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A framework for conceptualizing climate is presented.
work for questionnaire design, unit of analysis to be employed in climate studies,
organizational development and change, and use of climate as a predictor or

Organizational climate is described as a conception people have of their organi-
Like all concepts, climate is based on cues and events; climate itself
is the abstraction of the cues and events.

Climate is distinguished from satis=-
climate is belief, satisfaction is value.
implications of the frame-
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THE PLRCCINYID GNVIAUNMENT:  CRGMIETZATIONAL CLIMATE‘

Bzanjamin Schneidar

university of Maryland

Since | am relatively unfamiliar with multi~dimensional sczling {1 know
only that subjects distika doing the task involved in obtaining tne data) it
is not at all clear why | am on this cyrposium. However, g.ven that | have
vortered to the midvest (the true home of Industrizl-Organizaticnel Psychan-
icoy |oam told) | o%oll precsent some ecastern idcas on characterizing oicgan-
icatio=ns on tha basis of employ.2 percentions.

A brief excursion into the orcenizational climzte litereture that has
boen generated in the past 20 ycars would scare any mertal man. Since | have
contriluted as much as possible to the resultant cenfusion (in my atteasts
rot to perisn), | feel soms guilt and shall t-y Lo unrave! come of whot |

porceive.,

Come Definiticons:  Structure, Ciirate, dnah Satisfaction

There are thrce topics that mav be concentually and empirically re ated

among which we shouid make scma disiinchiions: organizaiicn structure, >ragene

-

izaticnal climate, and job satisfacticn.

IContributiov to a symnosiun, 'Redefinring Crcenizations by Meens of Multi-
variats Tecnniques'', Nicdwastein Psyeholcgi-:al Acscciation Conventinn, May,

S7%, Chartes L. haiin. Choiriaen.  ldgds presented in this papor bave
beneiited aqreetly fTromay discussiors with H. Poter feclier. Tha writing
of this poprer was supported in porit by Personnal and Troining Recearch
Programs, Psycluicgical Sciences Jdivision, Gffice of Naval Research under
Contract MNo. HJQUI4-b7-A-0239-C025, Cortract Autherity ldentitication
Hurcher, ML 151350,




Structura has referred to properties and processes of organizaticns that
exist without regard to the human component of the system. Such elements as
size, produnt, manufacturirg process, hierarchical structure, rumber of
levels, and so forth (Forehand & Gilmer, 1964; Porter & Lawler, 1965) scem
to be employed to describe the structural characteristics of organizations.

Clinate has referred to the perceptions employees have of work and
organizational conditions. Generally these perceptions have been of properties
of organizations less tangible than structuie. The perceptions have been
abstractions of conditions, properties and practices of the organization
(Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler & VWeick, 1970). indeed in some cases, measures
seem also to include attributions about the motives of the organization.

Thus Pritchard and Karasick (1973) recently suggest that their climate measure
indicates the ''value-crientation' of an organization. |In a scnse climate
research has been similar to the person-perception litcrature although th's
connection has not becen made explicit except by Tagiuri (1968) Thus in-
dividuals perceive elements of the whole and, on the basis of these elements,
form a concept of the organization.

Tte concept of job satisfaction has been based on interaction process,
an interactlon of what exists in the job environment and some system of personal
neads and values (Locke, 1973). There is in job satisfaction, then, soms
ides about what Is right or wrong, good or bad, just or unjust; job satisfac-
tion is an evaluation of conditions. From the point of view of attltude e~
search, climat: counstitutes the beliefs people hold about tha organization
while job s=atisfaction constitutes an evaluation of the organization or of

the conditions existing in the organization.
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An oraanizatice's ctiruatural characteristics may be viewad as one o7 the

antecedents of both climate and sati<faction. for example, structural char-

acteristics may suggest to pacple some of the aenduring patterns of behavicr

vviaich wil! be encounterad in the orgenizstion. These perceptions would be

clirate percentions because they integrate enceific information into a theme

Lo sugqests somcthing ebout how the orgarizaticn furctions. Satistacticn

iavglves tha sama act of

. 1to 3 characteristic or theme of the orgznization, the perceptions are re-

renced to an alresdy-existing cystem of persanal reeds end values. by
T.rencing the perceptions to some internol system of values cne ends up
¢ summary of the person rathar thar the crganization.

At trhis poirt it should be clzar ¢hor 1 b2'icve ciimate pcrcentions

tin: result of a process of concert forinatiasn.  Thz2 concept being formes i

(s

3

tie orgonization | owork for''. 1 suspect that creanizatinrs, like people,

nsva consisnent ways of behavire; organizaticns behave tocwards varicus aspacts

of their internal and external! enviconinznt end the conceots people have of

perception but, rather than organizing the percepticr:

0

their organizations are batcd cn ocrceptions of these counsistent patterss of

fFenavior  These may be percapticns of 1nv one or many patterns, and with

raarence to bLihaviors directed toward the internal as well as oxinrnzl cn-

virorment (ficterly 5 Schrneidzr, 19725,

In oversimplified terms, vercentinons like the ones | am taiking about

are caltlud instrumentality percections in the VIE literature {(Dachler & tiobley,

1973; Porter & Lawler, 1202; Vrcom, 1964). i sav cvereimalificd, becouse

strumentality peircepticons refer to vwhat a person believes will nanpen as

a

;n_




A gt WO 1

-

I, Y. T R T o T

I B e e ey e .«

result of specific levels of work behavior; instrumentality perceptions are

conceptuolized to be those which guide behsvior oriented Lo the ~itainment of
specific outcom2s. What guides the rest of employee behavior, their ways of
dealing with co=viorkers, their dress, their absenteeism, their honesty or
their thieviery? | would answer that it is the generalized perceptions they
have of ''the system'', their coriceptions of ''the organization i work for”

| say conceptions {(concept in plural) because it is undeniably true that
different themes guide different kinds o1 behaviors in ithe samz organization.
! believe each organizoticn has pore than one climate because to ask the
cuestion: ‘'‘how much climate does your organization have?'" is meaningiess.
VWhat we must be interested in is the deqree to which a given organization has
established cach of 2 numher of integrated behavioral patterns; we must ask
vhat kind of climate exists for motivaticn, or leadership, er turncver, fer
creativity or fer accidents. Thus we ask "how much of a climate for T
exists in an organization. Interestingly enough one may ask: ‘''how satisfied
are you?" and have it be a meaningful question.

| stated above that the consistent pattern of work conditions that ara
established in an organizaticn and surround the accomplishment of org@nizaticral
goals are perceived by employees. These patterns of work conditians are
perceived by cmployees because in any environment people require and thus
seek information about their cnvirecnment os aids in understanding the kinds
of behaviors that are appropriate. This idea is not unlike Festinger's (1954)
social comparison theory or thz hypothcsis presentad Ly Miller, Callanter ¢
Pribram (1960) that people require a framework of their environment against

winich to test the adequacy of their planned tehavior.



Climate perceptions then are organized sets of cues, they are abstractions
of many perceptions of specific organizational conditions, events and experi -
ences. They are conceptions of prevailing btehavior systems or perceptions
about the guiding themes of what the organization is all about. People have
such conceptions because they need them as frames of reference against which
to judge the appropriateness of their planned behavior. Each organization
has many climates; a climate for each of the different kinds of behaviors
{leadership, creativity, etc.) that occur in the organization. The abstractions
connote whole syctems of conditions, events and behaviors; they include events
and conditions that have been perceived and those that experience tells an
individual are likely tc occur given the known set of conditions. Thase
organized systems of perceptions, these inclusive abstractions, are the

climates of an organization

A Viorking Framework

Let my try and present a framework for being somewhat more specific zbout
a oroblem recently noted by Bob Guion (1973) - how is climate differernt from
satisfaction? 1t is perhaps not sufficient for me to nnte that climate per-
ceptions are organized around events and conditions existing in the organ-
ization while satisfaction is orgarized around pre-existing personal states
of desires, wishes, needs. | think some of the major differences between

conceptions of ciimate and satisfaction may be summarized by Figure 1.

----------------- B R

Insert Figure | about here
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Figure 1.

A working framework for conceptuallzing job satisfaction and
organizational climate perceptions.



Figure | has two major dependant dimensiors, micro/macro cor level of
inclusiveness and objective/subjective or level of evaluation. | will discuss
the third dimension, unit of analysis, later in the paper. Micro espects o1
the organization are those that are clearly defined and perceivable in a re-
latively direct way, i e., these characteristics of organizations are perceived
directly as cues and require little asbstracting, inferring or concept forma-
tion. Macro perceptions require all of the above - they require corcept forma~
tion, abstractions about or summaries of micro percepotion, and inferences
about missing information. Thece are climate perceptions. Because the more
mscro a perception becomes the more tne characteristics of the person doing
the perceiving enters into these perceptions, the arrow cn the micro/macro
dimension does not ccme straight down the page but angles over to emphasize
the impact of the person's way of abstracting information about the environ-
ment. Obviously it is possible for scme climate perceptions to be quite far
over to the subjective side; examples are a “'frierdly' climate, or a "confusing:
ciimate. However the specifies of "friendly” and ''confusing' may be defined
with referencz to benavicrs occurring outside the individual.

Satisfacticon is the evaluation, in personal terms, of the conditicns exist-
ing in the organization. These are the satisfied/not satisfied, good/bad.
just/unjust kinds of reactions to (as compared to abstractions of) conditions,
events and ever climate perceptions. Thus we both might agrece that our
department has a 'climate for teaching" and agree on thg kinds of cues we use

to support such a parception, and disagree over whether we thinlk that is geod

or bad, or makcs us satisfied or dissatisfied. Given Figure | as a werking
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framework, let me now turn to a brief lcok at how research in climate and

satisfaction corresponds to my idealized differentiation of the two.

What The Literature Shows

First let me dismiss the reseairch on organization structure since it
has been relatively free of controversy and has been summarized in a number
of places (c.f. Litterer, 1969). As regards differentiating satisfaction
from climate it is only with increased interest in the concept of climate
that any attention has been payed to differentiating it from satisfaction
{Guior, 1973; Schneider & Snyder, 1973). #iv own research on climate covers
seven yegars but only in my most recent studies have | begun to think avout
and explore some of the differences and similarities between climate and
satisfaction. This rescarch is bacsed on 3 framework similar to, but not as
explicit as, the one presented above.

As i began to think more about the objective/subjactive, micra/macro
distinciion 1 rcalized how much the two concepts overlapped in the research
strategies that have been employed in both the climate and satisfaction
literatures. Since research strategy reflects conceptualization, it scemad
ciear that satisfaction and climate were either conceptually the same or
that either or both concepts had not been adequately defined. Clearly | fovor
the not-adequately-defined hypothesis and have suggested in Figure 1 some
basis for a clearer conceptual distincticn. Let me give some exomples of

how th2 two concepts have been confoundec.
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Questionnaire ltems. First to the operationalization of the concepts.

Both job satisfaction and climate have been most extensively researched by
using questionnaires. Howcver there has been a great deal of inconsistency in
the kinds of items uczd in these mgasures. Some job satisfaction measures
contain only statements of conditions, i.e., items of different levels of
inclusiveness but which have a reiatively objective frame of reference; sot-
iefaction of pecple is inferred from the conditions people report exist (%Woods,
1944) . Most other measures of satisfaction inadvertently mix descriptions and
evatuations. The JDI measure of satisfaction (Smith, Kendalt & Hulin, 1969)
iv the only one that | know of in which a conscious mixing of descriptive and
evaluative items was accompiished; it is intriguing to note that this measure
of job satisfaclion is callcd the Job Descriptive Index. !n an even more con-
fusing way, some satisfaction mecsures direct the respondent to describe the

conditions existing at work pbut the respondent must actualily indicate the

feelings he obtairs from viork. For example Porter's (19€1) measure of sat-

isfaction requires subjects to indicate how much a feeling of security or
how much a frecling of accomplisiment is characteristic of their job. C(learly
jobs dn not feel.

Climate measures have not been clearer in their descriptive vs. evaluative
firames of referencc:. Schneider (197 a; Schneider & Hall, 1972) has asked for
parsonal evaluations in two of his climate measurns. At the other extreme, in
an attempt o divorce the person from the climate some mmeasures of ''climate"
have not included the perceptions of « »ale (Astin & Holland, 1961; Evan 1953 ;

these measures simply count micro, obje i.e&, characteristics. In their garly
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review of the litersture fForehand and Gilmer (1564) also scmewhat contfused
where on the micro/macro, otjective/subjective continua climate lies. Many
micro perceptions are arpropriately classifiea as structure, not climate.
Following Litwin and Striraer (1968) and Tagiuri (1968) climate parceptions
are macro perceptiors, or what | have called conceptions of organizations.
The important point is, that following Figure | o more careful distinction
must be made between satisfaction and climate items before we cen understand
some of their empirically determined similarities ard differences.

Let me again note that satisfaction refers to evaluations of micro and
macro events and conditions; tue more the conditions fulfill some system of
nceds or valucs the individual holds, the more satisfied he is. Climate most
appropriatz2ly refers to thz macro perceptions people have and these macro per-
ceptions are based on the conditions ard events. But we do not speak of these
conditions and events adding up to climate; ditferent patterns of conditions
and events result in the percepiion of different climates. As noted earlier,
with reference to each such climate we may speak of amount.

Questiornaire items have been one major problem in climate rescarch,
Another problem has Leen the 'unit of analyzis problem” By this | mean, (1)
o we develop climate measures on individuals or organizations; and (2) do we
analyze climate data at the individual or orgarizational level. A more pointcd
way of posiny the question is do we want to identify individual or organizationa!
differences?

2__Unit of Analys

5i

Here | refer to the unit of araiysis line in
Figure 1. If c(limate is conceptualized as the properly of an orgarization

then the individual s no! the appropriate unit of anaiysis. Conversely, if
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one wishes to use individual percepiions oif climate for some reason - Lo predict

turnove: or other benavior - it should be understood that climate perceptions

Uit

and satisfaction, both being based on the same work conditions, must be cor-

AL

related. We chould nat be surprised at this correlation, but w: should also

not infer thart the satisfaction is based only on organizaotional conditions.

3

To be blunt an individua!'s perception of the conditions an organization
creates for him wili reflect what the organization is and what the individual

is. Al. of the problems associated with the pcrson as a measuring instrument

ek il o banel sk

from unreliability to adaptation level enter also into perceptions of organ-

izational conditions. Vhile the problem can be somewha*t Alleviated by writing

appropriate questionnaire items, the working framework shows that an individual's

sl il

|
i
a

m=cro perceptions will be at lecast somewhat subjcctive.

\ﬂ,‘\m

A

Docs this mean we should not use individual perceptions of orgarizations
‘n resea-ch? Of course not. Vhat it does mean is if one wishes to differ-
entiate one organiaation from another or to describe one orgyanization thsn

the appropriate procedure must not be the traditional method for describing

bt i kil ki,

.
]

individuals. Let me clarify.

Tu develop a job satisfaction measure w2 may obtain individual responses

i

and, through one item analysis procedure or othzr, cluster togather those items

with high correlations to have internally consistent scales. The resultant
cscales are designed to discriminate the satisfaction of one person from the

satisfaction of ancther  How think soout developing o climate measure, o mea-

sure used to differentiate vetween orqanizitions rather than hetween people.

The appropriate unit of analysis for developing measures is no longer the in-

o sdiihade etk ko
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dividual; if one uses the individual one cagitalizes on Individual, rather

than organizational differences.

Thus, organizations, not individuals are the required sample in develop~

ing an organizational climate measure; a messure to differentiate one organ-

ization from another without reference t- the individual differences of people.

Vhen climate measures are developed on individuéls, climate scales have re=-
latively high correlations (in the .70's) with satisfaction measures. | have
committed this sin myself (Schneider & Hall, 1972) and so have others (e.g.,
Litwin & Stringer, 1968, Pritchard & Karasick, 1973) However, if one cor-
relates the climate perception scores of individuals with their satisfaction

scores when tha climate measure was developed on the basis of organizations,

the correlations do not exceed .50; and then only twice 25 can be seen in

Table 1.

insert Teble 1 about hare

- ——— a0 g o e B D ek e d b = =

Table 1 reports intercorrelations based on a sample of 522 Vife insurance
ayency personnel = from managers to secrctarics - from 50 agencies (scc
Schneider, 1973b for a complcte report on this study) Two satisfaction
measures, the JDI (Smith, et al., 1969) and the ERG (Existcnce, Relatedncss
and Growth; Alderfer, 1972: Schneider & Alderfer, 1972) were correinted with
the ACQ (Agency Climate Questionnaire; Schneider & bartlett, 1908, 1970).

The ACQ was developed on the basis of responses from 143 managers of
different arganizations.  Since the managers were from different organizotions

tha six=dimension measure developed on the basis of factor analysis reflected

A



Table 1
Intercorrelations of Climate and Job Szatisfaction
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the perceptions of different organizations rathzar than differences in the
percepticns of the same organization. |Inzidentally the JDI and ERG correlcte
consistently higher with each other than they do with the ACQ; this is shown
at the bottom cf Table |. Climate in Figure 1 is thus most appropriately con~
ceptualized as macro/objective/organizational while satisfaction is micro and
macro/subjective/individual.

| belicve that the two issues «cgperationalization based on clear concep-
tions of satisfaction and climate » J 2ppropriate unit of analysis are important
keys to making progress in diffecirentinaring organizations from each other on thz
basis of the climate or-canizations create for, and that are perceived by, em-
ployees. Since | am about to be physically removed from this spot | can only
hint at somz of the additicnal questions:

In the absence of adequately derived measures of climete, what is the
best way to assess the climates of one organization? The answer is to first
have a theory avout the climates that exist - ucc what Guion calls the "hunch"
system for selecting o test {Guion, 1965) or have a theory of the important
kinds of climates organizations may create. Then write descriptive micro and

macro items describing the organization and have people respond. The items

with low variance (i.e., those items un which peorle aqree) are the climates.

With &an o priori theory about what the items measure, the climites can be
dascribed. Some rescarch we are doing at haryland now assesses the degree to
vhich oryganizations employ each of four different philosophias about what
motivates man as the underlying o priori dinensions {(Schein, 1970). ‘e arz

just beginning wark on this measure,  ‘fe assume that an important question to




ask 18 ''wnat climates for motivation exist in organizations?!

2. ‘that about agreement on perceptions? Except for some research |
have deone on intra-role and inter-role agreemant in perceptions of climate
across organizations (Schneider & Bartlett, 1570; Schneider, 1972) little
data exists on this question. This is important research, however, since
agreement on climate determines the reliability of the perception. To find
relationships be*ween climate and indices of organizational eficctiwengss,
the climate neasure must be reliable

3. Should climate perceptions be used as predictors or moderators? My
own thinking suygests that at the individual levels climates act as a moderatcr
of individual attribute - individual outcomes relationships. For example in
a Theory X climate | would predict relatively low relationships between ahility
and performance while in a Theory Y organizution such relationships should be
stronger. Literature chowing higher correlations between predictore and criteria
in training proyrams than on-the-job may be interpreted as indicating that
vhen a climate for individual differences exists predictor - criterion re-
lationships may be expected to be strong. Dunnctte (1973) has recentiy pre-
sented a simllar argument. | think climate preaic's organlzationzi effective-
ness directly.

L, organization Charg:? The lnasc issue | raise addresses the problem
of organizatinn change. * beiicve measures of climote develoged on o frames
work similar to the une | have presented <an be vory useful in 0 D. work, The

concept formation orisntation | have orcsented together with the across-organ-
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ization unit of analysis, should permit the devaiopment of mzasures which (a)
reveal differences between organizations and (b) suggest the basis for the
climate perceptions. Following the concept formaiion approach one wou'd have
descriptive items at both the micro and macro level of inclusiveness. The

way in which the micro alements seem to be combined to form the climate con-
cepts across organizations should suggest fruitful interventior strategies

for organization change. That is, since the micro elemeits are specific
events and conditions, knowing the climate conceptions peopl: across organiza-
tions have on the basis of those events and conditions should provide for
specific intervention points; such intervention poinic will have known relation-
ships to climate perceptions. Such a concept formation model assumes that
people do share procedures Tor perceiving events and forming concepts. Future

research will hopefully be directed at testing this assumption.
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