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of many s a l i e n t  Ind iv idua l dependent variables ; (c) is predi~~ted on
developmental  exper ience , and f r e q u e n t l y  involves c o n f l i c t i n g  o rien t a t i ons
generated by the p re se rva t ion  of valued and fami Liar schema s , on one hand ,
and openness to change in the i n t e r e s t  of ach iev ing  adapt ive  and funct iona l
person—environment  f i ts , on the o the r ;  and (d) is re la ted  reciprocal ly  to
memory , af fect , and behavior in a causal model which pred ic t s  a reci procal
causation between perception and a f fec t , and individuals and environments.
The suggestions above were employed to provide recommendations for future
research.
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Psychological Climate

1

- 
Abstract

Underlying assump tions and rationale of psychological climate

are addressed fr om the perspectives of cognit ive social learning

theory and interactional psychology . Major emphasis was p laced on

the imp lications of these theoretical models for psychological

clima te, It is suggested that psychological climate (
~) reflec ts

psychologically meaningful , cognitive representations of situations

rather than automatic reflections of specific situational events;

(b) is generally more important than the objective situation in the

prediction of many salient individual dependent variables; (,t) is

predica ted on developmental experience, and frequently involves

confl icting orientations generated by the preservation of valued

and familiar schemas, on one hand , and openness to change in the

interest of achieving adaptive and functional person—env ironment

fits , on the other; and (4) is related reciprocally to memory ,

affect , and behavior in a causal model which predicts a reciprocal

causation between perception and affect, and individuals and environ-

ments. - The suggestions above were employed to provide recommenda-

tions for future research.

S- - p - -



Psym hologtcal Climate

2

Psycho log ical (;limate: lmplications f rom Cognitive

Socia l 1~carn ing Theory and Interaction- i l Psychology

Fo llowing a review of the climate literature , dame , ,-i rm d J~ nes

(1976) recommended the differentiation between climate regarded as a

situational attribute (organizational climate) and climate regarded as

an individual attribute (psychological climate). It was noted further

that clar ification of the conceptual bounds of each of these constructs

was needed . Several recent papers have addressed the conceptual

hounds of one or both constructs (ci. James & Jones , 1976; James,

Hartman , Stebb ins , & Jones, 1977; Payne , Fineman , & Wall , 1976; Payne &

Pugh, 1976; Schne ider , 1975; Jones & James , Note 1), hu t greater

emphas is has been given to climate as a situational attribute , in-

cluding the total organizational climate as well as job , role , group ,

subsystem , etc., cl imates (cf. Drexier , 1977; Howe , 1977).

The objective of this paper is to explore further the conceptual

hounds of psychological climate. The discussion draws parallels

between climate theory and research and two related theories tha t are

gaining increased momentum in psychology, namely cognitive social

learning theory (ci. Mahoney, 1977; Mischel, 1968, 1973, 1976 , 197’;

Stotland & Canon , 1972) and interactional psychology (ci. Argyle &

Little , 1972 ; t4owers, 1973 ; Ekehammar , 1974; End ler , 1975; End ler &

1’lagnusson , 1976; Pervln , 1968 , Note 2). Emphasis was placed on the

imp lica tions of these theories for both theory and research on psycho-

logical clImate.
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Psyc hological C l imate

The discussion is organized as follows: (a) a hrIe~ ‘~“nop-~ is ot

recent assumptions regard ing psycho U~gical ci im att ’ (PC); (h) a d i  s—

ci i;sion of some bas ic  fundamenta ls / t  cogniti ve coi - i a l  l earn ing  th eo ry

and inte rac t iona l  psyc hology, and implicati l lns l I t  these fund am ent als

f o r  P C ;  and (c) a revision of some of the ass um pt ions for PC ha’ ..~d on

the implications of cognitive social learning theory arni in ’ &-r .-iI . t ion,s i

psychology . No attempt has been made to review the lit e r ature Ill

ci irate , cognitive social learning theory , or interact j o l T  psycho I I~J V .

R e v i e w s  on these top ics are cited in the text .

RECENT ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING PSYCHOLOGICAL CL1~1A 1E

As summarized by James et al. (1977) and treated more extensive ly

by Jones and James (Note 1), five underlying basic assumptions of IC

are  d escr ibed bel ow , altho ugh several changes were made In the present

formulation.

1. PC represents a perceptually based , psychologically pro-

cessed desc ription of the situation , in which the individual filters ,

interprets , and structures perceptions of the situations (or environ-

ment——both terms will be used interchangeably to refer to all aspec ts

of the “relevant environment”). In effect , the individual organizes

perceptions of the environment into an abstract “cognitive map”. That

is , the situation that a particular individual “knows” is based on

cognitive constructions , which are a function of both the individua l

and the situation (i.e., a Person X Situation interaction). Implicit

in  this perspective is the rationale that individuals may assign

________________ - - ‘ - , -~-~~.- .‘ - . .-- . s--. — -.P’~-



Psyc hological Ci m ate

4

Unique meanings to the situation , a~ d it is generally impassible to

separate fully the influences of the situation and the indiv idual on

the climate perceptions. Thus, not only is a PC an individual attri-

bute , but also PC is a product , and not a cause , of perceptual/cogn i-

t ive processes (James & Jones, 1974). Finally, as discussed by

Schneider (1975), climate perceptions appear to be based on molar or

macro perceptions , which reflect the end—product of cognitive pro-

cessing and concept formation (a cognitive model describing the

above processes is suggested later).

2. PC is multidimensional , w ith wha t appears to be a l im it ed

number of d imensions that character ize a large and var ied group of

social env ironments (Campbell , Dunnette , Lawler , ~ Weick , 1970; Insel

& Moos, 1974; Sims & LaFollette , 197S; Waters , Roach , & Bat h s , 1974;

Jones & James , Note 1), although specific dimensions might be added to

describe idiosyncra tic events in particular situations (cf. Schneider ,

1975). In the study of organizational behavior , relevant domains of

measurement appear to be (a) job attributes and role characteristics ,

(b) leadership behaviors , (c) workgroup interrelationships , and (d)

subsystem and organizational characteristics which have relatively

d irect ties to individual experience.
1 

A multivariate view of the

perceived situation Is implied in PC because it addresses the com-

p lexity of the situation and does not attemp t to study sing le aspects

[e.g., leadershi pj in the absence of others [e.g. , job attributes].

3. PC functions as an intervening variable , where the poin t of

- 
.
~
.—-—-—-
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Psyc hological Climate

5

in tervention is wi th in  the ind ividual , serving La mediate between

sit iat Lanai attrib u tes and individual attributes such as attitudes and

heliaviors that are pert inent to the organization (of. James & Jones ,

157r/).
2 

PC is it se lf a pred ict of filtering, abstraction , generali—

zat ion , and interd reta t ion , and , of primary importance to our concept

~~ PC , when the focus is on the interpretive aspects ot perception ,

these processes result in cognitive re~~resentations that re flect an

interoretation of the situation in terms that. are

neaningful to the individual (e.g., ambiguous, cl:.allenging , confl ict-

ing, cooperative , facilitative , fair , fr iendl y, grou th- I I i- i ented ,

supportive , warm , trusting). For example , situationa l attr~ hutes

might include unstructured role prescri ptions , unclear reward con—

t iiw,encies , and nondirective leadership. However , as conceptualized ,

PC reflects the psycholog ically meaning ful cognitive representations

of these attributes , resulting in a climate perceived as ambiguous and

conf 1 icting.

This is an important point and deserves further discussion. One

of the more cloudy issues in the climate literature is the phrase

“perceptions of the situation”. There are many ways to measure per-

ceptions of situations. Although differences between specific and

molar perceptions (Schneider , 1975) and between levels of analysis and

l evels of exp lanation (Drexler , 1977; Howe, 1977; James & Jones , 1974;

Payne et al., 1976; Schneider , 1975) have been discussed , additional

clarification is needed . In the interest of such clarification , two

______________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  — a. .
~~
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Psyc ho Io~~ical C l imate

6

sits of items are presented in  Table 1 . The f i r s t  set i l lustrates

situational descri pt ors , whiL e the second set illustrate :-; ;itteapt . to

measure psycholog icall y meaning fully cognitive representatiOns 01 the

situation(s) .

Insert Table 1 about here

Both types of items have been employed to measure climate. Items

used to measure situational descri ptors are relativel y spec if ic and

m icro; they describe relatively specific , and typically objective ,

situational attributes (e.g., role prescriptions , specific events ,

actual processes, contextual variables, structure , etc .). As a result ,

organiza tional incumbents (or observers) are used as a source of

measurement for situational variables. However , items of this type

tend to miss the essence of wha t is here considered to be essential to

psycholog ical cl imate. That is, such items reveal nothing, directly ,

about how facets of the job, leader , workgroup and organization are

int erpreted , in psychologically meaningful terms, by ind ividuals in

each of the situations.

Items of the second type also describe situations , but emphasize

a different type of var iable, namely psychologically meaningful cog—

itive representations of situations . Such items are considered to

represent the essence of PC because they focus direc t ly on attempts to

measure (actua lly , to infer) the psychological environment in terms

that are psycholog ically mean ing ful , and can be used as a basis for

— -
‘~~~
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Psycholog ical  Cl imate

7

ink~rr ing ro lt an} iguity, leade r  support , work group w,rmth and friend-

l iness , and o rgan iza t iona l  concern.

The coo c ld t of psycho io~t ica l ly meaning ful cu~tnit ive represen-

ta t i ons  is ref lected not only by the names given to most climate

dimensions (e .g., ambiguous , warm , supportive , etc.), hut also by

Payne and Pugh’s (1976) and Schneider ’s (1975) use of the concept

“psycholog ical i:: .’~ riin g fulness ” . However , it would be erroneous to

imp ly that climate ri-searchers developed the rationale that individ-

uals tend to interpret situations in psychologically meaningful terms.

As discussed shortl y, such rationale has a long history in psychology.

Thus, to state the matter directly, individuals tend to interpret

situations ir ways that are psychologically meaning ful to them and

not just in terms of objective descri ptions of specific situational

attributes. This issue is believed to be of salient concern to

psychologists inasmuch as cognitive representations of situations ,

expressed in p.;ychologically meaning ful terms, provide an informa-

t ive base for hypothesizing how PC might be rela ted to ind ividual

difference variables such as motivation , satisfaction , m d  perfor-

mance , as discussed below .

It is further noteworth y that responses to items that focus on

iii easurlng (inferring) psychologic alLy meaning ful cognitive represen-

tations commonl y Involve considerable person variance. Indeed , as

discussed at lengt h in this report , PC by definition Involves various

forms of P X S interactions , incl uding rec iprocal in teractions .

_____________ _______________ a



Psycho I ~ ica l Cl imate

Further no r- , emphasi s on i~sv holog ically i”e.iaingi ii co ,~aitive re p rc sen ta—

t ions ot  .s I twi t i oss  I IR- r& -ases  t he pr ob abili t y ot [er C pt I i . 1 l  di! f r e f l~~ !s

aaong ind ividuals in t he sa;ne Si tuat ion.  This d o s  not invalid ~r~- t he

CO ,~f l C  t ive (-c)ncept ;- )l izat ion III PC , but it does r i - p r - s e n t  a rea l ist ic

pr ice t hat must be paid for  the pr iv i lege of -iing beyond simp le ,

descr ipt ive ref lections of specif ic situational at t r i b u t e s !  In

addition, perceptua l d i f f e r e n c e s  are psycholog ica lly too important to

be regarded as error  variance , as unfortunate ly they have been all too

f requent ly  in c l imate  research.

4. It is further assumed that individuals develop and emp loy

pe r ce p t  i-ins of  the situation to attempt to achieve a “f it ” with the

si tuat ion by “appre hending order ” and “gaug ing appropriateness ~ f

b ehav ior ” (Itt eIson , Proshansky, Rivl in , & Winke l, 1974 ; Schneider ,

1975). For example , PC presumabl y functions as one of  the first

stages in a cognitive information processing model , serving t o  provide

a major source of situational information used by the il a Lvidual in

the tormulation of expectancies , instrumentalities , and affective

reactions such as job satisfaction (-James et al ., 1977). In effect ,

~- x p I - c t a nc H s , instrumentalities , and affect represent additional

St ; I I~
I. s of information processing which ret  lect ‘ interna l pe rceptua l !

cognitive relit I 1051 [ps” between ‘ my ” be havior , “my ” perfo rn ;aie- t - , and

“my” appra isa ls  and va lue jud p.- -ment s and what has been pe rce  ived and

cogn ized. Thus , l’(: i s  assumed t o  f unc t i o n  as an internalized , psycho-

logic al representation of the situation that. serves as a gu idI tor

—
. 
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Psycho ogi 1-al Climate

(~)

a~ t i tud~ I li rmu lat . ion and behavi or . } I~~~t~v e r , is di-o -u~~~ed la ter , this

I n w t  iosa l V i ~~- - ~i o t  I’C ~s sub jec t  to - - v i ra l l im i t a t i on.—. , i-s pe c ia l l y

a c Iiatt ;~- is r [Ii i i d  that it f e c t s  fam i ii or and valued ex i s t i ng

(‘ I Y O  live sche rnas. 1 he pos~~ibi litv (It ri-c iproca l  causat i on  models

1 inkin ~~~( to alt i L uj e s  is addressed in a later S~~I Lion.

5. S i t u a t io na l at t r i b u t e s  that appear to  ex e r c i s e  major  in-

f l ue nc e  on PC a t e  those that have relatively d icec t  and ir~ ed iate t u e

to  ind i- .-idual ex p e r ie nc e  in the environment ( c f . Indik , 1968; Jessor &

.lessor , 19/3; James & Jones , 1476; Lawter , Ha l l , & O.ldham , 1974).

This as-wmpti on derives from social system and l inkage models , in

which praxitnal ‘a n a b  es such as leader behaviors , workgroup processes ,

dis l -iv li r e-iry and control processes , cotnmunicati (.)n processes , and the

liLz e not only hive a dir e ct and immediate impact on individuals , but

a lso :-~ed ia te  t h e  ci f e c t s  o f  more distal  va r iables  such as s t r uc tu re

( 4 - . ~~~. , size)

In slir .Lrna rv, based on the above assumptions , PC is defined as:

I 
~~~~~

1
~~L! ~j~~~r1 t t 3 y ~ representat ions of  relatively p~~~~imal

s i t  j a t  [ ‘ 0 1 1  1 ( I t l d i t ions , e~~~~~~~~d in term s that reflect ~~ycholog ica1ly
4

t m  ~~~ t ul in te r  f r i - t a t  ions of t h e  si ’~ua t ion .

JM P I . I C 1VI J ;:d ~ I I -  C O G N I TI V E  S O C I A L_ L E A R N I N G _ THEORY AND

IN T ERA CTI O~ AL PSYCHOLOGY FOR PSYCHO L OGICAL CLIMATE

W ith m inor changes , the tour fundamenta ls of  cognitive—learning

h e o r y  summarized re l ent i y by Mahoney (1977) were emp loyed in thIs

d i sc ut s io n .  h oweve r , the ensuing treatment of the four fundamentals 

- - -
‘
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ :~
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i n c l udes ra t  iOt : i l I -  f rom severa l  co : i ni t i ve  ‘;, - ial le a r n i ng  t h i - o r i ce  and

rein rev iews of m l  & - r , i - t  I onal j ie 1’elio Io’,y (S d ..- earl i i-c r e fe  r~~ti~ I - -.)

I n  this bri e f synopsis , t I t - focus is on s e l e c t e d , but major points.

It is not iinptied that all cognitive soc ia l  learning theories or

interact ional  theor ies -ire the same . Important d i f f e r t - n c i~s are

recognized between some cognitive social  learning theories and inter-

act iona l theor ies .

The fundamental of cognitive social learning theory ! interact jonal

psychology addressed here , and implications for PC , are as follows .

Fundamenta l 1

Individuals res~~md j~~irnari1~ to  cogn itive repres .!ntat uns o f

si tuat ions rather  than to  s i t  o i l  I tv; J~er ;e .

The ,~s~ c ho1ogical env ironm~.nt . Ekeha-amar ( 1 9 1 4 ) ,  in a review of

in teract iona l psychology (which included - a rt y formul ations by

Kantor [1924 , 1926] ,  Ko f fka  [1935],  l ew i n  [1938 , 195!], Mur ph y

[1947], and ~~ir ray [j938]),  noted that special emphasis is p laced on

the individuals “psycholog ical environment ”. Ekehammar defined the

psycholng ic - -tl environments is “the ‘subjective ’ world , which reflects

the individual ’ s perceptions and constructions c~f the external environ—

C O O L  and can he described In terms of psycholog ical variables”

(p. 1027 , Italics added). Tue ra t i o n a l e  that perceptions of situations

are often expressed iii psycholog ica l l y meaningful terms suggests that

individu als perceive/rognize situations in terms of their personal or

acqu i red  meaning , which is a major component of a number of earl y (see

1

- - - - - - - -- ‘— - -—-..~~~ —- — -. -~~-‘— --.— —.— - — —- -.— .—~~—-— -
‘ 
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as well .  as  c u r r e n t  interact tonal and cognit ive theories

(c i. Yiitdt ra , 197/; Bowers , 1973; Endl er & Magnusson , 1976 ; It t li- so n

et  :1 . , l 9~ 4 ; , lt000 r l~ Jessor , 1973;  Mischel , 1973;  Pervin , 1968 ;

R ’ t l e r , 19 54 ) .  In a d d i t i o n, Endler and Magnusson ( 19 16 , p. 967)  noted

t h a t  “ The meaning (perception) that an individual assigns to a situa—

ion ,lpuears to be the most influential situational fac to r  a f f e c t i ng

his or her behavior ”. This is, in effect , a major principle in most

cogn itiv~e and interaction al theories. Finally, based on reviews of

E w - r s  ( 19 7 3 )  and A r y g le and Little (1972), Ekehaminar (1974 , p . 1034)

emp lia~ ized “that individuals construe or perceive the same environment

dif ferentl y . This means that the psychological environment may he

different for di fferent individuals ”. Thus, it is suggested that

(a) individuals respond primarily to cognitive representations of the

situation , (b) the cognitive representations can he described in terms

that are psychologic ally meaningful , and (c) cognitive representations

of the same l it li — It ion may differ among individuals.

Schema theory . l’I ’~ above points were either included directl y,

or implied , in the assumptions for i . In addition , cognit ive social

learning theory h i s proposed a theo retical paradi gm that describes how

ind ividuals m i ght represent situa t ions cognitivel y . For examp le ,

Stotland and Canon (1977) presented an extens ive discussion of a

hierarchical model that mi ght be used to describe , inferentially, the
5

d~~vr—Iopment of cognitive schemas. Briefly summarized , the hierarchical

model , beginni ng with l ower levels of abstraction and moving to higher

— —~~ —---—,--~~ - 
~~~~~~ 

—
~~~~~~~~
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le vels , contained the following concepts:

l) Dimensions. Dtmensiuus w e re  descri c-i - i  5~~~t - i t  IL - e l  1 t i e u

that individuals employ to represent - v e i L s in the environ-

ment ~~~~~ size , shape , activities). Bimensions were viewed

as learned , and eiLher categorical or continuous . In either

case, a particular category or point on a continuum was re-

ferred to as a position on a dimension.

(2) Lower-Order Schemas (LOSs), Internal perceptions of rela-

tionshi ps among positions on certain dimensions , or

awareness of recurring patterns o configurations among

dimensions , allow for the development of more abstract

and general rules regarding relationships among events.

Such abstract and general rules were referred to as lOSs.

(3) Hi~ her—Order Schemas (HOSs). Through internal cognitive

processes, individuals may recall and cognitively man ip-

ulate selected dimensions of different LOSs, or entire

LOSs , and develop even more abstract and generalized

schemas based on relationships or conf igurations

among the d imensions and LOSs. Such abstractions

and generalizations were referred to as HOSs. Several

h ierarchical levels of FlOSs might exist , where each

hi gher level is based upon conceptualized relationshi ps

and/or configura tions among lower level FlOSs. An HOS

mi ght he defined as a general and abstract rule concern—

- -- 
- 

- - . .
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i ng regularit ies and relationships among events , ref lected

by ‘ ‘ in- i  L O I S  about s It uaLto i~ ~ . Sto t la i i d  and Canon ,

1972 ) .

The ret ica l  rel. ionsl~ j~ between HOS and PC. The foregoing

rat iona le is akin to the Ieve .lopment of a nomolog ical net tha t

descr i bes a par t icu lar  set of perceptua l/cognitive constructs (ci.

Royce , 1973) . The paradigm provides a general basis for moving from

re latively speci f ic d imensions of the perceptual/cognit ive process

(intervening var iab les in a nomological net) to LOSs (more abst rac t

and genera lized, but nevert heless lower order constructs), and then to

BOSs (more abs t rac t , generalized , higher order constructs). As with

nomo logical nets , higher—order constructs (BOSs) have more explanatory

power hut are a lco  more removed from the data p lane , and lack direct

ep istemic definition , (ci .  James , 1973). This removal f rom the data

p la ne , lack of direct episteinic definition , and abstraction and gene rali-

zation are of major importance because, as exp lained below , they provide

a basis for what might involve a considerable amount of perceptua l

distortio n.

The h ierarchical .  schema model is par t icu larly salient to PC

because , as noted by a number of authors (cf. Stotland & Canon , 1972),

individuals tend to use BOSs to interpret situations (although LOSs

and d imensions are obviously involved). Individuals do not, and

perhaps canno t , introspect and report the perceptual—cognitive pro-

cessing involved in arriving at a particular HOS (cf. Nisbett &

‘
I

.-.
~~~~~~~
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~~~~~~~~~
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W i lson , 1977) .  Rat her , individuals report the end—product of the

pcree p tua  [— c o g n  it ive processes , as ret lected by hel l e t s  about s i t i j a—

t ions (BOSs).  In pa r t i cu lar re fe rence  to percept ions of salient

as pec t s  of organizat iona l situations, a construct , nomo log ica l net

mode l similar to the one presented above for cognitive schema s was

proposed by James and Jones ( 1976) to explain PC. These authors

re fer red  to PC as a “hi gher order abs trac tion” , which appears to be

congruent w ith Schneider ’s (1975) concept of malar perception , es-

peciall y if the climate is expressed in terms of composites and/or

factors of molar items . Thus , nomolog ical net theory provides a

c ommon denominator  for theoretical developments of PC and LIOSs. The

similarity is compelling in that both reflect end—products of cog-

nitive processing, generalization , and abstraction. In fact , it would

appear that when addressing psychologically meaningful cognitive

representations of situations , the more broadly based schema theory can

be employed to describe the development of PC , wherein PC is analogous

to a set of HOSs. (It is presumed that the beliefs about situations

[HOSs] can be , and of ten are, expressed in terms that are psycho-

log ically meaningful to the individual) .

If PC is viewed as a set of BOSs , then several implications from

cognitive social learning theory as well as general theory in per-

ception and cognition are important (cf. Bandura , 1977; Brondbent ,

1971, 1977; Erdely l , 1974; Kahneman , 1973; M ischel , 1973 , 1977; Nat—

soulas , 1974 ; Nelt;ser , 1967; Sh-iffin & Schneider , 1977; Stotland &

- 
-.r~~~~~- - - ~~~~,~~~- . - -
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1972; W~-~-c r , 1 9 7 4 )  . For example:

( 1 )  I1J~~; a re  not t i e d  to immediate c o n c r e te  s i t u a t i o n a l  - t imuli.

Ind iv idua ls  t i-nd to  s y n t h e s i z e  se lec ted  d e t a i l s  and st imuli

leading to dime nsions and LOSs , and to recall  a bs t r a c t

ge n e ra l iz a t i o n s  about s i tuat ions ( i.e . ,  I lOSs). This is

espec ia l ly important to PC because not only do many climate

j t e V l S  rc luire molar perceptions , but they also require

individua ls to recall and to integrate information over

what may l’e weeks , mont hs, or even years of experience

in a particular setting (e.g., an item such as “People at

upper management levels are aware of the problems and

needs at  my level of the organization”).

(2) Hft-Pi, and PC presumably, can be app lied to many situa-

tions , or generalized beyond a specific situation to

other situations with which the ind ividua l has had no

direct experience (e.g., vicarious experiences).

(3) BOSs and PC are subject to a host of distortions ,

including the Gestalt concepts of closure , constancy , and

consistency. Other sources of distortion include (a) re-

construction t endencies wherein individuals base their

interpretations of one or a few events on an entire HOS

(i.e., a particular event may arouse an entire HOS be-

cause the IIOS is unified and , given one event , the

individual has learned to expect the presence of others);

,1

~~
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and (h) s e le c t  ive percept ion • de t , -n- -o-~ me h iii isms and

r e d e f i n i t io n , which involve sel l—e nhance ment , p r o t e c t i o n

o se IJ—esteion , and/or preservat ion o f  co~;n i tive  c o n s i n—

t t - n c v (t or w hich there are some con f l i c t i ng  p red i c t  ions

[cf. Di pboye , 1977; Jones , 1973]).

Imp lications for previous PC research and recommendations. The

major imp lication of the assumptions outlined is that to understand PC

it is necessary to  address more fully the person side of the P X S

i nt e ra- t i o n  as well as the various forms that the interaction mi ght

take . ~iiat app~ ar to he salient person variables are discussed

shortly; however , it is appropriate here to comment on a few of  the

more rereri t at t e m p t s  to view climate percept ion~ as a funct ion of

person and/or s i tuat ional variables ( c f .  Dieter l y & Sc hneider , 19 7-’.;

Gavin , 1975; Herma n , Dunham , & Hulin , 1975; Newman , 1975; iont-~ &

Ja mes , Note 1).

The Dieterly and Schne ider experimental study, and other experi-

mental stud ies (e.g., Litwin & Stringer , 1968), demonstrated that

climate perceptions were signif icaatl y affec ted by experimental mani p-

ulations , although a considerable proportion of variance remained

unexp lained . A field study by Gavin reported that climate perceptions

were predicted significantly, but not highly, by both selected bio-

graphical and situational components (e.g., personnel composition ,

type of organization , task con text , physical environment). However ,

biographi cal x situational interactions failed to achieve sign ifi c ance.

_________ ______________ _____ 
_________________ 
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Jones and Jar~es found t hat PC was es.;ent ially t i n ro l i t ed  to s~ih: ;v ’ ;tem

cent- \t (go.a is , t ichna logy , resource -) and st ructu re ( s i z e  • co rit  i gu ra—

t ion , specia l izat ion , etc.). Moreover , onl y a few of their six PC

comp onentS were meaning fu lly re la t e d  to posit ion variables (e .g . ,

h ie rarch ica l li-vel , training, and a res t r ic ted  set of ind ividual

d i t f e r e n c e  measures.

T he Herman et al. (1975) and Newman (1975) studies re por ted

mu lt i ; a r i at e  p red ic t ions  of cl imate perceptions and a f f e c t  measures

based on “s t ruc tu ra l posi t ion” var iab les (e.g. , hierarchical level ,

do par~ m~- mt , work group) and demograp hic character is t ics (e.g. , age ,

sex , edu cation , marital status). The results of these studies indi-

ca ted  t hat (a) posi t ion variables were more important than demographic

variabies in p red i c t i ng  c l imate percept ions , a lthough the demographic

var iab les  did ca n t r i~~u te  unique ly to prediction ( c f .  Herman et al. ,

1915); and (h) individuals in different positions used differen t

frames ot reference for viewing organizations , which was refl ected

both by diff erences in climate perceptions (an intervening variable)

and by affect measures ( c f .  Newma n, 1975). However , the multivariate

estimates of redundancy in these studies were not large (e .g . ,  .22 for

the combined position and demographic variables In the Herman et al.

st udy).

In effect , the majority of PC variance remains unexplained , and a

major effort is needed to exp lore fur ther the rol e of individua l

d ifferences. The Identification of person var iables that m ight enter

-S ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
—-- - ,.
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into  r h , s r of ic t ion ot situation al per cept ions ha-; he -n tr ’ -at -~

t - x t t - u s  ive ly by Mi -c he l  ( c f . 197 1, 1976) , who re~ orunended the fo I lowing

v a r  i- .b le- domains as important t o  the study of cogni t ive I roc . Ss ing:

(a) cogn i ~~~
- and behavior const r u e t  ion competen - Los (e .g .  , s o c i a l  —

inte l lectua l ach ievem~ nt and ski l ls),  (h) encod ing st r u t e g ies and

per sonal c o n s t r u  to ( e .g . ,  un i ts  for  categorizing eve n ts  and s e l f —

descr ip t ions) ,  (c)  be bav i o r—ot i tcome and st imulus—outcome expecta n-

c i e s  in d if f e r e n t  situations (e .g . ,  expectancies and instrumentalities) ,

(d) sub jec t ive  values of  expected outcomes (e .g.,  incent ives and ~v e r—

s ions ) ,  and (e) self—regulatory systems and p la ns ( e .g . , persona t

norms and values) . Severa l of these domains have been addressed

within climate research , but others remain largely une-xp lored.

The role ot situational variables is, of course , also important in

predic ting PC. In particular , research is needed that encompasses

measures of the proximal environment , including, hut not limit ed to ,

process variables , systems norms and values, the physical environment

(e.g., temperature , lighting, and selected structure (e.g. , tormal i—

zat ion) and context variables (e.g., resources ) (ef. James & Jones ,

1976). Position variables are also important , although clarification

is needed regard ing the composition of these measures (i.e., as dis-

cussed later , they appear to be a product of P X S interactions).

- — - -—- -—-- --- — - - -— - —--- ~— - - - —~~- --—-- — - a
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Fundamentals 11 m d l i t

( cii i t i  ye c ej ? re s ermt a tw n o  o t  s i t u i t  ions ire rela t ed t- pr in

aul 1edrni p~~j Il), and most human ie m r ~~~ j’Jo~~~ gnitivelj~

mediated__(III).

Salient joints f rom cognit ive social learning theory and cognition.

The points to he made- here were based on a considerable number of

reports (see Footnote 5), and include the following:

(1) Perception , learning, and memory are interrelated c~~~nitive

p r u o u sos . Not only is it generally impossible to differ—

entlate between perception and cognition , but percept ion is

intrinsicall y tied to learning and memory.

(~
) The perceptions of a particular situation are based on

learned cognitive schemas developed for the purposes of

o rg an i za t i o n  and interpretation. Furthermore , percep-

t ions of particular situations are a partial function of

the ability to recall schemas for interpretive purposes.

(3) Ind ividuals who have had different learning experiences

develop different cognitive schemas to interpret situations.

(4) Cognitive schemas , particularl y HOSs , are relativel y imper-

vio us to change because (a) they are abstract and generalized

and thus are often not highly influenced by inconsistencies

between existing HOSs and specific situational stimuli in

par ticular situat ions , (b) they are famil iar , and

(c )  t hey a t e  va lued (i.e., se rve important needs such as sel f—

—
- 
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esteem and cognit ive cons is tency) .

(~~
) There i;  a hi:-i i~ u i t t  iRony hu tween t to-  de~~i u -  o

familiar and va lued cognit ive schemas and the degree to

w hich cognitive schemas are open to change (Oee especial ly

Jones & Gerard , 1967). It has been assumed , and at least

partiall y demonstrated , tha t individuals tend to develop

at least minimall y accurate perceptions of situations

in an attempt to obtain adaptive fits , to reduce amb i-

guities , and to predict (i.e., develop expectancies)

which behaviors will lead to positively vatent outcomes

(and not to negatively valent outcomes). However , the

extent to which individuals attempt to develop func-

tional or “locationary ” perceptions (Dieterly i~

Schneider , 1974), as opposed to relying upon familiar

and valued cognitive schemas , is pr obabl y a function of

the following nortmutually exclusive considerations :

(a) the degree of incongruity between existing HOSs and

requirements for adaptive fits; (b) the adaptabi lity of

existing HOSs to specific situations; (c) the degree of

ambiguity and uncerta inty itt situations (where individuals

may e ither fall back upon existing FlOSs to interpret am-

biguous situations or attempt to reduce the ambiguity

by seeking new information) ; (d) the desire to maintai n

cognitive consistency; (e) the leve l of cognitive corn—

- 
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p le xit y , where high cogn i t i ve  Comp 1 l : ~ i t  y o r i no t e s  a

hig h t t l , - ra nce for ambigu i ty and a i - s i  need f o r

ce r  L i  inty; (I ) the number of and ex t e n t  to which defense

mt - - h a n  innis m r ca lled into p lay; (g) the extent to which

act i n  is required; (h) attribution of cause—effect ; and

(1) the extent to which important needs and values are

served by changes in cognitive schemas , where well-estab-

lished , p )tent “schema—based motives” are likely to have

stronger effects on FlOSs than short—term reint arcement s

and punishments provided in part icular s i tuat ions.

Althou gh the assumptions derive primaril y f rom experimental

studi e s in perception , cognition , and learning, it is appropriate that

the ‘ ms t reH-a rch and theoretical effort represented by this literature

should be int e-~~rm t e d with climate theory and resea rc h  as well as other

are-a s of app lied psycho logy . A growing body of research suggests

stron sl y that percepci ons of environments are a function of complex

sets of interrelat ed cognitive processes, and that indivduals have

unique h is tor ies  of horning experience tha t lead to at le a s t  somewhat

i d io s y n c r a t i c  cogn i t i ve  sc tiemas that arc re]a t i ve l y Impervious to

c hange . In other words , p e r c e p t io ns  of  the same s i tua t ion  are likel y

t o  d i f f e r  among Individua ls and the reasons for these d if f e re n ce s  are

j s y ( hologlc i i l l y impor tan t !

- a t  to i l s t ( ) r  i~~!~° 
PC rese m rc h and reconmmtr ~nd o t l o i m s .  Simp ly

81 1ted , t h e n -  It o; been t te ndency t o  ignore- t i m i  bases for individua l

.— -

~

—
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-J ~ t - r ,  - - t - s  i s  I :  t e  p i - r - t - p t ; ,ns .  ( ii mul l e t ion , the re ap ;e ;m r to be

-~- n - . i er t iii . I- i ru;t , time ~ u - ~~t -  r p u t ml ci arm Lu re - :-, e m  rch  j u ~~

hi - e s  c n c  m i- I ~ itl i  i l i m i t - as a s i tua t iona l at t r i b u te -  ( e . g . ,  o r g ; ; um i—

i t t  mort a l ci  t o u l e - )  , and not with the individual cl i i ;mte i c r c ep t ions.

As u result , d it t rere es in percept ions among r n hm- r m ; of the s umac job ,

r o l e , group , subsystem , or organizat ion h ive be - i-n t r - m t c d  as e r ror

var iance th at hopefully could be c i rcumvented by demonstrating in ter—

ra ter  re liability, or more typica lly, s ign if ica i i t lv  lance between—grou p

variance that w i t h  it- i—group var iance. Se-c u d , c limate r -se a rch buas

tended to adopt  (emp hasized actually)  an ah i s to r ica l  v iew regarding

the f c r nu la t i -n 0 1 c l i m a t e  perceptions , pres um ing thit  percept ions  are

for the most p u r t  accommodati ve or func t ional , bending to the need to

d~~. lop an ada pt  lye (homeos tat i c )  person—si tuat ion  f i t  in erich iii~

si tuat ion (c i  - James et ml . , 1977 ;  Schneider , 1975) .

Fo l lowing the logic of funct ional pe rcep t ion , if individua ls in

time same s i t ua t i on  are all at tempt ing to adapt (i .e. , ac h ieve a h m m ~eo_

s ta t i c  ba iance) , then one might suggest t hat the percept ions should he

iii agreement ( i . e . ,  serve  as a bas is  for t he t or nu mi- i t ion of similar

be-hay ior— o ut  is rae cont ingenc ies ) . f lit da ta  do in t i c  t provid e part ia l

support for t i m i ;  posi tion , primari l y by way of mc r ee me nt  and/or

a c t  u mr u c y  as se s - me- nt mu in exper imenta l  ot tidies ( C f .  l ) iet t r lv  & Schne ider

19/ 6 ; Frede r i ksen , Je-nson , & Be - mton , 19/2 ; Litwin  & Stringer , 1 968),

q i- is i—expe r imen ta l f t i-Id stud it -s  (c i .  Srhne im te - r , 1915 for  m rev iew)

and In s t i t  Ic  f i e l d  studi es ( c t  . Rass , Va lenz i , F’arrow , & Solomon , 

,. -i-. - -~~~~~ - - - - — - —.- - - --- — - -
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1 ) / i ;  I) rex lm - r , 1~ / í ; iv i n S llo-~c- , 1. i / 5 ;  h1imrart r & [hichi m r  , 1 9 7 5 ;  h owe

1 1 7 / ;  ia ;ne ~ S c m - u i ic t e l , I l / I ; S c h : m - i d e r , l97~~; Synder ~ S t u u u e i l e r ,

1 1 / 5 ;  Camp bell & hi m t y , S t  3; l i n e - s  & Ja mes , S i t e  I). The e-xp m - r i —

r - cstil stu d ies , as we l l  as qim - i s i — i x pe- n imenta l studies , have demon—

strot -d that ci hia - i t e p e r c m - p t  ions ca n  he mani pu lated si gnif icant l v .

S -v . - - r t he l e s s , a c o n s i d e r a b l e  uua ou ; u t of wi t h in—group var iance in

c i m a t t e  pc  ret - pt i m m u s  re- mains to h i - e x p lained . Of specia l c o n c e r n ,

• are t i ; - s t a t i C  f i e ld  studies , where t he preponderance ot  data

e X i S t

~:;fortunate1 y, i~ in not possible t o  summarize ti n ri -suits of

hi- ;tritic f i e l d  studies without first not ing that s -v m - r a l  i f  t u -Se

studies have ri - p o r t e d  some rathe r misleading statistics and inti rpre - —

u t  i n s , ol ten result  ing in in! lated c o t  m a t  e r ,  o f perceptua l agreement

Th e-st  - ‘ nt i nt ic a l  and i n te rp re ta t i ve  problems have been r e v i ew e d  by

I! i t  t - r  (~~o te 4) . hr iet ly, i t  was found that:

1. A ruul y r ; e- s of inte r rate r  reliability based on a~~~~~gate

~
er I p tuua l l~i t  ( e .g . ,  group means) have been reported as if they were

asses sment- i -mg r ce- rn ent on individual perceptions (ct. Drexler ,

1 97 7 ) .  Th is  is liki- l y an examp le of an ecological f i llicy,  namely a

d i - i g  r - y o t  ion bias (Ilannan , 1971 , 1973), in whic h no reported at tempt

was m~ide ini t i a l l y t o  ev i l uate  the extent to  which the group mean

per c -p t Inns wi-re- r e l m r t - c e r m t a t  lye of the Individua l perceptions .

2.  The ; -mrrruim m — R r own (S.B. ) orrm -ct ion his often been app l ied
I

t i m  Inf la te  , - - ; t i m i t m -n u t  in to- rr at er reliability (e.g., intraclass

I

- - - a - - - - -
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correlation) ( c i . ~ - hm ~ue ide r , l i l t  b r  a rev iew) . While t h e  b.hi .

cor rect isa 1 • - in - s t  liflei t ti i t  t b -  - r  - a t m 1 t r y  ot mule - itt ( u ? r e - g a t c d )

J i m - r e t -p t ions , it is -‘ lii lih i e- indicator ot perceptual  agreem ent. For

ex i ra pie , l ines a n t  James ( S i t e -  I) d emonstrated that an intrac t u -

c o r r e lation of .05 fo r  ‘ Organizational Esprit ” for en listed men on 20

Navy ships (average n = 185) could he “cor rec ted”  to .91 by use of  the

Spearm~ n—Brown ! 
-

3. A v e r a g e  pairw ise corre lations among prof i les on pe rceptua l

s c o r e s  have’ been used as measures of interrater agreement (c f .  Hanmar

i~ Dac hler , 1975) .  The problems associated with this procedure are’ the

same a~ those- assoc ia ted  wi th  using correlat ion as a measure of prof i le

s imi la r i ty  (c i. Cronhach & Gleser , 1975; Nunnally, 1967),  and need not

• he e - i a b r m  ted here.

Thus , ii (a) t he Spearman— Rrown adjustments are negated , (b) the

;;tudi’ -s using co r re lation between prof i les or analyses based on group

a ~r S  placed as ide , (c)  a genera l comparability among eta—squared , omega—

squared , and the i u u t r a c l a - ; s  co r re lat ion  assumed (ef . Hater , Note 61 , and

(d) the alan ;” st a t i stics interpreted as indices of interrater agreement ,

then t h m i - r~~u u~- - of ind ices  in the l i t  erature for field data varies from

.00 to a p p r o x i m a t - l y .50 , with a median of about .12. This is not par—

ic.ila r ly good ev ide nc e on which to build a case for perceptual agree—

mt-nt , and provides only part ial support for the f unct ional view of

pe r c e p t  inn . Howeve r , it must he noted that s itua t i na l  condit ions

have not been well—controlled in c-mi st of the t i e - I d  stud ies  and tiiu~  

—— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -- — -• r— — - - — - -  - - - --——---— — — - a
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all ind ividuals were probabl y not experiencing the same situations .

Nevertheless , these results are somewhat congruent with the experi-

ment al studies in which the situational conditions were more con-

trolled and yet a considerable amount of PC variance was unexplained .

It is import ant to note that our reading of the functional view

of perception allows for different adaptive fits for different need

states , which connotes that individual differences in perception and

behav ior mi ght exist within the same situation for individuals with

d ifferent needs (which also highlights the role of individual dif-

ferences in perception). The field data may therefore not be quite as

damag ing for the functional view as they appear. Nevertheless , a

considerable amount of variance in PC remains to be exp lained , and it

is believed that this exp lana tion will not be forthcoming until better

controls are effected to account for possible situational differences

and the full comp lexi ty of cognitive processes is addressed . For

example , one mi ght beg in with Jones & Gerard ’s concep t of an an tinomy

between functionalism and preservation of valued and familiar (and

somewhat idiosyncratic) cognitive schema . To reiterate a prior point ,

it is necessary to address more fully both the individual and situa-

t ional correla tes of perception. What appear to be some meaning ful

models for this venture are now discussed .
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Fundamental IV

c2lnitions , f ee l in~~s, and behav iors ar e causa l l y interactive.

To this is added the assumption that individu als and s i t u a t i o n s

7
are causaliy interactive.

Basic_ princ~~p~~ -s from interactiona l psychology and cognit ive

socia l lc-~~~~~n t ~~~a~ y. The basis for Fundamental IV is seen in the

fo llowing quotations :

There appears to be a continuing reciprocal interaction both

between the organism and its environment and among the organ-

ism ’s var ious response systems . Man affects the environment ,

which affects him , and there are causal interactions among

the central , somatic , and autonomic nervous sytems [Mahoney,

1917 , p. 8].

In situations of this kind [unfamiliar situations] six

interrelated types of responses occur: affect , orientation ,

~ g~~ iz~ tion , systemizat ion, manipulation , and encoding.

However , it cannot be emphasized too strong ly that although

we briefl y d iscuss each of the six types (or levels) or res—

ponses..., in ac tual experience not only does their order vary

to some degree , but they are so interrelated that one blends

into the other [Ittelson et al., 1974, P. 96].

The person is a func tion of the situation but also , and

more impor tantl y, the situation is a function of the person

through the person ’s (a) cognitive constructions of situations

- ~~~
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and (b) active selection and modification of situations

[Ekehammar , 1974, p. 1035].

Not only is the Individual ’s behavior infl uenced by

significant features of the situation he or she encounters hut

the person also selects the situations in which he or she

performs , and subsequentl y affec ts the character of these

situations . In contrast to classic situationalism , cognitive

factors play an uiportant role in the process [Endler &

Magnus se imm , 1976 , p. 958].

Sal ient hoilit s and their accompany ing imp lic ations for prior and

future PC theory and research include (a) situation—person reciprocal

causation , (b) the importance of cognitive representations and situa-

tional indicators , and (c) rec iprocal relationships among PC, affec t ,

and behavior. Each of these points is discussed in the following

pa r ag rap hs.

Situation—Per son reci procal causation. Situations both influence

and are infl uenced by individ uals. Similarly, ind ividuals both in-

fluence and are influenced by situations. The underly ing causal model

of interaction -il psychology  is, therefore , reciprocal causation, which

is also referred to as “transaction ” (Pervin , 1968) and “reciprocal

in terac t ion” (Overton & Reese, 1973). This is not a new concept , but

i ts ramifications appear only now to extend beyond theoretical treat-

ments (cf. Greene , 1975; Graen, 1976). Several authors have strongly

recommended the adoption of rec iprocal causation models in psycho—

_____ 4- —
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logical research (cf . Endler & Magnusson , 1976; Pervin , Note 2; James

& Singh, Note 5).

A major implication of situation—individual reciprocal causation

models for PC research is tha t it mi ght not be meaning ful to attempt

to identif y uni que causal effects for ic-any situational variables and

individual differences on PC, attitudes , and behavior. Many (hut not

all) situationa l variables , especially those of a social or process

nature (e.g., social norms, leade rship,  communication patterns), tend

to include reci procal effects of individual influences. Moreover ,

ind ividual variabl es of a psychological nature tend to include recip-

rocal effe cts of situationa l influences (Including the psychological

manifestations of demograph ic measures such as sex , age , race , and the

like). For example , the causal fac tors underly ing the presumably

situa tional variable , decentraliza tion of dec ision making , are likely

to Include the reci pro cal influence s of indiv idua l diff erence var iables ,

such as willingness to accept responsibility, and vice versa. Indeed ,

“the question of whether individual differences or situations are the

major source of behav ior variance , like many issues in the history of

science , turns out to be a pseudo—issue” (Endle r & Hunt , 1966, p.

344). The “appropriate and logical question is ‘H ow do individual

differenc es and situations interact in evoking behavior? ’” (Endler ,

1975, p. 63). (In this context , the measurement of separate situa-

tional and Individua l difference variables is not questioned . The

question refers to how one interprets what has been measured

- - -~~~—-- --
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[i.e., what are the causal factors underl ying each measurement]).

Wi thin the climate research area (cf. Gavin , 1975; Herman et al.,

1975; Newman , 1975) as well as In attitude research (cf. O ’Reilly &

Roberts , 1975; Stone & Porter , 1975), attempts have been made to

attribute the variance of climate and/or affect variables to situation

and/or individual sources. (Studies of affect were incluoe . here to

demonstrate the generality of the principles. Moreover , the climate

studies have often included affect variables). Based on the theo-

retical discussion above , this could re~ ult In a somewhat questionable

exe rcise because of the presumed reciprocal causation between situa-

tions and individuals. That is, the reciprocal causation model imp l ies

that in relating some situational variables to climate perceptions one

mi ght , in effec t , be relating (to some unknown degree) individua l

d ifferences with themselves (i.e., the causal or structural equations

for the situational variables include individual difference variables).

This appears to be a particular concern for the studies cited above

because each one emp loyed some form of “position variables” (e.g.,

hierarchical level , functiona l department).

Posi tion variables appear to be only par ti all y situational as

they reflect mutual and interactive influences of the i’idividual and

the organization. Usuall y ,  an individual elec ts not onl y to work for

but also to stay In a par ticular organization , to develop the skills

for a particular position , and to be motivated or not motivated to

seek a pr omotion. The organization elects to hire and perhaps to

• ~— . —  . ~ .•- - - — ~~~~~~-
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train the individual , to p la ce the individual in a particular posi-

tion , to retain the individual , and to promote , or not to promote , the

Individual. Furthermore , althoug h Herman et al. (1975) and O ’Reill y

and Roberts (1975) attempted to  control for individual differences in

determining position variable —— climate and/or aftect relationshi ps ,

the position vari ab les very likel y still included the influences of

unmeasured individual differences. To control position variables , or

situational variables i n  general , for all unique influences of in-

dividual differenc es , one would have not onl y to measure and to

control for all r 1&-vant individual variables , but also to return the

situational variables to their “pure state ” prior to reciprocal

causation . This is an i mpossible task , and future attempts to identif y

situational and individual correlates of PC , attitudes , and behav ior

would appear to he to-tter served by models designed spec ifically to

ana lyze situation— indiv dual reciprocal causation .

The importance of_iogni tive representations and situational

ind i cators. The most salient set of variables to assess the influen ce

of situations on individuals is comprised by the approach based on the

“psychological mcan~ ng of the situation for the individual” (Endler &

Magnusson , 1916 , p. 968). This point and its imp l ications were dis-

cussed ea rlier (see Fundemental I); however , it should be no ted

fur ther that cognitive social learning theory and interactional

psy chology make a special issue of the assumption that individuals and

situations are inseparable entities because “the situation is a func—

,1
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t ion of the observer In the sense that the observer ’s cognitive schemas

fil ter and organize the environment in a fashion that makes it impos-

sible ever to completely separate the environment from the person

observ ing it ” (Bowers , 1973 , p. 328). This should not be construed to

mean t hat environmental variables , especiall y proxima l variables (ci .

Mischel , 1973), are unimportant. One cannot stud y fu ll y the cognitive

social learning model or the interactional model in the absence of

situational indicators (Sells, 1973), although it must again be empha-

sized that such situational indicators might reflect individual causal

influences. (The difference between individuals actuall y chang ing

situations and individual differences in cognitiv e representations of

situations is crucial; both are important.)

Rec iprocal ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ and behavior. While

many researchers in perception , cognition , social psychology , and so

forth differentiat e jitativcj~ h.-tw een percept i n , learn ing, memory,

a f f e c t , and , of course , behavior , f t -w would quest i i i  the postulates

tha t cognition , affect , and behavior are c intinuous l y interacting

processes and that the measurement ot one ref li-ct-~ th e causal influ-

ences of the o th ers (cf. W yer , 1974). l-or examp le , Stot land and Canon

(1972) disc ussed an “evaluative dimension ” wh ich ret lected need satis-

fac tion and was considered to be an inte gral part of many HOSs. Jones

and Gerard (1967, p. 254) no ted that “There is fairly impressive

evidence in the literature on perce ption , learning , and memory tha t

cogni tive processes are geared to the construction of a subjective

a
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rea l i t y  tha t  is compat ib le  w i th  beliefs , values , and attitudes. This

cognitive constru (tion of events involves varying amounts of distor-

tion or nonverid u -il representation. ” Furthermore , several models in

the lndu strlal/Organi zationa 1 literature emphasize the reciprocal

relationship, hv means of feedback loops , between behav ior and per-

ception (ci. James & Jones , 1976; Porter , Lawler , & Hackman , 1975).

In a similar vein , several attribution studies have shown that per-

cep tions are affected by knowl edge of behavior and performance (cf.

Mitchell , larson , & Green , 1977; Staw, •1975).

If it is presumed that few would question reciprocal relation-

ships be tween perception (cognition) and behavior , and reciprocal

relationshi ps among the cognitive processes or perception , learning,

and memory, then a primary implication of this point for PC is the

presumed reci p rocal rela t ionsh ip between perception and affect. In

par ti cular , the relationshi p between PC and job satisfaction is of

interest.

Numerous studies have addressed theoretical and/or empirical

relationships betwe en PC and job satisfaction (JS) (ci. Downey,

Heliriegel , Phelp s, & Sl ocum , 1974; Gavin & Howe , 1975; Guion , 1973,

1974, 1976; Hel irIegel & Slocum , 1974; James & Jones , 1974, 1976 ;

Johannesson , 1973 , LaFoll et tt- & SIms , 1975; Newman , 1975; Payne &

Pugh, 1976; Payne et a!., 1976; Schneider , 1975; Schneider & Synder ,

1975; Waters et al., 1974). From a theoretical standpoint , a distinc-

t ion between descriptive (perceptual , cogni tive) and evaluative

• - 
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(affective , emotional) orientations has often been employed to sepa-

rate the two constructs. As one examp le , Locke ’s (1976) causal model

for JS was: object (situation)— ~ perception (cognition)—.— ~appraisal

(value judgem ent) ~ emot ion; where PC is (presumably) represented

by the perception stage and JS by the appraisal and emotion stages

(i.e., personalist ic evaluations).

The emprical evidence relating PC to JS is mixed . While Schneider

and Snyder (1975) found low climate—JS relationshi p — , the results of

other studies generall y indicated at least moderate relationships

(cf. Downey et al., 1974; Gav in & Howe , 1975; LaFollette & Sims , 1975),

but not to the extent th at climate perceptions and JS were tautolog ical

as post ul at ed by •J ohanncsson (l’)73) and Guion (1973).

The argument here is similar to that made for situational variables

and individua l dif te r t - Tnes. Although PC and JS may be qualitativel y

different constructs , and measured  as such , the presumed reciprocal

relationshi p between the constructs connotes that the measurement of

either con struct Include s , to some degree , the causal influences of the

other. In other word s , asymmetrical , unidirectional causal—models

such as Locke’s (1976) are repla ced by symmet r i c , rec iprocal causal

mod els. For instance , Locke ’s model might be replaced by: perception

(cognition)~~~~~ appraisal (value jud gement)~~~~~emotion (which is

also presumabl y related reci procall y to perc eption by means of a

feedback loop). Not onl y are the influences of PC on JS addressed

from ‘he perspect ive of a cognitive processing model (see original 

~~~~ - ~
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assumptions for PC), but the reci procal effects of pr ior as wel l  as

current appraisals and emotions on perception are also assumed .

For examp le , it does not appear unreasonable to presume that a

prior history of reinforcements and punishments in the same or related

situations , and tire appraisals and emotions associated with these

reinforcements and punishments , might influence not onl y the events

that are ;~eF~ eived ia a partic ular situation but also the manner in

which they art interpeted. Previous appraisals and emotions mi ght

influence the indiv i udal to distort , redefine , reconstruct , etc.,

perceptions of a particu lar situation ip an attempt to protect self—

esteem , maintain a pos i t i v e  self—image , and so for t h. Thus , a lthough

I-C was asasned to have a role as an intervening variable in a cognitive

Infor~ at ion  processing mode l, it is a lso assumed that the PC—JS

relationshi p, a-~ well as the relationshi ps between PC and other affect

measures , arc re r i r o c a l  and based upon a dynamic psycholog ical

p roc’- a iri g ( 0 . s & nt -~~ , l~~/-4 )

- i l on r t - ij r o c a l causat Ion models. The major

Imp li c ati ns o f  i i  i p r o a l L~~usat 1on for PC are (a) while psychology

has addr t’ s - s- -~ t ru ii t -~~~ t cc iproc al •rusat ion theoretica ll y,

re s i a r ii , I n& 1 t.d n~ t hat In ~ I ima t c, has I ise l primaril y on (Implicit)

u n i l  ri - t ro n~ I i i - - r~~di- i s  or has s imp ly •rv ided t ire issue ot

•i us al i t y  i - ~ trn h.,.iz~~- - ,- h-s r ip t  ive r~~thi- r than causal interpr etations

ol r esul . ~irr t (b ) t ~ r ir~ i - a r  i ro~ o t ri I pro -a l causa t fun for

measu re-mer it , to , 1 ’ : ci ~r~~t at  ~r~ - h a t  has t e e  me -asur i i  (i..., the

— — — — - — — - - - 
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underl y ing causal factors reflected in the measurements), and for the

appropriateness of research desi gns has not been recognized , resulting ,

in some instanc es , In the treatment of what appear to be pseudoissues

( i.e . ,  s i t ua t i ona l versus individual c o r re la t e s  of cl imate perceptions

and attitudes; unidirectional per ception—job satisfaction models).

As emphasized repeatedl y by Endler and Magnusson (1976), new

met hodological models are needed that are desi gned spec i f ically to

examine reciprocal causation. While these authors suggested Markov

models to address this problem , it should be noted that several

s t a t i s t i c a l  procedures des igned specifically to stud y reci procal

causation have alread y been developed in econometrics (cf. Baseman ,

1957; Chr ist , 1966; Fisher , 1966 ; Johnston , 1972; Thou , 1971) and

app lied more recentl y in ar eas such as soc iology and poli ti cal science

(cf. Duncan , 1975; He ise , 1975; Goldherger & Duncan , 1973; Nambood iri ,

Carter , & Blalock , 1975). These procedures include two—stage least

squares , t } r - i - • t a g e  least squares , and t ime—series anal ysis. James

a nd Slng h ( N o t - 5) , in a recent review , suggested that the two—stage

least squares p r o - d i r e  appears to be particularl y s•i I ient for the

Issues discus~ i.- 1 here . Furthermore , the use of this procedure gen-

erall y rr pr i re - s  onl y a thorough knowl edge of mu ltiple regression

princip les.

In conclusion , It is suggested that if the most attractive

theore t ical models pres ume rec iprocal causa t ion, then it is time to

design the research to fit the models. It is recommended , therefore ,

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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that future re earch r e g a r d  j i g ,  t i e  re la t ionsh ips  among PC , a t t i t u d e s ,

and behavi or , as v - i l  as be tw een persons and s i tuat ions , addr -ss t he

quest Ion at  rc ’c Ip roca l  ca usat  ion in the de s i gn  ot c-mp ir ca l ri s c - a r c h

SUMMARY AN !~ (TONC t.i:~ I oN~-

1 lie ob~ c u t  i vu of t his repor t  has been to St I ni l  c t  c~ cli n it

as s- 11 as th i s i i i  o the r  a r - a - . o f  app l i - t  r on - a r - h  who

t r e a t  S I t i , i t  icrn a l p t - r a p t  ions as ‘ g i v t i l n , to d evel op mure op h i~ - t i —

ra t ed  t f - i r v  and -sr i r ical d - ~; l t in, t hat t k -  into account t i-ic mul t 1 —

v a r i a te  and dvn is c c  pr oc i r-ines urcdc r l  v i  rig ii  n i c - p t  ion (as  we ll  as

behavior and situ ation). In the interest of proposi ng possible

guidel I ti e ’ , for the pursui t  of this devcl opment , the assumed pr( pert ~~t S

of IC are again reviewed , only this t ime thc ~-np 1i cat ions of cognit iv e

socia l l e a r  i t  tnp. t l j ’urv and in te - r ; i t  t len d pt ;yc)ielog y ar me re ’ ful l y

enco mpa ssed.  T his is t ol towed by a bri i t  t r ea t men t  of proposed

rose-a rch end eav ors.

W i t h  r e s p rc t  t o  the propert icr of PC , the dot m i t  i a n  rem ains the

same (1 .1 . io;y holog i L I I y ne-an i op t ul pn i t ive repr ct~~- t tat ions ci

si t uat  ions , and r~ I ol lowing assumptions are sip . - a t  t ’J

i J ( ~ ~s a ia 1 h t o  ii p i t  r i t  r su tu nas c it t ri; ) , whirl ci

relativel y abstra t and goner al i~n-d b el i t  ;s i t - o u t Situations and wl i i (  I’

are Ino ed on t i e  con t i r u o s l y m t  e r a  t m g ,  t p l l t  i V e  p t -  - S h e - S  of

jo- ri opt ion , I i- rui ng, a id merrror~ - . A l t r essiug PC as a set at }1t)~ s

a ss u r n i - u i  i n tr i ns i ca l l y t hat PC is  re - p resen t  ~-d  by 1 Set ot perceptual !

cogn itive vari ab les which Intervene b etw ~- n  situational att ri b ut e s and
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individual attitudes and behavior , it Is also assumed that these

perceptu al/cognitive va ri ab les are represented by psycholog ii . all y

meani ngful cognitive representations or in terpre ta t ions of s i tuat ions .

A corollary to t h i s  assumpt ion is that individuals w i t h  d i f f i - r e r i t

exper iences  and synthes iz ing ca p a b i l i t i e s  wil l have d i f f e ren t  schemas

and thus d i f f e r e n t  cl imate percept ions.

2. PC is multidimension al , with what appears to be a lim itcd

number of d imens ions that can be emp loyed to cha rac te r i ze  psycho—

l & ’ p i c ~~l lv nu- . n lnp fu l  cogn i ti  vt representa t ions  of o rg an i  za t iona l

env ironmen ts , rr l t ho ruc ’h some dimensions t~uill likel y be speci f ic  to

c e r t a i n  s i tua t ions  and , possibly , populations . Var iab les which appear

t -  be f particular salience art- challenge , impor tance , support ,

facilit a tion , nope -ration , friendline ss , warmth , ambiguity, conflict ,

and e- ~~r i t , a lthough var iab les such at; autonomy , pressure , conf idence ,

t ru s t , fa irness , growth , and awareness are also impor tan t .

3. PC is  h i s to r i ca l, w here a continuing ant ircomy ex is ts  between

the openness of I’( to change , which may be required for adaptive and

functional pu t po s e - n , -in- I t hi .- desi ri to preserve valued and familiar

schemas , c-specia lly those- that nerve- important needs such as s e l f —

esteem and c og n i t i ve  c o n s i s t e n c y .  Tire- preservation of valued and

familiar schemas is further evidenced in perceptual distortions , such

as se l ec t  lye pe- rc -ept ior i , n i le - f  m i t  Ion , th-fe nse mechani smut , sub jec t ive

re - c onstructions , cl osure- , and the like- . A major corollary to this

assumption is that differences in climate perceptions are psycho—

_a e ‘
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log ic - il l y m ean ingt ul

-e . The pr ima r y  “situational” measures that a ffec t PC are- those

that are proxima l t o  the experiences of the individu al in a particular

en vir t ’ulrueiut . However , althoug h these variables may be measured as

situational , a major corollary of this assumption in that many psycho—

log icall y important situat ional var iab les , as well as individual

var iables , refl ect a ip ra c a l  situation—individu a l interactions , and

the r as u rc - ra - n~ of var iables rep resen t  ing one domain will o f ten

reflect , causally , the influe nces at  the other domain. (This does not

preclud e the use of m a r  tr aditi onal interaction terms , moderators ,

con t ingenc ies , and t u e  like . A brief discussion of the use of inter-

action ten;;;; in rc ’c ip r otal c-ausation models is presented in James &

Siugh, Not e 5).

5. The und erl y ing causal model linking PC to attitudes and

beh avi &-r is also one of rec i pr ota l causation (which again does not

preclu de the use- of moderatort;, contingencies , etc). A corollary of

this assumption is that the measurement of variables representing any

one of t hese  th ree  domains may Include the causal influences of the

remaining domain s .

Proposed iea - e - i r elr endeavors are- many and varied ; however , the

broad domains inc h ide the- following.

1. The inclus ion of “person variables ” in studies of climate.

A broad outli ru - of potentiall y sa !ient person variables has been

presented by Mischel (cf. 1973, 1976 , 1977), al though variables wh ich

— -~~~ - 
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appear to be of sal ience to PC inc lude cogni tive co ns is tency, cogni-

tive complexity, self—esteem , locus of control , attribution , values ,

needs , expectancies , b i o g r a p h i cal data , intellectual capabilities , and

attitudes.

2. The measurement and stud y of proxima l situationa l variables

in climate studle-s. A broad outline of potentiall y salient proxima l

variables was presented in James and Jones (1976), wh ic h included

process y:iriables (e.g., leader behaviors [ for each subordinate ],

communication , socialization , conflict , rewards , etc.), systems (and

group) norms and values (e.g., rationality, impersonal i ty,  predicta-

bility, loyalty, etc.), and selected structure and context variables

(e.g., standardization , resources).

3. The adoption of anal yti c models to stud y reciprocal causa-

tion (see earlier references).

In conclusion , u;everal years ago Sells (1963) presented a paper

entitled “An interactionist looks at the envirorunent ’. Perhaps the

best descri ption of this report is An interactionist looks at situa-

tional perceptions ” . The term ‘interactionist ” must be emphasized ;

neither a s i t u a t io n a l  nor a purel y phemonomenolog ical model is advo—

cated. Rather , what has been advocated is an interactional as well as a

cognitive social learning model that views the formulation of situa-

tiona l perc eptions as a complex process that involves reciprocal

interactions (as well as the more traditional moderators) among

situations , cognit ive processes , and other individual differences such

L ‘—- i ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘ - ‘ “  - ~~~~~~ -.-_, - ~~~~ a 
‘ ‘~~ ‘~~~~~~~~ “ ‘ _r



Psycholog ical Climate

-$ 40

as need s, attitudes , and behavior. This position was assumed because

interaction al psychology and cognitive social learning theory were

perceiv e d as having significant potentials for (a) advancing theoretical

perspec t i ves  o f PC , (h) providing at least partial interpretations of

previous results in climate research , and (c) pointing to new research

directions for PC. However , much of the Information in cogn i t i ve  social

learning the-em ~ nd interact ional psychology is either of a theoretical

nature or based on research that might have questionable externa l

validity for organizational research. Nevertheless , the point must he

reiterated that climate research has only partiall y addressed a mul t i—

var ia te , dynami c v iew o f percept ion , and cognitive social learning

theory and m t  c-r ;~ t ional psychology appear to be meaning ful , basic

theoretical perspectives on which to base future research.

_ _ _  _ _ _  
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Footnotes
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1The 35 a priori scales employed in our PC measure , and studies

reporting the invariaco - e of the majority of the PC components under-

ly ing these scales across relativel y diverse samples, are reported ire

Jones and James (Note- 1). The five components with demonstrated

invarianc e we re (1) lob Challenge , Impor tance , and Variety;

(2) Confl li-t and Amb i gui t y; (3) Leadership Facilitation and

Support; (4) Workgroup ( - -n~ crat ion , Friendliness , and Warmth; and

(5) Organizationa l Esprit.

2 1n the discussion above , as we ll as in others , the use of the

terms “s i tuat ional  attribute ” and “individual attribute ” connote

domains  of measurement. They do not imp ly that the measured

variables a re alwa~~ en t irel y situa tional or entirely individual

(as discussed l a t e r , a recipr ocal interaction is often assumed).

~~n analogy from environmental psychology migh t add

— - 
~~~

-
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clarification to the point we are attempting to make . That is, the

(perceived) density of individuals in a particular space would be a

situational descri ptor in our model. However , perceptions of

crowd ing provide the psycholog icall y meaningful cognitive represen-

tations.

41n several recent papers (James et al., 1977 ; Jones & James ,

Note 1), the phrase “perceived situational influences ” was emp loyed

in the definition for PC. We decided to rep lace this phrase with

“psych ol og ic a l l y meaning ful cognitive representations ”, which in

effect has the same conceptual meaning but , hopef ully, is less sub-

jec t to misinterpretation (e.g., some have interpreted a perceived

situational influence to mean that PC is a mirror reflection ~ f

situational stimuli , which was not at all intended [cf. James &

Jones , 1974]).
p 5The model presen ted here was based upon research and/or

theore t ical  propositions regarding catholic cognitive processing

model s (cf. A ll port , 1947; Bartle tt , 1932 ; Head , 1920; Hebb , 1949 ,

1972; Ittelson et al., 1974; Jones & Gerard , 1967; Lashley , 1951 ;

Piaget , 1952). The model is also generally consistent with the

more recen t and rigorous models of percep tual and cognitive infor-
p

mation processing (cf. Broadbent , 1971, 1977; Erdely i , 1974;

Kahneman, 1973; Neisser , 1967; Norman, 1968; Shiffin & Schneider ,

1977; Theisman , 1969; Weyer , 1974). For example , a hierarchical
p
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Footnotes (Continued)

system wherein detailed and specific features of perception are

nested within man ‘lohal and abstract ones in generally common to

the models. (This should not be construed to mean that differences

do not exist among th e models. Such differences are , however ,

beyond the scope of this report.)

6Some of these references were not reported as climate studies;

however , th e-v addres st - d both perceptual agreement and a domain

salient to climate measurement (e.g., perceptions of leadership).

7Sonie cognitive social learning theories , par ticularly that of

Mischel’s (cf. 1973), tend to treat cognitive representations as

(individualistic) intervening or mediating variables , mediating

between situational stimuli and behavior (cf. Bowers, 1973). However ,

t he in teract ional  models , and more recent papers by Mischel (cf. 1977),

emphasize rec i procal a e e n i t  ion between ind i vid ual s and their environ-

ments , where the indiv idual is no t onl y a mediator but also an active

agent in influ encing situational events. As explained in this report ,

the active influence of the Individual on the situation , and vi ce—versa ,

questions the u ti l i t y  f th e treatment of many socially important

si tuational a t t r i b u t e s  as ifi they were stimuli devoid of individual

influences , and the role of the individua l as a passive mediator

(cf. Bowers, 1973; Endler & Mag icusson , 1976).

It is also important to note tha t a number of salient causal

considera tions such as short—term versus long—term causal relation—

- 
- ‘~ 
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Footnotes (Continued )

ships (e.g., stationarity of the structural models) are important ,

but beyond the scope of this report.

a’
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Table 1

Si tua t iona l P er c e p t i o n  I tems for Situational 1k- sc - r io t e r s  ~t p r5 ( j q

Psychologically Meaningful Cognitive Representations

Psycho1og~cally_Meaningful

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Cognitive Rep~~ sen ta t ions

1. A written job dec~~ri p tion 1. How often are you kept

exists for my job informed about the things

you need to know about your

work?

2. How frequentl y does your 2. To what extent is your

supervisor ask questions supervisor attentive to

of his/her subordinates? what you say?

3. How often do most of the 3, To what extent  do the meet—

members of you r wc~~kgroup bers of your workgroup have

meet together during lunch warm and friendly relation—

or breaks? ships?

4. Promotions and pay raises 4. To what extent does your

in this organization are organization emphasize

based on merit rather personal growth and

than seniority? development?

A
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