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INTRODUCTION 20 

Reforming undergraduate STEM education is a strategic imperative in the 21st century 21 

(e.g. President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology, 2012; National Science and 22 

Technology Council [NSTC], 2018). Postsecondary STEM instructors are often familiar with 23 

calls for change; that is, they know they should lecture less and do more active learning 24 

(Freeman et al., 2014). They also often have access to the resources needed to do these practices 25 

(Henderson, Beach, & Finkelstein, 2012). Despite this, adoption of active learning is not 26 

widespread. Around 50-75% of North American STEM professors exclusively lecture (Stains et 27 

al., 2018).  28 

Low implementation of active learning in STEM higher education is caused in part by 29 

poor design of pedagogical reforms. Many are designed without consideration of the conditions 30 

necessary for systemic reform (Henderson, Beach, & Finkelstein, 2011). Although there is a 31 

need to encourage individual instructors to change their practice, there is also a need for a 32 

systems-based approach. This approach allows for the social and organizational landscape in 33 

which faculty operate to be considered, measured, and ultimately changed (Austin, 2011; Kezar, 34 

2011; Trowler, 2008; Beach, Henderson, & Finkelstein, 2012; Henderson et al., 2011).  35 

The purpose of this paper is two-fold. We begin by describing the conceptual foundations 36 

and survey development for a novel survey to measure organizational climate for instructional 37 

improvement. The Survey of Climate for Instructional Improvement (SCII; pronounced “ski”), is 38 

reliable, interdisciplinary (including STEM and non-STEM disciplines), and elicits a range of 39 

systemic features related to improving teaching. In this paper, we also explore SCII results from 40 

6 sampled institutions of higher education, nest these results within related research in STEM 41 
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and higher education research and propose ongoing work to support broader implementation of 42 

teaching reform efforts. 43 

BACKGROUND AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 44 

Defining the Phenomenon of Interest 45 

As we began to develop our survey, we sought literature to define our phenomenon of interest. 46 

Operationalizing the phenomenon required us to (a) outline the distinctions between culture and 47 

climate, (b) separate organizational and psychological climate, and (c) dive into existing 48 

conceptual frameworks to outline how we could describe the environment in which faculty 49 

operate. Lastly, the reader should note that our phenomenon, organizational climate for 50 

instructional improvement, is not the same thing as campus climate (e.g. Austin, 1993). Campus 51 

climate is the current attitudes, behaviors, and standards of faculty, staff, administrators, and 52 

students concerning the level of respect for individual needs, abilities and potential (UC 53 

Berkeley, 2018). Campus climate is focused how universities treat particular groups of people 54 

and is not specifically related to this study. Rather, we study organizational climate for 55 

instructional improvement, which we operationalize in the following sub-sections. 56 

 57 

Climate and Culture. We begin by distinguishing between organizational climate and culture in 58 

pursuit of operationalizing what we mean by ‘academic environments.’ Many definitions of 59 

culture and climate exist, and the subject of their designation has been a topic of debate (see 60 

review in Ashkenazy, Wilderom, & Peterson, 2001). The primary conclusion of these debates is 61 

that climate and culture are complementary and overlapping ideas that are distinguishable from 62 

one another (Ashkenazy et al., 2001). Culture of an organization is its deeply instilled values, 63 

beliefs, myths, and rituals (Corbo, Reinholz, Dancy, Deetz, & Finkelstein, 2016). Culture is 64 
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embedded and enduring, taking cataclysmic, long-term, and/or intensive efforts to change 65 

(Peterson & Spencer, 1990). In contrast, climate of an organization is the “shared, subjective 66 

experiences of organizational members that have important consequences for organizational 67 

functioning and performance” (Ashkenazy, Wilderom, & Peterson, 2001, p. 1).  Climate includes 68 

the current patterns or atmosphere of an organization and is considered more malleable to change 69 

than culture (Peterson & Spencer, 1990). The concepts of climate and culture overlap in that the 70 

perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors of a group (climate) reflect the deeply rooted values and 71 

beliefs of that group (culture).  Another way of thinking about this is that what people do and 72 

how people think about on a daily basis (climate) is influenced by norms and values of the 73 

groups in which they belong (culture). As change agents ourselves, we were less interested in 74 

slow-to-change values and beliefs and more interested in identifying easy-to-change 75 

organizational conditions. We therefore focus our study on climate.   76 

Psychological Climate and Organizational Climate. Climate can be considered as an individual, 77 

psychological construct or as a property of an organization (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000) - given 78 

that individual perceptions are aggregated and consensus can be demonstrated (Dansereau & 79 

Alluto, 1990; James, Demaree & Wolf, 1993; James & Jones, 1974; Kozlowski & Hults, 1987). 80 

Returning to the overarching research problem, we recognize that individual approaches to 81 

change are important. However, they are not sufficient for change in STEM higher education 82 

(Henderson et al., 2011. Austin, 2011; Kezar, 2011; Trowler, 2008). Given the need to look at 83 

the organization, we narrowed the study to look at organizational climate. Organizational climate 84 

includes perceptions of current organizational elements (e.g., patterns of relationships, 85 

atmosphere, organizational structures) that have the potential to influence attitudes and behaviors 86 
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(Peterson & Spencer, 1990; Schneider, 1975, Schneider & Reichers, 1983; Schneider et al., 87 

2013).  88 

Narrowing Organizational Climate to Faculty Teaching. Since organizational climate can 89 

operate on different organizational levels (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000), it is most useful when 90 

focused on specific outcomes – “climate for something” (Schneider, 1975). In our case, we were 91 

interested in climate for instructional improvement, which we define as the action or process of 92 

making changes in instruction with the goal of achieving the best possible learning outcomes. 93 

This includes the introduction or continued use of reform-based instructional strategies, 94 

technologies, and/or curricula. Specifically, within an academic organization, the department is a 95 

key leveraging point for change (e.g. Braxton & Bayer, 1999; Colbeck, Cabrera, & Terenzini, 96 

2001; Wieman, Perkins, & Gilbert, 2010). We there set out to design an instrument that elicited 97 

organizational climate for instructional improvement in postsecondary settings. The items within 98 

our instrument are focused on the facets of organizational climate acting at the department level.  99 

Conceptual Framework 100 

We began to seek a conceptual framework under which we could develop survey items 101 

after operationalizing our phenomenon of interest. Organizational climate defined as “shared, 102 

subjective experiences of organizational members” was too broad for our goals.  This definition 103 

did not apply enough to the complex system in which faculty teach (e.g. Austin, 2011; Kezar, 104 

2011; Trowler, 2008). Further, there was not an existing theoretical or conceptual framework 105 

designed to measure organizational climate for instructional improvement. We therefore chose to 106 

pull from several conceptual frameworks about the faculty work experience to build our own 107 

conceptual model (Gappa, Austin, & Trice, 2007; Beach, 2002). In the end, this approach also 108 
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allowed us to build empirical support for SCII items and confirm how our results relate our 109 

findings to published models.  110 

Our conceptual framework draws from comprehensive review of postsecondary STEM 111 

education research (e.g. levers and barriers work) and higher education research literature. We 112 

began with two models from Gappa et al. (2007), including a model of the faculty work 113 

experience and a model of institutional and departmental characteristics that influence faculty. 114 

We added the construct of ‘shared perceptions about students and teaching’ (Beach, 2002) to our 115 

conceptual model, as Beach’s work attributed a large amount of variance in faculty teaching 116 

practices to these views. Using the models, we developed an initial conceptual framework for the 117 

SCII. Figure 1 describes the facets we included or excluded from our initial conceptual 118 

framework. We chose to keep aspects of a prior framework only if they were (a) reportable and 119 

observable by survey, (b) specifically related to teaching, and (c) moderated by policy or actions 120 

of the organizational members (i.e. the facet of faculty work experience measured climate and 121 

not culture).  122 

<<Insert Figure 1 here>> 123 
 124 
 125 

From the Gappa et al. (2007) model of Faculty Workplace Elements that affect teaching, 126 

we retained three areas: (a) academic freedom and autonomy, (b) collegiality, and (c) 127 

professional growth (which we later renamed as ‘professional development’). We excluded both 128 

employment equity and flexibility, as Gappa et al. (2007) tie these concepts to like vacation and 129 

leave time, not with teaching. We also excluded respect from our conceptual framework as we 130 

intended to elicit organizational climate, not culture and norms.  131 

In our other conceptual framework of key departmental and institutional characteristics 132 
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from Gappa et al., we considered six organizational characteristics that could affect faculty, 133 

including (a) governance and structure, (b) culture and norms, (c) mission, (d) leadership, (e) 134 

reward structure, and (f) resources. In our conceptual model for the SCII, we kept leadership, 135 

rewards, and resources, as these ideas were well tied to literature documenting levers and barriers 136 

to making pedagogical change (e.g. Shadle et al., 2018; Ramsden et al., 2007; Beach, 2002). 137 

Gappa et al. (2007) describe governance and structure as features of the school like institutional 138 

size, complexity, and history, but also shared governance, resources, and faculty reward systems. 139 

Since our leadership and resource factors overlapped with this construct, and we did not consider 140 

size or complexity of the university directly tied to instructional improvement, we did not 141 

develop items around governance and structure. We also removed mission as a construct as most 142 

institutional missions promote ‘student success’ and/or ‘high impact practices’ and we therefore 143 

did not expect variance from this construct. Lastly, we did not explicitly include culture and 144 

norms from the Gappa model, as our ideas were by organizational climate (that is, the actions of 145 

organization members that could change on a day-to-day or policy-driven basis).  146 

METHODS 147 

Instrument Development 148 

We developed our first set items for the SCII to satisfy the seven dimensions on our 149 

initial conceptual framework. We operationalize these seven dimensions of climate for 150 

instructional improvement, including where we sourced our definitions, in Table 1. Although we 151 

anticipate that these seven dimensions can and do influence one another, did not write items to fit 152 

intersections of the dimensions.  We encourage readers to explore data generated by the SCII to 153 

find predictive relationships. 154 
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We used the conceptual framework to generate the survey in three ways. First, we began 155 

by exploring seven existing instruments from STEM education, higher education, and 156 

organizational management research: Bouckenooghe et al., 2009; Beach, 2002; Deci & Ryan, 157 

2011; Hurtado et al., 2011; Knorek, 2012; Massy et al., 1994; Ramsden et al., 2007. These 158 

instruments were chosen based given available literature in 2013, and our best attempts at an 159 

exhaustive search. We then sorted these existing survey items into our conceptual dimensions. 160 

For example, the item “Instructors in my department are regularly nominated for campus 161 

teaching awards”, from Knorek (2012), was sorted into Rewards. As part of the sorting process, 162 

we removed items that did not address organizational climate, had poor or awkward wording, 163 

were not applicable to all anticipated participants, and/or had redundancies from other items we 164 

had already sorted.   165 

<<Insert Table 1 Here>> 166 

As a secondary step in item development, we revised existing items to fit our referent 167 

groups and phenomenon of interest (instructional improvement). We chose the department or 168 

department chair as a referent, as the department is a key leveraging point for change (e.g. 169 

Braxton & Bayer, 1999; Colbeck et al., 2001; Wieman, Perkins, & Gilbert, 2010).  Many of our 170 

revisions focused on changing context of items to meet higher education settings. For example, 171 

the Boukenoogh et al. (2009) survey was originally designed to measure organizational climate 172 

readiness for change, but was originally made for business settings. One item revised from their 173 

survey was item I-19, “the corporate management team consistently implements its policies in all 174 

departments.” We revised this item to be: “the department chair consistently implements 175 

teaching-related policies.” 176 

As a final step in initial item generation, the research team wrote and revised items to the 177 
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conceptual dimensions, seeking to fill potential gaps in the framework based on our knowledge 178 

of the literature. We did not seek an equal number of items per construct, but rather, a set of 179 

items that we felt measured the phenomenon without being redundant or reaching the potential 180 

for survey fatigue among participants.  In particular, we had no items that fit Professional 181 

Development and few items in the Collegiality categories. These items were vetted through both 182 

content, expert, and construct validity measures which we describe as part of our Pilot Testing. 183 

Scale. We chose a 6-point Likert style scale for items on the SCII.  Statements are rated 184 

from strongly agree, agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, disagree, and strongly disagree. 185 

Six-point scales are considered preferable to 4-point, as they generate better variance (Bass, 186 

Cascio, & O’Connor, 1974). We chose to have no neutral point, as forcing agreement or 187 

disagreement avoids an artificial increase in ‘no opinion’ responses (Bishop, 1987; Johns, 2005). 188 

Pilot Testing. We field tested the instrument with five instructors from non-participating 189 

institutions and an expert panel of four education researchers from another institution prior to 190 

launching at our first institution. The pilot testing and expert panel process allowed us to evaluate 191 

items for clarity, and subsequently revise, add new items, and better define the structure and 192 

definition of each climate factor. We chose not to do additional cognitive interviews, as many of 193 

our items had been well validated on other surveys. Additionally, our external panel review 194 

suggested we were ready to pilot the survey (with their suggested revisions).  195 

We conducted our pilot testing phase with 82 instructors at a non-participating institution. 196 

Testing allowed us to explore misfit items and refine our response scale. After this phase, we 197 

removed "I choose not to respond" as a response option, as its inclusion often resulted in 198 

respondents not answering all questions on the instrument. Instead, we now encourage users to 199 
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allow participants to skip items if they so choose, and no items on the survey are forced 200 

response. There are mechanisms to do this in most online survey interfaces, and this approach 201 

allowed us both participant autonomy and a comprehensive data set.  During the pilot phase, we 202 

also tried adding new items and testing to see if we could improve our factor analyses. During 203 

this period, we also determined the reliability of items that did not contribute much to the overall 204 

variance of the instrument and removed them from the SCII.  205 

Sampling. We used Qualtrics to survey a convenience sample of 917 postsecondary 206 

instructors. Our sample included graduate student instructors, full-time, and part-time faculty 207 

from six institutions of higher education in the United States. Our overall response rate was 208 

28.3% (917/3244). We include additional details about the sampled institutions in Table 2. Since 209 

we had a convenience sample of institutions and individual respondents, and we do not claim we 210 

have a representative sample of all postsecondary instructors. In particular, since we had all 4-211 

year institutions from the United States, most of which were large enrollment, our claims are 212 

centered on what we can say about that given population. Furthermore, since this paper is 213 

seeking to develop and explore potential results from the instrument, our primary goal was to 214 

have a sufficient sample size. Since our sample size (N=917) is sufficient for the number of 215 

items on the instrument (30 items), and 10 participant cases are considered necessary each item 216 

(Garson; 2008; Everitt, 1975; Kunce, Cook, & Miller, 1975), we have triple the necessary 217 

sample for survey validation and factor analysis.  218 

<<Insert Table 2 here>> 219 

Construct Validity. We conducted both confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses after 220 

confirming our sample had an acceptable Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measures of sample adequacy 221 
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(KMO = 0.953) and a significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (χ2(435) = 16015.889; p = 0.00). 222 

Factor analysis is a statistical technique that determines the dimensionality of an instrument (e.g. 223 

how many constructs it measures). The analysis explores relationships among items by exploring 224 

individual responses on items, how these responses relate to one another, and how subsets of 225 

items can be subsequently confirmed or generated (Knekta, Runyon, and Eddy, 2019). 226 

As we ran factor analyses, we followed Hu and Bentler’s (1995) model fit 227 

recommendations. We first ran exploratory factor analyses (EFA) to identify factors of climate 228 

using maximum-likelihood extraction with Promax rotations. We selected a maximum-likelihood 229 

approach as it allows for shared variance from the model each time a factor is created, while 230 

allowing unique variance and error variance to remain. We selected a Promax rotation as we 231 

expected some of factors to be oblique (correlated), and because oblique rotations often yield 232 

identical or superior results to orthogonal rotations (Osborne, 2015). We compared competing 233 

models (e.g., five- vs. six-dimensional model) using the likelihood ratio test under the null 234 

hypothesis that a more complex model would not improve fit significantly (p < 0.05). 235 

We then completed confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) to evaluate our EFA results. We 236 

evaluated goodness of fit of hypothesized models by using the root mean square error of 237 

approximation (RMSEA; Steiger, 2000), Chi-squared/df below 5.0 (Bollen, 1989), and 238 

comparative fit index (CFI) near 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Byrne, 2013). Guidelines vary for 239 

acceptable model fit statistics. Hu and Bentler (1995) suggest RMSEA of 0.06 for a good-fit 240 

model. MacCallum, Browne and Sugawara (1996) suggest 0.01, 0.05, and 0.08 for excellent, 241 

good, and mediocre fit models.  242 

Additional Analyses. Lastly, we ran ANOVA, independent t-tests, and correlational 243 

analyses to examine differences to see in what ways SCII could identify differences in climate, 244 
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and if those differences were similar to other claims in the literature. 245 

  246 
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RESULTS 247 

The final version of the SCII has 30 climate items, 5 supplemental questions, and 10 248 

demographic questions. It has a very reliable with a high overall Cronbach’s alpha of 0.952. We 249 

could not improve the alpha value with removal of items. Cronbach’s alpha is a function of how 250 

the instrument correlates to itself (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011), and effectively documents that all 251 

items in the SCII scale measure some aspect of the same construct (Knekta et al. 2019). 252 

However, the SCII is multidimensional.  Our EFA revealed five SCII factors also with good 253 

reliability (Table 3). Our results of the EFA were then confirmed using CFA (per Bandalos & 254 

Finney, 2010). Our CFA also supported good to very good fit of the 5-factor solution (Chi-255 

squared/df = 1.831; CFI = 0.997; RMSEA = 0.039). 256 

<< Insert Table 3 Here>> 257 

Climate Factors and Misfit Items 258 

Given the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, we conclude that the SCII is 259 

multidimensional and has five factors. The five factors explain 66.748% of overall variance in 260 

organizational climate for instructional improvement, including (1) Leadership, 7 items; α = 261 

0.946; (2) Resources, 7 items; α = 0.846; (3) Collegiality, 4 items; α = 0.826; (4) Respect for 262 

teaching, 8 items; α = 0.900, (5) and Organizational support, 4 items; α = 0.634. See Table 3 for 263 

additional details. We could not improve construct reliabilities with removal of items.  264 

We attribute the majority of variance to Leadership (44.066%), Resources (8.268%) and 265 

Collegiality (6.123%) factors. Although Organizational Support had an alpha of 0.634, below a 266 

desired level of 0.7, the factor had unique variations from other factors (see Discussion). For 267 

example, when Organizational Support was high, other factors tended to be lower (and visa 268 
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versa). Furthermore, Organizational Support as a factor had several key items of interest to us, 269 

including items about professional development and faculty mentoring (Kezar, Gehrke, & 270 

Bernstein-Sierra, 2017). For these reasons, we chose to retain the Organizational Support factor 271 

for its utility as a discriminatory variable, in spite of slightly lower reliability. 272 

Alternate Loadings. There are a few items that had secondary factor loadings, including 273 

S4, S5, S6, S7, S8, and S14.  These items small correlation values between -0.4 and 0.4 with 274 

factors other than their original factor. We recognize that additional sampling may result in these 275 

items loading onto other climate factors and encourage others to use their best judgment for how 276 

to interpret their data. We are reporting the alternate item loadings to aid others in doing this. In 277 

our data set, items S4, S6 and S8 have alternate loadings (0.391, 0.319, 0.363; respectfully) on 278 

Collegiality. Item S7 has an alternate loading on Resources (0.326). Item S5 has an alternate 279 

loading on Respect for Teaching (0.366). Item S14 was negatively loaded onto the Leadership 280 

factor (-0.321). 281 

How to Interpret SCII Scores 282 

We chose to normalize scores on a scale of 0 to 100. Scores of 0 to 49 are disagreeable 283 

climate for instructional improvement, 50 is neutral, and scores 51 to 100 are agreeable climate 284 

scores. We chose to use a normalized scale from 0 to 100 to make easier comparisons among 285 

climate factors. Without normalization, sums would vary factor to factor, leading to confusion 286 

when comparing means. For example, without normalizing the scores, Leadership would have a 287 

maximum sum of 42 (from 7 items), but Collegiality would have a maximum score of 30 (from 5 288 

items). Instead, to calculate a factor score, users should begin by adding scores for the items in 289 

that factor, divide by the maximum possible sum for that factor, and then multiply by 100.  290 
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When we describe a score as “negative,” the term is a synonym for disagreement; i.e. 291 

instructors with such scores predominantly disagreed with items in a given factor. These are 292 

scores that were generally below 50 on the 100-point SCII scale. When we describe a score as 293 

“positive,” the term is a synonym for agreement; i.e. instructors with such scores predominantly 294 

agreed with items in a given factor. Such are scores above 50 on the 100-point SCII scale. 295 

 296 

Demographic Differences among SCII Factors 297 

This section describes significant differences in SCII factor scores by demographic 298 

groups of interest. Sub-sample sizes vary, as some participants did not disclose all applicable 299 

demographic information. SCII scores range from 0 (strongly disagree) to 100 (strongly agree) 300 

on any given factor.  301 

 302 

 303 

Differences by Demographic Group 304 

All findings we present in this paper (unless otherwise noted) are based on samples that exclude 305 

graduate students. We present our findings in order from largest to smallest comparison group, 306 

beginning with institutional differences and ending with climate comparisons by leadership role. 307 

 308 

Institutional Differences. Mean climate factor scores significantly differed among our 6 sampled 309 

institutions for all climate factors (Figure 2, p < 1E-25).  Notably, post-hoc Scheffe tests 310 

indicated homogenous subsets among some institutions. These subsets place Institutions A and C 311 

as statistically equivalent to each other in Leadership, Collegiality, Respect for Teaching (p>.05); 312 

these scores are significantly lower than Institutions B, D, E, and F (which likewise did not 313 
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significantly differ from one another in these factors).  If comparing views of resources among 314 

institutions, Institutions A and C were again in a homogenous subset. Institutions E and F were 315 

in a homogenous subset that was significantly different from other institutions with resource 316 

scores around 50 (neutral). Institutions B and D had the highest resource scores, with equivalent 317 

scores to one another, but significantly higher from other institutions.   318 

 319 

<<Insert Figure 2 here>> 320 

Institutional populations also varied in their views of Organizational Support. We found 321 

several institutional patterns in this factor that did not appear in the other climate factors. For 322 

example, Institutions A, D, and E paired together as a homogenous subset, with significantly 323 

higher mean organizational support scores than other institutions. Another way to examine the 324 

organizational support homogenous subsets is to place Institutions D and E in a subset with 325 

Institutions B and C. In doing so, this group had statistically equivalent scores to each other but 326 

significantly lower mean scores than Institution A (p<.05). Unique among the institutional 327 

populations was Institution F; this institution not group in a subset with other institutions, as it 328 

had significantly lower organizational support scores (35±17). 329 

 330 

Departmental Differences. Several mean climate factor scores significantly differed by 331 

department within parent institution. We ran ANOVA within each institution to explore 332 

differences in SCII climate factor scores by department. We excluded departments with a sample 333 

size of less than 5, resulting in fewer department-to-department comparisons than the overall 334 

number of departments noted in Table 2. 335 

Four of six institutions (Institutions A, C, E, and F) had similar views of climate across 336 
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the institution, regardless of department. At Institution A, 9 departments had significant 337 

differences in only in resources (p=0.014). At Institution C, the departments only had significant 338 

differences in leadership (p=.002). At Institutions E and F; we only found significant differences 339 

in organizational support (p=0.018; p=0.023). 340 

In contrast, 2 of our six institutions had significant departmental differences among 341 

nearly all climate factors. The 8 departments at Institution B had significant differences in views 342 

of leadership (p=.031), collegiality (p=.033), resources (p=6.8E-8), and organizational support 343 

(p=3.64E-4). Similarly, the 18 departments at Institution D had significant differences in 344 

leadership (p=2.64E-4); collegiality (p=.001), resources (p=.009); and respect (p=.009) 345 

 346 

Disciplinary Differences between STEM and non-STEM. 347 

In our comparisons of STEM (n=594) and non-STEM instructors (n=108), we found 348 

significant differences only in Organizational Support (p=4.5E-4). Non-STEM instructors 349 

(56.1±20.0) had significantly more positive views of Organizational Support than STEM 350 

instructors (48.5±19.5).  There were no significant differences in STEM and non-STEM 351 

instructors by leadership, collegiality, resources, or respect for teaching (p>.05). 352 

We compared scores among 8 STEM disciplines, including biology (n=120), chemistry 353 

(n=79), physics (n=73), geoscience (n=36), engineering (n=140), mathematics (n=89), statistics 354 

(n=13), and computer science (n=30). We found no significant differences for leadership, 355 

collegiality, respect for teaching, and organizational support (p>.05). In contrast, we found 356 

significant disciplinary differences in perceptions of resources (p=.032), and these scores 357 

remained significant in post-hoc tests. Computer science instructors had significantly higher 358 

views of resources than biology (p=.023), geoscience (p=.011), and mathematics instructors 359 
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(p=.028). We also wished to compare among non-STEM disciplines, but did not have large 360 

enough sub-sample sizes for non-STEM disciplinary groups. 361 

 362 

Intra-Departmental Groups. We designed four questions to identify departmental sub-groups. 363 

These are supplementary items S32, S33, S34, and S35. Upon examination of data from these 364 

items, we found 70.5% of our sample reported belonging to a ‘subgroup’ within their 365 

department. When asked how differently these individuals would answer their SCII questions in 366 

regard to the subgroup, 35.7% would not answer differently, 16.7% would answer a little 367 

differently, 28.6% would answer somewhat differently, 14.2% would answer quite a bit 368 

differently, and 4.7% would answer completely differently.  369 

To explore statistically significant department sub-groups, we ran tests for non-normal 370 

distributions in each of 71 departments with n > 5. This included Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) 371 

tests, tests for skewness and kurtosis, and Q-Q plots. Our hypothesis was that if we explored the 372 

nature of non-normal distributions within each department, we could then identify sub-groups in 373 

organizational climate for instructional improvement. For the departments with significant K-S 374 

tests (30 cases), we generated histograms with normal curve overlays. However, we did not find 375 

many bi- or multi-model distributions. This means that the non-normal distributions identified 376 

were caused by either skewed or peaked distributions. As such, the non-normal patterns in 377 

climate within the 30 identified departments are likely not indicative of intra-departmental 378 

groups. Furthermore, we note that the few departments we found with bimodal climate 379 

distributions had a smaller sample size (5 to 7 faculty).  This led us to conclude that we either 380 

had a biased sample or that smaller departments are less varied by group than by individual.  381 

 382 
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Gender Identity. The SCII gathers gender data by asking faculty to self-report their gender 383 

identity as cis-gender female, cis-gender male, transgender, non-cisgender, or prefer not to 384 

respond. We did not have any participants report as transgender or non-cisgender in our sample. 385 

Mean climate factor scores significantly differed by gender for all climate factors except for 386 

Collegiality (p=.087). Mean climate scores significantly differed between women (n=290) and 387 

men (n=306); for Leadership (p=.017), Resources (p=.001), Respect for Teaching (p=3.07E-4) 388 

and Organizational Support (p=3.40E-4). We illustrate these gender identity differences in 389 

Figure 3. 390 

 391 

<<Insert Figure 3 Here>> 392 

Ethnicity. We found no significant difference in mean climate scores among Asian (n=62), 393 

Hispanic/Latino (n=16), and White (n=486) faculty (p>.05). We did not compare climate mean 394 

scores for Black (n=4); Native American (n=3), Multi-racial (n=3) faculty due to small sample 395 

sizes of these groups. When we grouped faculty of color (n=95) and compared the group to white 396 

faculty (n=486), we likewise found no significant differences in mean climate scores. 397 

Faculty Rank and Tenure Status. We found no significant differences in mean climate factor 398 

scores by rank among full (n=252), associate (n=166), assistant (n=127), adjunct (n=72), or 399 

visiting professors (n=13), and full-time lecturers (n=72). We also found no significant 400 

differences (p>.05) among tenured (n=384), tenure-track (n=105), and non-tenure track 401 

instructors (n=170). We also did not find significant differences (p>.05) between non-tenure 402 

track faculty (n=170) and tenured/tenure-track faculty (n =489). Lastly, when comparing full-403 

time faculty (n=542) to part-time faculty (n=61), we only found significant differences in mean 404 
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organizational climate scores. Full-time instructors (49.0±19.3) perceived significantly less 405 

Organizational Support than part-time instructors (54.8±22.6). 406 

 407 

Graduate Students. Our comparisons between graduate student (n=129) and faculty instructors 408 

(n=316) are only representative of instructors at Institutions A, C, and D, as other institutions did 409 

not sample graduate students.  Within these institutions, we found significantly lower mean 410 

scores among all 5 climate factors for graduate students (p<.01). In particular, Collegiality scores 411 

for graduate students (37.7±23.3) were significantly lower (p=1.345E-7) than faculty 412 

(50.6±24.7). 413 

Leadership Role. We ran independent t-tests to compare views of individuals who were the 414 

formal leader in department (n=19) and individuals without a leadership role in their department 415 

(n=299). This sample did not include institutional deans or other administration roles, so these 416 

findings are most likely descriptive of department chairs. Department leaders had significantly 417 

more agreeable views of Leadership (p=.002) and significantly more agreeable views of Respect 418 

for Teaching (p=.027). Department leaders did not have significantly different views than their 419 

colleagues in Collegiality, Resources, or Organizational Support. 420 

Years Teaching, Teaching Load, and Class Size. There was no significant correlation (p>.05) 421 

between years teaching and class size and any of the SCII factors. In contrast, teaching load was 422 

significantly negatively correlated with Resources (r=-0.120; p=.002), and class size was 423 

significantly negatively correlated with Organizational Support (r=-0.115; p=.022). If we had 424 

included graduate students in the sample, we also find that years teaching is significantly 425 

correlated with Collegiality (r=0.096; p=.015) and Respect for Teaching (r=0.097; p=.014). 426 
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DISCUSSION 427 

We organize our discussion into four sections. We begin with a summary what we have 428 

learned about the overall design of the SCII, its conceptual framework, and nature of 429 

organizational climate for instructional improvement. We follow with how the literature helps to 430 

explain the five factors of the SCII (leadership, resources, collegiality, respect for teaching, and 431 

organizational support). Third, we discuss women and graduate students as marginalized groups 432 

identified by the SCII. We conclude with recommendations for future work.  433 

 434 

Overall SCII Design and Conceptual Framework 435 

Our research supports an instrument that can differentiate among elements of 436 

organizational climate for instructional improvement. The SCII is reliable; easy-to-use, and can 437 

quickly collect data from a large number of participants. Reliability indicates consistency when 438 

testing procedure is repeated (Knekta, Runyon, and Eddy, 2019). The SCII has excellent overall 439 

reliability at 0.952 (0.700 or higher is preferable), and excellent construct reliabilities among its 440 

factors.  441 

Our study also provides empirical support for conceptual models of faculty work 442 

proposed by Gappa et al. (2007) and Beach (2002). However, we note that three constructs from 443 

those models and some of our individual items did not sort onto consistent factors. This included 444 

items about (a) shared attitudes about students and teaching, (b) academic freedom and 445 

autonomy, and (c) rewards. Items from these apriori categories sorted into more conglomerate 446 

factors with better Eigenvalues, or were removed from the survey during its early development. 447 

Specifically, items related to academic freedom and autonomy (Gappa et al., 2007) loaded with 448 

items about time, financial, and space resources (Beach, 2002; Knorek, 2012; Walczyk, Ramsey, 449 
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& Zha, 2007; Chasteen et al., 2015; Parker et al., 2015). Other items also did not load onto any 450 

of the climate dimensions and were removed during our pilot phase. We removed items on (a) 451 

institutional incentives for teaching (Walczyk et al., 2007; Chasteen et al., 2015; Parker et al. 452 

2015), (b) shared views of teaching and learning, including instructor concerns that students are 453 

underprepared (Felder & Brent, 1996; Parker et al., 2015) or are resistant to change (Henderson 454 

& Dancy, 2007; Hastings & Breslow, 2015; Parker et al., 2015), and (c) coordination of teaching 455 

across similar courses. We agree that these barriers are important to shifting instructional 456 

improvement climate. However, we cannot claim these ideas are elements of organizational 457 

climate for instructional improvement - at least as measured by the SCII. 458 

 459 

The Nature of Organizational Climate for Instructional Improvement 460 

As we considered the nature of our findings, we reconsidered at what organizational level 461 

we could best measure organizational climate. The SCII asks participants about climate at the 462 

department level, perhaps with the exception of some items in Organizational Support, which 463 

may be managed at a higher organizational level (e.g. university-level professional 464 

development). We agree that faculty are strongly influenced by their departments, but they are 465 

also influenced by their institutions, disciplines, and academia as a whole. Academic cultures are 466 

“inseparably intertwined with the subject matter” and disciplines are important groups that can 467 

help explain the differences among faculty across the academy; some faculty may identify more 468 

strongly with their discipline than with their institution (Clark, 1983, Ruscio, 1987; Brownell & 469 

Tanner, 2012). Faculty therefore may be more likely to adopt the values, beliefs, and practices 470 

that constitute their discipline (Becher, 1981; 1985). In our study, two of six institutions had 471 

significant differences among climate factors by department (and therefore discipline). As 472 
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expected, most responses in a department were also normative to one another (e.g. no distinct 473 

sub-groups). 474 

We also hypothesize that climate is normative to institution, but not exclusively. Four of 475 

the six institutions (Institutions A, C, E, and F) had similar views of climate across the 476 

institution, regardless of department. This leads us to expect that organizational climate, even 477 

when measured at the department level (as with the SCII), is sometimes normative at the 478 

institution-level. That is, other higher order variables may be tied to organizational climate. This 479 

is also supported by statistically distinct homogenous subsets among institutional climate means: 480 

Institutions A and C and Institutions B, D, E, and F had nearly identical views in leadership, 481 

respect for teaching, and collegiality. These findings lead us to wonder: (a) what cross- 482 

institutional variables could explain these data and (b) what aspects of organizational climate are 483 

normative to the academia as a whole? 484 

 485 

Exploring the Five Climate Dimensions of Organizational Climate 486 

Factor 1. Leadership for Instructional Improvement 487 

Leaders have important influence in creating a sense of belonging and job satisfaction of faculty 488 

(Campbell & O’Meara, 2014) and an environment for resource exchange (Van Waes et al., 489 

2015). They also can provide flexibility when instructors are testing new ideas and place value 490 

on teaching quality in tenure, promotion, and retention decisions (Shadle et al., 2017). Faculty 491 

who experience transformational leadership and work in collaboratively managed environments 492 

are more likely to adopt student-centered teaching practices (Ramsden et al., 2007; Trigwell, 493 

Prosser, & Ginns, 2005). We likewise saw the importance of leaders in our SCII data, as 494 

leadership accounted for over 44% of the variance, indicating that formal department leader(s) 495 
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and their policy decisions have a central role in organizational climate.  496 

Given these findings and the large contribution of leadership to the variance, we highlight 497 

leadership as a key variable in catalyzing change, in particular, department level leadership. SCII 498 

items focus on formal department leaders, not college and university-level leadership (e.g. Dean, 499 

Provost, President). Although higher-level leadership is important, Henderson, Beach, and 500 

Finkelstein (2011) note that change initiatives need to empower and support stakeholders and be 501 

prescribed by individuals in power. Our data identifies department chairs as key for instructional 502 

improvement given the large amount of overall variance from the factor. We hypothesize that 503 

perhaps the department chair is at a unique intersection of resources, policy, and collegiality; 504 

they are both in power and a peer, empowering them to be important loci of organizational 505 

change.  506 

However, since department leadership SCII scores were still mostly normative by 507 

institution, our data may also support the idea that institutional support and guidance is 508 

important. Work like Increase the Impact would describe this balance as “the sweet spot” 509 

between emergent and prescribed change. Institutions need to give individual users freedom and 510 

support, but still provide a set of prescribed principles in which to customize an innovation 511 

(Henderson, Cole, Froyd, Friedrichsen, Khatri, & Stanford, 2015).  512 

 513 

Factor 2. Resources for Instructional Improvement 514 

The resources factor was the next most influential factor in our data, contributing 8% to overall 515 

variance. This is fitting with research documenting resource availability as one of the most 516 

common drivers/barriers for adoption of teaching innovations (e.g. Andrews & Lemons, 2015; 517 

Shadle et al., 2017). The 7 items on the Resources factor align well with related literature in this 518 
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area, including perceptions of the resources of (a) time (e.g. Miller, Martineau, & Clark, 2000; 519 

Hanson & Moser, 2003; Pundak & Rozner, 2008; Henderson & Dancy, 2007; Brownell & 520 

Tanner, 2012), (b) money incentives (Knorek, 2012; Andrews & Lemons, 2015), (c) teaching 521 

space (Bland et al., 2006), and (d) autonomy in content and pedagogy (Shadle et al., 2017).  522 

One notable finding in the Resource factor is that our data suggest autonomy to be a 523 

resource, and not a separate autonomy construct as Gappa et al. (2007) suggest. Self-524 

determination theory also describes autonomy through the lens of resources (Deci & Ryan, 525 

2011). The only oddity in the resources factor was an item regarding pedagogy resources for new 526 

instructors (S23), which loaded onto the “respect for teaching” dimension. We consider the S23 527 

loading in our Respect for Teaching subsection of the Discussion. We are uncertain why both 528 

instructors with a higher teaching load and computer science faculty viewed resources so 529 

positively, but note that this finding supports the idea that some ranks and disciplines may have 530 

(a) differences in how teaching-related resources are perceived and/or (b) have different 531 

allotment of resources (Cavanaugh, 2017).  532 

 533 

Factor 3. Collegiality for Instructional Improvement 534 

Gappa et al. (2007) describe collegiality to be in place when individuals feel they belong 535 

to a mutually respectful community of colleagues who value their contributions and feel concern 536 

for each others’ well-being. Collegiality in academia is enigmatic. Instructors may be socialized 537 

to ‘not care’ what others think, do work that is isolated from one another (like teaching), and 538 

fight for limited resources (e.g. Massy et al., 1994). Despite competition, colleagues are also key 539 

to instructional improvement. We need one another for the exchange of teaching resources 540 
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(Andrews & Lemons, 2015) and for engaging in professional development around teaching 541 

(Bouwma-Gearhart, 2012).  542 

In the SCII data, collegiality was institutionally normative among (a) all departments at 543 

Institutions A and C, each reporting disagreeable views of collegiality and (b) all departments at 544 

Institutions B, D, E, and F, each reporting agreeable views of collegiality. This documents that 545 

collegiality, although measured at the department level by the SCII, displays overarching 546 

institutional norms. Initially, our hypothesis was that institutional collegiality norms could be 547 

tied to Carnegie classification. However, patterns in collegiality were not a function of how 548 

research-intensive an institution was. Institutions A and C were large, research-intensive and 549 

very research-intensive institution, respectively; both reported disagreeable collegiality. In 550 

contrast, Institutions B and F were likewise large and research-intensive, yet reported more 551 

agreeable collegiality.  552 

Lastly, we discuss the significant positive correlations between Collegiality and number 553 

of years teaching. Peers are a valued source of information when an individual is forming an 554 

opinion about an innovation (Rogers, 2003). Van Waes, Van den Bossche, Moolenaar, De 555 

Maeyer, & Van Petegem (2015) noted that faculty with teaching experience had larger, stronger, 556 

and more diverse networks of colleagues than less experienced faculty. Although faculty 557 

inexperienced in teaching (e.g. researchers) also had large networks, they had weaker ties and 558 

less diversity in the types of peers with whom they communicated. We postulate that 559 

experienced faculty build collegiality with years teaching, but not necessarily other forms of 560 

academic work, and our data provide evidence for the improved role of collegial interactions 561 

throughout a teaching career.  562 
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In particular, we note that the significant correlation between collegiality and years 563 

teaching disappeared when we removed graduate students from the sample (these individuals 564 

reported around 0-2 years teaching experience). As such, we highlight graduate students as an 565 

important focus for future collegiality research. Graduate students are an underserved population 566 

in need of not only pedagogical development (Schussler, Read, Marbach-Ad, Miller, & Ferzli, 567 

2015), but also colleagues to talk to about teaching (Andrews & Lemons, 2015). 568 

Factor 4. Organizational Support for Instructional Improvement 569 

Lack of pedagogical training and support is a noted barrier to instructional innovation 570 

(Walczyk et al., 2007). Faculty engaging in professional development, through structured groups 571 

or peer mentorship, would have increased interest interacting with others (Bouwma-Gearhart, 572 

2012) and therefore better ability to exchange teaching-related resources (Andrews & Lemons, 573 

2015).  574 

Mean institution-level Organizational Support scores were either significantly higher or 575 

significantly lower than other 4 SCII factors (Figure 2). For example, instructors at Institution F 576 

reported mean organizational support scores around 35±17, but had significantly higher mean 577 

scores for the other 4 SCII factors (at or around 60). We see the reverse pattern at Institutions A 578 

and C, where instructors reported high mean organizational support scores, but significantly 579 

lower mean scores for the other factors. These patterns led us to wonder if organizational support 580 

was more influenced by climate beyond the department (e.g. at the university, college) and 581 

therefore causing the Organizational Support factor to behave differently. This may also explain 582 

the slightly lower reliability of this factor (α = 0.634). Lastly, this may help us to answer how 583 

items about professional development (S6), mentorship (S9), structured pedagogy groups (S29), 584 
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and financial incentive (S30) could be grouped together into this factor -- all of them are 585 

supported by infrastructure beyond the department.  586 

At minimum, we can attest that under some circumstances, views of organizational 587 

support counter to other elements climate (leadership, resources, collegiality, and respect for 588 

teaching). Perhaps when resources, leadership, respect, or collegiality are agreeable, instructors 589 

are less inclined to make use of organizational support, and therefore have less agreeable views 590 

regarding it. Alternatively, if these elements are less agreeable (e.g. leadership, resources, 591 

collegiality and respect are not in place), instructors may be more inclined to seek out, and 592 

therefore have agreeable views regarding, broader organizational support.   593 

However, mean organizational support scores are not always different than other climate 594 

factors. We saw consistently positive views of climate at Institution B. Perhaps high-quality 595 

teaching development can build conversation around teaching, foster community, and come from 596 

the support of campus leaders (e.g. Connolly, 2010; Coffey & Gibbs, 2004), thus linking 597 

organizational support and the other SCII factors. 598 

We conclude the unique differences in the organizational support factor highlight its 599 

importance as a lever for change, and solidify its place within a framework of factors tied to 600 

climate for instructional improvement. We also note that items in the Organizational Support 601 

factor may be tied attitudes toward instructional improvement. For example, Coffey and Gibbs 602 

(2004) and Postareff, Lindblom-Ylänne, & Nevgi (2007) found a range of positive changes in 603 

instructors’ attitudes about teaching, including shifts toward being more student-focused 604 

teaching and improvements in self-efficacy, after pedagogical training. 605 

  606 

Factor 5. ‘Respect for Teaching’  607 
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Respect for Teaching as a factor on the SCII includes a potpourri of 7 items, most of 608 

which relate to teaching effectiveness as valued in retention, tenure, and hiring policy (S24, S25, 609 

S26), perceptions of teaching effectiveness in others (S4 and S28), or the value of teaching as an 610 

aspect of academic work (S27). The odd item in this factor is S23, “new instructors are provided 611 

with teaching development opportunities and resources.” However, this item could also be 612 

interpreted as teaching-related policy, in a similar vein such as S24-S26.  613 

At the onset, we did not anticipate ‘respect for teaching’ would come out as a factor in 614 

our analyses. In fact, we toiled over the name of this factor for quite some time. It was our goal 615 

to elicit organizational climate (not culture), and we had purposefully avoided developing items 616 

around teaching culture and norms. How could it be that ‘values regarding teaching 617 

effectiveness’ was part of organizational climate?  618 

Returning to our aforementioned definitions, culture is the deeply instilled values, beliefs, 619 

myths, and rituals of an organization (Corbo et al., 2016). Culture takes a long time to change 620 

(Peterson & Spencer, 1990). In contrast, climate is the “shared, subjective experiences of 621 

organizational members that have important consequences for organizational functioning and 622 

performance” (Peterson & Spencer, 1990). We posit that since culture and climate are related 623 

constructs (Ashkenazy et al., 2001), it is illogical to expect norms and values to be separate from 624 

organizational climate factors on the SCII.  In our case, formal and informal policy (S23-S26) 625 

could be considered as aspects of organizational climate.  Policies can be changed and would not 626 

inherently take long-term or cataclysmic initiatives to change (like culture). We see the 627 

perceptions of others discussed by items 4 and 28 as more tied to values and norms, but not 628 

exclusively. S4 asks participants whether instructors “aspire to become better teachers,” and S28 629 

asks participants whether “all instructors are sufficiently competent to teach effectively.” These 630 
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views could change easily, depending on other organizational climate factors or personal attitude 631 

shifts.  If these values can easily change, they are unlikely to be organizational culture.  632 

However, item S27 “Teaching is respected as an important aspect of academic work” is almost 633 

explicitly culture. To manage this issue, we have concluded that the Respect for Teaching 634 

construct is neither culture nor climate, but rather a product of the entanglement of culture and 635 

climate -- and we see value in keeping these items as a direct measure of participant values.  636 

As researchers begin to use the SCII, we encourage others to monitor Respect for 637 

Teaching as a factor. If this factor changes over short periods of time, we expect that it will help 638 

capture major shifts in climate (which can happen over said durations). However, if this factor 639 

does not change or changes only with ‘cataclysmic’ efforts (Peterson & Spencer, 1990), the SCII 640 

may measure both some aspects of organizational culture. 641 

 642 

Marginalized Groups as Identified by the SCII 643 

We highlight significant differences in organizational climate for instructional 644 

improvement for cis-gender women. Across Leadership, Resources, and Respect for Teaching 645 

factors, cis-gender women reported significantly lower mean climate scores than cis-gender men. 646 

We expect that, at least in part, a negative climate for cis-gender women in STEM may be in 647 

play. Cis-gender women have been underrepresented in STEM throughout history, as cis-gender 648 

men outnumber them in science both in image and number (Riegle-Crumb, & King, 2010). 649 

Differential treatment and micro aggressions to women and other minorities can accrue over time 650 

to create wide gaps between groups, leading to negative outcomes such as lower job satisfaction 651 

and higher turnover (Preston, 2006; Valian, 1999). In the context of instructional improvement, 652 

women in STEM disciplines often participate more in teaching and service than their male 653 
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counterparts (Rosser, 2004). This downgrading of teaching and service may lead to women being 654 

passed over for promotion and tenure because their contributions may be perceived as less 655 

valuable than research. These responsibilities also can be viewed as facilitating when institutions 656 

implement policies that ensure extra teaching and service duties do not fall exclusively on 657 

women faculty and, in addition, the responsibilities should be equally valued as research in 658 

consideration for promotion and tenure (Rosser, 2004). It’s possible that these facets of the 659 

academic workplace manifested in some of our gender identity results. 660 

Exceptions for women were statistically equivalent collegiality scores to men and 661 

significantly higher views of organizational support for teaching. We hypothesize that perhaps 662 

because negative views other climate aspects led women to value or seek out more 663 

organizational supports more than men (e.g. finding a mentor, engaging in professional 664 

development available on campus). Women are reported to use more active learning practices 665 

than men (Henderson et al., 2012). If there is a direct correlation between instructional 666 

improvement and climate, systemic change may be leveraged for women may be through the 667 

right organizational supports for teaching (including mentor relationships and professional 668 

development groups and structures on campus). 669 

 We also identify graduate students as an underserved population and key demographic 670 

for additional exploration (e.g. Nicklow et al., 2007; Gardner & Jones, 2011). Graduate students 671 

reported significantly less positive views of climate for instructional improvement, documenting 672 

a potential need for better supporting the population. Another way this manifested was in a 673 

significant positive correlation between mean Collegiality and number of years teaching. This 674 

correlation was no longer significant when we removed graduate students from the sample. 675 

Graduate students were significantly less likely to have a network of colleagues with whom to 676 
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discuss teaching.  This network may be key to developing a professional identity and 677 

troubleshooting early-career teaching problems (e.g. Rogers, 2003; Andrews & Lemons, 2015). 678 

We encourage research that focuses on the pedagogical needs of graduate students through the 679 

lens of organizational climate, as this work can identify key barriers and affordances tied to their 680 

institutions. 681 

 682 

 683 

Future Work 684 

Our study provides insight into common organizational levers and barriers to 685 

instructional innovation. Although the goal of this paper was to present our instrument, we 686 

expect to continue unpacking relationships between climate and teaching practice. One step in 687 

the future will be to examine other indicators of reliability for the SCII, including split-halves 688 

and test–retest reliability.  689 

We will also be continuing our work to examine how climate intersects with teaching 690 

practice (Authors, 2018). We have a forthcoming paper in which we are exploring how self-691 

reported teaching practices relate to SCII data. Upon initial examination, all of climate factors 692 

significant correlate with teaching practice variables, and as such, we have conducted a k-means 693 

cluster analysis to sort individuals into unique groups based on patterns in SCII and teaching 694 

practice variables. We encourage others to do similar work and be open in sharing data. 695 

We note that postsecondary education researchers are yet to rally behind a cohesive 696 

model for explaining adoption of active learning pedagogies. As we move forward, we wonder if 697 

it is possible to look at teaching practices and organizational climate using one framework. We 698 

value examining these variables together as opposed to separately, but recognize that it will take 699 
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a carefully crafted study to do so. Our work to develop the SCII incorporated frameworks from 700 

different fields of study, including those from organizational climate and higher education fields. 701 

Since. Our work exploring teaching practices through the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 702 

1991) could serve in this capacity, as could other models (e.g. Gess-Newsome et al., 2003; Deci 703 

& Ryan 2011; Rogers, 2003). We welcome collaborators as we pursue understanding of this 704 

complex phenomenon. 705 

Lastly, we reiterate that our sample for this study should not be generalized to all 706 

postsecondary faculty. Our data gathered in 2013-2015 from 4-year institutions that were large, 707 

non-minority serving, and in the United States. We encourage others to implement the SCII in 708 

other settings to learn more about how data might differ in non-American settings (especially 709 

non-Western countries), different institutions (especially community colleges), and with more 710 

diverse postsecondary instructors. 711 

Access to the Instrument 712 

The SCII is available in its paper form as Supplementary Materials for this paper. Users 713 

are also welcome to contact the authors for use of our SCII Qualtrics template. If you use SCII, 714 

we request that you use it in its entirety and consider sharing the data with our research team. We 715 

also suggest using the SCII with its companion teaching practices instrument (Authors, 2016).  716 

 717 
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