


M
ITY LIBRARIES

Wi

I
3 1293 01405 7529 {M

This is to certify that the

thesis entitled

Centrql Ten@ency and Dispersion: Two Measures
of Climate in Local Emergency Planning Committees

presented by

Christina Jean Brandt

has been accepted towards fulfillment
of the requirements for

(V\astecs  degree in Bm%

e 0a.

jot professor

Date ‘ 5}&-— >

0-7639 MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution




LIBRARY

Michigan State
University

PLACE IN RETURN BOX to remove this checkout from your record.
TO AVOID FINES retum on or before date due.

DATE DUE DATE DUE DATE DUE

| ) MSU Is An Affirmative Action/E qual Opportunity Institution
cAolrc\dutedus.pm3-p. 1



CENTRAL TENDENCY AND DISPERSION:
TWO MEASURES OF CLIMATE IN LOCAL EMERGENCY PLANNING
COMMITTEES
By

Christina Jean Brandt

A THESIS
Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of

MASTER OF ARTS

Department of Psychology

1996



ABSTRACT
CENTRAL TENDENCY AND DISPERSION:
TWO MEASURES OF CLIMATE IN LOCAL EMERGENCY PLANNING
COMMITTEES
By

Christina Jean Brandt

The amount of dispersion within groups on climate measures is proposed to be an
interesting property in its own right in terms of understanding the climate construct, particularty
in relation to member socialization and early development of organizations. A literature review
is first presented addressing six areas of climate research. Local Emergency Planning
Committees (LEPCs) are then described along with the benefits of using these organizations to
study climate consensus and quality. Finally, a model of climate quality and consensus is
presented along with hypotheses.

The proposed model was tested on 180 LEPC Chairs and 1196 LEPC members.
Results indicate that climate consensus is affected, to a small degree, by socialization and
structural factors. Climate quality has significant relationships with outcomes, while climate
consensus does not add significantly to the variance explained by climate quality. Potential
implications of these results are discussed along with interesting findings concerning

aggregation.
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INTRODUCTION

Organizational climate is an important variable which mediates the relationship between
environmental conditions in an organization and the behavior of individuals in that
organization. As a construct, "climate" is widely recognized in industrial and organizational
psychology. Organizational climate can be defined as the shared set of individual perceptions of
the organizational context, features, events, and processes (James & Jones, 1974; Kozlowski &
Hults, 1987). It is a single, muitidimensional construct with dimensions that apply across a
variety of organizations (Kopelman, Brief, & Guzzo, 1990). Organizational climate is
perceived by members of the organization, serves as a basis for interpreting the situation, and
acts as a source of pressure for directing activity (Abbey & Dickson, 1983). Katz and Kahn
(1978) describe climate as affected by shared norms and values of members of the
organization; as well as reflecting the history of internal and external struggles, the types of
people attracted to the organization, its work processes and physical layout, methods of
commumication, and the exercise of authority within the system. These things are reflected by
distinctive pattems of collective beliefs which are passed along to new group members through
the socialization process.

Organizational theorists have drawn a distinction between psychological and
organizational climate. Psychological climate refers to the perceptions one individual holds

concerning his or her environment. Organizational climate, on the other hand, refers only to
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organizational chmate must be taken at the level of the individual because of the psychological

processes (perceptions and feelings) which can only occur within individuals. James, Joyce and
Slocum (1988) make the point that organizations themselves do not cognize. Thus,
psychological climate refers to the perceptions of a single individual, while organizational
climate is an aggregated measure of these perceptions across individuals.

Several issues are currently at the forefront of climate research. First, debate continues
as to whether organizations contain one climate or many climates. James and colleagues
(James, 1982b; Jones & James, 1979; James & James, 1989) hold that climate is a single,
multidimensional construct which can be examined by similar means in various types of
organizations while Schneider proposes that many climates exist in organizations (Schneider,
1987a, 1987b; Schneider & Reichers, 1983). Second, there has been some disagreement as to
who should be surveyed to obtain measures of climate. Glick has asserted that climate can be
measured by several methods (Glick, 1985, 1988) while James believes that climate should
only be measured at the level of the individual (James, 1992a; James, Joyce, & Slocum, 1988).
Third, researchers continue to examine ways of measuring consensus to bring climate from the
individual level to the organization level. Several methods have been utilized, including
ANOVA (Zohar, 1980), the intraclass correlation (Schneider & Bowen, 1985), and 1.
(Kozlowski & Hults, 1987). Fourth, the relationship between affect (i.e., job satisfaction) and
climate is one researchers have struggled with for twenty years. In particular, Guion (1976)
questioned the use of climate as a construct which is conceptually distinct from job satisfaction.
Fifth, the development of climates has been raised by several authors on a theoretical level
(Katz & Kahn, 1978; Schneider & Reichers, 1983), but has been virtually ignored empirically.

The idea that socialization processes affect the development of climate is particularly prevalent
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in the current literature (Schneider & Reichers, 1983), but has not been examined empirically.

Last, there has been quite a bit of interest in other antecedents and consequences of
organizational climate. Several studies have focused on the influence of demographic variables
on climate quality and the subsequent effect climate quality has on measures of effectiveness
(Lindell & Whitney, 1995; Kozlowski & Hults, 1987; Zohar, 1980). Each of these issues will
be explored here in further detail with the primary focus of the paper concentrating on the
antecedents and consequences of climate consensus.

Specifically, this paper will first address some of the theoretical and measurement issues
surrounding climate by elaborating on the rationale supporting the contention that climate is
most usefiilly conceptualized and measured at the individual level and should be considered a
property of the organization only after demonstrating an adequate level of consensus among
organizational members. Second, I offer a perspective that shows how Schneider’s multiple
(“strategically-focused”) and James’ single (“universal fmctionality’) approaches can be seen
as complementary rather than strictly competitive views. Third, a measure of agreement, r..y;),
is described, and its usefilness as a method of justification for aggregating climate perceptions
to the organizational level is illustrated. Fourth, the theoretical development of climate into a
non-affective measure is explained. Fifth, the proposed relationship between the socialization
process and climate consensus is described. Last, models of climate consensus and climate
quality will be described along with hypotheses and proposed methods of analyzing these
models.

Locus ofClimate
A great deal of attention has focused on “where” climate resides. Some researchers

claim that climate resides within the organization itself (Glick, 1985, 1988). This perspective
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holds that climate arises from the interactions of members within a group or organization.

Thus, meaning must be a property of the system in which social interactions occur. Researchers
who follow this line of reasoning often use managers or leaders as informants to assess climate
as an organizational characteristic (Angle & Perry; 1986), although Glick (1985) suggests
using multiple sources. Following this viewpoint, Angle and Perry (1986) used management
and labor leaders as informants to assess labor management relationship climates as an
organization-level characteristic. They examined 22 mumicipal bus companies and found the
dual commitment of employees toward the organization as well as the union to be stronger in
cooperative climates, while this relationship was moderated by union participation.

This method is problematic, however, as there is no way of knowing whether the
leaders’ judgments accurately predict those of the group members. Leaders’ judgments can be
biased if they have experiences that are different from those of members (Glick, 1985). This
would be a viable method of data collection to the degree that the leader does have accurate
information about the climate in the organization; for example, when there is open
commumication and trust. However, it is possible that leaders’ judgments are likely to be biased
by role-related differences in experiences and differences in personal values (generated by
differential attraction, selection, and attrition to organizational positions). Moreover it is
possible for leaders to overestimate the quality of the climate by reporting the climate they
intend to create rather than the climate that exists, and there is no way of determining if this is
the case (James, Joyce & Slocum, 1988).

Another problem that arises when using leader reports of climate is that investigations
thus far have requested respondents to provide only their judgments of central tendency (ie.,

‘“how would the #ypical member respond?”’). Because group members’ perceptions are almost
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certain to form a statistical distribution, collecting information only on central tendency

necessarily overstates the degree of member agreement. This problem could be overcome if
informants were specifically asked to describe the range of opinion or the degree of consensus
on a particular facet of climate. Because leaders have not been asked such questions in
previous climate studies, they could not possibly contribute information about dissensus. Even
if leaders were asked about the variability of members’ perceptions, informants’ judgments of
variability (ie., “how much do members agree?”) it is likely that their estimates would be
biased by cognitive processes such as assumed self-typicality which would tend to yield
overestimates of consensus. Consequently, using leaders is a second best solution because it
assumes, rather than tests, consensus of organizational members. In addition, using leaders as
informants inherently constitutes a sample that is small, and thus potentially unrepresentative.
In summary, using a single informant appears to be an empirically inferior method of collecting
mformation on organizational climate.

Other researchers believe climate is most usefully defined as residing within the
members of the organization (James, 1992a; James, Joyce, & Slocum, 1988). This viewpoint
maintains that climate is a property of individuals, and stresses that organizations themselves do
not cognize. Organizational climate involves a set of group-level perceptions which reflect the
cognitive representation of environments in terms of their psychological meaning and
significance to the members of that group. This is different from the concept of psychological
climate in that the latter refers to the significance of environmental attributes in terms of their
acquired meaning and significance fo a single individual (James, James, & Ashe, 1990).
Climate does not become an organization level construct until those perceptions are similar

enough to justify aggregating them. Measurements of organizational climate are therefore
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typically taken by surveying the attitudes and perceptions of a representative sample of

organizational members, and, if there is adequate evidence of consensus, aggregating these
results to bring climate to the organizational level of analysis.

One study that is representative of this viewpoint (James & Tetrick, 1986) utilized a
heterogeneous sample consisting of 260 firefighters from a metropolitan fire department, 113
systems analysts and programmers from a private health care program, 40 incumbents from
less technical jobs from the same health care program, 164 production line personnel from four
small paper product manufacturing plants, and 65 nonproduction “white collar” personnel from
the same four plants. Individual workers were all given the same survey, then the average
intercorrelations between items were computed for each scale. This computation was
performed for workers in each of the separate organizations to justify the existence of climate
at the organizational level The mean score on the climate measure was then assigned to the
individuals within each organization, and a Pearson correlation coefficient was computed
between the mean score on the climate measure and employee satisfaction. The authors
concluded that the results supported the contention that organizational climate causes
individual satisfaction among employees.

Number ofClimates

The debate as to how many climates reside in an organization has persisted for some
time. James and colleagues (James, 1982b; James & James, 1989: Jones & James, 1979)
conceptualize climate as a single, muitidimensional construct for which the same measures
would be appropriate within all types of organizations. They argue that organizational members
interpret events and processes in terms of personal relevance, and these interpretations affect

general outcomes such as attendance and tumover intentions. Because climate is thought to
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represent the cognitive representations an individual holds of the events and processes within

the organization, several climate scales are used to examine the various components of climate.
There may be an affective component underlying these perceptions, however; causing a single,
higher-order factor to emerge from a second order analysis (James & James, 1989).

James' single higher-order factor perspective allows climate to be measured by the
same scales in any organization. Several subscales have been developed to represent the
multiple dimensions of climate along the lines of reasoning proposed by Katz and Kahn (1978).
These include leader facilitation and support; role conflict, ambiguity and overload; job
challenge, importance and variety; and workgroup cooperation, friendliness, and warmth
(Jones & James, 1979; James & Sells, 1981; James & James, 1989).

In contrast to James’ focus on climate as a single, general construct with multiple
dimensions, Schneider and Reichers (Schneider, 1987a, 1987b; Schneider & Reichers, 1983)
propose the idea that numerous climates exist within the organization. These climates are
thought to be for something (such as customer service or technology). Along these lines, other
researchers have examined climates strategically focused on service (Schneider & Bowen,
1985), technical updating (Kozlowski & Hults, 1987), and safety (Zohar, 1980; Dedobeleer &
Beland, 1991).

The apparent conflict between James’ position that climate has a universal functionality
and Schneider’s position of strategically focused climate can be resolved in part by noting that
the two theorists are implicitly addressing different outcomes. James’ work has addr&;sed the
overall impact of climate on individual workers, while Schneider’s focuses upon more specific
outcomes within the organization. Schneider’s perspective can be explained further in terms of

Katz and Kahn’s (1978) contention that organizations consist of distinct subsystems for
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production (the work that gets done), support (procurement, disposal, and institutional

relations), maintenance (tying people to functional roles), adaptation (organizational change),
and management (direction, adjucation, and control). Accordingly, climate for service can be
interpreted as being related to organizational events and practices that promote support,
chmate for safety as related to organizational events and practices that promote maintenance,
and climate for updating as related to organizational events and practices that promote
adaptation. Thus, James’ focus is on global impacts of climate while Schneider’s focus is on
more specific functional impacts.

In conjunction with this idea, studies focusing on strategically focused climate
(Kozlowski & Hults, 1987; Schneider & Bowen, 1985; Zohar, 1980; Dedobeleer & Beland,
1991) examine only singular and very specific organizational goal emphases. In other words,
these studies examined climate at a high level of specificity. For example, Schneider and
Bowen examined climate for customer service by surveying 142 employees and 968 customers
in the branch offices of banks, while Zohar (1980) examined climate for safety by surveying 20
workers in each of 20 industrial organizations in Israel

Schneider’s view implies that the kind of organizational goal is crucial to defining the
type of climate that should be examined. While this may be true in organizations which have
one specific goal-orientation, it is not necessarily crucial to the existence of climate. For
example, much of the work performed by James and colleagues has examined climate in
military units that serve many different fimctions, and, thus require examination at a high level
of generality (i.e., a lower level of specificity). A sample of organizations with similar
organizational goals must be used to examine climate at the level of specificity Schneider deals

with, but having a sample of organizations with similar organizational goals does not require
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Schneider’s approach. James’ perspective can be used to examine effectiveness in organizations

with either a homogeneous set of organizational goals (such as banks) or a heterogeneous set
of organizational goals (such as military units) because the level of specificity is lower.
However, there is certainly a tradeoff between predictive accuracy (achieved by using
Schneider’s approach) and transportability (achieved using James’ approach).

The preceding analysis suggests that the perspectives taken by Schneider and by James
are not entirely incompatible. The strategically focused climate perspective examines climate in
terms of the importance of employees’ perceptions of one or more strategic imperatives, or
specific organizational goals, made manifest through work place routines and rewards
(Schneider, Wheeler, & Cox, 1992). For example, a climate for service can be interpreted as
members’ shared perceptions of those aspects of the organizations’ context, features, events,
and processes that promote the organization level goal of providing quality service to
customers. James’ perspective suggests that adherence to goals is one of multiple dimensions
of organizational climate. In this perspective, supervisory goal emphasis, supervisory support,
role conflict, role ambiguity, and role overload refer to formal properties of goals and roles, not
their substantive content. For example, James’ measure of climate addresses the strength of
leaders’ goal emphasis, but does not assess which specific goals (e.g., production, customer
service, safety) are being emphasized.

Asserting that James’ and Schneider’s positions are compatible could itself be
considered controversial given that Schneider and Bowen (1985) claim to have shown
strategically focused climate measures produce stronger relationships with specific
organizational outcomes than less-focused measures. Schneider and Bowen’s study actually

supports the level of specificity idea, however, in that more specific predictions typically have
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stronger relationships with more specific criteria. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) reported that

there is greater consistency between attitudes and behavior when both are measured at a similar
level of specificity. In any event, the conclusions from Schneider and Bowen’s study must be
considered tentative because their sample sizes were very low (less than 7 mformants), and the
measure of climate consensus used to justify aggregation of individual members’ responses (the
intraclass correlation) is thought to be biased in such sample sizes (James, 1982a, 1982b)
because samples tend to vary a great deal from the true score of the population with such small
samples. Schneider and Bowen’s data can only be taken to show that strategically focused
climate might be different from less-focused measures; their study provides no conclusive
evidence that strategically-focused climate is a better approach in any case, let alone all cases.
Because Schneider and Bowen’s study is the only one to date which has compared the two
methods of measuring climate, the issue must be considered to remain unresolved until more
research has been conducted on the issue. Despite the fact that these two perspectives have
both been used by many climate researchers, there is no evidence to date that either of them is
theoretically or methodologically superior to the other across a broad set of organizationa.
Because the organizations in this study might have a heterogeneous set of organizational goal
emphases, the survey instruments adopted James’ perspective - a lower level of specificity.
Measuring Consensus

Research on climates has also addressed mmltiple levels of analysis and measurement in
studying organizational phenomena. It is now widely accepted by organizational psychqlogists
that organizational climate is a concept which involves the shared perceptions of those within
the organization (James, et al,, 1988; Rousseau, 1989). If the perceptions are not shared, the

existence of organizational climate is questionable. Because attitudes and perceptions can only
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be assessed on an individual level, an aggregated measure of individual perceptions is necessary

to represent the opinions of all the members involved. However, consensus must be verified
before this aggregation can be justified, and this requires an index of consensus.

Early studies of climate aggregated individual perceptions without examining the
degree of consensus. For example, a study on safety climate by Zohar (1980) utilized analysis
of variance (ANOVA) to determine whether the variance could be attributed more to
differences within or between groups. Other studies have utilized the intraclass correlation
coefficient (ICC), which is based on the ANOVA procedure (James, Demaree & Wolf, 1984) .

Assessing consensus by means of the ICC is better than failing to assess it at all, but is
problematic because it assumes that the environments employed in a study comprise a random
sample of environments from a heterogeneous population of environments (James, 1982b). An
implication of this assumption is that between-environment variance in mean climate
perceptions is necessary for high interrater reliability. If there is little variation among the mean
climate perceptions across environments, ICC will be low even if the individuals surveys in
each environment agree almost perfectly. In addition, ICC is noted to have problems with
range restriction in small samples of organizations, or individuals within organizations (James,
1982a, 1982b). A related issue, pointed out by Kozlowski and Hattrup (1992) is that ICC is a
measure of reliability, not consensus. The distinction between reliability and consensus is
important to survey research on climates. It is well known that the variation among a group of
individuals can be consistent (i.e., reliable) without being the same (ie., consensus). For
example, one person surveyed could produce item scores of 5, 4, 4, and 5. A second person
could produce item scores of 2, 1, 1, and 2. This would result in perfect reliability (Le., a

perfect correlation) with virtually no consensus.
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Because of the three reasons listed here, a new index of consensus was proposed for
climate research by James, Demaree, & Wolf (1984). Specifically, the current indicator used to
aSSesS CONSENSUS iS Ivgg . This measure was derived from r..,, which is calculated as follows:

Tvg = 1- (8/06%) (1
where:

I = within-group interrater agreement for a single group of raters on a single item X,

5,2 = the observed variance on item X in the group, and

or” = the variance on item X that would be expected if the raters responded randomly,

which implies zero interrater reliability and no agreement. When “random
response” is operationalized as a uniform distribution,. og” = (A%1)/12, where A

is the number of response alternatives on item X.

The equation for 1 is as follows:

G
[ e

(2]

where:
Twg = the within-group interrater agreement for judges’ mean scores based on J

essentially parallel items within each climate subscale,

Si, = the mean of the observed variances on the J items within each climate subscale,

and

osu’ = the variance on X; that would be expected if raters responded randomly.
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Following the introduction of 1,45, Schmidt and Hunter (1989) criticized it as lacking

a conceptual foundation. As an alternative, they suggested using the standard deviation of
ratings, SD;, as an index of interrater agreement and the standard error of the mean, Sgy, as an
index of the average amount of error in the average rating. As pointed out by Kozlowski and
Hattrup (1992), however, SDy is a measure of reliability, not consensus, and SEy is critically
dependent on the number of raters in the group. Since Kozlowski and Hattrup’s paper in
1992, 1. has remained an accepted means of assessing consensus between members on
climate measures, although there remain unanswered questions about r., (ie., whether a
uniform distribution is the most appropriate model of “random response” and the measure’s
stability under different sample sizes).

One especially important unanswered question regarding r.,; concerns the minimum
magnitude of the index at which an investigator can conclude that a climate exists. By
convention, a value of r.z;=.70 has been considered necessary to justify aggregating perceptual
measures of climate to the organizational level (James, 1982b). Organizations with 1. less
than .70 typically are not examined further (e.g., Kozlowski & Hults, 1987). This procedure,
which can result in a severe reduction in data, implies that organizational climate does not exist
in organizations with only moderate levels of consensus.

A broader perspective suggests that climates may exist and can be examined at lower
levels of consensus, but are simply not completely formed to the point of examining it as an
organizational-level variable representative of all individuals. This perspective suggests that
degree of consensus itself can be examined as a legitimate focus of analysis (James, et al,
1984), although it is important to remember that the same effects found in the relationship

between measures of dispersion and central tendency hold true in the relationship between
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amount of consensus (T.) and climate quality. A high measure of climate quality cannot be

achieved without having high consensus.

Conversely, consensus as measured by 1. might fail to attain a conventionally
accepted level because only a few members (or perhaps even just one) fail to share the
majority’s view of organizational events and processes. A legitimate cause may be present for
these members to have aberrant views. For example, those members having aberrant views
may have jomned the organization only recently. Thus, the low degree of consensus could be
due to the presence of one or more statistical “‘outliers” whose presence in the organization can
be explained in terms of newcomer socialization processes. Alternatively, low levels of
consensus ooul(i reflect pervasive disagreement about the meaning of organizational conditions
and events that have arisen because of structural characteristics of the organization itself, such
as little opportunity for commumication between members.

Despite its theoretical significance, climate research has not addressed the degree of
consensus as a dependent variable in its own right. This might be due to previous studies’
focus on full-time employees in established organizations but is not attributable to a complete
lack of recognition of this important issue. Schneider and Reichers (1983), for example, noted
that research is needed to identify factors leading to the development of strong consensus
between organizational members, and especially how these varying degrees of consensus are
related to potential antecedents such as selection, environmental influences, and particularly,
socialization (Katz & Kahn, 1978). They also called attention to the importance of examining

the relationship between climate consensus and potential consequences such as production

quantity and quality.
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Affect in Climate

The first climate measures developed contained an affective component. However,
Guion (1973) suggested that with its affective component, climate was extremely similar - if
not identical - to job satisfaction. Since that time, researchers have struggled to eliminate the
affective component from climate measures by creating a purely cognitive construct. While the
attempt to disentangle climate and satisfaction has been laudable theoretically, it has not been
an unqualified success empirically. James and Jones (1980) and James and Tetrick (1986)
found the relationship between psychological climate and job satisfaction to be reciprocal; job
satisfaction leads to more positive impressions of climate, and positive climate perceptions, in
turn, lead to greater job satisfaction. These data suggest that climate consists of a general
perceptual factor, with a general affective component closely related to the cognitive
component (James & James, 1989).
Development of Organizational Climate

Schneider’s (1987a, 1987b) Attraction-Selection-Attrition Theory provides a useful
framework for explaining the development of organizational climate. This theory proposes that
the attributes of people are the fuindamental determinants of organizational behavior. In the first
phase, people are attracted to organizations they expect to be instrumental in obtaining
outcomes they desire. Next, the theory suggests representatives of the organization (recruiters,
mterviewers, etc.) select those individuals from the applicant pool that they feel will fit well in
the organization. Finally, individuals who have been selected into an organization progress
through a socialization process during which the values and norms of the organization are
transferred to the individual. If the values and norms the individual brings to the organization fit

well with those of the organization, little adjustment is necessary. If the newcomers’ values and
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norms differ from those of the organization, they must either change their values to fit those of

the organization, or they must leave the organization. Thus, the socialization process plays a
critical part in determining whether an individual will remain with the organization and
intemalize its values, norms, and other such attributes; or leave the organization completely.

The socialization process, in particular, plays a key role in the formation of
organizational climate. Feldman’s (1976) model of socialization delineates three stages of
socialization. The anticipatory stage occurs before members enter a group and involves all of
the impressions and learning present at that time. During the accommodation stage, the
individual tries to understand the processes within the organization and become a participating
member. The final stage, role management, includes the employee’s attempts of conflict
management after the tasks and roles have been leamed. It is during the accommodation stage
that perceptions of climate are likely to be formed, as this is the period during which new
members leamn tasks and roles within the organization.

In sum, individuals with similar characteristics are attracted to similar types of settings,
are socialized in similar ways, are exposed to similar features within contexts, and share their
interpretations with others within the setting. This process leads to increasing consensus on
climate perceptions over time (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989). By contrast, individuals of
different backgrounds designated for membership in a small, informal group that meets
infrequently would not be expected to share consensual perceptions of climate.

Description of Local Emergency Planning Committees

The previous research on LEPCs suggests that these organizations might be

particularly useful in examining the antecedents and consequences of organizational climate.

LEPCs are mandated by Title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of
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1986 (SARA Title IIT), and they are charged with the responsibility of preparing

comprehensive emergency response plans for toxic chemical emergencies. LEPC:s are
comprised of vohnteer representatives from commumity agencies such as public safety, public
health, public administration and environmental protection, as well as representatives from
private organizations, such as facilities handling hazardous chemicals. Each LEPC determines
its own focus, sets its own goals, and plans its own schedule. The only requirement they all
hold in common is the necessity to write site-specific plans for all potentially hazardous
industries within their districts.

Previous research has shown that LEPCs vary significantly with respect to
organizational conditions and levels of performance (Lindell & Meier, 1994; Lindell &
Whitney, in press), even though they all have the same date of mitiation and performance
requirements. This gives them a unique value for studying organizational climate. Specifically,
the investigation of LEPCs has distinct research advantages because clear inferences can likely
be made about the causal relationships involved in creating effective emergency planning teams
(Lindell, 1993). Moreover, there is also variation in the external physical environment (hazard
vulnerability), external social environment (commumnity resources and commumity support) and
internal environment (emergency planning resources, staffing, and structure) of LEPCs. In
particular, variations in size, meeting frequency, and formalization of meetings are likely to be
important in the socialization experiences of LEPC members, and thus the development of
organizational climate. Other characteristics which vary across LEPCs are the use of computer
technology and the member orientation process.

As mentioned previously, James’ perspective appears particularly suitable for

heterogeneous samples such as organizations used in this study. Recent research (Lindell,
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Whitney, Futch, Clause & Rogers, 1994a, 1994b, 1995a) shows that LEPCs vary in their

emphasis on different emergency planning activities. Some LEPCs focus on hazard assessment,
while others focus on hazard mitigation or preparedness. Several dimensions of climate
previously examined by James and colleagues are proposed to be relevant to LEPCs. These
include leadership, role stress, and teamwork. All of these variables are likely to define the
chmate within each LEPC.

LEPC mandates designate members to be chosen in such a way that specific groups
will be represented (National Response Team, 1987). For example, at least one representative
from fire departments, police departments, and education are mandated to hold positions on
the LEPC, along with twelve other groups. Some members are “pure volunteers” while others
have experienced some pressure to be members (Lindell, Whitney, Futch, & Clause, 1995b).
Few, if any, are sanctioned for non-participation. Thus, because LEPCs have little control
over attraction and selection, these components of Schneider’s ASA model are not likely to
have as mmch of an impact as in other organizations. However, socialization and training are
particularly likely to be important in LEPCs.

Because members of LEPCs may not have complete control over their inclusion in the
organization, they also might not be able to leave if their values do not match those of the other
members. Thus, it is possible to have members on LEPCs with very different norms and values
(see Lindell, Whitney, Futch, & Clause, 1995b for case study data to support this proposition).
It follows that because norms, values, and other such attributes affect organizational climate, it
is possible that LEPCs vary considerably in their degrees of consensus. |

Another source of variation in LEPC conditions and climate comes from Schneider’s

(1987a, 1987b) suggestion that the founder’s personality usually determines the structure and
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strategy of an organization. Because of the specific federal requirements for organizing LEPCs,

the founders are members of numerous types of organizations with diverse interests and
focuses. This could produce significant variation in organizational structure and strategy across
LEPCs. Moreover, because LEPCs are self-directed and managed, the times, dates, and
locations of meetings may be set or variable, causing socialization opportunities to vary across
LEPCs. Additionally, membership size varies across LEPCs, as does the existence and number
of subcommittees. Some LEPCs are very structured, including setting and evaluating annual
goals for the organization, while others have little or no structure (Lindell, Whitney, Futch, &
Clause, 1994a, 1994b, 1995a, 1995b). Strategy varies across LEPCs as well. Some LEPCs
have focused on providing emergency training, while others have chosen to focus on
emergency planning, and still others have focused on providing information to the public. Some
LEPCs have more formalized orientation process, while others rely on the individual to adapt
to the organization on his or her own.

In summary, past research on LEPCs indicates that they vary considerably in their
external (hazard vulnerability, community resources, commumity support) and internal (staffing,
structure, and process) characteristics, as well as their overall effectiveness. Some prelimmary
evidence suggests that LEPC climate is related to important organizational antecedents and
consequences, but methodological concems limit the confidence that can be placed in this
conclusion. The broader literature on organizational climate provides a theoretical perspective,
specific scales, and measurement procedures that would provide a more conclusive test of the
relationships of organizational climate with its antecedents and consequences.

Specifically, the proposed research will seek to answer the following two questions for

LEPCs. The first question concems which organizational and environmental variables are
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related to the climate consensus within LEPCs. As noted earlier, climate consensus is

important because it is a developmental issue in organizations. Climate theory holds that a
climate does not simply exist or not exist, it exists to some degree and develops as the
organization develops. This progression emerges from the interaction of individuals working
on group tasks, and should be reflected in the degree to which organizational characteristics are
indicative of the development of climate consensus. Thus, the variance within LEPCs of
members’ perceptions of different facets of climate can be used as a measure of climate
dissensus and, across organizations, these variances can be correlated with other variables.

The second question concerns which organizational and environmental variables are
related to the climate quality. Similarly, a measure of central tendency of LEPC members
perceptions of different facets of climate can be used as a measure of climate quality and these
means can also be correlated across organizations with other variables.

Previous research on LEPCs and on organizational climate provides a basis for
enumerating 13 specific hypotheses related to these two broad questions. The following
sections present the hypotheses and supporting rationales regarding the relationships between
climate consensus and its antecedents, climate quality and its antecedents, climate consensus

and its outcomes, and climate quality and its outcomes.
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Figure 1:
A General Model of Antecedents and Consequences
of Climate Consensus and Climate Quality
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Proposed Model of Climate Quality and Climate Consensus
The studies described below provide support for the model of climate consensus and

climate quality shown in Figure 1. Hypotheses for these relationships are proposed in the
following discussion.

Although researchers have recognized the need to consider the developmental stage of
groups when making hypotheses and interpreting analyses (Levine & Moreland, 1990), not a
single study has yet attempted to identify specific characteristics that vary within a sample of
organizations and could potentially be capable of predicting climate consensus. This might be
because climate studies have focused on mature organizations. No study yet has examined a
group of organizations having the same functions and goals, but varying in their stages of
development. However, existing theories of organizational climate clearly predict that
organizations in various stages of development will display a wide range of climate consensus.
Presumably, variations in the level of climate consensus will influence organizations’ levels of
effectiveness, with the most effective organizations having the greatest consensus and average
to high climate quality.

It’s logical to assume that subscales of climate will be differentially related to
antecedent and consequence variables, but past research on climate has implicitly dealt with
climate as a single factor construct. Researchers have correlated multidimensional measures of
climate with other variables, but hypotheses and results have been couched in terms of climate
as a single construct (James & Jones, 1980; Kozlowski & Hults, 1989; Lindell & Whitney,
1995; Zohar, 1980;). There is empirical support for this (apparently implicit) assumption of a
single climate dimension, as James & James (1989) found a single higher-order factor

underlying all of their climate subscales which they termed pcy). As will be seen later, the
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present study addresses three distinct subcategories within climate (leader, team and role

characteristics). James & James’ (1989) first order factor analysis seems to indicate that these
three climate dimensions are distinct and would have differential relationships with antecedents
and consequences. However, because they did find one higher-order factor and other studies
are consistent with this idea (Kozlowski & Hults, 1987; Lindell & Whitney, 1995), there is
really no basis to make specific differential predictions concerning these three subcategories of
climate. Thus, because previous studies suggest only that there may possibly be differences in
relationships between each of the three subcategories of climate and other variables, the three
subcategories of climate used in this study will be examined using separate sub-hypotheses -
one for leadership scales, one for team scales, and one for role scales, even though no specific
differential prediction are made for these scales.

Hypothesized Antecedents of Climate Quality

James and James (1989) found climate to be related to structural variables including
size and number of levels; socialization, or role formation; and context variables, including
technology and available finds. These relationships held true for both homogenous
organizations (fire fighters) and heterogeneous organizations (navy personnel).

Lindell and Whitney (1995) found a relationship between climate scales, measured
using only the perceptions of LEPC Chairs, and structural variables, including L EPC staffing,
federal emergency planning resources, LEPC Association membership, commumity support,
and size of the LEPC, using only the perceptions of LEPC chairs. In voluntary organizations
like LEPCs, size may be a measure of the organization’s ability to attract and reward members.

This finding is expected to be replicated here using climate data collected from LEPC

members (as opposed to LEPC Chairs).
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Hypothesis 1a: The number of members within the LEPC will be positively
related to the level of quality on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 1b: The number of members within the LEPC will be positively
related to the level of quality on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 1c: The number of members within the LEPC will be positively
related to the level of quality on role subscales of climate.

Dedobeleer & Beland (1991) also used surveys to examine climate for safety. A total
of 384 workers in 9 nonresidential construction sites were surveyed. The authors utilized two
Inear structural relations procedures to examine the goodness of fit of their model. They found
that two factors, management commitment to safety and workers’ involvement in safety, to be
indicative of a good climate for safety in construction sites. For LEPCs, management
commitment at the level of the organization comes from the support shown by local elected
officials.

Hypothesis 2a: The degree to which elected officials are supportive of the efforts of the
LEPC will be positively related to quality on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 2b: The degree to which elected officials are supportive of the efforts of the
LEPC will be positively related to quality on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 2c: The degree to which elected officials are supportive of the efforts of the
LEPC will be positively related to quality on role subscales of climate.

Hypothesized Antecedents of Climate Consensus

Payne and Pugh (1976) suggest that climates emerge from objective aspects of the
work environment, such as organization size, centralization of authority, number of hierarchical
levels, technology, and degree to which rules and policies constrain individual behavxor
Organizational climate develops as members converge on their perceptions of their

surroundings (i.e., as members solidify their impressions and variation in perceptions is
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minimized). Therefore, Payne and Pugh’s (1976) assertion would suggest that these objective

aspects of the organization will lead to greater climate consensus.

Moreover, Porter, Lawler, and Hackman (1975) suggest that socialization involves
experiences and learning with the policies and practices involved in enforcing the rules of the
organization. If organizations have made these policies explicit through a formal orientation
process, then, socialization should occur more quickly, allowing new members to converge
with the group on climate perceptions. The end result of this process should be greater
consensus on perceptions of climate.

Despite the obvious implications of these theoretical positions (see also James, et al.,
1984), no research to date has systematically examined the relationships between climate
consensus and organizational factors related to its development. The one study that did
examine I as a dependent variable was conducted by Kozlowski and Hults (1987) who
hypothesized all the organizations they examined would have high values of 1.5;. However,
like most other organizations, the ones in their sample had close and continuing
interdependencies among members and operated at least forty hours per week. The
organizational climate would be expected to be much more developed in such organizations,
although there are factors, such as lack of commmication, which can affect this development.

As noted previously, LEPCs vary in their stages of organizational development. Some
have met frequently and have been continually active since 1987; others are virtually moribund
(Adams, et al., 1994). Thus, LEPCs vary considerably in the frequency of their meetings,
allowing differences in the time members have to move through the stages of socialization or to
undergo similar experiences conceming the organization and its processes. Altematively, the

more meetings an LEPC holds, the more likely climate consensus is to form. The presence of
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subcommittees in LEPCs should have a similar effect on climate consensus. Subcommittees

must meet periodically, thus allowing for more interaction between group members.

An examination of climate consensus may prove fruitfill because relationships between
work environment variables and climate have not uniformly been supported by previous
studies (Schneider & Reichers, 1983). For example, Lindell and Whitney (1995) found the
climates of emergency planning teams were related to their commumity support and federal
emergency planning resources, but not to the availability of automated technology or their
commumity’s hazard vulnerability. One possible explanation for their failure to find a
relationship between climate and technology is that technology might only affect the
development of climate (and, thus, consensus), not its quality. This point is equally applicable
to other studies of the relationships between environmental aspects and climate quality (the
degree to which climate is positive or negative). These studies also have failed to address the
relationships of antecedent variables to climate consensus (the degree to which members are in
agreement) as Payne and Pugh (1976) suggest.

It is important to note that defining climate in terms of members’ perceptions of the
organizational environment implicitly places as much emphasis on perceptual processes as it
does on the characteristics of the organization itself Because individuals’ perceptual
judgments are strongly influenced by their values, the more formalized the organization’s
socialization process, the more entrenched its values and norms are likely to become within
members. As organizations vary in terms of the formalization and length of their socialization
processes, so too should the development of climates within these organizations. |

Hypothesis 3a: The existence of subcommittees will be positively related to the
amount of consensus on leadership subscales of climate.
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Hypothesis 3b: The existence of subcommittees will be positively related to the
amount of consensus on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 3c: The existence of subcommittees will be positively related to the
amount of consensus on role subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 4a: LEPCs which have formalized meetings (regular meeting
places, meeting times, and meeting dates) will have higher levels of consensus
on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 4b: LEPCs which have formalized meetings (regular meeting
places, meeting times, and meeting dates) will have higher levels of consensus
on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 4c: LEPCs which have formalized meetings (regular meeting
places, meeting times, and meeting dates) will have higher levels of consensus
on role subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 5a: The more meetings an LEPC has per year, the higher will be the
level of consensus on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 5b: The more meetings an LEPC has per year, the higher will be
the level of consensus on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 5c: The more meetings an LEPC has per year, the higher will be the
level of consensus on role subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 6a: LEPCs which have a formal orientation process will experience
higher levels of consensus on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 6b: LEPCs which have a formal orientation process will experience
higher levels of consensus on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 6¢: LEPCs which have a formal orientation process will experience
higher levels of consensus on role subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 7a: The use of computer technology (for commumity hazard
vulnerability and resource analyses) will be positively related to consensus on
leadership subscales of climate.
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Hypothesis 7b: The use of computer technology (for commumity hazard

vulnerability and resource analyses) will be positively related to consensus on

team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 7c: The use of computer technology (for commumity hazard

vulnerability and resource analyses) will be positively related to consensus on

role subscales of climate.

Organizations require resources to develop. LEPCs derive most of the
resources they need from the surrounding commumity. Thus, the more commumity
resources an LEPC has, the faster it can develop as an organization. As mentioned
previously, organizational climate is thought to develop along with the organization.

Hypothesis 8a: The amount of commumity resources will be positively related
to the level of consensus on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 8b: The amount of commumity resources will be positively related
to the level of consensus on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 8c: The amount of commumity resources will be positively related

to the level of consensus on role subscales of climate.

Direct experiences with emergencies and emergency exercises give the LEPC members
greater opportunity to interact with one another and work together toward a specific group
goal This facilitates the socialization process by forcing individuals to work together as a
closely-linked team, thus providing an opportunity for the perceptions of individual members to
coalesce. Thus, the emergency situations are proposed to facilitate the development of climate
consensus.

Hypothesis 9a: Direct experience with emergencies or emergency exercises will
be positively related to consensus on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 9b: Direct experience with emergencies or emergency exercises will
be positively related to consensus on team subscales of climate.
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Hypothesis 9c: Direct experience with emergencies or emergency exercises will
be positively related to consensus on role subscales of climate.

Hypothesized Consequences of Climate Quality

Previous studies have found relationships between climate quality and outcome
measures at the individual and organizational levels. Kopelman, Brief, & Guzzo (1990) state
that organizational climate does have an impact on measures of productivity. Moreover, in
relation to individual outcomes, Schneider and Bowen (1985) examined the level of climate
quality among bank employees and concluded that climate for service, as rated by employees
and customers, is related to the turnover intentions of both groups. In Zohar (1980), climate
for safety was found to be related to safety program effectiveness and accident prevention.
Two factors were important in determining the quality of climate for safety, including workers’
perceptions of management attitudes about safety and their perceptions regarding the relevance
of safety in general production processes. Hackman and Oldham (1975) and Kopelman, Brief
and Guzzo (1990) found climate to be related to measures of member satisfaction. James and
Jones (1974, 1976) found that organizational climate is related to several outcome measures
including productivity and tumover. James and Tetrick (1986) and James and Jones (1980)
found reciprocal relationships between organizational climate and individual satisfaction. Smith,
Organ, and Near (1983) found leader support (one dimension of climate in this study) to be
related to citizenship behaviors.

Hypothesis 10a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be negatively
related to members’ intentions to turnover.

Hypothesis 10b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be negatively related
to members’ intentions to tumover.

Hypothesis 10c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be negatively related
to members’ intentions to tumover.
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Hypothesis 11a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively correlated
with citizenship behaviors of LEPC members.

Hypothesis 11b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively correlated with
citizenship behaviors of LEPC members.

Hypothesis 11c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively correlated with
citizenship behaviors of LEPC members.

Hypothesis 12a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively correlated
with the attendance of LEPC members.

Hypothesis 12b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively correlated with
the attendance of LEPC members.

Hypothesis 12c¢: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively correlated with
the attendance of LEPC members.

Hypothesis 13a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ perceived rewards of participating in the LEPC.

Hypothesis 13b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ perceived rewards of participating in the LEPC.

Hypothesis 13c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ perceived rewards of participating in the LEPC.

Hypothesis 14a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ self-reported effort.

Hypothesis 14b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ self-reported effort.

Hypothesis 14c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ self-reported effort.
At the organizational level, Kozlowski and Hults (1987) examined relationships

between climate for technical updating and outcome variables. Results indicated climate for
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technical updating was related to overall effectiveness, technical performance, updating

orientation, growth satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job involvement. More
recently, Lindell and Whitney (1995) examined climate as a mediator between some structural
variables and effectiveness measures in Local Emergency Planning Committees (LEPCs).
Chairs from 48 LEPCs were surveyed as to their perceptions of climate, factors of the external
environment, and outcome variables. Moderately strong relationships were found between
climate and factors in the external environment (commumnity support and emergency planning
resources), intemal environment (staffing and structure), and overall organizational
effectiveness. However, because climate data were only collected from LEPC Chairs,
consensus among members could not be assessed. In addition, the measures used to assess
climate also were derived from the LEPC Chair and used response scales similar to those used
for assessing organizational effectiveness data. This creates an opportunity for method effects
to inflate true measures of relationships between these variables, a problem that was recognized
by the authors, and addressed by examining the correlations between climate and objective
archival measures obtained from the State Emergency Response Commission (SERC). The
climate measures were found to have lower correlations with the SERC archival measures than
with LEPC Chair self-reports, but the relationships with both types of criterion measures were
statistically and practically significant. These results suggest a further examimation of the
relationship between climate (measured at the individual-level) and organizational effectiveness
measured by organizational level data on tumover, attendance, planning quality, and general
effectiveness ratings given by the State Emergency Response Commission. |

Hypothesis 15a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be negatively
related to actual tumover in LEPCs.
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Hypothesis 15b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be negatively related
to actual tumover in LEPCs.

Hypothesis 15¢: Quality on role subscales of climate will be negatively related
to actual tumover in LEPCs.

Hypothesis 16a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively
related to organizational ratings given by the staff of the State Emergency
Response Commission.

Hypothesis 16b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively related
to organizational ratings given by the staff of the State Emergency Response
Commission.

Hypothesis 16¢: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively related
to organizational ratings given by the staff of the State Emergency Response
Commission.

Hypothesis 17a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively
related to LEPC Chairs’ judgments of the quality of emergency planning
activities.

Hypothesis 17b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively related
to LEPC Chairs’ judgments of the quality of emergency planning activities.

Hypothesis 17c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively related

to LEPC Chairs’ judgments of the quality of emergency planning activities.
Hypothesis 18a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively related to
actual member attendance at LEPC meetings.

Hypothesis 18b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively related to actual
member attendance at LEPC meetings.

Hypothesis 18c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively related to actual
member attendance at LEPC meetings.

Hypothesized Consequences of Climate Consensus
As noted earlier, only one climate study to date has made any predictions at all using

consensus as a dependent variable (Kozlowski & Hults, 1987). This study demonstrated some
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interest in trying to predict degree of consensus, as the organizations were predicted to have

high values of 1.4 Although the hypothesis was confirmed, no data were collected on
organizational factors that might have influenced inter-organizational variation in the level of
Tugg, as the study’s design intent was predicated on finding high consensus.

Climate consensus may be related to some outcome measures, but because level of
consensus has not been previously considered, there is no empirical basis for any specific
predictions. However, research on group performance (e.g., Zander, 1994) indicates that
groups must allow their members to interact freely, depend upon each other, and desire to
remain in the group to achieve their goals. Because all of these conditions imply some degree
of consensus about conditions in the organization, a general prediction is that climate
consensus will lead to greater levels of individual and organizational outcomes when climate
quality is better than average.

Hypothesis 19a: Consensus on leadership subscales of climate will be related to

both individual (e.g., effort, tumover intentions, and citizenship behaviors) and

organizational (e.g., actual tumover, attendance, and LEPC task effectiveness)

outcome measures such that it will add information over that explained by
climate quality.

Hypothesis 19b: Consensus on team subscales of climate will be related to both
individual (e.g., effort, tumover intentions, and citizenship behaviors) and
organizational (e.g., actual turnover, attendance, and LEPC task effectiveness)
outcome measures such that it will add information over that explained by
climate quality.

Hypothesis 19c: Consensus on role subscales of climate will be related to both
individual (e.g., effort, tumover intentions, and citizenship behaviors) and
organizational (e.g., actual tumover, attendance, and LEPC task effectiveness)
outcome measures such that it will add information over that explained by

climate quality.
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Subjects and Procedures
A list of LEPC Chairs was obtained from the State Emergency Response Commissions in

Illinois, Indiana, and Michigan. A total of 296 LEPC Chairs were sent surveys containing a cover
sheet explaining the study and requesting participation, a five page questionnaire, and a self-
addressed stamped envelope (see Appendix A). Those Chairs not returning the initial copy of the
questionnaire were sent a reminder postcard and as many as two follow-up copies of the
questionnaire. A total of 180 LEPC Chairs retuned completed instruments, for an overall
response rate of 60.8% (42.3% m Illnois, 68.5% in Indiana, and 73.9% in Michigan).

A list of LEPC members was obtained either from the SERC or through requests to
LEPC chairs for address lists of members. Those members for whom we received address
information were sent a cover sheet explaining the study and requesting participation, a six page
questionnaire, and a self-addressed stamped envelope (see Appendix B). As was the case for the
LEPC Chairs, subsequent mailings were sent to those members not responding to the initial
survey. Surveys were sent to 367 LEPC members i Illinois, 884 LEPC members in Indiana,
and 1,193 LEPC members in Michigan. A total of 1,196 surveys were returned in usable
condition - 162 from Ilinois, 456 from Indiana, and 578 from Michigan. This resulted in
response rates of 44.14%, 51.58%, and 48.45% respectively, with the average within-group
response rate estimated to be 51.%. The actual compliance of LEPC members in this study might

be higher than indicated by the response rates, however. A number of individuals whose

34
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names appeared on LEPC rosters indicated they believed they should not have been selected

for participation in this study. These individuals reported they had retired, were brand new
members who had not yet attended an LEPC meeting, or did not know what an LEPC was.
An unknown number of nonrespondents might have been in similar situations, yet not reported
this imformation to the research team as a reason for declining to return a questionnaire.

A summary of the sources of measures used in this study can be found in Table 1.
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Table 1: Sources of Information

_Member Survey
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number of meetings

formal orientation

technology

LEPC size

support of elected officials

climate

actual turnover

‘planning quality

ol bl B bl Ead el Ead Cad ko

effectiveness

turnover intentions

citizenship behavior

commitment

erceived rewards

ol talballe




37
While there is potential for method bias in some of the relationships assessed, the use of

different data collection formats, times, and subjects, should reduce the effects in many of the
relationships (Spector, 1975; Williams, Cote, & Buckley, 1989, Crampton & Wagner, 1994).
As Table 1 indicates, the sources of information on antecedent variables were the LEPC Chairs
and census data; climate measures were collected from the members of the LEPC; and
outcome variable measures were taken from the LEPC Chair survey, the LEPC member
survey, and the SERC.

Measures

The LEPC Chair questionnaires collected data on the number of meetings held m 1993,
number of members (size), length of meetings, regular scheduling of meetings (date, time,
place, agenda), presence of subcommittees, tumover, specificity of mstructions given to
members (formalization of group processes), formal orientation program for members, goal
setting and feedback, support of elected officials, experience with emergencies or emergency
exercises, and use of technology (see Appendix A). All of these variables were assessed directly
using objective questions except support of elected officials, which was measured using a 8
item scale derived from James’ leader goal emphasis and support scales (James & Jones, 1980;
James & Sells, 1981).

The survey sent to LEPC members assessed multiple dimensions of climate including
teamwork, affect, roles, tasks, and leader behaviors, as well as some individual outcome
measures. Five-point Likert scales were used for all of the items except individual demographic
characteristics (gender, age, and organization represented). Teamwork was assessed using four
scales, including team coordination (items 7a-7h), team cohesion (items 10a-10f & 10h), team

pride (items 11a-11c), and team task-orientation (items 8a-8c, 8f, 8h & 9c). Items for the first
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three scales were adapted from an instrument previously developed by James and his

colleagues (James & Sells, 1981). The team task-orientation scales was derived from
instruments devised by Seers (1989) and Bales (1950), and was intended to provide a group
level analogue of the leader initiating structure scale from the LBDQ. Team coordination
contained 8 items and exhibited an internal consistency reliability of o = .95. Team cohesion
contained 8 items and demonstrated an intemal consistency reliabilities of o = .86. Team pride
contained 3 items and exhibited an internal consistency reliability of o« = .92. Team task
orientation contained 8 items and displayed an intemal consistency reliability of o = .89.

Scales used to measure role and task characteristics included role clarity (items 4a-4e),
role conflict (items 5a-5g), and role overload (items 6a-6d). Role clarity and role conflict
scales were modified from scales developed by Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970). Role
clarity contained five items and exhibited an internal consistency of o = .92, while role conflict
contained seven items and demonstrated an internal consistency of o = .83. Role overload was
derived from studies performed by James and colleagues (James & Jones, 1979; James & Sells,
1981). This scale contained 4 items (items 6a-6d) and exhibited an internal consistency of o =
1.

Three leadership dimensions were assessed including leader communication (items 1a-
1h), leader consideration (items 2a-2h), and leader initiating structure (items 3a-3h). Leader
commumication consisted of an eight item scale adapted from the leader goal facilitation and
support scales of James’ Climate Questionnaire (James & Jones, 1979; James & Sells, 1981).
Leader consideration consisted of eight items adapted from the leader consideration subsection
of the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) (Stogdill, 1963). The leader

initiating structure scale was taken directly from the leader initiating structure subscale of the
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Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) (Stogdill, 1963). These three scales

exhibited intemal consistencies of a = .95, .93, and .87 respectively.

Antecedent variables were derived from the Chair questionnaire and census data.
Existence of subcommittees (question 12b), was assessed on the LEPC chair survey. Three
items (items 7a-7c) were combined mto a scale to assess the formalization of meetings. This
scale exhibited internal consistency of o = .85. To determine the number of meetings in 1993,
LEPC chairs were asked to circle the months in which meetings were held (question 4), for a
resulting scale of 0-12. The LEPC chairs were asked to fill out a five item scale concerning
formal orientation of LEPC members (items 9a-9d, 12a). The intemal consistency of this scale
was a =.79. LEPC chairs were asked three items conceming use of technology and
computers in their LEPCs (items 16a, 16b, 211). This scale exhibited internal consistency of o
= .87. Direct experience with emergencies was assessed by summing three items (items
13a-c) concerning experience with natural, fixed cite, and transportation emergencies in
the past five years. This scale had a range of 0 to 3 and a reliability of o =.46. LEPC size
was derived from the LEPC Chairs’ reports of the total number of members in their LEPCs
(item 6a). Support from elected officials was assessed using an 8 item scale (items 20a-h) with
internal consistency of o =.92. Commmmity resources were assessed from 1982 census data
on the number of police and firefighters, and the population of each county (198‘? Census of
Govemnments). The number of public safety personnel per capita was then computed by
dividing the population by the sum of police and firefighters.

Criterion variables were assessed in three ways: (a) the Chair questionnaire; (B) the
member questionnaire; and (c) the State Emergency Response Commission archives.

Organization-level variables assessed on the Chair questionnaire include actual tumover (item
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8), percent attending meetings (item 6a divided by item 6b), and quality of LEPC planning

activities (13 items: 28a-28m, scale a =.92). Individual-level outcomes assessed on the
member questionnaire include intention to tumover (3 items: 22a-22c), effort (5 items: 18a-
18e, scale a = .75), attendance taken from Whitney and Lindell (1995) (4 items: 21a-21c & 27,
o =.85), perceived rewards (9 items: 14a-14i, o = .89), and citizenship behavior derived from
Organ (1988) (5 items: 19a-e, scale a =.83). LEPC effectiveness ratings for Michigan LEPCs
were derived from the Michigan SERC archives and were based on overall ratings on a 1 to 5
Likert scale.

Principal components factor analysis of the items in the member questionnaire yielded
25 factors having eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and 16 factors accounting for more than 1.0%
of the variance. A scree plot of the eigenvalues suggested a 17 factor solution, but a varimax
rotation yielded only 12 interpretable factors (i.e., 3 or more items having factor loadings
greater than .35 and a theoretically defensible commonality of content). Factor 1 was defined
by all of the items from the scales for leader initiating structure, leader consideration, leader
commumnication, role clarity, team coordination, team task orientation and team cohesion.
Factor 2 was defined by the items from the effort and citizenship scales, while factor 3 was
defined by perceived rewards. Factor 4 consisted of the role conflict and role overload scales,
and factor 5 consisted of items from the normative commitment scale. Factor 6 consisted of
the job characteristics items, factor 7 was defined by the attendance items, factor 8 consisted of
the team social/emotional items, and factor 9 was comprised of self efficacy items. Factor 10
was defined by the task significance items, factor 11 consisted of the job satisfaction and
turnover intentions items, and factor 12 was comprised of the planning efficacy items. Factor

13 had only one item with loading greater than .35, factor 14 consisted of three personal affect
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items in the team cohesion scale (10b, 10e, and 10f), and factor 15 picked up a few cross-

loaded items from the team coordination and team task orientation scales (7g, 7h, 8a, and 8¢).
Fmally, factor 16 was defined by two measures of organizational membership, while factor 17
was defined by tenure on the LEPC and age.

Scale reliabilities were first examined for each of the climate subscales using internal
consistencies measured by coefficient alpha. Scales with coefficients less than .70 were further
examined to determine whether their reliabilities can be improved by deleting irrelevant items
or partialling out distinct subscales. Interrater consensus on climate measures was then assessed
using the calculation for 1.y Scores on hypothesized antecedent variables were correlated
with the variance on climate perceptions within the organization to test hypotheses about the
antecedents of climate consensus. Variances were used because all climate items were
measured on 5 point Likert scales; thus, using climate variance as the dependent variable would
produce the same results as analyzing values of 1.4, but would be computationally simpler.
Moderated regression analyses were performed to test hypotheses 10a through 10c by first
entering the climate quality values, then the climate consensus values, then the interaction
variable. Mean substitution was used to account for missing data, as it is a conservative, yet
dependable estimate of the relationships.

Method of Aggregation

Items within all ten climate scales were examined for every individual. If more than
30% of the items were missing, the other items within the scale were removed for that
individual, on the assumption that the items did not make sense as a scale for that person. Thus
no scale score was derived for those subjects missing more than 30% of the items. Scale

scores were then calculated for each individual by taking the average of the item scores.
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Equation 2 was then used to examine the consensus within each LEPC on the 10

climate scales. The relationship between the number of respondents and the values given by
Tugg) Was examined to détermine a cutoff point for the size of groups to be examined at the
group level After examining this relationship graphically and the resulting number of groups
which would be available for analysis, it was determined that organizations with fewer than 7
members would not be examined at the group level. This step was performed because Iy is
known to becomes increasingly biased downward as the size of the group decreases (James, et
al, 1984). The remaining groups were screened to eliminate those groups with values of .
less than .70 from analyses for the particular scales (James, 1982b). Organizations with values
of 1. outside the expected range for agreement (.00 to 1.0) were also eliminated from
analyses for the particular scales.

This process of screening out organizations lacking adequate levels of climate
consensus produced moderate (34%) to severe (60%) attrition in sample size. Because small
sample sizes introduce lower power into the statistical tests as a plausible explanation for
nonsignificant results, tables of correlations also are displayed that do not screen out LEPCs

having inadequate levels of consensus.



RESULTS

Analysis of Climate Scales

Appendix C contains information concerning scales used in this study. The climate
scales, when aggregated to the organizational level, are almost all highly correlated. The only
exceptions are role conflict and role overload, which are themselves highly correlated. These
results indicate that there is little reason to expect subsequent analyses of climate facets
(leader, team, and role characteristics) to show strong patterns of differential relationships
with antecedents and consequences. Also included in Appendix C are tables displaying
information for scales used as antecedents and outcomes.
Distributions of ru; values

Appendix D includes frequency distributions of r.,; values across the LEPCs having
adequate amount (i.e., n >=7) of individual data. Consensus generally was greatest on leader
characteristics, somewhat less on the team characteristics, and least on role characteristics. It
is noteworthy that some values of 1. appeared outside the proper interval (0<=T.g;<=1) for
all scales. Values obtained that fell outside this interval were set to -1.00 on the graphs for
purposes of clarity and display.

Correlations Between Organization Level Antecedents and Organizational Climate Quality

Hypothesis 1a: The number of members within the LEPC will be positively related
to the level of quality on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 1b: The number of members within the LEPC will be positively related
to the level of quality on team subscales of climate.

43
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Hypothesis 1c: The number of members within the LEPC will be positively
related to the level of quality on role subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 2a: The degree to which elected officials are supportive of the efforts of the
LEPC will be positively related to quality on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 2b: The degree to which elected officials are supportive of the efforts of the
LEPC will be positively related to quality on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 2¢c: The degree to which elected officials are supportive of the efforts of the
LEPC will be positively related to quality on role subscales of climate.

Results show the number of members within LEPCs was not significantly
correlated with climate consensus on any of the climate scales, while the presence of
support by local officials was only correlated with climate quality on the role overload
scale (see Table 2a). This indicates that LEPCs do not need a large number of members to
have a positive climate, but the support of local officials may make a difference in the

quality of at least one aspect of the climate in LEPCs.
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Interestingly, the correlations between support from local officials and climate

quality before calculating 1., are much higher (Table 2b). This may indicate that the
relationships between measures of climate and this antecedent variable may be different for
LEPCs with fewer members, as the groups with less than 7 members were screened out
during the aggregation process. That is, it may be more important for small LEPCs to
have strong support from local officials.

Correlations Between Organizational I evel Antecedents and anizational Climate

Consensus

The correlations between antecedent variables and climate consensus for most of
the scales are not significant (see Table 4a). In fact, the number of significant findings
(10) is only slightly above what would be expected by chance (7 of 70 correlations, or
10%). However, there do seem to be patterns in the data, which may indicate these
relationships are not solely explainable by chance fluctuations in the data.

Hypothesis 3a: The existence of subcommittees will be positively related to the
amount of consensus on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 3b: The existence of subcommittees will be positively related to the
amount of consensus on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 3c: The existence of subcommittees will be positively related to the
amount of consensus on role subscales of climate.

The existence of subcommittees is significantly correlated with climate consensus on
the leader consideration (p<.01), team coordination (p < .01), and team cohesion (p < .05).
Thus, having subcommittees may increase climate consensus on team and leadership
dimensions of climate.

Hypothesis 4a: LEPCs which have formalized meetings (regular meeting

places, meeting times, and meeting dates) will have higher levels of consensus
on leadership subscales of climate.
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Hypothesis 4b: LEPCs which have formalized meetings (regular meeting

places, meeting times, and meeting dates) will have higher levels of consensus

on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 4c: LEPCs which have formalized meetings (regular meeting

places, meeting times, and meeting dates) will have higher levels of consensus

on role subscales of climate.

The existence of formalized meetings is positively correlated with consensus on leader
consideration (p <.01) and team cohesion (p <.01). This may indicate that climate consensus
for leadership and team dimensions of climate are affected by the degree to which LEPC
meetings are formalized.

Hypothesis 5a: The more meetings an LEPC has per year, the higher will be the
level of consensus on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 5b: The more meetings an LEPC has per year, the higher will be
the level of consensus on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis Sc: The more meetings an LEPC has per year, the higher will be the
level of consensus on role subscales of climate.

The number of meetings an LEPC held in 1993 is positively correlated with consensus
on leader consideration (p<.01) and team coordmation (p <.05). As with Hypotheses 1 and 2,
the leader and team dimensions of climate may be affected by the number of meetings held per
year.

Hypothesis 6a: LEPCs which have a formal orientation process will experience
higher levels of consensus on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 6b: LEPCs which have a formal orientation process will experience
higher levels of consensus on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 6c: LEPCs which have a formal orientation process will experience
higher levels of consensus on role subscales of climate.
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Having a formal orientation process is not significantly correlated with consensus on

any of the climate subscales. This finding may be due to socialization involving a great deal of

informal orientation as well Simply understanding the rules of the organization does not

inform new members about the implicit norms and values of the organization’s members.

Hypothesis 7a: The use of computer technology (for commumity hazard
vulnerability and resource analyses) will be positively related to consensus on
leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 7b: The use of computer technology (for commnmity hazard
vulnerability and resource analyses) will be positively related to consensus on
team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 7c: The use of computer technology (for commumity hazard
vulnerability and resource analyses) will be positively related to consensus on
role subscales of climate.

The use of technology was not significantly correlated with consensus on any of the

climate scales except leader consideration (p<.01).

Hypothesis 8a: The amount of community resources will be positively related
to the level of consensus on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 8b: The amount of community resources will be positively related
to the level of consensus on team subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 8c: The amount of community resources will be positively related
to the level of consensus on role subscales of climate.

The amount of community resources was significantly correlated with consensus on

leader consideration (p <.01) and role overload (p <.01). Interestingly, these findings were

opposite the hypothesized relationships, with more commumity resources leading to greater

dissensus on these two scales.

Hypothesis 9a: Direct experience with emergencies or emergency exercises will
be positively related to consensus on leadership subscales of climate.

Hypothesis 9b: Direct experience with emergencies or emergency exercises will
be positively related to consensus on team subscales of climate.
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Hypothesis 9c: Direct experience with emergencies or emergency exercises will
be positively related to consensus on role subscales of climate.

Direct experience with emergencies was not correlated with consensus on any of
the climate scales.

Comparing the results obtained after r.,; was used to screen groups not
demonstrating consensus (Table 3a) to those obtained before r.,j was calculated (Table
3b) shows some interesting differences. While the socialization factors are important to
forming consensus on leader consideration and team coordination in both tables, team
cohesion seems to be important as well before 1., calculations eliminated many of the
groups. This may indicate a difference in results for smaller groups or those with less

agreement on climate measures.



50

PBO[I2A0 3[01 = ¥y

JOIFU0o 301 = ooy

A ajor = "y

UOWBIUSLIO YSB) WEd} = ]
spudmesy = My

UOISaY0O Wed) = Yo
UONBUIPIOOO W) = ]
UONBIOPISUOD 10PBS = ]
UONEOTUNWIIO) JOPBI] = o>
amjonns Jupenim 10ped] = M

AN

‘sasaipuased ur pajeoipul ase sazis s[dweg ¢

'SNSUBSUOD JoYBIY 0} Pajefo st JUap Ay ajeatpur [01100 3ANEZN ¢
(1D (1D @i @] € @[ «am (1D @D (€10

120-| 601 £L0 E0° por-|  LS1- 0v0’ 190~ 60" S20° aouaLadxa 1a11p
(1D (601) T (601) [0 1| (601 @in [ @i

#+8ST° €50~ 600~ 980° ol 201’ 191 4xS9E° LE0- Tyl'| seomosal Ayunwmod
G1D 1D (1D 1D @ [T 1D @10 [CIT0) [(AT)

LLT- $90' £40° ¥80° 6£0°- 24 5 190~ sx6bT~ €11 L90™- Agojougoa)
@i @i 1D (GG 1D (€10 [ D) (S1D

z10 190 $60° £00° £20° L0~ 80’ 051~ 060" S00° UOHEIUSLIO [BULIOY
(1D (orn [(TT) o] 1| (601 @i @i @in

890° 900° L80-| 890~ SS0° 8L0-|  +0VT-| 4x01E- oro py1-|  sBunoow jo Joqunu
@D @[ G| G| G| GID| €| ©iD]  GID] D

81~ 110+ SE0° €40~ €20 | wx6VE-|  L60-| x9FS- 850’ 8¢1-|  sBunosw pozieunioy
|  am| o[ o] G| GD[ @D[ GID[ D[ GiD

651~ LLO 810’ 000-|  TE0-| EET| w48VT-| waSIE- S0’ £90°- SIdIIO0qNS

I ™R Wi e SISEON
SNSUISUOY) )8 [BUOHEZIULSI) PUE SIUSP V [9AY-UOREZIUBSI() UIIMIDE SUOHB[ALIO]) (BE J[qBL




51

PEO[IDAO 301 = 2oy

PIPuod 301 = Mooy

Kuep sjo1 = =Py

UONBIUSLIO YSB) WEd) = O]
opud meay = #dj

UoISY0d Wed} = U]
UONBUIPIOOD WED) = ]
UONBISPISUOD IPEI] = >
UOHEOIUNUILIOD JOPEI] =]
aimonns Suneniul Jopea = M

ED|
‘sasayjuaied ui pajedipul si azis 3dwes ¢
*SNSUISUOD JAYS1Y 03 Pajejal Si JUSf ay agedIpul | 2ANEIN ¢
(99) (65) ¥9) (€9) (69) (59) (65) (€0) (D) (D)
Tz L10 80 £€0- 200 691-| LT 010~ 901’ 9z1 - 2ouauadxa panp
(D)) (s9) (9) @9 @) (89) (€9) (€9) (€9) 19
90 Lyl- 100~ 0v0° 9L0 101° SI 8¢l L£0™- LL1°| seomosax Ayunuwwod
(99) (09) (¥9) ©9) 09) (99) (6) () @) (D)
TwLi-|  6Sl-|  sLLT LI 610 8s1° PE0° 890~ orl’ €L1- A3ojouyoay
99) (69) ¥9) (€9) (69) (59 (65) (€0 () ()
ShI'|  #SST LEO' 810 o' {4 810 60T 1zr £L0° UOLEUILIO [BULIO)
(99) (09 +9) ¥9) 09 (99) (65) (D) @) ()
1$0- vEl- SIr L11- 1144 $00™~ S80-| s8I~ S00- 1z0-|  sSunoow jo Joquinu
99) 09 +9) ¥9) (09) (99) (65) () () (1)
690 b1 PE0" 091 - £91° SI- 850 | s6l1€- 1L0° szi-|  sBuneaw pazyeuuioy
(s9) (89) (€9) @9 (89) ¥9) (89) @ (o) (@)
£00° SE0 780~ 171~ 8L0° 8€0' | %667 | +xL6T- 990° pS1- SPIUWOIqNS
o o =y al ™ L il - 1 QUnSBIN
Oy Junemole) gy
0 16| [BUOHEZIUESI() PUE SJUSP3IDIY [2A]-UONEZIUESIO q Jo010) Q€ 3[qEL




52
Correlations Between Organizational Climate Quality and Individual L evel QOutcomes

Hypothesis 10a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be negatively
related to members’ intentions to turnover.

Hypothesis 10b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be negatively related
to members’ intentions to turmover.

Hypothesis 10c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be negatively related

to members’ intentions to tumover.

Hypothesis 11a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively correlated
with citizenship behaviors of LEPC members.

Hypothesis 11b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively correlated with
citizenship behaviors of LEPC members.

Hypothesis 11c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively correlated with
citizenship behaviors of LEPC members.

Hypothesis 12a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively correlated
with the attendance of LEPC members.

Hypothesis 12b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively correlated with
the attendance of LEPC members.

Hypothesis 12¢: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively correlated with
the attendance of LEPC members.
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Hypothesis 13a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ perceived rewards of participating in the LEPC.

Hypothesis 13b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ perceived rewards of participating in the LEPC.

Hypothesis 13c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ perceived rewards of participating in the LEPC.

Hypothesis 14a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ self-reported effort.

Hypothesis 14b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ self-reported effort.

Hypothesis 14c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively related to
members’ self-reported effort.
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All five of the hypotheses were confirmed, regardless of whether the test involved

psychological climate (Table 4a), organizational level measures of climate after screening
for rug;) (Table 4b), or organizational level measures of climate before screening for ry;
(Table 4c). The quality of the climate scales (as indicated by the mean scale scores for
each LEPC) were all highly correlated with outcome variables at the member level
including turnover intentions, citizenship behaviors, perceived effort, perceived rewards,
and attendance, although the magnitude of the correlations declined when the climate
measures were aggregated to the organizational level and subsequently screened for
consensus. The fact that all climate and individual level outcomes were derived from the
same instrument would seem to be grounds for caution in interpreting these results.
However, the lack of significant finding for role conflict and citizenship behavior in Table
4a, and turover intentions item 3 and team coordination, team task orientation, and role
clarity in Table 4b, suggests that the very high values for the other correlations are not
solely caused by a common method artifact. Indeed, even if one assumes that the
correlations involving the role conflict and role overload scales are nothing more than a
pure measure of method variance, and partialled out this variance from the other
correlations, the latter would remain statistically and practically significant.
Correlations Between Climate ity and Organization Level Criteria

The quality of climate scales (as indicated by the mean of members’ scale scores
within an LEPC) exhibited significant effects on the organization level criteria (see Table
5) despite the low sample sizes for the SERC ratings.

Hypothesis 15a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be negatively
related to actual tumover in LEPCs.
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Hypothesis 15b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be negatively related
to actual tumover in LEPCs.

Hypothesis 15c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be negatively related
to actual tumover in LEPCs.

Actual tumover was not related to climate quality on any of the scales except role
clarity (p<.05). This could be due in part to membership not being entirely vohmtary. In other
words, membership on LEPCs is required for many of the members as part of their primary
jobs. Thus, some members may not be able to leave.

Hypothesis 16a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively

related to organizational ratings given by the staff of the State Emergency

Response Commission.

Hypothesis 16b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively related

to organizational ratings given by the staff of the State Emergency Response

Commission.

Hypothesis 16c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively related

to organizational ratings given by the staff of the State Emergency Response

Commission.

The ratings given by the State Emergency Response Commission were significantly
correlated only with leader communication and team pride (p<.05 for both). This may be due
in part to the smaller sample size, as only Michigan LEPCs were rated (n = 20 to 34).

Hypothesis 17a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively

related to LEPC Chairs’ judgments of the quality of emergency planning

activities.

Hypothesis 17b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively related
to LEPC Chairs’ judgments of the quality of emergency planning activities.

Hypothesis 17c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively related
to LEPC Chairs’ judgments of the quality of emergency planning activities.

Climate quality on the following scales was significantly related to the quality of

emergency planning activities: leader initiating structure, leader commumication, leader
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consideration, team pride, role conflict, and role overload. Of particular interest are planning

activities A (organizing and administering the LEPC), D (developing site specific emergency
plans), and H (developing training programs for local emergency responders) which are
significantly related to most or all of the climate scales. Conversely, leader consideration, team
pride, role conflict, and role overload are especially important components of climate because
they are significantly correlated with most of the emergency planning activities. This is
consistent with the correlation pattern seen at the scale level.

Hypothesis 18a: Quality on leadership subscales of climate will be positively related to
actual member attendance at LEPC meetings.

Hypothesis 18b: Quality on team subscales of climate will be positively related to actual
member attendance at LEPC meetings.

Hypothesis 18c: Quality on role subscales of climate will be positively related to actual
member attendance at LEPC meetings.

Climate quality on leader initiating structure, leader communication, leader
consideration, team cohesion, team coordination, and team task orientation scales is
significantly correlated with actual member attendance. Thus, the team and leader aspects
seem to play an important role in the attendance at meetings, while characteristics of roles

do not.
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Correlations Between Organizational Climate Consensus and Criteria

The most direct test of hypotheses 19a through 19¢ would involve inspection of
the zero-order correlations between the climate consensus scores for each of the scales
and each of the outcome measures. However, these direct tests would be theoretically
unreasonable because they implicitly assume that high consensus is just as effective when
climate quality is bad as when it is good. A more appropriate test of these hypotheses
would recognize that the relationship between climate consensus and outcomes is
moderated by climate quality. Accordingly, moderated regression analyses were
conducted in which climate quality was entered first followed by climate consensus and,
last, by the product of these two terms.

Hypothesis 19a: Consensus on leadership subscales of climate will be related to
both individual (e.g., effort, tumover intentions, and citizenship behaviors) and

organizational (e.g., actual tumover, attendance, and LEPC task effectiveness)

outcome measures.

Hypothesis 19b: Consensus on team subscales of climate will be related to both
individual (e.g., effort, turnover intentions, and citizenship behaviors) and
organizational (e.g., actual turnover, attendance, and LEPC task effectiveness)
outcome measures.

Hypothesis 19c: Consensus on role subscales of climate will be related to both
individual (e.g., effort, tumover intentions, and citizenship behaviors) and
organizational (e.g., actual tumover, attendance, and LEPC task effectiveness)
outcome measures.

Individual Level Criteria. Climate consensus did not add significantly to the

explained variance for almost all of the criteria variables over the variance explained by
climate quality (see Table 6a through 6g). The few relationships where climate consensus

was found to add significantly to prediction may be attributed to chance. There were even
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fewer cases in which the interaction term contributed significance to the prediction of

individual level criteria.
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Table 6a: Moderated Regression Results for Turnover Intentions, Item 1

Criterion Climate Subscale | Variable Entered R? | Increment
Measure in R?
Intention to
Tumover - Item 1
leader initiating Climate Quality .022%*
structure
Climate Consensus .024** | 002
Interaction .024** | 000
leader consideration | Climate Quality .024**
Climate Consensus .026** | .002
Interaction .026** | .000
leader commumicaton | Climate Quality .025%*
Climate Consensus .025** | 000
Interaction .025** | .000
team cohesion Climate Quality .029**
Climate Consensus .029** | 000
Interaction .029** | 000
team coordination Climate Quality .018**
Climate Consensus .018** | .000
Interaction .018** | .000
team pride Climate Quality .029**
Climate Consensus .029** | .000
Interaction .029** | 000
team task-orientation | Climate Quality .020**
Climate Consensus .022** | 000
Interaction .025** | 003
role clarity Climate Quality .023**
Climate Consensus .023** | 000
Interaction .023** | .000
role conflict Climate Quality .005**
Climate Consensus .008** | .003
Interaction .008** | .000
role overload Climate Quality .007**
Climate Consensus .009** | .002
Interaction .010** | 001

N = 1209 for all variables
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Table 6b: Moderated Regression Results for Turnover Intentions, Item 2

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? | Increment
Measure in R
Tumover
Intentions Item 2
leader initiating Climate Quality .034**
structure
Climate Consensus .037** | .003
Interaction .038** | .001
leader consideration | Climate Quality .043**
Climate Consensus .046** | .003
Interaction .046** | .000
leader commmumicaton | Climate Quality .042%*
Climate Consensus .042** | 000
Interaction .042** | 000
team cohesion Chimate Quality .042%*
Chmate Consensus .043** | 001
Interaction .043** | 000
team coordination Climate Quality .031**
Climate Consensus .031** | .000
Interaction .033** | .002
team pride Climate Quality .047**
Climate Consensus .047** | .000
Interaction .047** | 000
team task-orientation | Climate Quality .033**
Climate Consensus .033** | 000
Interaction .035** | 002
role clarity Climate Quality .044**
Climate Consensus .044** | 000
Interaction .046** | .002
role conflict Climate Quality .020**
Climate Consensus .021** | .001
Interaction .021** | .000
role overload Climate Quality .025**
Climate Consensus .029** | .004*
Interaction .030** | .001
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Table 6¢c: Moderated Regression Results for Turnover Intentions, Item 3

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? | Increment
Measure in R?
Tumover
Intentions Item 3
leader initiating Climate Quality .015%*
structure
Climate Consensus .017** | .002
Interaction .017** | .000
leader consideration | Climate Quality .016**
Chimate Consensus .019** | 003*
Interaction .019** | 000
leader communicaton | Climate Quality .022%*
Climate Consensus .022** | .000
Interaction .022** | .000
team cohesion Climate Quality .017**
Climate Consensus .018** | .001
Interaction .019** | .001
team coordination Climate Quality .009**
Climate Consensus .009** | .000
Interaction .011** | .002
team pride Climate Quality .024**
Climate Consensus .024** | .000
Interaction .024** | 000
team task-orientation | Climate Quality .013**
Climate Consensus .014** | 001
Interaction .017** | .003
role clarity Climate Quality .016**
Climate Consensus .016** | .000
Interaction .017** | .001
role conflict Climate Quality .008**
Climate Consensus .009** | .001
Interaction .009** | 000
role overload Climate Quality .012**
Climate Consensus .014** | .002
Interaction .016** | .002
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Table 6d: Moderated Regression Results for Citizenship Behavior

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? | Increment
Measure in R?
Citizenship
Behavior
leader initiating Climate Quality .045%*
structure
Climate Consensus .050** | .005**
Interaction 057%* | .007**
leader consideration | Climate Quality .035**
Climate Consensus .037** | .002
Interaction .038** | .001
leader commumicaton | Climate Quality .033**
Climate Consensus .042** | 009**
Interaction .045** | 003*
team cohesion Climate Quality .054**
Climate Consensus .059** | 004*
Interaction .059** | 000
team coordination Climate Quality .036**
Climate Consensus .037** | .001
Interaction .037** | .000
team pride Climate Quality .031**
Climate Consensus .036** | .005**
Interaction .037** | .001
team task-orientation | Climate Quality .038**
Climate Consensus .040** | .002
Interaction .040** | .002
role clarity Climate Quality .060**
Climate Consensus .068** | .008**
Interaction .070** | .002
role conflict Climate Quality .001
Climate Consensus .003 .002
Interaction .002 -.001
role overload Climate Quality .001
Climate Consensus .001 .000
Interaction .005 .004*
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Table 6e: Moderated Regression Results for Perceived Effort

Criterion Climate Subscale | Variable Entered | R’ | Increment
Measure in R?
Perceived Effort
leader initiating Climate Quality .064**
structure
Climate Consensus .065** | .001
Interaction .065** | 001
leader consideration | Climate Quality .052**
Climate Consensus .052 .000
Interaction .053 .000
leader commumicaton | Climate Quality .060**
Climate Consensus .061** | .001
Interaction .063** | 002
team cohesion Climate Quality .066**
Climate Consensus .070%* | .004*
Interaction .070** | 000
team coordination Climate Quality 047**
Climate Consensus .047** | 000
Interaction .047** | 000
team pride Climate Quality .047%*
Climate Consensus .047** | .000
Interaction .047** | .000
team task-orientation | Climate Quality .049**
Climate Consensus .051** | .002
Interaction .052** | 001
role clarity Climate Quality .054**
Climate Consensus .054** | 000
Interaction .057** | .003
role conflict Climate Quality .008**
Climate Consensus .008** | .000
Interaction .008* | .000
role overload Climate Quality .011**
Climate Consensus .012** | 000
Interaction .012** | .000
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Table 6f: Moderated Regression Results for Perceived Rewards

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R’ | Increment
Measure in R
Perceived
Rewards
leader initiating Climate Quality .079**
structure
Climate Consensus .084** | .005**
Interaction .085** | .001
leader consideration | Climate Quality .070**
Climate Consensus .071** | 001
Interaction .071** | .000
leader commumicaton | Climate Quality .081**
Climate Consensus .082** | 001
Interaction .085** | .003*
team cohesion Climate Quality .101**
Climate Consensus .101** | .000
Interaction .102** | 001
team coordination Climate Quality .065**
Climate Consensus .068** | .003*
Interaction .070** | .002
team pride Climate Quality .088**
Climate Consensus .089** | 001
Interaction .091** | .002
team task-orientation | Climate Quality .084**
Climate Consensus .086** | .002
Interaction .087** | .001
role clarity Chimate Quality .082**
Climate Consensus .082** | 000
Interaction .082** | .000
role conflict Climate Quality .034**
Climate Consensus .034** | 000
Interaction .034** | 000
role overload Climate Quality .036**
Climate Consensus .036** | .000
Interaction .036** | .000
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Table 6g: Moderated Regression Results for Attendance

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? | Increment
Measure in R?
Attendance
leader initiating Climate Quality .045%*
structure
Climate Consensus .045** | 000
Interaction .046** | .001
leader consideration | Climate Quality .004
Climate Consensus .004 .000
Interaction .004 .000
leader commumicaton | Climate Quality .040**
Climate Consensus .041** | .001
Interaction .043** | 002
team cohesion Climate Quality .041**
Climate Consensus .044** | 003*
Interaction .045** | 001
team coordination Climate Quality .030**
Climate Consensus .030** | .000
Interaction .030** | .000
team pride Climate Quality .026**
Climate Consensus .026** | .000
Interaction .027** | .001
team task-orientation | Climate Quality .032**
Climate Consensus .032** | .000
Interaction .032** | 000
role clarity Climate Quality .035%*
Climate Consensus .035** | .000
Interaction .037** | .002
role conflict Climate Quality .004
Climate Consensus .004 .000
Interaction .004 .000
role overload Climate Quality .005**
Climate Consensus .006* | .001
Interaction .006 .000
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Organization Level Criteria. Climate consensus failed to add significantly to the
explained variance for almost all of the criteria variables over the variance explained by
climate quality (see Tables 7a through 7q). The few relationships where climate consensus
was found to add significantly to prediction may be attributed to chance. As was the case
for individual level criteria, there were even fewer cases in which the interaction term

contributed significantly to the prediction of individual level criteria.
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Table 7a: Moderated Regression Results for Tunover

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered | R’ Increment
Measure in R?
Tumover
leader mitiating structure | Climate Quality .001
Climate Consensus | .013 .012
Interaction .023 .010
leader consideration Climate Quality .001
Climate Consensus | .002 .001
Interaction .003 .001
leader commmmicaton Climate Quality | .000
Climate Consensus | .000 .000
Interaction .001 .001
team cohesion Climate Quality .002
Climate Consensus | .005 .003
Interaction .017 .012
team coordination Climate Quality .005
Climate Consensus | .005 .000
Interaction .006 .001
team pride Climate Quality .001
Climate Consensus | .029 .028*
Interaction .030 .001
team task-orientation Climate Quality .002
Climate Consensus | .005 .003
Interaction .007 .002
role clarity Climate Quality .002
Climate Consensus | .023 .021
Interaction .023 .000
role conflict Climate Quality .004
Climate Consensus | .004 .000
Interaction .007 .003
role overload Climate Quality .010
Climate Consensus | .016 .006
Interaction .024 .018
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Table 7b: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R’ Increment
Measure in R?
Planning
Quality
leader initiating structure | Climate Quality 073%*
Climate Consensus | .096** | .023
Interaction .104** | 008
leader consideration Climate Quality .035*
Climate Consensus | .053* .018
Interaction .061* .008
leader communicaton Climate Quality .050**
Climate Consensus | .060** | .010
Interaction .106** | .046**
team cohesion Climate Quality .032*
Climate Consensus | .050* .018
Interaction .057* .007
team coordination Climate Quality .045%*
Climate Consensus | .053* .008
Interaction .056* .003
team pride Climate Quality .100**
Climate Consensus | .107** | .007
Interaction 127*%* | .020
team task-orientation Climate Quality .036*
Climate Consensus | .040 .004
Interaction .040 .004
role clarity Climate Quality .048**
Climate Consensus | .056* .008
Interaction .057* .001
role conflict Climate Quality .059**
Climate Consensus | .085** | .026*
Interaction .085** | 000
role overload Climate Quality A31**
Climate Consensus | .132** [ .001
Interaction 132** | .000
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Table 7c: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item A

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? Increment
Measure in R?
Planning
Quality
Item A
leader initiating structure | Climate Quality A17**
Climate Consensus | .121** | .004
Interaction 130 .009
leader consideration Climate Quality .066**
Climate Consensus | .132** | .066**
Interaction .146** | .014
leader communicaton Climate Quality .073**
Climate Consensus | .091** | .028*
Interaction 118** | 027*
team cohesion Climate Quality .052%*
Climate Consensus | .075** | .023
Interaction .081** | .006
team coordination Climate Quality .086**
Climate Consensus | .109** | .023
Interaction .119** | 010
team pride Climate Quality .142%*
Climate Consensus | .147** | .005
Interaction 153** | .006
team task-orientation Climate Quality .088**
Climate Consensus | .090** | .002
Interaction .091** | .001
role clarity Climate Quality .057%*
Climate Consensus | .063** | .006
Interaction .068* .005
role conflict Climate Quality .046**
Climate Consensus | .046* .000
Interaction .046 .000
role overload Climate Quality .090**
Climate Consensus | .105** | .015
Interaction .105** | 015
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Table 7d: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item B

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? Increment
Measure in R?
Planning
Quality
Item B
leader initiating structure | Climate Quality .045%*
Climate Consensus | .050* .005
Interaction .055* .005
leader consideration Climate Quality .021
Climate Consensus | .086** | .065**
Interaction .086** | .000
leader commmumicaton Climate Quality 011
Climate Consensus | .022 .011
Interaction .030 .008
team cohesion Climate Quality .005
Climate Consensus | .028 .023
Interaction .032 .004
team coordination Climate Quality .026
Climate Consensus | .044* .018
Interaction .046 .002
team pride Climate Quality .072%*
Climate Consensus | .076** | .004
Interaction .097** | .021
team task-orientation Climate Quality .032*
Climate Consensus | .034 .002
Interaction .040 .006
role clarity Climate Quality .031*
Climate Consensus | .032 .001
Interaction .032 .000
role conflict Climate Quality .040*
Climate Consensus | .047* .007
Interaction .047 .000
role overload Climate Quality .108**
Climate Consensus | .118** | .010
Interaction .133** | 015
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Table 7e: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item C

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? Increment
Measure in R?
Planning
Quality
Item C
leader initiating structure | Climate Quality .062**
Climate Consensus | .066** | .004
Interaction .069* .003
leader consideration Climate Quality .038*
Climate Consensus | .055* .017
Interaction .060* .005
leader commumicaton Climate Quality .069**
Climate Consensus | .098** | .029*
Interaction .109** | 011
team cohesion Climate Quality .037*
Climate Consensus | .047* .010
Interaction .049 .002
team coordination Climate Quality .044**
Chimate Consensus | .047* .003
Interaction .050 .003
team pride Chimate Quality .060**
Climate Consensus | .063** | .003
Interaction .065* .003
team task-orientation Climate Quality .052%*
Climate Consensus | .053* .001
Interaction .053 .000
role clarity Climate Quality .053**
Climate Consensus | .053* .000
Interaction .056* .003
role conflict Climate Quality .025
Climate Consensus | .048* .023
Interaction .050 .002
role overload Climate Quality .028*
Climate Consensus | .031 .003
Interaction .040 .009
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Table 7f: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item D

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? Increment
Measure in R?
Planning
Quality
Item D
leader mitiating structure | Climate Quality .042%*
Climate Consensus | .094** | .052**
Interaction .096** | .002
leader consideration Climate Quality .022
Climate Consensus | .030 .008
Interaction .044 .014
leader commumicaton Climate Quality .036*
Climate Consensus | .042* | .006
Interaction .080** | .038*
team cohesion Climate Quality .008
Climate Consensus | .013 .005
Interaction .013 .000
team coordination Climate Quality .026
Climate Consensus | .026 .000
Interaction .029 .003
team pride Climate Quality .042*
Climate Consensus | .074** | .032*
Interaction .074** | 000
team task-orientation Climate Quality .018
Climate Consensus | .026 .008
Interaction .029 .003
role clarity Climate Quality .030*
Climate Consensus | .051* | .021
Interaction .052 .001
role conflict Climate Quality .032*
Climate Consensus | .042* | .010
Interaction .044 .002
role overload Climate Quality .012
Climate Consensus | .012 .000
Interaction .015 .003
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Table 7g: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item E

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R’ Increment
Measure in R?
Planning
Quality
1 tem E
leader initiating structure | Climate Quality .039*
Chlimate Consensus | .063** | .024**
Interaction .064* .001
leader consideration Climate Quality .007
Climate Consensus | .007 .000
Interaction .008 .001
leader commmmicaton Climate Quality .028*
Chimate Consensus | .034 .006
Interaction .041 .007
team cohesion Climate Quality .009
Climate Consensus | .010 .001
Interaction .026 .016
team coordination Climate Quality .006
Chmate Consensus | .007 .001
Interaction .009 .002
team pride Climate Quality .047%*
Climate Consensus | .063** | .016
Interaction .081** | .018
team task-orientation Climate Quality .004
Climate Consensus | .015 .011
Interaction .015 .000
role clarity Climate Quality .029*
Climate Consensus | .033 .004
Interaction .047 .014
role conflict Climate Quality .023
Climate Consensus | .029 .006
Interaction .029 .000
role overload Climate Quality .063**
Climate Consensus | .067** | .004
Interaction .067* .000
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Table 7h: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item F

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered | R’ Increment
Measure in R?
Planning
Quality
Item F
leader mitiating structure | Climate Quality .043**
Climate Consensus | .058* | .015
Interaction .065* | .007
leader consideration Climate Quality .028*
Climate Consensus | .042* | .014
Interaction .048 .006
leader commmmicaton Climate Quality .044**
Climate Consensus | .050* | .005
Interaction .068* | .018
team cohesion Climate Quality .011
Climate Consensus | .018 .007
Interaction .023 .005
team coordination Climate Quality .021
Climate Consensus | .022 .001
Interaction .032 .010
team pride Climate Quality .046**
Climate Consensus | .059* | .013
Interaction .063* | .004
team task-orientation Climate Quality .014
Climate Consensus | .023 .009
Interaction .025 .002
role clarity Climate Quality .026
Climate Consensus | .033 .007
Interaction .033 .000
role conflict Climate Quality .045%*
Climate Consensus | .059* | .014
Interaction .065* | .006
role overload Climate Quality .078
Climate Consensus | .079 .001
Interaction .082 .003
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Table 7i: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item G

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? Increment
Measure in R?
Planning
Quality
Ikem G
leader mnitiating structure | Climate Quality .030*
Climate Consensus | .042* .012
Interaction .068* .026
leader consideration Climate Quality .004
Chlimate Consensus | .019 .015
Interaction .019 .000
leader commumicaton Climate Quality .013
Chlimate Consensus | .020 .007
Interaction .043 .023
team cohesion Climate Quality .014
Climate Consensus | .022 .008
Interaction .035 .013
team coordination Climate Quality .005
Chimate Consensus | .007 .002
Interaction .010 .003
team pride Climate Quality .044**
Climate Consensus | .047* .003
Interaction .052 .005
team task-orientation Climate Quality .006
Climate Consensus | .011 .005
Interaction .011 .000
role clarity Climate Quality .019
Climate Consensus | .023 .004
Interaction .023 .000
role conflict Climate Quality .035*
Chmate Consensus | .061** | .026
Interaction .062** | .001
role overload Climate Quality .109**
Chimate Consensus | .110** | .001
Interaction .113** | .003
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Table 7j: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item H

Criterion Climate Subscale | Variable Entered | R’ Increment
Measure in R?
Planning
Quality
Item H
leader initiating structure | Climate Quality .084**
Climate Consensus | .107** | .023
Interaction .108** | .001
leader consideration Climate Quality .028*
Climate Consensus | .034 .006
Interaction .035 .001
leader commumicaton Climate Quality .069**
Climate Consensus | .069** | .000
Interaction .091** | 022
team cohesion Climate Quality .035*
Chmate Consensus | .037 .002
Interaction .054 .017
team coordination Climate Quality .051**
Climate Consensus | .052* .001
Interaction .054 .002
team pride Clhimate Quality 114%*
Chimate Consensus | .121** | .007
Interaction .136** | 015
team task-orientation Climate Quality .031*
Climate Consensus | .038 .007
Interaction .042 .004
role clarity Climate Quality .051**
Climate Consensus | .058* .007
Interaction .076** | .014
role conflict Climate Quality .058**
Climate Consensus | .067** | .009
Interaction .067* .000
role overload Climate Quality .109**
Climate Consensus | .117** | .008
Interaction .118** | 001
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Table 7k: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item I

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? Increment in
Measure R?
Planning
Quality
Item I
leader mitiating structure | Climate Quality .041*
Climate Consensus | .043* | .002
Interaction .044 .001
leader consideration Climate Quality .016
Climate Consensus | .018 .002
Interaction - 1.027 .009
leader communicaton Climate Quality .039*
Chimate Consensus | .046* | .007
Interaction .068* | .022
team cohesion Climate Quality .007
Climate Consensus | .017 .010
Interaction .021 .004
team coordination Chmate Quality .007
Climate Consensus | .012 .005
Interaction .012 .000
team pride Climate Quality .041*
Climate Consensus | .046* | .005
Interaction .054* | .008
team task-orientation Climate Quality .007
Climate Consensus | .007 .000
Interaction .008 .001
role clarity Chlimate Quality .028*
Climate Consensus | .030 .002
Interaction .038 .008
role conflict Climate Quality .033*
Climate Consensus | .054* | .021
Interaction .054 .000
role overload Climate Quality .080**
Climate Consensus | .082** | .002
Interaction .091** | .009
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Table 71: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item J

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? Increment in
Measure R?
Planning
Quality Item J
leader initiating structure | Climate Quality .015
Climate Consensus | .026 .011
Interaction .029 .003
leader consideration Climate Quality .007
Climate Consensus | .011 .004
Interaction .013 .002
leader commumnicaton Climate Quality .014
Climate Consensus | .032 .018
Interaction .049 .017
team cohesion Climate Quality .014
Climate Consensus | .017 .003
Interaction .031 .014
team coordination Climate Quality .020
Climate Consensus | .022 .002
Interaction .022 .000
team pride Climate Quality .047**
Chmate Consensus | .049* | .002
Interaction .095** | 046**
team task-orientation Climate Quality .008
Chlimate Consensus | .009 .001
Interaction .013 .004
role clarity Climate Quality .007
Climate Consensus | .012 .005
Interaction .017 .005
role conflict Climate Quality .009
Climate Consensus | .041 .032*
Interaction .042 .001
role overload Climate Quality ..067*
™
Chmate Consensus | .069** | .002
Interaction .072* |.003
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Table 7m: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item K

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? Increment
Measure in R?
Planning
Quality
Item K
leader initiating structure | Climate Quality .009
Climate Consensus | .031 .022
Interaction .033 .002
leader consideration Climate Quality .004
Climate Consensus | .007 .003
Interaction .017 .010
leader commumnicaton Climate Quality | .007
Climate Consensus | .009 .002
Interaction .015 .006
team cohesion Climate Quality .000
Climate Consensus | .004 .004
Interaction .016 .012
team coordination Climate Quality .002
Climate Consensus | .006 .004
Interaction .008 .002
team pride Climate Quality .005
Climate Consensus | .012 .007
Interaction .046 .034*
team task-orientation Climate Quality .000
Climate Consensus | .000 .000
Interaction .001 .001
role clarity Climate Quality .006
Climate Consensus | .019 .013
Interaction .028 .009
role conflict Climate Quality .020
Climate Consensus | .034 .014
Interaction .039 .005
role overload Climate Quality .031*
Climate Consensus | .035 .004
Interaction .038 .003
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Table 7n: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item L

Criterion Climate Subscale Variable Entered R? Increment in
Measure R?
Planning
Quality
Item L
leader mitiating structure | Climate Quality .031*
Climate Consensus | .031 .000
Interaction .032 .001
leader consideration Climate Quality .022
Climate Consensus | .024 .002
Interaction .041 .017
leader commumicaton Climate Quality .031*
Climate Consensus | .064** | .033*
Interaction .076** | .012
team cohesion Climate Quality .022
Climate Consensus | .035 .013
Interaction .038 .003
team coordination Climate Quality .015
Climate Consensus | .041 .026
Interaction .043 .002
team pride Climate Quality .030*
Climate Consensus | .030 .000
Interaction .050 .020
team task-orientation Climate Quality .013
Climate Consensus | .016 .003
Interaction .016 .000
role clarity Climate Quality .034*
Climate Consensus | .035 .001
Interaction .035 .001
role conflict Climate Quality .032*
Climate Consensus | .036 .004
Interaction .036 .000
role overload Climate Quality .064**
Climate Consensus | .070** | .006
Interaction .074** | .004
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Table 70: Moderated Regression Results for Planning Quality, Item M

Criterion Climate Subscale | Variable Entered | R’ Increment
Measure in R?
Planning
Quality
Item M
leader initiating Climate Quality .023
structure
Climate Consensus | .026 .003
Interaction .045 .019
leader consideration Climate Quality .005
Climate Consensus | .016 .011
Interaction .027 .011
leader commumicaton Climate Quality .013
Climate Consensus | .013 .000
Interaction .019 .006
team cohesion Climate Quality .014
Chmate Consensus | .046* | .032*
Interaction .047 .001
team coordination Climate Quality .007
Climate Consensus | .039 .032*
Interaction .048 .009
team pride Climate Quality .031*
Climate Consensus | .031 .000
Interaction .036 .005
team task-orientation Climate Quality .005
Climate Consensus | .006 .001
Interaction .020 .014
role clarity Climate Quality .015
Chlimate Consensus | .015 .000
Interaction .016 .001
role conflict Climate Quality .002
Climate Consensus | .008 .006
Interaction .008 .000
role overload Climate Quality .053**
Climate Consensus | .057* | .004
Interaction .057* | .000
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Table 7p: Moderated Regression Results for Percent Attendance

Criterion Climate Subscale | Variable Entered | R’ | Increment in
Measure R?
Percent
Attendance
leader mitiating structure | Climate Quality .008
Climate Consensus | .014 .006
Interaction .021 .007
leader consideration Climate Quality .014
Climate Consensus | .014 .000
Interaction .023 .009
leader commumicaton Climate Quality .024
Climate Consensus | .037 .013
Interaction .039 .002
team cohesion Climate Quality .045**
Chimate Consensus | .046* | .001
Interaction .047 .001
team coordination Climate Quality .004
Climate Consensus | .006 .002
Interaction .007 .001
team pride Climate Quality .010
Climate Consensus | .011 .001
Interaction .012 .001
team task-orientation Climate Quality 011
Climate Consensus | .012 .001
Interaction .030 .018
role clarity Climate Quality | .000
Climate Consensus | .000 .000
Interaction .001 .001
role conflict Climate Quality .016
Climate Consensus | .020 .004
Interaction .021 .001
role overload Climate Quality .018
Climate Consensus | .021 .003
Interaction .025 .004
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Table 7q: Moderated Regression Results for SERC Ratings

Criterion Climate Subscale | Variable Entered | R’ | Increme