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Karamushka, L.M., Tereshchenko, K.V., Ivkin, V.M. Effects of organization-level and individual-
level factors on organizational culture types of educational institutions. The article deals with the distinctive
characteristics of organizational cultures of educational organizations. In their empirical investigation the
authors analyzed secondary schools' organizational cultures, identified the organization- and individual-level
factors that affected the developmental levels of organizational cultures of secondary schools, as well as
revealed the relationships between the types of organizational culture and organization-level factors
(educational organization's type, organization's work force (number of people employed by the organization),
organization's 'age’, and organization's location) and individual-level factors (organizational, professional and
socio-demographic).
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Kapamywra JLH., Tepewenxko K.B., Hexun B.H. Bnusnue haxmopoe opzanuzauyuounozo u
JUYHOCHHO20 YPOGHS HA MUN OP2AHU3AUUOHHOW Kyabmypsl 00pa306amelbHbiX yupexscoenuid. B cmamove
PACKPLIMA CReYUPUKA OPeaHU3AYUOHHOT KYIbYPbl 00paz0eamenvHulx opeanusayui. B xo0e smnupuveckoeo
UCCTCO06AHUS NPOAHATUZUPOBAHBL MIUNBL OPLAHUSAYUOHHOU KYILMYPul 0014e00pa306ameNbHbIX YUPeHCOCHUT.
Buidenenvt Qaxmopol, Komopuvle MOZYH GIUAMb HA YPOGEHb PA3CUMUS MUNOE OPSAHUSAYUOHHOU KYVIbMypul
yupesicoeHus: (Paxmopvl OpeaHu3ayUOHHOSO U JUYHOCHO20 YpoeHs. Packpvima cenzv mexcoy munom
OP2AHUSAYUOHHOL  KVIbMYPbl U (QaKmoOpamy  OpeaHU3AYUOHHO20  YPOGHS  («mun  00pa3zoeamensHoll
OP2AHUBAYUU », «KOTUHECBO T100eH, pabdOMAIOWUX 6 OPSAHUSAYUL Y, «EPeMS CYUeCMBOBAHUS OPeaHUAYUL Y,
«MECMO HAXONCOCHUS OPLaHUSAYUUY), MAKIHCE MeNCOY MUNOM OPSAHUIAYUOHHOU KYIbmypsbl U axmopamil
JUYHOCIHOZO YPOGHS (0PSAHUZAYUOHHO-NPODECCUOHANDHBIMU U COYUATLHO-0eMOZPAPuUecKuMY Pakmopamu).

Knwuesvie cnoga: obpazosamenvhvie Opeanusayuy,  OpeAHUSAYUOHHAS — KYIbMypa; — munbl
OPAHUBAYUOHHOI KYAbMYPLl, (DAKMOPLI OPeAHUSAYUOHHO20 YPOGHS, (DAKMOPLI JUUHOCHHOSO VPOGHA, MUn
V4ebH020 3a6e0eHUA.

Introduction. An important way of increasing effectiveness of educational organizations is
knowledge and

use of the psychological factors and conditions that can facilitate the attainment of educational
organizations’ objectives and help better satisfy their staff’s needs. Organizational culture is one of such
important factors.

One of the areas of research on organizational culture of educational organizations, particularly in the
context of its development, is the characteristics of different organizational culture types and the factors in their
development.

Analysis of the latest research findings and publications. According to the existing approaches
found in the relevant literature [4; 5; 8; 11], the most generally organizational culture can be defined as a
certain hierarchy of values, rules, norms, traditions, ceremonies and rituals adopted by the organization and
followed by its members.

Analysis of foreign [4; 5; 10-13] and Ukrainian [1; 2; 6; 9] sources suggests that the nature and
structure of organizational culture have been widely represented in modern psychological literature. The most
popular typologies of organizational culture based on the organizations' characteristics and their management
systems [8] were developed, among others, K. Cameron and R. Quinn [12], W. Ouchi [7] and Ch. Handy [10].

Given the nature of educational institutions, including secondary schools, whose main objective is

promotion of personality development, the most widely used and productive organizational culture
typology seems to be the one proposed by Ch. Handy [10]. According to Ch. Handy there are four types of
organizational culture [10]:

— Role culture - characterized by a high degree of formalisation and standardisation; the work of the

functional areas and the interactions between them are controlled by rules and procedures defining the
job, the authority that goes with it, the mode of communication and the settlement of disputes;

— Task culture - based on freedom of actions to achieve the goals and the distribution of power



according to employees’ professionalism, work performance and available resources, etc.);

— Power culture - characterized by the priority of managers' individual decisions, centralized control

of resources, high work behavior regulation, etc.;

— Person culture - typically has the weakest control over and limitations of employees' rights and

freedoms, shows respect for individuals and their rights to take the initiative and be creative, etc.

It should be noted that the importance of this typology is due to the fact that it takes into account two

main vectors of educational organizations' life related to both professional activities and interpersonal
interactions of educators.

However, equally important is studying the factors that play the role in the development of
organizational culture, including those that, according to our classification [8], are at the organization level and
the individual level. The organization-level factors in organizational culture can be divided, in our view, into
two main groups: a) external factors (relevant to the formal functional characteristics of organizations, eg.
structural, organizational, territorial and organizational characteristics); b) internal factors (related to
organizations' psychological characteristics, e.g. the level of organizational development, organizations'
creativity, etc). The individual-level factors include employees' organizational, professional and socio-
demographic characteristics. Although some of these factors have been covered in the literature, in particular
referring to educational organizations [1; 6; 9], most of them need further study.

Due to the importance of the above-discussed problem and lack of its investigation, the aim of our
inquiry was defined as finding out the levels of organizational culture types of educational institutions and the
relationships between the types of educational institutions' organizational culture and the organization-level and
individual-level factors.

Discussion and results. To study the types of organizational culture we used Charles Handy Types of
organizational culture [10]. This instrument allowed to analyze the following types of organizational culture:
the power culture, role culture, task culture and person culture.

The investigation was done on the sample of 475 secondary school principals and teachers from
traditional and innovative secondary schools in Kyiv region.

The investigation was done in 2014 under the 'Psychological Determinants of Organizational Culture'
research project carried out by the laboratory of organizational psychology at G.S. Kostiuk Institute of
Psychology of the National Academy of Pedagogical Sciences (NAPS) of Ukraine in 2013-20135 and supervised
by prof. L.M. Karamushka.

The first phase of the investigation dealt with finding out the types of organizational culture of
educational organizations.

As seen from Table 1, the most developed (the highest level) organizational culture was the role
culture (41.6%), followed by the task culture (29.6%), power culture (19.9%) and person culture (19.7%).

Table 1 Levels of development of educational organization culture types (%)

Organizational Levels of development of organizational culture types
culture types -

Low Average High
Power culture 30.8 493 19.9
Role culture 21.5 36.9 41.6
Task culture 299 40.5 29.6
Person culture 38.5 4138 19.7

These findings show that the role culture, being a conservative type of organizational culture
according to the used classification [3], prevails in educational organizations. However, it scems positive that
the power culture (another conservative organizational culture type) is less developed in Ukrainian educational
organizations. Thus, it can be concluded that among the conservative educational organization cultures prevail
functional rather than authoritarian cultures which also can be viewed positive.

The obtained results suggest that the progressive organizational cultures (task culture and person
culture) are poorly represented in Ukrainian educational organizations. Hence, to be more efficient educational
organizations should focus on the development of the progressive types of organizational culture.

In the second phase of the study we analyzed the links between the types of organizational culture and
the organization-level factors (educational organization’s type, organization’s work force, organization's age,
organization's location).



As shown in Table 2, there were positive correlations between the levels of task culture and person
culture and the educational organizations' types (p O 0.01 - 0.05). Thus, high levels of tasks culture and person
culture were more typical of innovative educational institutions rather than traditional ones. These data are
consistent with the ideas of L.M. Karamushka and A.M. Shevchenko [3] that task culture and person culture
represent progressive cultures, since they promote the development of both educational organization's staff and
the educational organization as a whole.

Table 2 Correlations between organization culture types and organization-level factors (r)

Organization-level Organization culture types

factors Power culture Role culture Task culture Person culture
Educational 3 * e
organization’s type 0.045 0.001 0.141 0.219
Educational 0.139* 0114 -0.077 -0.057
organization’s work force

Educational -0.051 0.003 0.022 -0.065
organization’s age

Educational 0.095 0.012 -0.080 -0.063

organization’s location
*p <0.05; *p<0.0

There were positive correlations between the levels of power culture and the educational
organizations' work force (p O 0.05). Besides, a positive tendency (p 0O 0.07) was found between the levels of
role culture and the educational organizations' work force (Table 2). Thus, power culture and role culture
referred to by L.M. Karamushka and A.M. Shevchenko [3] as conservative types of educational organizations'
culture were more typical of educational organizations with large numbers of employees. Perhaps this can be
explained by the fact that large organizations are less flexible and more difficult to make changes in.

It should be noted that no links were found between the types of organizational culture and such
organization-level factors as educational organizations' age and educational organizations' location. In other
words, these factors did not significantly affect the educational organizations' cultures.

The third phase of the study analyzed the relationships between the types of organizational culture
and the individual-level factors: organizational-professional factors (respondents’ position, level of education,
type of education, total length of service, positional length of service, qualification category, and title) and
sociodemographic factors (respondents’ age, gender and marital status).

As for the organizational-professional factors, as can be seen from Table 3, there were positive
correlations between the levels of task culture and the respondents' positions (p O 0.05): the higher the
respondents’ positions, the more developed was task culture. Positive correlations were also found between the
levels of person culture and the respondents' positions (p O 0.01): those with more pronounced person culture
were holding higher positions. Thus, according to our findings, educational organizations' management was
more focused on progressive, as defined by L.M. Karamushka and A.M. Shevchenko [3], types of
organizational culture than rank-and-file workers.

Table 3 Correlations between organizational culture types and individual-level factors
(organizational-professional) (r)

Organizationalprofessional Organizational culture types

factors Power culture  Role culture  Task culture Person culture
Position 0.071 0.033 0.125* 0.165**

Level of education -0.036 -0.039 -0.069 -0.041

Type of education 0.007 -0.024 0.031 0.035

Total length of service -0.017 0.000 0.035 0.040
Positional length of service -0.038 -0.009 0.000 0.090
Qualification category -0.094 -0.073 0.069 0.027

Title -0.020 0.024 -0.072 -0.088

*p< 0.05; **p< 0.01



The study found no significant links between organizational culture types and such organizational and
professional factors as respondents' level of education, type of education, the total length of service, positional
length of service, qualification category, and title.

Analysis of the associations between the organizational culture types and socio-demographic factors
found negative correlations between the levels of power culture and the respondents' gender (p O 0.01): men
were more focused on power culture than women (Table 4). On the other hand, there were negative correlations
between the levels of role culture and the respondents' gender (p O 0.05): males were shown to be more role
culture oriented than females. Thus, men were more inclined to 'hard' types of organizational culture, being,
according to L.M. Karamushka and A.M. Shevchenko [3], the conservative cultures.

Table 4 Correlations between organizational culture types and individual-level factors
(socio-demographic) (r)

Socio-demographic Organizational culture types

factors Power culture Role culture Task culture Person culture
Age -0.029 -0.054 0.042 0.044

Gender -0.165** -0.145* 0.078 -0.003

Marital status -0.040 -0.067 0.025 0.056

*p< 0.05; **p< 0.01

However, the investigation did not find any significant associations between the organizational culture
types and the levels of individual-level factors such as the respondents' age and marital status, which suggests
that these factors are not essential for the formation of organizational culture of educational institutions.

Conclusions:

1 The conservative type of organizational culture (role culture) prevailed in educational organizations
whereas the progressive type of organizational culture (person culture) was poorly represented in educational
organizations.

2. Such progressive types of organizational culture as task culture and person culture were more
typical of the innovative educational institutions rather than traditional.

3. The conservative types of organizational culture such as power culture and role culture were more
developed in educational institutions with large numbers of employees rather than in educational institutions
with a small number of employees.

4. The analysis of associations between the types of organizational culture and the respondents'
organizational-professional characteristics showed that the higher the position of the respondents, the more they
focused on task and person cultures.

5. Analysis of the relationships between the types of organizational culture and the respondents'
sociodemographic characteristics showed that men more than women, focused on such ‘hard' types of
organizational culture as power culture and role culture.

6. The obtained results may be helpful in the practice of educational organizations to promote the
development ofthe progressive types of organizational culture.

Our follow-up research may focus on the analysis of the joint impacts of several factors on the types
of organizational culture of educational organizations.
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Kapamywika J1.M., TepeuweHko K.B., IBkiH B.M. BRAuB 4MHHMKKIB oOpradisauiiHoro Ta
0COBUCTICHOTO PiBHA Ha TWM OpraHisauiiHoi KyNbTypy 3aKnagis oCBITU. Y CTATTi PO3KPUTO Creuudiky
opraHisauiiHoi KyibTypu OCBITHIX OpraHisauiii. Y xofi eMnipuyHoro AOCNIS>KEHHA npoaHanizoBaHO TwWMnu
OpraHisauiiHoi KynbTypu 3aranbHOOCBITHixX 3aKnafis. KOHCTaTOoBaHO NepeBadKaHHA B OCBITHiX opraHisaLisx
«KOHCEepPBATWBHOrO» TWMy OpraHisauiiHoi KynbTypu (KyibTypW «posei») i HeAoCTaTHI0 NPeCcTasNeHiCThb
«MPOrPEeCUBHOIO» TUMy OpraHizauiiHoi KyibTypu (KyNbTYpU «0COBUCTOCTI»).

B1OKpEMIEHO YMHHMKW, AKI MOXKYTb BMAMBATU HapPiBeHb PO3BUTKY TUMIB OpraHizayiiiHoT KynbTypu
3aKnafly: YMHHWKW opraHisauiiHoro Ta 0cobuCTICHOro piBHA. PO3KPUTO 3B'A30K Mi>K TUMNOM OpraHizayiiHoi
KynbTYpU Ta YMHHMKaMM OpraHisauiliHoro piBHA («TUn OCBITHLOI OpraHizauii»; «KifbKiCTb nogei, sKi
MPaLTb B OpraHisalii»; «yac iCHyBaHHSI OpraHisalii»; «MicClLe po3TallyBaHHS OpraHisalii»), TakoXK Mi>K
TWUNOM OpraHisauiiHol KynbTypy Ta YMHHUKaMM OCOOMCTICHOro piBHA (OpraHisauiiHo-npodeciiHumm Ta
couianbHo-gemorpaiyHMMn YHHUKamK). BUSIBNEHO, WO Taki «NpOrpecuBHi» TUNW OpraHisauiitHoi KynbTypu,
K KyNbTYpW «3aBAaHb» Ta «0COOMCTOCTI», Gifbll XapakTepHi Ans iHHOBALiiHUX HaBYaIbHUX 3aKNafiB, HidK
NS TpaauuiiHux. BcTaHOBMEHO, WO «KOHCEPBATWBHI» TUMKM OpraHisauiiHol KynbTypu, Taki SK KynbTypu
«BNafin» Ta «poneit», Ginblue BUPa>KEHI B HaBYa/IbHMX 3aknafax 3 BENMKOK KiMbKICTIO MPaLiBHUKIB, HIXK 'Y
HaBYa/IbHMX 3aKNnajax 3 Manok KifbKiCTHO NpayiBHUKIB.

[Jocnig>KeHHs 3B'A3KY MIXX Twunamy opraHizauiiHoi KynbTypu Ta opraHisauiiHo-npodeciiHumu
YMHHUKAMW BWSIBAMO, LLIO YMM BULLY MOCaZy 3aiMalTb PECNOHLEHTUW, TuM 6Gifblle BOHU OPIEHTOBAHi Ha
KynbTYpU «3aBAaHb» Ta «0COBUCTOCTIi». AHani3 3B'A3Ky MIdXX Twunamum opraHisauiiHoi KynbTypu Ta
couiabHO-AemMorpadiyHUMU YMHHUKaMK MOKasas, L0 YOMOBIKW Gifblue, HidK >KiHKW, OPIEHTOBaHi Ha Taki
«KOPCTKI» TUNKU OpraHisauiiHoi KynbTypu, K KyNbTYpW «Blafu» Ta «ponei».

KnoyoBi cnosa: OCBITHI opraHisauii; opraHisayiiiHa KynbTypa; TWnu opraHizayiiiHoi KynbTypwu;
YMHHWUKIN OpPraHi3aLliiiHoro piBHS; YMHHUKL OCOOMCTICHOrO PiBHA; TWM HaBYa/bHOIO 3aKnagy.
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