and Intelligence Divisions) were most closely

related to personnel compositions with high average scores on intellipence and training, alchough small division
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size and low apecializat lon were also indicated.  In contrast, the Organfzationally Involving olimates (Supply
Divisfons) consisted of personnel with longer average tenure but below average teadning and lnteltipgence,  Large
divigton stzes, high specialization, high role tormabization, routine technolopgies, and below average criterion
acortes were also indleated, These results, when combined with those tor the Enelcehed and Warn Work avivonmeat/
Orpanizat fonally Uninvolving cltmate clunter, fodivated that fuvolving elimates were poaftively related to rout foe
technologles and high levels of anatomfcal structure, whercas mitnvolving climates were related to nonroutfoe tech-
nologles and low levels of anatomical atructure,  Certatn aspects of personnel compoattion are tmportant in {nter-
preting these findings, however. That 18, uniuvalving climates fatled to provide relatively fnteliigent and tratned
tudividuals with carvers that compared tavorably to civilian occupat fons, while the opposfte appeared to be the case
for fuvelying climates (which, as noted cariter, tocluded several foreign=born {ndividuals for whom the Navy pro-
vided o comparat fvely advantageous career),  Such podnts turther emphasized the need to congider personnel composi-
tloun when fnterpreting velationships among measuresx ob subunit climate, context, and structure (Pavae & Push, 1976),

In summary, ft appeaved that the division climate clusters (and thus the division climate measures) wore
velated to both sftuational and personnel characteristics tn predictable and meanfoptul waves.  Except tor the meas-
ures of operational structure, velationshipa were generally as hypothesiced. Such tindings appeared to arpue tor
the construct validity of aprregated psychological climate scores used to deseribe subunit climate when the subunits
are relatively homopencous,

loplications. The present study had a number ot dmplications tor future rescarch dnvolving paychological and/or

subundt climate.  Among these was the tinding of @ commen vore of dimensions that chavacterized tndividual pereep-
tions (paychological climate) across diverse sftuations, Such vesults fmplicd that o parsimonious set of dlmensfons
may Jdescribe different sitaations, although additional, more specttfe dimensions might be necded to desevibe certain
fdlosyneracion ot cach sftuation,  Also important was the tinding thae the use ot agpregated paychological ctimate
scores or profiles of agpregated scores to dereribe sttaat fonal inf luences was appropriate only ror relatively
homogeneous subunits and that these tended to be at lower levels ot the organtzatton. o oa velated vein, {1t
apprarcd that the tunctional type ot divigion was 4 more fmportant tacet ot {ta climate than was the supererdinate
organization, In other words, climates in afmilar divistona trom different ships were more alike than were clinates
in disparate divisions from the same ship,  Similav reaults were tound tor context and operational structure. Such
tindings have numerous implications tor tuture organtzational research and development proprams, sugpesting that
attention should be focused on relatively humogencous units rather than lacger subunite and total organizations,

One of the most {mportant tindings of this study was that division climate appeared to provide a meaningtal
Hnkage between situatjonal attributes such an context and strocture and subunit ervitevia, That s, divikion
climate reflected sttuational ditterences that appeared to portrav how such measures were operat foual fzed inte
sttuational intlucnces on subunit performance.  Regarding psvebolopical climate, on the other hand, division cen-
text and atructure appeared to be several steps removed trom fndividual perceptions and mediated by intervening
variables such as processes and divisaton clinate, Morcover, paveholopical climate appeared to vetflect complea
relat tonships among positional and individual characteristfes ag well as situational measates, The prescnt study
addressed a number of these relat{anships, but tuture rescarch i necded to more adegquately fdentity salient fudi-
vidual and position variables amd their roles in the tormatfon ot psvehologieal elimate. Suwh studles will Jikely
benet it from the fuclusion ot objectively measured process varfables to explore relationships with psycholopical,

subunit, and orvpantzatfonal ¢ lmate.
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The presant study must be viewed ax oa prelfminary step, awabting additional fnvestipattous with other topes of
orpangzatfong to extablish the peseralbeability ol vesults and the tathor tncorporatton ot longfvadinal desipus o
provide a basts tor causal fnterpretation,  This studv, howeve.  se et d several apparent by tratotul arveas tor
future rescareh and provided turther fadboat fons teparding conceptual properttes o subundt and psychotopicoal
climate,
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'Two points should be discussed regarding the uses of aggregated scores. First is the form of aggregation.
Most frequently used are mean perception scores. As discussed by Payne et al, (1976), the mean score appears to
provide a legitimate situational descriptor as long as the perceptual referent is the situation and not the indivi-

3 dual. Second, aggregated and individual scores will be functionally dependent on each other thus limiting the

researcher's ability to simultaneously investigate psychologfical and subunit or organizational climate (cf. Hannan,

1971).
S ZSampling distributions are not available for cocfficients of congruence, thus significance tests would not be

conducted. Mulaik (1972), however, pointed out that it is a common practice to accept two factors as equivalent if

e e

the index of factor similarity is .90 or greater. On the other hand, this practice, or subjective criterion, is

generally employed only after a least squares approximation (i.e., Procrustes rotation) of one factor pattern from

the other. Otherwise, the coefficients of congruence may underestimate the actual degree of factor similarity. Due
to recent queations regarding Procrustes votations (Horn & Knapp, 1974; Katzeumeyer & Stenner, 1973), such a proces

dure was not employed in the present study. Rather, the component structures provided by the varimax rotations were ) “

3 compared. Although a point-estimate for equivalence could not be provided, .90 appeared somewhat conservative. B k:
3 ’The multivariate analog of g’ provides an estimate of the proportion of variance in the disacriminant space 4
L attributable to group differences. It is usually not, however, an index of redundancy or the proportion of variance

in the dependent variables attributable to group differences. Procedures for assessing redundancy are unclear at

the present time (cf. Nicewander & Wood, 1974, 1975). Thus, the proportion, .72, reflects the average amount of . 3
variance of the dependent variables accounted for by the discriminant space, based on the sum of the aquared corre-
lations between the dependent variables and the sigrificant discriminant functions divided by the number of vari-
ables (cf. Nicewander & Wood, 1975).

“The context scores, the operational structure scores, and the two global ratings (requests for transfer and
use of drugs and alcohol) were all provided by the division head, thus experimental dependence may have contributed
to the predictive validities. However, the magnitude of the predictive validities for the context=global rating
criterla (same rater) were approximately equal to the median predictive validities for the context-performance

rating criteria (different raters). A simila- result was also found for operational structure. Thus, spurious

relationships based on experimental dependence were not inrdicated.
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Table 1

Climate Related Variables Arranged by Four Categories

Job and Role Characteristica

Role Ambiguity - The extent to which a task is unclear in its demands, criteria, or relationships with

other tasks.

Role Conflict - The presence of pressures for conflicting or mutually exclusive behaviors.

3 Jub Autonomy - The ability of a person {n a given job to determine the nature of the tasks or

problems facing him and to arrive at a course of actlion.

R

Job Variety - The degree to which the job calls for the individual to engage in a wide range of

behaviora or to use a varlety of equipment in his work.

? Job Ilmportance = The extent to which the person feels his job makes a meaningful contribution and ft
E i s important to the organizatjon.
Job Feedback - The extent to which an individual {8 aware of how well he is performing on his job.
Job Challenge - The extent to which a job gives the individual a chance to use his skilis and
abilittes,
Job Pressure - The extent to which there is inadequate time, manpover, training, or resources to

complete asaigned tasks,

Efficiency of Job Design - The extent tuv which job hehaviors and job demign lead to organizationally valued goals.
Job Standards - The extent to which the job demands rigid adherence tc exacting standards of quality
and accuracy.

Opportunities to Deal with Others ~ The extent to which th.e task requires or provides opportunities to interact with other

persons,

Characteristics of Leaderahip

Leader Support - The extent to which the leader is aware of and responsive to the needs of his

subordinates. Behavior thich enhances someone else's feelings of personal worth

and importance.

Goal Emphasis ~ Behavior which atimulates personal involvement in meeting group Roals. Leader

emphasizes high atandarda of performance and sets an example by working hard
himself,
Work Facilitation - Behavior which helps achieve gual attainment. Includea such activities as acheduling. k
coordinating, planning, and providing resources,
Interaction Facilitarion - Behavior which encourages the development of close, mutually satisfying relationships
within the group.
Planning and Coordination - Supervisor's ability to plan and coordinate the group’'s activities so that maximum
performance i{s poasible.
Upward Interaction - The degree tu which a supervisor is successful {n hia interactions with higher levels
of cotmand.

Confidence and Trust-UP - Group memhers' feelings of truat and confidence in the supervisor.

Conf {detice and Trust-DOWN - The degree to which supervisors trust the performance and judgmenta of subordinates.
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Table 2

Principal Components for Items Reflecting Four Proposed Dimensions of Operatfonal Structure

Component Loadings

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 h®

E Variables
E Formalization
: 1. Job responsibilities are defined .35 .75
2. Activities specified in writing .84 .73
A 3. Emphasis on written communication .79 72
] 4. Must follow chain of command .59 .58
Standardization
i 5. Procedures for and frequency of inspections .48 42
V 6. Reporting performance .57 .37
7. Procedures for discipline .48 .42
8. 1lnitiating of meetings and formal activities 74 .57
9. Expenditure of funds .87 .79
10. Training personnel .59 .46
Interdependence
11. Depend on other units for resources .70 W51
12, Consider other units' needs in preparing .70 .52

work schedules

13. Joint decision making bearing on own act .70 .56
Centralization of Decision Making
14. Determine own budget® .52 .40
15. Allocate work .82 T4
16. Determine work schedule ) .80 .74
17. Adopt new program or policy .67 A7
18. Set standards of performance .70 .53
19. Set overall goals A7 .61
20. Autonomy in making decisions .66 .52
21, Determine methods for goals and activities .48 .34

Note. Proportion of trace accounted for = .56; only loadings i,l*-“0| are reported; a1
n = 315 divisions and departments,

aHigh scores reflect high centralization.
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Table 3

Principal Components of Paychological Climate for U, S, Navy Enlisted Personnel

Componiten
Job or Role

1. Role Aambiguity

2. Role Conflict
¥ 3. Job Autonomy
4. Job Varfety
3. Job importance
o,  Job Feedback
7. Job Challenge
4. Job Pressure
9. Etficiency of lob Denign
10, Job Standards

P 11, Opportunity tar Dealing with Others

Leadership

12, Support

13, Goal Emphasis

14, Work Facilitation

15, Lloteraction Factlitation

16, Planning and Coordination

17. Upward lnteraction

18, Confidence and Trust - UP

19, Conlidenve and Trusl - DUWN
Workgroup

20, Cooperation

21, Friendlineas and Warmth

22.  Reputation for Fffectiveneas

23, Workgroup Fapritr de Corpa

Subaystem and Orpanization
24, Openneas of Expression
25, Organizational Communication - DOWN

26, Interdepartmental Cooperation

28, Ambiguity of Organizational Structure

30. Organizational Eaprit de Corps
31, Profeasional Esprit de Corps

32. Planning and Effectiveness
34. Opportunities for Growth and Advancement
35, Awareness of Employee Needs and Problems

Note. n = 4,315,

aOnly Loadings > |£.40] are reported.

27, Conflict of Organizational Goals and Objectives

29, Conaistent Applications of Organizational Policies

33, Fairnesa and Objectiveness of the Reward Procesa

=46

-.55
-.57
66
.66

=47

=51

-.51

=41

B Y

52
Y
Lt
46

5

Component Loadlna-"

W51

a7

K1

50

.75
W72

.59

-.49

~.53

48

W6l

b4

4%
bt

.19

.57

-2

40

.54

-.40

62
.59
.66
39
61
23}
69
W39
W47
60

Bk

.78
.64
.79
3
.65
.50
49

.54

.64

62

87
.58
Ve
o6l
.67
T
.40
.62

.54

Alpha

62
.58
.68
.68
.65
.52

7

.70
.56
a7

.50

.5t
.5
a4

Al

67
4
.93
.83

.56

No. of
ltems
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Table 5

Correlations Between Department and Division Context and Structure

Department/Division
Variables Correlations
E Context
E 1. Emphasis on Morale .15%
@ 2. Emphasis on Following Standardized Procedures .06
E 3. Technology .13
4, Funds for Habitability .03 %
é 5. Condition of Equipment ALL %
E 6. Rating of Personnel L 29%k% ‘
7. Funda and Supplies for Work «23%% ;f
Structure |
8. Size of Department (Division) HLRR z;
9. Specialization - Jobs/Department (Division) 11 %
10. Configuration - Span of Control NI
11. Configuration - Number of Levels . BG K% %
12. General Centralization S 21 %%
13. General Standardization -.01
14, Interdependence A4
15. Formalization of Roles .16%
16. Centralization of Work .07
Note. n = 205 divisions with both department and division data.
*p < .05.
**p < .01,
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Table 9

Predictive Validities for a Composite Division Criterion for Two Subsamples

Predictive Validities

Sample A Sample B

Predictors (n = 76) (n = 84)
§ Division Context
:- 1. Emphasis on Morale L23% .02
r 2. Emphasis on Standard Procedures .07 .01
3 3, Technology .10 .05
{ 4. Funds for Habitability -.02 -.13
] 5, Condition of Equipment 37k .16
Tv 6. Rating of Personnel L 36%% . 52%%
i 7. Funds and Supplies for Work L23% . 36%%
Division Structure
8. Size of Division ~.23% -.22%
9. Specialization - Jobs/Division -.10 -.23%
10. Configuration - Span of Comtrol 21 11
11. Configuration ~ Number of Levels -.06 .11
12. General Centralization .05 ~.06
13. General Standardization .10 ~.09 %
l4. Interdependence .12 .07 “
15. Formalization of Roles .12 .08
16. Centralization of Work ~-.08 -,03

Division Climate
7. Climate Clusters WAL L] L 39R%

Position Variables

18. Time in Navy L 33%% .10
19. Number of Advanced Training Schools Lhbkk . 52k%
20. Number of Other Training Schools and Courses L Shkk L25%

Individual Resources

21. Years of Formal Education . 32%% L 35%%
272. 1lntellectual Aptitude L37%* L33%k
*p < .05,
*%p < ,0l.
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Table 10
Cross-Validities for a Composite Division Criterion

3ased on Unit-Weighted Predictors

Cross-Validities

Sample A Sample B

Predictor Domains (n=76) (n = 84)

Division Context . A1k JA3%%

Division Structure .21 $22%

Climate Clusters AL . 39%%

Position Variables .55%% W37k

Individual Resources . 39%% . 39%%

Overall . 6U%% .55%% ,

| |

*p < .05, ;
**kp < ,01.
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