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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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Kapamywka JL.H., Tepewenxko K.B., Hexun B.H. Bauanue ¢hakmopoé opzanuszayuonnozo u au4HoCmnozo
YPOGHA HA MUN OP2AHU3AYUOHHOU Ky1bmypbl 00pa3oeamenvHulx yupeyxcoenuil. B cmamve packpvima cneyuguxa
Op2aHU3AYUOHHOU KYIbIYPbl 00pA308aMeENbHbIX Opeanuzayull. B xooe amnupuueckoeo ucciedosanusi npoaHaiu3upo6ansl
MUNb OP2AHU3AYUOHHOT KYILIYPbL 001e0dpazo8amenvHblx yupexcoenuil. Bvioenenst paxmopul, komopvie Mo2ym 1usms
Ha ypoGeHb pas3gumusi Munog OpeaHu3ayUOHHOU KYJIbMYpbl YUPelCcOeHUs: akmopvl OpeaHu3sayuoHH020 U JUYHOCIHO20
yposua. Packpvima céa3b Mexcoy munom opeaHu3ayuoHHON Kyabmypbl U Qaxmopamu opeaHu3ayuoHHo20 YpoeHs («mun
00pa306amMenbHOU  OP2AHUBAYUUY, «KOAUYECMBO NI00el, pabomalowux 6 Op2aHusayuuy, «8pems CyWecmeo8aHusl
OP2aHU3AYUUY, «KMECINO HAXOMHCOCHUS. OP2AHUIAYUUY), MAKIHCE MEHCOY MUNOM OP2AHUZAYUOHHOU KYIbMYPbl U hakmopamu
JUYHOCIHO20 YPOBHS (OP2AHUZAYUOHHO-NPOPECCUOHATLHBIMU U COYUATLHO-0eMOSpaduiecKumy akmopamuy).

Knioueevie cnoga: obpazosamenvuvie OpeaHuzayuy;, OpPeAHU3AYUOHHAA KYJIbMypa; Munvl OpeaHU3AYUOHHOU
KYIbmypbl; akmopvl 0peaHu3ayuoHHO20 YPOBHS, (PaKmMOopsl IUYHOCIMHO20 YPOBHS, MUN YYeOHO20 3a6e0eHUs.

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.
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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 2013-2015 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 49.3 19.9
Role culture 21.5 36.9 41.6
Task culture 29.9 40.5 29.6
Person culture 38.5 41.8 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 seems 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 < 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
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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 0.045 -0.001 0.141* 0.219%*
organization's type - -
Educational 0.139* 0.114 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 10.080 0.063
organization’s location

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01

There were positive correlations between the levels of power culture and the educational organizations'
work force (p < 0.05). Besides, a positive tendency (p < 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 socio-
demographic 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 < 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 < 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)

Organizational- Organizational culture types
professional 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 -0.038 -0.009 0.000 0.090
service

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
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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 < 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 < 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 numbers 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' socio-
demographic 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 of the 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 JI.M., Tepewenko K.B., Iéxin B.M. Bnaue uunnukie opzanizayitHo2o ma 0cooucmicHozo piens
Ha mun opeanizayitinoi Kya1omypu 3aknadie oceimu. Y cmammi po3kpumo cneyudiKy opeanizayiunoi Kyaivmypu 0CeimHix
opeanizayit. Y Xx00i emnipuuno2o O00CHIONCEHHSA NPOAHANI308aHO MUNU OP2AHI3AYIUHOI KyIbmypu 3a2anibHOOCEIMHIX
3aknadie. Koncmamoeano nepesasicants 8 OCGIMHIX OP2AHI3AYIsAX «KOHCEPEAMUBHO20» MUNY OP2AHI3aYIuHOI KyIbmypu
(Kyremypu «posiety) i HedOCMAamul NpeoCmAagieHiCMb «NPOSPecUsHO20» MUNY OPeaAHI3aYiuHOI Kyaibmypu (Kyiomypu
«ocobucmocmiy).

Buoxpemneno wunnuxu, axi Modcyme naugamu Ha piéeHb po3GUMKY MUNIE Op2aHi3ayiiHol Kyasmypu 3akiaoy:
YUHHUKU OP2aHi3ayiinoc0 ma 0coOUCmicHoeo pisHa. Po3kpumo 36’430K Midc mMunom opeanizayitnoi Kyibmypu ma
YUHHUKAMU OP2aHi3ayilino20 pieHs («mun oceimHboi opeanizayiiy; «KilbKicmb miooell, SKI npayioioms 8 Opeanizayiiy,
«Yac ICHY8aHHs OpPeanizayiiy, «micye pO3MAuLy8anHs OpPeaHizayii»), MaKodic Midc Munom OpeauizayiiHol Kyimypu ma
YUHHUKAMU OCOOUCTICHO20 PiBHA (0peaHi3ayiiHo-npo@eciunumu ma coyianrbHo-oemozpagiunumu yunHuxamu). Buseneno,
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WO MaKi «NPOSPeCcUHLy Munu OPeaHizayitiHoi KyIibmypu, K KyIbmypu «3a60ausby ma «0cooucmocmiy, Oilbl XapakmepHi
0131 IHHOBAYIUHUX HABUATILHUX 3AKAA0I8, HINC Ol mpaouyiiunux. Bcmanoeneno, o «KOHcepsamueHiy munu opeaHizayitiHol
KYIbmypu, maki sk KyTbmypu «61aouy» ma «pojeily, Oiibuie UpadceHi 8 HABUANbHUX 3aKAA0aX 3 GENUKOI0 KLIbKICIO
NPAYiGHUKIB, HIJC Y HAGUAILHUX 3AKAA0AX 3 MAIOK KLIbKICIIO NPAYIGHUKIE.

Jlocniooicennst 363Ky Midic MURAMU OP2AHI3AYIUHOT KYIbmypu ma OpeaHi3ayitiHo-npo@eciiHumu YUHHUKAMU
BUABUIO, WO YUM BUULY NOCAOY 3AUMAIOMb PeCHOHOeHMU, MuM Oilblie 80OHU OPIEHMOBAHI HA KYIbMYPU «3A680AHbY mMd
«ocobucmocmiy. AHani3z 36’A3KY MidC MUNAMu OpPeaHi3ayitiHoi KyIbmypu ma coyiaibHO-0emMoepadiuHuMu YUHHUKAMU
NOKA3a8, WO YON08IKU OinblLe, HIHC HCIHKU, OPIEHMOBAHT HA MAKI «HCOPCMKIY MUNU OP2AHI3AYIUHOI KYTbmypu, AK KYIbmypu
«81A0U» Ma «poety.

Kntouosi cnoea: ocsimmui opeanizayii; opeanizayitina Kyibmypa, Munu Opaui3ayiuHoi Kyaibmypu, YUHHUKU
OpP2aHi3ayitiHo20 Pi6Hsl, YUHHUKU OCOOUCMICHO20 PIGHS, MUN HABUAbHO2O 3AKAAJY.
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