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Generally, organizational climate research does not focus on the work environment because the  organizational Culture;
mindset and emotions of employees are often mistaken for organizational culture. Additionally,
surveys to evaluate the organizational climate tend to be long, and therefore, organizational climate
studies are conducted only once a year—that too if an organization is concerned about its employees.
This research proposes a methodology to evaluate organizational climate; the methodology has the  Cultural Impact;
following characteristics: it is a short evaluation named “pulse”; it is oriented toward specific Employees’ Well-being.
elements of culture that influence the organizational climate and its variability; and it considers
organizational contexts. The study was conducted in three organizations encompassing three sectors
(N=3,331 employees). The survey included three questions regarding employees’ feelings and
climate perception at the individual, group, and organizational levels. Additionally, it had 56
questions related to the elements of organizational culture, grouped into six components after an
exploratory analysis: Structure, Recognition, Leadership, Accountability, Work Team, and Ethics.
The results showed significant differences between organizations based on the organizational
climate perception, its strength, and the behavior of the variables associated with the organizational  article History:
culture that impacts the climate. Additionally, cultural elements were reduced because of their
relationship with the organizational climate. This research suggests that organizational climate  Received: 17  December 2023
studies should be conducted for specific organizational contexts. Additionally, it proposes a
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methodology to reduce the duration of organizational climate studies by focusing on specific cultural Revised 8 ugust 0
dimensions associated with the climate, which can be applied longitudinally throughout the year to ~ Accepted: 25 August 2024
monitor climate changes. Published: 01 October 2024

1- Introduction
1-1-Organizational Climate

Even though the organizational climate is an element that has been the subject of multiple investigations, there is still
no consensus about its definition, making it difficult to comprehend and measure [1, 2]. The organizational climate can
be defined as the psychological component of the work environment, which influences the attitudes and behaviors of
people in their organization [3]. Clissold [4] also identifies the organizational climate as the set of beliefs and perceptions
employees have concerning their organization [4, 5].
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Lau (1976) [6] associated two models in which the climate can be studied. The first refers to a model with multiple
organizational attributes, where the work environment is studied as a synonym of working conditions. For this reason,
aspects such as structure, values, and people processes are considered a part of the climate. This logic of work
environment studies has been used to this day, identifying components of the work environment that can be generalized
to various contexts [6-8].

Another approach to the work climate has been made from the model of individual attributes, where the climate
results from people’s interaction with different events. In this case, the work environment is identified as a psychological
element rather than an organizational one. The effects may be identified in a group of people but not necessarily in the
entire organization [1, 8]. As it is known, the psychological climate has focused on the positive or negative assessment
that organizational attributes have for the person, which reinforces the notion of climate study based on the psychological
impact of these attributes [9, 10]. Thus, Denison [7] explains the existence of the work environment as a consequence of
the influence of aspects of the environment that the employee consciously perceives.

1-2- Impact of Culture on the Organizational Climate

The organizational climate has generally been related to culture and/or confused with it [7]. Such is the case of the
definition of work environment given by several authors [2, 11, 12], where they refer to the climate as the perception of
the forms of recognition of organizational policies and practices. Likewise, the climate is identified with those lasting
elements that are shared among the members of an organization and that include aspects such as innovation, autonomy,
trust, recognition, and justice [3]; these elements aspects are part of the structure of the organizational culture. To achieve
differentiation, authors such as Peterson & Spencer (1990) [13] indicate that culture is concerned with aspects of shared
meanings, values, and beliefs, which result in behaviors, while the climate is oriented to the perception and attitudes of
people about the dimensions of culture [14].

James et al. [9] explain that the work environment is an individual perception that may or may not be shared, which
makes it essentially different from the organizational culture. In this way, the climate refers to how employees feel and
defines their work environment, while the culture is the result of the interaction of the organization as a system; therefore,
it is the result of the employees’ exchange, their relationships, and the way they shared their thoughts and beliefs [7, 9,
10, 15, 16]. These elements have been identified in research by Ramos & Tejera [5], who explain that in studies
considering the work climate, there has been an emphasis on aspects of culture that impact the climate. Still, these studies
have not necessarily considered the climate itself.

1-3-Organizational Climate Strength

Work environment studies have focused on understanding the common elements in employees’ perceptions of their
organization [4]. However, the climate is not always homogenous. In fact, the climate strength has been determined as
the consensual result of these perceptions but not as the sum of them [2, 15]. The strength of the organizational climate
is one of the elements related to the variability of the climate and allows measuring the degree of dispersion that the
answers of the employees have when they are asked about their perception concerning how they feel about their
environment [11, 17]. The knowledge of the climate strength implies recognizing to what extent employees are or are
not aligned with organizational practices [11]. However, there is still little research that relates the strength of the work
environment with cultural attributes and its impact on other elements such as the employee’s well-being and job
satisfaction [9, 17, 18].

1-4-Organizational Climate Measurement

Work environment studies have identified various ways of measuring it, taking into account dimensions to assess the
climate, which, as we have previously indicated, references elements of the organizational culture rather than climate.
There are several studies with validated and published questionnaires in this regard [1, 12, 19-25]. These studies present
questionnaires to measure the work climate according to the degrees of agreement or disagreement that employees may
have about the given statements, where all are linked to behaviors and/or cultural dimensions.

At the same time, the questionnaires aimed at measuring the work environment have a problem common to several
questionnaires, which is the time it is used to fill them out. Since most of the questionnaires that measure work
environment generally include several dimensions, the time to fill them out is perceived as very long. Even though we
have not identified enough satisfaction studies about the quality of a questionnaire, some reports indicate the relationship
between the number of items, the time to fill them out, and the degree of abandonment of the questionnaire, which
translates into levels of satisfaction with its quality [26—-29]. In this sense, Rolstad et al. [30] identified in their study that
there is a decrease in responses in long questionnaires. At the same time, Couper et al. [31] found that long questionnaires
have to be accompanied by reminder processes so they can be filled out. Finally, there is also evidence that the level of
education of the people influences the time to complete the questionnaire and the degree of comprehension of the surveys
[32, 33], which allows us to infer that these aspects must be taken into account in heterogeneous populations.
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In conclusion, there are components that we have identified related to work environment studies. In the first
place, there is the need to measure the climate from its psychological and perceptual aspects, considering dimensions
of the culture but with emphasis on how people perceive how these dimensions affect them. Secondly, climate
variability suggests that longitudinal studies of the climate must be carried out so that its behavior can be understood
while considering the consensus of the employees’ responses. Lastly, the length of the climate surveys is an
important factor so that there can be acceptance by the respondents when completing the questionnaires throughout
the year.

For this reason, the concept of work environment pulse is proposed as the alternative for longitudinal work
environment studies. According to the Oxford Advanced American Dictionary, pulse is “a single vibration or short burst
of sound, electric current, light, or other wave” [34]. Another definition in the same document indicates “a rhythmical
throbbing of the arteries as blood is propelled through them, typically as felt in the wrists or neck [34]. In this sense, the
pulse has two key components: it is rhythmic and short. For this reason, we decided to create the concept of climate
pulse to refer to short and periodic measurements of the same. Thus, the present study aims to develop a methodological
proposal to evaluate the organizational climate that meets the following requirements: it develops as a short evaluation
type, oriented to the specific elements of culture that influence the organizational climate and its variability, and it
considers organizational contexts.

2- Material and Methods

This is a quantitative study with a correlational scope. This study can be classified as a multiple case study because
it compares the results of the impact of culture on the work climate in three different organizations [35]. This type of
comparative research between organizations is generally not conducted because it is based on the principle that
organizational climate can be measured similarly regardless of the context. Although the first studies on this subject
were conducted in the 1970s [36, 37], they have yet to be repeated. For the study, informed consent was obtained from
all subjects involved in the study, which was included in the survey applied.

2-1-Participants

The study was conducted using the data from three organizations in Ecuador. These organizations, which have offices
in various regions of the country, have a national projection. The first organization operates in the services area, the
SECOI'Id in the pl’OdUCtiVG area, and the thlrd in the finanCIa| SeCtOI’ (NOrganizationl = 415; NOrganizationZ = 427; NOrganization3 =
2,489).

2-2-Measures

A survey was applied to obtain the data based on previous studies about climate strength and cultural impact [38] (see
Supplementary Materials). The survey comprised 56 questions related to elements of the organizational culture and three
additional questions to identify the perception of the individual, group, and organizational climate. Based on a factorial
analysis, the questions were grouped into six climate dimensions, with an explained variance of 67%. The results are
shown in Table 1 of the Supplementary Materials.

2-3- Statistical Analysis

To determine the differences between the organizations, means were compared (ANOVA). Additionally, we
developed a model of relationships between the organizational cultural dimensions and organizational climate using
structural equation modeling. The indices used to verify the model fit included the comparative fit index (CFI), goodness
fit index (GFI), parsimony goodness-of-fit index (PGFI), normed fit index (NFI), and the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA)—the most-used fit indexes [39]. Additionally, descriptive statistics were included. The SPSS
and AMOS programs were used [40].

3- Results

The results will be presented by the suggested methodology to conduct an organizational climate study based on
identifying its strength and the elements for measuring the pulse.
3-1-Organizational Climate and Climate Strength

The results regarding the perception and strength of the work climate were obtained from survey questions related to
these elements. The perceptions of the employees of different organizations were compared to evaluate their differences
(see Table 1).
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Table 1. Differences between organizations related to the means of perception of the work environment of the position, the
group and the organization

Organization 1 Organization 2 Organization 3

Mean Mean Mean p-value
Individual Climate 5.53 5.80% 5.80% 0,000
Group Climate 5.54 5.79° 5.80° 0,000
Organization Climate 5.27 5.78¢ 5.82¢ 0,000

Note: ?indicates values that do not present statistically significant differences. ° indicates values that
do not present statistically significant differences. ¢ indicates values that do not present statistically
significant differences

The results (Table 1) show that when comparing the mean values of the individual, group, and organizational climate,
Organizations 2 and 3 did not show statistically significant differences in the values obtained. However, both
organizations had values indicating a better climate perception than Organization 1. This first result affirms that the
perception of the work climate could change between organizations, which justifies conducting context-specific climate
studies. Additionally, it verifies the organizational climate strength, comparing the mean results for each organization’s
three climate levels. These results are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Mean differences related to the perception of the work climate of the position, the group and the organization, for
the identification of the strength of the climate

o Organization 1 Organization 2 Organization 3
Pairing Paired Mean Differences p-value Paired Mean Differences p-value Paired Mean Differences p-value
Individual Climate - Group Climate -0.010 0.809 0.002 0.943 -0.003 0.845
Individual Climate - Organizational Climate 0.267 0,000 0.016 0.692 -0.021 0.213
Group Climate - Organization Climate 0.277 0,000 0.014 0.754 -0.018 0.305

The results indicate differences in the behavior of climate variability in the three organizations. Organizations 2 and
3 do not show statistically significant mean differences in their three climate levels, indicating a robust work
environment. Organization 1 has no difference between the individual and group climate; however, it has statistically
significant differences between both climate levels when compared with the organizational climate. This implies that
not all organizations have a solid organizational climate. Therefore, it must be considered that the climate will differ
depending on the analysis level determined.

3-2- Impact of Cultural Components on the Work Environment

The organizational culture was grouped into six components based on the factorial analyses. The results reflecting
the differences between organizations are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Differences between organizations taking into account the components of culture

Organization 1 Organization 2 Organization 3

Cultural elements Mean Mean Mean p-value
Structure 3.90 4.39 4.24 0,000
Recognition 3.59° 3.74 3.63% 0.021
Leadership 4.04 4.24° 4.15° 0,000
Accountability 4.45 4.54° 4.52° 0.006
Team Work 4,08 4.28¢ 4.20¢ 0,000
Ethics 2.46 2.96 3.78 0,000

Note: ?indicates values that do not present statistically significant differences. ® indicates values
that do not present statistically significant differences. ¢ indicates values that do not present
statistically significant differences. ¢ indicates values that do not present statistically significant
differences.

The results affirm that there are aspects of organizational culture that are common to specific organizations. However,
Structure and Ethics had statistically different means in the three organizations studied. Other factors such as Leadership,
Accountability, and Teamwork had means that were not statistically different in Organizations 2 and 3, while
Recognition had mean values without statistically significant differences between Organizations 1 and 3. This suggests
a need for differentiated analyses when studying the organizational culture, as previously happened when considering
the climate. The impact of these aspects of culture on the work environment is shown in Table 4.
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Table 4. Impact of the components of culture on the different levels of work environment

Individual Climate Group Climate Organization Climate

Organization Cultural elements p p-value p p-value p p-value
Structure 0.160 0.020 0.793 0.000
Recognition 0.074 0.026 0.292 0.000
Leadership 0.604 0,000 0.316 0,000 -0.110
Organization 1
Accountability 0.095 0.127 -0.181
Team Work 0.263 0.001  0.735 0,000 0.229 0.002
Ethics -0.023 -0.038 -0.088
Structure 0.370 0.020  -0.055 0.927 0.000
Recognition 0.126 0.101 0.289 0,000
o Leadership 0.273 0.012 0416 0,000 0.071
Organization 2
Accountability -0.237 0.070  0.004 -0.588 0.000
Team Work 0.153 0.295 0.006 0.031
Ethics -0.088 0.031  -0.073 -0.055
Structure 0.118 0.032  -0.100 0.764 0.000
Recognition 0.081 0.003  0.033 0.163 0.000
Leadership 0.378 0,000 0.352 0,000 -0.044
Organization 3
Accountability -0.130 0.008 -0.195 0,000 -0.146 0.002
Team Work 0.500 0,000 0.804 0,000 0.219 0.000
Ethics -0.085 0.001  -0.052 0.038 -0.132 0.000

Note: For a better visualization of the results, the values of p>0.05 were eliminated

As expected, only some of the elements of the organizational culture had the same impact on the work environment,
considering each level and for each organization. Table 4 reflects, for example, that Accountability impacted the three
levels of climate in Organization 3 and two levels in Organization 2 and had no impact on the climate of Organization
1. This same analysis can be performed with the rest of the culture components, verifying differences not only in the
behavior of critical aspects of the organizational culture but also in the impact of these cultural aspects on the level of
climate in each organization.

We also considered the impact of the specific items on the different levels of the work environment for each
organization; the results are detailed in Table 2 of the Supplementary Materials. Overall, we can reach the conclusions
presented in Table 5.

Table 5 shows that not all questions have a statistically significant impact at all climate levels, nor do they have the
same behavior in the three organizations analyzed. Additionally, out of a total of 56 questions, considering the questions
that have a statistically significant impact on at least one level of climate, there was a reduction of items for each
organization according to the following detail: Organization 1 = 10 questions, Organization 2 = five questions;
Organization 3 = 23 questions. Thus, the concept of “climate pulse” can be used by focusing climate studies on the
elements of the culture with the most significant impact on the climate

3-3-Relationship Model of Climate and Components of Culture

To identify the relationships between all the variables, a model was developed following the logic of structural
equations identifying correlations between the elements of culture, levels of work environment, and its strength. This
model is illustrated in Figure 1.

This theoretical model was evaluated based on the relationship parameters established. The results are presented in
Table 6.

According to Table 6, there were elements whose regression values were not statistically significant; therefore, this
relationship was eliminated from the final model. Among the significant elements, Ethics—although it was related to
the other elements of the organizational culture—did not impact the climate. Likewise, individual climate was the most
significantly impacted aspect of the climate, and group climate was the least impacted. Additionally, the three levels of
measurement of the work climate were related to climate strength. Nonetheless, Recognition and Ethics as elements of
culture did not have statistically significant impacts on the climate strength. Additionally, the correlations between the
variables of the same construct were calculated.
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Table 5. Distribution of organizational culture questions with statistically significant impacts by climate level for each organization

Individual Climate Group Climate Organization Climate

Org1l Org2 Org3 Org1l Org 2 Org3 Org1l Org2 Org3

p-value  p-value p-value p-value  p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value
q2 0.023 0.005
g4 0.040 0.019
g5 0.000
q6 0.000 0.000 0.039 0.000
q7 0.043
g8 0.000 0.000
qll 0.007 0.012
ql13 0.016 0.050
gql4 0.019
ql5 0.004
ql6 0.001 0.029
q20 0.000 0.003
g21 0.038 0.000
gq22 0.042 0.000 0.000 0.009
g23 0.004
q28 0.050
q29 0.003
g3l 0.045 0.012
q32 0.003 0.000
933
q34 0.046 0.002
q37 0.015
q40 0.002 0.000 0.005 0.000
q46 0.024
g47 0.035 0.014
g48 0.039
q49 0.000
g50 0.000 0.000 0.010 0.000
g52 0.021
q54 0.001 0.025 0.003

Note: for a better visualization of the results, the values of p>0.05 were eliminated.

Structure

Recognition

Leadership
el
Accountability

-

Climate
Strength
Teamwork
Ethics
Group Individual Organizational
Climate Climate Climate
@ ® ed

Figure 1. General model of relationships between culture, climate and climate strength
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Table 6. Regressions between elements of culture, the climate strength and the work climate at different levels

Estimate p-value

Organization Climate
Organization Climate
Organization Climate
Organization Climate
Group Climate
Group Climate
Organization Climate
Organization Climate
Group Climate
Group Climate
Group Climate
Group Climate
Strength
Strength
Strength
Strength
Strength
Strength

Individual Climate

rtTrr T

Strength

T

Individual Climate

T

Strength

T

Individual Climate
Individual Climate —
Individual Climate —

Individual Climate —

Team Work
Accountability
Ethics
Structure
Structure
Recognition
Recognition
Leadership
Leadership
Accountability
Team Work
Ethics
Team Work
Leadership
Accountability
Team Work

Group Climate

Organization Climate

Ethics
Ethics
Structure
Recognition
Recognition
Leadership
Accountability
Team Work

0.219 il
-0.262 il
-0.013 0.409
0.866 il
-0.03 0.481
0.015 0.535
0.151 il
-0.054 0.065
0.351 il
-0.172 il
0.746 il
-0.012 0.429
0.116 0.006
-0.164 il
0.337 il
-0.132 il
-0.074 il
-0.161 il
-0.03 0.06
-0.014 0.323
0.195 il
-0.039 0.078
0.056 0.021
0.406 il
-0.163 il
0.428 il

Note: ***indicates p-values<0.001

Table 7. Correlations between components of organizational culture according to the Model

Estimate p-value

Structure < Recognition 0.379 ook
Structure < Leadership 0.319 faieied
Structure < Accountability  0.162 faieied
Structure  «—  Team Work 0.257 Fxx
Structure Ethics 0.052 Fxx
Recognition < Leadership 0.444 Fxx
Leadership < Accountability = 0.161 faieied
Accountability «»  Team Work 0.146 faieied
Recognition < Accountability ~ 0.147 Hokk
Recognition <«  Equipment 0.325 Fxx
Recognition « Ethics 0.055 falaid
Leadership <«  Team Work 0.341 Fxx

Leadership Ethics 0.025 0.028
Accountability « Ethics 0.045 Hokk

Team Work Ethics 0.004 0.687

Note: ***indicates p-values<0.001
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Table 7 shows no statistically significant correlation between Teamwork and Ethics. Therefore, this relationship was
eliminated from the final model, and modification indexes were considered (Figure 2).

Structure

72

Recognition

£ Leadership
3 < S 17 el
I Accountabili
= 8 by 19
o < 55 Climate
\ A7 Strength
Teamwork -
G
w .
Ethics ] o 0&
- X N
~™ '
Group Individual Organizational
Climate Climate Climate
€2 e3 e4

61
45

Figure 2. Final model of relationships between components of culture, the work environment and the strength of the work
environment

The values of the fit indices of the model presented in Figure 2 were: CFl = 1.000, PCFI = 0.222, GFI = 0.999, NFI
= 0.999, RMSEA = 0.011, PGFI = 0.182), y%df = 1.39. The relationships detailed in the figure were statistically
significant.

3-4- Differences in the Model’s Behavior Depending on the Organization

The final model was tested in the three organizations in the study. The results of the model for each organization are
presented in Table 8.

The difference between the models was statistically significant, assuming the model unconstrained to be correct
(p<0.01), assuming the model structural weights to be correct (p<0.01), and assuming the model structural covariance
to be correct (p<0.01).

4- Discussion
4-1- Main Findings of the Present Study

The results lead to conclusions regarding climate studies, the strength of the climate, and organizational culture, which
can help develop a methodology to determine the pulse of the work climate in organizations. The primary outcomes of
this research are as follows: 1) the work environment is confirmed to be variable, 2) there are differences between
organizations when studying the work climate, 3) there are differences in the cultural elements that impact the work
climate based on the context, and 4) pulse can be identified by considering specific items that impact the work
environment at its different levels of analysis, and must be defined for each organization. These elements are discussed
below.

4-2-Comparison with other Studies

Our results present differences considering other similar studies. One of these results is associated with the concept
of work climate strength [11, 17, 41], which suggests a need for longitudinal studies of the work environment within the
same organization and at different time-points throughout the year. Additionally, there were differences between
organizations when studying the work climate. This is a significant result as there are differences between organizations
concerning the perception of the work environment and the strength of the work environment. Therefore, researching
the work climate requires an approach specific to the reality of each company [11]. Our results suggest that the study of
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the work climate requires an approach specific to the reality of each organization, which contradicts the vision of climate
as an aspect that can be generalized to various contexts [4, 20, 42] and investigations where the need to make
generalizations is suggested [14, 17]. Additionally, we identified differences by considering which cultural elements
impact the work climate according to the context.

Table 8. Regression results and correlations of the model variables for each organization

Organization 1 Organization 2 Organization 3

Estimate p-value Estimate p-value Estimate p-value

Organization Climate « Team Work 0.219 0.001 0.21 kel 0.091 0.378
Organization Climate « Structure 0.773 falaial 0.797 kel 0.99 ke
Organization Climate « Recognition 0.257 kx 0.126 kel 0.24 ke
Group Climate — Leadership 0.37 falaial 0.355 kel 0.423 ke
Organization Climate « Accountability -0.173 0.105 -0.215 kol -0.599 oo
Group Climate — Accountability 0.139 0.205 -0.258 kol -0.028 0.793
Group Climate — Team Work 0.736 ok 0.787 kol 0.355 oo
Strength — Structure 0.059 0.652 0.069 0.12 0.175 0.109
Strength — Leadership -0.089 0.371 -0.209 kol -0.1 0.188
Strength — Accountability 0.663 ok 0.304 kol 0.067 0.472
Strength — Team Work -0.536 ok -0.037 0.264 -0.074 0.365
Strength — Group Climate -0.065 0.343 -0.115 kol 0.165 oo
Strength — Organization Climate -0.14 0.052 -0.133 kol -0.343 oo
Individual Climate ~ «— Structure 0.35 kk 0.336 e 0.52 Hxk
Individual Climate =« Recognition 0.232 0.002 0.135 kol 0.086 0.124
Individual Climate =« Accountability 0.162 0.187 -0.17 ook -0.227 0.059
Individual Climate Team Work 0.461 faiaie 0.642 e 0.3 0.002
Structure - Recognition 0.394 el 0.357 ook 0.427 kol
Structure - Leadership 0.318 el 0.302 ook 0.343 kol
Structure - Accountability 0.135 el 0.15 ook 0.214 kol
Structure - Team Work 0.21 ol 0.242 Hxx 0.318 Hxx
Structure - Ethics -0.083 faiaie 0.039 e -0.004 0.853
Recognition — Leadership 0.419 il 0.435 ol 0.474 faialel
Leadership > Accountability 0.139 Fkx 0.149 faleid 0.225 Fkk
Accountability o Team Work 0.122 Hokk 0.135 Fxx 0.208 ke
Recognition o Accountability 0.149 Hokk 0.129 Fxx 0.219 ke
Recognition H Team Work 0.306 fieid 0.304 faieied 0.419 faieied
Recognition H Ethics -0.064 0.027 0.071 faieied 0.117 faieied
Leadership H Team Work 0.316 fieid 0.335 faieied 0.371 faieied
Leadership H Ethics -0.026 0.285 0.029 faieied 0.012 0.613
Accountability H Ethics -0.043 0.008 0.051 faieied 0.042 0.036
e2 “ e4 0.251 halad 0.251 kel 0.359 el
e3 o e2 0.404 haiaid 0.346 falaied 0.486 el
e3 - e4 0.237 il 0.265 falalel 0.434 Fokk
e3 o Leadership 0.183 haiaid 0.084 falaied 0.039 0.004

Note: ***indicates p-values<0.001

4-3- Implication and Explanation of Findings

This other element identified in the study affirms two essential aspects: the study of climate must differentiate it from
culture [13, 38, 41, 43-45], and not all elements of culture have the same impact on the work environment, considering
different contexts [46, 47]. This result contradicts publications where organizational climate measurement tools were
validated because the study of climate has to be specific; therefore, the elements of culture that affect climate cannot be
generalized. Our final finding is that climate can be measured using the pulse concept because specific items have been
identified because of their impacts on the work climate at different levels of analysis. The pulse should be designed
specifically for the organization studied.
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4-4- Strengths and Limitations

The main conclusion of the research is the need for longitudinal studies owing to climate variability and monitoring
the behavior of changes within the organizational culture. Additionally, different elements of culture impact the climate
at each level studied and within each organization. Finally, pulse measurements, where an emphasis is placed on
significant impacts of culture in the work environment, facilitate more efficient monitoring of the entire process. Using
generalized work climate models limits our knowledge of organizations’ culture and climate. Our research shows
differences between organizations regarding the variability of the work climate and the need to identify the level at which
the climate is being considered in these studies because of the differences in the individual, group, or organizational
climate perceptions.

5- Conclusion

The main conclusions of our study suggest a need to continue research—but in a novel manner—on the work
environment. On the one hand, it demonstrates the significance of considering the climate from the perceptual and
emotional perspectives of the worker, which is verified as variable from person to person and over time. Therefore, work
environment studies should be conducted longitudinally and at various levels. On the other hand, the same elements of
culture should only be considered for some organizations because just as culture varies, so does how culture impacts the
work climate. Therefore, the climate is an element to be specifically studied in each context.

Additionally, not all aspects of culture impact in the same manner. In our research, we obtained 10, 5, and 23 questions
for the three organizations studied. This indicates that future evaluations of the work climate should consider something
other than the original 54 questions and focus on the most significant elements of culture that impact the work
environment. Moreover, shorter evaluations will increase employee engagement. Therefore, the concept of climate pulse
appears as a short measurement that could be developed longitudinally to monitor the behavior of the work environment,
based on an initial study focused on climate strength and the cultural differences analyzed.

One of the main limitations of this study is the small number of organizations studied. It would be interesting to
replicate the study in more organizations and include qualitative elements. Another limitation is regarding the
questionnaire used. Although it was designed to measure the most frequent dimensions used in organizational culture
studies, it could be supplemented with items from other culture questionnaires. Additionally, multiple longitudinal
studies could be conducted to validate the proposed model.

For future research, it is necessary to apply the methodology and evaluate its impact, considering whether or not there
were changes related to the perception of the work environment. Likewise, plans could be designed to change the
organizational culture and evaluate any concomitant change in the work environment. Finally, the most significant result
of this study is that climate should be studied contextually, just as culture. Therefore, this represents a significant change
when approaching organizational climate studies.
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