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Abstract 
A self-made questionnaire was used to test the influence of university administrative and inter-
personal climate to teachers’ mental health. 826 teachers were stratified randomly from 20 uni-
versities across China, and the survey data of samples were analyzed by correlation analysis and 
hierarchical regression analysis. The results show that the administrative and interpersonal cli-
mate in universities is one significantly positive predicting variable of the teachers’ mental health. 
The study finds out that administrators and educational practitioners should strengthen the con-
struction of soft power in universities, such as promoting the culture and positive organizational 
climate, building up good administrative and interpersonal climate, so as to promote teachers’ 
mental health development. 
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1. Introduction 
Every university has its unique culture and climate, such as the taste of the campus, the arrangement of the 
classrooms, the conditions of the libraries and laboratories, the running and walking in the playgrounds, students’ 
clothes, styles of walking, tones of talking, people’s attitudes of meeting each other, and even the features of the 
presidents (Zhu, 1982). These unique characteristics of each university are referred to as the organizational climate 
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of a university. In fact, the climate of organization may be roughly conceived as the “personality” of the organi-
zation, that is, climate is to an organization as personality is to an individual (Halpin & Croft, 1963). A univer-
sity’s organizational climate is a set of lasting internal psychological features which can distinguish one univer-
sity from another (Robert, 1975; Hoy, Hannum, & Tstchannen-Moran, 1998; Pan & Qin, 2007a). 

There are many researches about school organizational climate at home and abroad. Their researches are 
mainly focused on the following aspects. (1) Some are describing and measuring the degrees of school organiza-
tional climate, such as OCDQ1 (Halpin & Croft, 1963), OCDQ-RE and OCDQ-RM (Hoy et al., 1991, 1996), 
OCI (Stern, 1963), POS (Likert & Bowers, 1968), and so on; (2) Some are studying the relationship between 
school organizational climate and the organizational effectiveness, such as school effectiveness (Hoy et al., 1990; 
Gelade & Gilbert, 2003; Griffith, 2006; Van Houtte, 2005), organizational health (Cullen et al., 1999) and stu-
dent achievement (Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Dumay, 2009; Yin & Ma, 2009), teachers’ job satisfaction (Nalcaci, 
2012; Pan & Qin, 2007a), job burnout (Tian & Li, 2006) and teacher commitment (Riehl & Sipple, 1996; Zhu et 
al., 2011); (3) Some others are trying to predict and manipulate school organizational climate, for example, 
school climate in predicting school effectiveness (Hoy et al., 1990), school health (Cullen et al., 1999), school 
disorder (Gottfredson, 2005), teachers’ job satisfaction, mental health (Deng, Pan & He, 2006; Pan & Qin, 
2007b; Ou, Pan, & Huang, 2008) and student achievement (Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Dumay, 2009; Yin & Ma, 
2009). In China, some scholars in the past discussed the school organizational climate, for example, Zhu (1982) 
tried to analyze it early in 1940s. He believes that school organizational climate is spirit of school, and he thinks 
that there are 5 meanings in “spirit” of the term “school spirit”. Pan (2007) believes organizational climate in 
universities is a set of lasting internal psychological features which can distinguish one university from another, 
and they found that school organizational climate had 4 dimensions, i.e.: administrative climate, teaching cli-
mate, studying climate and interpersonal climate. At same time, Pan found that school administrative climate 
and interpersonal climate had a distinct positive correlation with mental health of teachers in secondary schools 
(Pan & Qin, 2007b; Ou, Pan, & Huang, 2008). However, whether the mental health of teachers is affected by 
organizational climate in universities? The answer is still uncertain, therefore, it is very worth to study the rela-
tionship between the mental health of teachers and the organizational climate in universities. 

A university is a unique place to cultivate people. How good a school organizational climate is will influence 
the mental health of its members directly or indirectly, just as Owens et al. (1987) states that teachers will appear 
more smart and confident in a school of nice environment than those in a school of tense relationship. This as-
sumption is based on the following theories: (1) Dialectical Materialism (Gollobin, 1986). This theory thinks 
that a person’s subjective world originates from the objective world. One transforms himself while he is trying 
to change the objective world. This relationship about the subject and object provides the basis for the current 
study. (2) The theory of “cognitive map” put forward by Tolman. According to Tolman and Lewin (Tang & 
Chen, 2001), a person only exists when he interacts with the environment. People will form a certain “cognitive 
map” or “conscious sense” of the environment when they are interacting with it. And this environment mainly 
consists of social relationship, organizations and natural settings related to one’s experiences. And this “con-
scious sense” further governs a person’s behavior and acts upon the environment and mental activities. (3) The 
“field theory” proposed by Lewin (1951). Lewin thinks that man’s behavior is only the function of its living 
space, and the living space is made of “all possible elements, including people (P) and environment (E)”. A 
formula can be used to show its meaning: B = f (P.E) (B: behavior; P: people; E: environment and f: function). 
In the process of people’s interaction with the environment, there will surely be an interactive “field”. And this 
“field” will react to man’s mind and behavior. Therefore, man’s mind and behavior will be restricted by this 
“field”. Accordingly, in a school, a special place to educate the youth, as the most direct environment acting 
upon the teachers, school organizational climate is certain to play a very important role in teachers’ physical and 
psychological development. Based on above analysis, a hypothesis can be proposed: 

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between university administrative climate (UAC) and teachers’ 
mental health (TMH), UAC is a significant positive predictor of TMH. 

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between university interpersonal climate (UIC) and teachers’ 
mental health (TMH), UIC is a significant positive predictor of TMH. 

Hypothesis 3: UIC exerts obvious mediating effects between UAC and TMH. 

 

 

1OCDQ: Organization Climate Descriptive Questionary; OCI: Organization Climate Index; POS: Profile of a School. 
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2. Methods 
2.1. Participants 
This study applies the method of survey to find out the relationship among university administrative organiza-
tional climate, interpersonal climate and teachers’ mental health in university in China. The questionnaire is in 
Chinese so as to ease and the process of answering and to better the result. By using stratified random sampling, 
4 universities were chosen from each of the five districts: east, west, south, north and the central districts in 
China. There are 20 universities were finally chosen. Fifty teachers in each university were chosen by random to 
answer the questionnaire. Among the delivered 1000 questionnaires, there are 826 valid ones. There are 45.23% 
of males, 54.77% of females answered the questionnaire. Among them, 53.11% are postgraduates, 41.42% are 
graduates and 5.47% don’t get a degree of graduate. From the aspect of ranks, 12.75% of them are professors, 
22.81% are associate professors, 34.36% are lecturers and 30.8% are assistant professors. 52.21% of them have 
worked for less than 10 years, 26.83% of them have worked for 10 to 20 years, 13.45% for 20 to 30 years. 7.51% 
of them have worked for more than 30 years. 

2.2. Instruments 
2.2.1. The Scale of Administrative Climate and Interpersonal Climate in University 
This scale is compiled by the researchers. It covers two main dimensionality—administrative climate and inter-
personal climate. Administrative climate includes administrative order (AO: It is a behavioral relationship 
formed between unit members based on organizational structure’s system and its Administrative functions. Are 
there rules for people to follow? Do people act as they are supposed? Are those organizational behaviors 
planned, ordered?), administrative style (AS: This refers to managers’ approaches to Administrative. And it 
mainly displays itself in one point on the continuum of “Democracy-autocracy, seriousness-flexibility and 
openness-closed”), administrative morality (AM: This means that whether the managers can be fair, just and 
open in the process of doing their duties), and administrative efficiency (AE: Do managers possess good quali-
ties and skills to manage? What is the efficiency of managing?). Interpersonal climate includes interpersonal ac-
tion (IAc: This refers to the relationship between persons. It shows itself as whether they are united and help 
each other in their work), interpersonal harmony (IH: is a feeling of the environment, such as a harmonious and 
peaceful interpersonal relationship), interpersonal attitude (IAt: is a tendency of recognizing and attracting each 
other, such as friendly, kind and enthusiastic to each other), and interpersonal distance (ID: is what persons 
perceive about the remoteness and closeness of the interpersonal relationship) (Pan and Song, 2014). A 
five-point scale (1 = never, 5 = always) is applied in the scale. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses 
show that the scale’s structural validity is good (χ2/df = 2.06, CFI = 0.92, GFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.045). The in-
ternal consistency reliability is 0.89. According to Hoy et al. (1991)’s standardization method, the score was 
standardized using 500 as the average (the average of the score of each subscale in the school) and 100 as the 
deviation, resulting in a standardized score (SDS). The formula used for calculating the score for each subscale 
was: 

SDS = X (x – y)/SD + 500; where x is the score for each dimension, y is the average, and SD is the standard 
deviation. The organizational climate standard value is following: 

SDSAC = (SDSAS + SDSAO + SDSAM + SDSAE)/4 
SDSIC = (SDSIAc + SDSIH + SDSIAt + SDSID)/4 
An administrative climate and interpersonal climate standard value smaller than 500 is undesirable, and the 

smaller it is, the less desirable. A standard value greater than 500 is good, and the higher it is, the better. 

2.2.2. Self-Rated Health Measurement Scale (SRHMS) 
One scale to evaluate teachers’ mental health in a Self-rated Health Measurement Scale (Xu, 1999) is used in 
this study. This scale is composed of positive passion, negative passion and cognitive function three factors. It 
includes 15 items, and 10 scales from “very unhealthy” to “very health” are followed each item (“0” = very un-
healthy; “10” = very health). The negative passion uses minus values. The larger the value is, the healthier it is. 
The content validity, the structural validity and criterion validity, and the reliability are proved to be good by Xu 
(1999). In this study, the internal consistency reliability is 0.86. 



X. F. Pan, Z. B. Wu 
 

 
1032 

2.3. Procedure 
The researchers are trained to collect the data. They choose the teachers in each university as a group to do the 
questionnaire. The teachers do the questionnaire all by themselves anonymously. All the measurements are 
processed with SPSSwin20.0, and are analyzed by ways of description, partial correlation and hierarchical re-
gression. 

3. Results 
3.1. Correlation Analysis of University Administrative Climate and Teachers’ Mental 

Health 
• Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis of the valid data gets a very good result, shown in Table 1. 
• Table 1 demonstrates that there is a very significant positive correlation between the four factors of univer-

sity administrative climate and teachers’ mental health. This again proves that the better the university ad-
ministrative climate is, the healthier the teachers’ mental health is. Hypothesis 1 is validated. 

3.2. Correlation Analysis of University Interpersonal Climate and Teachers’ Mental Health 
• Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis of the valid data gets a very good result, shown in Table 2. 
• Table 2 demonstrates that there is a very significant positive correlation between the four factors of univer-

sity interpersonal climate and teachers’ mental health. It proves that the better the university interpersonal 
climate is, the healthier the teachers’ mental health is. Hypothesis 2 is validated. 

3.3. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of UAC, UIC and Teachers’ Mental Health 
• The significant positive correlation among UAC, UIC and teachers’ mental health, which only shows an in-

fluence tendency. And this tendency may be the results of other variables. In order to solve this problem, the 
hierarchical regression analysis is applied to further confirm the close relationship among UAC, UIC and 
teachers’ mental health. The first step is to put geographical information as gender, teaching years, educa-
tional background and ranks as independent variables. The second step is to put UAC as independent va-
riables based on the geographical information. The third step is to put UIC as independent variables based on 
the geographical information and UAC. Then, the prediction of these factors to teachers’ mental health is 
analyzed. The result is shown in Table 3. 

• The data in Table 3 shows that: 1) When the geographical information is used to analyze the influences to 
 
Table 1. Correlation analysis of university administrative climate and teachers’ mental health (n = 826).                    

 M ± SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1.UAC 505.53 ± 96.67 1          

2. AO 502.05 ± 99.77 .75** 1         

3. AS 501.17 ± 99.54 .79** .57** 1        

4. AM 500.42 ± 100.08 .80** .53** .62** 1       

5. AE 500.18 ± 99.55 .85** .63** .67** .64** 1      

6. TMH 6.55 ± 1.22 .34** .28** .35** .27** .30** 1     

7. Gender - −.12 −.12* −.07 −.09 −.06 .13* 1    

8. TY - −.14* −.11 −.08 −.17** −.16* −.01 .16* 1   

9. EB - −.31** −.24** −.25** −.24** −.22** −.01 .06 −.17** 1  

10. Ranks - −.06 −.05 −.05 −.11 −.09 −.06 .13* .30** .04 1 

Note: UAC: University Administrative Climate; TMH: Teachers’ Mental Health; Gender; 1 = Male, 2 = Female; Teaching Years(TY); 1 = 0 - 10 year, 
2 = 11 - 20 year, 3 = 21 - 30 year, 4 = 31 - 40 year; Education Background (EB); 1 = Associate degrees, 2 = Graduate, 3 = Post graduate; Ranks; 1 = 
Assistant Professor, 2 = Lecturer, 3 = Associate Professor, 4 = Professor. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p = .00, the same goes with Tables 2-5. 
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Table 2. Correlation analysis of university interpersonal climate and teachers’ mental health (n = 826).                         

 M ± SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1.UIC 501.59 ± 99.67 1          

2. IAc 501.46 ± 100.05 .76** 1         

3. IH 501.17 ± 99.54 .78** .47** 1        

4. IAt 500.62 ± 100.16 .88** .59** .62** 1       

5. ID 499.62 ± 100.11 .80** .55** .45** .68** 1 *     

6. TMH 6.55 ± 1.22 .41** .38** .34** .35** .34** 1     

7. Gender - −.15* −.09 −.11 −.18** −.07 .13* 1    

8. TY - −.24** −.17** −.23** −.20** −.20** −.01 .16* 1   

9. EB - −.19** −.21** −.09 −.18** −.14* −.01 .06 −.17** 1  

10. Ranks - −.15* −.14* −.12 −.14* −.12 −.06 .13* .30** .04 1 

Note: UIC: University Interpersonal Climate; TMH: Teachers’ Mental Health; Gender; 1 = Male, 2 = Female; Teaching Years(TY); 1 = 0 - 10 year, 2 
= 11 - 20 year, 3 = 21 - 30 year, 4 = 31 - 40 year; Education Background(EB); 1 = Associate degrees, 2 = Graduate, 3 = Post graduate; Ranks; 1 = As-
sistant Professor, 2 = Lecturer, 3 = Associate Professor, 4 = Professor. 
 
Table 3. Hierarchical regression analysis of UAC, UIC and Teachers’ Mental Health.                                    

Independent Variables Standard Regression Correlation 

 (First Step) (Second Step) (Third Step) 

Gender .138* .161** .166** 

Teaching Years .006 .071 .120 

Educational Background .006 .131* .143* 

Ranks −.077 −.081 −.046 

Administrative Climate  .371*** .148* 

Interpersonal Climate   .391*** 

Adjusted R2 .006 .123 .215 

△R2 .006 .117 .098 

F(6, 830) 1.38 7.092** 12.202*** 

 
teachers’ mental health, only the gender is significant, but it is weak, only accounting for 0.6% of the varia-
tion; 2) the UAC factor has a significant prediction to teachers’ mental health (βUAC = 0.371, p < 0.001) when 
the geographical information is controlled, and it accounts for 11.7% of the variation. It shows that the better 
the UAC is, the healthier the teachers’ mental health is; 3) The UIC factor has a significant prediction to 
teachers’ mental health (βUIC = 0.391, p < 0.001) when the geographical information and UAC are controlled, 
and it accounts for 9.8% of the variation. It shows that the better the UIC is, the healthier the teachers’ men-
tal health is; 4) In the third step, UIC is added to the regression model between UAC and teachers’ mental 
health, the standardized regression coefficient of UAC and teachers’ mental health is sharply reduced to 
0.148 from 0.371, though t value is still at significant level; the standardized regression coefficient of UIC 
and teachers’ mental health is 0.391, t = 5.39, p < 0.01. Hence, the third-step appraisal of mediating variable 
is well met, and UIC exerts partial mediating effect. Hypothesis 3 is partly proved. 

3.4. Effects of Each Sub-Factors of UAC and UIC to Teachers’ Mental Health 
• If only the main effect of UCA and UIC to teachers’ mental health is analyzed, the effects of the sub-factors 



X. F. Pan, Z. B. Wu 
 

 
1034 

of them may be simplified. Therefore, a multi regression analysis is carried out by putting the four sub-fac- 
tors of UAC and four sub-factors of UIC as independent variables, teachers’ mental health as a dependent 
variable. The results are shown in Table 4 to Table 5. 

• Table 4 shows that the management style has a very significant effect to teachers’ mental health, and it ac-
counts for 13.7% of the variation. Management style refers to managers’ managing behaviors, such as 
whether it is democratic or autocratic, rigorous or flexible, open or closed. This means that different man-
agement styles are the key factors to influence teachers’ mental health. 

• The data in Table 5 shows that interpersonal action and interpersonal harmony are the key factors to influ-
ence teachers’ mental health, and they accounts for 19.5% of the variation. Interpersonal action refers to the 
relationship between persons. It shows itself as whether they are united and help each other in their work. 
Interpersonal harmony is a feeling of the environment, such as a harmonious and peaceful interpersonal rela-
tionship. Interpersonal action and interpersonal harmony have a very significant effect to teachers’ mental 
health. This shows that the better the interpersonal action and interpersonal harmony are, the healthier the 
teachers’ psychological hearth is. 

4. Discussion 
In this study, we demonstrate that there is a positive correlation between UAC and TMH, and UAC plays a posi-
tive predictive role in TMH, consistent with relevant studies home and abroad. For example, Pan (2004) found 
there is a close relationship between administrative climate of school and SCL-90 results of teachers. In Pan’s 
opinion, the core of administrative climate is the leadership of the president, the president’s consideration and 
influence have a significant correlation and great influence to teachers’ mental health (Pan & Cheng, 2001). 
Cheng and Tang (1997) find out that there is a very positive correlation between president’s leadership and as-
pects of organizational climate. They think that good leadership may lead to good relationship among president, 
teacher and students, and a good interpersonal relationship will promote good leadership, which will greatly in-
fluence the healthy development of school organizational climate and teachers’ psychology. On the other hand, 
with the development of bureaucratic administration and president’s prime responsibility, power in most univer-
sities is gradually in charge of a few persons, they manage university autocratically. This style of managing is 
closely related to the future and development of a school, and this leadership will obviously influence teachers’ 
behavior. The goals of the tasks, rules, working procedures, measures of awarding and punishing, welfare, fair-
ness and just and so on will all have a great impact on teachers’ psychological behavior. There are mainly three 
classic types of leadership: authoritarian, democratic and laissez-faire leadership (Kreitner, 1989). Different 
leadership will lead to different leading style and behaviors, which will form different organizational climate. 
Different organizational climate will influence members’ psychological climate, for example, autocratic leadership 
controls power in one person, he exercises all the power himself without staff members’ participation, lack of 
respect and trust of the staff members. In this case, a leader will never listen to the opinions of the staff members 
 
Table 4. Regression analysis of UAC to teachers’ mental health (n = 826).                                             

Independent Variables Standard Regression Correlation ß t F R2 Adjusted R2 

Management Order .093 1.272 12.971*** 0.152 0.137 

Management Style .241 3.156**    

Management Moral .057 .671    

Management Result .075 .797    

 
Table 5. Regression analysis of UIC to teachers’ mental health (n = 826).                                               

Independent Variables Standard Regression Correlation ß t F R2 Adjusted R2 

Interpersonal Action .241 3.825** 18.93*** 0.211 0.197 

Interpersonal Harmony .183 2.721*    

Interpersonal Attitude .037 .377    

Interpersonal Distance .124 1.692    
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and he only thinks of the work, not the needs and feelings of the staff members. In a school of such a case, 
teachers are always treated unfairly and their social needs are not met. Therefore, they only carry out the tasks 
given simply and passively. The morale in such school is low, and the staff members feel depressed all the time. 
On the other hand, democratic leadership is based on equality and cooperation. The management members and 
the other staff members are cooperators with an equal status. Leaders respect teachers’ different abilities and qu-
alifications, trust them, and invite them to participate in the school management. Some important and big issues 
of the school are determined by leaders and staff members together. Leaders not only concern the work, but also 
the life and personal development of the staff members. In a school of such a case, staff members feel the sin-
cerity from the leaders, and a sense of trust and admiration developed. They are ready to carry out any tasks 
given. People help each other, learn from each other, work actively and enthusiastically, and a strong sense of 
responsibility fills every one. In a school of such a case, staff members are happy to work and have a good effi-
ciency. They are encouraged positively and usually possess a strong sense of pride, group honor, success and 
happiness. All these contribute to teachers’ mental health. 

The study is still find that university interpersonal climate is the significant influence factor to teachers’ men-
tal health. As we know, interpersonal relationship is always a very important factor to influence a person’s men-
tal health. Ding Zan believe that the adaptation of man’s psychology is mainly the adaptation of the interperson-
al relationship, and the morbidity of man’s psychology is mainly caused by the inharmonious interpersonal rela-
tionship (Li & Zhao, 2004). Festinger (1957) believes that affinity between persons can be an effective means to 
melt the unhappy aspect of interpersonal relationship. When people are discussing and interacting with each 
other, the introduction of some cognitive factors, such as a piece of new information or suggestion, can help to 
get rid of the inharmonious elements, and thus lessen the worries greatly. Friendly actions between group mem-
bers can effectively promote communication, as staff members can express their depression and satisfaction 
through communication. Ou, Pan, and Huang (2008) find that the university organizational climate is signifi-
cantly correlated with teachers’ mental health, and interpersonal action and interpersonal harmony are signifi-
cant to teachers’ mental health in regression analysis, and interpersonal climate is the positive prediction factor 
of teachers’ mental health. Interpersonal relationship in a school usually shows itself in the inter-action relation-
ship among leaders, staff members and students. If there is a tense relationship between management members 
and staff members, if they do not respect and trust, concern and support each other, it is likely to develop a kind 
of conflict or even hostile psychological state. And in this case, it is easy to lead to psychological clash, and fur-
ther to a greater psychological distance. In a school of such case, staff members guard against each other, and 
estrangement, suspiciousness, hostility are the right words to describe them. They are often finding excuses not 
to do the job. And they often give obstacles to others’ job. They do their job according to their own wills and 
there is no one to follow the rules in a school. In such a school, staff members feel worried, disappointed, lonely 
and helpless. They are living in a society without a sense of security and social support. If a person lives and 
works in such an environment for a long time, it is quite easy for him to develop a kind of mental problem, and 
thus influencing their mental health. On the other hand, in a school of a desired organizational climate, staff 
members concern, help and depend on each other, and they work together cooperatively, having a relatively high 
agreement in their goals. They feel proud to be in such a school and are willing to work there. They regard the 
school issues as one part of their own business. At the same time, management members, teachers and students 
interact freely and equally. Therefore, the sense of social security, success and respect and so on are met. And 
they work happily and with high efficiency. These certainly promote the development of their mental health. 

This study has its limitations, firstly, the control over common method variables is not enough. Because the 
test is conducted by single-source subjects, the subjects are of individual differences and the measuring tools and 
testing situations may also affect the accuracy of the test. Moreover, the same data source, testing situation, item 
context and item itself may lead to a spurious relationship between predictor variables and criterion variables. 
Such an artificial relationship will interfere the findings of the research and generate potential systematic error 
for the results. Secondly, this is not an experimental research, which may limit the extrapolation validity of the 
results. Therefore, the future studies can control common method bias by new methods and adopt experimental 
method and expand the scope of the study. 

5. Conclusion 
The teachers’ mental health is affected by the organizational climate in university. The administrative and inter-
personal climate in universities is one significantly positive predicting variable of the teachers’ mental health. 
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Especially the style of administrating, interpersonal communication, and interpersonal harmony climate are 
more significant in influencing teachers’ mental health in universities. Therefore, the administrators and educa-
tional practitioners should strengthen the construction of soft power in universities, such as promoting the cul-
ture and positive organizational climate, building good organizational climate, so as to promote teachers’ mental 
healthily development. 
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Appendix: 
I. Scale of Administrative Climate 

Item Never Rarely Sometimes Often Frequently 

1. The school formulates all kinds of regulatory framework  
and could put them into effect availably. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Each department of the school performs their own functions,  
also could cooperate with each other. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. No regulatory framework, anything contingents on the  
will of leader, the staff are indiscipline. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. The school office has plan, aim and step, and follows  
the planned aims strictly. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. According to the rules and regulations to deal with  
school issues, everyone is equal. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. The leaders say hello to teachers,  
chat with them intimately and friendly. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. The School leaders don't agree with asking for leave  
when teachers are in a hurry. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. The leaders of school think highly of academic exchange,  
and invite experts give lecture for faculty and staff. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. The leaders take advice from teachers when  
they are making a decision. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Teachers would be unnatural when a leader around them. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. The promotion of position won’t be rigged,  
the procedure is publicized widely. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. The leaders abuse of power for themselves, extravagance and waste, 
they even failure to comply with rules and regulations. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Those who has intimacy with leaders will be put in an important  
position, others will be ignored and snubbed. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Choose teachers and cadres by their ability fully. 1 2 3 4 5 

15. In school, promotion is guaranteed by a series of regulatory  
framework, which is not depends on leadership. 1 2 3 4 5 

16. The teachers are satisfied with the work of school administration. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Leaders are good at interpersonal relationship and  
win the praise of the teachers. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Teachers are dilatory when they at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Leaders suit the action to the word, capable and  
experienced, handle affairs efficiently. 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Different levels of executives decline to  
shoulder the responsibility. 1 2 3 4 5 
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II. Scale of Interpersonal Climate 

Item Never Rarely Sometimes Often Frequently 

21. People in school will visit each other when they have free time. 1 2 3 4 5 

22. The teachers and the students get along with each other equally,  
and will discuss questions frequently. 1 2 3 4 5 

23. The people in different department of the school contact with each  
other friendly, and have communication on their own initiative. 1 2 3 4 5 

24. If I have some problems, there always someone help me,  
or offering convenience to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

25. Everyone are scrambling to declare research project, 
but they don’t like to work together with each other. 1 2 3 4 5 

26. The colleague help each other, solidarity and  
fraternity and get along well. 1 2 3 4 5 

27. The relationship between teachers and students are well, the  
students respect the teachers and the teachers care for the students. 1 2 3 4 5 

28. I am willing to live and work in this institution for long time. 1 2 3 4 5 

29. The colleague often quarrel with each other for some trifles. 1 2 3 4 5 

30. The colleague will greet each other friendly  
with smile whenever they meet. 1 2 3 4 5 

31. Everyone draw on advantages and avoid disadvantages in school. 1 2 3 4 5 

32. Most people will feel a heartfelt admiration  
when there’s someone gains a success. 1 2 3 4 5 

33. The workmates despise each other, and always disagree other. 1 2 3 4 5 

34. The workmates or classmates can communicate  
with each other well, and get along well with each other. 1 2 3 4 5 

35. The teachers can feel the expectation from the administrators. 1 2 3 4 5 

36. There is a deep gap in their mind between the teachers and students. 1 2 3 4 5 

37. People can confide to colleague when they have  
the problem or misfortune in their life. 1 2 3 4 5 

38. Everyone just take care of themselves,  
and never care about what happened to people around. 1 2 3 4 5 

39. People in institution are on very intimate with each other,  
like it is a family. 1 2 3 4 5 

40. The teachers despise each other, never have  
a communication with each other. 1 2 3 4 5 
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