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Executive Summary 
Savannah State University faces several 
financial and operational challenges and is 
looking to improve its capacity to react to 
those challenges and to define and 
achieve its goals. The literature suggests 
that adopting the practices of a learning 
organization can help the university 
achieve its vision and be more effective in 
addressing issues. This study aims to 
determine to what extent the university 
embraces the practices of a learning 
organization and illuminate how the 
experiences of employees within the 
institution differ. The paper also outlines 
how practitioners might use this 
information to drive improvement. 

A survey was distributed to measure the 
perceptions of full-time employees on the 
learning culture of the institution. Statistical 
analyses revealed that the organization 
has substantial scope for improvement as 
a learning organization and that the 
employees' experiences differ significantly 
in many ways between groups.  

The employees' perception was that SSU 
forsakes practices and beliefs congruent 
with the measures of a learning 
organization more often than not. These 
perceptions were not homogenous, 
however. Organizational structures were 
associated with significant differences in 
the perceptions of employees. 
Furthermore, the job role of employees 
was also associated with significant 
differences. 

Based on these findings, 
recommendations are made for the 
university to engage in sensemaking to 
understand itself and be positioned to 
design interventions that can successfully 
bring about positive change. I outline a 
framework for an intervention that 
capitalizes on the information provided by 
this study informed by the principles of the 
learning organization. Finally, I propose a 
recursive measurement and sensemaking 
process to create an ongoing commitment 
to learning and improvement. 
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Learning to Improve: An Assessment of an 
Institution of Higher Education Across the 
Dimensions of the Learning Organization 

Introduction 

Description of Savannah State 
University 

Savannah State University (SSU) is a 
historically black university (HBCU) 
located in Savannah, GA. SSU is a 
member of the University System of 
Georgia (USG) and is classified as a “state 
university.” It is one of 26 higher education 
institutions (HEI) in the USG and one of 
nine state universities (“USG Facts,” n.d.).  

SSU has faced several challenges in 
recent years. Although enrollment in 
HBCUs nationwide has been decreasing 
(U.S. Department of Education. Institute of 
Education Sciences, National Center for 
Education Statistics, n.d.), SSU has 
recognized a markedly more drastic 
decline as enrollments have fallen over 
30% from Fall 2016 to Fall 2019 
(University System of Georgia, n.d.). 
Furthermore, the six-year graduation rate 
in 2018 at SSU (27.7%) was considerably 
lower than the US average of public four-
year institutions (55.5%) and public four-
year HBCUs (32.7%) (U.S. Department of 
Education. Institute of Education 
Sciences, National Center for Education 
Statistics, n.d.).  

In addition to enrollment struggles, the 
university also has dealt with leadership 
dissatisfaction (Catanese, 2018) and 
turnover (Catanese, 2018; Meyer, 2019; 

“Savannah State University starts next 
chapter with new Interim President,” 
2019). The institution also has faced 
campus safety issues (WTOC News, 
2019a) and employee layoffs (WTOC 
News, 2019b). Moreover, SSU is facing 
further budget reductions, low employee 
morale, and several internal organization 
challenges. 

Problem of Practice 

The university is looking to improve its 
ability to react to internal and external 
pressures and develop the capacity to 
define and achieve organizational goals.  
Given the institution's numerous and 
varying challenges, the interaction 
between them, and the presence of 
unknown root causes, it is difficult to 
determine where and how the university 
should exert effort. Peter Senge 
(1990/2006) wrote in The Fifth Discipline,  

Opting for “symptomatic solutions” is 
enticing. Apparent improvement is 
achieved. Pressures, either external or 
internal, to do something about a vexing 
problem are relieved. But easing a 
problem symptom also reduces any 
perceived need to find more fundamental 
solutions (p. 105).  

The institution is aware of some of its 
symptoms but has little information about 
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how the organization itself does, or might, 
respond to challenges, how the university 
might nurture that capacity, and where it is 
most capable of improvement. To increase 
the university’s ability to create the desired 
results, it is essential to understand the 
current capacities, limitations, areas of 
strategic advantage, and areas of strategic 
leverage (O’Neil, 2003; Senge, 
1990/2006).   

Succinctly, the problem of practice is that 
the university does not have the 
information to diagnose its current 
situation to respond to future concerns 
more effectively. To develop a cohesive 
vision, improve operational and financial 
performance, and maximize potential, the 
institution must begin to understand itself 
better. 

Literature Review 
It is important to note that the organization 
is looking to improve its capacity to 
perform, not merely triage a current issue. 
The desire is to generate that capacity so 
that SSU might tackle any of its current 
pressures or to be more able to address 
goals or pressures that do not yet exist. 
The literature suggests that the pursuit of 
becoming a learning organization can help 
create an organization that continually 
improves and has the capacity to transform 
itself (Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996).  

What is a Learning 
Organization?  

In his seminal work, The Fifth Discipline, 
Peter Senge (1990/2006) defined learning 
organizations. 

[Learning organizations are] organizations 
where people continually expand their 
capacity to create the results they truly 
desire, where new and expansive patterns 
of thinking are nurtured, where collective 
aspiration is set free, and where people are 
continually learning how to learn together 
(p. 3). 

Other definitions have been developed by 
scholars (see Table 1) such that no single 
description is concurred upon in the 
literature. While each definition has similar 
themes and constructs, more sub-

structures or characteristics provide further 
delineation (see Table 2).  

Given the vagueness and complexity  

(Örtenblad, 2013, pp. 72–73), as well as 
the varying definitions (Jamali, 2008) of the 
learning organization, it might be prudent 
to first conceptualize the understanding of 
the learning organization as an endeavor 
in ontology rather than epistemology, 
despite many underlying studies being 
more epistemological. Örtenblad et al. 
(2013) noted:  

All organizations - regardless of context - 
are considered to be in need of adopting 
the learning organization approach (p. 36).   

What exactly that approach is, or how it 
should be understood, is determined by 
context and viewpoint. Distilling that 
context and viewpoint, as well as the very 
definition of a learning organization, is both 
incumbent upon and an imperative for 
each individual organization (Örtenblad, 
2004). Becoming a learning organization is 
a fluid concept determined by the needs, 
desires, and situation of any organization. 
It is not a prescription, but the pursuit of a 
never-ending journey (Watkins & 
Golembiewski, 1995, p. 99) 

Watkins and Marsick (2019) defined the 
difference between the learning 
organization and the concept of 
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organizational learning: 

The distinction [between the learning 
organization and organizational learning] 
rests in the holy grail of intentional efforts 
to design practices, systems, mechanisms, 
and policies that support learning that is 
shared and leveraged to build collective 
capacity to act in concert toward goal 
achievement. 

Consequently, the conception of the 
learning organization might be recognized 
as a subset of organizational learning; the 
purposive design of actions and systems to 
support organizational learning in driving 
outcomes. 

Some higher education scholars have 
argued that the learning organization is a 
management fad (Kezar, 2005), and such 
fads can run the risk of centralization of 
power among top-level managers (2019). 
Leaders define system goals and facilitate 
structures congruent with those goals 
(Caldwell, 2012). Despite these concerns 
of the learning organization as far back as 
2005, a study by Hoe (2019) found that the 
number of published works on the concept 
by scientific researchers is increasing.  

Garrick and Rhodes (2019) contend that 
the learning organization can be used as a 
tool to suppress employees and shape 
behavior toward the desires of 
management. Countercriticisms argue, 
however, that such critiques are aimed at 
all training and development activities 
being tools of management, but the 
learning organization, instead, is not a 
collection of development activities, but a 
drive of culture change toward greater 
transparency, non-hierarchical dialogue, 
and a focus on learning at all levels, 
including management. Recognizing 

contextual complexity, championing 
inclusivity, and focusing on “power-with” 
rather than “power-over” is central to 
learning organization theory (Watkins & 
Marsick, 2019).  

Vince (2018) suggested that the learning 
organization should be viewed as a 
paradox, asserting that: 

The learning organization concept reflects 
a moment in the past that is gone, when 
learning was a particularly resonant 
buzzword in management and 
organization studies. It also reflects an 
idea that should never go away, that 
organizations must find ways to support 
and perpetuate learning as a basis for 
growth, innovation and change (p.274). 

Vince (2018) describes how scholars 
describe the need for learning 
organizations to be entirely collaborative, 
but lived experience  recognizes that 
competitiveness is the other side of the 
same coin that cannot be disregarded. We 
collaborate with and compete with the 
same people for resources, attention, 
promotion, and recognition.  

This paradox perspective does not mean 
the learning organization concept should 
be disregarded. In fact, it should be 
embraced as representative of the 
complexity and dualism of human and 
organizational interaction. Marsick and 
Watkins (2019) state that: 

When conceptualized as underlying 
principles, processes, and dynamics— 
rather than a fixed set of practices— the 
learning organization concept is still 
relevant in today’s environment.
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Table 1. Sample definitions of the learning organization 

Author Definition of the learning organization 

Senge (1990/2006) An organization where people continually expand their capacity to 
create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive 
patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set 
free, and where people are continually learning how to learn 

Pedler, Burgone and 
Boydell (1991) 

An organization that facilitates learning for all its members and 
consciously transforms itself and its context 

Garvin (1993) An organization skilled at creating, acquiring, and transferring 
knowledge, and at modifying its behavior to reflect new knowledge 
and insights 

Nevis, DiBella and 
Gould (1995) 

An organization that has woven a continuous and enhanced capacity 
to learn, adapt and change. Its values, policies, practices, systems, 
and structures support and accelerate learning for all employees 

Gephart, Marsick, 
Van Buren, Spiro 
and Senge (1996) 

An organization in which learning processes are analyzed, 
monitored, developed, managed, and aligned with improvement and 
innovation goals 

Goh (1998) Organizations that support strategic drivers necessary to build 
learning 

Dowd (1999) A group of people dedicated to learning and improving forever 
Watkins and Marsick 
(1993, 1996) 

An organization characterized by continuous learning for continuous 
improvement, and by the capacity to transform itself 

Grieg, Geroy and 
Wright (2000) 

An organization that constantly improves results based on increased 
performance made possible because it is growing more adroit 

Rowden (2001) An organization in which everyone is engaged in solving problems, 
enabling the organization to continuously experiment, change, and 
improve, and increasing its capacity to grow, learn, and achieve its 
purpose 

Lewis (2002) An organization in which employees are continually acquiring and 
sharing new knowledge and are willing to apply that knowledge in 
making decisions or performing their work 

Armstrong and 
Foley (2003) 

A learning organization has appropriate cultural facets (visions, 
values, assumptions and behaviors) that support a learning 
environment; processes that foster people’s learning and 
development by identifying their learning needs and facilitating 
learning; and structural facets that enable learning activities to be 
supported and implemented in the workplace 

James (2003) An L-form is more than adaptive; it is transformational. Thus, it 
engages everyone in the exploration, exploitation, and transfer of 
knowledge, increasing the collective learning throughout the 
organization and the capacity to create its future 

Moilanen (2005) A learning organization is a consciously managed organization with 
learning as a vital component in its values, visions, and goals as well 
as in its everyday operations and their assessment 

Note. Adapted from Jamali (2008) and Perfetti (2015) 
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Table 2. Characteristics of learning organizations by author 

Author Identified characteristics 

Senge 
(1990/2006) 

Systems thinking, mental models, personal mastery, shared vision, 
team learning 

Pedler et al. 
(1991) 

A learning approach to strategy, participative policy-making, 
informating, formative accounting and control, internal exchange, 
reward flexibility, enabling structures, workers as environmental 
scanners, inter-company learning, learning climate, self-development 
opportunities 

Garvin (1993) Systematic problem solving, experimentation, learning from past 
experiences, learning from others, transferring knowledge 

Marsick and 
Watkins 
(1993, 1996) 

Continuous learning, dialogue and inquiry, team learning, embedded 
system, empowerment, connecting the organization to its environment, 
strategic leadership 

Gardiner and 
Whiting 
(1997) 

Self-development, learning strategy, learning climate 
Participation in policy-making, use of information, empowerment, 
leadership and structure, links with external environment 

Tannenbaum 
(1997) 

Learning opportunities, tolerance of mistakes, high-performance 
expectations, openness to new ideas, policies and practices support 
training, awareness of big picture, satisfaction with development 

Goh (1998) Clarity of purpose and mission, leadership commitment and 
empowerment, experimentation and rewards, transfer of knowledge, 
teamwork and group problem solving 

Griego et al. 
(2000) 

Training and education, rewards and recognition, information flow, 
individual and team development, vision, and strategy 

Note. Adapted from Jamali (2008) and Perfetti (2015) 

The Dimensions of Learning 
Organizations Questionnaire 

It is the opinion of Marsick and Watkins 
(1999) that:  

Organizations need to develop the 
capacity to diagnose their learning 
orientations, and, when necessary, to add 
to their repertoire of learning responses or 
to change them (p. 211).  

One such method of diagnosis is the 
Dimensions of Learning Organizations 
Questionnaire (DLOQ) (Marsick & 
Watkins, 2003). 

The DLOQ was developed in response to 
the literature's shortcomings to provide 

mechanisms to implement changes to 
become a learning organization. There 
was also a lack of resources to help 
organizations diagnose their status to 
facilitate change (Marsick & Watkins, 
2003). The model was rooted in a cultural 
perspective of organizational learning, 
pulling from the works of Schein (1996) 
and Argyris and Schön (1996). The 
model's application emphasizes diagnosis 
rather than prescription and building 
capacities to create organization-deep 
changes instead of one-off fixes (Watkins 
& Kim, 2018).  

The DLOQ has been used extensively in 
the literature (Watkins, 2017), with 
significant positive correlations between 
the dimensions of a learning organization 
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and organizational performance (see K. 
Kim, 2016; Watkins, 2017; Watkins & Kim, 
2018). Further, the tool has been studied 
for construct validation (Yang, Watkins, & 
Marsick, 2004; Yu, 2014), though the 
interpretation of some results has been 
questioned (Weldy, 2010). It has been 
used across many different organizational 
settings (Akram, Watkins, & Sajid, 2013; 
McHargue, 2003; Stothard, Talbot, 
Drobnjak, & Fischer, 2013), including 
higher education (Kumar & Idris, 2006; 
Perfetti, 2015; Voolaid, 2017) as well as in 
resource-limited organizations 

(Somerville, 2004).  

The theoretical framework of the learning 
organization, as measured by the DLOQ, 
is based upon seven action imperatives 
(identified in Table 3) nested within four 
organizational levels (Marsick & Watkins, 
2003; Watkins & Marsick, 1993, 1996). 

Turner, Baker, and Kellner (2018) posit 
that the dimensions of the DLOQ 
framework fall into two categories of 
building capacity in people and building or 
modifying structure.

 

Table 3. Watkins and Marsick’s dimensions of a learning organization 

Org. Level Dimension Definition 

Individual Create continuous 
learning 
opportunities (CL) 

Learning is designed into work so people can learn 
on the job; opportunities are provided for ongoing 
education and growth 

Individual Promote inquiry 
and dialogue (DI) 

People express their views and listen and inquire 
into the views of others; questioning, feedback, 
and experimentation are supported 

Teams Encourage 
collaboration and 
team learning (TL) 

Work is designed to encourage groups to access 
different modes of thinking, groups learn and work 
together, and collaboration is valued and rewarded 

Organizational Establish systems 
to capture and 
share learning (ES) 

Both high- and low-technology systems to share 
learning are created and integrated with work, 
access is provided, and systems are maintained 

Organizational Empower people 
toward a collective 
vision (EP) 

People are involved in setting, owning, and 
implementing joint visions; responsibility is 
distributed close to decision making so people are 
motivated to learn what they are held accountable 
for 

Global Connect the 
organization to its 
environment (SC) 

People are helped to see the impact of their work 
on the entire enterprise, to think systemically; 
people scan the environment and use information 
to adjust work practices; and the organization is 
linked to its community 

Global Provide strategic 
leadership for 
learning (SL) 

Leaders model, champion, and support learning; 
leadership uses learning strategically for business 
results 

Note. Adapted from Marsick (2013) 
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Institutions of Higher Education 
and the Learning Organization 

The body of empirical research on 
organizational learning, specifically in the 
context of  HEIs, is lacking (Dee & Leišytė, 
2016). Örtenblad and Koris (2014) found 
that the literature was not particularly 
cumulative and relied on a limited set of 
conceptual models. Furthermore, much of 
the research is from the functionalist 
paradigm. Functionalism assumes that the 
learning organization approach can be 
used as a tool to enhance efficiency and 
effectiveness.  This approach can have the 
capacity to foster incremental and 
transformational change, improve data for 
decision making, improve practice through 
new knowledge, and promote consensus. 
It can also help address desires for 
accountability, effectiveness, and revenue 
generation. However, the dearth of other 
paradigms, such as interpretive or critical, 
within the HEI literature on organizational 
learning could limit the ways practitioners 
apply the construct in universities (Dee & 
Leišytė, 2016). While this paper, too, is 
from the functionalist paradigm, the 
conceptualization of organizational 
learning in its application in the SSU 
context ought to be an essential 
consideration in understanding and 
unraveling the findings and appreciating 
the situative environment in which the 
findings reside. For example, exploring the 
concept of inquiry and dialogue through 
the lens of a critical paradigm might 
uncover more in-depth understandings of 
conditions of oppression that inform intra-
personal and inter-personal obstacles to 
effective dialogue. Still further, an 
interpretive paradigm might be used to 
understand how different meanings and 
interpretations of the environment between 
units inform teamwork and collaboration. 
The underlying structure of the DLOQ 

(questions about specific actions that 
occur in organizations) and the 
conceptualization of the learning 
organization by Watkins and Marsick 
(2003; 1996) are argued to be functionalist 
(Dee & Leišytė, 2016) and rooted in other 
functionalist works such as Argyris and 
Schön’s (1978) research on action science 
(Beyerlein, Dirani, & Xie, 2017) and action 
learning (Pedler et al., 1991). However, 
Marsick and Watkins (1999) emphasize in 
Facilitating Learning Organizations the 
importance of contextual understanding 
and thus does not preclude alternative 
paradigms from further informing the 
overall picture. Consequently, the 
conceptualization of the learning 
organization and how it might be 
understood in any given context is not a 
replacement for alternative 
understandings, nor is it all-encompassing 
or prescriptive. In fact, the authors 
espouse that the DLOQ and corresponding 
framework is merely a first step in 
beginning to understand an organization. 

The higher education industry, it has been 
argued, has cultures, practices, and 
structures that can make the learning 
organization concept challenging to 
implement. Dill (2013) found that 
universities did not possess many 
processes or systems to encourage 
knowledge transfer within the organization 
and suggested that faculty's autonomy and 
specialization often hindered collaboration. 
Senge (2000) posited that faculty might 
repudiate ideas associated with the 
learning organization because they could 
perceive them as too corporate. 

There tends to be a strongly individualistic 
culture in academia (Dearlove, 2002; 
Woodfield & Kennie, 2008), contributing to 
siloism and an institutional inability to 
coalesce around common goals. Many 
universities eschew social learning and 
learning to improve the institution in 
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practice, despite espousing its importance 
as an ideal (Bess & Dee, 2014; Dee & 
Leišytė, 2016; Kezar, 2005; White & 
Weathersby, 2005). Faculty, 
administrators, and external stakeholders 
often differ in their interests and 
expectations of the university, resulting in 
a lack of consensus on priorities (Cohen & 
March, 1974). The academy often 
embraces autonomy, self-interest, and 
competition (White & Weathersby, 2005).  

This faculty autonomy frequently means a 
strong orientation to their respective 
academic disciplines rather than the 
institution, further separating silos and 
reducing collaboration, shared goals, and 
efforts toward an institutional vision. 
Outside of teaching and research, faculty 
are rarely recognized for furthering 
institutional objectives in performance 
reviews (Westerheijden, Epping, Faber, 
Leisyte, & de Weert, 2013). Karsten, 
Voncken, and Voorthuis (2000) opined that 
experienced educators often believe that 
asking for assistance is seen as a sign of 
incompetence. 

The normative structures of universities 
are rigidly hierarchical (White & 
Weathersby, 2005), impeding 
collaboration and teamwork. Employees 
often do not have a common 
understanding of the university’s mission 
or objectives (Senge, 2000) and, in fact, 
often adopt competing goals within the 
university or their individual departments 
(Bess & Dee, 2014; White & Weathersby, 
2005). Department dynamics can differ 
substantially, particularly affecting how the 
entire organization might develop into a 
learning organization (Gentle & Clifton, 
2017). Some authors suggest that 
universities' structure can create the false 
notion that the real world is also divided 
into fragmented parts, creating challenges 
in implementing a common understanding 
of its vision (Bui & Baruch, 2012; Vo, Chae, 

& Olson, 2006). Albrecht, Burandt, and 
Schaltegger (2007) point out that 
universities appear unable to establish 
internal networks or respond appropriately 
to external demands to question whether 
universities even can become learning 
organizations. A university's ability to 
embrace the learning organization concept 
depends on how it creates and organizes 
knowledge and practices, utilizes 
employee skills, and maximizes learning 
throughout the organization (Abu‐Tineh, 
2011; Senge, 1990/2006).  

Despite these challenges, scholars still 
argue that HEIs can benefit from 
implementing learning organization theory 
into their organizations (Dee & Leišytė, 
2016; Gentle & Clifton, 2017; Senge, 2000, 
1990/2006). Already-existing practices 
such as accreditation, assessment, 
governance committees, professional 
development workshops, and cross-
functional teams can be reconceptualized 
as spaces for organizational learning (Dee 
& Leišytė, 2016; Dill, 1999).  

Embracing organizational learning can 
encourage faculty and administrators to 
consider broader concepts such as 
coherence of the overall curriculum or 
general sense of community that might not 
have been considered within their mental 
models (Ramaley & Holland, 2005; Senge, 
1990/2006). If faculty can become more 
engaged cross-departmentally, they could 
share in innovations and engage in 
reflective practice to enhance 
organizational effectiveness (Dee & 
Leišytė, 2016).  

Interventions in Developing a 
Learning Organization 

One size does not fit all in building a 
learning organization. There is no standard 
set of prescriptions that an organization 
can adopt to achieve its goals. Instead,  
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iterative diagnosis, change, and learning 
from change  should be an ongoing 
philosophy of those institutions that 
embody the principles of the learning 
organization (Marsick, Watkins, & Smith, 
2019).  

In determining how to proceed with 
interventions, practitioners should be 
sensitive to the business situation's unique 
features and organizational context at 
hand. They should begin with a pressing 
challenge as a logical starting point 
(Marsick et al., 2019). This logical starting 
point may or may not be the ultimate focus 
of the intervention as root causes. A 
deeper understanding of the context drives 
a deeper understanding of the problem. 
Instead, it serves as a nucleation point in 
understanding the institution and its 
challenges and capacities for beneficial 
change. Such intervention opportunities 
are often best created using action-
research (Argyris & Schön, 1978; Lewin, 
1946) and involve multiple stakeholders. 
These opportunities drive motivation and 
commitment because they usually 
represent issues that are simultaneously 
personal and organizational. Further, 
action-research supports participative 
engagement and increases the likelihood 
of diverse perspectives leading to new 
thinking and enhancing motivation and 
commitment (Marsick et al., 2019). 

Kim and Marsick’s (2013) Using the DLOQ 
to support learning in Republic of Korea 
SMEs provides an example of a DLOQ-
informed learning organization 
intervention. The article describes how the 
DLOQ was used to guide the development 

of an intervention to increase employee 
skills and capabilities. The DLOQ was 
used first to diagnose where needs might 
exist. From this information, purposive 
dialogue was undertaken to understand 
and contextualize where and how 
improvements might be fruitful. From this, 
an intervention was developed, informed 
by the dimensions of the learning 
organization, the results of the DLOQ 
survey, and the contextual information 
brought forward from purposive dialogue. 
The outcomes of the intervention were 
associated with knowledge gains, lessons 
learned on-the-job, and trademark 
registration increases (a desired outcome). 

Within the education sector, King Smith, 
Watkins, and Han (2020) developed an 
intervention to redesign an existing 
quarterly meeting attended by principals 
and central office leaders. Insufficiencies 
identified by the DLOQ informed the 
redesign. The intervention resulted in a 
significantly positive difference in 
establishing systems to capture and share 
learning between pre and post-intervention 
respondents. Further, the authors 
concluded that the model was a useful 
guide to create a learning culture.  

Farrar-Myers and Dunn (2010) found that 
engaging in extended dialogue with 
stakeholders drove the process in finding 
answers to shared problems. They also 
found that concerns of sub-cultures were 
heard and resulted in increased 
willingness by those sub-cultures to 
embrace change toward the goals sought 
by the university community, facilitating the 
institutionalization of a shared vision. 

Conceptual Framework
This study's framework follows Marsick 
and Watkins’ (1999) model outlined in 
Facilitating Learning Organizations  (see 
Figure 1). It seeks to understand the 

perspectives of performance across the 
seven learning organization dimensions to 
design interventions that can improve that 
performance. The organization moves 
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towards continuous learning and 
transformation to achieve its aims and 
respond to pressures and opportunities 
more effectively. These perceptions were 
measured using an adapted version of the 
DLOQ, included in Appendix E. 

This study's framework deviates from 
Marsick and Watkins’ framework by adding 
organizational structure and job role 
components as variables affecting 

dimension performance. Most of the 
literature that uses this framework 
understands the dimensions to be 
independent variables and uses 
performance measures (such as financial 
or operational performance) as dependent 
variables. Instead, this study frames 
organizational structure and job roles as 
independent variables to understand their 
relationship with the dimensions as 
dependent variables.

Figure 1. Learning organization action imperatives

 
Adapted from Marsick & Watkins (1999). 

Study Design
This exploratory study utilized a 
quantitative descriptive and correlational 
design. This approach allowed for the 
development of an understanding of SSU’s 
current state as a learning organization 
and the extent to which the employees 
perceive the university’s performance on 
each of the dimensions of the learning 
organization. In addition, the correlational 
components of the design allowed for an 
improved understanding of how job roles 
and university structure might impact the 
experience of employees. These new 
understandings can be used to drive future 
research or to frame or inform targeted 
interventions. 

Data Collection 

The source of information for this study 
was the Dimensions of Learning 
Organization Questionnaire (Marsick & 
Watkins, 2003; Watkins & Marsick, 1997). 
The survey was replicated with minor 
modifications (with permission) to fit the 
university vernacular. Also, demographic 
questions were added (see Appendix E).  

The survey consisted of 43 six-point Likert-
type questions ranging from “almost never” 
to “almost always,” in addition to 
demographic questions, with multiple-
choice options and an optional free-form 
input. The demographic questions asked 



Learning to Improve P a g e  | 11 

 

 

respondents in which division they 
primarily work, in which unit they primarily 
work, whether they are faculty or staff, their 
primary job role, gender, number of years 
employed at SSU, and whether or not they 
are a full-time employee. 

An invitation to participate was sent to all 
university employees by the interim 
president (see Appendix G) in early spring 
2020 with follow-up reminders from the 
president two and three weeks later. The 
survey remained open for a little over one 
month. 

Comparison data that included mean 
response scores by dimension were taken 
from Watkins and Dirani’s (Marsick & 
Watkins, 1999) paper,  A Meta-Analysis of 
the Dimensions of a Learning Organization 
Questionnaire: Looking Across Cultures, 
Ranks, and Industries. 

Analytical Procedures 

The survey received 186 responses, of 
which three were excluded because the 
participants indicated that they were not 
full-time employees. One response was 
excluded as it did not contain any data. 
This left 182 complete or partially complete 
responses. Several respondents 
completed demographic information using 
the free form input rather than object 
selection. All these responses were re-
coded to the correct object. As an example, 
a subject may have typed “Biology” into the 
Division section (rather than selecting 
“College of Science and Technology”). 
Each input discrepancy was reviewed and 
re-coded. All re-codings were completed 
with certainty; no discrepancies were 
unclear. 

Research and Supporting 
Questions 

RQ1: What are SSU employees’ 
perceptions of the university’s learning 

culture? 

SQ1(a): Does the perception of employees 
of SSU vary between dimensions?  

SQ1(b): Is the perception of employees 
different from the perceptions of 
participants in the comparison data?  

SQ1(c): Is the rank-order of dimensions 
different from those in the comparison 
data?  

RQ2: What are the differences in 
perception between groups derived 
from organizational structure? 

SQ2(a): Is the perception of employees 
significantly different between academic 
colleges? 

SQ2(b): Is the perception of employees 
significantly different between divisions? 

SQ2(c): Is the perception of employees 
significantly different between the staff of 
Academic Affairs and those not in 
Academic Affairs?  

RQ3: What are the differences in 
perception between groups derived 
from job role? 

SQ3(a): Is the perception of employees 
significantly different between faculty and 
staff?  

SQ3(b): Is the perception of employees 
significantly different between leadership 
and non-leadership? 

RQ4: In what dimensions among which 
groups does SSU have the greatest 
potential for improvement? 

SQ4(a): Is the rank-order of dimensions 
the same for all groups? 

SQ4(b): What are the highest and lowest 
mean scores in dimensions amongst all 
the groups?  
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Sample Description and 
Analysis 

Subject Selection and Sampling 
Procedure 
This study employed a total population 
sampling procedure. The population under 
study was all full-time employees of SSU. 
Total population sampling was determined 
to be appropriate because of the 
manageable size of the population.  

Sample Size 
After data processing, a total of 182 
responses from full-time employees were 
collected. The total population of full-time 
employees was 598 (U.S. Department of 
Education. Institute of Education 
Sciences, National Center for Education 
Statistics, n.d.). The response rate was 
30.4%. Demographic information, 
proportions, and response rates are 
outlined in Table 4. Proportions of other 
genders were treated as missing because 
the population data (U.S. Department of 
Education. Institute of Education 
Sciences, National Center for Education 
Statistics, n.d.) only provided binary 
genders. Response proportions varied 
from population proportions by less than 
11%.  

Construct Validity and Internal 
Reliability 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 
used to validate the DLOQ in the SSU 
context. The results of the CFA showed 
that the dimensions of the DLOQ had 
adequate robust goodness-of-fit indices in 
the SSU sample (N=146, 
χ2(839)=1309.151, p<.001, χ2/df=1.56, 
CFI=.969, TLI=.967, RMSEA=.062, 
SMSR=.051). Furthermore, each 
dimension showed acceptable Cronbach-
alpha values (α= .88 – .93). Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was rejected, and the 
instrument was determined to have both 
construct validity and internal reliability in 
the SSU context.  

Discussion 
CFA was selected to assess the construct 
validity for the measurement of the 
dimensions of the learning organization 
and was used to verify the adequacy of the 
item to factor associations (Bollen, 1989; 
Thompson & Daniel, 1996; Yang et al., 
2004). The construct validity and internal 
validity findings are consistent with the 
literature, including public and higher 
education settings. (Horváth, 2019; Yang 
et al., 2004).  

 

Table 4. Population and sample demographic information 

Employee 
Type 

Gender Pop. 
n 

Sample 
n 

Pop. 
Proportion 

Sample 
Proportion 

Prop. 
Diff. 

Response 
Rate 

Full-time 
employee 

All 598 182    30.4% 

Full-time 
employee 

Female 321 103 53.7% 56.6% 2.9% 32.1% 

Full-time 
employee 

Male 277 66 46.3% 36.3% -10% 23.8% 

Faculty All 195 72 32.6% 39.6% 7% 36.9% 
Faculty Female 90 33 46.2% 45.8% -0.4% 36.7% 
Faculty Male 105 31 53.9% 43.1% -10.8% 29.5% 
Faculty Other 0 8 0% 11.1% 11.1% NA 
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Employee 
Type 

Gender Pop. 
n 

Sample 
n 

Pop. 
Proportion 

Sample 
Proportion 

Prop. 
Diff. 

Response 
Rate 

Staff All 403 110 67.4% 60.4% -7% 27.3% 
Staff Female 231 70 57.3% 63.6% 6.3% 30.3% 
Staff Male 172 35 42.7% 31.8% -10.9% 20.3% 
Staff Other 0 5 0% 4.5% 4.5% NA 

Research Question 1 

What are SSU employees’ perceptions 
of the university’s learning culture?  

Supporting Question 1(a-c)  
SQ1(a): Does the perception of employees 
of SSU vary between dimensions?  

SQ1(b): Is the perception of employees 
different from the perceptions of 
participants in the comparison data?  

SQ1(c): Is the rank-order of dimensions 
different from those in the comparison 
data?  

Statistical Procedures  
Summary statistics were generated 
detailing the number of observations, 
mean, standard deviation, median, 
interquartile range, standard error, and 

confidence interval for each dimension 
(continuous learning, inquiry and dialogue, 
team learning, establish systems to 
capture and share learning, empower 
people, connect the organization to its 
environment, and strategic leadership) and 
overall score.  

A QQ-Plot was produced, and a Shapiro-
Wilk test was run to determine the 
normality of distribution. A Kruskal-Wallis 
test and a supplementary analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) were generated.  

A z-test was conducted for each dimension 
and the overall score as well as rank-order 
means, provided in Watkins and Dirani’s 
(2013) article, A Meta-Analysis of the 
Dimensions of a Learning Organization 
Questionnaire: Looking Across Cultures, 
Ranks, and Industries.

 

Table 5. Description of variables for SQ1(a-c) 

Variable Description Observation Elimination 

Dimension 
(DV) 

Each dimension score was derived 
from the mean of response values 
within that dimension. The overall score 
dimension is the mean of dimension 
means (Marsick and Watkins, 2003). 

Observations with missing data were 
removed within each dimension 
analysis. Observations missing data 
in any dimension were removed for 
overall score analysis.  

Dimension 
Name (IV) 

Dimension of the learning organization  No elimination 
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Research Question 2  

What are the differences in perception 
between groups derived from 
organizational structure? 

Supporting Question 2(a-c) 
SQ2(a): Is the perception of employees 
significantly different between academic 
colleges? 

SQ2(b): Is the perception of employees 
significantly different between divisions? 

SQ2(c): Is the perception of employees 
significantly different between the staff of 
Academic Affairs and those not in 
Academic Affairs?  

Statistical Procedures  
Summary statistics were generated 

detailing the number of observations, 
mean, standard deviation, median, 
interquartile range, standard error, and 
confidence interval for each dimension 
(continuous learning, inquiry and dialogue, 
team learning, establish systems to 
capture and share learning, empower 
people, connect the organization to its 
environment, and strategic leadership), 
and overall score, across each college, 
division, and Academic Affairs staff and 
non-Academic Affairs staff. 

A QQ-Plot was produced, and a Shapiro-
Wilk test was run for each DV to determine 
the normality of distribution. A Kruskal-
Wallis test and a supplementary ANOVA 
were generated separately for each DV.  

Table 6. Description of variables for SQ2(a-c) 

Variable Description Observation Elimination 

Dimension 
(DV) 

Each dimension was derived from the 
mean of response values within that 
dimension. The overall score 
dimension is the mean of dimension 
means (Marsick and Watkins, 2003). 

Observations with missing 
data were removed within 
each dimension analysis. 
Observations missing data in 
any dimension were removed 
for overall score analysis. 

Unit (IV) Unit describes the organizational unit 
in which the employee works.  

Observations not in an 
academic college and 
observations with missing 
data in Unit were removed 

Division (IV) Division describes the division in 
which the employee primarily works 
(Academic Affairs, Athletics, Business 
and Financial Services, Enrollment 
Management, President's Office, 
Student Affairs, and University 
Advancement). 

Observations missing data in 
Division were removed 

AAF Staff or 
Non-AAF Staff 
(IV) 

An additional variable derived from 
Division and Employee Type. AAF 
Staff=1, Non-AAF Staff=0. 

Observations with Employee 
Type of "Faculty" were 
removed. Observations with 
missing data in either Division 
or Employee Type were 
removed. 



Learning to Improve P a g e  | 15 

 

Research Question 3  

What are the differences in perception 
between groups derived from job role? 

Supporting Question 3(a-b)  
SQ3(a): Is the perception of employees 
significantly different between faculty and 
staff?  

SQ3(b): Is the perception of employees 
significantly different between leadership 
and non-leadership? 

Statistical Procedures  
Summary statistics were generated 
detailing the number of observations, 

mean, standard deviation, median, 
interquartile range, standard error, and 
confidence interval for each dimension 
(continuous learning, inquiry and dialogue, 
team learning, establish systems to 
capture and share learning, empower 
people, connect the organization to its 
environment, and strategic leadership), 
and overall score, across each college and 
leadership or non-leadership. 

A QQ-Plot was produced, and a Shapiro-
Wilk test was run for each DV to determine 
the normality of distribution. A Kruskal-
Wallis test and a supplementary ANOVA 
were generated separately for each DV.

Table 7. Description of variables for SQ3(a-b) 

Variable Description Observation Elimination 

Dimension 
(DV) 

Each dimension was derived from the 
mean of response values within that 
dimension. The overall score dimension 
is the mean of dimension means 
(Marsick and Watkins, 2003). 

Observations with missing data 
were removed within each 
dimension analysis. 
Observations missing data in 
any dimension were removed 
for overall score analysis. 

Employee 
Type (IV) 

Describes the type of employee (Faculty 
or Staff). 

Observations with missing data 
for Employee Type were 
removed. 

Leadershi
p or Non-
Leadershi
p (IV) 

Additional variable derived from Primary 
Role. Where Primary Role is 
"Administrator" or "Senior 
Management," then "Leadership." 
Otherwise, "Non-Leadership" 

Observations with missing data 
in Primary Role were removed. 

 

Research Question 4  

In what dimensions among which 
groups does SSU have the greatest 
potential for improvement? 

Supporting Question 4(a-b) 
SQ4(a): Is the rank-order of dimensions 
the same for all groups? 

SQ4(b): What are the highest and lowest 

mean scores in dimensions amongst all 
the groups?  

Statistical Procedures 
The rank-order of the mean scores for 
each DV was directly compared to the 
rank-order of the mean scores for each 
independent variable (IV) as well as mean 
scores in each dimension among groups.
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Table 8. Description of variables for SQ4(a-b) 

Variable Description Observation Elimination 

Dimension (DV) Each dimension was derived from 
the mean of response values within 
that dimension. The overall score 
dimension is the mean of dimension 
means (Marsick and Watkins, 2003). 

Observations with missing 
data were removed within 
each dimension analysis. 
Observations missing data in 
any dimension were removed 
for overall score analysis. 

Unit (IV) Unit describes the organizational unit 
in which the employee works 
(College of Liberal Arts and Sciences 
(CLASS), College of Science and 
Technology (COST), College of 
Business Administration (COBA), 
and College of Teacher Education 
(COTE)). 

Observations not in CLASS, 
COST, COBA, or COTE and 
observations with missing 
data in Unit were removed 

Division (IV) Division describes the division in 
which the employee primarily works 
(Academic Affairs, Athletics, 
Business and Financial Services, 
Enrollment Management, 
President's Office, Student Affairs, 
and University Advancement). 

Observations missing data in 
Division were removed 

AAF Staff or 
Non-AAF Staff 
(IV) 

An additional variable derived from 
Division and Employee Type. AAF 
Staff=1, Non-AAF Staff=. 

Observations with Employee 
Type of "Faculty" were 
removed. Observations with 
missing data in either Division 
or Employee Type were 
removed. 

Employee Type 
(IV) 

Describes the type of employee 
(Faculty or Staff). 

Observations with missing 
data for Employee Type were 
removed. 

Leadership or 
Non-Leadership 
(IV) 

Additional variable derived from 
Primary Role. Where Primary Role is 
"Administrator" or "Senior 
Management," then "Leadership." 
Otherwise, "Non-Leadership" 

Observations with missing 
data in Primary Role were 
removed. 

Results and Discussion 

Research Question 1  

What are SSU employees’ perceptions 
of the university’s learning culture? 

Summary 
The purpose of this research question was 
to understand the profile of how SSU was 
positioned as a learning organization and 
to contextualize that profile among other 
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organizations and other HEIs. The main 
findings of this research question were: 

The mean scores of the dimensions were 
significantly different from each other, 
though with a small effect size and tight 
range. 

The biggest opportunities for improvement 
were in “systems to capture and share 
learning” and “empower people toward a 
collective vision.” 

The dimensions’ means and overall scores 
were all significantly lower than other 
organizations. 

SSU shares a commonality with other HEIs 
in that “systems to capture and share 
learning” was the lowest-ranked 
dimension, though the mean score for SSU 
was still significantly lower than others. 

In some ways, the findings were consistent 
with the literature, specifically in terms of 
the areas of most strategic leverage. SSU 
employees’ overall perceptions and 
perceptions within each dimension, 
however, were markedly different from 
many findings in the literature in that they 
were much lower than one would expect 
based on a survey of previous studies. This 
might indicate that SSU had all the 
struggles and constraints of HEIs, 
governmental institutions, and resource-
limited institutions, but also had some 
unique challenges that positioned it as an 
organization that has a profound 
opportunity to improve as a learning 
organization.  

Supporting Question 1(a) 
How does the perception of employees 
vary between dimensions? 

SQ1(a)0: The perception of employees did 
not vary between dimensions 

SQ1(a)1: The perception of employees 
varied between dimensions 

A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test 
(W=.982, p<.0001) of the distribution found 
that the data was not normally distributed. 
Consequently, the nonparametric Kruskal-
Wallis test was run. In addition, an ANOVA 
was run, yielding similar results (see 
Appendix D). Results of the Kruskal-Wallis 
test (H(6)=25.52, p=.0003, 𝜂2=.016) 
produced a significant difference but a 
small effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 
2014). The null hypothesis was rejected; 
employees' perception significantly varied 
between dimensions, though with a small 
effect size. 

Discussion 
Consistent with the literature, the 
experience of SSU employees on each of 
the dimensions yielded different results. 
This supports the idea that employee 
experience and organizational capacities 
varied between the measures. In 
Facilitating Learning Organizations, 
Marsick and Watkins (1999) discuss the 
importance of understanding the 
differences between dimensions. 
Understanding these differences provides 
organizations the opportunity to determine 
where they might have areas of strategic 
leverage and where they might have areas 
of strategic advantage.  

While the SSU data showed a significant 
difference between dimensions, it is also 
important to note that the effect size was 
small. This means that the dimension had 
a small effect on the score; employee 
experience and perceptions of 
organizational capacities on the 
dimensions were not homogeneous, but 
the degree to which they affected the score 
was small. The data also showed that the 
range of medians was just 0.5 points 
(range of means was 0.47) on the six-point 
scale. This could indicate that the areas of 
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strategic leverage or advantage might 
have too little contrast to be helpful in 
improvement efforts (see Table 9). That is, 
the difference between SSU’s strong 
points and weaker points was potentially 
too small to capitalize on strengths to triage 
weaknesses effectively.  Having said that, 
it is essential to note that the dimension 
measures are composite scores of 
underlying questions - questions that, 
coupled with engaged discussion, could 
reveal strengths and weaknesses within 
the dimensions themselves (Marsick & 
Watkins, 1999); a tight range between 
SSU’s average dimension values might 
indicate there could be difficulty in 
capitalizing on strengths to affect 
weaknesses, but by no means precludes it. 

Further compounding potential limitations 
of capitalizing on strengths is that the 
median overall score was 2.825 (mean 
2.91) and the highest median score was 
just 3.00 (mean 2.91); all were closer to 
“almost never” than “almost always.”  

These data indicate that SSU was 
struggling with the extent to which 
employees thought the university had 
embraced practices and beliefs congruent 
with effective learning organization praxis 
and theory (Marsick & Watkins, 1999).  

 

However, knowledge of this information 
could “create a healthy dissatisfaction with 
the status quo” (Marsick & Watkins, 1999, 
p. 49). Lower scores mean more 
opportunities for improvement, and even 
small changes can lead to significant 
improvement. Employees recognizing 
these improvements and seeing how their 
work has been meaningful, can also 
improve satisfaction levels and motivation 
(Amabile & Kramer, 2011). 
Serendipitously, the survey question with 
the lowest overall score (and thus the 

greatest scope for improvement) was on 
the topic of employee morale. 

The ranking of mean scores (see Table 10) 
showed that the lowest-ranked dimensions 
were both from the “organization” 
organizational level. This is unsurprising 
for a university. White and Weathersby 
(2005) assert that universities are often 
“rigidly hierarchical,” and Watkins (2005) 
notes that the prevailing structures at 
universities can lead to a firmly entrenched 
culture. Such entrenched and siloed 
cultures can make it challenging to 
establish systems that can facilitate the 
sharing of learning and motivate people to 
interact with those systems (Sohail & 
Daud, 2009). Further, empowering people 
around a shared vision can be particularly 
difficult in universities because of the 
prevalence of this siloism; competing goals 
and values of entrenched cultures in 
divisions or departments can prevent 
alignment around a shared vision. 

During an informal observation, a member 
of the system office of the USG held a 
meeting to discuss the academic 
outcomes of key courses during the first 
academic year. It is important to recognize 
that this kind of discussion was not a usual 
or established activity at SSU, but one 
instigated by a staff member at the system 
office. During this meeting, the topic of 
curricula redesign to improve the learning 
outcomes of students arose. Only after 
several minutes of discussion on how that 
might be achieved did a member of one 
department contribute that this process 
had already taken place for one of their 
courses with some promising effects. The 
faculty member added insight into what 
things were done and what they learned 
throughout the process. This redesign had 
happened more than a year ago, but none 
of the other faculty members from other 
departments were aware that it had 
happened, let alone what learning 
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occurred throughout the process.  

This contextual example sheds light on the 
struggle of SSU to share learning 
throughout the university - a critical 
component of an effective learning 
organization (Marsick & Watkins, 1999). 
Another informal observation that 
underscores this phenomenon occurred 
when a staff member discussed her 
frustration that every simple action 
required multiple conversations with 
different stakeholders, “rediscovery” of 

process requirements and policy 
interpretations, and often resulted in 
different outcomes for the same types of 
actions. When asked if processes or 
systems were in place for information or 
guidance, she responded, “We don’t have 
processes. We just have people.” These 
frustrations and repetition of the same 
problems that occurred were symptomatic 
of a failure of systems to facilitate 
institutional knowledge retention and 
sharing. 

 

Table 9. Summary statistics across dimensions 

Dimension n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Continuous Learning 177 3.04 1.09 3 1.71 0.08 0.16 
Inquiry and Dialogue 174 2.953 1.03 2.833 1.46 0.08 0.15 
Collaboration and Team Learning 176 3.119 1.15 3 1.67 0.09 0.17 
Systems to Capture and Share 
Learning 

167 2.65 1.1 2.5 1.67 0.09 0.17 

Empower People 170 2.756 1.09 2.667 1.5 0.08 0.17 
Connect the Organization to its 
Environment 

172 3.082 1.07 3 1.54 0.08 0.16 

Strategic Leadership 169 3.025 1.17 3 1.67 0.09 0.18 
Overall Score 150 2.91 1 2.825 1.4 0.1 0.2 

Table 10. Mean rankings across dimensions 

Organizational Level Dimension Rank Mean 

Team Collaboration and Team Learning 1 3.119 

Global Connect the Organization to its 
Environment 

2 3.082 

Individual Continuous Learning 3 3.04 

Global Strategic Leadership 4 3.025 

Individual Inquiry and Dialogue 5 2.953 

Organization Empower People 6 2.756 
Organization Systems to Capture and Share Learning 7 2.65 
 Overall Score  2.91 

Supporting Question 1(b)  
Is the perception of employees different 
from the perceptions of participants in the 
comparison data? 

SQ1(b)0: The perception of employees of 

SSU was not different from the perceptions 
of participants in the comparison dataset 
(Watkins & Dirani, 2013). 

SQ1(b)1: The perception of employees of 
SSU is different from the perceptions of 
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participants in the comparison dataset 
(Watkins & Dirani, 2013). 

Direct comparison of means between the 
SSU sample and the comparison samples 
provided in A Meta-Analysis of the 
Dimensions of a Learning Organization 
Questionnaire: Looking Across Cultures, 
Ranks, and Industries (Watkins & Dirani, 
2013) showed that the mean scores for 
each dimension were substantially lower 
than those found in the comparison set 
(see Figure 2). A z-test for each dimension 
and the overall score showed that all 
dimensions and overall score were 
significantly lower than comparison scores 
(CL: z=-12.59, p<.0001; DI: z=-13.28, 
p<.0001, TL: z=-9.74, p<.0001; ES: z=-
16.39, p<.0001, EP: z=-14.37, p<.0001; 
SC: z=-13.20, p<.0001; SL: z=-13.38, 
p<.0001; OS: z=-16.00, p<.0001). The null 
hypothesis was rejected.  

Discussion  
While internal comparisons are the most 
powerful for understanding and affecting 
the learning organization dimensions, a 
comparison with other organizations can 
help garner a perspective on where SSU is 
positioned compared to other 
organizations and how the variations 
between and within dimensions may be 
similar or different. (Watkins & O’Neil, 
2013). 

As shown in Figure 2, the SSU sample 
results are all substantially lower than 
those in the comparison dataset provided 
by Watkins and Dirani (2013). The 
differences in dimension means ranged 
from -0.85 to -1.41, with an average 
difference across all the dimensions 
of -1.12 for SSU. Critically, this difference 
of more than a full point on the six-point 
scale also represented a shift from each 
mean in the comparison dataset being 
closer to “almost always” than “almost 
never” to the reverse at SSU. 

While the comparison dataset is a mixture 
of different industries and organizations 
and so may not be a truly representative 
comparison, Watkins and Dirani (Marsick 
& Watkins, 2003) also delineated results 
by country (Columbia, Korea, Malaysia, 
Lebanon, and the USA), organizational 
type (governmental and non-
governmental). They also provided mean 
scores by dimension across 26 selected 
published studies. Not a single study or 
group comparison had lower results on any 
dimension, or overall, than SSU. 
Moreover, DLOQ studies in higher 
education also showed higher means 
across all dimensions (Ali, 2012; Horváth, 
2019; Perfetti, 2015; Rus, Chirică, Raţiu, & 
Băban, 2014; Voolaid, 2017; Voolaid & 
Ehrlich, 2016; Yazici & Karabag, 2019).  

SSU has scope for improvement across all 
the learning organization dimensions even 
compared with meta-analyses and within 
the industry. This means that SSU might 
have many strategic leverage 
opportunities, and implementing carefully 
executed interventions could yield 
substantial improvements. 

Supporting Question 1(c)  
Is the rank-order of dimensions different 
from those in the comparison data? 

H1d0: The rank-order of dimensions is the 
same as those in the comparison data 

H1d1: The rank-order of dimensions was 
not the same as those in the comparison 
data 

The order of the set of ranks for the SSU 
sample data was not the same as the order 
of the set of ranks for the comparison data 
(SSUi ≠ Compi). Rankings are shown in 
Table 11.  

Discussion  
The absolute difference between the two 
sets of rankings was 54% of the maximum 
potential difference. While a comparison of 
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means helped to understand the degree to 
which SSU differs from the comparison 
data, a comparison of ranks helped to 
understand the challenges or potential 
strategic advantages from dimensions in a 
normalized manner. That is, it was 
possible to understand how the relative 
position of dimension scores differed from 
the comparison data. 

These differences are illustrative of the 
importance of contextual understanding of 
SSU’s particular situation. Remedies for 
performance on the dimensions are a 
function of the organization-specific 
context and capacities (Marsick & Watkins, 
1999). 

A review of studies of HEIs using the 
DLOQ did reveal, however, that a common 
finding among HEIs was that establish 
systems to capture and share learning was 
the lowest-ranked dimension (Horváth, 
2019; Perfetti, 2015; Voolaid & Ehrlich, 
2016; Yazici & Karabag, 2019). This may 
mean that industry-specific constraints 
play a role in this dimension, but that 
assessment ought to be made within the 
context of SSU and activities and 
structures at hand. Regardless, SSU’s 
mean scores on each dimension were 
substantially lower than others, so 
improvement opportunities may still be 
obtainable. 

Figure 2. Mean scores across dimensions between SSU and comparison data 
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Table 11. Rankings of mean scores across dimensions between SSU and comparison 
data 

Dimension SSU Comparison SSU Rank Comparison Rank 

Team Learning 3.12 3.97 1 5 
System Connections 3.08 4.17 2 2 
Continuous Learning 3.04 4.08 3 3 
Strategic Leadership 3.02 4.24 4 1 
Inquiry and Dialogue 2.95 4 5 7 
Empower People 2.76 3.97 6 5 
Establish Systems for Learning 2.65 4.06 7 4 

Research Question 2 

What are the differences in perception 
between groups derived from 
organizational structure? 

Summary  
Organizational structures were associated 
with differences in perception or 
experiences of some or none of the 
learning organization's dimensions, and 
overall. The data indicate that significantly 
different relationships were some function 
of organizational structure (such as 
colleges or divisions). However, the effects 
of the organizational structure of Academic 
Affairs appeared to be mediated by the 
congruence of the job role of “staff.” The 
findings showed that: 

Employees in different academic colleges 
had significantly different perceptions or 
experiences in all dimensions, and overall. 

The College of Liberal Arts and Social 
Sciences had a substantially different 
average perception from the other colleges 
across all dimensions. It was significantly 
so between itself and the College of 
Teacher Education and the College of 
Science and Technology on several 
dimensions. 

Employees of different divisions had 
significantly different perceptions on some 
dimensions, but not others. 

Effect sizes of those differences were 
either small or moderate. 

Pairwise differences were sparse, but 
significant differences did exist as a 
function of the division. 

Staff had no significantly different 
perception or experience within or not 
within Academic Affairs, suggesting that 
AAF's unique components compared to 
support divisions played little role in 
mediating staff experiences or 
perceptions.  

Supporting Question 2(a)  
Is the perception of employees different 
between academic colleges? 

SQ2(a)0: The perception of employees of 
SSU on each of the dimensions of the 
learning organization was not significantly 
different between academic colleges 

SQ2(a)1: The perception of employees of 
SSU on each of the dimensions of the 
learning organization is significantly 
different between academic colleges 
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Summary 

Statistical analyses found a significant 
difference between colleges on every 
dimension and the overall score. 
Significant results and pairwise tests are 
summarized in Table 12. Mean scores by 
dimension for each college are displayed 
in Figure 3.   

Discussion  
The experience or perception of 
employees between the academic 
colleges of SSU was significantly different 
across all the learning organization 
dimensions and overall. Moreover, the 
effect of that difference was large across 
almost all the dimensions and overall. 
Notably, the College of Liberal Arts and 
Social Sciences recognized a substantial 
difference in mean scores from the other 
colleges. It was significantly different from 
other colleges on many of the dimensions. 

While it was not possible from these data 
to determine whether the actual 
experience or merely the perception of 
difference was different between colleges, 
the marked difference was noteworthy and 
informative. To whatever degree the 
differences in perception are driven by 
actual differences in experience is, to a 
certain extent, irrelevant. Each dimension 
measured the extent to which employees 
believed the organization performed to 
create and maintain an environment 
congruent with the action imperatives of a 
learning organization. Even if actual 
experiences were homogeneous and only 
the perception of those experiences 
differed, the inferences for the university 
remain the same; progression toward the 
improvement vision of becoming more of a 
learning organization is contingent upon 
the employees recognizing and engaging 
in those activities and values (Watkins & 
Marsick, 1993). 

These data suggest that some material 

difference exists between colleges such 
that employees within different 
organizational structures have a different 
experience or perception of SSU as a 
learning organization. This is important 
because it can inform practitioners of 
where there is scope for improvement 
between colleges and that any 
interventions should be tailored to 
stakeholders' different experiences or 
perceptions. What works for one may not 
work for all.  

Common among all colleges (and the 
university overall) was that systems to 
capture and share learning was the lowest-
ranked dimension. The confluence of 
perception in that regard may indicate an 
opportunity for shared improvement, but 
the specific perceptions of each college 
must be considered in the development of 
improvement measures; while the 
employees of each college have a shared 
deficit in systems to capture and share 
learning, how those systems interact with 
each college to drive improvement could 
be very different. 

In a fictional illustrative example, College A 
might have some robust systems to share 
learning in research activities, but not 
curricula improvement. At the same time, 
College B might perform well in sharing 
learning from student retention efforts, but 
not faculty performance improvement 
measures. Overall, the data indicate that 
none of the colleges had a sufficient culture 
around creating systems to capture and 
share learning to create an overall 
perception of good performance in that 
dimension. The root causes, unit-specific 
factors, or institution-specific factors that 
do not support that culture may or may not 
be similar; there certainly exists some 
difference, but the degree to which macro-
level deficiencies are a function of that 
difference is less clear. Furthermore, to 
make improvement more obtainable, it is 
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vital to situate it in the specific activities of 
people or groups (Marsick & Watkins, 
1999); addressing micro-level (individual 
and departmental) opportunities could 
facilitate the creation of an environment 

that helps shift perceptions and 
performance at the meso (colleges) and 
macro-level (university) (Amabile & 
Kramer, 2011).

Table 12. Summary of significant findings across colleges 

Organization
al Level 

Dimension Colleges CLASS- 
COST 

CLASS- 
COTE 

Individual Continuous Learning ***(L) *** * 
Individual Inquiry and Dialogue ***(L) ** * 
Teams Collaboration and Team Learning ***(L) ***   
Organizational Systems to Capture and Share 

Learning 
*(M)     

Organizational Empower People **(L) **   
Global Connect the Organization to its 

Environment 
***(L) ***   

Global Strategic Leadership ***(L) *** ** 
  Overall Score ***(L) ***   

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05; Effect size: small=S, moderate=M, large=L 

Figure 3. Mean scores by college across dimensions 

Supporting Question 2(b) 
Is the perception of employees significantly 
different between divisions? 

SQ2(b)0: The perception of employees of 
SSU on the dimensions of the learning 

organization was not significantly different 
between divisions 

SQ2(b)1: The perception of employees of 
SSU on the dimensions of the learning 
organization is significantly different 
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between divisions 

Summary 
Statistical analyses found a significant 
difference between divisions on 
collaboration and team learning, systems 
to capture and share learning, empower 
people, and strategic leadership. 
Significant results and pairwise tests are 
summarized in Table 13. Mean scores for 
each college are displayed in Figure 4. 

Discussion  
While there was no significant difference in 
experience or perception between 
divisions overall, the significant differences 
on four of the seven dimensions provide 
further evidence of the heterogeneity of 
perception or experience between different 
organizational structures. 

There may exist an opportunity for 
capturing and sharing learning from 
Student Affairs. There is some difference 
driving opinions on all the dimensions of 
the learning organizations on average, and 
significantly so in strategic leadership 
between Student Affairs (SA) and 
Academic Affairs (AAF) as well as SA and 
Business Services (BUS). There is a 
possibility that some activities or 

opportunities to share learning can 
capitalize on this area of (relative) strategic 
advantage to assist in seizing the 
opportunity of strategic leverage, at least in 
AAF and BUS. 

The literature sparsely supports this 
heterogeneity of perception between 
divisional structures. Stothard, Talbot, 
Drobnjak, and Fischer (2013) studied the 
dimensions of the learning organization in 
the Australian military and found 
heterogeneous perceptions between 
divisional units. While certainly more 
regulated, the army shares some 
similarities with HEIs in the strictly 
divisionalized structure and entrenched 
hierarchy (Watkins, 2005; White & 
Weathersby, 2005). 

Though the literature talks extensively on 
the effect of organizational structure on 
practices and cultures of HEIs (Antony, 
Krishan, Cullen, & Kumar, 2012; 
Areekkuzhiyil, 2016; Sohail, Daud, & 
Rajadurai, 2006; Watkins, 2005; White & 
Weathersby, 2005), there is little direct 
study of organizational structure in 
universities on the perceptions of the 
learning organization. 

Table 13. Summary of significant findings across divisions 

Organizational 
Level 

Dimension Divisions Acad. Aff.-
Stud.Aff. 

Bus. Serv.-
Stud. Aff. 

Individual Continuous Learning ns     
Individual Inquiry and Dialogue ns     
Teams Collaboration and Team 

Learning 
*(S)     

Organizational Systems to Capture and 
Share Learning 

*(M)     

Organizational Empower People *(S)     
Global Connect the Organization 

to its Environment 
ns     

Global Strategic Leadership **(M) * *  
Overall Score ns     

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05; Effect size: small=S, moderate=M, large=L 
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Figure 4. Mean scores by division across dimensions 

 

  
 

 

Supporting Question 2(c) 
Does the perception of employees 
significantly differ between staff of 
Academic Affairs and non-Academic 
Affairs staff?  

SQ2(c)0: The perception of employees of 
SSU on each of the dimensions of the 
learning organization, and overall, was not 
significantly different between the staff of 
Academic Affairs and other divisions 

SQ2(c)1: The perception of employees of 
SSU on each of the dimensions of the 
learning organization, and overall, is 
significantly different between staff 
Academic Affairs and other divisions  

Summary  
Statistical analyses found no significant 
difference between AAF staff and non-AAF 
staff on any dimension or the overall score. 
Results are summarized in Table 14. Mean 
scores are displayed in Figure 5.  

Discussion  
This research question is important 
because the overall perception in higher 
education, and at SSU, is that the 
experiences, cultures, and activities within 
Academic Affairs are separate from other 
arms of the university. This perception is 
partially reinforced by the findings of 
supporting question 2(b), where at least on 
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the measure of strategic leadership, 
Academic Affairs is significantly different 
from Student Affairs. This supporting 
question straddles research questions 2 
and 3 as it is only concerned with the 
perceptions of a specific job role (staff) 
within an organizational structure 
(Academic Affairs). Given that the job role 
of faculty rarely exists in divisions other 
than Academic Affairs, testing the 
perceptions of AAF and “not-AAF” within 
the only job role that exists substantially in 
both can shed light on the extent to which 
organizational structure has an impact on 
the perception of the dimensions of the 
learning organization for employees with 
the same job role. It was shown in research 
question 3 that at least some dimensions 
are perceived as significantly different 
(albeit with a small effect size) between 
faculty and staff. This question seeks to 
determine (at least for the perception of 
staff in AAF and not in AAF) whether that 
effect is mediated by organizational 

structure. 

The findings showed no significant 
differences in the perception of the 
learning organization at SSU between the 
staff of Academic Affairs and those not in 
Academic Affairs. This provided some 
evidence that at least some of the 
difference between AAF and not-AAF is a 
function of job role rather than 
organizational structure. This finding was 
surprising because this might suggest that 
the real differences between the areas 
(faculty administrators, unit mission, 
educational focus, etc.) were not 
associated with a difference of experience 
or perception of the area's staff. This might 
indicate that systems, cultures, and 
activities permeate organizational 
structures when the job role (of staff) is 
aligned. Succinctly, staff in Academic 
Affairs had a similar experience or 
perspective of staff not working within the 
same structure. 

 

 

 

Table 14. Summary of significant finding between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

Organizational Level Dimension Emp Type 

Individual Continuous Learning ns 
Individual Inquiry and Dialogue ns 
Teams Collaboration and Team Learning ns 
Organizational Systems to Capture and Share Learning ns 
Organizational Empower People ns 
Global Connect the Organization to its Environment ns 
Global Strategic Leadership ns 

  Overall Score ns 

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05; Effect size: small=S, moderate=M, 
large=L 
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Figure 5. Mean scores by AAF staff and non-AAF staff across dimensions 

 

Research Question 3 

What are the differences in perception 
between groups derived from job roles? 

Summary  
Job roles were associated with differences 
in perception or experience on some of the 
dimensions of the learning organization, 
but not overall. When differences were 
evident, the effect of those differences 
were small. Faculty and staff as well as 
leadership and “not leadership” 
experienced or perceived the university in 
different ways as a learning organization, 
but those differences were only in some 
dimensions and did not affect results 
substantially. Therefore, it is possible that 
while differences in job roles were 
associated with some shifts in perspective 
or opinion, the prevailing cultures and 
practices of the organization are also a 
significant factor. While interventions and 

improvement activities ought to be relevant 
and context-specific (Marsick & Watkins, 
1999), these findings are powerful in that 
opportunities for improvement at SSU 
might be shared by the entire community 
and could more comprehensively be 
enveloped into the institutional values, 
practices, and culture.  

Supporting Question 3(a)  
Is the perception of employees significantly 
different between faculty and staff? 

SQ3(a)0: The perception of employees of 
SSU on the dimensions of the learning 
organization was not significantly different 
between faculty and staff 

SQ3(a)1: The perception of employees of 
SSU on the dimensions of the learning 
organization is significantly different 
between faculty and staff  
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Summary  

Statistical analyses found a significant 
difference between faculty and staff for 
continuous learning, systems to capture 
and share learning, and strategic 
leadership, but not on any other dimension 
or the overall score. Significant results are 
summarized in Table 15. Mean scores by 
dimension for faculty and staff are 
displayed in Figure 6.  

Discussion  
The data indicated that experiences or 
perceptions between faculty and staff were 
not homogenous for continuous learning, 
establish systems to capture and share 
learning and strategic leadership. 
However, the effect sizes of those 
differences were small. Consistent with the 
findings of all employees, no mean value 
for any dimension or overall was closer to 
“almost always” than “almost never.”  

HEIs are highly stratified environments 
with employees often sorted into “castes” 
of faculty or staff (Florenthal & Tolstikov-
Mast, 2012; Henderson, 2005). Therefore, 
it is interesting to recognize that while 
differences between these castes were 
associated with differences in continuous 
learning, establish systems to capture and 
share learning and connect the 
organization to its environment, the other 
dimensions, or overall, did not reveal such 
differences. Even when there were 
differences, it did not affect the results to a 
great degree. This, perhaps, could suggest 
that the experiences or perceptions of 
faculty and staff have some degree of 
overlap relating to their shared 
experiences of the university culture and 
activities and within their sub-cultures and 

communities. Given that the survey asked 
respondents for their perspective of the 
organization at large, these results 
supported the idea that while the effects of 
job role are associated with some 
differences, the practices and culture SSU 
permeate to some degree through role 
stratification.  

The differences between faculty and staff 
on the dimensions could be informed, at 
least partially, by the groups' different work 
activities. Faculty learning incorporates 
activities, values, and foci unique to their 
function, such as research, pedagogy, and 
respective academic disciplines. Survey 
questions within continuous learning, for 
example, could represent very different 
things to faculty than staff. The questions 
of “At SSU, people can get money and 
other resources to support their learning” 
(faculty mean=2.57, staff mean=3.34) and 
“At SSU, people are given time to support 
their learning” (faculty mean=2.75, staff 
mean=3.48) could mean very different 
things to each group. Money and 
resources to support learning, to faculty, 
could represent time (in the form of course 
releases) to engage in more research 
activities, funding to support research 
projects, travel support for academic 
conferences, and more. To staff, 
understanding this question might be more 
limited to training opportunities or less 
frequent or substantial travel to 
conferences. The same considerations 
could equally apply to the second question. 
While the underlying basis of the 
questions, “do you get the things and time 
you need to learn?” was common between 
the groups, the actualization of those 
concepts was starkly different. 
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Table 15. Summary of significant findings between faculty and staff 

Organizational Level Dimension Emp Type 

Individual Continuous Learning **(S) 
Individual Inquiry and Dialogue ns 
Teams Collaboration and Team Learning ns 
Organizational Systems to Capture and Share Learning *(S) 
Organizational Empower People ns 
Global Connect the Organization to its Environment ns 
Global Strategic Leadership **(S) 
  Overall Score ns 

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05; Effect size: small=S, moderate=M, large=L 

Figure 6. Mean scores by faculty and staff across dimensions 

 

Supporting Question 3(b)  
Is the perception of employees significantly 
different between leadership and non-
leadership? 

SQ3(b)0: The perception of employees of 
SSU on the dimensions of the learning 
organization was not significantly different 
between leadership and non-leadership 

SQ3(b)1: The perception of employees of 
SSU on the dimensions of the learning 
organization is significantly different 

between leadership and non-leadership  

Summary  
Statistical analyses found a significant 
difference between faculty and staff on 
establish systems to capture and share 
learning and empower people, but not on 
any other dimension or the overall score. 
Significant results are summarized in 
Table 16. Mean scores by dimension for 
faculty and staff are displayed in Figure 7. 

.  



Learning to Improve P a g e  | 31 

 

 

Discussion  
Although with a small effect size, the only 
significant differences in perception or 
experience of the dimensions between 
leadership and non-leadership were in the 
organizational level of “organizational.” 
Leadership was significantly different 
(lower) than non-leadership. This finding is 
interesting because these dimensions 
measure the areas that are the most within 
the scope of control and influence of 
leadership. While all dimensions can be 
influenced by leaders, and indeed all 
employees, leaders are more directly 
responsible for developing organizational 
capacities.  

Particularly notable was that leadership 
perception or experience did not 
significantly differ on the global level from 
non-leadership. The global level measures 
the extent to which employees recognize 
the effect of their work on the 

organizational system as a whole and the 
interaction and acknowledgment of system 
processes that affect the entire 
organization. It also measures how people 
perceive that the organization is linked to 
its communities and how information from 
the overall environment is used to adjust 
work practices. Finally, it measures how 
leaders model and support learning and 
use learning to strategically meet 
organizational goals (Marsick & Watkins, 
2003). The fact that leaders had less 
satisfaction with the organizational level 
but not significantly more or less satisfied 
with the higher-order global perspectives 
certainly warrants further study to unpack. 
It is possible that this finding suggests that 
leadership at SSU was more entrenched in 
the management of the organization 
(improving how we do things) than with the 
leadership of the organization (how we 
define, align, and achieve goals) (Bush, 
2008; Cuban, 1988).

Table 16. Summary of significant findings between leadership and non-leadership 

Organizational Level Dimension Emp Type 

Individual Continuous Learning ns 
Individual Inquiry and Dialogue ns 
Teams Collaboration and Team Learning ns 
Organizational Systems to Capture and Share Learning *(S) 
Organizational Empower People *(S) 
Global Connect the Organization to its Environment ns 
Global Strategic Leadership ns 
  Overall Score ns 

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05; Effect size: small=S, moderate=M, large=L 



Learning to Improve P a g e  | 32 

 

 

Figure 7. Mean scores by leadership and non-leadership across dimensions 

 

 

Research Question 4 

In what dimensions among which groups 
does Savannah State University have the 
greatest potential for improvement? 

Summary 
The rank-order of dimensions were not the 
same for each group. Establish systems to 
capture and share learning and empower 
people were frequently among the lowest-
ranked items across almost all the groups. 
This suggests that a common thread of 
areas of strategic leverage may exist 
throughout groups that could be part of a 
larger organization intervention. There is a 
widespread of highest-ranked values 
between groups. These group-specific 
advantages might have the potential to 
drive improvements in other groups.  

Supporting Question 4(a)  
Is the rank-order of dimensions the same 
for all groups? 

SQ4(a)0: Despite potentially significant 

differences between groups, the rank-
order of dimensions is the same for all 
groups 

SQ4(a)1: The rank-order of dimensions 
was not the same for all groups  

Summary  
The rankings for each dimension within 
each group are shown in Table 17. The 
rankings of dimensions were not the same 
for all groups. The null hypothesis was, 
therefore, rejected. Within grouping 
categories, no two groups had the same 
ranking order of dimensions. The range of 
rankings across dimensions within 
categories showed homogeneity in several 
dimensions within some categories. 
Conversely, this analysis also showed 
several dimensions within categories 
where agreement between groups on the 
order of dimension was not as tight. The 
range of rankings across dimensions by 
category is shown in Table 18. 
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Discussion  
The rank order of establish systems to 
capture and share learning and empower 
people was fairly consistently determined 
to be among the lowest-ranked dimensions 
(except for the Athletics division on 
systems to capture and share learning). 
There was a convergence of perception on 
several other variables within categories 
but less so across categories. This finding 
is powerful because not only were 
empower people and establish systems to 
capture and share learning the lowest 
scoring dimensions among all employees, 
but employees tend to share that 

perspective regardless of membership of 
any grouping.  

On the other hand, the range of rankings 
within categories showed numerous 
dimensions where the perception of the 
order was not commonly shared. While the 
range of ranking analysis was not sensitive 
to the significance of differences between 
groups like the previous analyses, it did 
show where general agreement or 
disagreement might exist regarding the 
ordering of dimensions’ scope for 
improvement.  

Table 17. Ranking across divisions within group 

Research 
Question 

Category Group CL DI TL ES EP SC SL 

RQ2 AAF Staff/Not AAF Staff 2 4 1 7 6 5 3 

RQ2 AAF Staff/Not Non-AAF Staff 2 5 4 7 6 1 3 

RQ2 College CLASS 4 3 1 7 6 2 5 

RQ2 College COBA 3 1 2 7 5 4 6 

RQ2 College COST 3 5 1 7 6 2 4 

RQ2 College COTE 3 4 2 7 6 5 1 

RQ2 Division Acad. Aff. 4 3 1 7 6 2 5 

RQ2 Division Advancement 2 6 5 4 7 1 3 

RQ2 Division Athletics 6 4 7 1 5 3 2 

RQ2 Division Bus. Services 1 2 3 7 6 4 5 

RQ2 Division Enrollment 4 5 1 7 6 3 2 

RQ2 Division Presid. Off. 4 1 2 7 6 3 5 

RQ2 Division Stud. Aff. 2 7 3 6 5 4 1 

RQ3 Fac/Staff Faculty 4 3 1 7 6 2 5 

RQ3 Fac/Staff Staff 1 5 3 7 6 4 2 

RQ3 Lead/Not Leadership 4 1 2 7 6 5 3 

RQ3 Lead/Not Not Lead. 3 5 1 7 6 2 4 

Table 18. Range of rankings across divisions within categories 

Category CL DI TL ES EP SC SL 

AAF Staff/Not 0 1 3 0 0 4 0 
College 1 4 1 0 1 3 5 
Division 5 6 6 6 2 3 4 
Fac/Staff 3 2 2 0 0 2 3 
Lead/Not 1 4 1 0 0 3 1 
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Supporting Question 4(b)  
What are the highest and lowest mean 
scores in dimensions amongst all the 
groups? 

The mean scores of dimensions by group 
are displayed in Table 19. 

Discussion 
Reviewing highs and lows within grouping 
categories can help organizations 
understand each grouping’s overall profile 
and determine how relative advantages in 
some areas can be used to support areas 
of strategic leverage (Marsick & Watkins, 
1999). Consistent with the ranking 
findings, establish systems to capture and 
share learning is the most common theme 
for the lowest score among groups, but the 
highest score shifts across different 
dimensions between groups. 

Results Summary  

The most important finding of the survey 
analysis was that Savannah State 
University has significant scope for 
improvement across all learning 
organization dimensions. As an institution, 
no mean score for any dimension was 
closer to “almost always” than “almost 
never.” Further, when stratified by groups 
on organizational structure or job role, no 
group had an overall mean score that was 
closer to “almost always” than “almost 
never.” Some specific dimensions within 
some groups crossed this threshold, but 
never by more than 0.35 points. SSU’s 
dimension results were all lower than 
comparison data in the literature and lower 
than comparable HEI studies. 

The perception of the employees of SSU 
was that SSU forsakes practices and 
beliefs congruent with the measures of a 
learning organization more often than not. 

The experiences of employees were not 
homogenous, however.  

Organizational structures were associated 
with significant differences in the 
perceptions or experiences of employees.  

The degree to which those differences 
were significant, the dimensions in which 
they occurred, and the effect of those 
differences were all dependent upon the 
structural form analyzed.  

Furthermore,  

the job role of employees was associated 
with significant differences in the 
perceptions or experiences of employees.  

However, the differences associated with 
job roles were less frequently significant, 
and when significant, they always had a 
small effect size. These differences are 
supported by the literature (Marsick & 
Watkins, 1999; Perfetti, 2015; Stothard et 
al., 2013). The importance of group-level 
analysis of differences to build an 
understanding of an organization's overall 
profile and facilitate organizational 
engagement in unpacking contextual 
factors that may explain those differences 
is emphasized by the DLOQ authors 
(Marsick & Watkins, 1999). 
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Table 19. Mean scores across divisions by group 

Category Group CL n CL mean DI n DI mean TL n TL mean ES n ES mean EP n EP mean SC n SC mean SL n SL mean

Ac.Staff/Not AAF Staff 37 3.328 37 3.117 36 3.361(H) 34 2.725(L) 33 2.813 34 3.078 32 3.307

Ac.Staff/Not Non-AAF Staff 66 3.152 64 2.948 67 3.142 63 2.847(L) 64 2.862 66 3.189(H) 64 3.148

College CLASS 33 2.338 33 2.444 32 2.557(H) 32 2.161(L) 33 2.268 33 2.505 33 2.273

College COBA 4 3.429 4 3.708(H) 4 3.667 4 2.667(L) 4 3.167 4 3.25 4 2.917

College COST 36 3.464 34 3.422 33 3.692(H) 31 2.855(L) 32 3.104 32 3.536 33 3.455

College COTE 8 3.411 9 3.389 8 3.604 8 3.021(L) 7 3.143 6 3.306 7 3.786(H)

Division Acad. Aff. 108 2.946 106 2.956 104 3.147(H) 100 2.533(L) 102 2.727 102 3.005 101 2.939

Division Advancement 12 2.94 12 2.694 13 2.923 12 2.931 12 2.667(L) 12 3.264(H) 11 2.939

Division Athletics 5 2.771 5 3.1 5 2.567(L) 5 3.567(H) 5 2.9 5 3.133 5 3.167

Division Bus. Serv. 18 2.841(H) 17 2.735 17 2.716 18 2.324(L) 17 2.333 17 2.657 17 2.441

Division Enrollment 10 3.1 9 3.056 10 3.383(H) 10 2.7(L) 10 2.917 10 3.35 10 3.367

Division Presid. Off. 3 2.143 3 2.444(H) 3 2.278 3 1.556(L) 3 1.889 3 2.167 3 2

Division Stud. Aff. 19 3.759 18 3.306(L) 20 3.708 16 3.406 18 3.528 20 3.6 19 3.851(H)

Fac/Staff Faculty 72 2.752 69 2.87 69 3.01(H) 67 2.423(L) 70 2.667 69 2.947 70 2.743

Fac/Staff Staff 105 3.238(H) 105 3.008 107 3.19 100 2.802(L) 100 2.818 103 3.173 99 3.224

Lead/Not Leadership 20 2.779 21 2.992(H) 21 2.905 21 2.119(L) 21 2.31 21 2.767 20 2.817

Lead/Not Not Lead. 156 3.08 152 2.95 154 3.153(H) 145 2.738(L) 148 2.831 151 3.138 148 3.065

Note: Highest in group=H; lowest in group= L
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Limitations 

The study included internal validity 
limitations. Firstly, the survey, which was 
open to all full-time employees, had a 
response rate of 30.4%, meaning there 
was a non-response bias of 69.6%. This 
participation bias may have inflated the 
error rates and caused the sample of 
participants not to reflect the entire 
population's opinions accurately. 
Furthermore, the sample's 
representativeness may have been 
affected by demographic differences 
between respondents and the population, 
which was more than 10% for men.  

The survey questions asked employees to 
provide their perception of nonspecific 
concepts such as “supporting learning,” 
which may have been interpreted 
differently by different people, potentially 
resulting in survey bias. Further, 
responses to the survey may have been 
influenced by the employees’ perspectives 
at that moment or in reaction to prevalent 
but transitive or recent activities. 
Observation bias may have been 

increased by the interaction of the 
institution's president inviting and 
reminding participants of the survey. If 
respondents believed that their responses 
might be identifiable, it might have affected 
their responses.  

Measurement bias may also have 
occurred because of employees’ desire to 
frame themselves or their communities or 
units in a certain way, particularly if they 
believed that the survey results might be 
used to make decisions that are beneficial 
or harmful to them in the future.  

While the study is designed to be 
representative only of SSU, assumptions 
or use of the results of the study in a 
context beyond SSU are not generalizable. 
Furthermore, the study seeks to measure 
the organizational learning culture of SSU, 
but it does not include perspectives from 
stakeholders outside of full-time 
employees. These stakeholders include, 
but are not limited to, part-time employees, 
students, vendors, community members, 
and governing bodies. 

Recommendations 

Learning to Improve 

The problem of practice addressed in this 
paper is that the university does not have 
the information to diagnose its current 
situation to respond to future situations 
more effectively. To develop a cohesive 
vision, improve operational and financial 
performance, and maximize potential, the 
institution must begin to understand itself 
better. The literature suggested that 
adopting the practices and beliefs 
associated with the learning organization 
can improve financial performance, 

knowledge performance, develop and 
achieve common goals, and respond to 
challenges (Marsick & Watkins, 1999; 
O’Neil, 2003; Senge, 1990/2006). This 
study showed that the employees of 
Savannah State University perceive that 
the university forsakes practices and 
beliefs congruent with the measures of a 
learning organization more often than not. 
This study also showed that organizational 
structure and job role are associated with 
significant differences in the perception of 
university performance as a learning 
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organization. Therefore, it can be 
concluded that SSU has room for 
improvement in becoming a learning 
organization, can improve its performance 
by adopting the principles of the learning 
organization, and the employees 
understand and experience the institution 
in different ways. The proposed 
intervention framework is drawn from 
these assertions. 

Intervention Framework 

This study’s results and the rich data from 
its survey provide SSU with an invaluable 
tool to build its learning foundation.  The 
framework extends from Marsick and 
Watkins’  (1999) learning organization 
action imperatives framework by applying 
the same underlying principles from action 
learning  (Pedler et al., 1991) and action 

science (Argyris & Schön, 1978) and 
positioning it within the SSU context and 
findings of this study on the perceptions of 
its employees. The framework is designed 
to represent an ongoing philosophy of 
understanding the organization and its 
experiences and perceptions to 
conceptualize ways to improve in a  way 
that considers the overall system (Senge, 
1990/2006) through the lens of the seven 
action imperatives (Marsick & Watkins, 
1999). The following sections outline the 
initial step of building collective 
sensemaking and learning foundation, an 
example of a context-based intervention, 
and an iterative process of information 
feedback, understanding and 
reconceptualizing, acting, and measuring. 
The intervention framework is represented 
in Figure 8. 

Figure 8. Intervention framework 
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Initial Sensemaking 

In Facilitating Learning Organizations, 
Marsick and Watkins (1999) discuss the 
importance of contextual application and 
understanding of organizations in 
achieving lasting and effective change. 
They term this process “sculpting.” 

The metaphor of sculpting can help to 
understand how companies design 
interventions that suit their specific local 
needs…Sculpting requires artistic 
judgment as well as rigorous knowledge 
and skill in order to make sense of the 
emergent design (p.17). 

In addition, the results of this study 
underscore the importance of contextual 
appreciation and application as job roles 
and organizational structures are 
associated with differences in employee 
perception or experience. This initial 
sensemaking step is designed to 
encourage individual and organizational 
understanding of the university, its 
challenges and opportunities, and its 
intertwined systems that interact to 
produce outcomes. This process is driven 
by the lower portion of the framework 
shown in Figure 8. 

Initial Sensemaking Process Guide 

Figure 9. Organizational structure 
sensemaking 

 

The process begins by allowing the 
organizational structure to rationalize and 
understand this study's findings and the 
survey results. In step 1, the president and 
cabinet meet to digest and discuss the 
results. Step 2 repeats the process, but 
with each cabinet member’s division 
leaders. Step 3 continues down the 
hierarchy with departmental leaders. Step 
4 is the functional employees of each 
department.  

Figure 10. Cross-functional sensemaking 

 

The cross-functional stage of the 
sensemaking process takes small groups 
of different types of employees from 
different areas of the institution. There 
should be as many small groups as is 
feasible for the institution.  

Figure 11. Job role sensemaking 

 

The final stage of sensemaking moves 
discussions back through the employees 
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by job type. In step 1, small groups of 
faculty from different departments and 
colleges and small groups of staff from 
different departments and divisions 
engage in dialogue. As with the cross-
functional stage, this should be as many 
small groups as is feasible. Step 2 has 
small groups of managers from different 

divisions dialogue. Step 3 continues with 
all division leaders before moving finally to 
step 4 back with the cabinet.  

Table 20 outlines the activities and 
participants at each stage of the 
sensemaking process.  

 

Table 20. Table of activities 

Category Step Length Leader Participants 
Org Structure 1 Half Day President Cabinet 

Org Structure 2 Half Day Cabinet member 
(VP) 

Division Leaders (Deans, 
Assistant Vice Presidents, Upper 
Managers) 

Org Structure 3 2 Hours Division leader Department leaders (Chairs, 
Managers) 

Org Structure 4 2 Hours Department 
leader 

Department employees (faculty, 
staff) 

Cross-
functional 

 
1-2 Hours Facilitating 

Volunteer 
Small groups of mixed 
employees 

Job Role 1 1-2 Hours Facilitating 
Volunteer from 
management 

Small groups of faculty or 
functional staff - from different 
units/areas 

Job Role 2 1-2 Hours Facilitating 
Volunteer from 
upper 
management 

Small groups of managers from 
different units/areas 

Job Role 3 Half Day Facilitating 
Volunteer from 
the cabinet 

All division leaders (Deans, 
Assistant Vice Presidents, Upper 
Managers) 

Job Role 4 Half Day President Cabinet 

 

Sensemaking Activities 
The workshops and meetings' activities 
use this study's findings and the results 
from the survey as a conversation starter 
to allow employees to critically analyze 
how the findings describe the organization, 
their units, their roles, and their 
experience. Employees can compare their 
views to others, interpret the meanings of 

different results, hypothesize about 
underlying contributors to the results, and 
begin to unpack how they might address 
issues or capitalize on strengths. The 
meetings should be loosely structured to 
allow for free-flowing conversation and the 
sharing of learning and perspectives. The 
conversation prompts to stimulate 
discussion are: 
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• Where were the highest scores? What 
does this mean? How can this help us to 
improve more or improve other areas? 

• Where were the lowest scores? What 
does this mean? How might we begin to 
improve this? 

• In reviewing the responses to each 
question, which findings are interesting? 
How? 

• How do these results overall, or any of 
the results, fit the picture of how things 
are at SSU? Does it support 
presumptions you already held? Does it 
challenge any of those presumptions? 

• Can improvement in any of these areas 
help drive us where we want to go? What 
does that look like? 

• What are the most feasible and important 
areas that we can start to improve on 
now? What might some of those actions 
look like? 

• What aspects of your experience 
concerning these findings do you believe 
are unique or insufficiently recognized by 
others in the institution? Do others’ 
activities and actions impact this? 

Each conversation group should share 
similarities and have differences as they 
analyze subsets of the data relating to their 
areas and overall. As time allows or is 
opportune or relevant to any group (such 
as the half-day workshops at the upper 
levels), conversations and activities can 
become more in-depth or specific. For 
example, the cabinet discussion might 
drive detailed discussions in the next steps 
in rewriting the university strategic plan – 
asking of themselves, what are we learning 
from this data and these conversations? 
They might want to design that process to 
begin the strategic planning process. 
Alternatively, they might conclude that the 
results of the questions on morale are 
particularly important and start working on 
specific action steps to improve it. Context 
is vital here – it should not be presumed 

what activities or discussions will occur. 
Instead, they should grow from the 
process. 

This process's flow is particularly 
important; many employees will participate 
in at least two conversations, some in 
more. The exchanges should, therefore, 
be able to build as the activities progress. 
Each conversation has a leader from the 
next group to bring their new learning from 
prior discussions into the next. To illustrate 
one path, the Provost will be a part of the 
cabinet-level workshop then lead a 
conversation with her deans and directors. 
Each of those deans and directors then 
leads the talks with the department chairs 
and managers. Each of those department 
chairs and managers then leads a 
conversation with their faculty and staff 
employees. These participants might 
engage in some of the cross-functional 
small groups, taking their prior learning 
and perspectives into the next meeting. 
Many faculty and staff employees will then 
take their learning to small groups of like 
employees from other areas, challenging, 
supporting, or adding to their assumptions 
and perspectives. Department chairs and 
managers will engage with chairs in other 
colleges and managers from other 
colleges and divisions, deans with other 
upper management from other divisions 
until the whole process then distills back to 
its original starting point of the cabinet 
carrying with it the perspectives and 
learning of the entire organization.  

The output of each conversation should be 
distilled notes of the discussion. These 
notes can then be compiled to form the 
basis of data for building the SSU Learning 
Foundation (see Figure 12).  

Figure 12. Building the learning 
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foundation 

 

The SSU Learning Foundation represents 
the collective mental-models, shared 
learning, and action priorities of the entire 
community. From this foundation, all 
employees can contextualize future 
actions from their experience of the 
sensemaking process – acting as an 
implicit driver toward shared goals. More 
transactionally, this foundation and the 
supporting data from conversation notes 
can be used by employees throughout the 
organization to design interventions to 
drive improvement purposely. Not only can 
the foundation provide a more collectively 
informed perspective, but it can also act as 
a guide for bringing-in appropriate parties 
in intervention design as interactions 
throughout the organizations will be more 
communally recognized.  

Intervention Theory 
This process of sensemaking is designed 
to be a meta-construct in that the activity 
itself supports the development of the 
organization across all of the seven 
dimensions of the learning organization 
while providing organizational capacity to 
learn about itself to design new activities 
and mental models to improve 
performance on the dimensions.  

The sensemaking process supports the 
learning organization dimensions in the 
following ways: 

Create continuous learning 
opportunities 
Discussions at every level open 
continuous learning opportunities by 
tethering employees from all around the 
institution with each other in dialogue. For 
example, an advisor might learn about 
pedagogical constraints in the curriculum 

that she hitherto believed to be 
nonsensical, which might reframe her 
understanding and, therefore, her 
interaction with students. Perhaps 
employees in business services that were 
previously frustrated that faculty violate 
travel policies or do not complete 
reimbursement processes correctly could 
learn from the perspectives of those faculty 
who themselves might be frustrated with 
burdensome bureaucracy. This shared 
learning can uncover opportunities to, for 
example, establish systems to capture and 
share learning about the travel 
reimbursement process to improve 
outcomes. This might lead to shifts in 
policy interpretation as business services 
staff recognize the imperative for faculty to 
perform some academic action that did not 
make sense to them and was thought to 
not be within policy because of a policy on 
the “clear benefit to the institution.” On the 
other side, faculty might learn of audit 
requirements for certain types of 
documentation and become less frustrated 
and more informed about what and why 
items are needed. These examples, of 
course, are just two of a potentially 
unlimited number of learning opportunities 
that can drive improved performance. 

Promote inquiry and dialogue 
The process is, prima facie, a promotion of 
inquiry and dialogue. Further, it can serve 
as a seed to connect people to drive more 
inquiry and dialogue in other activities. The 
activity is designed to stimulate a cultural 
norm of interpersonal dependence and 
interaction. Many employees who might 
even have interacted in the past can now 
“put a name to a face” or be more aware of 
who can help them or with whom they 
might want to dialogue. 

Encourage collaboration and team 
learning 
Again, the process is self-evidently an 
encouragement of collaboration and team 
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learning. It also expands on the 
conceptualization of teams. Teams are 
often thought of in terms of the 
organizational hierarchy, but the 
sensemaking activities enable employees 
to recognize their membership in other 
groups and opportunities for collaboration 
with others– faculty outside of their 
discipline, staff throughout divisions, deans 
with other divisional leaders, and many 
more.  

Establish systems to capture and 
share learning 
The activity of participating in the process 
enables the sharing of learning. The 
collection of the output notes from each 
discussion and making those notes and 
thematic summaries of the notes available 
to the entire campus captures that learning 
for future sharing. The SSU Learning 
Foundation, if adopted and entrenched into 
the culture, can continue to be an 
invaluable system to tie activities to the 
understandings and goals of the entire 
organization. 

Empower people towards a collective 
vision 
The sensemaking activities are designed 
to connect employees to share their 
perspectives, mental-models, and ideas of 
future activities and directions. This 
process itself is empowering as it 
establishes an institutional commitment to 
participative action. Future interventions or 
directions will be borne from these inputs 
and will continue to be guided by the 
community. The SSU Learning Foundation 
will be a tool from which any employee can 
be empowered to act within their area to 
further the goals collectively produced. 
This shared learning can form a guiding 
light that is then contextualized and applied 
to be relevant and impactful to areas that 
can differ from one another. 

Connect the organization to its 
environment 
While the process is mainly inward-facing, 
it does allow employees to engage in 
systems-thinking to recognize how their 
actions and interaction affect others. This 
connection is vital in breaking down silos 
and preventing unintended consequences 
downstream or antagonistic outputs that 
detract from larger objectives. 

Strategic Leadership 
These conversations allow all employees 
to engage more deeply in strategic 
leadership by improving their 
understanding of system interrelationships 
and guiding principles when taking action. 
They provide a space for leaders to model 
the kind of thought and activities they want 
to instill in the organization, referentially in 
everyday activities by pointing to 
conversations, findings, and summary 
outputs and systematically by driving 
activities toward specific directions agreed 
upon by the community.  

 

Context-Based Intervention 

It is imperative to note that any 
interventions are seeded from the shared 
learning developed in creating the SSU 
Learning Foundation. The decision of what 
interventions, how they might be 
accomplished, measured, enacted, or 
adjusted ought to be contextually relevant. 
The establishment of the SSU Learning 
Foundation should empower people to act, 
on large and small scales, throughout the 
organization in ways that are beneficial to 
their areas and the organization. 
Therefore, we should not prescribe any 
specific intervention until that learning 
process is complete (and ongoing). 
However, to model what context-based 
interventions might look like, an illustrative 
example is necessary. In this illustrative 



Learning to Improve P a g e  | 43 

 

 

example, it is assumed that an outcome of 
the sensemaking process was that faculty 
and leadership lacked a cohesive 
impression of the overall profile of 
academic programs, faculty needs, 
student needs, and data to support it. 
While most employees could recognize 
specific things that needed improvement (a 
redesign of a certain course to improve 
pass rates, for example), there was not a 
collective understanding of how it all fits 
together, where pressure points existed, or 
where good performance could be 
capitalized on to further improvements 
elsewhere. To connect the organization 
to its environment, an intervention could 
be developed. 

Department Profiles and Data 
Sharing 
In this illustrative example, it is assumed 
that the sensemaking process revealed 
that while SSU had a significant amount of 
data that could support a more 
comprehensive impression of departments 
and programs, it was used to varying 
extents, was not uniformly available to 
similar employees in different areas and 
was used primarily to answer specific 
questions rather than to illuminate thematic 
or connected ideas or more 
comprehensive understanding. 

To combat these shortcomings and 
connect the organization to its 
environment and develop a system to 
capture and share learning, a dashboard 
could be created to provide leaders and 
faculty with the information and the 
opportunity to share perspectives on that 
information. A call for information 
facilitated by department heads should 
informally survey the faculty and chairs to 
identify what information might be useful to 
know.  

This example assumes that the call 
produced the following needs: 

• Waitlist information to determine where 
students are not successfully getting the 
classes they need 

• Information about course offerings 
including class sizes and fill rates to 
identify where slack capacity or lack of 
capacity might exist 

• The reliance on part-time faculty by 
subject area to determine where faculty 
line allocations might be needed 

• Failure rates of courses (the percentage 
of students that earn a “D,” “F” or 
withdrew) to identify potential roadblocks 
to student success and retention 

• Retention rates of students over time in 
different programs to recognize potential 
practices of successful programs and 
determine interventions for those that are 
struggling 

• Graduation rates of programs for the 
same reasons as above 

• The teaching productivity of faculty 
members to identify where inequities 
might exist or where potential capacity or 
constraints could be addressed 

• The change in declared majors in each 
program over time to see which 
programs are growing and which are not 

A dashboard providing all of this 
information could drive improvement by 
connecting the organization to its 
environment by showing the 
environmental outcomes of their activities 
and doing so in a way that can help 
employees engage in collaboration and 
team learning by collectively digesting the 
information in a more uniform way 
meaning they can all discuss activities in 
relation to the same information presented 
in the same way, facilitating 
communication and reducing information 
or interpretation disconnects. The 
dashboard would provide continuous 
learning opportunities as faculty are 
apprised of their work outcomes and 
understand their implications in the 
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university’s success. It would promote 
inquiry and dialogue as information that 
was not previously available or discussed 
stimulates discussion in what the 
information means and how it can be 
affected. It would be itself a system to 
capture and share learning and stimulate 
less structured systems to share learning 
as departments react to the information 
and drive their own processes to share 
learning and develop interventions to affect 
the data. It could help to empower people 
toward a collective vision as the 
information provided came from the faculty 
as they identified needs. Finally, it would 
stimulate strategic leadership. It 
uncovers university opportunities and 
areas of advantage that leaders can use to 
model proactive behaviors to address 
shared goals and encourage others to do 
the same, ultimately shifting campus 
culture around these data. 

The informal observation discussed earlier 
of a successful course redesign completed 
in a department, but the process or 
success was not shared with other 
departments provides an anchor to 
illustrate the potential benefits of such a 
dashboard. With shared information in a 
common language, courses with improved 
failure rates and courses with concerns 
with failure rates would be communally 
apparent. This would provide a mechanism 
for collaboration – because the outcomes 
are shared, so, too, can be the processes 

to affect them. 

Examples of what portions of this 
dashboard might look like are provided in 
Appendix H. 

Intervention Theory 
This example, and interventions to be 
developed by the university, is seeded 
from shared learning in the development of 
the SSU Learning Foundation. From here, 
an intervention was designed to drive 
improvements in the measures outlined in 
the dashboard. Each step from purposeful 
learning to action to outcome is 
developmental and reciprocal. As 
outcomes are or are not achieved as 
desired, this information can inform how to 
adjust the intervention design. In this case, 
it may be to add or change measures 
provided in the dashboard or change the 
way it is shared with the campus. So, too, 
can design elements help inform 
shortcomings of the SSU Learning 
Foundation; if intervention designers 
recognize where they need more 
information and perspectives of the 
university, they can develop mechanisms 
to add to the learning foundation. In the 
dashboard example, that learning 
foundation was added to by determining 
what data is important to faculty. The 
learning foundation should be continually 
improved and strengthened in this way. 
The intervention framework is illustrated in 
Figure 13.
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Figure 13. Implementing interventions 

Ongoing Improvement 

Finally, Savannah State University should 
tie all these activities together as an 
intervention of its own. Repeating the 
DLOQ survey annually and engaging in 
more sensemaking can help the university 
understand how its actions drive 

improvements in the dimensions. This 
would not only provide feedback as to the 
efficacy of interventions, but it would also 
afford the university the opportunity to 
continually develop its learning foundation 
and adopt the principles of a learning 
organization as an institutional ethos.

Conclusion 
The results of this study provide Savannah 
State University with the opportunity to 
understand itself better and capitalize on 
its findings to drive improvement. If the 
university can adopt the principles of the 
learning organization, it can be better 
positioned to react to pressures and define 
and achieve its goals. Like the industry of 
higher education, and particularly HBCUs, 
the university will have more challenging 
times ahead as a decreasing number of 
high-school graduates nationwide is 
predicted, and economic challenges can 
threaten the level of state funding to 
universities.  

These findings highlight the opportunities 
for improvement in becoming a learning 
organization for SSU. It also underscores 
the necessity of contextually 
understanding employees' perspectives as 
their experiences are not uniform, and so 
neither should their improvement activities 
be.  

With earnest focus and a commitment to 
common goals and learning throughout the 
organization, SSU has the capacity to 
improve the outcomes that are currently 
pressuring it and can recognize gains to 
“tell them we are rising.”
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Appendix A 

Detailed Findings for Supporting Question 2(a) 

Continuous Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of Continuous Learning (CL) scores across colleges 
are shown in Table 21 and Figure 14, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test 
(W=.964, p=.024) of the distribution found that the data was not normally distributed. 
Consequently, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test was run. Results of the Kruskal-
Wallis test (H(3)=21.98, p<0.0001, 𝜂2=.247) produced a significant difference and large 
effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The null hypothesis was rejected, and it was 
concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on CL varies between colleges. 
Pairwise estimates of CL between colleges (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in 
Appendix C. Pairwise estimates revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant difference 
between the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences (CLASS) and the College of Science 
and Technology (COST) (p=.0001) with an estimated difference in location parameters of 
-1.29 on the 6-point scale. It also revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant difference 
between the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences (CLASS) and the College of Teacher 
Education (COTE) (p=.019) with an estimated difference in location parameters of -1.29 
on the 6-point scale. 

Table 21. Summary statistics of CL across colleges 

Unit n mean sd median iqr se ci 

College of Business 
Administration 

4 3.429 0.816 3.643 0.78
6 

0.408 1.299 

College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences 

33 2.338 1.119 2 1.28
6 

0.195 0.397 

College of Science and 
Technology 

36 3.464 1.001 3.643 1.53
6 

0.167 0.339 

College of Teacher 
Education 

8 3.411 0.698 3.357 0.5 0.247 0.583 
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Figure 14. Distribution of scores of CL across colleges 

 

Inquiry and Dialogue 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Inquiry and Dialogue (DI) scores across 
colleges are shown in Table 22 and Figure 15, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-
Wilk test (W=.957, p=.0009) of the distribution found that the data was not normally 
distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test was run. Results of the 
Kruskal-Wallis test (H(3)=17.03, p=.0007, 𝜂2=.185) produced a significant difference and 
large effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The null hypothesis was rejected, and it 
was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on DI varies between colleges. 
Pairwise estimates of DI between colleges (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in 
Appendix C. Pairwise estimates revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant difference 
between CLASS and COST (p=.001) with an estimated difference in location parameters 
of -1.00 on the 6-point scale. It also revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant difference 
between CLASS and COTE (p=.047) with an estimated difference in location parameters 
of -1.00 on the 6-point scale. 

Table 22. Summary statistics of DI across colleges 

Unit n mean sd median iqr se ci 

College of Business 
Administration 

4 3.708 1.21 4 0.96 0.61 1.93 

College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences 

33 2.444 0.98 2.333 1.17 0.17 0.35 
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Unit n mean sd median iqr se ci 

College of Science and 
Technology 

34 3.422 1 3.25 1.5 0.17 0.35 

College of Teacher Education 9 3.389 0.94 3.167 1.33 0.31 0.72 
 

Figure 15. Distribution of scores of DI across colleges 

 

 

Collaboration and Team Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Collaboration and Team Learning (TL) scores 
across colleges are shown in Table 23 and Figure 16, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a 
Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.977, p=.181) of the distribution found that the data were normally 
distributed. To maintain consistency of the evaluation tool, a Kruskal-Wallis test was run. 
In addition, an ANOVA was run that provided similar results (see Appendix D). Results of 
the Kruskal-Wallis test (H(3)=17.38, p=.0006, 𝜂2=.197) produced a significant difference 
and large effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The null hypothesis was rejected, and 
it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on TL varies between colleges. 
Pairwise estimates of TL between colleges (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in 
Appendix C. Pairwise estimates revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant difference 
between the CLASS and COST (p=.0007) with an estimated difference in location 
parameters of -1.17 on the 6-point scale. 
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Table 23. Summary statistics of TL across colleges 

Unit n mean sd median iqr se ci 

College of Business 
Administration 

4 3.667 1.21 3.917 1.08 0.61 1.93 

College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences 

32 2.557 1.13 2.667 1.67 0.2 0.41 

College of Science and 
Technology 

33 3.692 1.01 3.667 1.33 0.18 0.36 

College of Teacher 
Education 

8 3.604 0.91 3.917 1.13 0.32 0.76 

 

 

Figure 16. Distribution of scores of TL across colleges 
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Systems to Capture and Share Learning 

Summary statistics and distribution of the Systems to Capture and Share Learning (ES) 
scores across colleges is shown in Error! Reference source not found. and  
Figure 17, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.948, p=.004) of the 
distribution found that the data was not normally distributed. Consequently, a Kruskal-
Wallis test was run. Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test (H(3)=8.43, p=.0379, 𝜂2=.076) 
produced a significant difference and moderate effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). 
The null hypothesis was rejected, and it was concluded that the perception of employees 
of SSU on ES varies between colleges. Pairwise estimates of ES between colleges (with 
Bonferroni correction) are provided in Appendix C. Pairwise estimates did not reveal any 
Bonferroni-adjusted significance between pairs of colleges. 

 

 

Table 24. Summary statistics of ES across colleges 

Unit n mean sd median iqr se ci 

College of Business 
Administration 

4 2.667 1.255 2.667 1.25 0.63 1.996 

College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences 

32 2.161 1.077 2 1.5 0.19 0.388 

College of Science and 
Technology 

31 2.855 1.03 2.667 1.42 0.19 0.378 

College of Teacher 
Education 

8 3.021 1.063 3 1.42 0.38 0.889 
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Figure 17. Distribution of scores of ES across colleges 

 

 

Empower People 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Empower People (EP) scores across colleges 
are shown in Table 25 and Figure 18, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test 
(W=.978, p=.2) of the distribution found that the data were normally distributed. To 
maintain consistency of the evaluation tool, a Kruskal-Wallis test was run. In addition, an 
ANOVA was run that provided similar results (see Appendix D). Results of the Kruskal-
Wallis test (H(3)=14.65, p=.0021, 𝜂2=.162) produced a significant difference and large 
effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The null hypothesis was rejected, and it was 
concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on EP varies between colleges. 
Pairwise estimates of EP between colleges (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in 
Appendix C. Pairwise estimates revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant difference 
between the CLASS and COST (p=.004) with an estimated difference in location 
parameters of -0.833 on the 6-point scale. 
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Table 25. Summary statistics of EP across colleges 

Unit n mean sd median iqr se ci 

College of Business 
Administration 

4 3.167 0.81 3.417 0.58 0.4 1.28 

College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences 

33 2.268 0.91 2.167 1.17 0.16 0.32 

College of Science and 
Technology 

32 3.104 0.94 3 1.42 0.17 0.34 

College of Teacher Education 7 3.143 0.83 3 0.75 0.31 0.77 
 

Figure 18. Distribution of scores of EP across colleges 
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Connect the Organization to its Environment 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Connect the Organization to its Environment 
(SC) scores across colleges are shown in Table 26 and Figure 19, respectively. A QQ-
Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.978, p=.208) of the distribution found that the data were 
normally distributed. To maintain consistency of the evaluation tool, a Kruskal-Wallis test 
was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that provided similar results (see Appendix D). 
Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test (H(3)=17.79, p=.0004, 𝜂2=..208) produced a significant 
difference and large effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The null hypothesis was 
rejected, and it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on SC varies 
between colleges. Pairwise estimates of SC between colleges (with Bonferroni correction) 
are provided in Appendix C. Pairwise estimates revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant 
difference between the CLASS and COST (p=.0003) with an estimated difference in 
location parameters of -1.167 on the 6-point scale. 

Table 26. Summary statistics of SC across colleges 

Unit n mean sd median iqr se ci 

College of Business 
Administration 

4 3.25 0.69 3.333 0.42 0.34 1.09 

College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences 

33 2.505 0.98 2.167 0.83 0.17 0.35 

College of Science and 
Technology 

32 3.536 0.91 3.583 1.38 0.16 0.33 

College of Teacher Education 6 3.306 1.02 3.25 0.88 0.42 1.08 
 

Figure 19. Distribution of scores of SC across colleges 
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Strategic Leadership 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Strategic Leadership (SL) scores across 
colleges are shown in Table 27 and Figure 20, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-
Wilk test (W=.95, p=.004) of the distribution found that the data was not normally 
distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test was run. Results of the 
Kruskal-Wallis test (H(3)=21.67, p<0.0001, 𝜂2=.256) produced a significant difference and 
large effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The null hypothesis was rejected, and it 
was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on CL varies between colleges. 
Pairwise estimates of CL between colleges (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in 
Appendix C. Pairwise estimates revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant difference 
between CLASS and COST (p=.0003) with an estimated difference in location 
parameters of -1.17 on the 6-point scale. It also revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant 
difference between CLASS and COTE (p=.007) with an estimated difference in location 
parameters of -1.67 on the 6-point scale. 

Table 27. Summary statistics of SL across colleges 

Unit n mean sd median iqr se ci 

College of Business 
Administration 

4 2.917 0.908 3.167 1 0.454 1.444 

College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences 

33 2.273 1.094 2.167 1.167 0.191 0.388 

College of Science and 
Technology 

33 3.455 1.114 3.167 1.833 0.194 0.395 

College of Teacher Education 7 3.786 0.832 3.833 1.333 0.314 0.769 
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Figure 20. Distribution of scores of SL across colleges 
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Overall Score 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Overall Score (OS) across colleges are shown 
in Table 28 and  

College of Business 
Administration 

4 3.314 0.96 3.524 0.6 0.48 1.53 

College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences 

31 2.367 0.92 2.333 0.95 0.17 0.34 

College of Science and 
Technology 

27 3.37 0.82 3.325 1.39 0.16 0.32 

College of Teacher Education 6 3.233 0.88 3.218 0.77 0.36 0.93 
        

Figure 21, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.975, p=.198) of the 
distribution found that the data were normally distributed. To maintain consistency of the 
evaluation tool, a Kruskal-Wallis test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that 
provided similar results (see Appendix D). Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test (H(3)=18.29, 
p=.0004, 𝜂2=.239) produced a significant difference and large effect size (Tomczak & 
Tomczak, 2014). The null hypothesis was rejected, and it was concluded that the 
perception of employees of SSU on OS varies between colleges. Pairwise estimates of 
OS between colleges (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in Appendix C. Pairwise 
estimates revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant difference between CLASS and 
COST (p=.0001) with an estimated difference in location parameters of -1.079 on the 6-
point scale. 

Table 28. Summary statistics of OS across colleges 

Unit n mean sd median iqr se ci 

College of Business 
Administration 

4 3.314 0.96 3.524 0.6 0.48 1.53 

College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences 

31 2.367 0.92 2.333 0.95 0.17 0.34 

College of Science and 
Technology 

27 3.37 0.82 3.325 1.39 0.16 0.32 

College of Teacher Education 6 3.233 0.88 3.218 0.77 0.36 0.93 
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Figure 21. Distribution of scores of OS across colleges 

 

 

Detailed Findings for Supporting Question 2(b) 

Continuous Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Continuous Learning (CL) scores across 
divisions are shown in Table 29 and Figure 22, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-
Wilk test (W=.98, p=.011) of the distribution found that the data was not normally 
distributed. Additionally, an ANOVA was run, yielding similar results (see Appendix D). 
Consequently, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test was run. Results of the Kruskal-
Wallis test (H(6)=11.66, p=.0701) found no significant difference between divisions in CL. 
The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it was concluded that the perception of 
employees of SSU on CL did not vary between divisions. Pairwise estimates of CL 
between divisions (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in Appendix C. Pairwise 
estimates revealed no Bonferroni-adjusted significant differences between any pairs of 
divisions. 

Table 29. Summary statistics of CL across divisions 

Division n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 108 2.964 1.061 3 1.75 0.102 0.202 
Athletics 5 2.771 1.244 2 1.571 0.556 1.544 
Business and 
Financial Services 

18 2.841 1.255 2.571 1.679 0.296 0.624 

Enrollment 
Management 

10 3.1 0.65 3.214 0.857 0.205 0.465 
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President's Office 3 2.143 0.756 2.429 0.714 0.436 1.878 
Student Affairs 19 3.759 0.931 3.429 1.143 0.214 0.449 
University 
Advancement 

12 2.94 1.188 2.786 1.893 0.343 0.755 

 

Figure 22. Distribution of scores of CL across divisions 
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Inquiry and Dialogue 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Inquiry and Dialogue (DI) scores across 
divisions are shown in Table 30 and Figure 23, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-
Wilk test (W=.975, p=.004) of the distribution found that the data was not normally 
distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test was run. Additionally, 
an ANOVA was run, yielding similar results (see Appendix D). Results of the Kruskal-
Wallis test (H(6)=5.201, p=.518) found no significant difference between divisions in DI. 
The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it was concluded that the perception of 
employees of SSU on DI did not vary between divisions. Pairwise estimates of DI between 
divisions (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in Appendix C. Pairwise estimates 
revealed no Bonferroni-adjusted significant differences between any pairs of divisions. 

Table 30. Summary statistics of DI across divisions 

Division n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 106 2.956 1.038 3 1.583 0.101 0.2 
Athletics 5 3.1 1.437 2.167 2.5 0.642 1.784 
Business and Financial 
Services 

17 2.735 1.243 2.667 1.5 0.302 0.639 

Enrollment Management 9 3.056 0.656 3 0.667 0.219 0.504 
President's Office 3 2.444 0.585 2.5 0.583 0.338 1.454 
Student Affairs 18 3.306 0.811 3.167 1.292 0.191 0.403 
University Advancement 12 2.694 1.255 2.5 1.917 0.362 0.797 

 

Figure 23. Distribution of scores of DI across divisions 
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Collaboration and Team Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Collaboration and Team Learning (TL) scores 
across divisions is shown in Table 31 and Figure 24, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a 
Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.978, p=.016) of the distribution found that the data were normally 
distributed. To maintain consistency of the evaluation tool, a Kruskal-Wallis test was run. 
In addition, an ANOVA was run that provided similar results (see Appendix D). Results of 
the Kruskal-Wallis test (H(6)=12.91, p=.0445, 𝜂2=.042) produced a significant difference 
but small effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The null hypothesis was rejected, and 
it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on TL varies between divisions, 
though with a small effect size. Pairwise estimates of TL between divisions (with 
Bonferroni correction) are provided in Appendix C. Pairwise estimates revealed no 
Bonferroni-adjusted significant differences between pairs of divisions. 

Table 31. Summary statistics of TL across divisions 

Division n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 104 3.147 1.115 3.167 1.542 0.109 0.217 
Athletics 5 2.567 1.316 1.833 2.5 0.588 1.633 
Business and Financial 
Services 

17 2.716 1.455 2.5 1.833 0.353 0.748 

Enrollment Management 10 3.383 0.828 3.417 0.917 0.262 0.592 
President's Office 3 2.278 0.255 2.333 0.25 0.147 0.632 
Student Affairs 20 3.708 0.86 3.333 1.5 0.192 0.402 
University Advancement 13 2.923 1.387 2.5 1.833 0.385 0.838 

Figure 24. Distribution of scores of TL across divisions 
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Systems to Capture and Share Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Systems to Capture and Share Learning (ES) 
scores across divisions is shown in Table 32 and Figure 25, respectively. A QQ-Plot and 
a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.966, p=.001) of the distribution found that the data was not 
normally distributed. Consequently, a Kruskal-Wallis test was run. Additionally, an 
ANOVA was run, yielding similar results (see Appendix D). Results of the Kruskal-Wallis 
test (H(6)=16.69, p=.0105, 𝜂2=.068) produced a significant difference and moderate effect 
size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The null hypothesis was rejected, and it was concluded 
that the perception of employees of SSU on ES varies between divisions. Pairwise 
estimates of ES between divisions (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in Appendix 
C. Pairwise estimates did not reveal any Bonferroni-adjusted significance between pairs 
of divisions. 

Table 32. Summary statistics of ES across divisions 

Division n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 100 2.533 1.063 2.333 1.833 0.106 0.211 
Athletics 5 3.567 1.058 3.833 0.833 0.473 1.314 
Business and Financial 
Services 

18 2.324 1.143 2 1.292 0.269 0.568 

Enrollment Management 10 2.7 0.554 2.833 0.833 0.175 0.397 
President's Office 3 1.556 0.694 1.333 0.667 0.401 1.724 
Student Affairs 16 3.406 1.265 3.333 1.917 0.316 0.674 
University Advancement 12 2.931 0.963 2.5 0.75 0.278 0.612 

Figure 25. Distribution of scores of ES across divisions 
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Empower People 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Empower People (EP) scores across divisions 
are shown in Table 33 and Figure 26, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test 
(W=.975, p=.004) of the distribution found that the data was not normally distributed. 
Consequently, a Kruskal-Wallis test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that 
provided similar results (see Appendix D). Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test (H(6)=15.27, 
p=.0183, 𝜂2=.058) produced a significant difference but small effect size (Tomczak & 
Tomczak, 2014). The null hypothesis was rejected, and it was concluded that the 
perception of employees of SSU on EP varies between divisions. Pairwise estimates of 
EP between divisions (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in Appendix C. Pairwise 
estimates did not reveal any Bonferroni-adjusted significant differences between pairs of 
divisions. 

Table 33. Summary statistics of EP across divisions 

Division n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 102 2.727 0.947 2.667 1.292 0.094 0.186 
Athletics 5 2.9 1.636 2 2.667 0.731 2.031 
Business and Financial 
Services 

17 2.333 1.296 2.167 1.5 0.314 0.667 

Enrollment Management 10 2.917 0.746 3.083 1.25 0.236 0.534 
President's Office 3 1.889 0.631 2.167 0.583 0.364 1.567 
Student Affairs 18 3.528 1.034 3.583 1.708 0.244 0.514 
University Advancement 12 2.667 1.573 2.333 2 0.454 1 

Figure 26. Distribution of scores of EP across divisions 
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Connect the Organization to its Environment 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Connect the Organization to its Environment 
(SC) scores across divisions is shown in Table 34 and Figure 27, respectively. A QQ-Plot 
and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.986, p=.092) of the distribution found that the data were 
normally distributed. To maintain consistency of the evaluation tool, a Kruskal-Wallis test 
was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that provided similar results (see Appendix D). 
Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test (H(6)=9.76, p=.135) found no significant difference 
between divisions in SC. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it was 
concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on SC did not vary between divisions. 
Pairwise estimates of SC between divisions (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in 
Appendix C. Pairwise estimates revealed no Bonferroni-adjusted significant differences 
between any pairs of divisions. 

Table 34. Summary statistics of SC across divisions 

Division n mea
n 

sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 102 3.005 0.994 3 1.583 0.098 0.195 
Athletics 5 3.133 1.361 2.667 2.5 0.609 1.69 
Business and Financial 
Services 

17 2.657 0.992 2.833 1.5 0.241 0.51 

Enrollment Management 10 3.35 0.921 3.5 1.375 0.291 0.659 
President's Office 3 2.167 0.882 2.5 0.833 0.509 2.191 
Student Affairs 20 3.6 1.077 3.583 1.667 0.241 0.504 
University Advancement 12 3.264 1.498 3.167 1.542 0.433 0.952 
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Figure 27. Distribution of scores of SC across divisions 

 

 

Strategic Leadership 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Strategic Leadership (SL) scores across 
divisions is shown in Table 35 and Figure 28, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk 
test (W=.972, p=.002) of the distribution found that the data was not normally distributed. 
Consequently, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test was run. Additionally, an ANOVA 
was run, yielding similar results (see Appendix D). Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test 
(H(6)=18.32, p<0.00548, 𝜂2=.077) produced a significant difference and moderate effect 
size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The null hypothesis was rejected, and it was concluded 
that the perception of employees of SSU on SL varies between divisions. Pairwise 
estimates of SL between colleges (with Bonferroni correction) are provided in Appendix 
C. Pairwise estimates revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant difference between 
Academic Affairs and Student Affairs (p=.035) with an estimated difference in location 
parameters of -1.00 on the 6-point scale. It also revealed a Bonferroni-adjusted significant 
difference between Business and Financial Services and Student Affairs (p=.032) with an 
estimated difference in location parameters of -1.50 on the 6-point scale. 

Table 35. Summary statistics of SL across divisions 

Division n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 101 2.939 1.157 3 1.667 0.115 0.228 
Athletics 5 3.167 1.196 2.833 2 0.535 1.485 
Business and Financial 
Services 

17 2.441 1.195 2 1.5 0.29 0.614 
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Division n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Enrollment Management 10 3.367 0.661 3.25 0.708 0.209 0.473 
President's Office 3 2 0.882 2.333 0.833 0.509 2.191 
Student Affairs 19 3.851 0.978 3.833 1.25 0.224 0.471 
University Advancement 11 2.939 1.281 3 1.25 0.386 0.86 

Figure 28. Distribution of scores of SL across divisions 
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Overall Score 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Overall Score (OS) across divisions is shown 
in Table 36 and Figure 29, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.978, 
p=.018) of the distribution found that the data was not normally distributed. Consequently, 
a Kruskal-Wallis test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that provided similar results 
(see Appendix D). Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test (H(6)=10.62, p=.101) found no 
significant difference between divisions in OS. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, 
and so it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on OS did not vary 
between divisions. Pairwise estimates of OS between divisions (with Bonferroni 
correction) are provided in Appendix C. Pairwise estimates revealed no Bonferroni-
adjusted significant differences between any pairs of divisions. 

Table 36. Summary statistics of OS across divisions 

Division n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 92 2.868 0.916 2.819 1.243 0.096 0.19 
Athletics 5 3.006 1.263 2.147 2.179 0.565 1.568 
Business and Financial 
Services 

15 2.601 1.055 2.258 1.399 0.272 0.584 

Enrollment Management 9 3.043 0.562 3 0.774 0.187 0.432 
President's Office 3 2.079 0.371 2.127 0.369 0.214 0.922 
Student Affairs 14 3.496 0.937 3.413 1.449 0.25 0.541 
University Advancement 11 3.021 1.19 2.556 1.738 0.359 0.799 

 

Figure 29. Distribution of scores of OS across divisions 
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Detailed Findings for Supporting Question 2(c) 

Continuous Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Continuous Learning (CL) scores between 
Academic Affairs (AAF) staff and non-AAF staff is shown in Table 37 and Figure 30, 
respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.985, p=.287) of the distribution found 
that the data were normally distributed. To maintain consistency of the evaluation tool, a 
Mann-Whitney U test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that provided similar results 
(see Appendix D). Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=1359, p=.344) found no 
significant difference between AAF staff and non-AAF staff in CL. The null hypothesis 
could not be rejected, and so it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU 
on CL did not vary between AAF staff and non-AAF staff. 

Table 37. Summary statistics of CL between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

AAF Staff or non-AAF staff n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 37 3.328 1.026 3.429 1.429 0.169 0.342 
Non-Academic Affairs 66 3.152 1.096 3.143 1.429 0.135 0.269 

 

Figure 30. Distribution of scores of CL between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 
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Inquiry and Dialogue 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Inquiry and Dialogue (DI) scores between 
Academic Affairs (AAF) staff and non-AAF staff is shown in Table 38 and Figure 31, 
respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.983, p=.204) of the distribution found 
that the data were normally distributed. To maintain consistency of the evaluation tool, a 
Mann-Whitney U test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that provided similar results 
(see Appendix D). Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=1330, p=.304) found no 
significant difference between AAF staff and non-AAF staff in DI. The null hypothesis 
could not be rejected, and so it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU 
on DI did not vary between AAF staff and non-AAF staff. 

Table 38. Summary statistics of DI between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

AAF Staff or non-AAF Staff n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 37 3.117 0.977 3 1.333 0.161 0.326 
Non-Academic Affairs 64 2.948 1.057 2.833 1.542 0.132 0.264 

 

Figure 31. Distribution of scores of DI between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 
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Collaboration and Team Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Collaboration and Team Learning (TL) scores 
between Academic Affairs (AAF) staff and non-AAF staff is shown in Table 39 and Figure 
32, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.977, p=.072) of the distribution 
found that the data were normally distributed. To maintain consistency of the evaluation 
tool, a Mann-Whitney U test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that provided similar 
results (see Appendix D). Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=1341, p=.352) found 
no significant difference between AAF staff and non-AAF staff in TL. The null hypothesis 
could not be rejected, and so it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU 
on TL did not vary between AAF staff and non-AAF staff. 

Table 39. Summary statistics of TL between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

AAF Staff or non-AAF 
Staff 

n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 36 3.361 1.066 3.167 1.542 0.178 0.361 
Non-Academic Affairs 67 3.142 1.203 3 1.583 0.147 0.294 

 

Figure 32. Distribution of scores of TL between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 
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Systems to Capture and Share Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Systems to Capture and Share Learning (ES) 
scores between Academic Affairs (AAF) staff and non-AAF staff is shown in Table 40 and 
Figure 33, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.976, p=.069) of the 
distribution found that the data were normally distributed. To maintain consistency of the 
evaluation tool, a Mann-Whitney U test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that 
provided similar results (see Appendix D). Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=1037.5, 
p=.803) found no significant difference between AAF staff and non-AAF staff in ES. The 
null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it was concluded that the perception of 
employees of SSU on ES did not vary between AAF staff and non-AAF staff. 

Table 40. Summary statistics of ES between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

AAF Staff or non-AAF 
Staff 

n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 34 2.725 0.968 2.583 1.625 0.166 0.338 
Non-Academic Affairs 63 2.847 1.143 2.667 1.25 0.144 0.288 

 

Figure 33. Distribution of scores of ES between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 
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Empower People 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Empower People (EP) scores between 
Academic Affairs (AAF) staff and non-AAF staff is shown in Table 41 and Figure 34, 
respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.974, p=.047) of the distribution found 
that the data were normally distributed. To maintain consistency of the evaluation tool, a 
Mann-Whitney U test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that provided similar results 
(see Appendix D). Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=1070.5, p=.915) found no 
significant difference between AAF staff and non-AAF staff in EP. The null hypothesis 
could not be rejected, and so it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU 
on EP did not vary between AAF staff and non-AAF staff. 

Table 41. Summary statistics of EP between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

AAF Staff or non-AAF 
Staff 

n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 33 2.813 0.896 3 1.167 0.156 0.318 
Non-Academic Affairs 64 2.862 1.276 2.75 1.75 0.159 0.319 

 

Figure 34. Distribution of scores of EP between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 
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Connect the Organization to its Environment 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Connect the Organization to its Environment 
(SC) scores between Academic Affairs (AAF) staff and non-AAF staff is shown in Table 
42 and Figure 35, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.985, p=.341) of 
the distribution found that the data was not normally distributed. Consequently, a Mann-
Whitney U test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run, yielding similar results (see 
Appendix D). Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=1093, p=.835) found no significant 
difference between AAF staff and non-AAF staff in SC. The null hypothesis could not be 
rejected, and so it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on SC did not 
vary between AAF staff and non-AAF staff. 

Table 42. Summary statistics of SC between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

AAF Staff or non-AAF 
Staff 

n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 34 3.078 1.011 3 1.458 0.173 0.353 
Non-Academic Affairs 66 3.189 1.163 3.083 1.667 0.143 0.286 

 

Figure 35. Distribution of scores of SC between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 
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Strategic Leadership 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Strategic Leadership (SL) scores between 
Academic Affairs (AAF) staff and non-AAF staff is shown in Table 43 and Figure 36, 
respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.977, p=.087) of the distribution found 
that the data was not normally distributed. Consequently, a Mann-Whitney U test was run. 
In addition, an ANOVA was run, yielding similar results (see Appendix D). Results of the 
Mann-Whitney U test (U=1122, p=.448) found no significant difference between AAF staff 
and non-AAF staff in SL. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it was 
concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on SL did not vary between AAF staff 
and non-AAF staff. 

Table 43. Summary statistics of SL between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

AAF Staff or non-AAF 
Staff 

n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 32 3.307 1.132 3.25 1.542 0.2 0.408 
Non-Academic Affairs 64 3.148 1.167 3 1.708 0.146 0.292 

 

Figure 36. Distribution of scores of SL between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 
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Overall Score 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Overall Score (OS) scores between Academic 
Affairs (AAF) staff and non-AAF staff is shown in Table 44 and Figure 37, respectively. A 
QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.976, p=.108) of the distribution found that the data 
were normally distributed. To maintain consistency of the evaluation tool, a Mann-Whitney 
U test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run, yielding similar results (see Appendix D). 
Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=952, p=.553) found no significant difference 
between AAF staff and non-AAF staff in OS. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, 
and so it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on OS did not vary 
between AAF staff and non-AAF staff. 

Table 44. Summary statistics of OS between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

AAF Staff or non-AAF 
Staff 

n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Academic Affairs 31 3.022 0.836 2.968 1.226 0.15 0.306 
Non-Academic Affairs 57 2.98 1.024 2.825 1.417 0.136 0.272 

 

Figure 37. Distribution of scores of OS between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 
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Appendix B 

Detailed Findings for Supporting Question 3(a) 

Continuous Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Continuous Learning (CL) scores between 
faculty and staff are shown in Table 45 and Figure 38, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a 
Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.98, p=.011) of the distribution found that the data was not normally 
distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was run. Results of 
the Mann-Whitney U test (U=2809, p=.0037, r =.218) produced a significant difference 
but a small effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The estimated difference of location 
parameters was 0.43 less for faculty on the 6-point scale. The null hypothesis was 
rejected, and it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on CL varies 
between faculty and staff, though with a small effect size. 

Table 45. Summary statistics of CL between faculty and staff 

Employee Type n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Faculty 72 2.752 1.046 2.714 1.571 0.123 0.246 

Staff 105 3.238 1.073 3.286 1.571 0.105 0.208 

Figure 38. Distribution of scores of CL between faculty and staff 
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Inquiry and Dialogue 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Inquiry and Dialogue (DI) scores between 
faculty and staff are shown in Table 46 and Figure 39, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a 
Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.976, p=.004) of the distribution found that the data was not 
normally distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was run. 
Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=3268.5, p=.276) found no significant difference 
between faculty and staff in DI. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it was 
concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on DI did not vary between faculty 
and staff. 

Table 46. Summary statistics of DI between faculty and staff 

Employee Type n mean sd median iqr se ci 

Faculty 69 2.87 1.066 2.667 1.667 0.128 0.256 

Staff 105 3.008 1.01 3 1.333 0.099 0.196 

Figure 39. Distribution of scores of DI between faculty and staff 
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Collaboration and Team Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Collaboration and Team Learning (TL) scores 
between faculty and staff are shown in Table 47 and Figure 40, respectively. A QQ-Plot 
and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.98, p=.014) of the distribution found that the data was not 
normally distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was run. 
Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=3437.5, p=.442) found no significant difference 
between faculty and staff in TL. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it was 
concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on TL did not vary between faculty 
and staff. 

Table 47. Summary statistics of TL between faculty and staff 

Employee Type n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Faculty 69 3.01 1.142 3 1.5 0.137 0.274 

Staff 107 3.19 1.148 3 1.583 0.111 0.22 

Figure 40. Distribution of scores of TL between faculty and staff 
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Systems to Capture and Share Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Systems to Capture and Share Learning (ES) 
scores between faculty and staff are shown in Table 48 and Figure 41, respectively. A 
QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.97, p=.0005) of the distribution found that the data 
was not normally distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was 
run. Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=2652.5, p=.0227, r =.176) produced a 
significant difference but a small effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The estimated 
difference of location parameters was 0.33 less for faculty on the 6-point scale. The null 
hypothesis was rejected, and it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU 
on ES varies between faculty and staff, though with a small effect size. 

Table 48. Summary statistics of ES between faculty and staff 

Employee Type n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Faculty 67 2.423 1.098 2.333 1.667 0.134 0.268 

Staff 100 2.802 1.074 2.667 1.5 0.107 0.213 

Figure 41. Distribution of scores of ES between faculty and staff 
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Empower People 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Empower People (EP) scores between faculty 
and staff are shown in Table 49 and Figure 42, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-
Wilk test (W=.975, p=.003) of the distribution found that the data was not normally 
distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was run. Results of 
the Mann-Whitney U test (U=3266, p=.459) found no significant difference between 
faculty and staff in EP. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it was concluded 
that the perception of employees of SSU on EP did not vary between faculty and staff. 

Table 49. Summary statistics of EP between faculty and staff 

Employee Type n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Faculty 70 2.667 0.98 2.5 1.292 0.117 0.234 

Staff 100 2.818 1.156 2.833 1.5 0.116 0.229 

Figure 42. Distribution of scores of EP between faculty and staff 
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Connect the Organization to its Environment 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Connect the Organization to its Environment 
(SC) scores between faculty and staff are shown in Table 50 and Figure 43, respectively. 
A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.987, p=.104) of the distribution found that the data 
were normally distributed. To maintain consistency of the evaluation tool, a Mann-Whitney 
U test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that provided similar results (see Appendix 
D). Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=3115.5, p=.171) found no significant 
difference between faculty and staff in SC. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and 
so it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on SC did not vary between 
faculty and staff. 

Table 50. Summary statistics of SC between faculty and staff 

Employee Type n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Faculty 69 2.947 0.999 2.833 1.5 0.12 0.24 

Staff 103 3.173 1.104 3.167 1.667 0.109 0.216 

Figure 43. Distribution of scores of SC between faculty and staff 
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Strategic Leadership 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Strategic Leadership (SL) scores between 
faculty and staff are shown in Table 51 and Figure 44, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a 
Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.973, p=.002) of the distribution found that the data was not 
normally distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was run. 
Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=2575.5, p=.0045, r =.219) produced a significant 
difference but a small effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The estimated difference 
of location parameters was 0.50 less for faculty on the 6-point scale. The null hypothesis 
was rejected, and it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on SL varies 
between faculty and staff, though with a small effect size. 

Table 51. Summary statistics of SL between faculty and staff 

Employee Type n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Faculty 70 2.743 1.147 2.667 1.625 0.137 0.273 

Staff 99 3.224 1.146 3.167 1.583 0.115 0.229 

Figure 44. Distribution of scores of SL between faculty and staff 
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Overall Score 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Overall Score (OS) between faculty and staff 
are shown in Table 52 and Figure 45, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test 
(W=.979, p=.02) of the distribution found that the data was not normally distributed. 
Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was run. Results of the Mann-
Whitney U test (U=2385, p=.208) found no significant difference between faculty and staff 
in OS. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it was concluded that the 
perception of employees of SSU on OS did not vary between faculty and staff. 

Table 52. Summary statistics of OS between faculty and staff 

Employee Type n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Faculty 61 2.789 0.952 2.563 1.075 0.122 0.244 

Staff 89 2.994 0.952 2.917 1.44 0.101 0.2 

Figure 45. Distribution of scores of OS between faculty and staff 
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Detailed Findings for Supporting Question 3(b) 

Continuous Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Continuous Learning (CL) scores between 
leadership and non-leadership is shown in Table 53 and Figure 46, respectively. A QQ-
Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.98, p=.013) of the distribution found that the data was 
not normally distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was run. 
In addition, an ANOVA was run that yielded similar results (see Appendix D). Results of 
the Mann-Whitney U test (U=1341.5, p=.309) found no significant difference between 
leadership and non-leadership in CL. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it 
was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on CL did not vary between 
leadership and non-leadership. 

Table 53. Summary statistics of CL between leadership and non-leadership 

Leadership or Not n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Leadership 20 2.779 0.787 2.786 1.071 0.176 0.368 

Not Leadership 156 3.08 1.117 3 1.714 0.089 0.177 

Figure 46. Distribution of scores of CL between leadership and non-leadership 
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Inquiry and Dialogue 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Inquiry and Dialogue (DI) scores between 
leadership and non-leadership is shown in Table 54 and Figure 47, respectively. A QQ-
Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.976, p=.005) of the distribution found that the data was 
not normally distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was run. 
Additionally, an ANOVA was run that yielded similar results (see Appendix D). Results of 
the Mann-Whitney U test (U=1658, p=.775) found no significant difference between 
leadership and non-leadership in DI. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it 
was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on DI did not vary between 
leadership and non-leadership. 

Table 54. Summary statistics of DI between leadership and non-leadership 

Leadership or Not  n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Leadership 21 2.992 0.846 2.833 1 0.185 0.385 

Not Leadership 152 2.95 1.061 2.833 1.542 0.086 0.17 

Figure 47. Distribution of scores of DI between leadership and non-leadership 
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Collaboration and Team Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Collaboration and Team Learning (TL) scores 
between leadership and non-leadership are shown in Table 55 and Figure 48, 
respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.98, p=.014) of the distribution found 
that the data was not normally distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-
Whitney U test was run. Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=1428, p=.386) found no 
significant difference between leadership and non-leadership in TL. The null hypothesis 
could not be rejected, and so it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU 
on TL did not vary between leadership and non-leadership. 

Table 55. Summary statistics of TL between leadership and non-leadership 

Leadership or Not n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Leadership 21 2.905 0.963 2.833 1.667 0.21 0.438 

Not Leadership 154 3.153 1.17 3 1.667 0.094 0.186 

Figure 48. Distribution of scores of TL between leadership and non-leadership 
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Systems to Capture and Share Learning 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Systems to Capture and Share Learning (ES) 
scores between leadership and non-leadership is shown in Table 56 and Figure 49, 
respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.967, p=.001) of the distribution found 
that the data was not normally distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-
Whitney U test was run. Additionally, an ANOVA was run, yielding similar results (see 
Appendix D). Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=1007.5, p=.0123, r =.194) produced 
a significant difference but a small effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The estimated 
difference of location parameters was 0.66 less for leadership on the 6-point scale. The 
null hypothesis was rejected, and it was concluded that the perception of employees of 
SSU on ES varies between leadership and non-leadership, though with a small effect 
size. 

Table 56. Summary statistics of ES between leadership and non-leadership 

Leadership or Not n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Leadership 21 2.119 0.922 2 1 0.201 0.42 

Not Leadership 145 2.738 1.095 2.667 1.5 0.091 0.18 

Figure 49. Distribution of scores of ES between leadership and non-leadership 
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Empower People 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Empower People (EP) scores between 
leadership and non-leadership are shown in Table 57 and Figure 50, respectively. A QQ-
Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.975, p=.004) of the distribution found that the data was 
not normally distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was run. 
Additionally, an ANOVA was run, yielding similar results (see Appendix D). Results of the 
Mann-Whitney U test (U=1114.5, p=.0362, r=.161)  produced a significant difference but 
a small effect size (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014). The estimated difference of location 
parameters was 0.50 less for leadership on the 6-point scale. The null hypothesis was 
rejected, and it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on ES varies 
between leadership and non-leadership, though with a small effect size. 

Table 57. Summary statistics of EP between leadership and non-leadership 

Leadership or Not n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Leadership 21 2.31 0.775 2.167 1 0.169 0.353 

Not Leadership 148 2.831 1.105 2.833 1.5 0.091 0.179 

Figure 50. Distribution of scores of EP between leadership and non-leadership 
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Connect the Organization to its Environment 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Connect the Organization to its Environment 
(SC) scores between leadership and non-leadership are shown in Table 58 and Figure 
51, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.986, p=.097) of the distribution 
found that the data were normally distributed. To maintain consistency of the evaluation 
tool, a Mann-Whitney U test was run. In addition, an ANOVA was run that provided similar 
results (see Appendix D). Results of the Mann-Whitney U test (U=1227, p=.174) found 
no significant difference between leadership and non-leadership in SC. The null 
hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it was concluded that the perception of 
employees of SSU on SC did not vary between leadership and non-leadership. 

Table 58. Summary statistics of SC between leadership and non-leadership 

Leadership or Not n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Leadership 20 2.767 0.953 2.75 1.417 0.213 0.446 

Not Leadership 151 3.138 1.065 3 1.667 0.087 0.171 

Figure 51. Distribution of scores of SC between leadership and non-leadership 
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Strategic Leadership 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Strategic Leadership (SL) scores between 
leadership and non-leadership is shown in Table 59 and Figure 52, respectively. A QQ-
Plot and a Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.974, p=.003) of the distribution found that the data was 
not normally distributed. Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was run. 
Additionally, an ANOVA was run, yielding similar results (see Appendix D). Results of the 
Mann-Whitney U test (U=1334.5, p=.477) found no significant difference between 
leadership and non-leadership in SL. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so it 
was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on SL did not vary between 
leadership and non-leadership. 

Table 59. Summary statistics of SL between leadership and non-leadership 

Leadership or Not n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Leadership 20 2.817 0.978 2.917 1.375 0.219 0.458 

Not Leadership 148 3.065 1.184 3 1.833 0.097 0.192 

Figure 52. Distribution of scores of SL between leadership and non-leadership 
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Overall Score 
Summary statistics and distribution of the Overall Score (OS) between leadership and 
non-leadership is shown in Table 60 and Figure 53, respectively. A QQ-Plot and a 
Shapiro-Wilk test (W=.979, p=.024) of the distribution found that the data was not 
normally distributed. Additionally, an ANOVA was run, yielding similar results (see 
Appendix D). Consequently, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was run. Results of 
the Mann-Whitney U test (U=918, p=.224) found no significant difference between 
leadership and non-leadership in OS. The null hypothesis could not be rejected, and so 
it was concluded that the perception of employees of SSU on OS did not vary between 
leadership and non-leadership. 

Table 60. Summary statistics of OS between leadership and non-leadership 

Leadership or Not n mean sd media
n 

iqr se ci 

Leadership 17 2.65 0.693 2.496 1.198 0.168 0.356 

Not Leadership 132 2.953 0.977 2.835 1.313 0.085 0.168 

Figure 53. Distribution of scores of OS between leadership and non-leadership 
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Appendix C 

Pairwise Estimates between Colleges 

Table 61. Pairwise estimates of CL between colleges 
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Table 62. Pairwise estimates of DI between colleges 
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Table 63. Pairwise estimates of TL between colleges 
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Table 64. Pairwise estimates of ES between colleges 
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Table 65. Pairwise estimates of EP between colleges 
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Table 66. Pairwise estimates of SC between colleges 
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Table 67. Pairwise estimates of SL between colleges 
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Table 68. Pairwise estimates of OS between colleges 
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Pairwise Estimates between Divisions 

Table 69. Pairwise estimates of CL between divisions 
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Table 70. Pairwise estimates of DI between divisions 
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Table 71. Pairwise estimates of TL between divisions 
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Table 72. Pairwise estimates of ES between divisions 
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Table 73. Pairwise estimates of EP between divisions 
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Table 74. Pairwise estimates of SC between divisions 
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Table 75. Pairwise estimates of SL between divisions 
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Table 76. Pairwise estimates of OS between divisions 
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Appendix D 

Overall ANOVA 

Table 77. ANOVA of scores across dimensions 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F 
Value 

Pr(>F) Signif. Eta.sq Magnit. 

College 6 31.9 5.319 4.413 0.000201 *** 0.02 Small 
Residuals 1198 1443.9 1.205       

  

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Colleges ANOVA 

Continuous Learning 

Table 78. ANOVA of CL across colleges 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. Eta.sq Magnit. 

College 3 24.32 8.107 7.753 0.000137 *** 0.23 Large 

Residuals 77 80.52 1.046       
  

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Table 79. Tukey test of CL between colleges 

 

Inquiry and Dialogue 

Table 80. ANOVA of DI across colleges 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. Eta.sq Magnit. 

College 3 19.53 6.509 6.609 0.0005 *** 0.21 Large 

Residuals 76 74.85 0.985       
  

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Table 81. Tukey test of DI between colleges 

 

The Tukey comparison did not detect the significant difference detected between CLASS 
and COTE by the Wilcoxon pairwise test. It also detected a more significant difference 
between COST and CLASS. Given the non-normal distribution of data, these results were 
not accepted. 

Collaboration and Team Learning 

Table 82. ANOVA of TL across colleges 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F Value Pr(>F) Signif
. 

Eta.sq Magnit. 

College 3 23.37 7.791 6.886 0.00038 *** 0.22 Large 
Residuals 73 82.59 1.131         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Table 83. Tukey test of TL between colleges 

College 1 College 2 diff lwr upr p.adj Signif. 

College of Liberal 
Arts and Sciences 

College of Business 
Administration 

-1.109 -2.593 0.374 0.2101 ns 

College of Science 
and Technology 

College of Business 
Administration 

0.025 -1.455 1.506 1 ns 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of Business 
Administration 

-0.063 -1.775 1.65 1 ns 

College of Science 
and Technology 

College of Liberal Arts 
and Sciences 

1.135 0.441 1.828 0.0003 *** 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of Liberal Arts 
and Sciences 

1.047 -0.059 2.152 0.0699 ns 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of Science and 
Technology 

-0.088 -1.19 1.014 0.9967 ns 

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05
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Systems to Capture and Share Learning 

Table 84. ANOVA of ES across colleges 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F Value Pr(>F) Signif. Eta.s
q 

Magnit. 

College 3 9.52 3.173 2.801 0.0461 * 0.11 Moderat
e 

Residuals 71 80.43 1.133         
Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Table 85. Tukey test of ES between colleges 

 

Empower People 

Table 86. ANOVA of EP across colleges 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F Value Pr(>F) Signif
. 

Eta.s
q 

Magnit
. 

College 3 13.47 4.488 5.426 0.00202 ** 0.18 Large 
Residuals 72 59.56 0.827         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Table 87. Tukey test of EP between colleges 

College 1 College 2 diff lwr upr p.adj signif. 

College of Liberal Arts 
and Sciences 

College of 
Business 
Administration 

-0.899 -
2.166 

0.36
7 

0.251
4 

ns 

College of Science and 
Technology 

College of 
Business 
Administration 

-0.063 -
1.331 

1.20
6 

0.999
2 

ns 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of 
Business 
Administration 

-0.024 -
1.523 

1.47
6 

1 ns 

College of Science and 
Technology 

College of Liberal 
Arts and Sciences 

0.836 0.243 1.43 0.002
3 

** 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of Liberal 
Arts and Sciences 

0.875 -
0.120 

1.87
1 

0.104
7 

ns 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of Science 
and Technology 

0.039 -
0.959 

1.03
7 

0.999
6 

ns 

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05  
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Connect the Organization to its Environment 

Table 88. ANOVA of SC across colleges 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F Value Pr(>F) Signif
. 

Eta.s
q 

Magnit
. 

College 3 17.92 5.975 6.774 0.00044 *** 0.22 Large 
Residuals 71 62.62 0.882         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Table 89. Tukey test of SC between colleges 

College 1 College 2 diff lwr upr p.adj signi
f. 

College of Liberal Arts 
and Sciences 

College of Business 
Administration 

-0.745 -
2.053 

0.56
3 

0.443
9 

ns 

College of Science and 
Technology 

College of Business 
Administration 

0.286 -
1.024 

1.59
7 

0.939
2 

ns 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of Business 
Administration 

0.056 -
1.539 

1.65
0 

0.999
7 

ns 

College of Science and 
Technology 

College of Liberal 
Arts and Sciences 

1.031 0.418 1.64
4 

0.000
2 

*** 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of Liberal 
Arts and Sciences 

0.801 -
0.296 

1.89
7 

0.228
7 

ns 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of Science 
and Technology 

-0.231 -
1.330 

0.86
8 

0.945
5 

ns 

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05  
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Strategic Leadership 

Table 90. ANOVA of SL across colleges 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F Value Pr(>F) Signif
. 

Eta.s
q 

Magnit
. 

College 3 28.43 9.477 8.175 0.00009 **** 0.25 Large 
Residuals 73 84.63 1.159         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

ANOVA detected a more significant relationship than Kruskal-Wallis. Given the non-
normal distribution of data, this finding was not accepted. 

Table 91. Tukey test of SL between colleges 
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Overall Score 

Table 92. ANOVA of OS across colleges 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F 
Value 

Pr(>F) Signif. Eta.sq Magnit
. 

College 3 16.10 5.367 6.949 0.00040 *** 0.25 Large 
Residuals 64 49.43 0.772         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

 

Table 93. Tukey test of OS between colleges 

College 1 College 2 diff lwr upr p.adj Signi
f. 

College of Liberal Arts 
and Sciences 

College of 
Business 
Administration 

-0.947 -
2.179 

0.28
4 

0.188
4 

ns 

College of Science and 
Technology 

College of 
Business 
Administration 

0.552 -
1.187 

1.29
7 

0.999
4 

ns 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of 
Business 
Administration 

-0.082 -
1.578 

1.41
5 

0.998
9 

ns 

College of Science and 
Technology 

College of Liberal 
Arts and Sciences 

1.002 0.392 1.61
2 

0.000
3 

*** 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of Liberal 
Arts and Sciences 

0.865 -
0.168 

1.89
9 

0.132
0 

ns 

College of Teacher 
Education 

College of Science 
and Technology 

-0.137 -
1.183 

0.90
9 

0.985
8 

ns 

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05  
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Divisions ANOVA 

Continuous Learning 

Table 94. ANOVA of CL across divisions 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Division 6 14.05 2.342 2.076 0.0585 ns 
Residuals 168 189.52 1.128       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

 

Table 95. Tukey test of CL between divisions 

 

 

Tukey comparisons of means found one significant difference between Student Affairs 
and Academic Affairs that was not detected with the Wilcoxon pairwise test. Given the 
non-normality of distribution, this result was not accepted. 
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Inquiry and Dialogue 

Table 96. ANOVA of DI across divisions 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Division 6 4.82 0.8041 0.733 0.623 ns 
Residuals 163 178.74 1.0966       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Table 97. Tukey test of DI between divisions 
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Collaboration and Team Learning 

Table 98. ANOVA of TL across divisions 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Division 6 14.6 2.433 1.891 0.0852 ns 
Residuals 165 212.3 1.287       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Table 99. Tukey test of TL between divisions 
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Systems to Capture and Share Learning 

Table 100. ANOVA of ES across divisions 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F Value Pr(>F) Signi
f. 

Eta.s
q 

Magnit. 

Division 6 21.19 3.531 3.143 0.00616 ** 0.107 Moderat
e 

Residuals 157 176.42 1.124         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Table 101. Tukey test of ES between divisions 

 

Tukey comparisons of means found one significant difference between Student Affairs 
and Academic Affairs that was not detected with the Wilcoxon pairwise test. Given the 
non-normality of distribution, this result was not accepted. 
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Empower People 

Table 102. ANOVA of EP across divisions 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F Value Pr(>F) Signi
f. 

Eta.s
q 

Magnit. 

Division 6 16.52 2.754 2.457 0.0267 * 0.084 Moderat
e 

Residuals 160 179.35 1.121         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

The effect size magnitude was moderate in ANOVA, but small in Kruskal-Wallis. Given 
the non-normal distribution of the data, the Kruskal-Wallis effect size was accepted. 

Table 103. Tukey test of EP between divisions 

 

Tukey comparisons of means found one significant difference between Student Affairs 
and Business and Financial Services that was not detected with the Wilcoxon pairwise 
test. Given the non-normality of distribution, this result was not accepted. 
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Connect the Organization to its Environment 

Table 104. ANOVA of SC across divisions 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Division 6 12.65 2.109 1.911 0.0819 ns 
Residuals 162 178.76 1.103       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Table 105. Tukey test of SC between divisions 
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Strategic Leadership 

Table 106. ANOVA of SL across divisions 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F Value Pr(>F) Signif
. 

Eta.s
q 

Magnit. 

Division 6 23.95 3.992 3.151 0.0060
2 

** 0.106 Moderat
e 

Residuals 159 201.42 1.267         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Table 107. Tukey test of SL between divisions 

 

Tukey comparisons of means found significance between the same pairs, but the degree 
of significance was greater for Student Affairs and Business and Financial Services. 
Given the non-normality of the distribution, this finding was not accepted. 
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Overall Scores 

Table 108. ANOVA of OS across divisions 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Division 6 8.82 1.4695 1.646 0.139 ns 
Residuals 142 126.76 0.8927       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Table 109. Tukey test of OS between divisions 
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Faculty vs. Staff ANOVA 

Continuous Learning 

Table 110. ANOVA of CL between faculty and staff 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F Value Pr(>F) Signif
. 

Eta.s
q 

Magnit. 

Emp. Type 1 10.09 10.093 8.941 0.00319 ** 0.05 Small 
Residuals 175 197.54 1.129         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Inquiry and Dialogue 

Table 111. ANOVA of DI between faculty and staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Emp. Type 1 0.8 0.7972 0.747 0.388 ns 
Residuals 172 183.5 1.0666       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Collaboration and Team Learning 

Table 112. ANOVA of TL between faculty and staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Emp. Type 1 1.36 1.365 1.04 0.309 ns 
Residuals 174 228.30 1.312       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Systems to Capture and Share Learning 

Table 113. ANOVA of ES between faculty and staff 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F Value Pr(>F) Signif
. 

Eta.s
q 

Magnit
. 

Emp. Type 1 5.76 5.756 4.901 0.0282 * 0.03 Small 
Residuals 165 193.78 1.174         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Empower People 

Table 114. ANOVA of EP between faculty and staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Emp. Type 1 0.95 0.9472 0.801 0.372 ns 
Residuals 168 198.62 1.1822       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Connect the Organization to its Environment 

Table 115. ANOVA of SC between faculty and staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Emp. Type 1 2.12 2.116 1.871 0.173 ns 
Residuals 170 192.19 1.131       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Strategic Leadership 

Table 116. ANOVA of SL between faculty and staff 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F Value Pr(>F) Signif
. 

Eta.s
q 

Magnit
. 

Emp. Type 1 9.49 9.489 7.222 0.00793 ** 0.04 Small 
Residuals 167 219.44 1.314         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Overall Score 

Table 117. ANOVA of OS between faculty and staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Emp. Type 1 1.52 1.5207 1.679 0.197 ns 
Residuals 148 134.06 0.9058       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

AAF Staff vs. Non-AAF Staff ANOVA 

Continuous Learning 

Table 118. ANOVA of CL between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

AAF/Not 1 0.74 0.740 0.644 0.424 ns 
Residuals 101 115.99 1.148       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Inquiry and Dialogue 

Table 119. ANOVA of DI between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

AAF/Not 1 0.67 0.6712 0.634 0.428 ns 
Residuals 99 104.82 1.0588       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Collaboration and Team Learning 

Table 120. ANOVA of TL between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

AAF/Not 1 1.13 1.126 0.841 0.361 ns 
Residuals 101 135.32 1.340       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Systems to Capture and Share Learning 

Table 121. ANOVA of ES between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

AAF/Not 1 0.32 0.3237 0.275 0.275 ns 
Residuals 95 111.95 1.1785       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Empower People 

Table 122. ANOVA of EP between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

AAF/Not 1 0.05 0.052 0.038 0.845 ns 
Residuals 95 128.24 1.350       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Connect the Organization to its Environment 

Table 123. ANOVA of SC between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

AAF/Not 1 0.28 0.2763 0.223 0.638 ns 
Residuals 98 121.62 1.2410       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Strategic Leadership 

Table 124. ANOVA of SL between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

AAF/Not 1 0.54 0.5383 0.403 0.527 ns 
Residuals 94 125.57 1.3358       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Overall Score 

Table 125. ANOVA of OS between AAF staff and non-AAF staff 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

AAF/Not 1 0.04 0.0354 0.038 0.845 ns 
Residuals 86 79.65 0.9262       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Leadership vs. Non-Leadership ANOVA 

Continuous Learning 

Table 126. ANOVA of CL between leadership and non-leadership 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Leadership/Not 1 1.61 1.607 1.363 0.245 ns 
Residuals 174 205.21 1.179       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Inquiry and Dialogue 

Table 127. ANOVA of DI between leadership and non-leadership 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Leadership/Not 1 0.03 0.0333 0.031 0.861 ns 
Residuals 171 184.14 1.0768       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Collaboration and Team Learning 

Table 128. ANOVA of TL between leadership and non-leadership 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Leadership/Not 1 1.14 1.135 0.861 0.355 ns 
Residuals 173 228.14 1.319       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Systems to Capture and Share Learning 

Table 129. ANOVA of ES between leadership and non-leadership 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F 
Value 

Pr(>F) Signif
. 

Eta.s
q 

Magni
t. 

Leadership/No
t 

1 7.03 7.026 6.072 0.0148 * 0.036 Small 

Residuals 164 189.77 1.157         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Empower People 

Table 130. ANOVA of EP between leadership and non-leadership 

  df Sum 
Sq 

Mean 
Sq 

F 
Value 

Pr(>F) Signif
. 

Eta.s
q 

Magni
t. 

Leadership/No
t 

1 5.0 5.003 4.364 0.0382 * 0.025 Small 

Residuals 167 191.5 1.146         

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Connect the Organization to its Environment 

Table 131. ANOVA of SC between leadership and non-leadership 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Leadership/Not 1 2.43 2.435 2.194 0.14 ns 
Residuals 169 187.51 1.109       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 

Strategic Leadership 

Table 132. ANOVA of SL between leadership and non-leadership 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Leadership/Not 1 1.09 1.089 0.806 .371 ns 
Residuals 166 224.36 1.352       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Overall Score 

Table 133. ANOVA of OS between leadership and non-leadership 

  df Sum Sq Mean Sq F Value Pr(>F) Signif. 

Leadership/Not 1 1.39 1.3861 1.535 0.217 ns 
Residuals 147 132.76 0.9031       

Note: ****p<.0001, ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05 
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Appendix E 

Survey 
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Appendix F 

Permission to use DLOQ 

Dear Dr. Marsick, 

I am a doctoral student at Vanderbilt University completing a capstone project in 
Leadership and Learning in Organizations. I have thoroughly enjoyed reading and 
learning from your work and I am writing to ask written permission to use the Dimensions 
of the Learning Organizations Questionnaire (DLOQ) in my research study. My study will 
utilize the DLOQ to measure the learning culture of a medium-sized, primarily 
undergraduate HBCU, as well as to provide insights for the development of interventions 
for improvement. My research is being supervised by my professor, Dr. Tracey 
Armstrong. 

I plan to provide the DLOQ (in its entirety) electronically to all full-time employees at the 
university. In addition to using the instrument, I also ask your permission to reproduce it 
in my capstone report Appendix. The capstone report was published in the Vanderbilt 
University Library’s archives. 

I would like to use [and reproduce] your DLOQ under the following conditions: 

● I will use the DLOQ only for my research study and will not sell or use it for any 
other purposes 

● I will include a statement of attribution and copyright on all copies of the instrument. 
If you have a specific statement of attribution that you would like for me to include, 
please provide it in your response. 

● At your request, I will send a copy of my completed research study to you upon 
completion of the study and/or provide a hyperlink to the final manuscript 

If you do not control the copyright for these materials, I would appreciate any information 
you can provide concerning the proper person or organization I should contact. 

If these are acceptable terms and conditions, please indicate so by replying to me through 
e-mail at michael.rothlisberger@vanderbilt.edu. 

 

Sincerely, 

Michael Rothlisberger 

Response 

 

Dear Mr. Rothlisberger, 

I have shared this with my co-author, Dr. Karen Watkins, and we both agree to the 
provisions in your email to provide our consent to your use of the DLOQ in your study. 
We look forward to seeing the results ... the study looks very interesting! 

Regards 

Dr. Marsick  
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Appendix G 

Survey recruitment communication 

 

Dear SSU Faculty & Staff: 

  

I would like to invite you to participate in a survey to help us understand more about the 
perspectives of full-time employees of Savannah State University about our 
organizational learning culture. The survey will only take 5-10 minutes to complete. I 
believe this information was invaluable in determining ways that the institution might 
improve for our employees and students. I appreciate your willingness to share your 
perspectives. 

  

This research is being conducted by Michael Rothlisberger, a doctoral student at 
Vanderbilt University. You can find important consent information attached. 

  

The link for the survey can be found at: http://bit.ly/SavannahStateSurvey 

  

Thank you for taking the time to provide this important information. 

  

Regards, 

  

  

Kimberly Ballard-Washington, J.D. 

Interim President 

 

 

https://nam04.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbit.ly%2FSavannahStateSurvey&data=01%7C01%7Cnoblel%40savannahstate.edu%7C3f84491d5efa4ed85e2808d7a686e9d5%7C1400c49cd2484077a6a793501c7899d5%7C1&sdata=n0Cx4DxO6Y7YmGRKbtzhC%2FAEoTOX%2FAVFOZCjSQhp46c%3D&reserved=0
https://nam04.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbit.ly%2FSavannahStateSurvey&data=01%7C01%7Cnoblel%40savannahstate.edu%7C3f84491d5efa4ed85e2808d7a686e9d5%7C1400c49cd2484077a6a793501c7899d5%7C1&sdata=n0Cx4DxO6Y7YmGRKbtzhC%2FAEoTOX%2FAVFOZCjSQhp46c%3D&reserved=0
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Appendix H 
Figure 54. Dashboard - waitlists 
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Figure 55. Dashboard - course detail 
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Figure 56. Dashboard - failure rates 
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Figure 57. Dashboard - retention 

 

 

Figure 58. Dashboard - teaching productivity 

 


