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Higher education is faced with ever-increasing challenges, which require fundamental
changes in order to ensure its relevance in the future. Business leaders and academic scholars
urge organizations to continuously reshape and renew through learning and innovation to assure
viability and sustainability. Organizational climate serves as a foundation that can promote or
hinder innovation. Consequently, an organizational climate that encourages innovation is
paramount to get community colleges through challenging times and ensure their relevance and
value in meeting the needs of the 21st century complex society.
The purpose of the study was to assess perceptions of full-time faculty members about
organizational climate for innovation in community colleges in Oregon and to determine if there
is any difference in perceptions based on individual demographic factors or organizational
characteristics. The secondary purpose was to gather feedback related to enhancements that
community colleges can pursue to improve organizational climate for innovation.
A web-based questionnaire was developed using items from other instruments that
measured organizational climate for innovation with the constructs of leadership, support for
creativity, norms for diversity and risk-taking, continuous development, ownership, and

resources. There are 17 community colleges in Oregon; of these, 13 community colleges
participated in the study. A total of 219 full-time community college faculty members
participated in the study, which was (16%) of the total population of full-time community
college faculty in Oregon Quantitative analysis included general description of respondent
characteristics and descriptive findings; Cronbach’s coefficient alpha to test instrumentation
constructs and reliability; confirmatory factor analysis of the instrument confirmed the
constructs. Investigation of assumptions related to the inferential analyses and factorial ANOVA
was used to test the hypotheses. Qualitative research method was used to analyze qualitative
data related to enhancement of an organizational climate for innovation.
The study findings revealed that the organizational climate for innovation based on
faculty members’ perceptions was average and below average on the measurement along six
selected constructs. There were no significant differences in responses of faculty based on the
demographic factors (age, gender, educational level, area of teaching, experience in the
profession, experience at community colleges, and experience at current community college) and
an organizational size. Faculty members provided several recommendations on how to enhance
an organizational climate for innovation, which were in line with the six constructs, the existing
scholarly literature, and best business practices.
While the body of research pertinent to organizational climate perceptions, culture, and
innovation is growing, limited research is available on the topic of an organizational climate for
innovation in post-secondary education. This study encompassed a broader approach of an
assessment and information gathering from most of the colleges in one state, the state of Oregon.
Therefore, this research is significant as it added to and enriched the existing and growing body

of constructed scholarly knowledge. Most importantly, the results of this research provided
Oregon community college leaders in administrative positions with an assessment of current
organizational climate for innovation based on faculty members’ perceptions. Therefore,
community college leaders are armed with pivotal information that can assist them in shaping
organizations’ future directions and set up their colleges for innovation.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Today’s technical and community colleges are faced with ever-increasing challenges,
which include aggressive competition from private learning organizations, advancements in
technology, increasing diversity, changing learners’ expectations, changing labor market needs,
globalization, and decreasing levels of federal and state funding (Bolman & Gallos, 2011;
Christensen & Eyring, 2011; Thorp & Goldstein, 2010). In order to continue providing value to
internal and external stakeholders, community colleges are pressed to rethink their missions, and
reshape structures, programs, services, and delivery models and methods. Alfred (1996) urged
community colleges to challenge their orthodoxies of organizational operations and delivery of
education through reflective evaluation and strategic change. Business scholars emphasized that
organizations need to continuously renew through learning and innovation to assure business
sustainability (Collins, 2001; Drucker 1985, 1990, 1999, 2003, 2007; Senge, 1990; Wheatley,
2006). As identified by many scholars, an organizational climate and culture that promote
learning and change are essential foundational blocks for innovation not just in business but also
in education (Apekey, McSorley, Tilling, & Siriwardena, 2010; Baer & Frese, 2003; Chou,
Hsiao, Shen, & Chen, 2010; Duivenboden & Thaens, 2008; Eisenberger, Fasolo, DavisLaMastro, 1990; Montani, 2014; O’Banion, 2009; Obenchain, Johnson, & Dion, 2004; Watkins,
2005). Because organizational climate encouraging innovation is paramount in the era of
continuous changes, it is vital that community college leaders recognize organizational climate
for innovation as a pivotal factor for long-term success, relevance, and vitality.
While there are many factors that influence innovation at community colleges,
administrators in leadership roles often shape the organizational environment that either
promotes or hinders innovation (Apekey, McSorley, Tilling, & Siriwardena, 2010; Eisenberger,
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Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; Kelley, Thornton, & Daugherty, 2005; Moolenaar, Daly, &
Sleegers, 2010). Kanter (2004) drew special attention to middle managers as innovators, stating
that a brilliant growth strategy designed by senior executives could only be carried forward and
brought to fruition by middle managers. The study by Kanter of 165 effective middle managers
in five leading American corporations ultimately revealed that they shared similar characteristics,
such as comfort with change, clarity of direction, participative management style,
persuasiveness, persistence, and discretion. Moreover, creative and innovative managers had
inner strengths and aspirations that allowed them to carry out new major initiatives through
information finding, resources, and support. On the other hand, being in a position of power,
people in administrative roles can either support or turn down any creative ideas coming from
faculty members or staff. Because deans and directors absorb information from senior level
administrators, who have first-hand contact with the board, and they work closely with faculty
members, who have first-hand contact with students, middle managers (i.e. deans and directors)
may be in the best position to create a long-term capacity for innovation at their colleges.
College faculty members play a major role in delivering services to the community by providing
instruction and facilitating students’ learning. Furthermore, findings from the study by O’Banion
(2009) effectively demonstrated that 46% of innovations were done by faculty. In general,
faculty members report to a dean or director of their respective areas. Thus, as leaders, the deans
and directors are in the best position to cultivate an organizational climate by developing,
growing, nourishing, and sustaining the network of human relationships and creating fertile
ground for organizational innovation.
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Statement of the Problem
Although several studies have been done on how organizational climate and culture
impact change and innovation in the business sector, K-12 education, and higher education, there
appears to be a gap in research investigating organizational climate for innovation specifically in
a community college context. Therefore, the purpose of the study was to assess and describe
perceptions of community college faculty about organizational climate with respect to innovation
in a community college setting. The results of this study are informative and useful for
community college leaders in shaping their strategic directions for colleges’ long-term success
and competitive advantage positioning.
Significance of the Study
While the concepts of leadership, organizational climate, and innovation have been
widely studied in the past decades, limited research exists in the area of assessing an
organizational climate for innovation in higher education, specifically community colleges.
Therefore, this study was significant for at least four scholarly and practical reasons.
First of all, the results of this study enriched the existing body of constructed scholarly
knowledge and added an expanded view by measuring faculty members’ perceptions of
organizational climate for innovation in a particular context using a more comprehensive
measurement instrument. Because scholars and business leaders alike believe that innovation
propels organizational success and longevity, extensive studies, meta-analyses, and books are
available examining constructs of actual innovation or precursors for innovation, such as
organizational climate, in public and business sectors nationally and internationally (Amabile et
al., 1996; Apekey, McSorley, Tilling, & Siriwardena, 2011; Auernhammer & Hall, 2014; Baer &
Frese, 2003; Bates & Khasawneh, 2005; Birdi, 2007; Chen et al., 2013; Choi & Chang, 2009;
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Christensen & Overdorf, 2000; Damanpour & Evan, 1984, 1987, 1991, 1992, 1996; de Poel,
Stoker, & van der Zee, 2012; Duivenboden & Thaens, 2008; Eisenberger, Fasolo, & DavisLaMastro, 1990; Ekvall, 1996; Garvin, 2000; Garvin, Edmondson, & Gino, 2008; Guidice,
Thompson Heames, & Wang, 2009; He & Wong, 2004; Heiskanen & Heiskanen, 2011; Isaksen
& Akkermans, 2011; Lakomski, 2001; Magnusson & Martini, 2008; March, 1991; Oldham &
Cummings, 1996; Patterson et al., 2005; Salsbury, 2010; Schein, 1985, 1992; Schneider,
Gunnarson, & Niles-Jolly, 1994; Shalley, Gilson, & Blum, 2000; Simpson, 2009; Sohn & Jung,
2010; Von Treuer & McMurray, 2012; West, 2002). To that end, several instruments measuring
an organizational climate for innovation at an individual, group/team, departmental, and/or
organizational level have been developed and used by various researchers (Amabile &
Cryskiewicz, 1989; Amabile et al., 1996; Anderson & West, 1998; Charbonnier-Voirin et al.,
2010; Chou, Hsiao, Shen, & Chen, 2010; Ekvall & Arvonen, 1994; Ekvall & Ryhammar, 1999;
Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978; Patterson et al.,
2005).
In the area of education, organizational climate and organizational culture for innovation
were studied extensively in a K-12 environment (Bramwell et al., 2011; Henkin & Holliman,
2009; Hoy, 1990; Kelley, Thornton, & Daugherty, 2005; MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009;
Marsick & Watkins, 2003; McCharen, Song, & Martens, 2011; Moolenaar, Daly, & Sleegers,
2010; Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978; Tubin, 2009; Wu & Yang, 2009). However, scholarly
research with respect to an organizational climate for innovation in higher education is very
limited. Several scholars, including Bolman and Gallos (2011), Christensen and Eyring (2011),
Drew (2010), Harris (2008), Marshall, (2010), and Thorp and Goldstein (2010), recognized
shortcomings of the existing state in higher education and challenged leaders to use the forces of
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uncertainty to create a much needed paradigm shift via breakthrough innovations. While
Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) developed and validated an instrument to measure
organizational commitment, their sample among participants from other sectors included only
classified employees (less than 10 %) from one large university. Likewise, comparative study by
Ensminger and Surry (2008) investigating ranking of conditions that facilitate innovation
included higher education among K-12 and business sector categories; however, only 16 % of
participants represented higher education. Moreover, it was not clear how the sample was
generated and whether those participants represented universities or colleges or both.
Second, because the studies of an organizational climate for innovation that can be
applied to community colleges are limited, this research was valuable for community college
leaders as it informed them about the current state of the organizational climate for innovation as
perceived by faculty. Results of a study by O’Banion (2009) clearly indicated that about half of
all innovations in community colleges were done by faculty; however, climate for innovation as
a separate distinct construct was not examined. Obenchain, Johnson, and Dion (2004) conducted
a study analyzing institutional types, organizational cultures, and innovation in Christian colleges
and universities. While the study attempted to identify an organizational culture and actual
innovation, the construct of climate and specifically, climate for innovation was not addressed.
Last but not least, the research most relevant to this study was done by Dee (1999) and examined
the relationship between dimensions of organizational climate and support for innovation in
community colleges. The researcher assessed organizational climate as perceived by faculty in
one college, which belonged to the League of Innovation in Community Colleges. However, the
results of the study could not be generalizable because data were collected only from one
college, which was already considered being innovative according to The League’s criteria.
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Therefore, assessing an organizational climate in more than one college using a broader sampling
frame with a comprehensive measurement was necessary in order to increase understanding of
organizational climate for innovation in a community college context.
Third, this research provided insights for community college administrators that can be
useful for developing and sustaining an organizational climate that cultivates innovation. While
Dee (1999), O’Banion (2009), and other researchers offered recommendations that support
innovation or innovative climate, the results of this research specifically sought feedback from
faculty with regards to improvement of an organizational climate for innovation in community
colleges. The findings in this study suggested that community college administrators can make
strategic plans for leadership development and organizational development based on quantitative
and qualitative information provided by faculty members.
Last but not least, this study partially fulfilled professional interests of the researcher,
who is keen on leadership in higher education and organizational development for long-term
sustainability. The researcher’s educational focus in business management with a specific
emphasis on management, human resource management, training and development, and
organizational development was aimed at acquiring and practicing effective leadership. Over the
last 10 years, the researcher has held various leadership positions in a community college setting
and is passionate about contributing to the field of education through leadership that promotes
human development, creativity, organizational learning, and innovative practices. This research
served as a stepping stone for further research that is needed to fully understand the complex
multi-dimensional phenomenon of organizational climate for innovation. The results of this
study also informed the researcher about future directions of leadership development and
practices in the field of higher education.
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Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Scope of Study
While organizational climate or its perception and its impact on innovation have been
explored by various scholars in the last few decades, this study specifically focused on
examining faculty perceptions about an organizational climate for innovation in a community
college setting. Organizational climate for innovation in this study included constructs of
leadership, support for creativity, norms for diversity and risk-taking, organizational learning,
ownership, and resources, which were identified by other researchers as important factors
influencing climate (Amabile, 1996; Amabile et al., 1996; Anderson & West, 1998; Baer &
Frese, 2003; Choi & Chang, 2009; Chou, Hsiao, Shen, & Chen, 2010; Christensen, 1997; Ekvall,
1996, 1999; Mathisen & Einarsen, 2004; McCharen, Song, & Martens, 2011; McMurray &
Dorai, 2003; Mumford, & Gustafson, 1988; Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Patterson et al, 2005;
Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Simpson, 2009; Smith, 2006; Von Treuer &
McMurray, 2012; Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996, 2003; West, 2000). Because many factors
stemmed from administrators in leadership roles, who often shape the organizational
environment that can promote or hinder innovation, leadership as a factor influencing
organizational climate and innovation received an elevated attention in many existing studies.
Figure 1 below provides a schematic representation of organizational climate for innovation
concepts selected for this study.
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Figure 1: Schematic representation of an organizational climate for innovation.
Numerous questions were examined with regard to this study. The aim of the researcher
was to conduct this research within one state, so that findings would be applicable to the entire
state and, as a convenience sample, the researcher favored conducting a research in the state of
Oregon. The reasoning for selecting one state was to minimize some compounding external
factors such as state policies, funding models, educational structures, etc. The researcher
contemplated comparative analysis between colleges that are in The League for Innovation with
‘traditional’ colleges in the state of Oregon. However, there was only one community college in
the state of Oregon that was in ‘The League.’ Since the focus of the researcher was to make this
study as generalizable as possible to the entire state, the investigation of the organizational
climate for innovation in a comparative format seemed a bit narrow and, therefore, was
disregarded. Because organizational climate for innovation is pivotal for community colleges’
long-term success, the researcher felt that it was important to investigate current climate through
faculty perceptions. The reason is that faculty members comprise a large population of
community colleges’ workforce and they directly impact students through creation and delivery
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of products (i.e. instruction and learning); therefore, the researcher felt strongly that faculty
perceptions were imperative. Using a comprehensive assessment tool, this study sought to
answer two research questions.
Research Question 1A. What is the organizational climate for innovation as perceived by
faculty?
Research Question 1B. Is there a difference in perceptions of faculty based on the colleges’
size, faculty demographic factors, years in the profession, and years in current position?
Null Hypothesis: there will be no significant differences in perceptions of faculty based
on the characteristics identified.
Alternative Hypothesis: there will be significant differences in perceptions based on the
characteristics identified.
The first question sought to establish an understanding of constructed reality as perceived
by community college faculty. The study findings by Dee (1999) demonstrated that perceptions
of faculty did not vary in terms of demographic factors, such as age, gender, education level,
racial identification, or employment status. However, faculty with more years of professional
experience reported higher levels of support for innovation. On the other hand, O’Banion’s
(2009) study findings indicated that, while faculty were the main engine of actual innovation in
community colleges contributing to 46% of all innovations, only 2.5% of innovations were
carried out by part-time faculty. These findings were particularly disturbing, as part-time
instructors generally make up the majority of the instructional workforce, yet their levels of
innovation, according to this study, were very low.
With respect to an organizational size and innovation, Damanpour (1992) conducted a
meta-analysis of 20 published studies. The findings of the meta-analysis revealed that size was
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more positively related to innovation in manufacturing and profit-making organization than in
service and non-profit organizations. Although the study did include libraries and schools, it did
not seem that universities or community colleges were represented. While, it can be argued that
larger organization in general have more resources and can tolerate a greater risk of loss than
organizations that are smaller and have limited resources, it would be premature to conclude that
smaller organizations are less innovative or perceive that their organizational climate is less
innovative.
Last but not least, Zhu and Engels (2014) conducted a study in six universities of China
where they examined perceptions of professors and students towards the organizational culture
and reactions to instructional innovations and need for innovation. Findings revealed that
professors perceived organizational culture more positively in comparison with students in all
dimensions with exceptions of participation in decision-making and supportive leadership.
While the study was an important as it involved faculty and learners, the need for innovation and
adoption of innovation was somewhat narrowly defined as instructional innovation focused on
student-centered learning and not as a general institutional culture focused on innovation.
Research Question 2: What are faculty’s recommendations for enhancement of an
organizational climate that fosters innovation in community colleges?
While recommendations could have been made based on the existing literature, the
researcher thought that it was important to seek additional understanding and input directly from
faculty members about what colleges can do to improve their organizational climate for
innovation. As a practitioner in the field, the researcher aimed at gathering and providing
valuable information for practical and strategic directions of colleges in pursuit of continuous
improvement for increased effectiveness and organizational success.
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Definition of Terms
Organizational Climate and Organizational Culture may be used interchangeably throughout
this study. The major distinction is that organizational climate is characterized more by behavior
while organizational culture focuses on values and norms that are hidden deep below apparent
visibility levels (Hoy, 1990). For the purposes of this study, the researcher jointed other theorists
in treating organizational climate and organizational culture as overlapping concepts (Miner,
1995), yet making a clear distinction between the two constructs treating an organizational
climate as an observable construct.
Innovation. For the purposes of this study, innovation was defined as an idea or practice that is
perceived as being new in a given context (Rogers, 2003) and is either exploratory or
exploitative in nature. Invention or a complete new discovery would classify as an exploratory
or radical innovation where improvement of existing methods, processes, and practices would be
considered an exploitative or incremental innovation (March, 1991; Oke, Munshi, & Walumbwa,
2008).
Summary
Effective leadership is imperative in creating and sustaining the necessary climate that
nurtures innovation and promotes organizational health and vitality. In order to provide value to
the society and assure sustainability, organizations need to continually adjust to rapidly changing
external and internal conditions; thus, an organizational climate for innovation is imperative.
Higher education faces many challenges, which require incremental and disruptive innovations.
Since academic leaders work directly with faculty, their leadership behaviors directly affect
faculty perceptions of the climate for innovation. The purpose of this study was to assess faculty
members’ perceptions of an organizational climate for innovation in community colleges in the
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state of Oregon. In this study, organizational climate for innovation provided an expanded view
of what makes up a climate for innovation and included constructs of leadership, support for
creativity, norms for diversity and risk-taking, organizational learning/professional development,
ownership, and resources. The research study focused not only on assessing an organizational
climate but also sought to gather feedback from faculty members on the improvement of
organizational climate for innovation by addressing the following questions: (a) What is the state
of an organizational climate for innovation? (b) Is there a difference in perceptions of faculty
based on the size of a college, demographic factors, years in the profession, and years in a
current position? and (c) What are faculty members’ recommendations for enhancement of an
organizational climate that would foster a climate for innovation in community colleges?
While the body of research pertinent to organizational climate perceptions, culture, and
innovation keeps growing, limited research is available on the topic of an organizational climate
for innovation in a community college context. Therefore, the significance of this research was
undisputable. First, this research added to and enriched the existing body of constructed
scholarly knowledge. Most importantly, the results of this research informed community college
leaders in administrative positions about the current organizational climate for innovation as
perceived by faculty, thus providing leaders with information for strategic planning and
organizations’ future directions in terms of leadership and organizational development. Last but
not least, this research fulfilled professional interests of the researcher, raised an interest in
conducting further research inquiries, and elevated intentionality in leadership practices that
support the climate for innovation.
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CHAPTER TWO LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction to the Literature Review
Community colleges of the 21st century are faced with ever increasing continuous
challenges, which require major reshaping of existing structures, programs, services, and
delivery models and methods (Bolman & Gallos, 2011; Christensen & Eyring, 2011; Obenchain,
Johnson, & Dion, 2004; Thorp & Goldstein, 2010). Business scholars continue to emphasize the
importance of constant renewal through learning and innovation to assure business sustainability
and vitality (Collins, 2001; Drucker 1985, 1990, 2007; Senge, 1990; Wheatley, 2006).
Organizational climate and organizational culture that promote learning and change are essential
foundational blocks for innovation (Apekey, McSorley, Tilling, & Siriwardena, 2010; Baer &
Frese, 2003; Chou, Hsiao, Shen, & Chen, 2010; Duivenboden & Thaens, 2008; Eisenberger,
Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; O’Banion, 2009; Obenchain, Johnson, & Dion, 2004; Watkins
& Marsick, 1993, 1996, 2003).
While the concepts of leadership, organizational climate, and innovation have been
widely studied, limited research is available on assessing an organizational climate for
innovation in higher education, specifically community colleges. Therefore, this research sought
to address existing gaps and specifically focused on assessing an organizational climate for
innovation in a community college context as perceived by faculty. The researcher felt that it
was important to explore the perception of faculty members as they play a vital role in providing
direct services to students. According to O’Banion’s (2009) study, close to 50% of innovations
in community colleges were accomplished by faculty members.
The purpose of this literature review was to gain an understanding about an
organizational climate that promotes innovation and highlight the body of research pertinent to
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this subject. The literature review is organized into five sections. The first section highlights the
approach to the literature review. The second section defines innovation and its importance in
organizations. The third section provides an overview and distinctions between an
organizational climate and organizational culture. The fourth section of the literature review
discusses specifically organizational climate and culture for innovation and includes general
research related to the topic. The fifth section discusses the studies that have been done with
respect to an organizational climate for innovation. Summaries are provided after each section
of the literature review along with an overall comprehensive summary at the end of the literature
review chapter.
Approach to the Literature Review
The topics of an organizational climate and culture and innovation have been studied for
several decades by national and international scholars. A substantial body of research that looks
at innovation and its connection to climate or culture originated in 1950s. Thus, research prior to
1950s was excluded in this literature review unless it had a strong relevance to the topic.
Numerous books, online journals, and online databases were used for the literature
search. Primary online journals among others included American Psychologist, Journal of
Applied Psychology, Educational Leadership, Education Management Administration &
Leadership, Journal of Educational Research, Journal of Leadership Education, Journal of
Leadership and Organizational Studies, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Harvard Business
Review, International Journal of Innovation Management, Journal of Educational
Administration, International Journal of Leadership in Education, Journal of Organizational
Behavior, Organizational Science, Research in Higher Education, Research in Organizational
Change and Development, The Journal of Management Development, The Electronic Journal of
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Knowledge Management, The Learning Organization. Online databases such as ERIC,
Academic Search Premier, Business Source Premier, Educator’s Reference Complete, and
EBSCOHost databases were used with the following search key words: organizational climate,
organizational culture, organizational learning, community college organizational climate,
community college organizational culture, innovation, leadership and innovation, community
colleges and innovation, organizational climate and innovation, organizational culture and
innovation, leadership and innovation, community college leadership and organizational climate,
community college leadership and faculty innovation, organizational climate and faculty
innovation.
Innovation
What is innovation? Why would any organization, particularly community colleges, be
concerned with innovation? Because there was a limited number of studies that defined
innovation in an educational context, this construct was addressed through scholarly and
business literature and existing studies, primarily in a business sector.
Definition and Types of Innovation
While there were several definitions of innovation, only a few definitions were included
here for the purposes of brevity. In the online Webster’s dictionary, innovation is defined as “the
introduction of something new; a new idea, method, or service.” Other researchers expanded on
this definition by stating that innovation can be seen as an adoption of an idea or behavior that is
new to the adopting organization; it can be a product, service, process, policy, program, or
system (Damanpour, 1987, 1991, 1992, 1996; Damanpour & Evan, 1984). In order to count as
an innovation, the idea needs to be carried through from its inception to realization. In other
words, not only does it need to be introduced, but it needs to be implemented or commercialized.
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The literature delineated different types of innovation, which included: incremental and
radical innovations; exploitative and exploratory; sustainable and disruptive innovations; and
technical and administrative innovations. Incremental innovation focused on enhancements of
existing products or services, while radical innovation resulted in transformation of the entire
market (Dewar & Dutton, 1986; Oke, Munshi, & Walumbwa, 2008; Smith, 2006). According to
Chandy and Tellis (1998), radical innovation incorporated novel products, processes, or services.
The definition provided by Duivenboden and Thaens (2008) encapsulated and explained these
two types in more depth. For them, innovation was about creating and implementing new
combinations that change existing practices incrementally or radically, as long as the change is
perceived as being new for that particular organization.
In the same vein, March (1991) discussed the relationship between exploitation and
exploration, including the necessity and complication of balancing both. As such, March
described exploitation as being focused on the improvement of existing products, processes, or
services and exploration as venturing out to explore fundamentally new terrains and new
possibilities through an undertaking of greater risks and uncertainty. March accentuated that it is
important to balance the two types in order to remain adaptive to a continuously changing
environment. This thinking was in line with Schneider, Gunnarson, and Niles-Jolly (1994), who
defined innovation as an organization’s capacity and ability to continuously change and reinvent
itself. As a recent study by Matzler et al. (2013) demonstrated, exploration and exploitation were
positively related to innovation success and organizational performance. Belderbos et al. (2010)
and Matzler et al. (2013) also argued for a balanced mix of exploration and exploitative
innovations for long-term success.
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While the terminology of disruptive and sustaining innovation is more commonly known
in the business world, such terms and concepts are also trickling down to the world of education
(Christensen, 1997; Christensen, Anthony, & Roth, 2004; Christensen & Eyring, 2011;
Christensen, Horn, & Johnson, 2008; Christensen & Overdorf, 2000). As noted by scholars,
disruptive innovation, much like radical or exploratory innovation, results in creating an entirely
new product, market, or service. Sustaining innovation, like incremental and exploitative
innovation, is concerned with improvement of existing products or services. In essence,
although different terms are used by different scholars, exploratory, radical, and disruptive
innovations are focused on the creation and deployment of something entirely new, whereas
exploitative, incremental, and sustaining innovations are focused on the improvement of existing
products, services, processes, or systems.
A final distinction in the definition of innovation is between technical and administrative
innovation. According to Cummings and Srivastva (1977), technical innovations are directly
related to the primary activity of an organization, while administrative innovations are focused
on the social system of an organization, which includes rules, procedures, and processes related
to communication in order to accomplish goals. The conceptual framework of these two types is
important to understand, since the climate for innovation as perceived by faculty could
encompass both, technical and administrative innovations. In the context of education, technical
innovation could be idea generation and implementation of a new curriculum, program, or
service, or a different way of delivering a program and/or curricula. Administrative innovations
may stem from creating different rules and policies around new program creation and
administration, or from procedures and processes related to delivery of new curricula or new
services.
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Why Is Innovation Important?
Scholars and business leaders emphasize the importance of innovation, viewing it as a
source of competitive advantage in a continuously-changing global economic, political, and
social environment (Smith, 2006). Innovation and change plays a critical role in organizational
survival and thus is a means to organizational prosperity and longevity (Drucker, 1990, 1999;
2007; Ensminger & Surry, 2008; Greenhalgh et al., 2005; Kim & Mauborgne, 1999; Porter,
1990). Schneider, Gunnarson, and Niles-Jolly (1994) emphasized that in order to be successful
in a competitive global environment, organizations need to be excellent in both service and
innovation. Apekey et al. (2010) saw leadership and innovation as being essential for
development and maintenance of high-quality service. Most importantly, it was recognized as
far back as the 1960s that innovation had a positive effect on performance (Mahoney & Weitzel,
1969).
On a wider scale, Thorp and Goldstein (2010) stressed that innovation is a meaningful
solution in addressing global crisis. They further claimed that the problems, opportunities, and
demands of the 21st century most certainly require innovation and entrepreneurship in higher
education. What does this mean for community colleges? What does it mean for administrators
and faculty in higher education?
Although leaders and scholars agree that the need for innovation is imperative for
organizational prosperity, unaddressed barriers may hinder innovation. Quinn (1985) identified
several bureaucratic barriers to innovation in larger companies, which included: top management
isolation, intolerance of fanatics, short-term horizons, excessive rationalism, excessive
bureaucracy, and inappropriate incentives. Buggie (2001) and Cooper (1998) also noted
obstacles to innovation culture, such as: lack of shared vision and strategy, segmentation,
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hierarchical structures, managerial control, risk aversion, and lack of emphasis on and support
for organizational innovation. As Christensen and Overdorf (2000) noted, innovation is difficult
for well-established firms for a good reason: “they employ highly capable people and set them to
work within processes and business models that doom them to failure” (p. 66). This can be
particularly true in the world of higher education or government agencies where long-time
established structures are slow to change. According to Levine (1980), academic institutions are
structured to resist change, preserving conservatism even while designing or supporting
structures for innovation. These observations were supported by Damanpour’s (1987) research
findings, which indicated that non-profit organizations have been less innovative than for-profit
organizations. On the other hand, Quinn’s (1995) study of large and small innovative companies
revealed some common patterns that propelled innovation. Those patterns included: atmosphere
and vision, structuring for innovation, opportunity orientation, multiple approaches, market
orientation and rapid responsiveness, flat organizational structure, and interactive learning.
Hamel (2009) emphasized that rapid continuous changes require “daring goals that will
motivate a search for radical new ways of mobilizing and organizing human capabilities” (p. 92).
Studies by Tellis, Prabhu, and Chandy (2009) and Tushman and O’Reilly (1996) revealed that
organizational culture can serve as a deciding factor for long-term success. Thus, to unleash
human potential and mobilize human capacity, organizational climate conducive to innovation is
imperative. In this regard, it would seem that higher education would be an ideal place to build
such capacities, not only in students but also in employees across all organizational levels.
Summary
The problems, opportunities, and demands of the 21st century require innovation and
entrepreneurship in higher education (Thorp & Goldstein, 2010). Innovation is defined as the
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creation and implementation of a product, service, process, or system and may vary from an
improvement of something that already exists to a completely new invention. There are several
innovation types and terms that are used by scholars and business leaders. Incremental,
exploitative, and sustaining innovation refers to an improvement of existing products, services,
markets, or systems. Radical, exploratory, and disruptive innovation results in a totally new way
of doing business, a new product, service, market, or system. Technical innovations are
innovations that directly relate to the primary activity of an organization; administrative
innovations are focused on the social system of an organization to achieve certain goals or tasks.
The concept of these types of innovations is important to understand as innovations in an
organizational setting can include any of these types. The need for innovation is imperative in an
ever-changing global economic, political, and social landscape. Any innovation inevitably
results in change, which is vital for continuous adaptation and longevity of organizations and
community colleges are not an exception. Therefore, it was important to explore whether the
climate to support innovation exists in community colleges. The next section discusses concepts
of an organizational climate and organizational culture followed by the exploration and
discussion of an organization climate for innovation.
Organizational Climate and Culture
In order to more deeply explore the climate for innovation, it is useful to define
organizational climate and organizational culture. While climate and culture may be used
interchangeably, there are certain distinctions. Researchers defined organizational culture as a
set of shared values, beliefs, assumptions, expectations, and collective memories or shared
meanings (Cameron & Quinn, 1999; Henry, 2006; Louis, 1985; Schein, 1985; Svyantek & Bott,
2004). Organizational climate, on the other hand, is more behaviorally oriented and
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encompasses employees’ perceptions of organizational practices, procedures, policies, actual
patterns of behavior, rewards, and other visible artifacts of culture (James & Jones, 1974; Jones
& James, 1979; Schein, 1985; Patterson et al., 2005; Schneider, 1990; Schneider, Gunnarson, &
Niles-Jolly, 1994; Svyantek & Bott, 2004). As Deshpande and Webster (1989) delineated,
through an organizational culture encompassing shared values and beliefs, individuals can
understand organizational functioning and expected norms of behavior. Schneider, Gunnarson,
and Niles-Jolly (1994) further explained that experiences of employees are clustered according to
the meanings that employees assign them and that those very clusters result in employees’
perceptions of an organizational climate. As an analogy then, organizational climate can be
described as the visible tip of an iceberg above water, while deeply held beliefs, values, and
principles represent an organizational culture – the underwater portion of the iceberg. In other
words, an organizational climate is manifested through an organizational culture.
Hoy (1990) provided clear distinctions between an organizational culture and climate,
defining culture as shared values and ideologies and climate as shared perceptions of behavior.
While there may not be a large leap between the two, Hoy made a further distinction in terms of
research approaches and methodologies observing that studies of organizational climate usually
use multivariate statistical analysis and survey methods, while studies of organizational culture
use phenomenology and ethnographical approaches. According to Schneider and Rentisch
(1988), using both concepts in tandem may enrich an understanding of organizational
psychology phenomena.
Existing research findings indicate that organizational climate perceptions are associated
with many important outcomes, such as job satisfaction (Mathieu, Hoffman, & Farr, 1993; James
& Tetrick, 1986), individual performance (Brown & Leigh, 1996; Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis

22

LaMastro, 1990), team performance (Anderson & West, 1998), and organizational performance
(Lawler, Hall, & Oldham, 1974; Patterson et al., 2005; Wilderom, Glunk, & Muslowski, 2000).
Baer and Frese (2003) emphasized that high profitability does not come solely from innovation;
companies should be focused on creating and sustaining an innovative climate and psychological
safety, which serve as precursors for innovation.
In summary, there are certain distinctions as well as interconnections between
organizational culture and organizational climate. Organizational culture is concerned with
shared values, assumptions, and beliefs, whereas organizational climate is behaviorally oriented,
looking at shared perceptions about actual behaviors. Thus, organizational climate is more
readily observable.
Organizational Climate for Innovation
How does organizational climate for innovation look or feel? Organizational climate for
innovation has been studied by several researchers from different angles and included various
constructs (Amabile et al., 1996; Anderson & West, 1998; Auernhammer & Hall, 2014; Choi &
Chang, 2009; Chou, Hsiao, Shen, & Chen, 2010; Eisenbeiss, Knippenberg, & Boerner, 2008;
Ekvall, 1996, 1999; Fuller & Russ-Eft, 2010; Mathisen & Einarsen, 2004; McCharen, Song, &
Martens, 2011; McMurray & Dorai, 2003; McMurray & Scott, 2013; Mumford, & Gustafson,
1988; Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Robinson & Stern, 1997; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Siegel &
Kaemmerer, 1978; Simpson, 2009; Smith, 2006; McCharen, Song, & Martens, 2011; Von Treuer
& McMurray, 2012; Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996, 2003; West, 2000). Based on review of
existing scholarly research, the researcher developed a comprehensive framework of an
organizational climate for innovation, which is depicted in Figure 1. The cluster includes six
major constructs that seemed to be emphasized in various research studies: leadership, support
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for creativity, norms for diversity and risk-taking, organizational learning and continuous
development, ownership, and resources.

Leadership

Resources

Support for Creativity
Organizational
Climate for
Innovation

Ownership
Organizational Learning

Norms for Diversity
and Risk-Taking

Figure 1: Schematic representation of an organizational climate for innovation.

Before describing and discussing each construct, it is important to highlight research that
influenced the researcher’s ideas. In the 1970s, organizational climate for innovation captured
researchers’ interest. Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978) created and validated a 61-item instrument
to measure perceived support for innovation in organizations, using constructs such as
leadership, support for creativity, norms for diversity, ownership, and consistency. Their
measurement included three subscales: (a) support for creativity, (2) tolerance of differences, and
(3) personal commitment. Their participants included teachers and students in innovative and
traditional schools. Since consistency was not significant and was not mentioned in any other
studies reviewed thus far, the construct of consistency was dropped for this study.
Later, Scott and Bruce (1994) adopted the instrument initially developed by Siegel and
Kaemmerer (1978) using 16 items from the original instrument and added a construct of
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resources. Their study specifically focused on the relationship between leadership (LeaderMember Exchange and Leader Role Expectations), team-member exchange, and individual
attributes and innovative behavior. Climate for innovation served as a moderating factor.
Participants in the study included engineers, scientists, and technicians from a large centralized
R&D corporation located in the U.S. Their results indicated that a supportive climate for
innovation was related to innovative behavior and that resource supply was not. However,
findings from other studies with different study outcomes and results (Burkman, 1987; Ely,
1990, 1999; Ensminger & Surry, 2008; Klein & Sorra, 1996; Marsick & Watkins, 2003;
O’Banion, 2009; Simpson, 2009) indicated that resources played an important role in innovation
implementation and perceived creativity and innovation (Chou, Hsiao, Shen, & Chen, 2010;
Rasulzada & Dackert, 2009). Because resources can also represent time and expertise and not
necessarily reward systems, as defined in the study by Scott and Bruce (1994), resources as a
construct seemed to demand a certain recognition and inclusion in the theoretical constellation of
an organizational climate.
Ekvall (1996) also developed and validated a 50-item Creative Climate Questionnaire
(CCQ) that included conditions which promote or hamper creativity and innovation in
organizations. His 10 dimensions included challenge, freedom, idea support, trust/openness,
dynamism/liveliness, playfulness/humor, debates, conflicts, risk-taking, and idea time. He also
added change development, employee relations, and task/structure leadership styles. The
findings revealed strong relationships between leadership style and organizational climate. In
fact, Ekvall (1996) concluded that “the climate to a fairly large extent is in the hands of the
manager” (p.122). He also recognized that risk-taking is what distinguishes innovative and
stagnated organizations.
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Almost in parallel, Amabile et al. (1996) developed a 78-item KEYS: Assessing the
Work Environment for Creativity. Although the survey instrument was aimed at assessing the
work environment for creativity, it seemed to be relevant for assessing innovation, as Amabile et
al. (1996) argued that creativity is a precursor for innovation. KEYS consists of 10 scales:
organizational encouragement, supervisory encouragement, work group supports, sufficient
resources, challenging work, freedom (measuring encouragement of creativity), organizational
impediments and workload pressure (measuring impediments to creativity), and two scales
assessing perception of organizations’ creativity and productivity.
Watkins and Marsick (1997) developed and validated a 62-item Dimension of the
Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) that included assessment of individual, team, and
organizational levels. Again, items in the questionnaire attempted to measure constructs
identified in the hexagonal framework model and constructs discussed thus far.
Anderson and West (1998) developed and validated a 38-item multi-dimensional Team
Climate Inventory (TCI) of specific climate for innovation within groups at work. They argued
that previous assessment instruments were not adequate to measure the climate for innovation
within groups. Vision, participative safety, task orientation, support for innovation as identified
by West (1990), and interaction frequency informed the development of their particular
instrument.
Patterson et al. (2005) developed and validated a multidimensional measure of an
organizational climate, the Organizational Climate Measure (OMC) questionnaire, which
contains 17 scales. Their selected dimensions were based on research studies from 1960 to 2000
on an organizational climate. While they built a very elaborate and inclusive model, it did not
seem to be appropriate to measure climate for innovation. However, general concepts,
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particularly in Human Relations and Open Systems quadrants, such as autonomy, participation,
emphasis on training, supervisory support, flexibility, and reflexivity were applicable and
resonated well with the focus of considered research.
There have been claims that, because organizational environments are constantly shifting,
learning organizations have competitive advantages, being better positioned to adapt, and that
organizational learning serves as a precursor to innovation (Chang & Cho, 2008; Drucker, 1985,
1999, 2007; Jimenez-Jimenez, Martinez-Costa, & Sanz-Valle, 2014; Mabey & Salaman, 1995;
Madhavan & Grover, 1998; Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Senge, 1990). Theoretically, community
colleges are learning organizations, at least in terms of providing instruction to students.
However, with multitudes of looming changes, it is paramount for community colleges to catch
up in becoming learning organizations (Brown, 1997), if they are to continue providing value to
society. Watkins (2005) identified how organizations can move towards becoming learning
organizations through explicit policies and practices. As such, the researcher recognized the
importance of organizational learning and professional development measure as a crucial aspect
of an organizational climate for innovation.
Smith, Busi, Ball, and Van Der Meer (2008) also identified nine factors that impact an
organization’s ability to manage innovation, which included: management style, leadership,
resources, organizational structure, corporate strategy, technology, knowledge management,
employees, and innovation process. Choi and Chang’s (2009) study supported previous findings
that institutional factors do shape employees’ collective implementation efficacy and innovation
acceptance.
In summary, after analyzing these key studies, it made sense to expand the understanding
of what the organization climate is comprised of and include six constructs: leadership, support
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for creativity, norms for diversity and risk-taking, organizational learning, ownership, and
resources.
Leadership
Thorp and Goldstein (2010) claimed that “innovation is almost always driven by
somebody” (p. 7). Kelley, Thornton, and Daugherty (2005) further claimed that, “educational
leadership is possibly the most important single determinant of an effective learning environment
(p. 17).” Study findings suggested that there was a significant positive relationship between
leadership behavior and a culture of innovation (Apekey, McSorley, Tilling, & Siriwardena,
2010) and leadership style and a supportive climate for innovation (Charbonneier-Voirin, El
Akremi, & Vandenberghe, 2010; Ekvall, 1996, 1999; Gumuslouglu & Ilsev, 2009; Park, 2012;
Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1998). Lakomski’s (2001) research also revealed a causal relationship
between the role of a leader and organizational learning. Numerous studies in K-12 education
have found that designated positional leaders inevitably serve as change agents and often
establish and influence a culture and climate of teaching and learning (Chang, Chuang, &
Bennington, 2011; Fullan, 2001; Hoy, 1990; Kelley, Thornton, & Daugherty, 2005; Leithwood,
1992). Meta-analyses by Lowe, Kroeck, and Sivasubramaniam (1996) and Patterson, Fuller,
Kester, and Stinger (1995) also confirmed that there was a strong relationship between leadership
and individual or organizational performance. While a larger organizational climate is impacted
by executive leadership, on a local operational level at community colleges, deans and directors
have close interactions with faculty; thus, faculty may be more concerned with their immediate
leaders’ behaviors and leadership practices. Thus, it seemed important to explore how faculty
members perceived leadership of their respective deans/directors and top-level administrators
and their impact on an organizational climate for innovation.
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Bhattacharyya (2006) claimed that innovation requires leaders who create and maintain
structures, systems, policies, practices, and resources. He urged leaders to develop an attractive
vision, commit and invest resources in innovative endeavors despite risk and uncertainty, and
empower followers to become innovative leaders themselves. These concepts were also
supported by previous scholars and researchers who emphasized that management support for
innovation through clear messaging – stressing the importance and expectation of innovation,
allocation of resources, and support for learning and risk-taking – created a strong climate for
implementation of innovation (Christensen, 1997; Drucker, 1985, 1999, 2007; Klein, Conn, &
Sorra, 2001; Klein & Knight, 2005). Kelley, Thornton, and Daugherty (2005) emphasized that
leaders have power, authority, and position, which notably can impact climate; therefore, they
called for establishing a foundation conducive to change through creation of an organizational
climate that promotes innovation. Findings from a qualitative study by Drew (2010) also
revealed the need for strategic leadership, flexibility, creativity, and resources as the most
significant challenges in fostering change in higher education. Further, Thorp and Goldstein
(2010) claimed that successful and innovative leaders are able to balance an articulation of a
broad vision with daily activities that turn the vision into reality.
Collins and Porras (1995) placed an emphasis on leaders’ roles and responsibilities to
develop their organizations to innovate on a continuous basis, despite the absence or presence of
official leaders. They called on formal leaders to take a shift in perspective and thinking and
begin to focus on an architectural approach in building the organizational traits for innovation,
rather than on the individual personality traits of a visionary leader. They further suggested that
leaders needed to spend time on organizational design in order “to continually change and evolve
beyond existing product life cycles” (p. 87). Miles (2007) also acknowledged the importance of
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a changing paradigm in management and organizational behavior that requires innovationsupporting leadership values and practices. He proposed a “Collaborative Community model” or
“Theory I” where knowledge is distributed within and across organizations, which can result in
increased rates of innovation. Schneider, Gunnarson, and Niles-Jolly (1994) noted that there is a
great opportunity for leaders to increase their organizations’ effectiveness by changing their
organizational climate through role modeling of values, norms and behaviors. The notions of
organizational learning and personal mastery were also emphasized heavily by Senge (1990).
Bossink (2007) identified a leadership style that promoted innovation being marked by an
interaction of charismatic, instrumental, strategic, and interactive leadership. This complex
leadership style requires an orchestration of several behaviors on the part of a leader. Based on
forums with industry experts, Oke, Munshi, and Walumbwa (2008) concluded that different
stages of innovation or industry environments required different leadership styles. Their findings
suggested that early stages of innovation required transformational leadership that was marked
by idealized influence and inspirational motivation. Once the ideas were established with shared
understanding and purpose, a transactional leadership style, which is focused on the tasks at
hand, was necessary for the implementation and evaluation stages of innovation. Therefore, they
concluded that transformational leadership would be more appropriate for exploratory innovation
or in an uncertain environment, whereas a transactional leadership style would be more
appropriate in a stable, predictable environment. In other words, leaders need to have abilities
and exhibit behaviors that provide effective leadership in a fluid, unpredictable environment in
the early stages of innovation and be fairly task-oriented during implementation stages. In
general though, numerous studies seemed to support transformational leadership style as being
more conducive for an organizational climate that supports organizational commitment and
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innovation (Chan, Liu, & Fellows, 2014; Charbonneier-Voirin, El Akremi, & Vandenberghe,
2010; Eisenbeiss, Van Knippenberg, & Boerner, 2008; Gamuslouglu & Ilsev, 2009; Howell &
Avolio, 1993; Jones & Rudd, 2008; Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003; Lowe, Kroeck, &
Sivasubramaniam, 1996; Luton, 2010).
Last but not least, recent attention has been paid to shared or distributed leadership.
Distributed leadership can be described as a deliberate distribution of power, creating multiple
sources of influence and reciprocal interdependencies (Spillane, 2006). As Harris (2013)
explained, “distributed leadership means actively brokering, facilitating, and supporting the
leadership of others” through “formal and informal forms of leadership practice within its
framing, analysis and interpretation” (pp. 547-548). As such, distributed leadership is a shared
leadership, which creates a dissemination of power, authority, decision-making, and control.
Davison et al. (2013) argued that distributed leadership through a concerted effort results in
producing outcomes beyond those that could be achieved by individuals alone. They further
clarified that this model does not negate the importance of formal leadership but, rather, creates
reciprocity and expansion of shared purpose and ownership that are vital in successfully leading
institutional change. Creanor (2014) claimed that distributed leadership that is evident through
active involvement of staff at all levels within the institution fosters an ongoing commitment to
scholarly and innovative pedagogical practice. To support the work of Wang, Waldman, and
Zhang (2014), Drescher et al. (2014) also found that growth in shared leadership contributed to
positive performance over time. The notion of shared governance is also emphasized by Capra
(1997), Kouzes and Posner (1995), Senge (1990), and Wheatley (2006).
As evident from the review of selected studies and literature, the role of leadership is
paramount in creating an organizational climate for innovation. It is apparent that organizational
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leaders of the 21st century have to be artful and proficient in using various leadership styles and
adjusting based on the fluidity and emerging needs/trends of the internal and external
environment in order to keep their organizations vibrant. Creating and maintaining a culture of
and climate for innovation that is backed up by strategic and tactical planning and operations,
new paradigms in leadership, and flexible and agile organizational structures will be necessary in
an era of constant changes and uncertainties.
Support for Creativity
Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, and Herron (1996) made a sound statement that “all
innovations begin with creative ideas” (p.1154). As such, creativity is a precursor to innovation
or an initial stage of innovation. They made the claim that a climate supporting creativity and
innovation, - i.e., the implementation stage of creative ideas, - plays a critical role in creating
psychological perceptions that impact motivation to generate new ideas. Their view was also
supported by Nederveen Pieterse, Van Knippenberg, Schippers, and Stam (2010), whose study
findings demonstrated that psychological empowerment seemed to be the precondition for an
innovative behavior. Creativity was also identified as one of the 22 items that formed an
innovation index in the study by Abbey and Dickson (1983). Work done by other researchers
and scholars indicated that an organizational climate either supports or hampers creativity and
thus innovation (Ekvall, 1996, 1999; Ekvall & Ryhammar, 1999; Mathisen & Einarsen, 2004;
Mumford & Gustafson, 1988; Sternberg & Lubart, 1996). Robinson and Stern (1997) made a
convincing argument in their book that the work environment serves as a prevailing factor in
unleashing an untapped creativity potential. Furthermore, they emphasized the importance of
abandoning existing assumptions about who can/will propose a creative idea, what a creative
idea may look like, when it may happen, and how it may play out as it relates to implementation.
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To support their argument, Auernhammer and Hall (2014) further claimed that creative thinking
is a part of the innovation process and happens before and during innovation.
On the other hand, Oke, Munshi, and Walumbwa (2008) pointed out that, “to be
innovative, it is not sufficient to be creative and come up with new possibilities and ideas;
implementation is a key aspect of the innovation process” (p. 64). According to West and Farr
(1990) and West (2002), innovative behavior actually turns creative ideas into reality and
includes idea promotion and implementation. In other words, the most radical innovative idea
without implementation still remains an unrealized potential. According to Birdi’s (2007)
findings, generation of new ideas was mediated by participants’ ability and motivation to
innovate; however, management support and organizational climate were strongly related to
innovation.
Hieronymi (2013) also explained creativity from a systems perspective bridging a theory
and practice, and emphasizing that viewpoints on creativity combine biology, psychology,
culture and society, and that creative processes involve many cyclic dynamics and evolve as a
result of interactions among four levels: neuronal, psychological, interaction, and social.
Hieronymi also outlined and discussed some practical recommendations to facilitate creative
processes.
Likewise, Marques (2013) provided a useful explanation of personal and organizational
attributes that drive creativity and are important for a contextual understanding of how creativity
relates to an organizational climate of innovation. Personal aspects include sources of
motivation, confidence, and optimism. Organizational aspects include workplace spirituality, the
idea of a larger worth to the society, and an organizational environment that nurtures mutual
respect, trust, understanding, acceptance, and appreciation. Marques argued that creativity
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requires a combination of both, organizational and personal attributes, and provided strategies
that can be used to boost creativity.
To resolve the dilemma of creativity and innovation, Ford (1996) made a noteworthy
argument that innovation and creativity need to be studied together due to their tight
interconnection. He made the observation that innovation is often examined within sociology or
organizational behavior while creativity is examined within psychology. Building on the
existing work, he proposed an expanded model explaining creative actions as joint outcomes of
sense-making, motivation, and knowledge and ability. Ford concluded that managers need to
empower individuals and create processes that facilitate creative actions and innovation.
In conclusion, Bolman and Gallos (2011) emphasized that academic institutions are
designed to foster human creativity and development. However, the reality of organizations in
terms of hierarchical structure, processes, and policies designed for stability may actually stifle
creativity and innovation (Christensen & Overdorf, 2000). Spitzer (2013) suggested that a
creative mindset, creative work environment, and creative processes can serve as key strategies
for creativity and innovation within organizations. In a community college context, it is
important to understand how faculty members assess the creativity construct in an overall
organizational climate for innovation.
Norms for Diversity and Risk Taking
Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978) argued that in an innovative organization, members of a
system have a positive attitude towards diversity and creativity where norms for an individual
autonomy permeate all organizational levels. Ekvall (1996) claimed that stagnation or
innovation in organizations depends on the presence of risk-taking. By examining spaces for
innovation through the case study of two high-tech firms, Heiskanen and Heiskanen (2011) made
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recommendations to “allow employees reasonable autonomy and degrees of freedom in their
creative actions” while recognizing the unique knowledge and contribution of each individual
and providing opportunities for continuous learning to move innovation forward. Robinson and
Stern (1997) highlighted several useful tips for increased “unofficial activity” and “diverse
stimuli” that fuel norms for diversity and increase the chances of serendipity or discovery of
something new through accidents and sagacity. Herbold (2011) also proposed several strategies
to create and maintain a culture of innovation within which risk-taking and dedicated resources
were emphasized.
In identifying cultural determinants of organizational learning and knowledge creation
processes, McCharen, Song, and Martens (2011) postulated that strong leadership would enable
employees to trust and feel secure in taking risks to innovate. Their thinking is also in line with
Edmondson (1999), who noted the importance of psychological safety in risk-taking, particularly
during learning and practice of an entrepreneurial behavior. Additionally, findings of Baer and
Frese (2003) revealed that a climate of psychological safety was an important factor that
contributed to actual innovations. Further, Kouzes and Posner (1995) emphasized that leadership
is based on successful relationship and trust; without trust, people do not take risks. If people do
not take risks, the propensity to innovate diminishes, eventually leading organizations to an
inevitable death. Consequently, it becomes clear that visible demonstration of different thinking
and doing, as well as engagement in projects that call for risk-taking, largely depend on levels of
trust and permission for failure. Trust and known, acceptable degrees of failure allow people to
engage in risk-taking behaviors and expose their vulnerabilities. Auernhammer and Hall (2014)
highlighted several factors that are necessary for an environment that is conducive to knowledge
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creation, creativity, and innovation, among which were encouragement, the value of free and
open communication, and tolerance for mistakes.
At the same time, Duivenboden and Thaens (2008) pointed out that while the freedom to
experiment and an environment that allows employees to make mistakes are important
conditions for innovation, society and the media are unforgiving when it comes to public
sector/government operations and spending. They further noted that, depending on the scale of
risk-taking and failures, careers of those involved and the public image of the institution may be
severely damaged by being labeled as inefficient and irresponsible in spending public dollars.
Hence, while norms for risk-taking need to be encouraged and supported, community college
leaders need to assess the scale of risks and benefits for innovative projects with sizable funding
requirements and balance the degree of risk-taking and consequences.
In summary, as Kouzes and Posner (1995) noted, “we recognize that uncertainty, risk and
mistakes are part of the price we pay for innovation, change, and learning” (p.70). Thus, they
encourage leaders to promote hardiness, foster risk-taking, learn from mistakes, and allow others
to do the same.
Organizational Learning and Continuous Development
Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978) emphasized that change is continuous in an innovative
organization; therefore, an innovative organization is open to questioning the existing
fundamental assumptions, practices, and organizational goals. As such, they postulated that an
innovative organization continuously experiments with alternative practices that shift the
paradigm of established patterns. Senge (1990) also provided his profound views on successful
organizations, claiming that successful organizations of the 21st century will be learning
organizations. According to Mabey and Salaman (1995), organizational learning is a precursor
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to the innovation-competitive advantage relationship. As such, in order to be successful at
making shifts in moving an organization in a direction of success, it is necessary to create and
maintain an organizational learning climate.
An organizational learning climate is characterized by shared values and behaviors that
promote learning and application of new knowledge to achieve organizational goals (Egan,
Yang, & Bartlett, 2004; Marsick & Watkins, 2003). As evidenced by a growing body of
research, organizational learning is directly related to organizational innovation (Watkins &
Marsick, 1993, 1996) and supports continuous organizational learning processes (Argyris &
Schon, 1996; Garvin, 2000; Gilley & Maycunich, 2000; Senge, 1990). McCharen, Song, and
Marten’s (2011) research findings suggested that organizational learning culture positively and
significantly impacted knowledge creation. They emphasized that, especially in an educational
environment, it is vital to create and maintain a culture of continuous learning by constructing
and sharing new knowledge that permeates throughout an entire organization. On the other
hand, Watkins (2005) noted that the culture of universities often prevents continuous learning
because of the reward structure and focus on individualism. Brown (1997), in discussing the five
disciplines of learning organizations defined by Senge (1990), concluded that higher education
lags behind the corporate world with respect to applying the five disciplines of a learning
organization. Yet, several researchers referred to learning as a vital component of an innovative
climate (Eisenbeiss, Knippenberg, & Boerner, 2008, Schein, 2004; Watkins, 2005; Watkins &
Marsick, 1997). Study findings by Fuller and Russ-Eft (2010) also indicated that business
enterprises had a much higher organizational responsiveness in addressing environmental
turbulence and organizational pressures when organizations focused on external knowledge
acquisition and intra-firm knowledge dissemination.
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Drawing on Dewar and Dutton’s (1986) work, Heiskanen and Heiskanen (2011)
emphasized that in producing new knowledge for the purpose of innovation, knowledge sharing
and learning are paramount. Continuous learning enhances employees’ awareness of potential
benefits with regard to innovation (Senge, 1990) and conveys a message that the organization
sees innovation as a significant organizational strategy for sustainability (Scott, 1995). Several
studies demonstrated that knowledge creation, knowledge sharing, and knowledge transfer result
in innovative behavior (Chang & Cho, 2008; Jimenez-Jimenez, Martinez-Costa, & Sanz-Valle,
2014; Lattuca, Bergom, & Knight, 2014; Madhavan & Grover, 1998; Montani, 2014; Sankowsa,
2013; Yu, Yu, & Yu; 2013). Jin and Zhong (2014), in examining perceived organizational
support and innovative performance in light of knowledge creation, found a positive relationship
between knowledge integration and team innovative performance when the climate for
innovation was high.
Merriam, Caffarella, and Baumgartner (2007) emphasized that transformational learning
results in transformation of individuals’ meaning schemes, habits of mind, and mindsets making
them more inclusive, discriminating, reflective, and open to change. They also emphasized that
learning is a process that is constructive and holistic in nature, involving interactions between the
learner and the environment, and requiring continuous adaptation to the world (p. 163).
Additionally, Capra (1997) postulated that an important factor in the sustainability of life
and capacity for renewal lies in learning through participation with the environment. Capra
claimed that living systems undergo continuous changes in response to its environment, which
arises from continuous learning, adaptation, and development. Because of interactions and
interconnections with other people, we learn, we adapt, and we change. According to Senge
(1990), in addition to focusing on personal mastery development across organizational levels,
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leaders need to be the role models in creating and promoting an organizational learning climate.
He emphasized that the depth of commitment and openness to continuous learning are the
hallmarks of outstanding leaders. He further noted that leaders in learning organizations do not
necessarily have the answers for everything but that they instill confidence in the people around
them so that together, they can learn what is needed to achieve the desired results. In this regard,
while community colleges are concerned with learning and knowledge creation, it is important to
manifest learning inside these organizations, which is critical for adaptation and transformation
in face of continuous changes.
Ownership
Ownership is identified as one of the characteristics of innovative systems, where “group
members feel that they originate and/or develop the ideas, processes, and procedures with which
they work” (Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978, p. 554). A study by Eisenberger, Fasolo, and DavisLaMastro (1990) confirmed that employees’ perceptions of being valued and cared about by
their organization were positively related to innovation even in the absence of anticipated direct
rewards and personal recognition. Involvement of teachers in planning processes associated with
projects also proved to be beneficial in facilitating change (Miller, 1970). Likewise,
organizations that promoted autonomy and ownership indicated increased perceived
organizational support and individual innovation (Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006; Von Treuer &
McMurray, 2012). Robinson and Stern (1997) emphasized autonomy and ownership through
self-initiated activity, i.e., an activity that allowed people to focus on a problem they are
interested in and are passionate about, regardless of tangible rewards. In fact, they noted that
more often than not, it was an intrinsic motivation that served as a driver to pursue ideas that
employees deeply cared about. To translate the notion of ownership and its applicability to a
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community college context, through personal involvement in planning, decision-making
processes, and change implementation or special project undertakings, faculty members have a
voice and personal commitment that can impact their immediate work and colleges at large.
Additionally, Henkin and Holliman’s (2009) study findings underscored that support for
innovation had a strong positive effect on teachers’ commitment. They further claimed that
leaders, who build strong linkages between commitment and organizational involvement, were in
an advantageous position. Their claims were supported by earlier research findings that
identified associations between a committed workforce and productivity and quality and
retention (Fraser, Draper, & Taylor, 1998; Huberman, 1993; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982).
McCharen, Song, and Martens (2011) emphasized that leaders must create a climate of shared
responsibility and authority in order to build a positive organizational culture. In support of their
propositions, findings by Ensminger and Surry (2008) revealed that participation was the most
important condition in the implementation of innovative processes in higher education.
A meta-analysis by Hammond et al. (2011) also investigated the relationship between
four predictor types, namely individual differences, motivation, job characteristics, and
contextual influences, and individual-level workplace innovation. While the study was narrowly
focused by the researchers with respect to the selected topic and definitions of the study, the
findings were noteworthy. According to the results of the meta-analysis, personality had a small
direct relationship in the prediction of performance. Motivational factors demonstrated
consistent positive relationships with creative and innovative behavior. Extrinsic motivation was
positively related to a creative behavior. Job characteristics and contextual environments also
had positive relationships with creativity and innovation. Again, these findings pointed to the
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need for an organizational environment that includes ownership, which can spur motivation and
creativity, and thus impact a climate of innovation.
Resources
As Simpson (2009) emphasized, organizational climate and resources need to be
adequate in order to carry an idea from its inception to implementation. Availability of and
accessibility to resources are needed, including finances, hardware, software, personnel, support
structures, and time. Therefore, the resources factor plays an important role in the constellation
of an organizational climate for innovation, particularly for innovation implementation
(Burkman, 1987; Christensen, 1997; Ely, 1990, 1999; Klein & Sorra, 1996; O’Banion, 2009;
Scott & Bruce, 1994). Rasulzada and Duckert (2009) conducted a study on an organizational
creativity and innovation in relation to psychological well-being and organizational factors in the
high-tech industry. Their findings demonstrated that work resources were significantly related to
perceived creativity and innovation in an organization. Study findings by Ensminger and Surry
(2008) also revealed that the resource category was marked as the highest important condition
for technology implementation in higher education. Interestingly though, among factors leading
to success of innovation as investigated by O’Banion (2009), financial support was not even in
the top five factors.
With regards to incentives and financial reward, the results are somewhat mixed.
Mumford and Gustafson (1988) claimed that an organizational environment that provides
meaningful rewards and necessary tools for achievement of these rewards facilitates a creative
environment. Duivenboden and Thaens (2008) also advocated for a system of rewards and
allowances that promote innovation in the public sector; however, study findings by Ensminger
and Surry (2008) revealed that rewards were not typically the main drivers of innovation
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implementation in higher education. Prabhu (2010) also suggested that incentives among other
practices need to be provided in order to foster a culture of innovation. As such, adequacy of
time as a resource appeared to be important, as 51% of respondents in the study by O’Banion
(2009) noted that lack of time was a number one barrier in implementing innovative projects.
Auernhammer and Hall’s (2014) qualitative findings also revealed three main determinants that
underpin knowledge creation and innovation: structured “spaces” that create expertise and
individual experiences; willingness to experiment with new ideas; and dedicated spaces
designated specifically for individuals to explore new ideas. Rao and Weintraub (2013) also
emphasized resources as one of the foundational blocks for an innovative culture.
This information undoubtedly reveals the need for community college leaders to examine
and strategically allocate resources that support organizational goals and result in innovations by
faculty members. It appears that financial resources and time might be important for faculty
learning, idea generation, experimentation, and innovation.
Summary
In this subsection, organizational climate for innovation has been defined by taking
constructs from previous research and combining them into one constellation that includes:
leadership, support for creativity, norms for diversity and risk-taking, organizational learning,
ownership, and resources. While some of these constructs have been identified and studied by
several researchers, the comprehensive cluster of climate was not previously identified in such a
way. Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978) included leadership, support for creativity, norms for
diversity, continuous learning, and ownership in their study to validate an instrument measuring
organizational climate for innovation. Scott and Bruce (1994) used their modified instrument
with the addition of resources. Finally, Watkins and Marsick (2003) specifically focused on an
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organizational learning as a precursor for innovation. With respect to leadership, meta-analyses
by Lowe, Kroeck, and Sivasubramaniam (1996) and Patterson, Fuller, Kester, and Stringer
(1995) confirmed that there was a strong relationship between leadership and performance.
Because leaders have power, authority, and formal positions, they inevitably impact
organizational climate (Kelley, Thornton, & Daugherty, 2005). As Bhattacharyya (2006)
effectively stated, the success of organizations depends on “how much the top management
encourages and practices entrepreneurship and innovation” (p.109). In terms of support for
creativity, West and Farr (1990) and West (2002) claimed that innovative behavior manifests in
turning creative ideas into reality. Bolman and Gallos (2011) also accentuated that academic
institutions by their nature are designed to foster creativity and human development.
Additionally, norms for diversity and risk-taking seemed to be necessary elements in the creative
process. Furthermore, it has been highlighted that organizational learning also serves as a
precursor for innovation (Mabey & Salaman, 1995; Watkins & Marsick, 1996, 2003).
Ownership has also been identified as a pivotal characteristic of innovative systems where
people have ownership and credit for their ideas and their innovative work. McCharen, Song,
and Martens (2011) emphasized the necessity to develop a climate of shared responsibility and
authority in order to build a positive organizational climate. Last but not least, adequate
resources (monetary and non-monetary) need to be available in order to carry ideas from
inception to implementation. Based on a comprehensive review of the literature, the researcher
has concluded that providing a climate that unleashes creativity, cultivates norms for diversity
and risk-taking, promotes organizational learning, acknowledges ownership, assures adequate
resources, and exemplifies effective leadership are paramount factors for an organizational
climate conducive to innovation.
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Organizational Climate for Innovation – Studies in Education
Limited studies are available that measure organizational climate for innovation in higher
education; thus, some relevant studies in education in general are included in this subsection.
Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978) developed a self-reporting 61-item instrument consisting of five
dimensions to measure the support for innovation in organizations with three major factors: (a)
support for creativity, (b) tolerance of differences, and (c) personal commitment. The instrument
was administered to students and teachers in two innovative schools and six traditional schools.
Teachers and students in the innovative schools reported higher levels of perceived support for
innovation, as compared to teachers and students in traditional schools. While this instrument
seems to be useful, the lack of measurement pertaining to participants’ the perceptions of
available resources and organizational learning results in a less than a comprehensive view of an
organizational climate for innovation.
Chou, Hsiao, Shen, and Chen (2010) conducted a study on perceived organizational
innovative climate, computer self-efficacy, and continuous use of e-teaching in technical and
vocational schools in Taiwan. The organizational climate for innovation 43-item self-reported
instrument included: job autonomy, innovative leadership, resource support, innovative culture,
and group cohesion. As a result of the data analysis (N=335), the researchers concluded that
organizational climate directly and significantly influenced continuous use of e-learning.
Specifically, an innovative culture, resource support, and job autonomy contributed greatly to the
innovative organizational climate. However, the limitation of this study is that the instrument
was developed by the researchers specifically for the designed study and may not be appropriate
for use beyond a specific purpose and context. Nonetheless, the sub-scale of an innovative
organizational climate closely resembled general areas of the climate construct discussed and
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studied by various researchers and thus, with slight modifications, may be applicable for use in
community college contexts.
Additionally, McCharen, Song, and Martens (2011) strived “to identify cultural
determinants of organizational knowledge creation practices” (p. 676) in middle schools and
high schools in one state. They identified major factors that included a supportive learning
culture, school autonomy, and departmental collaboration. Researchers used the abbreviated 21
item version of the Dimensions of Learning Organization (DLOQ) questionnaire developed by
Watkins and Marsick (1993) and Watkins, Yang, & Marsick (1997) to measure the degree of a
supportive learning culture. Their findings suggested that a supportive organizational learning
culture positively impacted the three identified constructs. The limitation of the study, among
others, included the fact that the sample consisted of career and technical education teachers
only; therefore findings may not be generalizable to other teachers. It was also not clear from
their study to what extent leadership, resources, and risk-taking were assessed.
The most pertinent study by Dee (1999) specifically investigated organizational support
for innovation by assessing perspectives of community college faculty. This study was done in
one large urban community college, which has been recognized as a member of the League for
Innovation in the Community Colleges. Dee explored three issues: variance in perceptions of
organizational support for innovation in terms of individual characteristics; variance in
perceptions of organizational support for innovation by department setting; and the relationships
between organizational support for innovation and communication and work autonomy. The
study population included full-time and part-time faculty and analyses were based on a 31%
(N=184) response rate. To measure the climate for innovation, the Siegel Scale of Support for
Innovation (SSSI) developed by Siegel and Kaemmerrer (1978) was used. The findings revealed
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that faculty perceived high levels of support for innovation. More seasoned faculty reported
higher levels of support for innovation. Support for innovation was positively associated with
the intent to stay. Open communication, freedom, and flexibility were important correlates of
support for innovation. Dee concluded that administrators play a key role in a community
college and facilitate a climate that supports creativity and innovation. This study is very
important in that it attempted to measure the perceptions of faculty members, who have technical
knowledge, provide instruction to students, and have firsthand contact with and influence on
their customers, i.e. students. However, this study only focused on one school; therefore, the
results may not be generalizable to the entire population of faculty in the United States or even to
the state where the study took place. Because the college was already a member of The League
for Innovation in the Community Colleges, there were no surprises in the study findings.
According to the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC, 2015) there are over
1,000 community colleges in the United States; however, about 30 colleges are in The League.
It is necessary, therefore, to assess the climate for innovation in colleges that may not be in The
League, in order to understand the climate of an “average” or in Siegel and Kaemmerer’s (1978)
terms “traditional” college. The results will be very informative for administrators in terms of
policy and practice changes and will further assist them in developing and supporting a climate
for innovation, thereby, elevating the performance and overall profile of colleges.
Holyoke, Sturko, Wood, and Wu (2012) conducted an explorative study that aimed at
investigating “how faculty members perceive their academic departments as learning
organizations, and whether they perceive their departmental culture as supportive of learning at
the individual and collective levels within their own unit” (p. 439). This study contributed a
relevant aspect to this literature review in that the study was conducted in higher education, at
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public and private colleges and universities, and measured one of the dimensions of an
organizational climate for innovation – organizational learning – as perceived by faculty. The
researchers used a modified version of the DLOQ developed by Watkins and Marsick (1997).
The study was conducted in the states of Washington and Idaho. While 663 faculty members
were contacted, the survey yielded only about a 9% response rate. The findings of the study
indicated that, overall, faculty had positive responses to dimensions of organizational learning.
Also, in general, male faculty reported having more opportunity for individual and continuous
learning than female faculty. Lastly, “faculty members at four-year private institutions reported
a more positive learning culture and more empowerment than faculty at the other types of
institutions” (p. 437). While these findings are noteworthy, because the response rate was low, it
is questionable whether any sound conclusions can be made and used for generalization, even in
the two states where the study took place. Also, while this study looked at the dimension of
learning, it did not comprehensively assess the organizational climate for innovation per se and
thus can only inform and increase an understanding of organizational learning as a sub-set of an
organizational climate for innovation.
Last but not least, Zhu and Engels (2014) conducted a study at six universities in China
where they examined teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the organizational climate and views
about reactions to innovations with regard to student-centered learning, collaborative learning,
and use of innovative technologies. Their findings revealed that teachers perceived the
organizational culture more positively in comparison to students in all dimensions, with the
exception of participation in decision-making and supportive leadership. Additionally, findings
revealed that all six universities identified a high need for innovation, and participants
acknowledged that responsiveness to innovation was relatively low. This study is useful in that

47

it not only measured perceptions of climate for innovation, but also identified to what extent
specific innovations were in place as perceived by faculty and students.
Summary
The literature review provided an understanding about the organizational climate and
culture for innovation and presented the body of research pertinent to the topic of the
organizational climate for innovation in community colleges. Because limited research was
available on the topic of an organizational climate for innovation in community colleges, related
studies were examined and provided a fairly solid basis for understanding of the construct and
how it applies to an educational context. The researcher created an organizational climate for
innovation cluster based on the existing literature review, combining previously identified and
studied concepts by other scholars into one comprehensive group. Thus, organizational climate
for innovation included: leadership, support for creativity, norms for diversity and risk-taking,
organizational learning, ownership, and resources.
The literature review revealed that substantive research has been done in the business
sector and K-12 environments on innovation and culture that supports innovation and keeps
growing. The majority of studies was quantitative in nature and used different instruments to
measure an organizational climate and its impact on other constructs (e.g. intention to stay, job
satisfaction, and measurable innovation). Admittedly, some studies failed to describe details of
the sampling techniques and procedures. Most, if not all, of the studies did not address the issue
of non-response and non-response bias and how researchers dealt with these issues. The
literature review also revealed that it may be important to separate perceptions of work
environment directly affecting faculty from larger organizational characteristics (Shalley, Gilson,
& Blum, 2000). As such, it was also clear that the organizational climate for innovation can be
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studied at an individual, local/departmental level, division level, or organizational level.
Organizational climate can be assessed in a comprehensive format including multiple
stakeholders to get a more accurate and comprehensive understanding. Also, while studying
organizational climate for innovation as a first step is important, comparative studies with respect
to an organizational climate and actual innovations may reveal some valuable findings. The
implications of such studies may have not only a local impact at the organizational level, but also
inform policymakers and donors of community colleges.
According to scholars and business thinkers, innovation is imperative in addressing the
problems, opportunities, and demands of the 21st century (Christensen & Eyring, 2011; Drucker
et al., 2008; Thorp & Goldstein, 2010). Based on the literature review, conclusions can be made
that an organizational climate for innovation has a significant value in any organization that
seeks longevity and vitality. Community colleges are living streams of knowledge and to keep
the flow, an organizational climate for innovation is imperative.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
In order to provide value to society and assure sustainability, organizations need to
continuously adjust to rapidly changing external and internal environments; therefore, an
organizational climate for innovation is imperative. Higher education faces many challenges that
require both incremental and disruptive innovations. The purpose of this study was to
specifically assess and describe perceptions of community college faculty about an
organizational climate with respect to innovation in a community college setting. In this study,
an organizational climate for innovation included constructs of leadership, support for creativity,
norms for diversity and risk-taking, continuous development, ownership, and resources. The
research study focused not only on assessing an organizational climate but also sought to gather
feedback from faculty for organizational improvement of a climate for innovation through the
following questions: (a) What is the state of an organizational climate for innovation? (b) Is
there a difference in perceptions among faculty members based on the size of a college,
demographic factors, years in the profession, and years in a current position? and (c) What are
faculty members’ recommendations for enhancement of an organizational climate that would
foster a climate for innovation in community colleges?
This section specifically addressed the following topics: (a) description of the research
perspectives; (b) methods and research design used to answer the research questions; and (c)
logistical details pertinent to data collection and data analysis. More concisely, this is a mixed
methods survey study that has been informed by correlational research designs. Quantitative and
qualitative data were analyzed to answer the research questions.
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Research Perspectives
Guba and Lincoln (1994) emphasized that all paradigms and constructions are inventions
of the human mind with mental constructs of socially and experientially based realities. As such,
there is no single method that can lead one to the ultimate objective reality. In fact, Gall, Gall,
and Borg (2006) emphasized that theories about objective reality can be known only imperfectly
and cannot be validated in an absolute sense. They described epistemology as “the process by
which knowledge is acquired and validated” (p. 16). In the quest for defining the researcher’s
epistemology, the researcher realizes that many experiences and factors shape, validate and
transform the way of knowing. Belenky et al. (1997) summarized the researcher’s paradigm well
by stating that knowing is “weaving together the strands of rational and emotional thought and
integrating objective and subjective knowing” (p. 134).
While objective reality is assumed to exist, it can never be perfectly apprehended (Guba
& Lincoln, 1994). The researcher believes that there are many interconnected variables when it
comes to human relations and human behavior; thus, it is impossible to control for every single
variable. Therefore, the researcher approached this study through a post-positivistic lens.
The researcher attempted to get closer to constructing objective reality pertinent to
faculty members’ perception of the organizational climate and how conducive it is to innovation
in community colleges. Therefore, the survey methods design in the form of online
questionnaires with closed- and open-ended prompts seemed most appropriate to address the
research questions. While other methods could be used to answer these research questions, the
survey method is widely used for collection of information to describe, compare, or explain
knowledge, attitudes, practices, and behaviors (Creswell, 2012; Fink, 2003; Fowler, 2009);
therefore, this method seemed to fit perfectly with the goals of this research. The researcher also
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applied what Prince (2006) called a procedural connected level of knowing through a planned,
deliberate, and practical approach.
The goal of this study was to assess organizational climate for innovation as perceived by
faculty and gather input on what colleges can do to create, strengthen, or sustain such a climate.
According to Creswell (2003) predetermined variables are prevalent in the design of quantitative
research methods, whereas variables in the qualitative methods emerge through exploration of a
central phenomenon. As such, qualitative research can lead to a deeper understanding of a
phenomenon. While a number of studies have explored organizational climate or organizational
culture in general and organizational climate or culture for innovation; studies in a community
college setting are very limited. Therefore, it was important to conduct this study in order to
gain an understanding about faculty members’ perceptions and gather information for practical
use by community college leaders in pursuits of a stronger innovative climate.
Procedures
This section describes instruments used for data collection and includes the validity and
reliability of selected instruments. In the study, data collection procedures included an online
questionnaire delivered to community college full-time faculty. In order to adequately address
the research questions, data needs included: (a) assessment of whether the organizational climate
was conducive to innovation as perceived by faculty, (b) demographic factors, and (c)
recommendations for improvement of the climate.
Instruments
This study attempted to assess an organizational climate in a more comprehensive way
than was previously studied by other researchers. Therefore, the 44-item questionnaire was
compiled using adapted and modified items from measures developed by Siegel and Kaemmerer
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(1978), Scott and Bruce (1994), Marsick and Watkins (2003), and additional items developed by
the researcher. This new instrument was named the Organizational Climate for Innovation
Questionnaire (OCIQ). Further, the questionnaire included items to collect faculty demographic
data, and one open-ended question to gather additional information with regard to
recommendations for the climate improvement. The questionnaire was adapted to an electronic
format and delivered via online link through SurveyMonkey Professional.
The faculty demographics questionnaire included the following elements: age range,
gender, education level, department/area of teaching, years of professional experience, years of
experience at community colleges, and years of teaching experience at a current community
college. The purpose of administering the demographic questionnaire was to determine if there
were any differences in perceptions based on demographic factors. Participants were asked to
place themselves within an age range as opposed to entering exact age, in hopes that more
participants would feel comfortable providing information related to their age.
Most of these demographic factors were included in a previous study by Dee (1999), and
minor differences in perceptions were found based on these factors using Siegel and
Kaemmerer’s (1978) survey measures. In their study, older respondents had higher scores for
perceived levels of innovation than younger participants in the study. Participants whose highest
degree was a bachelor’s degree had higher scores than those with more advanced degrees.
Participants with 11 or more years of experience in the profession had the highest scores, and
participants with two to four years of experiences had the lowest scores. Although differences
were not statistically significant, differences in perceptions did appear; thus, the researcher was
interested in investigating whether these factors would yield any differences in the current study.
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Table 1
Demographic Survey

Demographic Factors, Scales, and Coding
Age

24-35 (1)
36-45 (2)
46-55 (3)
56-65 (4)
over 65 (5)

Gender

Male (1) Female (2)

Education level

Bachelors Degree (1)
Masters Degree (2)
PhD or EdD (3)
Post-Doctorate (4)

Years of Experience in the Profession

Less than 1 year (0)
1-5 (1)
6-10 (2)
11-15 (3)
16-20 (4)
Over 20 (5)

Years of Professional Experience at Community
Colleges

Less than 1 year (0)
1-5 (1)
6-10 (2)
11-15 (3)
16-20 (4)
Over 20 (5)

Years of Teaching Experience at the Current
Community College

Less than 1 year (0)
1-5 (1)
6-10 (2)
11-15 (3)
16-20 (4)
Over 20 (5)

Department/Area of Teaching
College Name

To measure whether an organizational climate was conducive to innovation as perceived
by faculty, the adapted and modified items from questionnaires developed, validated, and
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implemented by other researchers were used along with additional items created by this
researcher.
The Organizational Climate for Innovation Questionnaire (OCIQ), as named by the
researcher, included 44 questions with adapted and adopted questions from three different
instruments: the Siegel Scale of Support for Innovation (Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978), the
Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (Marsick & Watkins, 2003), and the
Climate for Innovation Measure (Scott & Bruce, 1994). Instruments highlighted above used
different Likert scales. For this study, the Likert scale response was used with ranges from “1
strongly disagree” to “4-strongly agree.” The scale of four was selected so that it would force
responses on either side and reduce central tendency error.
The original Siegel and Kaemmerer’s (1978) Siegel Scale of Support for Innovation
(SSSI) questionnaire is a 61-item, self-report instrument with Likert scale response ranges from
“1-strongly disagree” to “6-strongly agree.” The instrument attempted to measure three factors:
support for creativity, tolerance of differences, and personal commitment. The questionnaire
assessed five dimensions as identified by the researchers: leadership, ownership, norms for
diversity, continuous development, and consistency. The instrument was created in conjunction
with graduate students who generated statements and triangulated techniques. Eventually, the
study was conducted in six “traditional” and two “innovative” high schools with students
(N=1813) and teachers (N=157). Results from analyses of variance revealed significant
differences between innovative and traditional schools on two factors: support for creativity
(p<.001) and tolerance of differences (p<.001); however, the personal commitment factor failed
to distinguish between traditional and innovative schools. Split-half reliabilities were calculated
using the Spearman-Brown prediction formula indicating .94, .94, and .86 (Siegel & Kaemmerer,
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1978). In the study by Brown (1985), the Cronbach alpha coefficient for the SSSI was .96,
which is indicative of a high level of measurement accuracy. For the purposes of the current
research, 20 questions were selected, which specifically attempted to measure leadership, norms
for diversity, risk taking, support for creativity, and ownership.
In addition, 11 questions were selected and adopted from the DLOQ, developed by
Marsick and Watkins (2003) and Yang, Watkins, and Marsick (2004), which specifically
assessed leadership and organizational learning. The researchers identified seven dimensions of
the learning organization that formed the DLOQ. The assessment instrument used by Marsick
and Watkins (2003) consisted of 55 questions with 13 items used for individual level, six items
used for team/group level, and 24 items used for organizational level assessment of learning or
learning culture. Also, 12 items were used to measure actual results and performance. The
measure used a six-point scale from “1-almost never” to “6-almost always.” Finally, the
instrument included six questions gathering additional information related to the size of the
organization and financial position of the organization, type of business, employee job
responsibility, classification, years of education, and time spent on learning outside of work.
To further develop and validate the instrument, the study with 836 respondents from a
nonrandom sample from multiple organizations was used (Yang, Watkins, & Marsick, 2004).
The instrument consisted of seven dimensions of the learning organization and two measures of
organizational performance. The seven dimensions of a learning organization included:
continuous learning opportunities, inquiry and dialogue, collaboration and team learning,
embedded system, empowerment towards a collective vision, system connection and strategic
leadership for learning. The instrument consisted of 42 items and used a six-point Likert scale
with “almost never true” to “almost always true.” Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used
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to assess the construct validity. Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to assess the
relations between dimensions of the learning organization and organizational performance
measures. Researchers utilized LISREL 8 to conduct all analyses. To assess reliability, the
congeneric model was used in the study. Further, nomological networks between the dimensions
of a learning organization and organizational outcome variables were examined. To measure a
goodness of fit, six criterion indices were used. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha reliability for the
seven dimensions of a learning organization was acceptable (above .80 for all seven constructs).
All fit indices were close to .90, indicating adequate fit with 90% of the joint amount of variance
and covariance being accounted for.
Further, six questions from the Climate for Innovation Measure, developed by Scott and
Bruce (1994), were borrowed to assess availability of resources and recognition of innovative
efforts. Their original final instrument consisted of a 22-item measure using a five-point Likert
scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The researchers borrowed 14 items
from the SSSI developed by Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978). Cronbach’s alpha for the support for
innovation subscale was .92 and for the resource supply subscale was .77. The respondents for
their research included engineers, scientists, and technicians (N=172) from a large centralized
R&D facility of a major U.S. industrial corporation.
Finally, additional items were developed for this study to capture particular elements in
the constructs that were more specific to an academic environment or that the researcher felt
would further enrich gathered data for a given context. The survey questionnaire below details
which items were used from what sources and what constructs they attempted to measure. The
actual survey with directions and a letter of consent can be found in appendices A and B.
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Resources
1. There are adequate resources available to pursue creative ideas at my college.
2. There is adequate time available to investigate creative ideas at my college.
3. My college gives me release time to pursue creative ideas.
4. The reward system at my college encourages innovation.
5. The reward system at my college benefits mainly those who don’t rock the boat.
6. Personnel shortages inhibit innovation at my college.
7. There are sufficient resources to implement creative ideas related to instruction.
Ownership
1. I participate in decision-making at my college.
2. I am committed to the goals of my college.
3. I have an opportunity to test out my own ideas.
4. I have a voice in what goes on at my college.
5. Nobody asks me for suggestions about how to run this place.
6. I consistently ponder creative ways of knowledge sharing and students’
learning.
Norms for Diversity/Risk-taking
1. People at my college are expected to deal with problems in the same way.
2. People at my college are always searching for fresh, new ways of looking at
problems.
3. The best way to get along at this college is to think the way the rest of the group
does.
4. This college seems to be more concerned with the status quo than with change.
5. Faculty members of my college are encouraged to be different.
6. Diverse opinions and approaches to doing things are valued at my college.
7. Faculty and staff are encouraged to take risks and try out new ideas.
Support for Creativity
1. Creativity is encouraged at my college.
2. Our ability to function creatively is respected by the college leadership.
3. The organizational climate at my college stimulates creative thoughts.
4. Creative approaches to instructional design and delivery are respected and
supported by my college administration.
Org Learning
1. At my college, people openly discuss mistakes in order to learn from them.
2. At my college, people help each other learn.
3. At my college, people are given time to support their learning.
4. At my college, people view problems as opportunities to learn.
5. At my college, people give open and honest feedback to each other.
6. Leadership of our college encourages people to think from a global perspective.
7. At my college, leaders support requests for learning opportunities.
8. My college can be described as flexible and continually adapting to changes.
Leadership
1. The people in charge at my college usually get the credit for others’ ideas.
2. New ideas can come from anywhere at my college and be equally well received.
3. My ability to come up with original ideas and ways of doing things is respected
by my leader (dean/director).
4. Individual independence is encouraged at my college.
5. College leaders seek different perspectives on the issues that arise.
6. The role of the leader (dean/director) at my college can best be described as
supportive.
7. The role of the leaders (top administration) at my college can best be described

Scott & Bruce (1994)
items 1-6
New item #7 developed

Siegel & Kaemmerer
(1978) items 1-5
New item #6 developed

Siegel & Kaemmerer
(1978) items 1-5
New items #6 &7
developed

Siegel & Kaemmerer
(1978) items 1 & 2
New items #3 & 4
developed

Marsick & Watkins,
(2003) items 1-7
Siegel & Kaemmerer
(1978) item 8

Siegel & Kaemmerer
(1978) items 1-4, 6, &
7.
Marsick & Watkins
(2003) items 9-12
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as supportive.
My leader (dean/director) encourages and supports creative ideas and innovative
approaches related to my job.
9. My leader (dean/director) gives people choices in their work assignments.
10. College leaders consider the impact of decisions on employee morale.
11. At my college, leaders empower others to carry out the college’s vision.
12. At my college, leaders ensure that the college’s actions are consistent with its
values.
8.

Please share 3-5 ideas about how an organization climate for innovation can be improved
at your community college?

New items 5 & 8 were
developed.

Newly developed openended question that
attempts to capture
suggested
improvements of
climate for innovation.

Figure 2. Organizational Climate for Innovation Questionnaire (OCIQ)
Validity and Reliability of an Organizational Climate for Innovation Instrument
Creswell (2012) emphasized that reliability refers to data that were acquired from a valid
instrument and are consistent. It was imperative to ensure reliability of the instruments being
used in the research study. The perceived organizational support for innovation was measured
by 44 adopted and adapted items from questionnaires originally developed and validated by
Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978), Scott and Bruce (1994), and Marsick and Watkins (2003) and
eight items developed by the researcher. Once the data were collected, statistical procedures
were used to establish reliability and statistical validity of the new instrument, as described
below.
Sampling Design and Procedures
This section explains the sampling design and procedures for the study. The aim of the
researcher was to conduct this research within one state, so that findings would be applicable to
the entire state. As a convenience sample, the researcher favored conducting this study in the
state of Oregon. There are 17 community colleges in Oregon. The reasoning for selecting one
state was also an attempt to minimize compounding external factors such as state policies,
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funding models, educational structures, etc. The researcher contemplated comparative analysis
between colleges that are in The League for Innovation and “traditional” colleges in the state of
Oregon. However, there is only one community college in the state of Oregon that is in The
League. Since the focus of the researcher was to make this study as generalizable as possible to
the entire state, the investigation of the organizational climate for innovation in a comparative
format seemed narrow and, therefore, was rejected.
Because organizational climates for innovation are pivotal for community colleges’ long
term success, the design of the study sought to ensure the largest participation by community
college faculty in the state. As a first step, the researcher made an initial presentation at the
Oregon Community College Presidents’ Council and Chief Instructional Administrators Council
of Oregon about the study and solicited permission to conduct a study at their college and obtain
contact information of their faculty. Then, a follow up e-mail and phone calls were made to
solidify participation and identify procedures as to when and how faculty e-mail lists would
become available to the researcher.
Sampling frame selection and the actual sample included a certain criterion, namely,
period of employment with the college. Faculty had to have been employed by their college for
at least one academic year at the point of completing the survey. The researcher assumed that in
order to understand, observe, and experience the behaviors attributed to an organizational culture
and climate, a faculty member needed some time for acclimation and thus, one year seemed
adequate and was arbitrarily selected. Originally, the researcher planned to include full-time and
part-time faculty; however, there were difficulties with definitions for part-time faculty, so the
researcher decided to focus only on full-time faculty members. Because the research focused on
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assessing an organizational climate for innovation, the period of employment within the same
organization was paramount.
According to Babbie (2005), survey research is one of the most widely used methods of
gathering data to study large groups of individuals. Therefore, the survey method was
appropriate in this study, as it attempted to gather data from as many eligible participants as
possible. Additionally, because a standardized questionnaire was delivered in the same manner
to each participant in the study, this method also assisted in data integrity. Furthermore, because
the questionnaire was delivered individually via web and provided anonymity, participants were
more likely to be candid and felt less pressure to conform to any social desirability.
Survey Logistics
The survey was designed in an HTML format and delivered through the internet using the
SurveyMonkey Professional website. The e-mail lists of full-time faculty were obtained from
Vice Presidents of Instruction offices or from the colleges’ websites with publicly accessible
directories. Out of 17 colleges, 14 agreed to participate and 3 declined. The total population of
full-time faculty consisted of 1,324; however, it was not possible to determine whether all
potential participants had been employed with their college in a full-time faculty role for over
one year. Confirmation of full-time employment for over a year for each faculty member was
not possible in those cases where the researcher obtained names and contact information from
the colleges’ websites; this occurred for four colleges of 14 participating colleges. All 1,324
potential participants, though, were notified via e-mail about the purpose of the study and were
invited to participate. Participants had a choice to either ignore responding to the survey or to
send an e-mail directly to the researcher declining their participation. During Spring 2014, a
survey link with consent, survey completion directions, and the questionnaire was sent to faculty.
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Participants’ e-mails contained a link to a third party website that allowed participants to
complete the survey anonymously. Three follow-up e-mails were sent within a period of two
weeks to ensure an adequate response rate. Each college had a code to ensure the confidentiality
of the data. None of the data from the online surveys was connected to any individuals; and all
responses were stored in an encrypted file.
Variables of the Study
The organizational climate for innovation cluster consisted of six dependent variables:
leadership, resources, support for creativity, learning organization/professional development,
norms for diversity, and ownership.
Independent variables included organizational and demographic factors: organizational
size, participants’ age range, gender, education level, department/area of teaching, years in the
profession, years of experience teaching at community college, and years of experience teaching
at current community college.
Assumptions
The following assumptions were made for this study:
1.

Participating instructors were representative of instructors at all community colleges in
the state of Oregon.

2. Instructors participated willingly and provided truthful responses.
3. The instrument selected for this study and the research questions were appropriate, valid,
and reliable.
Statistical Analysis
The study employed descriptive and inferential statistics to test the hypotheses. The
analyses began by determining the reliability of the instrument, using Cronbach’s alpha. Any
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scale with r < .70 was considered for deletion. Then a confirmatory factor analysis examined the
factor structure to confirm the constructs.
Statistics computed in data analysis included Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficient, Spearman’s Rank Order Correlation coefficient, and analysis of variance (ANOVA).
Inferential statistics were computed to test each hypothesis related to respondent characteristics
and the support for innovation variables. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was
used for data analysis procedures.
Qualitative information with regard to the climate improvement for innovation was
analyzed following the recommendations of Creswell (2012) and Lichtman (2010). More
specifically, the researcher followed the qualitative process of data analysis proposed by
Creswell (2012). The researcher collated all data for analysis, which were already available in
an electronic format as participants provided responses via answering the survey. The researcher
read through open-ended responses to get a general sense of the entire content. Then, the
researcher re-read the responses several times and coded data in accordance with key words or
phrases. After the coding process, main themes were determined based on the outcomes of
coding. Inductive reasoning was used for this process (Lichtman, 2010). This process was also
in line with Lichtman’s outlined “three Cs” of data analysis: coding, categorizing, and
identification of concepts. Following Lichtman’s recommendations, the researcher strived to
have a few, but well-developed concepts. To assure the trustworthiness of data analysis and
accuracy of themes, the researcher used peer review by two scholars.
Ethical Considerations
There was an ethical responsibility of protecting participants’ rights and welfare in this
research study. Measures were taken to protect the participants’ confidentiality. The IRB
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protocols were thoroughly followed. Participants were given a detailed description of
questionnaire, data collection timeline, and safeguard information. The participants were also
informed about the codes that each college had for confidentiality purposes. Participants were
informed that completed questionnaires would be kept in an encrypted file for the duration of the
research and three years thereafter. Conclusively, participants were informed that the results of
the data may be published but confidentiality of their identity would be preserved.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to explore the perception of faculty about an organizational
climate for innovation in community colleges. The survey method was used with a questionnaire
which included demographic questions, the Organizational Climate for Innovation
Questionnaire, and one open-ended question. The Organizational Climate for Innovation
Questionnaire consisted of 44 adopted, adapted, and newly developed items from three different
sources: Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978), Scott and Bruce (1994), and Marsick and Watkins
(2003) and eight items created by the researcher. Quantitative design was applied as a primarily
source of data gathering and data analysis. Qualitative design through an open-ended question
was used to gather additional authentic information related to recommendations for improvement
of an organizational climate for innovation in community colleges.
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CHAPTER FOUR: DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS
This study examined research questions related to perceived organizational support for
innovation in Oregon Community Colleges. Since very limited studies exist on this topic in the
context of higher education and community colleges, this study employed a unique combination
of factors that were previously studied by other scholars in connection to innovation. In this
study, the researcher used six factors and borrowed most of the questionnaire items from the
existing surveys and developed or adapted additional questions for the community college
context and the population in question, i.e., faculty members. Respondents completed an online
questionnaire that included six measures of organizational climate: leadership support, support
for creativity, norms for diversity and risk-taking, organizational learning, ownership, and
resources. Demographic data for independent factors were also obtained as a part of the online
questionnaire and included: gender, age, education level, college name, academic area of
instruction, years of professional experience, years of experience in a community college setting,
and years of experience at the current college. Thus, the goal of this chapter is to present the
results of the data collection and analysis findings in order to address research questions and
associated hypotheses:
Research Question 1A: What is the organizational climate for innovation as perceived by
faculty? Research Question 1B: Is there a difference in perceptions of faculty based on the
colleges’ size, demographic factors, years in the profession, and years in a current position?
Null Hypothesis: there will be no significant differences in perceptions of faculty based
on the characteristics identified.
Alternative Hypothesis: there will be significant differences in perceptions based on the
characteristics identified.
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Research Question 2: What are faculty members’ recommendations for enhancement of an
organizational climate that fosters innovation at community colleges?
This chapter is divided into six sections. The first five sections focus on analysis of
quantitative data and include: (a) general description of respondent characteristics and
descriptive findings; (b) instrumentation constructs and reliability; (c) confirmatory factor
analysis of the instrument used in the study; (d) investigation of assumptions that are related to
inferential analysis; and (e) tests of hypotheses. The last section focuses on the qualitative
analysis and findings pertinent to the second research question related to recommendations for
enhancement of an organizational climate for innovation.
Respondents’ Characteristics and Descriptive Findings
To inform the colleges of the opportunity to participate in the study, the researcher made
a presentation to the Chief Academic Council, and 14 out of 17 colleges agreed to participate in
the study. E-mail contacts of all full-time faculty members were obtained either from the college
personnel or from published colleges’ online directories. An entire population of full-time
faculty (n=1,369) were invited to participate in the study. The instrument of 44 Likert scale
items and one open-ended question was prepared in a web format and released via
SurveyMonkey Professional Gold version. At the initial web survey release, a pop up message
indicated that 45 faculty members had previously unsubscribed to any SurveyMonkey contacts,
so an overall population sample for the study resulted in 1,324 potential participants. The
response of 16% (N=217) was obtained from 13 colleges. No responses at all were received
from one mid-size college out of the original 14 that agreed to participate. The summary of
respondents’ characteristics is presented in Table 2 below, followed by brief explanations.
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Table 2
Frequency Counts and Percentages of Descriptive Variables of Study (N=209)
Variable

Frequency

%

41
104
64

19.6
49.8
30.6

62
73
74

29.7
34.9
35.4

78
131

37.3
62.7

167
42

79.9
20.1

37
27
27
14
16
51
28
9

17.7
12.9
12.9
6.7
7.7
24.4
13.4
4.3

41
40
40
88

19.6
19.1
19.1
42.1

29
37
53
43
47

13.9
17.7
25.4
20.6
22.5

42
41
51
35
40

20.1
19.6
24.4
16.7
19.1

Organizational Size
Small
Medium
Large
Age
24-45
46-55
56+
Gender
Male
Female
Education Level
Bachelor’s / Master’s Degree
PhD/EdD / Post-Doctorate Degree
Area of Teaching
English / Liberal Arts / etc.
Social Sciences / Humanities
Pre-College
Nursing / Dental / Radiology
Health and Physical Education
Science / Math / Engineering
Career Technical
Business / Economics
Experience in Profession
1-10
11-15
16-20
Over 20
Professor’s Experience at Community College
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
Over 20
Years Teaching at Current Community College
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
Over 20
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Colleges were categorized by size as small, medium, and large based on the enrollment
information available through each college’s website. Six small, six mid-size, and one large
college were included in the study and had a balanced representation of urban and rural
geographical mix. About half of the participants in this study were faculty members from
medium size colleges (49.8%). Over half of the participants were female (62.7%), and a smaller
percentage were male (37.3%). It appears that there are 54% female and 46% faculty members
in Oregon Community Colleges according to the American School Search (2015) website.
Comparing to the data available through the American School Search website, the sample was
close to the state’s data but included more female than male faculty. According to the Oregon
University System Fact Book, in 2012-13, 58.8% of faculty in Oregon universities were men and
41.2% women. Comparison of faculty in community colleges to faculty in university system
though may not be appropriate as faculty requirements and program and degree offerings may
contribute to attracting and retaining faculty with certain demographics factors.
The majority of participants had either a Bachelor’s or a Master’s degree (79.9%).
Bachelor’s and Master’s degrees were combined into one category upon the collection of data, as
there were only 14 respondents with a Bachelor’s degree as a terminal degree. In disaggregating
data from this study, 6.6% of respondents had Bachelor’s as their terminal degree in comparison
to 11% for the U.S. full-time community college faculty; and 73.3% of respondents had Master’s
degree in comparison to 71% for the U.S. full-time community college faculty, according to the
information published on the AACC (2015) website.
A majority of respondents (70.3%) were older than 45. Because of the small number of
respondents in the age categories between 24 and 35 (13) and above 65 (9), for the statistical data
analysis those age categories were re-categorized with newly created ranges of 24-45 for the
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lower end, 46-55 for the middle range and 56+ for the upper range. It was surprising to discover
that there are no data collected at the state or national level connected to age ranges of
community college faculty. The researcher compared demographics of respondents for age
variable with the faculty in the Oregon University System using the Oregon University System
Fact Book for 2012-13. The data presented there showed that university faculty distribution by
age looked as follows: 42.3% of university faculty were less than 45 years old, 26.4% of
university faculty were between ages of 46 and 55, and 31.3% of university faculty were older
than 56. In comparing the distribution age of university faculty of Oregon with community
college respondents, the distribution of age looks slightly different for the first two categories but
the third category looks fairly similar.
Area of Teaching was an open-ended question, and responses were coded into the
categories created by the researcher. Responses for academic area of field included a vast
variety: English/Liberal Arts, Social sciences and humanities, pre-college programs (Adult Basic
Education, English as a Second Language, Academic Foundations, Developmental Education),
Sciences (Biology, Chemistry, Physics), Math, Engineering, Business and Economics, Nursing,
Dental, Health, Physical Education, and CTE programs (CIS, CAS, COS, Aviation technology,
architectural design, welding, horticulture, etc.). In the different areas of teaching, the group
with the most participants was Science/Math/Engineering (24.4%). Unfortunately, there are no
systems or organizations that collect these data for the state or nationally, so comparisons of any
kind were not possible.
The largest portion of participants had over 20 years of experience in the profession
(42.1%). The scale for Years of Experience in the Profession was adjusted as upon initial data
collection, there were only 13 respondents with less than five years of experience in the
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profession; therefore, two categories 1-5 and 6-10 years were combined into one category, 1-10.
A majority of respondents (80.3%) had over 10 years of work experience in their professional
field. About 68% of respondents had over 10 years of experience in community colleges in
general, and about 60% of respondents had worked over 10 years in their respective community
colleges.
Instrumentation Constructs and Reliability
The instrument utilized in this study was the Organizational Climate for Innovation
Questionnaire (OCIQ), which attempted to measure an organizational climate for innovation.
The original version of the OCIQ contained 44 items, but item 14 was removed before inferential
analysis because of the low factor loading (0.06) in the Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Each of
the remaining items of the OCIQ instrument was scored on a 4-point forced scale where 1 =
strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat agree, 3 = mostly agree, and 4 = strongly agree. Items 5, 6, 12,
15, 17, 19 and 34 were negatively framed statements. The scores for each item were summed
together to create a total score. The total scores for the participants of this study ranged from 55
171. The OCIQ was split into six factor constructs of (a) Resources (questions 1-7 from the
scale), (b) Ownership (questions 8-12 from the scale), (c) Norms for Diversity/Risk-taking
(questions 15-21 from the scale), (d) Support for Creativity (questions 22-25 from the scale), (e)
Organizational Learning (questions 26-33 from the scale), and (f) Leadership (questions 34-45
from the scale). As with the total score, the scores for each of the constructs were summed to
create a total score. The total score and all six constructs were calculated on a continuous scale.
In general, higher scores indicated that the faculty member had a more positive opinion of the
organizational climate of their college, and vice versa.
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Table 3 presents the measures of central tendency, and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients
for the six variable constructs derived from the OCIQ instrumentation along with the total score
for the instrument. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is a measure of internal consistency reliability.
A Cronbach’s coefficient alpha value of .70 or greater indicates good reliability of an instrument
with the data collected (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). All constructs were reliable for the data set
used in the study, and therefore, the constructs were retained for inferential analysis.
Table 3
Measures of Central Tendency and Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients for Instrumentation Used in
Study (N = 209)

Instrument/Construct
Organizational Climate for Innovation
Questionnaire (OCIQ)

M

SD

Mdn

Sample
Range

α

99.40 22.94 96.00 55-171 .959

Resources

13.90

3.73

13.00

6-26

.739

Ownership

12.99

3.06

13.00

6-20

.749

Norms for Diversity/Risk-taking

16.55

4.37

17.00

7-28

.832

Support for Creativity

8.38

2.83

8.00

4-16

.890

Organizational Learning

16.55

4.51

16.00

8-32

.845

Leadership

27.63

7.83

27.00

10-47

.904

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; Mdn = Median
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Since the combination of six constructs in this study has not been yet in use by other
researchers, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to test whether measures of the
six latent variable constructs of the OCIQ were indicative of the six concepts of organizational
climate for innovation, namely: (a) Resources, (b) Ownership, (c) Norms for Diversity/Risk
taking, (d) Support for Creativity, (e) Organizational Learning, and (f) Leadership. SPSS Amos
v. 22.0 was used to run the full hypothesized CFA model. The full model converged. The χ2 test
of model fit was statistically significant (p < .0005), indicating a poor fit of the model with the
participant data. For models with approximately 75 to 200 cases, the chi square test is a
reasonable measure of fit (Jackson, DeZee, Douglas, & Shimeall; 2005). The use of a larger
sample may cause the χ2 test of model fit to become sensitive to minute, inconsequential
deviations. Therefore, it is possible that the sample size of N = 209 was too large, and returned
false significance. Chi square is also affected by the size of the correlations in the model, i.e.,
the larger the correlations between variables, the poorer the fit. For these reasons, alternative
measures of fit were also assessed. The relative χ2 value, also referred to as the normed χ2 value,
was computed by dividing the χ2 index value of the fitted model by the model degrees of freedom
(1813.20/845 = 2.15). A value of 5 or less is considered a good model fit (Schumaker & Lomax,
2004). Additional fit indices approached desired levels. For instance, the root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA) value of .07 was slightly higher than the desired cut-off value of .05
(Hu & Bentler, 1999). Additionally, the comparative fit index (CFI) of the model was .81,
indicating that 81% of the correlated variation in the data can be reproduced by the given model.
A CFI value of .90 or larger is desirable for indication of good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
It is again noted that the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were sufficient for good internal
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consistency reliability of all six factors. Therefore, all inferential tests were performed with the
variable constructs as hypothesized by the researcher.
Table 4 presents the 43 survey statements of the instrument used to hypothesize the
factors of the OCIQ and their associated factor loadings. Factor loadings, also called
standardized regression weights in CFA, represent the strength of association between the factor
construct and the individual survey item. Factor loadings above 0.3 indicated that the item fit
well with the other items in that construct (Pallant, 2007). Analogous to Pearson's correlation
coefficient, the squared factor loading is the percent of variance in a particular factor explained
by the survey item.
Table 4
Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysis Loadings for Six-Factor Solution

Variable / Statement

Q1
Q4
Q2
Q7
Q3
Q5
Q6

Factor 1 – Resources
There are adequate resources available to pursue creative
ideas at my college.
The reward system at my college encourages innovation.
There is adequate time available to investigate creative
ideas at my college.
There are sufficient resources to implement creative ideas
related to instruction.
My college gives me release time to pursue creative ideas.
The reward system at my college benefits mainly those who
don’t rock the boat.
Personnel shortages inhibit innovation at my college.

M

SD

Range

Factor
Loading

2.18
1.61

0.82
0.71

1-4
1-4

0.69
0.67

1.71

0.77

1-4

0.63

2.04
1.59

0.83
0.76

1-4
1-4

0.56
0.54

2.54
2.31

0.92
1.08

1-4
1-4

0.49
0.40
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Table 4 (cont’d)

Variable / Statement

Q11
Q10
Q12
Q8
Q9

Q18
Q21
Q20
Q17
Q19
Q16
Q15

Q22
Q23
Q24
Q25

Q33
Q26
Q31
Q32
Q29

Factor 2 – Ownership
I have a voice in what goes on at my college.
I have an opportunity to test out my own ideas.
Nobody asks me for suggestions about how to run this
place.
I participate in decision-making at my college.
I am committed to the goals of my college.
Factor 3 – Norms for Diversity/Risk-taking
Diverse opinions and approaches to doing things are valued
at my college.
Faculty and staff are encouraged to take risks and try out
new ideas.
Faculty members of my college are encouraged to be
different.
The best way to get along at this college is to think the way
the rest of the group does.
This college seems to be more concerned with the status
quo than with change.
People at my college are always searching for fresh, new
ways of looking at problems.
People at my college are expected to deal with problems in
the same way.
Factor 4 – Support for Creativity
Creativity is encouraged at my college.
Our ability to function creatively is respected by the college
leadership.
The organizational climate at my college stimulates
creative thoughts.
Creative approaches to instructional design and delivery are
respected and supported by my college administration.
Factor 5 – Organizational Learning
My college can be described as flexible and continually
adapting to changes.
At my college, people openly discuss mistakes in order to
learn from them.
Leadership of our college encourages people to think from
a global perspective.
At my college, leaders support requests for learning
opportunities.
At my college, people view problems as opportunities to
learn.

M

SD

Range

Factor
Loading

2.12
2.60

0.83
0.85

1-4
1-4

0.83
0.71

2.71
2.30
3.24

1.04
0.83
0.75

1-4
1-4
1-4

0.64
0.62
0.33

2.11

0.83

1-4

0.88

2.00

0.84

1-4

0.84

1.89

0.79

1-4

0.71

2.66

1.01

1-4

0.61

2.86

1.00

1-4

0.58

2.16

0.77

1-4

0.48

2.87

0.91

1-4

0.38

2.18

0.82

1-4

0.87

2.11

0.80

1-4

0.83

1.79

0.80

1-4

0.82

2.31

0.85

1-4

0.75

2.03

0.82

1-4

0.77

1.84

0.85

1-4

0.67

1.99

0.85

1-4

0.67

2.26

0.85

1-4

0.66

2.04

0.76

1-4

0.63
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Table 4 (cont’d)

Variable / Statement
Q27 At my college, people help each other learn.
At my college, people are given time to support their
Q28 learning.
At my college, people give open and honest feedback to
Q30 each other.

Q38
Q44
Q39
Q41
Q40
Q37
Q35
Q36
Q45
Q43
Q42
Q34

Factor 6 – Leadership
College leaders seek different perspectives on the issues
that arise.
At my college, leaders empower others to carry out the
college’s vision
The role of the leader (dean/director) at my college can best
be described as supportive.
My leader (dean/director) encourages and supports creative
ideas and innovative approaches related to my job.
The role of the leaders (top administration) at my college
can best be described as supportive.
Individual independence is encouraged at my college.
New ideas can come from anywhere at my college and be
equally well received.
My ability to come up with original ideas and ways of
doing things is respected by my leader (dean/director).
At my college, leaders ensure that the college’s actions are
consistent with its values.
College leaders consider the impact of decisions on
employee morale.
My leader (dean/director) gives people choices in their
work assignments.
The people in charge at my college usually get the credit
for others’ ideas.

M
2.50

SD
0.85

Range
1-4

Factor
Loading
0.58

1.91

0.74

1-4

0.56

1.96

0.79

1-4

0.51

1.97

0.85

1-4

0.82

2.08

0.85

1-4

0.76

2.62

1.01

1-4

0.74

2.67

0.98

1-4

0.73

2.03
2.25

0.99
0.91

1-4
1-4

0.71
0.68

1.98

0.83

1-4

0.67

2.60

1.01

1-4

0.67

2.18

0.92

1-4

0.64

1.73

0.85

1-4

0.59

2.45

1.00

1-4

0.52

3.16

0.92

1-4

0.47

Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation.
A Pearson’s product moment correlation analysis was performed to investigate the
relationship among the six dependent variable constructs of (a) Resources, (b) Ownership, (c)
Norms for Diversity/Risk-taking, (d) Support for Creativity, (e) Organizational Learning, and (f)
Leadership derived from the OCIQ instrument. A positive, strong statistically significant
relationship was found among all dependent variables of study. Table 5 presents the correlation
coefficients of the six dependent variables of study. The magnitude of the correlation
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coefficients indicated that the use of a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was
appropriate for this study.
Table 5 Correlation Coefficients of the Variables used in Hypothesis Testing (N = 217)
Variable

1

2

3

4

1.

Resources

2.

Ownership

.633**

3.

Norms for Diversity/Risk-taking

.589** .632**

4.

Support for Creativity

.680** .694** .811**

5.

Organizational Learning

.655** .706** .687** .789**

6. Leadership
* p < .05 (2-sided test); **p < .01 (2-sided test)

5

.638** .727** .692** .775** .763**

Assumptions
There was a strong correlation between all of the dependent variables of study (see Table
5). However, there was enough of a discrepancy between the variables to indicate that all
variables were independent of each other. Therefore, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was planned for inferential statistics. The data set was investigated to ensure that it
satisfied the assumptions of the MANOVA and correlational analyses of study. These
assumptions included: adequate sample size, absence of missing data, absence of outliers,
normality, multivariate normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, absence of multicollinearity (a
correlation between independent variables of greater than .90), and equality of variances as
relates to the six dependent variable constructs in total derived from the OCIQ instrument.
In order to have an adequate sample size, there needs to be more cases in each cell than
the number of dependent variables in the model (Pallant, 2007). After performing the
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MANOVA, it was discovered that there was not an adequate number of cases in each cell. The
assumption of adequate sample size was violated; therefore, the MANOVA was not sufficiently
powered.
Alternatively, it was determined that a series of six factorial ANOVA’s would be
performed with the dependent variables of: (a) Resources, (b) Ownership, (c) Norms for
Diversity/Risk-taking, (d) Support for Creativity, (e) Organizational Learning, and (f)
Leadership. Assumptions for the ANOVA included: absence of missing data, absence of
outliers, normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and homogeneity of variance. None of the
records were missing data on any of the dependent variables of study.
Outliers in a dataset have the potential to distort results of an inferential analysis. A
check of box plots for the six dependent variables was performed to visually inspect for outliers.
The box plots indicated two outliers on the two dependent variable constructs of Resources and
Organizational Learning (< 1% of the data), and four outliers on the dependent variable construct
of Norms for Diversity/Risk-taking (< 2% of the data). The variables were standardized to check
for the presence of extreme outliers (z = +/-3.3). One of the outliers in the dependent variable
construct of Organizational Learning was extreme. A check of the mean and 5% trimmed mean
indicated numbers close in value, confirming that the outliers were not adversely impacting the
distribution of the data. Because the outliers were in the acceptable range of the OCIQ and they
were not adversely impacting the mean, the records with the outliers were retained for analysis
and the assumption of absence of outliers was considered met.
Normality for the scores of the six dependent variable constructs was investigated with
SPSS Explore. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for normality indicated a non-normal distribution
on all of the variable constructs (p < .01), with the exception of Norms for Diversity (p = .03). A
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visual check of histograms and Normal Q-Q plots for the six variable constructs indicated
distributions close to normal. There was a slight right skew on the constructs of Resources,
Support for Creativity, and Organizational Learning. A comparison of the median and mean
values for the variable constructs indicated that both of the measures of central tendency were
similar in value, further confirming that outliers and non-normality were not affecting the data.
The assumption of normality was not violated, and the factorial ANOVA was used for inferential
analysis. Assumptions of linearity between study variables and homoscedasticity, requirements
for correlational analysis, were checked with scatterplots of the data. The assumptions of
linearity and homoscedasticity were not violated.
An ANOVA requires the assumption of equal variance between independent variable

groups. Levene’s test was performed to investigate the assumption and was not statistically
significant for any of the dependent variables in the analyses. Therefore the assumption of equal
variances was met. Further, multicollinearity diagnostics for the factorial ANOVA were
performed using SPSS. No violations were noted and the assumption of an absence of
multicollinearity was met.
Research Questions and Hypothesis Testing
A total of (N = 209) records were included for hypothesis testing. The results of the
hypothesis tests are presented according to the research question and associated statistical
hypotheses.
Research Question 1A. What is the organizational climate for innovation as perceived by
faculty?
As was evident from results in Table 4, general climate for innovation using six
constructs indicated that collectively, an organizational climate for innovation at community
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colleges did not appear to be in a particularly healthy state. Mean scores of slightly over 2
points, and in some cases less than 2 points, indicated that participants only somewhat agreed
with positively framed statements. For the construct of resources, it was evident that lack of time
was a significant impediment to pursuit and implementation of creative ideas. It also appeared
that the reward system did not particularly encourage innovation. At the same time, participants
perceived that the reward system benefited those who kept the status quo. With respect to
ownership, it was evident that participants were committed to the goals of their college; however,
they did not perceive that they had a voice in what goes on in their college, were not necessarily
asked for suggestions about college operations, and did not necessarily participate in decisionmaking. Average scores for norms for diversity and risk-taking construct revealed that people
were not necessarily encouraged to be different, take risks, and try out new ideas. In fact, the
items related to preserving the status quo and dealing with problems in the same way received
highest average scores. Support for creativity averages revealed the lowest score for the item
that asked whether the organizational climate stimulated creative thoughts. Participants’
perceptions were also on the lower end related to question items whether creativity was
encouraged and respected. Alarmingly, an organizational learning construct had quite a few
scores that averaged less than 2 points, meaning that people disagreed with the statement or
slightly agreed. Low average ratings were evident for the following items: 26- at my college,
people openly discuss mistakes in order to learn from them; 30- at my college, people give open
and honest feedback to each other; 31- leadership of our college encourages people to think from
a global perspective; and 33- my college can be described as flexible and continually adapting to
changes. Finally, the leadership construct had three items that received average scores of less
than 2 points, which included the following items: 43-college leaders consider the impact of
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decisions on employee morale; 38-college leaders seek different perspectives on the issues that
arise; and 35-new ideas can come from anywhere at my college and be equally received. On
average, participants mostly agreed that people in charge at their college usually claimed the
credit for others’ ideas (item 34). Items related to the dean or director role as being supportive
and deans/directors encouragement and support of creative ideas and innovative approaches
related to participants’ job received highest average scores.
Research Question 1B. Is there a difference in perceptions of faculty based on the colleges’ size,
demographic factors, years in the profession, and years in a current position?
Null Hypothesis 1.There will be no significant differences in perceptions of faculty based
on the characteristics identified.
Alternative Hypothesis 1. There will be significant differences in perceptions based on
the characteristics identified.
To address this research question, a series of correlational analyses were performed to
investigate the bivariate relationships between the descriptive variables of study and the six
dependent variable constructs of (a) Resources, (b) Ownership, (c) Norms for Diversity/Risk
taking, (d) Support for Creativity, (e) Organizational Learning, and (f) Leadership derived from
the OCIQ instrument. Correlational analysis is typically used to identify if two or more variables
influence each other (Creswell, 2012), which is the case in this study. Therefore, Pearson’s
product moment correlations and Spearman’s rank order correlation were performed as
appropriate. Pearson’s product moment correlations were performed on bi-variate correlations
between continuous and/or dichotomous variables. Spearman’s rank order correlation was
performed when at least one of the variables in the bi-variate pair was ordinal. The independent
variables were assessed in the correlational analyses.
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These included:
Organizational Size (coded 1 = small, 2 = medium, and 3 = large);
Age (coded 1 = 24-45, 2 = 46-55, and 3 = 56+); Gender (coded 0 = female and 1 = male);
Education Level (coded 0 = Bachelor’s / Master’s Degree and 1 = PhD / EdD / Post-doctorate
Degree);
Area of Teaching = English (coded 0 = English / Liberal Arts / etc. and 1 = other);
Area of Teaching = Social Sciences (coded 0 = Social Sciences/Humanities and 1 = other);
Area of Teaching = Pre College (coded 0 = Pre College and 1 = other);
Area of Teaching = Nursing (coded 0 = Nursing / Dental / Radiology and 1 = other);
Area of Teaching = Health (coded 0 = Health and Physical Education and 1 = other);
Area of Teaching = Science (coded 0 = Science / Math / Engineering and 1 = other);
Area of Teaching = Career Technical (coded 0 = Career Technical and 1 = other);
Area of Teaching = Business (coded 0 = Business / Economics and 1 = other);
Experience in Profession (coded 1 = 1-10 years, 2 = 11-15 years, 3 = 16-20 years, and 4 = over
20 years);
Professor’s Experience at Community College (coded 1 = 1-5 years, 2 = 6-10 years, 3 = 11-15
years, 4 = 16-20 years, and 5 = over 20 years);
Years Teaching at Current Community College (coded 1 = 1-5 years, 2 = 6-10 years, 3 = 11-15
years, 4 = 16-20 years, and 5 = over 20 years).
Per Cohen (1988) effects of correlation coefficients can be defined as (a) +/- .10 to +/- .29 =
weak effect; (b) +/- .30 to +/-.49 = moderate effect; and (c) +/- .50 to +/- 1.0 = strong effect.
Table 6 summarizes the results of the correlational analyses performed. The SPSS output from
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the correlational analyses can be found in Appendices C and D. The following paragraphs
discuss the significant findings of the correlational analyses.
A negative, weak statistically significant relationship was found between the independent
variable of Area of Teaching: Health and Physical Education and the dependent variable
construct of Resources (r = -.157, p = .023). The magnitude and direction of the correlation
coefficient indicated that participants who teach classes in the area of health and physical
education were more likely to score lower on the Resources construct, implying that faculty
members who teach health and physical education classes tended to disagree that adequate
resources were available to them. Conversely, faculty members, who taught other than health
and physical education classes, tended to agree that adequate resources were available to them.
A negative, weak statistically significant relationship was found between the independent
variable of Age and the dependent variable construct of Norms for Diversity / Risk-taking (rho =
-.160, p = .020). The magnitude and direction of the correlation coefficient indicated that
participants in the older age groups were more likely to disagree with the items of the Norms for
Diversity / Risk-taking construct than those in the younger age groups.
A negative, weak statistically significant relationship was also found between the
independent variable of Professor’s Experience at Community College and the dependent
variable construct of Norms for Diversity / Risk-taking (rho = -.174, p = .012). The magnitude
and direction of the correlation coefficient indicated that participants with more experience at the
community college were more likely to score lower on the Norms for Diversity / Risk-taking
construct, implying that experienced faculty members were more likely to disagree with the
items of the Norms for Diversity / Risk-taking construct than those with less experience.
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A negative, weak statistically significant relationship was found between the independent
variable of Years Teaching at Current Community College and the dependent variable construct
of Norms for Diversity / Risk-taking (rho = -.168, p = .015). The magnitude and direction of the
correlation coefficient indicated that faculty members who taught at the community college for a
longer period of time were more likely to score lower on the Norms for Diversity / Risk-taking
construct, again implying that experienced faculty members were more likely to disagree with
the items of the Norms for Diversity / Risk-taking construct than those with less experience.
A negative, weak statistically significant relationship was found between the independent
variable of Experience in Profession and the dependent variable construct of Support for
Creativity (rho = -.166, p = .016). The magnitude and direction of the correlation coefficient
indicated that a participant with more teaching experience was more likely to score lower on the
Support for Creativity construct, implying that faculty members with more experience in the
profession were more likely to disagree with the items of the Support for Creativity construct
than those with less experience in the profession.
A negative, weak statistically significant relationship was also found between the
independent variable of Professor’s Experience at Community College and the dependent
variable construct of Support for Creativity (rho = -.185, p = .007). The magnitude and direction
of the correlation coefficient indicated that a participant with more experience at a community
college was more likely to score lower on the Support for Creativity construct, implying that
faculty members with more experience at their community colleges were more likely to feel that
their colleges do not support a climate for creativity.
A negative, weak statistically significant relationship was also found between the
independent variable of Years Teaching at Current Community College and the dependent
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variable construct of Support for Creativity (rho = -.175, p = .011). The magnitude and direction
of the correlation coefficient indicated that faculty members with more experience at their
current community college were more likely to score lower on the Support for Creativity
construct, implying that faculty members with more years of experience feel that their college
does not nurture a climate for creativity or does so at a lower rate than what faculty members
with lesser number of years of experience would have felt.
Lastly, a negative, weak statistically significant relationship was found between the
independent variable of Professor’s Experience at Community College and the dependent
variable construct of Leadership (rho = -.192, p = .005). The magnitude and direction of the
correlation coefficient indicated that a participant with more experience at a community college
was more likely to score lower on the Leadership construct, implying that faculty members with
more experience feel that their college leadership is less supportive of an organizational climate
for innovation. A negative, weak statistically significant relationship was also found between the
independent variable of Years Teaching at Current Community College and the dependent
variable construct of Leadership (rho = -.191, p = .006). The magnitude and direction of the
correlation coefficient indicated that a participant with more experience at his/her current
community college was more likely to score lower on the Leadership construct, implying that
faculty members with more years of experience were more likely to feel that their college does
not exhibit the leadership that is characteristic of an innovative organizational climate.

84

Table 6
Summary of Correlation Coefficients of the Variables used in Hypothesis Testing (N = 209)
Norms for
Support for Organizational
Resources
Ownership
Diversity
Creativity
Learning
rho=.017,
rho=-.009,
rho=.017,
rho=-.051,
rho=.020,
Organization Size
p=.807
p=.897
p=.809
p=.460
p=.779
r=.046,
r=.026,
r=-.041,
r=.030,
r=.025,
Gender
p=.505
p=.705
p=.558
p=.668
p=.717
rho=-.067,
rho=-.119,
rho=-.160,
rho=-.132,
rho=-.086,
Age
p=.334
p=.086
p=.020
p=.056
p=.214
r=-.074,
r=.006,
r=-.030,
r=.005,
r=-.050,
Education Level
p=.289
p=.928
p=.662
p=.946
p=.471
r=.008,
r=-.006,
r=.087,
r=.107,
r=.101,
Area of Teaching: English
p=.905
p=.928
p=.208
p=.125
p=.146
r=-.021,
r=-.011,
r=.049,
r=.001,
r=.025,
Area of Teaching: Social Sciences
p=.758
p=.873
p=.484
p=.988
p=.725
r=.051,
r=.012,
r=-.030,
r=-.060,
r=-.077,
Area of Teaching: Pre College
p=.460
p=.861
p=.667
p=.391
p=.268
r=-.002,
r=.018,
r=-.019,
r=.009,
r=.011,
Area of Teaching: Nursing
p=.980
p=.801
p=.786
p=.900
p=.872
r=-.157,
r=-.072,
r=-.133,
r=-.114,
r=-.061,
Area of Teaching: Health
p=.023
p=.299
p=.055
p=.099
p=.380
r=.057,
r=-.036,
r=-.066,
r=-.034,
r=.009,
Area of Teaching: Science
p=.411
p=.610
p=.340
p=.621
p=.892
r=-.029,
r=.090,
r=.008,
r=.018,
r=-.068,
Area of Teaching: Career Technical
p=.677
p=.194
p=.911
p=.798
p=.329
r=.071,
r=.007,
r=.130,
r=.079,
r=.057,
Area of Teaching: Business
p=.310
p=.923
p=.061
p=.258
p=.411
rho=.027,
rho=-.066,
rho=-.104,
rho=-.166,
rho=-.061,
Experience in Profession
p=.699
p=.345
p=.133
p=.016
p=.377
rho=-.070,
rho=-.108,
rho=-.174,
rho=-.185,
rho=-.094,
Professor’s Experience at a Community College p=.311
p=.121
p=.012
p=.007
p=.178
rho=-.097,
rho=-.111,
rho=-.168,
rho=-.175,
rho=-.083,
Years Teaching at Current Community College p=.164
p=.110
p=.015
p=.011
p=.232
Note. r = Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Coefficient; rho = Spearman’s Rank Order Correlation Coefficient.
Variable

Leadership
rho=.006,
p=.932
r=.048,
p=.492
rho=-.114,
p=.101
r=-.008,
p=.903
r=.023,
p=.740
r=-.027,
p=.695
r=-.027,
p=.695
r=-.008,
p=.911
r=-.041,
p=.554
r=.049,
p=.483
r=-.046,
p=.513
r=.084,
p=.229
rho=-.115,
p=.097
rho=-.192,
p=.005
rho=-.191,
p=.006
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ANOVA Findings
The relationship between the six dependent variable constructs of the OCIQ and the
independent variables of study was investigated via a series of six factorial analysis of variance
(ANOVA) tests, one for each of the six dependent variable constructs. Tables 7-18 present the
results of the six factorial ANOVAs performed to address the hypothesis of this study, followed
by a brief summary of analysis. The independent variables in each analysis included: (a)
Organizational Size; (b) Age; (c) Gender; (d) Education Level; (e) Area of Teaching; (f)
Experience in Profession; (g) Professor’s Experience at Community College; and (h) Years
Teaching at Current Community College.
Dependent variable construct of Resources. Results of the corrected ANOVA model
for the dependent variable construct of Resources were not statistically significant; F (24, 184) =
0.99, p = .486, observed power = .777. The non-significant results indicated that the overall
effect of the combined independent variables did not provide a significant contribution to the
dependent variable of Resources (R2Adj = -.002). None of the main effects of the independent
variables were significant for the dependent variable of Resources. Therefore, post-hoc
comparisons were not performed. Findings of the ANOVA model are presented in Table 7 below
and estimated marginal means are presented in Table 8.
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Table 7
ANOVA Table of Comparison of Means for the Dependent Variable of Resources According to
the Independent Variables of Study

Type III Sum
of Squares

df

330.21

24

13.76

0.99

.486 .114

Organizational Size

21.76

2

10.88

0.78

.460 .008

Age

27.65

2

13.82

0.99

.373 .011

Gender

8.09

1

8.09

0.58

.447 .003

Education Level

8.19

1

8.19

0.59

.445 .003

Area of Teaching

72.60

7

10.37

0.74

.635 .028

Experience in Profession

44.55

3

14.85

1.07

.365 .017

Professor’s Experience in
Community College

26.20

4

6.55

0.47

.758 .010

Years Teaching at Current
Community College

35.91

4

8.98

0.64

.632 .014

Intercept
13569.21
1 13569.78
Note. df = Degrees of Freedom; η2 = partial eta squared.

973.09

<.0005 .114

Independent Variable
Corrected Model

Mean
Square

F

p-value

η2
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Table 8
Table of Estimated Marginal Means on the Dependent Variable of Resources
95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

Organizational Size
Small
Medium
Large

12.93
13.04
12.96

0.60
0.42
0.48

11.75
12.21
12.01

14.12
13.87
13.90

Age
24-45 years
46-55 years
56+ years

12.99
13.17
12.77

0.57
0.50
0.54

11.86
12.19
11.71

14.11
14.16
13.83

Gender
Male
Female

13.06
12.89

0.47
0.40

12.14
12.10

13.99
13.69

Education Level
Bachelor’s/Master’s Degree
PhD/EdD/Post Graduate Degree

12.87
13.09

0.57
0.33

12.23
11.96

13.51
14.21

Area of Teaching
English / Liberal Arts / etc.
Social Sciences / Humanities
Pre-College
Nursing / Dental / Radiology
Health and Physical Education
Science / Math / Engineering
Career Technical
Business / Economics

13.02
12.95
12.95
13.00
13.65
13.16
12.29
13.80

0.57
0.67
0.71
0.96
0.88
0.56
0.67
1.10

11.90
11.63
11.56
11.11
11.91
12.06
10.97
10.62

14.14
14.26
14.35
14.89
15.39
14.26
13.61
14.97

Experience in Profession
1-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

13.09
13.34
12.32
13.16

0.68
0.69
0.63
0.51

11.74
11.98
11.07
12.16

14.44
14.71
13.56
14.16
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Table 8 (cont’d)

95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level
Professor’s Experience at Community College
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

12.35
13.79
13.59
12.30
12.86

1.10
0.87
0.69
0.74
0.94

10.18
12.08
12.23
10.85
11.00

14.51
15.50
14.95
13.76
14.71

0.85
0.76
0.68
0.88
1.02

11.98
11.15
11.44
11.29
10.78

15.32
14.14
14.12
14.72
14.82

Years Teaching at Current Community College
1-5 years
13.65
6-10 years
12.65
11-15 years
12.78
16-20 years
13.01
Over 20 years
12.80
Note. Mest = Estimated Marginal Mean; SE = Standard Error.

Dependent variable construct of Ownership. Results of the corrected ANOVA model
for the dependent variable construct of Ownership were not statistically significant; F (24, 184) =
0.60, p = .932, observed power = .491. The non-significant results indicated that the overall
effect of the combined independent variables did not provide a significant contribution to the
dependent variable of Ownership (R2Adj = -.049). None of the main effects of the independent
variables were significant for the dependent variable of Ownership. Therefore, post-hoc
comparisons were not performed. Findings of the ANOVA model are presented in Table 9;
estimated marginal means are presented in Table 10.
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Table 9
ANOVA Table of Comparison of Means for the Dependent Variable of Ownership
According to the Independent Variables of Study
Type III Sum
of Squares

df

140.44

24

5.85

0.60

.932

.072

Organizational Size

0.40

2

0.20

0.02

.980

<.0005

Age

4.60

2

2.30

0.23

.792

.003

Gender

1.22

1

1.22

0.12

.725

.001

Education Level

1.36

1

1.36

0.14

.710

.001

Area of Teaching

20.48

7

2.93

0.30

.954

.011

Experience in Profession

19.38

3

6.46

0.66

.579

.011

Professor’s Experience
in Community College

34.47

4

8.62

0.88

.478

.019

Years Teaching at
Current Community
College

10.31

4

2.58

0.26

.902

.006

Intercept
12642.86
1 12642.86
2
Note. df = Degrees of Freedom; η = partial eta square

1287.72

<.0005

.875

Independent Variable
Corrected Model

Mean
Square

F

p-value

η2
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Table 10
Table of Estimated Marginal Means on the Dependent Variable of Ownership
95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

Organizational Size
Small
Medium
Large

12.93
13.04
12.96

0.60
0.42
0.48

11.75
12.21
12.01

14.12
13.87
13.90

Age
24-45 years
46-55 years
56+ years

12.99
13.17
12.77

0.57
0.50
0.54

11.86
12.19
11.71

14.11
14.16
13.83

Gender
Male
Female

13.06
12.89

0.47
0.40

12.14
12.10

13.99
13.69

Education Level
Bachelor’s/Master’s Degree
PhD/EdD/Post Graduate Degree

12.87
13.09

0.33
0.57

12.23
11.96

13.51
14.21

Area of Teaching
English / Liberal Arts / etc.
Social Sciences / Humanities
Pre-College
Nursing / Dental / Radiology
Health and Physical Education
Science / Math / Engineering
Career Technical
Business / Economics

13.02
12.95
12.95
13.00
13.65
13.16
12.29
12.80

0.57
0.67
0.71
0.96
0.88
0.56
0.67
1.10

11.90
11.63
11.56
11.11
11.91
12.06
10.97
10.62

14.14
14.26
14.35
14.89
15.39
14.26
13.61
14.97

Experience in Profession
1-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

13.09
13.34
12.32
13.16

0.68
0.69
0.63
0.51

11.74
11.98
11.07
12.16

14.44
14.71
13.56
14.16
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Table 10 (cont’d)

95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level
Professor’s Experience at Community College
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

12.35
13.79
13.59
12.30
12.86

1.10
0.87
0.69
0.74
0.94

10.18
12.08
12.23
10.85
11.00

14.51
15.50
14.95
13.76
14.71

0.85
0.76
0.68
0.87
1.02

11.98
11.15
11.44
11.29
10.78

15.32
14.14
14.12
14.72
14.82

Years Teaching at Current Community College
1-5 years
13.65
6-10 years
12.65
11-15 years
12.78
16-20 years
13.01
Over 20 years
12.80
Note. Mest = Estimated Marginal Mean; SE = Standard Error.

Dependent variable construct of Norms for Diversity/Risk-Taking. Results of the
corrected ANOVA model for the dependent variable construct of Norms for Diversity/Risk
taking were not statistically significant; F (24, 184) = 1.02, p = .446, observed power = .794.
The non-significant results indicated that the overall effect of the combined independent
variables did not provide a significant contribution to the dependent variable of Norms for
Diversity/Risk-taking (R2Adj = .002). None of the main effects of the independent variables were
significant for the dependent variable of Norms for Diversity/Risk-taking. Therefore, post-hoc
comparisons were not performed. Findings of the ANOVA model are presented in Table 11;
estimated marginal means are presented in Table 12.
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Table 11
ANOVA Table of Comparison of Means for the Dependent Variable of Norms for
Diversity/Risk-taking According to the Independent Variables of Study
Type III Sum
of Squares

df

464.39

24

19.35

1.02

.446

.117

22.23

2

11.11

0.58

.559

.006

8.89

2

4.45

0.23

.792

.003

10.67

1

10.67

0.56

.455

.003

5.66

1

5.66

0.30

.586

.002

143.47

7

20.50

1.08

.379

.039

Experience in Profession

62.10

3

20.70

1.09

.355

.017

Professor’s Experience
in Community College

16.96

4

4.24

0.22

.925

.005

Years Teaching at
Current Community
College

33.21

4

8.30

0.44

.782

.009

Intercept
19817.20
1 19817.20
2
Note. df = Degrees of Freedom; η = partial eta squared.

1042.02

<.0005

.850

Independent Variable
Corrected Model
Organizational Size
Age
Gender
Education Level
Area of Teaching

Mean
Square

F

p-value

η2
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Table 12
Table of Estimated Marginal Means on the Dependent Variable of Norms for
Diversity/Risk-taking
95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

Organizational Size
Small
Medium
Large

15.78
16.70
16.26

0.84
0.58
0.67

14.13
15.55
14.95

17.44
17.85
17.58

Age
24-45 years
46-55 years
56+ years

16.63
16.22
15.89

0.79
0.70
0.75

15.07
14.85
14.42

18.20
17.59
17.36

Gender
Male
Female

15.99
16.50

0.65
0.56

14.70
15.40

17.28
17.61

Education Level
Bachelor’s/Master’s Degree
PhD/EdD/Post Graduate Degree

16.02
16.47

0.45
0.80

15.13
14.90

16.92
18.04

Area of Teaching
English / Liberal Arts / etc.
Social Sciences / Humanities
Pre-College
Nursing / Dental / Radiology
Health and Physical Education
Science / Math / Engineering
Career Technical
Business / Economics

15.41
15.82
16.71
16.56
18.03
17.09
16.26
14.10

0.79
0.93
0.99
1.33
1.23
0.78
0.93
1.54

13.86
13.99
14.77
13.93
15.61
15.56
14.43
11.07

16.97
17.65
18.66
19.19
20.45
18.61
18.10
17.13

Experience in Profession
1-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

16.72
16.33
15.11
16.83

0.95
0.96
0.88
0.71

14.84
14.44
13.38
15.44

18.59
18.23
16.84
18.22
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Table 12 (cont’d)

95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level
Professor’s Experience at Community College
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

16.23
16.86
16.62
16.32
15.21

1.53
1.21
0.96
1.03
1.31

13.22
14.48
14.73
14.30
12.62

19.24
19.24
18.51
18.34
17.79

1.18
1.05
0.94
1.21
1.42

15.08
13.73
14.09
13.12
13.76

19.72
17.89
17.81
17.90
19.38

Years Teaching at Current Community College
1-5 years
17.40
6-10 years
15.81
11-15 years
15.95
16-20 years
15.51
Over 20 years
16.57
Note. Mest = Estimated Marginal Mean; SE = Standard Error.

Dependent variable construct of Support for Creativity. Results of the corrected
ANOVA model for the dependent variable construct of Support for Creativity were not
statistically significant; F (24, 184) = 0.86, p = .658, observed power = .698. The non-significant
results indicated that the overall effect of the combined independent variables did not provide a
significant contribution to the dependent variable of Support for Creativity (R2Adj = -.017). None
of the main effects of the independent variables were significant for the dependent variable of
Support for Creativity. Therefore, post-hoc comparisons were not performed. Findings of the
ANOVA model are presented in Table 13; estimated marginal means are presented in Table 14.
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Table 13
Table of Comparison of Means for the Dependent Variable of Support for Creativity
According to the Independent Variables of Study
Type III Sum
of Squares

df

167.71

24

6.99

0.86

.658

.101

10.97

2

5.48

0.67

.511

.007

Age

3.10

2

1.55

0.19

.827

.002

Gender

1.38

1

1.38

0.17

.681

.001

Education Level

6.97

1

6.97

0.86

.356

.005

Area of Teaching

59.74

7

8.54

1.05

.399

.038

Experience in Profession

22.43

3

7.48

0.92

.433

.015

Professor’s Experience
in Community College

8.89

4

2.22

0.27

.895

.006

Years Teaching at
Current Community
College

5.43

4

1.36

0.17

.955

.004

Intercept
5522.10
1
5522.10
2
Note. df = Degrees of Freedom; η = partial eta squared.

678.54

<.0005

.787

Independent Variable
Corrected Model
Organizational Size

Mean
Square

F

p-value

η2
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Table 14
Table of Estimated Marginal Means on the Dependent Variable of Support for Creativity
95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

Organizational Size
Small
Medium
Large

8.69
8.80
8.24

0.55
0.38
0.44

7.61
8.04
7.38

9.78
9.55
9.10

Age
24-45 years
46-55 years
56+ years

8.37
8.74
8.62

0.52
0.46
0.49

7.34
7.84
7.66

9.39
9.64
9.58

Gender
Male
Female

8.67
8.48

0.43
0.37

7.83
7.76

9.51
9.21

Education Level
Bachelor’s/Master’s Degree
PhD/EdD/Post Graduate Degree

8.33
8.82

0.30
0.52

7.74
7.80

8.92
9.85

Area of Teaching
English / Liberal Arts / etc.
Social Sciences / Humanities
Pre-College
Nursing / Dental / Radiology
Health and Physical Education
Science / Math / Engineering
Career Technical
Business / Economics

7.81
8.47
9.27
8.72
9.65
8.81
8.38
7.49

0.52
0.61
0.65
0.87
0.80
0.51
0.61
1.00

6.79
7.27
8.00
7.00
8.07
7.81
7.18
5.51

8.83
9.67
10.54
10.44
11.24
9.81
9.58
9.47

Experience in Profession
1-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

9.08
9.06
7.97
8.19

0.62
0.63
0.57
0.46

7.86
7.81
6.84
7.28

10.31
10.30
9.11
9.10
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Table 14 (cont’d)

95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

Professor’s Experience at Community College
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

8.41
9.00
8.79
8.12
8.56

1.00
0.79
0.63
0.67
0.86

6.44
7.44
7.56
6.80
6.87

10.38
10.56
10.03
9.44
10.25

0.77
0.69
0.62
0.79
0.93

7.60
7.19
7.04
6.90
6.65

10.64
9.91
9.48
10.03
10.32

Years Teaching at Current Community College
1-5 years
9.12
6-10 years
8.55
11-15 years
8.26
16-20 years
8.46
Over 20 years
8.49
Note. Mest = Estimated Marginal Mean; SE = Standard Error.

Dependent variable construct of Organizational Learning. Results of the corrected
ANOVA model for the dependent variable construct of Organizational Learning were not
statistically significant; F (24, 184) = 0.78, p = .762, observed power = .640. The non-significant
results indicated that the overall effect of the combined independent variables did not provide a
significant contribution to the dependent variable of Organizational Learning (R2Adj = -.026).
None of the main effects of the independent variables were significant for the dependent variable
of Organizational Learning. Therefore, post-hoc comparisons were not performed. Findings of
the ANOVA model are presented in Table 15; estimated marginal means are presented in Table
16.
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Table 15
ANOVA Table of Comparison of Means for the Dependent Variable of Organizational
Learning According to the Independent Variables of Study
Type III Sum
of Squares

df

389.52

24

16.23

0.78

.762

.092

Organizational Size

9.61

2

4.81

0.23

.795

.002

Age

5.12

2

2.56

0.12

.885

.001

Gender

2.51

1

2.51

0.12

.729

.001

Education Level

0.31

1

0.31

0.02

.903

<.0005

Area of Teaching

89.77

7

12.83

0.61

.744

.023

Experience in Profession

35.92

3

11.97

0.57

.633

.009

Professor’s Experience
in Community College

95.61

4

23.90

1.15

.337

.024

Years Teaching at
Current Community
College

52.79

4

13.20

0.63

.640

.014

Intercept
20035.20
1 20035.20
2
Note. df = Degrees of Freedom; η = partial eta squared.

959.95

<.0005

.839

Independent Variable
Corrected Model

Mean
Square

F

p-value

η2
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Table 16
Table of Estimated Marginal Means on the Dependent Variable of Organizational Learning
95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

Organizational Size
Small
Medium
Large

16.18
16.65
16.19

0.88
0.61
0.70

14.44
15.44
14.81

17.91
17.85
17.57

Age
24-45 years
46-55 years
56+ years

16.21
16.57
16.22

0.83
0.73
0.78

14.57
15.14
14.68

17.86
18.01
17.76

Gender
Male
Female

16.46
16.21

0.69
0.59

15.11
15.05

17.81
17.37

Education Level
Bachelor’s/Master’s Degree
PhD/EdD/Post Graduate Degree

16.39
16.28

0.48
0.48

15.45
15.45

17.33
17.33

Area of Teaching
English / Liberal Arts / etc.
Social Sciences / Humanities
Pre-College
Nursing / Dental / Radiology
Health and Physical Education
Science / Math / Engineering
Career Technical
Business / Economics

15.48
15.89
17.43
16.55
16.94
16.26
17.07
15.08

0.83
0.97
1.03
1.40
1.29
0.81
0.97
1.61

13.84
13.97
15.40
13.80
14.41
14.66
15.15
11.90

17.11
17.80
19.47
19.31
19.48
17.86
18.99
18.25

Experience in Profession
1-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

17.09
16.38
15.42
16.46

1.00
1.01
0.92
0.74

15.12
14.39
13.61
15.00

19.05
18.36
17.24
17.91
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Table 16 (cont’d)

95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

14.93
17.72
17.64
15.88
15.51

1.60
1.26
1.00
1.08
1.37

11.78
15.23
15.66
13.76
12.80

18.08
20.22
19.62
18.00
18.22

Years Teaching at Current Community College
1-5 years
17.41
6-10 years
15.86
11-15 years
15.47
16-20 years
15.65
Over 20 years
17.30
Note. Mest = Estimated Marginal Mean; SE = Standard Error.

1.23
1.11
0.99
1.27
1.49

14.97
13.68
13.52
13.15
14.36

19.84
18.04
17.42
18.15
20.24

Professor’s Experience at Community College
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

Dependent variable construct of Leadership. Results of the corrected ANOVA model
for the dependent variable construct of Leadership were not statistically significant; F (24, 184)
= 1.04, p = .422, observed power = .804. The non-significant results indicated that the overall
effect of the combined independent variables did not provide a significant contribution to the
dependent variable of Leadership (R2Adj = .004). None of the main effects of the independent
variables were significant for the dependent variable of Leadership. Therefore, post-hoc
comparisons were not performed. Findings of the ANOVA model are presented in Table 17;
estimated marginal means are presented in Table 18.
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Table 17
ANOVA Table of Comparison of Means for the Dependent Variable of Leadership According to
the Independent Variables of Study

Independent Variable
Corrected Model

Type III Sum
of Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

p-value

η2

1520.34

24

63.35

1.04

.422

.119

56.07

2

28.04

0.46

.633

.005

6.14

2

3.07

0.05

.951

.001

48.60

1

48.60

0.80

.374

.004

0.80

1

0.80

0.01

.909

<.0005

212.24

7

30.32

0.50

.836

.019

Experience in Profession

25.99

3

8.66

0.14

.935

.002

Professor’s Experience in
Community College

311.05

4

77.76

1.27

.282

.027

Years Teaching at Current
Community College

209.07

4

52.27

0.86

.492

.018

Intercept
56035.47
1
56035.47
Note. df = Degrees of Freedom; η2 = partial eta squared

917.45

<.0005

.833

Organizational Size
Age
Gender
Education Level
Area of Teaching
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Table 18
Table of Estimated Marginal Means on the Dependent Variable of Leadership
95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

Organizational Size
Small
Medium
Large

26.74
28.07
27.15

1.50
1.05
1.20

23.78
26.01
24.79

29.71
30.13
29.51

Age
24-45 years
46-55 years
56+ years

27.38
27.52
27.06

1.42
1.25
1.34

24.57
25.06
24.42

30.19
29.98
29.70

Gender
Male
Female

27.87
26.77

1.17
1.01

25.56
24.79

30.18
28.75

Education Level
Bachelor’s/Master’s Degree
PhD/EdD/Post Graduate Degree

27.24
27.40

0.81
1.43

25.63
24.59

28.84
30.22

Area of Teaching
English / Liberal Arts / etc.
Social Sciences / Humanities
Pre-College
Nursing / Dental / Radiology
Health and Physical Education
Science / Math / Engineering
Career Technical
Business / Economics

26.75
28.04
29.03
28.07
28.06
26.73
27.95
23.92

1.41
1.66
1.77
2.39
2.20
1.39
1.67
2.75

23.96
24.76
25.54
23.36
23.73
23.99
24.67
18.49

29.55
31.32
32.51
32.78
32.40
29.47
31.24
29.35

Experience in Profession
1-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

27.56
27.26
26.66
27.80

1.70
1.72
1.57
1.26

24.20
23.86
23.56
25.31

30.92
30.66
29.77
30.29
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Table 18 (cont’d)

95% Confidence
Interval
Variable/Level

Mest

SE

Lower

Upper

26.97
28.47
30.02
24.98
26.18

2.73
2.16
1.72
1.84
2.35

21.57
24.20
26.63
21.35
21.54

32.36
32.73
33.41
28.60
30.81

Years Teaching at Current Community College
1-5 years
30.51
6-10 years
26.76
11-15 years
25.66
16-20 years
25.93
Over 20 years
27.74
Note. Mest = Estimated Marginal Mean; SE = Standard Error.

2.11
1.89
1.69
2.17
2.55

23.35
23.03
22.33
21.65
22.71

34.67
30.48
29.00
30.21
32.78

Professor’s Experience at Community College
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

Conclusion as it relates to Null Hypothesis. Statistically significant correlations were
found between the demographic variables of study as related to the six dependent variable
constructs. However, there were no statistically significant relationships found in any of the six
factorial ANOVAs performed. Because there is not sufficient evidence to indicate that there
were significant differences in perceptions of faculty based on the characteristics identified per
ANOVA analysis, we cannot reject the Null Hypothesis.
Summary of Quantitative Analysis
Chapter 4 began with a description of the demographics of the participants in the study.
Following the report of demographics, the instrumentation was discussed and reliability was
tested. After the instrumentation was discussed, the confirmatory factor analysis was performed
and assumptions were examined. Based on the means for each of the six constructs, the climate
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for innovation in Oregon Community Colleges can be considered rather weak, ranging from the
lowest mean on Organizational Learning (1.82) to highest on Ownership (2.59). Correlational
analyses and a series of six factorial ANOVAS were performed to address Research Question 1.
Significant correlations were found between few of the demographic variables and the dependent
variable constructs of the OCIQ. Nonetheless, all significant correlations were weak.
Significance was not found for any of the six factorial ANOVAs. Following qualitative findings,
the concluding chapter will present a discussion of the results as well as implications of the
findings as they relate to the literature review, practical significance, and further research.
Qualitative Findings
Out of 217 participants, 153 responded to an open-ended question which asked to share
three to five ideas on how an organizational climate for innovation can be improved at respective
community colleges in Oregon. Qualitative information with regard to an organizational climate
improvement for innovation was analyzed following the recommendations of Creswell (2012)
and Lichtman (2010), and qualitative process of data analysis proposed by Creswell (2012) was
followed. The researcher collated all data for analysis; data were already available in an
electronic format, as participants provided responses via the online questionnaire. The
researcher read through all the responses to get a general sense of the entire content. Then, the
researcher re-read the responses four times and coded each one by identifying key words or
phrases. After the coding process, main themes were determined based on the outcomes of
coding. Inductive reasoning was used for this process (Lichtman, 2010). This process was also
in line with Lichtman’s (2010) outlined three Cs of data analysis: coding, categorizing, and
concepts identification. Except for a few responses, participants provided fairly short responses
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in the form of a list of three to five ideas, which made the data analysis fairly easy. Following
Lichtman’s recommendations, the researcher strived to have a few but well-developed concepts.
To assure the trustworthiness of data analysis and accuracy of themes, the researcher used a peer
review by two other scholars.
Based on the qualitative analysis, identified themes closely resembled six constructs
examined in this study. General themes identified through qualitative analysis included:
leadership-related issues (48 comments), organizational structure and general operations (46
comments), need for resources (46 comments), ownership (34 comments), professional
development (20 comments), and norms for diversity and risk-taking (16 comments). The
findings will be reported in this chapter, and a discussion of these findings will be related to the
literature in the next chapter.
Leadership
There was a fair amount of criticism towards leadership from faculty members of 13
participating community colleges in Oregon. Qualitative findings were also supported by
quantitative findings where participants scored particularly low on questions related to the
Leadership construct. The findings of leadership-related issues included: value and worth of
faculty members; general leadership criticism; and recommendations for improvements of an
organizational climate.
Qualitative analysis revealed that leadership practices impacted faculty members and
deeply affected them and their perceptions and motivations towards innovation. Several
comments alluded to the need for respect, value for contributions through actions, and fair
treatment. One comment read, “faculty are often treated as an obstacle to be ‘steam-rolled’ by
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the administration. It is better than it used to be but still discouraging.” Faculty members noted
that they would like to see more recognition for their contributions to an organizational success.
Recognition and value of employees is well supported by the existing literature (Bolman &
Gallos, 2011; Drucker, 1999, 2007; Farnswoth, 2007; Kellerman, 2012; Kouzes & Posner, 1995;
Senge, 1990).
A fair number of comments were made with respect to a leadership style and
concentration of power at the top levels. Comments revealed that colleges have top-down
leadership style, micro-management, and in two cases, even bullying. One comment read,
“bullying by leadership is commonplace and as a result the culture is unhealthy.” Some other
comments related to top-down leadership and its impact on trust included the following:
Top down leadership is rarely successful and definitely undercuts innovation. I
appreciate an atmosphere where administration gets out of the way and allows us
to create, then works with us to evaluate what worked and what didn't. We are
often asked for ideas but nothing ever seems to be done with them so many
faculty stop responding.
Administration is not successful at getting faculty buy-in with college wide
decisions, because the decisions are top down with no input from faculty.
Financial resources over the past 10 years have significantly dwindled resulting in
lay-offs and not filling retirements of staff and faculty, but growth in the number
of administrators, this has resulted in distrust. Change in this distrust may only
come from a change in administrative leadership.
Shared governance is a sham here. We have input, no collaboration. By having
this system, it looks like the faculty are participating in decisions and
administration gets the kudos for that when in actuality it does not happen. This
stifles innovation. Collaboration and trust would go a long ways to improve the
climate for people to take innovative risks in teaching and curriculum
development.
We now have not enough full-time faculty to be an acceptable college, and the
faculty we have are all old. We have too many administrators whose main focus is
to show they are doing a good job by over managing us.
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Some comments suggested that division deans were very supportive of faculty members’
creative projects and initiatives, while there were some negative comments towards most
immediate supervisors – department chairs, and more distant formal leaders – upper level
administrators. Some faculty also acknowledged that they would like to see more consistency
among department chairs in interpretation of policies and department chairs’ support for
innovative projects and creative approaches to teaching. A few comments revealed that
department chairs can often be an obstacle to pursuit of innovative work and can block
innovative projects, as those might be considered by a dean, or even, in some cases, before the
proposals reach a dean for consideration.
A couple of comments also emphasized lack of leadership and technical skills that are
necessary for deans and upper level administrators and the perceived waste of time at “worthless
meetings where administrators try to seem important.” At the same time, a few comments stood
out in support of administrators.
While in general there is support from administration for innovation, there is
resistance from faculty to embrace innovation. Administration does not deal well
with the resistance. So I would have to say administration supports innovation
more in word and less in action.
After being here for 25 years, I can truly say that the organizational climate at the
college is the most unified and the best it has been in all those years. I appreciate
my leadership at all levels.
Faculty members provided many ideas related to the issues of leadership. Namely, they
would like to be respected, valued, included in decision-making, and have the authority when
they are given particular assignments. “Leaders should facilitate decision-making among those
that deliver services and then be more supportive to help programs achieve goals.” “College
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leaders need to be more available to faculty and work with faculty on common goals.” As one
comment noted, college leaders need to
create an environment where it does not feel that decisions have already been
made before administration 'asks' our opinion. Include subject area experts when
making decisions relating to the subject. Although we feel that we have support
from our direct supervisors the support seems to be inversely proportional to the
rank of the administrator.
From the above comments, it was clear that faculty members emphasized the need for
transparency via open communication and inclusion in decision-making. They noted that
attention needs to be given to decision-making on morale and a cultural shift that embraces
change. Faculty members also would like to see a distributed leadership model; a couple of
selected comments exemplified such a desire. “When an assignment is given, delegate the
authority needed to implement along with the work. Don't overturn months of work arbitrarily.”
I think that the power at my college is overly concentrated in the upper
administration…Shift the power center from administration to teaching/learning -
maybe not wholly, but develop more flexible/fluid structures for faculty to create
and innovate around classroom practice, using data to inform instruction. Work
as a campus or college with leadership by faculty on the development of a
meaningful philosophy around the practice of teaching and learning.
The existing literature supports faculty members’ desires for shared leadership, shared
power, and shared authority, particularly in a knowledge-based economy and learning
organizations (Drucker, 1999; Farnsworth, 2007; Kellerman, 2012; Kouzes & Posner, 1995;
Senge, 1990). The notion of a distributed leadership model is also applicable to the findings of
this research (Davison et al., 2013; Harris, 2013).
Support for Creativity through Organizational Structure and General College Operations
There were 46 comments that related to support for creativity through organizational
structure and general operations of community colleges. The analysis revealed four major
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subthemes: (a) lack of flexibility in an organizatonal structure and reorganizations; (b) concern
with stability or lack of permanent hire in top leadership positions; (c) need for more full-time
faculty positions; and (d) a philosophical approach to education that impacts college operations.
Further, there were several recommendations related to organizational operations in general.
Lack of flexibility in structure and reorganizations. Faculty members recognized that
the colleges’ organizational structures are inflexible and do not necessarily address the needs of
students or operational models of the 21st century. Their concerns regarding the flexibility of
structures and operational processes are also supported by the research. For instance, Levine
(1980) acknowledged that academic institutions are structured to resist change, preserving
conservatism while designing or supporting structures for innovation. Christensen and Overdorf
(2000) also noted that innovation is difficult for established firms because “they employ highly
capable people and set them to work within processes and business models that doom them to
failure” (p. 66). According to participants’ comments, enrollment management, “useless
learning outcome guides,” “meetings for the sake of meetings,” record keeping and reporting,
bureacratic work for accreditation, and complexity of the system took creative energies away
from actual teaching. As one respondent noted, “Innovators at my college are instantly deluged
with bureaucracy - filling out forms, going to meetings.” Below are some comments that further
demonstrate the thinking of faculty members related to lack of flexibility.
There should be a space and time in administrative meetings for ‘fast track’ ideas.
Ideas which are excellent, innovative, and support the college’s mission should
happen sooner than later and not become bogged down in administative hurdles.
Create systems that are driven by logic as well as intuition. Get rid of systems that
function based on past practice and/or squatter's rights.
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The state dictates "outcomes-based" instruction. This is inconsistent with
education, especially in the humanities. Our department goals and guides are now
useless to their purpose. They amount to compliance with management demands
for red-tape.
Be flexible and adapt to students' needs: the one-size-fits-all approach is a killer.
Also, you can't organize innovation. It comes when it comes. Don't try to adapt it
to some bureaucratic schedule, but be ready to receive it when it appears.
Participants’ recommendations regarding streamlining and simplifying processes and
creating environments that promote innovation are well supported by numerous scholars
(Christensen & Eyring, 2011; Drucker, 1999, 2007; Fullan, 2001; Herbold; 2011; Senge, 1990).
Capra (1997) and Wheatley (2006) also recognized the utmost importance of flexible
organizational designs and structures in order to effectively respond to ensure organizational
survival and sustainability. This can be particularly true in the world of higher education or
government agencies where long-time established structures are slow to change.
With respect to colleges’ re-organization, a couple of comments revealed that internal re
organizations of divisions did not necessarily lead to better operations, at least from their
perspective. “We have had some reorganization, but there is still no clear chain of command.”
When we decided to be innovative was to reorganize the college! Only managers
would think that would help. In fact, it created so much resistance that people
stopped thinking about innovation. Study how businesses innovate - they don't do
it by making a new org chart.
Do not keep reorganizing divisions--understand that the operational level of
organization (timesheets, offices, chain of command, support staff) are not truly
where innovation occurs. LEAVE THAT ALONE so that the college can function
on a day-to-day basis while innovations are occurring on top of that structure.
Managers in all organizations seem to confuse organizational structure
reorganization with true innovation. It just causes chaos. Leave the organization
chart alone.
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While reorganization at community colleges, from which the participants responded, may
have been necessary, Drucker (1999) provided a cautionary advice against reorganizations just
for the sake of motion. He advised that re-organizations must be undertaken when the product or
service no longer work; thus, re-organizations need to be purposeful with an intended outcome of
a better product or service in mind.
Additionally, there was a recognition that department chairs sometimes are ‘installed’ by
administrators and stay in those positions for several years. A few comments revealed that
faculty members would like to see rotation of department chairs as well as support and
empowerment of all full-time and part-time faculty members by their respective deans. The
following two comments illustrate a case in point.
I would like to have the department chair selection be a vote instead of a power
appointment. Keep the structure as a college, not a hierarchy.
Ask for proposals that are from other faculty besides the department chair in
alternate rounds of funding; go to the non-dominant faculty and nurture their
innovation. Sometimes the loud people get the credit while the quiet ones may be
doing a better job of innovation.
Concern with stability in top leadership. A number of comments revealed that faculty
are concerned with the fact that there are vacancies at the top levels of institutional
administration and/or that positions get filled with interim administrators who may or may not
have necessary leadership skills, as viewed by faculty. As one of the respondents noted,
I wish the upper level admnistation would stop installing unqualified ‘interim’
managers into key positions then leaving them there for years on end. The
interim managers know they are not qualified to be there, so they are only
concerned with defense and saving face…I have been here for 10 years and I have
never seen morale so low.
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Faculty members also recognized that interim positions need to be filled on a permanent
basis to establish some stability and consistency in leadership and attract professionals “who
would be committed to the goals of the college and to the faculty.” The bottom line of responses
is that faculty members would like to see competent administrators, who are hired on a
permanent basis are committed to the college, and are supportive of faculty.
Need for more full-time faculty positions. The third subtheme was an outcry for more
hiring of full-time faculty. Full-time faculty would like to see more people hired full-time who
are trained in contemporary methodologies. Respondents also maintained that additional fulltime faculty would ensure stability in their departments, allow adequate time for curriculum
development and other collegial demands beyond classroom instruction, as well as provide
consistency in quality of instruction. Related to this issue, full-time faculty members recognized
that a lot of their colleagues work on a part-time basis. Respondents noted that part-time faculty
professionals need consistent and systematic support and compensation if programs want to be
inclusive of their voice in curriculum development and instructional delivery that uses innovative
approaches. Additionally, a couple of comments expressed a concern with a relatively high
number of executive and administrative positions in light of poor full-time to part-time faculty
ratio.
Philosophical approach to education. The fourth subtheme was related to faculty
members’ perceptions of the latest colleges’ focus on the “completion agenda.” Some comments
notably emphasized that there were philosophical disagreements pertinent to the direction that
colleges are taking and how faculty interpret and understand subliminal and/or actual messages.
The following quotes illustrate faculty members’ position on the issue:
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Right now, the major focus of community colleges is degree completion. Colleges
may soon find that this narrow focus hurts instruction/learning/outcomes and that
supporting a more engaging and innovative learning environment for students will
improve student outcomes (and possibly graduation rates).
Get the state representatives and senators out of the decision making in terms of
what are the requirements for the degrees and what courses can be taught for
credit or will be paid for by the state. What is most important is what the student
learns and can they apply it in everyday life and can they find employment, not
whether they completed their degree.
At the same time, one respondent experienced a very supportive environment and had a
different view on the value of certificates/degrees.
I am very proud to be part of a community college. I hold very dear the values
underpinning community colleges. While we have a large number of degreed
folks coming back for a second career, many are starting college for the first time
as adult learners or returning after a hiatus in the work world. I believe now more
than ever, that education is freedom. The degrees and certificates obtained at the
college are 'paper keys' that open the doors of opportunity closed to those without
these papers. I am proud of the diversity that we do have. While our resources
could be expanded, we have amazing staff and we are all working for the student.
Encouraging, supporting, and teaching. I don't want us to pretend to be, or worse
yet try to be, a 'mini university'. I want the average middle class or working class
worker to have a place for them to learn and to grow.
Lastly, faculty members provided numerous recommendations related to general
operations that can be summarized as follows:
•

Focus on innovation in strategic and tactical planning. Comments included: “explicitly
state a commitment to innovation, have priorities established and clear processes and
procedures that encourage innovation;” “evaluate the success of the funding model;”
“raise funds from the private sector;” “hire and retain skilled people;” “focus on ‘grit’ in
teachers’ success.” “evaluate the role of skilled trades and workforce development
college programs beyond the general perceptions of money sinkholes and 'expensive'
programs;” “equalize class/office hour workloads between professional/technical
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program staff and transfer course staff;” and “allow more flexibility with delivery options
in the classroom, and some seed money to get projects going.”
•

Focus on program quality and applicability. “take time to research and provide quality
programs that will last in the community;” “consider national best practices and their
applicability and appropriateness in a department or at the college;” and “depart from
traditional ways of grading.”

•

Encourage and support collaboration across the organization. “support interdisciplinary
programs, arts, trades, and humanities; “have more interdisciplinary courses, some could
be even linked;” “encourage and support peer-to-peer (faculty) conversations and work
groups that explicitly state innovation as the goal;” “create a climate of more openness
and access across ‘territories’"; “allow for cross disciplinary curriculum development;”
“build ‘Creative Cohorts,’ bring faculty together who are doing new things;” “encourage
senior administrators to visit classrooms,” and “pay part-time faculty to participate in
innovative collaboration, assessment work, curriculum development, program reviews.”

Need for Resources
With respect to resources, faculty identified two general areas: time and financial
resources. Over half of the comments emphasized the need for time to think about and work on
some innovative projects. Several faculty members noted that heavy workloads and required
activities outside of the classroom (committees and other administrative responsibilities) do not
leave any time for creativity. “Faculty need time to reflect, learn, and experiment. An
educational environment cannot be all about grading.” Some faculty members reported that they
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often were expected to institute changes in an unreasonable amount of time “often over summer
or as an overload.”
Faculty members realized that thinking creatively and trying new ideas is very timeconsuming, and though they are interested in experimenting, they often cannot pursue anything
innovative because of time constraints and day-to-day job obligations. As one comment
highlighted, “there are not enough hours in the day to do all that we are being asked.” Numerous
suggestions pointed out that faculty members needed time to experiment with new creative ideas
and develop new or updated current courses beyond bare-minimum content. They also needed
infrastructure that would allow faculty members to collaborate through learning communities
across subject areas, discussing new ideas, sharing innovative projects, and discussing lessons
learned from successes and failures.
Faculty members were also cognizant of budget limitations and inadequate state funding.
As one faculty member pointed out, “we innovate…but the innovation is how to do
administrative work in less time with fewer resources.” Several faculty members also
recognized that the dire budget situation in the last few years created a culture where
“administrators are more concerned with adapting to survive than to be innovative.” As on
respondent noted, “…climate for innovation was better here when money flowed more easily and
there was enough staff to give us time to innovate. Currently, we're stretched so thin that we can
only do bare bones work and the students clearly suffer.” Some faculty recognized that their
deans and department chairs were very supportive; however, financial resources and time were
scarce, so professional development opportunities could not be granted. Suggestions for
adequate resources included the following:
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•

lobbying the state for equitable funding;

•

allocating a portion of funding for innovative projects;

•

establishing a compensation system of rewards for outstanding and innovative work; and

•

providing adequate release time, compensation, or opportunities for sabbaticals to
investigate innovative ideas.
The necessity for adequate resources to carry out innovations have been also emphasized

by numerous scholars and researchers (Auernhammer & Hall, 2014; Drucker 1999; Ely, 1990,
1999; Ekvall 1996; Ensminger & Surry, 2008; Herbold, 2011; Klein & Sorra, 1996; Marques,
2013; OBanion, 2009; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Simpson, 2009; Smith, 2011).
Ownership, Shared Decision-Making, and Sense of Being Valued
The sense of ownership, or lack thereof, as perceived by full-time faculty appeared to be
an important issue for community colleges in Oregon. Over 20 comments revealed that faculty
members earned shared governance and wanted to be included in decision-making processes
pertinent to their programs and larger college operations in general. They indicated that
inclusion should not be superficial, i.e., where their feedback is sought but completely ignored
when final decisions are made. Qualitative findings were also supported by quantitative
analysis; participants scored low on question 8 (I participate in decision-making at my college),
question 12 (nobody asks me for suggestions about how to run this place), and question 35 (new
ideas can come from anywhere at my college and be equally well received). Faculty members
would like to see “the walls come down between faculty and administration,” so that there is
participatory decision-making and true collaboration when big changes are being made. As one
respondent noted, “administration talks about shared governance but the decisions are being
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made from above without any discussion with or inclusion of those affected.” The following
quotes further highlight faculty perceptions related to shared governance:
Although faculty are allowed to share thoughts, all final decisions are made at the
top and may show little impact from ideas shared. The top leadership at the
college seems to feel that their way is best and that consulting staff and faculty is
a courtesy but not valued.
Lately, we have been asked for input on a number of important decisions, but then
the input is disregarded. It is clear that decisions are all coming from the top. OK.
If that is how it has to be - then stop wasting my time, pretending like you care
about my input.
Innovation and ideas used to come from faculty, now if it does not come from
management it does not go forward. Many good innovations from management
could be more successful if faculty subject matter experts were involved sooner.
Innovation is not discouraged but we have become so process-bound, the
creativity is sucked out.
Faculty members recognized that they are competent professionals, and their expertise is
critical in supporting colleges’ strategic plans and needs to be utilized as such. “College leaders
should be a bit more humble and constantly seek out input from everywhere in the hierarchy.” In
summary, faculty members recommended shared decision-making through involvement of a mix
of faculty members and rotation, so that different faculty members can participate. Additionally
they would like to be active members of change and innovation through collaborative
relationships with administrators. Lastly, they would like to see open communication, where
administrators “seek genuine input from those who would be affected by the decision before the
decision is made,” and “recognize, honor, and reward those who are doing innovative work and
encourage others to follow suit.” Shared leadership and shared responsibility and its positive
impact on organizations are well-supported by the existing research and recognized scholars
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(Davison et al., 2013; Drucker, 1999; Farnsworth, 2007; Harris, 2013; Kellerman, 2012; Kouzes
& Posner, 1995; Senge, 1990).
Faculty Professional Development
Faculty members felt strongly that resources are needed for them to be able to engage in
professional development activities. As one respondent noted, creativity and professional
development are encouraged, but there are severe budget limitations. “I have paid many times for
my own travel and lodging to attend a conference out of state, after ‘begging’ for peer funds as I
am only allotted $300 per year.” Based on the researcher’s experiences in community college
leadership, it may cost up to $3,000 per person for an out-of-state conference and in some cases
even more. Such professional opportunities become prohibitive given challenging financial
times for community colleges in Oregon.
Even though eight respondents identified that resources are needed to attend conferences,
workshops, and seminars, some other comments revealed that faculty members were craving
opportunities to work independently or collaboratively on professional projects locally. Faculty
members expressed an interest in building learning communities across subject areas and with
student services staff to work jointly on issues related to students’ success, share teaching ideas
and tools, and discuss successes and challenges related to innovative projects. They also would
like to see encouragement from administration to reach out to community partners and establish
relationships that promote community priorities. Additionally, there is some recognition that
there needs to be official mentoring of new faculty members. To summarize, it appeared that
many faculty members want to be innovative and further their learning but need resources – time
and money – in order to further their professional development. Claims for professional
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development and learning culture orientation and climate have been highly supported by
numerous scholars and researchers (Egan et al., 2004; Garvin, 2000; Heiskanen & Heiskanen,
2011; Kerman et al., 2012; Lakomski, 2001; Mabey & Salaman, 1995; Marsick & Watkins,
2003; Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978; Park, 2012; Schein, 2004; Watkins, 2005).
Norms for Diversity and Risk-Taking
While this theme did not have as many comments as some others, there were a few
noteworthy remarks. Particularly, several faculty members recognized that pursuit of innovation
includes the potential of risk and possible failure. “Faculty members, whose innovation did not
work out the first time, should not be penalized, especially if the evaluations are based solely on
students’ evaluations.” In other words, the climate of experimentation should be more tolerant of
failure, and faculty members should be able to have a chance to learn from their mistakes. As
one faculty member noted,
Innovators are more comfortable with making mistakes and talking about them.
There's too much pressure here to be ‘excellent’ and there's the assumption that
we'll all be wonderful all the time; so there's this constant barrage of success
stories that just makes me tired sometimes. I want more talk about failure!
Another area of emphasis related to this theme was that faculty members should be able
to try developing and optimizing ideas without having full consensus built among colleagues.
As one faculty claimed, “consensus will almost always mean that status quo will be preserved.”
This claim has been supported by Herbold (2011), who advised against consensus in decisionmaking, stating that full consensus leads to inferior quality of decisions and leaves no one
accountable for the consequences of poor decisions.
Recommendations related to this particular theme can be summed up as follows:
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•

“allow ideas to percolate outside of typical college organizational structure; encourage
faculty to form interest/innovation groups that cut across departmental/division lines;”

•

provide support for projects that are creative and/or new to the college;

•

ask for participation from different people;

•

consider different perspectives and give those equal voice;

•

respect and honor dissent; and

•

encourage discussions on innovation and change.

Summary of Qualitative Findings
Qualitative analysis included responses from 153 participants and revealed themes that
closely matched six constructs examined in this study. Themes identified through qualitative
analysis included leadership-related issues, organizational structure and general operations, need
for resources, sense of ownership, professional development, and norms for diversity and risktaking. Leadership related sub-themes included value and worth of faculty members and general
leadership criticism. The organizational structure and general operations theme included a
number of sub-themes: concern with stability or lack of permanent hiring in top leadership
positions; lack of flexibility in an organizatonal structure and reorganizations; need for more fulltime faculty positions; and philosophical approaches to education that impact college operations.
Time and financial resources were identified as being important to a climate that supports
innovation. With respect to ownership, it appeared that there was a strong desire for inclusion in
decision-making and shared governance. Professional development opportunities, not just
resources for conferences, but local sharing of teaching and learning practices was emphasized as
being germane to innovative pursuits and implementation of innovation at the classroom and
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program levels. Lastly, norms for diversity and risk-taking and recognition of risk and potential
failure as acceptable factors in pursuit of innovative practices were highlighted.
Recommendations from faculty members were made in relationship to all major themes.
Summary of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings
Quantitative and qualitative analyses were performed to answer two research questions.
The first research question focused on assessing organizational climate for innovation in general
based on faculty members’ perceptions. The researcher also explored if there is any difference in
perceptions of faculty based on the colleges’ size, demographic factors, years in the profession,
or years in a current position. While some slight differences were observed between a few
demographic variables, those correlations were weak and statistical significance was not found
for the six factorial ANOVAs. The second research question attempted to collect feedback from
faculty regarding how community colleges can improve an organizational climate for innovation.
Qualitative analysis revealed themes that closely mirrored six constructs selected by the
researcher and a number of recommendations were made for climate enhancement. The
following concluding chapter presents discussion of findings in the larger context, theoretical
and practical significance, and research study limitations along with recommendations for further
research.
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CHAPTER FIVE: RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to assess and describe an organizational climate for
innovation at community colleges in Oregon based on perceptions of full-time faculty members.
The researcher was also interested in investigating any differences with respect to individual or
organizational characteristics such as organizational size, participants’ age range, gender,
education level, department/area of teaching, years in the profession, years of experience
teaching at a community college, and years of experience teaching at a current community
college. Based on the extensive review of the literature on a given topic, organizational climate
for innovation in this study was represented by a constellation of six clusters: leadership,
resources, support for creativity, learning organization/professional development, norms for
diversity, and ownership. Further, the researcher was keen to collect feedback from faculty with
regard to enhancements of an organizational climate for innovation at community colleges.
This concluding chapter presents the results of this research, which are organized into six
sections: (a) larger context in which the findings occurred; (b) summary of findings; (c)
discussion of qualitative findings; (d) practical implications for community colleges; (e)
theoretical implications of this study; (f) limitations of the study, along with recommendations
for future research; and (g) researcher’s reflections and conclusion.
Context for Study Findings
As Capra (1997) asserted, the more we study problems, the more we realize that they
cannot be understood in isolation because of tight interconnectedness and interdependence due to
participation with the larger environment. Therefore, to enrich our understanding of findings, it
is imperative to lay out the context in which the study findings occurred before proceeding to the
discussion of results.
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It is evident that the dawn of our century is marked by major geopolitical, economic,
ecological, social, and technological transformations, which place elevated demands on higher
education to produce savvy citizens who can successfully compete in a global marketplace.
Such a complex and continuously changing environment threatens the stability of wellestablished institutions of higher education. According to Farnsworth (2007), the gap keeps
growing between what the public needs and what colleges and universities deliver.
Community colleges are faced with multiple challenges that need to be transformed into
opportunities for renewal in order to ensure the value and relevance of community college
education in the years to come. Among multiple challenges that community colleges face are:
steadily decreasing public funding support; outdated organizational structures; conflicting needs
of students and faculty; emerging new industries and technological innovations; and sheer
exodus of upper-level administrators (Bolman & Gallos, 2011; Farnsworth, 2007; Townsend &
Dougherty, 2003).
Prolonged financial strain negatively impacts the quality of higher education as
administrators employ temporary measures to contain costs. Top-down, linear, organizational
structures that used to work for decades do not seem to be effective given the realities of today’s
global hyper-turbulent environment marked by complexities, constant change, and a knowledgebased economy (Drucker, 1999; Duivenboden, & Thaens, 2008; Martins & Terblanche, 2003;
Senge, 1990). Student demographics of community colleges in the 21st century demonstrate
increased diversity. The challenge is to address such vast diversity and the oftentimes
conflicting needs and desires of students and faculty. Farnsworth (2007) captured this dilemma
well by stating that students want convenient, applicable, high-quality education at low cost,
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whereas faculty want minimal course loads, offered at times that are convenient for their
schedules, and time off for professional development and pursuit of personal research interests.
With regard to emerging industries, it is recognized that policy makers and the public see
work development as a fundamental mission of community colleges; however, the future is full
of uncertainties due to structural changes in the economy and the emergence of new technologies
(Townsend & Dougherty, 2003). This situation presents challenges in terms of curricula
development, program offerings, and student advising for careers that are in embryonic stages
with unpredictable futures. Additionally, technology offers a great promise for higher education;
however, academic leaders and instructors often lack competence that enables them to know and
to judge why, when, and how to use information and communication technology in education
(Schneckenberg, 2009).
Last but not least, according a study by Duree (2008), close to 80% of community college
presidents, who participated in the study, planned to retire by 2012. Given projected retirements,
community colleges are facing a major leadership crisis (Campblell, 2006; Duree, 2008; Eddy
&Rao, 2009; Fulton-Calkins & Milling, 2005; O’Banion, 2009; Shults, 2001). Furthermore, a
critical leadership gap also keeps widening in highly specialized administrative professional
positions (Campbell, 2006). At the same time, it appears that fewer well-prepared candidates are
available and willing to enter community college administration (Riggs, 2009).
However, all of these challenges are perfect opportunities for potential innovations. “The
general public wants a college-educated population that can sustain the country’s competitive
position in the world and maintain a civil and just society (Farnsworth, 2007, p.67).” To fulfill
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this quest, the timing is ripe for break-through innovations that can help colleges to leap into the
21st century and assure their relevance in the years to come.
Differences and Similarities Between Private and Public Sectors
Since there are not many studies on the topic of an organizational climate for innovation
at the higher education, this study substantially drew from available scholarly literature from the
private sector. Thus, it is important to draw some major distinctions between two sectors and
highlight some similarities. The major distinction between the private and public sector lies in
the purpose and objectives of the enterprises. Educational institutions’ main objective is not to
maximize profits and financial wealth of the shareholders but to build and maximize social
welfare. As Bös, Bliss, and Intriligator (2014) posited, “public enterprises maximize particular
managerial or political objectives” (p. 15). As such, while private business sector focuses on
economic values based on financial performance generated from business operations, public
sector focuses on spending financial resources to achieve certain economic or social objectives
using government funding and public dollars. Additionally, Alperovych, Hübner, and Lobet
(2014) asserted that there are different objectives for private venture capital versus government
venture capital where the latter’s objective is focused on job creation and regional economic
activity. They also claimed that public investments typically do not have financial return
requirements, clearly defined exit strategies, and requirements to raise certain levels of
sustainability funds. They further noted that government-funded entities do not have
performance-based compensation structures, which is generally the case in private businesses.
To sum up, the differences between the private and public sector lie in the purpose and
objectives, sources for capital and resources, expectations and demands of stakeholders,
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approach to the competition, incentives and reward systems, and degrees of pressures to
innovate.
Additionally, Christensen’s (1997) brilliantly explained the innovators’ dilemma and
practical approaches that may be suitable for the private sector may not work for higher
education institutions for various reasons. He asserted that many great companies failed because
of systematic good managerial decisions and practices that work well for sustaining innovation
but not for disruptive innovation. Disruptive innovation requires investment of resources and
energy into something completely new with no accurate predictions for potential markets and
future growth, which from a rational strategic standpoint may not make sense. However, when
successful companies decide to ignore disruptive innovation because it requires substantial
investment to satisfy potentially small market or a market that does not exist yet, they risk losing
their competitive advantage and their customers in the longer term. He emphasized the fact that
great companies depend on their customers and investors for resources, so they may decide not
to invest in new products that their customer do not want, until their customers do want them,
and by then it may be too late. So, Christensen advised to pay attention to disruptive innovation
and approach it via integration into the business through spin off strategies from the parent
organization. This recommendation is applicable for the business enterprises but not for public
institutions such as community colleges. Certainly, like business firms, community colleges
depend on the investors and customers but in case of community colleges the investors are
government and taxpayers and the customers are adult learners, who are also in many cases
taxpayers, and businesses. Taking Christensen’s recommendations, if there is an opportunity for
a disruptive innovation that requires substantial dedication of resources with unknown outcomes,
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it can create a massive backlash from the public. Further, the idea of spin off may not be feasible
due to the political and operational dependencies with other education institutions and state
government. At the same time though, Christensen recommended to focus on learning and
discovery as opposed to execution and maximization of profit when dealing with disruptive
innovation and scale it up over time. Nonetheless, Christensen’s observations related to the
innovator’s dilemma in the established firms is relevant to community colleges as like many well
established for-profit businesses, community colleges are also well-matured enterprises, that are
great at sustaining innovations but not disruptive innovations, which are required for a long-term
success and longevity.
Finally, Clark and Joyner (2006) and Drucker (1999, 2007) emphasized that
organizations striving for longevity and success need to make innovations as a vital essence of
the business. In fact, they analyzed some successes; when the product or service was most
successful, it was the best time to start introducing new products and services and depart from
the old ones. This is not an easy case in the world business and certainly not in the public sector,
namely at community colleges, where the entire system is well established, with complex
interconnections and interdependencies with K-12 and university systems. Also, it is not feasible
to start abandoning certain programs or degrees that the colleges perceive as markers of success
and the faculty senate or subject area committees or external stakeholders view as important. In
addition to the strategic decisions with regards to abandoning courses, programs, or degrees, the
unions play a significant role when it comes to human resource management and protection of
unionized labor. Likewise, capital investments into physical infrastructures cannot be easily
diverged by community colleges for other purposes than education or sold for a profit, so that
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financial investment can be made to pursue initiatives that can be classified as disruptive
innovation.
In summary, it is important to draw some distinctions and parallels between the public
and private sector and the ways in which climate for innovation can be shaped based on different
factors at play. Certainly, differences in the very essence, organizational objectives, sources for
capital and resources, expectations and demands of stakeholders, competitive landscape, and
degrees of pressures to innovate result in dissimilarities and distinctive differences in risks,
rewards, incentives, and urgency and determination to create and maintain an innovative climate.
Nevertheless, the literature used for this study primarily presented general concepts, which are
applicable for various contexts and particularly for community colleges.
Summary of Study Findings
Research Question 1A: What is the state of an organizational climate for innovation at
community colleges in Oregon as perceived by faculty?
General assessment of an organizational climate for innovation employed a questionnaire
that addressed six major constructs: leadership, resources, support for creativity, learning
organization/professional development, norms for diversity, and ownership. The ratings from
faculty, as well as qualitative data from these respondents, revealed that perceptions of surveyed
faculty members indicated that there was not a strong climate for innovation. It is noteworthy
that the themes emerging from the qualitative analysis confirmed the six constructs.
Additionally, general college operations and organizational structure were emphasized as support
for creativity through qualitative findings. Qualitative findings of this study recognized that
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organizational operations, structures, and processes affect dimensions noted by Koys and
DeCottis (1991), specifically as factors that influence perceptions about an innovative climate.
To summarize the quantitative findings for the six constructs, many items under the
organizational learning, resources, leadership, and norms for diversity/risk-taking received a
number of low average scores. In fact, alarmingly, most items measuring organizational learning
received the lowest scores. Interestingly, the construct of leadership revealed that participants
tended to view leaders to whom they directly reported more favorably than leaders in roles of top
administration. Perhaps, as Nguyen Huy (2002) postulated, “middle managers,” i.e., deans and
directors, “are structurally closer” to their faculty, and thus have more time to interact with
them, attend to their emotional needs, and be willing and able to initiate, lead, and implement
changes even under stressful conditions (p. 32). At the same time, participants scored very low
on the question that asked whether college leaders in general considered impact of their decisions
on employees’ morale. In fact, the leadership construct had ratings that were on the lower end
and qualitative data provided some explanation for low ratings, such as concern with leadership
instability and lack of inclusion in decision-making concerning larger college operations.
Findings for the ownership construct also shed some light as to why responses to some of
the questions in the leadership construct received low ratings. Responses in the ownership
construct revealed that faculty members were committed to the goals of their college, but at the
same time, they did not necessarily believe that they had a voice or that their perspectives or
suggestions counted when it came to decision-making concerning larger college operations.
Nonetheless, participants mostly agreed that they had opportunities to test their own ideas related
to teaching.
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Norms for diversity and risk-taking construct findings revealed that differences were not
encouraged in terms of diverse opinions and approaches to doing things. Further, participants
did not particularly perceive that new ideas could come from anywhere at their college and be
equally well-received.
Research Question 1B: Is there a difference in perceptions of faculty based on the colleges’
size, demographic factors, years in the profession, and years in a current position?
As statistical results of ANOVA analysis revealed, there were no significant differences.
However, correlation analysis illuminated some relationships as to how participants responded to
questions in the six constructs based on their age, years in the profession, years in their current
community college, and academic area of teaching. Dee’s (1999) study findings of support for
innovation in one community college that belonged to the “League for Innovation” revealed that
faculty perceived high levels of support for innovation. However, Dee’s study measured slightly
different constructs, which included: leadership, ownership, norms for diversity, continuous
development, consistency, communication openness, and work autonomy factors that contribute
to the innovation support. Dee’s study did not include the construct of resources. It is also
interesting to note that, unlike in Dee’s study findings where faculty with more years of
professional experience reported higher levels of support for innovation, this study demonstrated
the opposite findings. Faculty members with more years of overall professional experience and
experience at their current community college tended to score lower, particularly on the
constructs of norms for diversity and risk-taking, support for creativity, and leadership.
Additionally, contrasting Dee’s study findings, participants in the older age groups in this study
were more likely to provide lower scores on items of the norms for the diversity and risk-taking
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construct. Unlike in Damanpour’s (1991) study where findings provided positive relationships
between organizational size and innovation, findings of this study did not reveal any differences
in faculty members’ perceptions of faculty in relation to an organizational size. However,
perceptions of the innovative climate differed from a measurement of actual innovations that
were studied by Damanpour; thus, comparison may not necessarily be appropriate.
Research Question 2: What are faculty members’ recommendations for enhancements that
would foster a climate for innovation at community colleges? Faculty members provided
numerous recommendations, which were discussed in the previous chapter, and can be summed
up in Table 19 below.
Table 19
Table of Qualitative Analysis Findings: Themes and Frequent Comments
Qualitative Theme
Leadership

Frequent Comments
•
•
•
•

Leadership practices that change from a top-down management and
micromanagement to shared collaboration and delegation of authority
Inclusion in decision-making concerning college operations
Support from direct supervisors and department chairs
Transparency in communications and decision-making

Organizational Structure and
General College Operations

•
•
•
•

Need for flexible and responsive structures and fluid processes
Adequate staffing of full-time faculty members
Focus on innovation in strategic and tactical planning
Permanent hire of deans and leaders in top positions

Ownership

•
•

Leadership practices that promote a sense of being valued
Shared governance

Need for Resources

•
•
•

Resources to pursue innovative projects and progressive curricula
Allocation of funding for innovative projects
Compensation system of rewards for innovative work

Professional Development

•
•

Resources for professional development of faculty members
Time, space, and support of leaders that foster learning communities and
germination of innovative projects and engage faculty within and across
disciplines

Norms for Diversity and
Risk-taking

•
•

Recognition of potential risks and failures in innovative work
Encourage and support new and innovative projects
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•

Value different perspectives, gather and analyze ideas from atypical
stakeholders

Discussion of Study Findings
Why did these findings occur and what is the relevancy of faculty members’
recommendations for practitioners in leadership roles at community colleges in Oregon? To
answer these questions, it is again important to understand that these findings took place in a
particular context at a particular time in history. In this section, recommendations made by
faculty members are discussed in-depth and supported by the research literature. Given the
results of quantitative findings, faculty members’ recommendations, and present challenges, it
appears that elevated attention by community college administrators to these six critical themes
will lead to an organizational climate that promotes incremental, even radical, innovations and
sets colleges on course to thrive.
Leadership
As evidenced by an extensive body of existing scholarly knowledge regarding exemplary
leadership practices and by recommendations from this study, it is up to community college
leaders to inspire faculty in their colleges and align their faculty members’ aspirations, values,
hopes, and dreams with an organizational vision, so that individual energies might permeate the
climate of innovation and be realized collectively by contributing to a larger organizational
purpose and local communities. Kelley, Thornton, and Daugherty (2005) emphasized that
leaders have the power, authority, and position that can notably impact an organizational climate.
Bhattacharyya (2006) also claimed that success of organizations depends on “how much the top
management encourages and practices entrepreneurship and innovation” (p. 109).
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At community colleges, everything is done by people, with people, through people, and
for people. However, the “doing” part in the information and knowledge economy requires a
paradigm shift from traditional management functions of “directing and controlling” employees
to leading knowledge professionals. To this point, Drucker (1999) made a strong claim that the
ability of organizations to thrive will depend on their abilities to attract and retain the best
knowledge workers and to mobilize specific strengths and knowledge of each employee.
Drucker also emphasized that “knowledge workers own the means of production,” i.e., their
knowledge, which is certainly the case of employees in higher education institutions; thus, they
must be treated like capital assets, rather than costs (p. 149). His recommendations aligned with
faculty members’ claims that they are professionals and know what needs to be accomplished
and need opportunities to utilize their knowledge that permeates beyond their classrooms.
Additionally, Fullan (2001) accentuated that in a culture of complexity, leaders’ roles
need to focus on mobilizing “the collective capacity to challenge difficult circumstances”
(p.136). In fact, Fullan argued that in a culture of continuous changes, effective leaders are
judged by the leadership they produce in others. Notably, Kellerman (2012) also made
provocative observations that the power, importance, and centrality of leadership are shifting
towards followers, changing the relationships between the two and, depending on the context,
followers may be even more important than leaders. These notions require community college
leaders to embrace new assumptions about followers, their roles and their work, and to change
leadership practices accordingly.
Further, Senge’s (1990) two strategies - openness and localness - also support
recommendations of faculty members’ for leadership support, inclusion in decision-making,
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open communication, and departure from top-down leadership practices. Senge noted that when
organizations are dealing with complexities, a nonpolitical climate needs to be marked by
participative and reflective openness with norms “to speak openly and honestly about important
issues” and “continuously challenge one’s own thinking” (p. 274). He also argued that “…the
learning organizations of the future will make key decisions based on shared understandings of
interrelationships and patterns of change” (p. 204), where “…information and ideas flow freely
through the entire network and the diversity of interpretations and even mistakes enrich the entire
community” (p. 304). The concept of true openness requires enormous individual and
organizational efforts to make it a reality but is certainly a goal that faculty and administrators
need to aspire to in order to bridge the polarities of differences in perceptions about each other’s
roles, capabilities, and contributions to community colleges. In line with concepts delineated by
Farnsworth (2007), Kellerman (2012) and Kouzes and Posner (1995, 2003), Senge (1990)
proposed localizing, which is “extending the maximum degree of authority and power as far
from the ‘top’ or corporate center as possible… moving decision-making down the
organizational hierarchy,” claiming that people “on the ground” have firsthand information,
which puts them in a better position to manage continuous cycles of change (p. 287). The shift
of power can lead to several positive outcomes, which may then elevate perceptions of leaders
and their work and also increase faculty’s sense of ownership.
In addition to considering a distributed leadership model, community college leaders can
incorporate practices that address four interrelated components of the transformational leadership
style: idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized
consideration (Bass, 1985, 1997). Inspirational motivation includes articulation of an appealing
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vision and challenges followers to achieve high standards, performance expectations, and
accomplish shared goals (Bass, 1985, 1998; Leithwood, 1992). Application of intellectual
stimulation challenges established assumptions, traditions, beliefs, and modes of doing things
(Bass, 1985; 1998). As such, transformational leaders inspire followers to change and transform
their ways of thinking and being. Further, transformational leaders exemplify individualized
consideration, which is marked by consideration of individuals’ needs, abilities, aspirations, and
potentials (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999; Bass, 1985, 1997). Behaviors of such leaders include
engaging in active listening, mentoring, coaching through continuous feedback, and linking
individuals’ needs with an organizational mission. Bass (1997) asserted that “transformational
leaders motivate followers to work toward transcendental goals that go beyond immediate selfinterests” and encourage followers to fulfill the collective purpose of the group (p. 133). These
four aspects of transformational leadership style clearly support numerous recommendations of
faculty members found in the themes of leadership, ownership, norms for diversity and risktaking, support for creativity, and professional development of employees.
To conclude, Bolman and Gallos (2011) and Kouzes and Pozner (1995) summed up that
leadership works only when the relationships work; otherwise, it fails. Kouzes and Posner
(1995) emphasized that leadership is based on successful relationships and trust. As the results
of this study demonstrate, tremendous pressure is placed on leaders to build and sustain a culture
and climate of innovation. Community colleges are permeated by knowledge experts, whose
potential must be recognized and used beyond assigned roles. Therefore, community college
leaders may need to adjust their leadership practices in order to foster a challenging and creative
work environment that stimulates innovative practices of faculty members.
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Ownership
Bolman and Gallos (2011) noted that “people want powerful leaders who are capable of
results” but at the same time, they want their own independence and sense of power (p.190).
From participants’ comments, it was apparent that they desired to be included in shared
governance and decision-making that expands beyond their classrooms. They also yearn for
recognition, respect, and the feeling of being valued. The notion of shared governance closely
resembles a distributed leadership model. Distributed leadership facilitates and supports
leadership of others and “promotes a concerted action by combination and interaction of
individual interests and capacities to produce outcomes beyond those that could be achieved by
individuals alone” (Davison et al., 2013, p. 100). This model does not suggest that formal
leadership needs to be abandoned but implies that different individuals can take on leadership
functions at different times depending on the needs of their organization (Davidson at el., 2013);
thus, this model “implies shifts in power, authority, and control” (Harris, 2013, p. 551).
Distributed leadership, when implemented successfully, lends itself to shared governance and
“power-with” as opposed to “power-over other people” (Farnsworth, 2007, p. 36), which results
in increased trust, open communication, active engagement and genuine collaboration, and
empowers others to act towards achieving a shared vision and purpose.
In order to implement shared governance, it appears, however, that there needs to be a
renewed effort around shared vision that can lead then to shared governance. The need for
shared vision stems from qualitative findings in which participants expressed their concerns
related to pursuit of the “completion agenda” and what it may mean for actual education of the
citizenry. Senge (1990) accentuated that a shared vision is not a relentless “force in people’s
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hearts, force of impressive power” (p. 206). Wheatley (2006) also noted that a shared vision
shapes organizational behavior through a combination of shared “purpose, intent, values, and
freedom” and leads to personal connectedness to the organization, creating a strong sense of
ownership and belonging (p.129). Through shared vision, people have a sense of “continuity and
identity” and are “united in a common destiny” (Senge, 1990, p. 354). Therefore, focus on
developing and sustaining a truly shared vision may greatly contribute to positive perceptions of
faculty members towards leadership of their respective colleges and increase their sense of
ownership. When faculty, staff, and administrators are connected via common aspirations, they
will focus together on common goals and share responsibility for the outcomes. Recognizably,
visions that are truly shared take time to emerge and require ongoing open communication,
active listening, and a wholehearted desire to understand differing views of all organizational
members (Kouzes & Posner, 1995; Senge, 1990). According to the researcher’s assessment, as
of December 2014, only five community college presidents in Oregon have been in their roles
for over five years and there is a lot of movement in executive positions; thus, it might be some
time before shared visions are formed. However, as colleges develop a strong sense of shared
vision, values, and broad goals, they will be able to collectively shape the future of their colleges.
Kouzes and Posner (1995) emphasized that effective leaders enable others to act through
fostering collaboration, building trust, evincing genuine care and concern, strengthening people
by giving power away, providing choices, assigning critical tasks, offering support, encouraging
people to experiment, take risks and learn from mistakes, and aligning messages with actions.
Community colleges are undergoing various changes in response to changing environments.
President Obama’s (2009) college completion agenda coupled with the Oregon’s Achievement
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Compacts for community colleges and performance funding for community colleges are perfect
opportunities for opening genuine dialogues and engagement of faculty members to generate
creative solutions that could serve students best and ensure sustainability for community
colleges. Additionally, community college leaders can encourage and support faculty members
through systems and processes that focus on collaboration within and across disciplines and even
across colleges. Conclusively, shared purpose and incorporation of leadership practices that
stress shared governance, collaboration, and active engagement are some key areas that
community college leaders can focus on in order to strengthen their faculty members’ sense of
ownership.
Support for Creativity through Organizational Structure and Operations
While participants did not clearly state their need for a supportive environment that
nurtures creativity and innovation, their comments emphasized the need for flexible
organizational structures and processes. These are needed for agile operations as well as
deliberate emphasis on culture and climate for innovation in strategic and tactical planning,
which are discussed in this subsection.
Flexible organizational structures. The results of this study clearly identified the need
for different organizational structures and processes that are responsive and adaptable to
emerging needs and changes and fulfill complex multi-dimensional community college missions.
This is a new theme that emerged in this study through qualitative analysis.
Drucker (1999) emphasized that “a given organizational structure fits certain tasks in
certain conditions and at certain times” (p. 11). Wheatley (2006) recognized the need for
flexible and adaptive systems by stating that “the viability and resilience of a system comes from
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its great capacity to adapt as needed, to create structures that fit the moment” (p. 82). Expanding
the notion of a comprehensive living system theory, Capra (1997) also emphasized concepts of
dissipative structures and autopoietic – i.e., “self-making” networks, – which are relevant to the
understanding of structures required for an innovative climate. According to Capra’s definition,
a dissipative structure is an open system that operates far from equilibrium and depends on
continual flows of energy, resources, and openness, allowing for new structures and forms to
emerge. Additionally, an autopoietic or, “self-making,” system serves as “a network pattern in
which the function of each component is to participate in production or transformation of other
components in the network (p. 162).” Capra noted that an autopoietic system undergoes ongoing
changes in structures where components of a network “continually produce and transform one
another” through self-renewal and create new structures while preserving the system’s identity
(p. 218). The transformation is influenced by environmental forces and internal dynamics
requiring responsiveness in the entire network, great flexibility, and “continuous adaptation,
learning, and development” (p. 220). In fact, Capra argued that flexibility and diversity are two
key elements that “enable systems to survive disturbances and adapt to changing conditions” (p.
302). In other words, the pattern of life is a network pattern that is capable of self-organization
through the creation of new structures and new modes of behavior in the self-organizing process
that use open systems and nonlinear interconnectedness of the system’s components, which are
enriched by feedback loops and continuous exchanges of energy and resources with the
environment. Fluidity and increased flexibility in the network allows the system to respond to
disturbances from the environment and adapt to changing conditions (Capra, 1997). Flexibility
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in structures also supports the notions of a flexibility-oriented culture (Henri, 2006) and goals of
learning organizations (Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Schein, 2004; Senge, 1990).
To move from a conceptual understanding of required structural changes through
examining organizations as living systems, some practical solutions can be applied by
community college leaders, as identified by faculty members in this research and the research
literature. For instance, Drucker (1999) advised that organizations need to have the fewest
possible organizational hierarchical layers and be transparent, so that people understand the
structure in which they are supposed to work. Herbold (2011) recognized that operational
complexity often leads to duplication, confusion, and lack of focus. Organizational complexities
and outdated processes were also noted by faculty members in this study as impediments to an
innovative climate. Senge (1990) also emphasized that an organizational structure guides
people’s behavior. Instead of addressing complexity with increased complexity, Senge
recommended designing flexible and responsive structures. As colleges pursue the design and
development of flexible organizational structures, it would be important that these structures and
models of operation are in tune with strategic realities and focus on creating value for students.
Wheatley (2006) stated that “by observing the behavior… it is possible to tell what the
organization values and how it chooses to do the work” (p. 129). There are tremendous
opportunities for community colleges to design dynamic and flexible organizational structures
that fit the needs of this century. Involvement of different stakeholders, and particularly faculty
members, in designing and implementing adaptable structures and processes, will allow them to
better understand the “big picture,” how different parts of the organization interact among
themselves and the external environment, and how organizational members themselves fit into
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and influence the larger organizational structure. Removing the divide between academic and
student affairs; increasing operational effectiveness and efficiencies through reshaping,
streamlining, and eliminating processes and policies that create bottlenecks and provide little
value for students’ learning and success; incorporating technology for learning and operational
efficiencies; re-examining the need for various organizational layers; and designing and
implementing adaptable responsive processes with regard to organizational operations and
curricula development and use are some ways colleges may respond to reshaping their structures.
In essence, interconnected and adaptable systems that address the demands and realities of the
21st century organization would be more suitable as community colleges navigate the world of
complexities and constant changes.
Strategic and tactical planning for innovation. From faculty members’
recommendations, it was evident that they would like to see more emphasis on organizational
culture and climate for innovation in strategic and tactical planning. Their recommendations are
supported by numerous scholars and business thinkers who emphasized the importance of clear
vision with actionable strategies (Bossidy & Charan, 2002; Drucker, 1999, Drucker et al., 2008;
Fullan, 2001; Herbold, 2011; Senge, 1990). Bolman and Gallos (2011) also postulated that
academic leaders need to develop and communicate a strategic direction and a viable plan that
addresses intellectual and emotional needs of people working at academic institutions.
To support the claim that colleges need to emphasize the importance of innovation,
numerous studies demonstrated that organizational climate and culture of creativity and
innovation served as precursors to actual innovations and increased performance (Abbey &
Dickson, 1983; Baer & Frese, 2003; Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis LaMastro, 1990; Ekvall,
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1996; Ford, 1996; Hülsheger & Anderson, 2009; Mathisen & Einarsen, 2004; Matzler, Afalter,
Mooradian, & Bailom, 2013; McCharen, Song, & Martens, 2011; Naranjo-Valencia, JimenezJimenez, & Sanz-Valle; 2011; Patterson et al., 2005; Prajogo & McDermott, 2011). Thorp and
Goldstein (2010) emphasized that, “an entrepreneurial culture thrives in a climate that celebrates
creativity, innovation, and excellence” (p. 86). They also accentuated that innovation has to be
central to global crises and that the bigger the problem, the more significant innovation is
required, especially in academia. Additionally, Herbold (2011) noted that, “strong, courageous
leaders create a culture that is curious, even paranoid about the future,” where “people are
always looking for new ways to help the company grow and improve” (p. 2). Therefore,
community college leaders need to foster a culture and climate for innovation through
recognizing values that signal expected behaviors indicative of an innovative climate.
In support of a climate for innovation in strategic and tactical planning, Drucker (1999)
stated that organizations striving for innovations need to develop and adhere to policies of
change that lead to innovation. He recognized that change “is painful and risky” and “it requires
a great deal of hard work” (p. 73). Additionally, Drucker postulated that a culture of change is
permeated by willingness and ability to change what already exists as well as pursue
development of new initiatives. As Drucker emphasized, organizations focused on change and
innovation “have to starve problems and feed opportunities” (p. 82). Farnsworth (2007)
provided several recommendations that can be used by college leaders to facilitate a culture of
change, some of which include building and sustaining strong networks, developing mutual trust,
maintaining open communication and information flow, engaging in active listening, soliciting
feedback, promoting collaboration, and providing resources to support change efforts. When
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people understand the purpose for change and are engaged in a process of change at all stages,
their ability to embrace change and transformation can be much enhanced. Active listening,
appreciation of different viewpoints and understanding of resistance sources are also essential in
creating and sustaining a trusting environment (Farnsworth, 2007; Senge, 1990). The pursuit of
innovation and change requires community college leaders to address the issues of “pacing,
strategic priorities, constituents’ needs, and institutional limitations” (Bolman & Gallos, 2011, p.
78) while demonstrating genuine care, appreciating diversity, embracing patience and
persistence, and providing “overattention to perceptions of legitimate process” (Bolman &
Gallos, 2011, p. 65). Some of these practical recommendations were also identified by surveyed
faculty members and are supported by numerous scholars and researchers (Christensen,
Anthony, & Roth, 2004; Damanpour, 1991; Ekvall, 1996; Fullan, 2001; Hoy, 1990; Hülsheger,
Anderson, & Salgado, 2009; Kouzes & Posner; 1995; Koys & DeCotiis, 1991; Marques, 2013;
Marshall, 2010; Martins & Terblanche, 2003; Mathisen & Einarsen, 2004; Sacchetti, & Tortia,
2013; Schneider, Gunnarson, & Niles-Jolly, 1994; Watkins, 2005). If community colleges
recognize an innovative climate as a vital component of their organizational essence, then
colleges’ strategic plans and operations need to reveal desired behaviors and practices that are
aligned with such aspirations.
Professional Development
Colleges focused on innovation will accept learning and change as natural components
that nurture innovation. Senge (1990) made a powerful argument that the most successful
organizations of the 21st century will be learning organizations. He defined a learning
organization as an organization that is continually expanding it capacity to create its future
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through adaptive and generative learning. Farnsworth (2007) also postulated that learning is
essential in creating awareness, deepening insight, and providing a venue for renewal. What can
be more applicable for institutions of higher education that focus on learning and knowledge
generation for communities if not learning that permeates through such organizations from the
inside? Since faculty members play a key role in students’ learning and represent the largest
valuable human asset of community colleges, it is important to invest time and resources in their
development. Diamond (2002) argued that investment in faculty and staff generates great returns
in terms of creativity, productivity, moral, and self-renewing energy. These factors not only lead
to faculty’s transformation but also to the transformation of the students they serve, and
consequently impact local communities. Numerous studies emphasized the importance of a
learning culture and learning orientation (Egan et al., 2004; Garvin, 2000; Heiskanen &
Heiskanen, 2011; Kerman et al., 2012; Lakomski, 2001; Mabey & Salaman, 1995; Marsick &
Watkins, 2003; Park, 2012; Schein, 2004; Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978; Watkins, 2005) and
demonstrated that knowledge creation, sharing, and actualization resulted in improved
performance and innovation (Auernhammer & Hall, 2014; Bates & Khasawneh, 2005; Guidice,
Thomson Heames, & Wang, 2009; Jimenez-Jimenez, Martinez-Costa, & Sanz-Valle, 2014;
Lattuca, Bergom, & Knight, 2014; Madhavan & Grover, 1998; Montani, 2014; Sankowsa, 2013;
Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996; Yu, & Yu, & Yu, 2013).
Previous study findings also suggested that there was a positive relationship between
leadership behavior and a culture of learning and innovation (Apekey, McSorley, Tilling, &
Siriwardena, 2010; Lakomski, 2001; Marskick & Watkins, 2003). In fact, Kelley, Thornton, and
Daugherty (2005) claimed that, “educational leadership is possibly the most important single
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determinant of an effective learning environment” (p.17). To foster the climate of a learning
organization that is on course to innovate, community college leaders can integrate suggestions
of participants into their strategic and tactical operations by creating time and space and
providing organizational support for collaboration within and across disciplines and departments.
Additionally, community college leaders can allocate funding for participation in webinars and
podcasts with follow-up facilitated discussions. Nurturing communities of practice that focus on
innovation, providing venues for professionals to share best practices locally, and learning from
innovative pilots and experimentations are some of the strategies that support the quest of a
learning organization and lead to numerous positive outcomes for students and colleges. To
maintain a vibrant organizational climate that fosters innovation and facilitates renewal,
community colleges need to continuously develop organizational learning capabilities at all
organizational levels.
Need for Resources
As is evident through this study’s findings and existing research (Ely, 1990; 1999;
Ensminger & Surry, 2008; Klein & Sorra, 1996; ; Scott & Bruce, 1994Simpson, 2009),
commitment of resources, including time and space, and appropriate compensation and rewards
for innovative work need to be considered if community colleges aspire to create and maintain a
climate that promotes innovation. In this study, quantitative and qualitative study findings
revealed that the need for time was a critical and necessary resource for full-time faculty. The
need for time was also strongly supported by the O’Banion’s (2009) study, where faculty noted
that lack of time was a major barrier in implementation of innovative projects. Ekvall (1996),
Marques (2013), and Smith (2011) stressed that people need time and space to kindle creative
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thoughts. Auernhammer and Hall (2014) also advised allocation of time and structured,
dedicated spaces designated specifically for individuals or groups to explore new ideas. In
addition to fiscal resources for innovative work, as was suggested by surveyed faculty members
and existing research, community college leaders can intentionally build time and space for
collaboration, knowledge sharing, and co-creation of innovative projects that lead to students’
success and fulfill multifaceted community college missions.
Connected to the need for resources, participants recognized an unacceptable full-time to
part-time faculty ratio, which proved a barrier to innovative work. If colleges would like to
foster excellence in staffing and realization of full-time faculty members’ potential, resource
allocations for adequate faculty staffing is critical for organizational success. Prolonged
underfunding of faculty positions may negatively impact the quality of teaching and
development of up-to-date curricula when full-time faculty members’ capacities are
overstretched by heavy workloads, as it appeared from numerous comments provided by the
participants in this study. Therefore, being strategic in funding key full-time faculty positions
and providing adequate staffing of full-time faculty in general would create opportunities for an
additional time that faculty members need to explore and undertake innovative work.
Some comments from participants in this study revealed that they would like to be
rewarded for innovative work. Herbold (2011) also supported their recommendations by
recommending a system of rewards that encourages innovation. Drucker (1999) emphasized that
“the balance between change and continuity that has to be built into compensation, recognition,
and rewards. An organization will not innovate unless innovators are properly rewarded” (p.
92). He further advised organizations to have two separate budgets: one for ongoing operating
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operations and another for future strategic developments. Drucker’s (1999) recommendation
was echoed in the qualitative findings of this research; participants suggested establishing seed
money or allocating strategic funds that could be designated specifically for innovative work.
However, while rewards were emphasized as being important in stimulating a creative and
innovative environment (Drucker, 1999, 2007; Duivenboden & Thaens, 2008; Mumford &
Gustafson, 1988; Prabhu, 2010), research findings by other scholars did not necessarily support
these claims, particularly in the context of higher education (Ensminger & Surry, 2008;
O’Banion, 2009). As such, additional in-depth research is needed to ascertain more fully what
kinds of reward systems that recognize innovative work might be appropriate and meaningful for
faculty members at community colleges.
Norms for Diversity and Risk-Taking
Findings in this study revealed that faculty members would like to have a working
environment that values diverse opinions and approaches and encourages risk-taking. In line
with norms for diversity and risk-taking and support for creativity, Senge (1990) invited
organizations to approach life from “a creative as opposed to reactive viewpoint” (p. 141).
Further, Drucker (1990) noted that “every decision is a commitment of present resources to the
uncertainties of the future” (p. 129). At the same time, Drucker (1999) recognized that
innovation is not “a flash of genius;” it is hard work” that “can never be risk free” (p. 85).
Nonetheless, to successfully navigate and address continually changing needs, diverse thinking,
divergence from traditional processes and practices, a climate encouraging risk-taking, and riskintensive and daring entrepreneurial practices are required. These practical recommendations
were also supported by research studies that emphasize norms for diversity and risk-taking
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(Bramwell et al., 2011; Ekvall, 1996; Ford, 1996; Heiskanen & Heiskanen, 2011; Hieronymi,
2013; Martins & Terblanche, 2003; Robinson & Stern, 1997; Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978; Scott
& Bruce, 1994; West, 2002), commitment of resources to risky projects and tolerance of risk
(Abbey & Dickson, 1983; Auernhammer & Hall, 2014; Tellis & Prabhu, & Chandy, 2009),
psychological safety in risk-taking (Baer & Frese, 2003; Edmondson, 1999; Hülsheger,
Anderson, & Salgado, 2009; Koys &DeCotiis, 1991; McCharen, Song, & Martens, 2011), and
freedom to experiment and make mistakes (Duivenboden & Thaens, 2008). If community
colleges embrace innovation, they need to be prepared to recognize and accept that
“…uncertainty, risk, and mistakes are part of the price we pay for innovation…” (Kouzes &
Posner, 1995, p. 70).
Summary of the Discussion
The discussion section presented recommendations made by participants in the context of
applicable scholarly literature along six major themes: leadership, ownership, organizational
structure and operations, need for resources, professional development, and norms for diversity
and risk-taking. Leadership models and practices that fit the realities of the 21st century and are
suitable for knowledge-based organizations were discussed at length. Re-design of
organizational structures and processes that are responsive to continuous changes were also
discussed. Commitment of adequate resources for staffing and resources for innovative work
were emphasized. Professional development emphasized a climate of learning and the
importance of investment in the professional development of faculty members in particular. Last
but not least, the norms for diversity and risk-taking section delineated the importance of
administrators’ support and encouragement of entrepreneurial practices. Overall, the discussion
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section was infused with practical recommendations from the participants along with
recommendations and supportive comments from numerous scholars and business practitioners.
Practical Implications
The purpose of this study was to assess and describe an organizational climate for
innovation at community colleges in Oregon based on the perceptions of faculty members and to
examine if there were any differences in perceptions based on perceptions of faculty-based
individual and organizational factors. The results of this study revealed that an organizational
climate for innovation as perceived by faculty was not in a particularly vibrant state. While
slight differences were observed between a few demographic variables and six constructs,
correlations were weak and factorial ANOVAs did not detect statistical significance.
Additionally, a secondary purpose was to gather feedback from faculty to provide practical
information that can be used by community college administrators to enhance the climate of
innovation at their colleges. At the same time, information derived from qualitative data was in
line with six proposed clusters that the researcher identified as being critical in contributing to an
organizational climate for innovation. Furthermore, an additional theme, organizational
structures and general operations, emerged and was considered in a comprehensive assessment
of an organizational climate for innovation.
The results of this study are extremely useful in providing insights and practical
recommendations that can be applied by community college administrators at various levels from
presidents to deans, directors, managers, and department chairs, as colleges shape their strategic
directions for vibrancy and success. The findings of this study are valuable for community
college leaders as they are now informed about how faculty members perceive the current state
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of the organizational climate for innovation in their organizations. O’Banion’s (2009) study
clearly indicated that about half of all innovations in community colleges were undertaken by
faculty. As such, there is no question that faculty members play a critical role in organizational
success and need to be included in planning and implementation decisions and be actively
involved in participatory processes that set colleges on course to innovate and thrive.
The discussion section in this chapter illuminated numerous practical recommendations
that were made by faculty members and were supported by the literature, which, in summary,
included the following:
•

Leadership models and practices, which are suitable for knowledge-based organizations,
foster shared governance, trusting relationships and openness, and emphasize
development of leadership in others.

•

Leadership emphasis on creating a climate that fosters ownership through shared vision,
shared governance, and inclusion in decision-making concerning program or larger
college operations. Leaders need to include full-time and part-time faculty members, not
just department chairs, in decision-making and key projects that affect teaching and
learning.

•

Encouragement and support for collaboration across the entire organization by supporting
interdisciplinary programs and courses and development of cross disciplinary curriculum;
bridging the divide between academic and student affairs; and creating groups comprised
of employees across organizational layers to work on germane issues that colleges face.

•

Encouragement to create flexible organizational structures that can be expediently
responsive to changes; flattening of organizational layers, whenever possible, and
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reduction of bureaucratic processes that take time yet do not add value to students’
learning.
•

Emphasis on a culture of innovation and change in strategic and tactical planning.
Provision of adequate resources for staffing in general and encouragement of practices
that support the culture and climate of innovation, learning, and change, by providing
resources for innovative work (particularly time), encouraging divergent thinking and
risk-taking, and strategically allocating resources for professional development.
Theoretical Implications
Thorp and Goldstein (2010) argued that institutions of higher education serve as engines

of innovation. However, limited studies are available on the organizational climate for
innovation and actual innovations in higher education, specifically at community colleges. The
results of this study have at least four theoretical implications: (a) development of a
comprehensive survey to measure an organizational climate for innovation in educational
contexts; (b) discovery of additional determinants that influence human perceptions regarding
innovative climate, which may need to be considered in measurements of an organizational
climate for innovation; (c) expanded understanding of organizational climate for innovation
perceptions and impact of individual characteristics; and (d) confirmation of well-known
concepts and practices that foster the climate and culture of innovation.
Because innovation propels organizational success and longevity, extensive studies,
meta-analyses, and books are available on this topic, as was evident in the literature review. The
literature also underlines strong connections between an organizational climate for innovation
and actual innovations. Several instruments measuring an organizational climate for innovation
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at an individual, group/team, departmental, and/or organizational level have been developed and
used by various researchers (Amabile et al., 1996; Anderson & West, 1998; Charbonnier-Voirin,
El Akremi, & Vandenberghe, 2010; Chou , Hsiao, Shen, & Chen, 2010; Ekvall & Ryhammar,
1999; Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Patterson et al., 2005; Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978; Scott &
Bruce, 1994). Based on the extensive literature review, the researcher undertook a creative
approach and borrowed items from three different questionnaires previously developed and used
by Marsick and Watkins (2003), Siegel and Kaemmerer (1978), and Scott and Bruce (1994).
Additionally-developed items by the researcher aimed at making this survey more contextspecific. As a result, the Organizational Climate for Innovation Questionnaire (OCIQ), which is
a mix of selected items from three existing instruments and newly-developed items, yielded a
Cronbach alpha .959. Thus, the researcher feels confident that this questionnaire can be used as
a measurement tool for assessment of an organizational climate for innovation in an academic
context.
Additionally, qualitative data and analysis demonstrated that there are perhaps additional
variables that serve as perceptions of climate for innovation, such as flexibility in organizational
structure, open communication, fairness, trust, and willingness to change. These findings are
well-supported by previous studies (Auernhammer & Hall, 2014; Hülsheger, Anderson, &
Salgado, 2009; Khazanchi, Lewis, & Boyer, 2007; Koys & DeCotiis; 1991; Llorens Montes,
Ruiz Moreno, & Molina Fernandez, 2003; Martins & Terblanche, 2003; McMurray & Scott,
2013; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
Furthermore, the findings of this study expanded understanding about organizational
climate for innovation perceptions and the impact of individual factors. Namely, while there
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may be some slight differences in perception of innovative climate in organizations based on
individual characteristics or organizational characteristics, such as size, overall people share
perceptions and experience organizational climate for innovation in similar ways, regardless of
differences in individual or organizational attributes. This phenomenon then has both theoretical
and practical implications in the understanding of psychological factors that underpin an
organizational climate for innovation.
Lastly, the findings of this study clearly demonstrated congruence with the existing body
of knowledge on effective leadership and effective organizations. Shared vision lies at the heart
of any organization’s success and is widely recognized by scholars and practitioners (Collins,
2001; Drucker, 1999, 2007; Kouzes & Pozner, 1995, 2003; Senge, 1990; Wheatley, 2006).
Focus on innovation in strategic and tactical plans thus serve as conduits between a shared vision
and an action plan. Study findings supported and confirmed the existing scholarly and practical
body of knowledge that emphasizes flexibility, risk-taking, organizational learning orientation,
resources, collaboration, active engagement and leadership practices that distinguish innovationoriented organizations.
Study Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research
This study is not without limitations, which were identified prior to the beginning of the
study. The first limitation was deliberate, with a restrictive boundary related to the context, with
an emphasis on community colleges in a particular geographic location, i.e., the state of Oregon.
Thus, the results of this study may not be generalizable to other states. Perhaps further research
can focus on a comparative study between the states in the U.S. Northwest region, or among
states that are in a similar financial situation with respect to public support as the state of Oregon

154

and have a similar state funding system to Oregon’s. Additionally, a study could be undertaken
exploring an organizational climate for innovation in community colleges across the U.S. using
random selection sampling techniques or other methods of selection depending on the focus of
the research questions.
The second limitation was methodological in nature. The researcher focused on only one
group of organizational members, full-time faculty members. Chandler et al., (2000)
recommended integration of multitudes of perspectives across organizational levels rather than
focusing on a single source of data collection. Inclusion of employees from different
organizational levels might have revealed a more comprehensive view of an organizational
climate for innovation. Thus, future research can include employees from a broad range of
positions (administrative, faculty and staff) to gain perceptions from different organizational
groups. Comprehensive and comparative analysis can be conducted to more accurately assess
the organizational climate for innovation at community colleges.
The third limitation of this research lies in the fact that this study did not investigate if
and how organizational climate for innovation impacted actual innovations at community
colleges in Oregon. The fact that organizational climate for innovation survey results indicated a
desire to improve, it may not mean that actual innovations, particularly instructional innovations
or incremental innovations, did not occur. In this study, the researcher specifically did not
provide narrow definitions of innovation, in order to discover what emerged from the qualitative
data. However, such openness left the notion of innovation to the interpretations of participants,
which might have created some vagueness or confusion. Perhaps future research could focus on
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comparisons of an organizational climate for innovation and actual innovations with
contextually-specified definitions and examples.
Lastly, it must be recognized that the response rate of 16% is somewhat low. Given low
response rate and missing data from four colleges that did not participate in the study,
generalization of findings to all faculty members in Oregon Community Colleges becomes
problematic. The researcher cannot exclude a possibility that the findings represent a particular
subset of full-time faculty members, whose perceptions may not necessarily match the
perceptions of their colleagues. Nonetheless, even if this study revealed perceptions of a
subgroup of full-time faculty members, the findings, particularly qualitative findings, can be
used for continuous improvement and strategic and operational practices. It may be valuable to
repeat the research seeing a higher participation rate from the colleges using faculty-valued
incentives.
Although this study was not without its limitations, it established a landmark in
measuring an organizational climate for innovation in the majority of community colleges in one
state as opposed to one single university or college. Thus, this study serves as an initial point of
inquiry for scholarly and practical purposes. More specifically, the findings of this study are
informative for community college leaders in administrative roles. The results provide
information about the current state of an organizational climate of innovation based on the
perceptions of faculty. Furthermore, recommendations from faculty members to enhance an
organizational climate for innovation, infused with supportive research and recommendations of
scholars, provide ample strategies that colleges can use in positioning their colleges for
innovation and success in coming years.
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Personal Reflections and Conclusion
This chapter provided a rich discussion of themes that surfaced from the data and were
supported by scholarly literature. Additionally, practical and theoretical implications and
suggestions for future research were acknowledged. The purpose of this study was to assess and
describe the state of an organizational climate for innovation based on faculty members’
perceptions and to investigate if there would be any differences based on individual or
organizational characteristics, as well as gather recommendations from faculty members related
to enhancing the climate for innovation. The interest for this research arose from professional
interest in organizational development, human research development and organizational strategy,
coupled with observations that community colleges in Oregon, and across the U.S., face
numerous challenges and elevated demands that require innovative solutions if colleges are to
survive and thrive in the 21st century. As Drucker (1999) predicted, profound changes are
unfolding in demographics, politics, economics, society, philosophy, and worldview in general,
and there is no social theory to explain this period. He postulated that to succeed means to create
the future, which requires forward thinking and forward acting and necessitates a great degree of
boldness and risk-taking. Thus, colleges need to set a course for innovation and continuous
transformation in order to successfully ride the looming waves of changes.
The researcher recognizes the importance of the timing of this study. Community
colleges across the nation are asked to step up and produce savvy citizens who can successfully
contribute to the U.S. economy. National and state pressures are increasingly intensified and
amplified, yet financial support from the state government perpetually decreases. Today’s
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community college leaders are faced with multitudes of complex issues for which winning
solutions are not easily found.
To give the society what it needs and effectively address conflicting concerns,
viewpoints, and agendas of internal and external stakeholders, community college leaders need
to address multiple challenges that threaten the vitality and longevity of community colleges.
College leaders will be required to go against forces of established structures, systems, patterns,
and political agendas and embrace new leadership models and practices. Leaders will need to
build and maintain a strong personal and organizational identity and shared vision to stay on
course during turbulent times. At the same time, colleges will have to step into the unknown,
searching for opportunities to innovate, which will likely generate a measure of instability and
chaos, and propel significant changes. However, through trusting relationships, passion for a
shared vision, organizational renewal through learning, and leadership practices that fit current
realities and needs, colleges will be able to withstand any challenges the century brings and
position themselves at the heart of societal transformation.
Reflecting on comprehensive findings and in-depth discussion illuminated in this study, I
am challenging myself and community college leaders and faculty with the following questions:
Are we willing to embrace a mindset that regards difficult challenges as opportunities for radical
changes that lead to renewal? Are we willing to take actionable stands that would position
colleges for innovation in years to come? Recognizably, it will take some gutsy moves but, in
my opinion, the environment is ripe. Missing out on opportunities to reposition community
colleges for sustainability through an innovative climate and actual innovations will be
detrimental and unforgiving.
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Appendix A

Informed Consent Letter

Greetings Dear Faculty Member,
My name is Tanya Batazhan and I am a doctoral candidate at Oregon State University in
the Community College Leadership Program under the guidance and supervision of Dr. Darlene
Russ-Eft. I am conducting this research to complete my doctoral dissertation. The purpose of
this study is to assess the perceptions of community college faculty towards an
organizational climate for innovation at community colleges in Oregon and to gather an
input from faculty about how community colleges may improve an organizational climate
for innovation. While there are myriads of studies in the business sector on this topic, very
limited studies of such nature exist in higher education. Yet, educational organizations are the
engines of innovation and faculty members comprising the majority of educational workforce
play a vital role in societal transformation through teaching; thus, I am interested in your
perceptions.
The primary benefit of participating in this study will provide you with an opportunity to
reflect on your perceptions and contribute your thoughts on how an organizational climate for
innovation can be improved. Your participation in this study will also assist me in revealing
your collective voice and current perceptions of the organization climate in higher education,
specifically, community colleges in Oregon. It is my hope that the results of this study will be
invaluable for community college leaders in their strategic planning and visioning and become a
seed for transformation of your college.
The research method to be used involves a quantitative study design with a questionnaire
that includes 45 items using a Likert scale. Additionally, one open-ended question will identify
data related to an improvement of an organizational climate for innovation. You will also be
asked to complete a demographic questionnaire as this study will investigate whether
demographic factors make any differences in perceptions. The questionnaire will be delivered
via SurveyMonkey within the next two weeks. Quantitative data will be analyzed using
descriptive and inferential statistics. Qualitative data will be analyzed to frame comprehensive
common themes.
Your provided information will remain confidential; your name will not be indicated on
the questionnaire. All data will be stored in an encrypted file for the duration of the research and
three years thereafter. Your participation in this study is strictly voluntary and you may
withdraw from the study with no retributions. If you are not willing to participate in this study,
please feel free to contact me and I will remove your name from the e-mail list before sending
out the questionnaire.
I would be deeply indebted and respectfully honored if you would agree to participate in
my research study. If you have any questions regarding this study, feel free to contact me at
tbatazha@pcc.edu or t.batazhan@yahoo.com or at 971-244-2771.
Respectfully,
Tanya Batazhan
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Appendix B

Survey Directions and Questionnaire

This survey consists of three parts. Part I includes 45 items with a Likert scale, Part II has only
one open-ended question allowing for an opportunity to provide your ideas for an improvement
of an organizational climate for innovation at your community college, and Part III includes
some questions related to demographics.
Definition of Terms:
Organizational Climate and Organizational Culture may be used interchangeably throughout the
study but the major distinction lies in that organizational climate is more characterized by an
observable behavior where organizational culture focuses on values and norms that are hidden
deep below apparent visibility levels (Hoy, 1990).
Innovation. For the purposes of this study, innovation was defined as an idea or practice that is
perceived as being new in a given context (Rogers, 2003) and is either exploratory or
exploitative in nature. Invention or a complete new discovery would classify as an exploratory
or radical innovation where improvement of existing methods, processes, and practices would be
considered an exploitative or incremental innovation (March, 1991; Oke, Munshi, & Walumbwa,
2008).

Part I. This first part of the survey consists of 45 questions that attempt to measure an
organizational climate for innovation. For the purposes of this study, organizational climate for
innovation includes concepts of leadership, ownership, resources, norms for diversity and risktaking, support for creativity, and organizational learning.
Reflecting on an extended period of time (at least one year), please complete the questionnaire
responding to the following questions.
1. There are adequate resources available to pursue creative ideas at my college.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
2. There is adequate time available to investigate creative ideas at my college.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
3. My college gives me release time to pursue creative ideas.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

4. The reward system at my college encourages innovation.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

5. The reward system at my college benefits mainly those who don’t rock the boat.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
6. Personnel shortages inhibit innovation at my college.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree
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7. There are sufficient resources to implement creative ideas related to instruction.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
8. I participate in decision-making at my college.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree

3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

9. I am committed to the goals of my college.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree

3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

10. I have an opportunity to test out my own ideas.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

11. I have a voice in what goes on at my college.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree

3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

12. Nobody asks me for suggestions about how to run this place.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

13. I consistently ponder on creative ways of knowledge sharing and students’ learning.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
14. People at my college are expected to deal with problems in the same way.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
15. People at my college are always searching for fresh, new ways of looking at problems.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
16. The best way to get along at this college is to think the way the rest of the group does.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
17. Diverse opinions and approaches to doing things are valued at my college.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
18. This college seems to be more concerned with the status quo than with change.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
19. Members of my college are encouraged to be different.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

20. Faculty and staff are encouraged to take risks and try out new ideas.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

21. Creativity is encouraged at my college.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree

4-strongly agree

3-mostly agree

22. Our ability to function creatively is respected by the college leadership.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
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23. The organizational climate at my college stimulates creative thoughts.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

24. Creative approaches to instructional design and delivery are respected and supported by my
college administration.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
25. At my college, people openly discuss mistakes in order to learn from them.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
26. At my college, people help each other learn.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree

3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

27. At my college, people are given time to support their learning.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

28. At my college, people view problems as opportunities to learn.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

29. At my college, people give open and honest feedback to each other.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

30. Leadership of our college encourages people to think from a global perspective.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
31. At my college, leaders support requests for learning opportunities.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

32. This college can be described as flexible and continually adapting to changes.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
33. The people in charge at this college usually get the credit for others’ ideas.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
34. New ideas can come from anywhere in this college and be equally well received.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
35. My ability to come up with original ideas and ways of doing things are respected by my leader
(dean/director).
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
36. Individual independence is encouraged at my college.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

37. College leaders seek different perspectives on the issues that arise.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree
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38. The role of the leader (dean/director) at our college can best be described as supportive.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
39. The role of the leaders (top administration) at our college can best be described as supportive.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
40. My leader (dean/director) encourages and supports creative ideas and innovative approaches
related to my job.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
41. My leader (dean/director) gives people choices in their work assignments.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
42. College leaders consider the impact of decision on employee morale.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree

4-strongly agree

43. At my college, leaders empower others to carry out the college’s vision
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
44. At my college, leaders ensure that the college’s actions are consistent with its values.
1-strongly disagree
2-somewhat agree
3-mostly agree
4-strongly agree
Part II. How to Improve Organizational Climate for Innovation
Please share 3-5 ideas about how an organization climate for innovation can be improved at your
community college?
Part III. Demographic Questionnaire

College Name
Department/Area of Teaching
Years of Experience in the Profession
Less than 1 year
1-5 years
6-10 years

11-15 years

16-20 years

Over 20 years

Years of Professional Experience at Community Colleges
Less than 1 year
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years

16-20 years

Over 20 years

Years of Teaching Experience at the Current Community College
Less than 1 year
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years 16-20 years

Over 20 years

Education Level: Bachelors Degree Masters Degree
Gender
Age

Male
24-35

PHD or EdD

Post-Doctorate

Female
36-45

46-55

56-65

over 65

185

Appendix C
Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Coefficients of the Variables used in Hypothesis Testing (N = 209)
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1.

Gender

2.

Education Level

.152*

3.

Area of Teaching: English

.050

-.144*

4.

Area of Teaching: Social Sciences

-.042

-.119 -.181**

5.

Area of Teaching: Pre College

.181**

.085

6.

Area of Teaching: Nursing

.208**

.086

-.124

-.105

-.103

7.

Area of Teaching: Health

.038

.144*

-.133

-.113

-.110

8.

Area of Teaching: Science

-.156*

.006

-.262** -.222** -.218** -.151* -.163*

9.

Area of Teaching: Career Technical

-.129

.021

-.181** -.154*

10. Area of Teaching: Business

-.078

-.012

-.098

11. Resources

.041

-.072

12. Ownership

.037

13. Norms for Diversity

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

-.178** -.151*

-.077

-.151*

-.105

-.113 -.222**

-.083

-.081

-.057

-.061

-.120

-.083

.007

-.012

.050

-.003 -.158*

.055

-.030 .070

.028

.002

-.028

.006

.023

-.047

-.037

.091 -.009 .602**

-.038

-.031

.088

.044

-.029

-.018

-.133

-.065

.008

.130 .587** .587**

14. Support for Creativity

.040

.001

.109

-.019

-.056

.011

-.111

-.030

.021

.080 .669** .680** .808**

15. Organizational Learning

.030

-.052

.102

.015

-.075

.012

-.060

.012

-.066 .058 .650** .704** .687** .788**

16. Leadership

.051

-.010

.024

-.034

-.026

-.007

-.040

.050

-.044 .084 .634** .693** .692** .774** .763**

* p < .05 (2-sided test), **p < .01 (2-sided test)
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Appendix D
Spearman’s Rank Order Correlation Coefficients of the Variables used in Hypothesis Testing
(N = 209)
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1.

College Size

2.

Age

.004

3.

Experience in Profession

-.015 .560**

4.

Professor’s Experience at Community College

.071 .543** .660**

5.

Years Teaching At Current Community College .106 .514** .634** .891**

6.

Resources

.017 -.067

.027

-.070

-.097

7.

Ownership

.023 -.113 -.055

-.101

-.102 .579**

8.

Norms for Diversity

.017 -.160* -.104 -.174* -.168* .543** .580**

9.

Support for Creativity

-.051 -.132 -.166* -.185** -.175* .624** .645** .791**

10

-.083 .587** .662** .653** .752**

10. Organizational Learning

.020 -.086 -.061

11. Leadership

.006 -.114 -.115 -.192** -.191** .618** .686** .670** .759** .741**

* p < .05 (2-sided test), **p < .01 (2-sided test)

-.094

9

