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ABSTRACT

Introduction: organizational climate is a key factor in employee performance and satisfaction. In this 
study, the validity and reliability of an organizational climate scale in agroindustrial companies in Peru was 
examined. 
Objective:  to analyze the psychometric properties of an organizational climate scale adapted to Peruvian 
Spanish. Methods: A methodological study was carried out. Demographic data were collected, as well as 
responses to an organizational climate questionnaire. 
Results: the data were analyzed using confirmatory factorial analysis (CFA). The reliability of the instrument 
was high (α = 0,92). However, the factor loadings of several items were not adequate, so a unidimensional 
model was tested, then a model with adequate factor loadings, and finally an optimal model. In this last 
9-item model, the fit was optimal, and the factor loading was adequate for all items. 
Conclusion: overall, the organizational climate scale demonstrated good reliability and validity in this 
context of agroindustrial companies in Peru. However, some items needed to be revised to improve the 
scale’s accuracy. These findings provide a valuable tool for measuring the organizational climate in these 
types of companies and pave the way for future research in this field.

Keywords: Organizational Climate; Agroindustrial Companies; Confirmatory Factor Analysis; Validity; 
Reliability.

RESUMEN

Introducción: el clima organizacional es un factor clave en el rendimiento y la satisfacción de los empleados. 
En este estudio, se examinó la validez y la confiabilidad de una escala de clima organizacional en empresas 
agroindustriales en Perú. 
Objetivo: analizar las propiedades psicométricas de una escala de clima organizacional adaptada al español 
peruano. 
Métodos: se realizó un estudio metodológico. Se recopilaron datos demográficos, así como respuestas a un 
cuestionario de clima organizacional. 
Resultados: los datos se analizaron utilizando análisis factorial confirmatorio (CFA). La confiabilidad del 
instrumento fue alta (α = 0,92). Sin embargo, las cargas factoriales de varios ítems no fueron adecuadas, por 
lo que se probó un modelo unidimensional, luego un modelo con cargas factoriales adecuadas y, finalmente, 
un modelo óptimo. En este último modelo de 9 ítems, el ajuste fue óptimo y la carga factorial fue adecuada 
para todos los ítems. 
Conclusión: en general, la escala de clima organizacional demostró buena confiabilidad y validez en este
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contexto de empresas agroindustriales en Perú. Sin embargo, algunos ítems necesitaban ser revisados para 
mejorar la precisión de la escala. Estos hallazgos proporcionan una herramienta valiosa para medir el clima 
organizacional en este tipo de empresas y abren el camino para futuras investigaciones en este campo.

Palabras clave: Clima Organizacional; Empresas Agroindustriales; Análisis Factorial Confirmatorio; Validez; 
Confiabilidad.

INTRODUCTION
Organizational climate is understood as the internal environment of the organization experienced 

and perceived by employees that influences their behavior, constituting an institutional value system.(1,2) 
Organizational climate is defined as a set of attributes of the work environment,(3) in terms of values,(4) a 
key factor,(5) intervening in the system and individual behavior,(6,7) as well as in the organization's processes(8) 
providing a culture (9) and a global institutional vision(10) fundamental for development that acts on the behavior 
of its members,(5) through shared knowledge, experiences and procedures(8) perceived,(11) related to its internal 
environment(12,13) that impacts the work environment,(14,15) also configures the personality and character of the 
organization(16) to facilitate the achievement of proposed goals(17) based on the link between the organizational 
situation and its members. Such perception of the climate is not only more descriptive, independent of 
individuals, but also affective,(18) this is individual as psychological climate(19) and shared as aggregate climate.
(20)

Organizational climate has been a construct seriously investigated, in the last three decades due to its 
importance for the company,(21) to know for the individual and organizational results both in the internal structure 
and in the environmental context.(22) The findings confirm that the organizational climate plays a primary 
function in organizations,(23) as a critical variable to improve individual and team effectiveness, therefore the 
institutional efficiency(24) that builds the context to study organizational behavior from individual and group 
behaviors(25,26) and their respective expectations.(27) In this sense, the climate, a construct that explains various 
business variables, has allowed to show effects on important results at the individual, group and organizational 
level.(28) Climatic perceptions have positive consequences that impact performance and other attitudinal and 
behavioral outcomes.(21) The organizational climate has also been measured as an effective resource to recover 
from adverse situations, as it promotes resilience and adaptability in the work environment.(29)

The measurement of the organizational climate has motivated the construction of various scales, 
because the measurement of a variable is deduced from intertwined theoretical assumptions that imply the 
verification of its correlate in reality through dimensions or not, because when the instruments obeyed to 
social or environmental environments, the climate was characterized by few dimensions, however when the 
evaluative or subjective approach predominated, the number of climate dimensions proliferated.(18) A positive 
organizational climate can lead to an increase in job satisfaction, commitment and employee loyalty, as well 
as higher productivity and better performance.(Schneider et al., 2013) In addition, when employees perceive 
a favorable work climate, they are more likely to be motivated to collaborate and share information with their 
peers, which can result in greater innovation and problem-solving in the company.(30,31) On the other hand, 
a negative organizational climate can have detrimental effects on employees, leading to a decrease in job 
satisfaction, increased employee turnover, internal conflicts and ultimately a decline in productivity and the 
company's overall performance.(32)

One of the first is the Organizational Climate Questionnaire OCQ with nine dimensions and 50 items,(33) which 
recorded little reliability subsequently proposing six factors.(34) Campbell et al.(35) determined four dimensions: 
individual autonomy, degree of structure imposed on the situation, reward orientation and consideration, 
warmth and support, just like.(22) Koys & Decotiis(1991) proposed 8 dimensions (autonomy, cohesion, trust, 
pressure, support, recognition, equity, innovation). A Subjective Work Environment Organizational Climate 
Scale (ECALS) was also developed with five dimensions and bifactorial of individual and group manifestations of 
38 items with adequate psychometric properties.(37) The HDR climate instrument of Rao & Abraham(38), validated 
by Chaudhary et al., (2014) obtained for a 5-factor scale, with an alpha of 0,952. The successive instruments 
of the organizational climate with dimensions have been reporting some difficulties. Such as ambiguity when 
respondents answer about the work experience of the specific area or department when the questionnaire requests 
perception of the organization,(40) and even when it is required to apply to representatives of departments/
divisions(41) and, sometimes, only applies to managerial employees.(42) In addition to the proliferation of climate 
dimensions, this trend has generated confusion, slowing down the theoretical confirmation,(18) for these reasons 
if a multidimensional approach does not obey and differs for each criterion of interest, the dimensions are 
irrelevant(43) with little validity information.(41) For these reasons, unidimensional instruments such as Clior 
were proposed, with 50 items(with values less than 0,40) and a short form of 15 items was proposed.(44) The 
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smallest scale allows better evaluation of the construct, since it does not overload the concentration of the 
participants.(45) In this sense, the instrument proposed by Koys & Decotiis, (1991), receives a low alpha for 
pressure (0,57) with 40 items that was adapted to Spanish by Chiang et al.(46) who report 25 items with the 
pressure dimension without statistically significant relationship (0,338).

Given the importance of having adequate instruments to measure the organizational climate and the 
limitations observed in existing instruments, the objective of this study is to evaluate the psychometric 
properties of a short organizational climate scale in Peruvian workers, based on the instrument developed by 
Koys & Decotiis.(36)

METHODS
Design and participants

A validation study was carried out.(47) The sample selection was carried out through an electronic calculator(48), 
taking into account various factors, such as the number of observed and latent variables in the model, the 
anticipated effect size (λ = 0,10), the desired statistical significance (α = 0,05) and the level of statistical power 
(1 - β = 0,90). A total of 418 workers from agro-industrial companies in the Junín region, Peru, were recruited. 
The majority of participants in the sample were women (56,2 %) with a secondary level of education (51,7 %) 
and working in the cutting and selection area (28,9 %). 

Instruments
Demographic questionnaire. The demographic characteristics of the agro-industrial workers were gender, 

level of instruction in basic, secondary and higher education, and the area of work identified in administrative 
positions, logistics, cutting and selection, reception, washing and packing.

Organizational Climate Questionnaire. We used the organizational climate instrument of oys & Decotiis,(36) 
adapted into Spanish and validated by Chiang et al.(46) It consists of 40 items which measure the dimensions of 
autonomy, cohesion, trust, pressure, support, recognition, equity and innovation. It is assessed using the Likert 
scale where: Very much agree = 5; Agree = 4; Not sure = 3; Disagree = 2; Totally disagree = 1.

Work engagement: To assess work engagement, the brief version of the work engagement scale, known 
as UWES-9, will be utilized. This instrument has been validated in the Peruvian context. It comprises 9 items 
rated on a Likert scale ranging from "Never" (0) to "Always" (5). The scale is structured around three core 
dimensions: vigor (items 1, 2, and 3), dedication (items 4, 5, and 6), and absorption (items 7, 8, and 9), thus 
facilitating a comprehensive evaluation of work enthusiasm. Regarding the reliability of this tool, it has been 
verified through the Cronbach's Alpha coefficient, yielding satisfactory results for each dimension: vigor (α = 
0,77), dedication (α = 0,74), and absorption (α = 0,61). These outcomes indicate an adequate reliability of the 
instrument for this study.(49)

Procedure
We contacted the manager or the human resources chief of the agro-exporting companies in the Junín-Peru 

region: La Grama (Pichanaki), Hamilton S.A.C (Perené), Cooperativa Agraria Cafetalera (Pangoa), Apromac 
(Valle del Mantaro) Agropia cooperative Sapallanga (Huancayo) Agroindustry JAS E.I.R.L. (Rio Negro) to explain 
the purpose of the research study, obtaining the corresponding permission. The questionnaires were sent 
to the human resources departments, from where the survey was administered in person to staff and also 
through WhatsApp, following an internet-based methodology. Data were collected from November 2021 to 
February 2022. Participants were informed about the purpose, the process, and the results would be used in 
this research, all questionnaires would be anonymous and confidential, and they could withdraw at any time. 
The study protocol was reviewed by the ethics committee of a Peruvian university with code CEUPeU-023 and 
following the principles established in the Helsinki Declaration.

Data analysis
A descriptive analysis of the scale was conducted, calculating the mean, standard deviation, skewness, 

kurtosis, and corrected inter-test correlation analysis. Adequate values of skewness (g1) and kurtosis (g2) were 
considered between ± 1,5.(50) In addition, the corrected item-test correlation analysis was used to eliminate 
items if r(i-tc) <= ,2 or in case of multicollinearity (i-tc) <= ,2.(51) Cronbach's alpha coefficient was also used to 
estimate internal consistency.

A confirmatory factorial analysis (CFA) was carried out using the maximum likelihood method with robust 
standard errors (MLR) due to the categorical nature of the items and its ability to detect structural relationships 
with slight or moderate skewness.(52,53) To assess the model fit, the following criteria were used: chi-square 
test (χ2), confirmatory fit indexes CFI and Tucker-Lewis (CFI ≥ 0,95), root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA ≤ 0,05) and standardized mean deviation (SRMR ≤ 0,05).(51) The first model included the magnitude of 
the factor loadings (λ), which were considered adequate when they were greater than 0,70. To assess internal 
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validity through convergent validity, the average variance extracted (AVE) was calculated per factor (AVE 
> 0,50). Interfactor correlations (φ) were also calculated according to their conceptual affinity, expecting 
discriminant validity to be evidenced through empirical differentiation between AVE and the square of the 
interfactor correlations (φ2), with the former being greater than the latter (AVE > φ2).(54)

Reliability was estimated through Cronbach's alpha, McDonald's Omega ω,(55)  expecting high magnitudes (> 
0,70).(56) The statistical analysis was carried out using the free R 4.1.1 software. (R Foundation for Statistical 
Computing, Vienna, Austria; http://www.R-project.org).

RESULTS
Descriptive statistics of items

The data shows a normal distribution for most items, with skewness and kurtosis values within the ±1,5 
range. The items with the highest mean are 1 (M = 4,58, SD = 0,56) and 40 (M = 4,57, SD = 0,56), while the item 
with the lowest mean is 23 (M = 3,79, SD = 1,30). The item with the highest standard deviation is 25 (SD = 1,40), 
while the item with the lowest standard deviation is 7 (SD = 0,54). The Cronbach's alpha coefficient is high (α 
= 0,92), indicating good reliability of the instrument. The correlation between items is generally moderate to 
high, with values ranging from 0,21 to 0,68. The items with the highest correlations are 1 and 40, while the 
item with the lowest correlation is 18 (table 1).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and reliability

Items M sd g1 g2 r.cor

1 4,58 0,56 -1 0,43 0,52

2 4,38 0,59 -0,36 -0,7 0,33

3 4,37 0,59 -0,41 -0,3 0,25

4 4,49 0,59 -0,7 -0,49 0,4

5 4,5 0,57 -0,57 -0,69 0,38

6 4,54 0,57 -0,81 -0,35 0,48

7 4,51 0,54 -0,43 -1,06 0,24

8 4,45 0,61 -0,64 -0,55 0,33

9 4,5 0,56 -0,58 -0,7 0,31

10 4,46 0,62 -0,72 -0,48 0,46

11 4,49 0,6 -0,72 -0,47 0,4

12 4,51 0,61 -0,97 0,55 0,35

13 4,39 0,63 -0,66 0,01 0,38

14 4,38 0,64 -0,7 0,22 0,48

15 4,46 0,64 -0,75 -0,47 0,6

16 4,29 0,64 -0,44 -0,16 0,27

17 4,3 0,62 -0,32 -0,67 0,34

18 4,29 0,62 -0,29 -0,66 0,21

19 4,27 0,64 -0,41 -0,19 0,31

20 4,31 0,6 -0,24 -0,64 0,29

21 3,97 1,34 -1,11 -0,12 0,64

22 3,84 1,24 -0,97 -0,18 0,61

23 3,79 1,3 -0,98 -0,26 0,64

24 3,9 1,34 -1,07 -0,15 0,64

25 3,9 1,4 -1,06 -0,34 0,68

26 4,45 0,65 -0,78 -0,47 0,59

27 4,28 0,65 -0,41 -0,5 0,45

28 4,38 0,63 -0,58 -0,34 0,37

29 4,49 0,56 -0,61 -0,18 0,32

30 4,41 0,64 -0,61 -0,61 0,51

31 4,53 0,59 -1,05 1,16 0,43
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32 4,48 0,63 -0,85 -0,05 0,47

33 4,42 0,61 -0,52 -0,64 0,29

34 4,42 0,66 -0,76 -0,32 0,46

35 4,44 0,66 -0,79 -0,25 0,45

36 4,45 0,64 -0,78 -0,17 0,53

37 4,43 0,58 -0,39 -0,77 0,36

38 4,37 0,62 -0,5 -0,34 0,4

39 4,45 0,63 -0,74 -0,17 0,55

40 4,57 0,56 -0,89 0,24 0,44

Note: M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, g1 = skewness, g2 = kurtosis

Validity Based on Internal Structure
Subsequently, a CFA was performed considering a first model (M1) with all items, as suggested by Koys and 

DeCotiis(1991). Although the goodness-of-fit index was adequate (χ2 = 270,17, df = 76; p < ,001; CFI = 0,96, TLI 
= 0,96, RMSEA = 0,04 [90 % CI 0,03 - 0,04], SRMR = 0,06), the factor loadings of various items were not adequate 
(λ > 0,50). Additionally, the reliability of factors 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 were lower than recommended (α, ω > 
0,70). Therefore, a second unidimensional model (M2) was tested, but the model did not present an adequate 
fit (χ2 = 2052,20, df = 740; p < ,001; CFI = 0,86, TLI = 0,86, RMSEA = 0,07 [90 % CI 0,06 - 0,07], SRMR = 0,09). 
In the second model (M2), it was found that the factor loadings of items 1, 6, 14, 15, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 
30, 34, and 36 were adequate (λ > 0,50). In addition, reliability reached recommended values (α, ω > 0,70). 
Therefore, a third model (M3) was conducted with the adequate loadings of the second model, in which the fit 
was adequate (χ2 = 695,27, df = 77; p < ,001; CFI = 0,93, TLI = 0,92, RMSEA = 0,14 [90 % CI 0,13 - 0,15], SRMR 
= 0,13), despite the RMSEA and SRMR values being higher than recommended (<0,80). However, the factor 
loadings of items 1, 14, 30, 34, and 39 were lower than recommended (λ > 0,50), so they were eliminated for 
a fourth model. In the fourth model (M4), an adequate fit was obtained (χ2 = 45,574, df = 14; p < ,001; CFI = 
0,98, TLI = 0,97, RMSEA = 0,13 [90 % CI 0,12 - 0,15], SRMR = 0,95), although the RMSEA and SRMR obtained values 
higher than recommended (<0,80). The items 6, 26, and 36 did not reach an adequate load. A fifth model (M5), 
excluding these loads, presented an optimal fit (χ2 = 23,21, df = 9; p < ,001; CFI = 0,99, TLI = 0,99, RMSEA = 0,06 
[90 % CI 0,03. In addition, the factor loadings (λ) of items 6 and 8 were lower than 0,50. Also, the AVE value was 
acceptable (AVE = 0,81) being lower than 0,50 (table 2).

Table 2. "Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) reliability and Average Variance Extracted (AVE)"
Items M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

F1(λ) F2(λ) F3(λ) F4(λ) F5(λ) F6(λ) F7(λ) F8(λ) F1(λ) F1(λ) F1(λ) F1(λ) F1(λ)
1 0,61 0,55 0,42
2 0,37 0,36
3 0,27 0,26
4 0,45 0,44
5 0,46 0,43
6 0,56 0,54 0,52 0,47
7 0,28 0,28
8 0,36 0,35
9 0,36 0,35
10 0,52 0,49
11 0,47 0,44
12 0,39 0,37
13 0,42 0,38
14 0,53 0,5 0,45
15 0,69 0,64 0,59 0,53 0,49
16 0,25 0,28
17 0,32 0,37
18 0,19 0,22
19 0,29 0,33
20 0,28 0,34
21 0,98 0,94 0,97 0,97 0,97 0,97
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22 0,86 0,78 0,84 0,86 0,87 0,87
23 0,83 0,73 0,79 0,82 0,82 0,82
24 0,91 0,85 0,89 0,9 0,91 0,91
25 0,91 0,84 0,88 0,9 0,91 0,91
26 0,7 0,61 0,52 0,44
27 0,53 0,47
28 0,41 0,38
29 0,38 0,34
30 0,61 0,54 0,46
31 0,49 0,47
32 0,52 0,48
33 0,33 0,28
34 0,52 0,5 0,42
35 0,52 0,48
36 0,66 0,58 0,51 0,39
37 0,48 0,39
38 0,48 0,41
39 0,67 0,57 0,49
40 0,57 0,47
AVE 0,81
α 0,42 0,41 0,57 0,24 0,96 0,59 0,52 0,63 0,90 0,88 0,89 0,93 0,96
ω 0,44 0,42 0,54 0,22 0,93 0,58 0,51 0,62 0,92 0,92 0,92 0,93 0,93
Note: F= Factor, α: Cronbach's Alpha, λ = Factor loading, AVE: average variance extracted

Convergent Validity and Reliability
Also, considering the literature review, a SEM model was proposed for latent evaluation between the CFA 

and a model with 2 latent variables was considered: Organizational Climate and Work Commitment. The model 
had a good fit: χ2 = 278, df = 76; p < ,001; CFI = 0,98, TLI = 0,97, RMSEA = 0,08 (90 % CI: 0,07 - 0,09), SRMR = 0,07 
(Figure 2). Organizational commitment positively predicts the work climate (0,65; p < 0,001). Considering the 
results, it is concluded that the scale has convergent validity based on the relationship with another construct 
(figure 1).

Figure 1. Factorial model

DISCUSSION
Organizational climate is a fundamental construct in the study of the work environment, as it influences 

employee behavior and performance, ultimately affecting the effectiveness and efficiency of organizations. 
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Despite the proliferation of instruments to measure this construct, challenges persist in terms of validity and 
reliability. This study addresses the need to evaluate an organizational climate scale in Peruvian workers, based 
on the instrument by Koys & Decotiis.(36) Given that previously developed instruments have presented limitations 
in terms of the number of dimensions as well as the validity and reliability of the measurements obtained.(18,44) 
the main objective of this study was to validate an organizational climate scale in Peruvian workers.

The first model, according to the findings of the confirmatory factor analysis, displayed a factorial structure 
with eight dimensions, similar to that suggested by Koys & Decotiis,(36) including autonomy, cohesiveness, trust, 
pressure, support, recognition, fairness, and creativity. These results are in line with other studies (36,46), which 
established an eight-dimension structure for assessing organizational climate. It is crucial to note that while 
there are parallels between the factorial structure identified here and that presented by Koys & Decotiis,Koys 
& Decotiis, (1991), there are also significant variances that may be traced to the unique cultural and economic 
environment of Peru.(57) The "support" dimension, in this regard, demonstrated adequate levels of internal 
consistency, with a Cronbach's alpha above the advised threshold of 0,70,(58) whereas the other dimensions did 
not reach these values, indicating that there may be reliability issues in some areas of the instrument. A lack of 
item homogeneity, the small number of items per dimension, problems with translation, or cultural adaptation 
are only a few reasons why certain dimensions have dependability values below 0,70.(59,60) The capacity of the 
scale to accurately evaluate the aspects of the organizational environment can also be impacted by the existence 
of factor loadings below 0,50 in some items of the dimensions.(61) The reasons for these low values may include 
a variety of things, including the unclearness or lack of applicability of specific items in the Peruvian context, 
problems with translation and cultural adaptation, or an inadequate depiction of the relevant characteristics.
(62,63) These issues may have affected the internal consistency of these dimensions and, therefore, their ability 
to reliably measure the organizational climate in Peruvian workers. Also, certain aspects of organizational 
climate may be more relevant or present in Peruvian organizations compared to those in other countries, which 
could explain certain differences in the obtained factorial structure.(64,65) Therefore, a second unidimensional 
model was decided upon, which did not present adequate fit values, and a third, fourth, and fifth model were 
analyzed, which, despite having an adequate fit, the factor loadings of various items were less than 0,50. Thus, 
the sixth model with 5 items presented appropriate values and factor loadings greater than 0,50. Despite the 
reliability issues, the sixth model showed adequate levels of internal consistency. Furthermore, the results 
in terms of convergent validity showed that the items had values greater than 0,50 (AVE> 0,50), so the brief 
5-item scale may be useful for measuring the organizational climate in the Peruvian work context.

Moreover, the instrument proved effective in relating to other tools. This is because job resources, as well 
as job demands, motivate and facilitate work goals, their direct effect commits workers to their workplace,(66) 
and buffers the effect of demands. If the organization provides conditions of a high climate, it can provide 
enough job resources,(67) characteristic of management concerned with the needs of its employees(68) so that 
their commitment is evidenced in their motivational potential,(69) inferring that resources are important both 
for the employee and for the organization.(70) Employee commitment to the organization is the effect of job 
design as a resource of a favorable environment or climate.(71) For all these reasons, managers are called upon 
to improve the commitment of collaborators, this implies that the climate must be designed (72) so that the 
environment, management style, and leadership promote commitment and, thus, good performance(73) through 
the relational (alter interactions) and cognitive (elaborate the meaning and importance of work) elaboration 
of tasks (modifying them).(74) When workers perceive an organization that invests in resources by improving its 
climate, it generates proactive behavior towards working conditions.(75) This implies that the climate affects 
job behavior and performance through commitment,(76,77) which enables task creation,(75) assigning resources 
effectively to previously coordinated activities.(78,79) The demand and resource theory assumes that the behavior 
and mindset of the leader as a social resource of the climate(75) leads to a return of desirable work behaviors, 
generating trust.(80)

Implications
The organizational climate scale for Peruvian workers has important implications for human resources 

management and organizational development in this context. By having an adapted and validated tool, 
professionals can more accurately assess the organizational climate in their companies and design specific 
interventions to improve key aspects of the work environment, such as satisfaction, commitment, and employee 
performance. 

Furthermore, this study adds data to the body of knowledge on organizational climate. The theoretical 
understanding of this construct and its ramifications in various situations can be enhanced by conducting 
future studies that compare organizational climate scales across different nations and cultures. In this way, 
employers can use the short scale to identify areas where improvements in the workplace atmosphere are 
needed and create specialized training and development initiatives to address these issues. It can also be used 
as a component of a system for the ongoing assessment and monitoring of the organizational environment, 
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allowing companies to track their progress and adjust their plans in light of the outcomes.
Principio del formulario

Limitations
Despite these encouraging findings, it's crucial to remember that the current study has several limitations. 

It's possible that the study's sample of Peruvian workers is not typical of the total labor force. Results may have 
been impacted by the choice of participants from particular sectors or geographical areas. To increase the 
generalizability of the results, future study might use larger and more diverse samples, including people from 
other industries and places. The cross-sectional methodology of this study makes it difficult to draw conclusions 
about the causes of the organizational environment and other pertinent factors. Future studies might make 
advantage of longitudinal designs to assess how organizational climate changes over time and how it affects 
things like performance and job satisfaction. Self-reported measures used in this study may have added biases 
like social desirability or participant perception. To develop a more impartial picture of the organizational 
environment, future study might make use of a variety of data sources, including direct observations, supervisor 
assessments, and organizational records. 

CONCLUSIONS 
Organizational climate is a fundamental construct in the study of the work environment, as it influences 

employee behavior and performance, and ultimately, the effectiveness and efficiency of organizations. 
Therefore, this study has made a significant contribution to the field of organizational climate research by 
presenting the validation of a short scale that assesses the organizational climate in Peruvian workers. Despite 
limitations such as the sample and cross-sectional design, this study offers important practical and theoretical 
implications for the management of organizational climate and its impact on work performance and employee 
satisfaction.
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