EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In June 2002, a representative sample of 469 Austin Community College employees were contacted by
telephone and asked to complete the Persond Assessment of the College Environment (PACE) survey.
Of those 469 employees, 416 (88.7%) completed the instrument. These forms were returned to the
researchers at the Nationa Initiative for Leadership and Indtitutiond Effectiveness (NILIE) for andyss.
The purpose of the survey was to obtain the perceptions of personne concerning the college climate
and to promote more open and congtructive communication among faculty, staff, and administrators
toward the end of becoming alearning organization. Researchers a the Nationd Initiative for
Leadership and Indtitutiona Effectiveness (NILIE) and representatives of ACC collaborated to create a
survey that would reflect opinions of al personne throughout the college.

Employees completed a 55-item PACE instrument devel oped by George A. Baker 111 and the NILIE
team of North Carolina State Univerdty. The 55 items are organized into seven factors or domains
including Formd Influence, Communication, Collaboration, Organizationd Structure, Work
Design/Technology, Student Focus, and a Customized demographics section developed specificaly for
ACC. Respondents were asked to rate the seven climate factors on afive-point Likert-type scde. The
ingrument was specificaly designed to compare the existing climate at ACC to anorm baseand to a
range of four different managerid systems found to exist in colleges. The information generated from the
instrument has been developed into a research report and can be used for planning and decison making
in order to improve the existing climate.

In the PACE modd, the forma influence (leadership) domain motivates the communication,
collaboration, organizational structure, and work design/technology process domains toward focus on
the sudent domain (indtitutiond effectiveness).

Figurei. The PACE Modd
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Note: Baker, G.A. Il1. (1998).
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In previous studies, the overdl PACE instrument has shown a coefficient of internal consstency
(Cronbach’s Alpha) of 0.97. Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient provides an interna estimate of the
ingrument's relidbility. The high coefficient means that participants responded the same way to Smilar
items. Within this context, the climate survey is measuring what the designer expects to measure.

NILIE has synthesized from the literature four leadership or organizationd systems ranging from
coercive to collaborative. According to Likert, the collaborative system, which he termed System 4,
generdly produced better results in terms of productivity, job satisfaction, communication, and overdl
organizationa climate (1967). Like Likert, NILIE has concluded that System 4 (collaborative) isthe
climate to be sought as opposed to generdly existing naturdly in the environment. Likert discovered that
most organizations functioned a the System 2 (comptitive) or System 3 (consultative) leves. This has
been NILIE's experience, as wdl, with most college climates falling into the consultative system across
the six origind domains of the climate instrumen.

At ACC, the overdl results from the PACE instrument indicate a hedthy campus dimeate, yidding a
3.68 mean score or mid-range consultative sysem. The ADJ Faculty-Workforce personnd held the
most pogitive perception, yielding amean score of 3.82. ADJ Faculty-Academic personnd held the
lowest perception, yielding a 3.57 mean score of the college environment. The Student Focus category
received the highest mean score (3.89), whereas the Organizational Structure category received the
lowest mean score (3.39).

Of the more than 100 studies completed by NILIE, few organizations have been found to have
achieved a System 4 or collaborative environment, except in some aspects of some categories, and with
some categories of employees. Thus, the System 4 environment remains a climate to be sought through
planning, collaboration, and organizationa development. For descriptive purposes only, the normative
PACE data (i.e., Formd Influence, Communication, Collaboration, Organizationa Structure, Work
Design/Technology, and Student Focus) will be compared against the NILIE Norm Base.

The PACE indrument administered at ACC included the 55 origina items. Of these 55, none fdl within
the least favorable category identified as the coercive range (System 1) and four fell within the
competitive range (System 2). Sixteen composite ratings fell within the collaborative range (System 4)
and thirty-five fdl within the consultative range (System 3).

When respondents were classified according to functiond role a ACC, the composite ratings were as
falows ADJ Faculty-Workforce (3.82), FT Faculty-Workforce (3.77), Administrative or Prof/Tech
(3.74), Classfied Staff (3.74), FT Faculty-Academic (3.67), FT Faculty-Librarian or Counsdlor (3.67),
and ADJ Faculty-Academic (3.57).
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The top areasin need of improvement were identified for each mgor functiond role within the
indtitution. Each group has generated adightly different set of priorities. Below, the datafor dl groups
have been aggregated and a set of priorities for the ingtitution as awhole has been created. These
areas, beginning withthe item of greatest concern, include:

The extent to which thisingitution is appropriately organized (item #34), Mean score: 2.47

The extent to which decisions are made at the appropriate leve at thisinditution (item #35), Mean
score: 2.67

The extent to which | am able to gppropriatdy influence the direction of thisinditution (item #9),
Mean score: 2.83

The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exigs at thisingitution (item #24), Mean score: 2.88

The extent to which open and ethicad communication is practiced at thisingditution (item #17), Mean
score: 3.00

The extent to which | have the opportunity for advancement within this indtitution (item #40), Mean
score: 3.00

In the report that follows, six basic research questions regarding organizationd dimate a Audin
Community College have been answered. Theintent of this research report isto provide information for
organizationa, unit, and individua changes necessary to move forward in the process of becoming a
learning organization.
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INTRODUCTION

In June 2002, arepresentative sample of 469 Austin Community College employees were contacted by
telephone and asked to complete the Persond Assessment of the College Environment (PACE) survey.
The sample was dratified by employee classification and represented smilar percentages as the total
ACC employee population for each group. Of those 469 employees, 416 (88.7%) completed the
ingrument. These forms were returned to the researchers at the Nationd Initiative for Leadership and
Ingtitutiona Effectiveness (NILIE) for andyss. The purpose of the survey was to obtain the
perceptions of personnd concerning the college climate and to promote more open and congtructive
communication among faculty, staff, and administrators toward the end of becoming alearning
organization. Researchers a the Nationa Initiative for Leadership and Indtitutiona Effectiveness
(NILIE) and representatives of ACC collaborated to create a survey that would reflect opinions of al
personne throughout the college.

Theterm “culture’ refersto atotad communication pattern within an organization. Climate is defined as
the prevailing condition that affects satisfaction (e.g., morale and fedings) and productivity (e.g., task
completion or god attainment). Essentidly, then, dimate is a subset of an organization’s culture. In
generd, climateisto an organization what “persondity” isto an individud and is a pattern of basic
assumptions that a given group or organizationa environment has developed in learning to cope with its
problems and challenges (Baker & Associates, 1992).

Theway that various individuas behave in an organization influences the climate that exists within that
organization. If individuas perceive this pattern of behavior as motivating and rewarding their
performance, they tend to see a pogtive environment. Conversdly, if they see a pattern of behavior that
is df-sarving, autocratic, or punishing, then they see a negative climate. The importance of these
methods as determiners of quality and productivity and the degree of satisfaction thet employees receive
from the performance of their jobs have been well recognized in the research literature for more than 30
years (Baker & Associates, 1992).

Our present focus and research illustrate the value of delegating and empowering others within the
organization through an effective management and leadership process. Y ukl (1998) defined leadership
as the process of influencing magor changes in the atitudes and assumptions of organization members
and building commitment for the organization's mission or objectives. The concept of leadership has
been studied for many yearsin avariety of work settings, and there is no one theory of management and
leadership that is universaly accepted (Baker & Associates, 1992). However, organizationd research
conducted to date shows a strong rel ationship between leadership processes and other aspects of the
organizationd culture. Intensive efforts to conceptualize and measure organizationd climate began in the
1960s with Likert' swork at the University of Michigan. A mgor means of measuring organizationd
climate was developed by Likert (1967) and has been adapted by others, including McCldland and
Atkinson, reported in Baker and Glass (1993). As such, results from the survey were interpreted using
the scientific management model developed by Likert and adapted to the PACE format by NILIE in
accordance with the mode presented in Table 1. A modified verson of the Likert profile of
organizations was employed in the in-depth case study of Miami-Dade Community College in 1987 and
reported by Roueche and Baker (1987). The organizationa climate and leadership style were examined
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through an adaptation of Likert'sfour systems. The first adaptation of Likert's climate concepts
specificaly designed for higher education organizations was employed at the various campuses of
Miami- Dade Community College during 1986.

Results of the Miami-Dade study indicated that Likert's four-system theory worked well when applied
to a higher education setting. It showed promise not only for measuring climate and responses to
leadership style but aso for articulating ways both leadership effectiveness and organizationd climate
could be improved within the inditution. Since the Miami-Dade research project, more than 70
inditutions have participated in climate studies conducted by NILIE at NC State University. During the
time frame 1988-1997, various versons of the PACE insrument were field-tested through NILIE's
efforts, and severd dissertations were completed by doctora students in higher education programs.

From Likert's original work and research methods, NILIE identified four leadership models and
organizationa systems ranging from coercive to collaborative. The collaborative system, which is called
System 4, is generdly seen as a climate to be achieved and produces better resultsin terms of
productivity, job satisfaction, communication, and overal organizationd climate (Likert, 1967). The
various NILIE research studies have verified that the collaborative modd is the climate to be sought as
opposed to generdly exigting naturdly in the environment. NILIE' s research supports the conclusion
that most organizations function between the System 2 (competitive) and System 3 (conaultative) levels
acrossthe six origina domains of the instrument (i.e., forma influence, communication, collaboration,
organizationd structure, work design, and student focus). When standard deviations are considered,
employees support arange of options that fall between lower System 4 and the mid-range of System 2.

System 1, which represents the least desirable climate, congtitutes a structured, task-oriented, and highly
authoritative leadership management style based on the notion that followers are inherently lazy and that,
to make them productive, the manager must keep after them congtantly. Interestingly, afew employees
indmog al organizations evauated by NILIE hold this view of the organizationd dimate. Generdly,
their numbers are too few to have much effect on the overal inditutiona averages.

In contrast, a collaborative modd is characterized by aleadership environment that is change oriented,
where gppropriate decisions have been delegated to organizationd teams, and one in which leaders
seek to achieve trust and confidence in the followers. The followers reciprocate with pogtive views of
the leaders. This style is based on the assumption that work is a source of satisfaction and will be
performed voluntarily with self-direction and sdf-control because people have a basic need to achieve
and be productive. It dso assumes that the nature of work calls for people to work together in order to
accomplish complex tasks. This leadership environment is particularly descriptive of the climate
necessary for productivity in ahigher education environment, where atypica animosty islikely to exist
between professond faculty and adminigtrators.

Asthe perceptions of the gtaff, faculty, and administrators approach the characteristics of the
collaborative environment, better results are achieved in terms of productivity and cost (Likert, 1967).
Employees are absent from work less often and tend to remain employed in the organization for alonger
period of time (Likert). The collaborative modd aso produces a better organizationa climate
characterized by excdlent communication, higher peer-group loyaty, high confidence and trugt, and
favorable attitudes toward supervisors (Likert). In addition, Blanchard (1985) suggests that adapting
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leadership stylesto fit the Stuation according to the employees characteristics and developmental stages
may be appropriate for enhancing productivity. Blanchard’ s gpproach calls for a contingency strategy to
fit agiven context. Table lisamodd of NILIE's four systems framework based on Likert's origind
work and modified through NILIE’ s research conducted between 1992 and 1997.

In addition to Likert, other researchers have discovered a strong relationship between the climate of an
organization and the leadership styles of the managers and leaders in the organization (Adams, 1965).
Results from the NILIE research support this assumption. NILIE sfindings are consstent with a model
of work motivation referred to as Equity Theory (Adams). Thistheory suggests that managers and
leaders should emphasi ze equitable rewards for employees because inequalities motivate workers to
reduce the inequity. Means of reducing these perceived inequities include reducing one' s output,
quitting the job, engaging in absentesiam, or influencing others to lower their productivity. The
importance of the influence of equitable rewards on job mativation and production and their impact on
how managers and |leaders are perceived, therefore, cannot be overemphasized.

Studies of leadership effectiveness abound in the literature. Managers and leaders who will plan change
drategies for their organizations are encouraged to review the following theories and concepts when
planning for the future.

1. The path-god theory of House (1971) in which leader behavior is expressed in terms
of the leader'sinfluence in dlarifying paths or routes followers travel toward work and
persond god attainment.

2. Anenvironment in which the leader's greatest impact is perceived to exist through
interactions with followers contingent on their performance levels (Bass, 1990).

3. The Vroom/Y etton mode in which specific Stuationd contingencies are consdered,
which should provide the leader with ingghts into gppropriate decision-making
srategies (Y ukl, 1994).

4. Trandformationd leadership theory advocated by Bass (1990).

5. Situational leadership theory advocated by Blanchard (1985).

Advancements of origind theories recognize the emerging interest in organizationd climate sudies and
the effectiveness of transformationa |eadership and follower-leader Stuations that require different
leadership behaviorsto fit different assumptions of leader and follower readiness. The study presented in
this report is an attempt to assess and improve the overdl climate of Austin Community College by
gathering perceptions and estimates of quality and excellence across personnd groups. ItisNILIE's
expectation that this report will provide a benchmark and empirical data that will be sysematicaly
integrated into effective planning modds for Austin Community College.
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Table 1. NILIE Four Systems Model

Sysem 1 System 2 System 3 Sysem 4

Coercive Competitive Consultative Collaborative
Leaders are seen as Leaders are seen as Leaders are seen as Leaders are seen as
having no confidence | having having substantial but | having demonstrated

or trust in employees
and seldom involve
them in any aspect of
the decision-making
process.

condescending
confidence and trust
in employees.
Employees are
occasionally involved
in some aspects of the
decision-making
process.

not complete
confidence and trust
in employees.
Employees are
significantly involved
in the decision-making
process.

confidence and trust
in employees.
Employees are
involved in
appropriate aspects of
the decision-making
process.

Decisions are made at
the top and issued
downward.

Some decision-making
processes take place
in the lower levels, but
control is at the top.

More decisions are
made at the lower
levels, and leaders
consult with followers
regarding decisions.

Decision making is
widely dispersed
throughout the
organization and is
well integrated across
levels.

Lower levelsinthe
organi zation oppose
the goals established
by the upper levels.

Lower levelsinthe
organization
cooperate in
accomplishing
selected goals of
the organization.

Lower levelsin the
organization begin to
deal more with morale
and exercise
cooperation toward
accomplishment of
goals.

Collaboration is
employed throughout
the organization.

Influence primarily
takes place through
fear and punishment.

Some influenceis
experienced through
the rewards process
and some through fear
and punishment.

Influence is through
the rewards process.
Occasional
punishment and some
collaboration occur.

Employees are
influenced through
participation and
involvement in
developing economic
rewards, setting goals,
improving methods,
and appraising
progress toward
goals.
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METHOD

The PACE instrument was administered to a dratified random sample of the staff, faculty, and
adminigrators of Augtin Community College in June 2002. The climate survey was a collaborative
project between NILIE, the Office of Ingtitutional Effectiveness of Austin Community College, and
Outlander Research. The PACE was administered to employees of ACC via phone agents employed
by Outlander Research. Phone agents employed by Outlander were trained prior to conducting the
survey. Tester bias and confidentidity during the administration of the survey were stressed during
training to the phone agents. Outlander Research monitored the phone agents continudly to ensure the
surveys were conducted properly. Any surveys that were questionable were removed from the total
surveys completed.

The PACE instrument is divided into seven insrumental factors and conceptud domains. These spheres
are formd influence, communication, collaboration, organizationa structure, work design/technology,
and student focus. Fifty-five items were included in the PACE survey, aswell as aseries of questions
ascertaining the demographic status of respondents.

Respondents were asked to rate the seven climate factors through their specific statements on afive-
point scale from alow of “1” to ahigh of “5.” The meansfor al items were obtained and compared.
Items with lower scores were considered to have high priority. In thisway, the areasin need of
improvement were ranked in order of priority, thereby asssting in the process of developing plansto
improve the overal performance of the inditution. For purposes of external comparisons, NILIE will
provide statisticd data from its norm base.
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DATA COLLECTION

Of the 469 ACC employees contacted, 416 (88.7%) completed the PACE survey. NILIE managed
the climate survey project. The climate survey was a collaborative project between NILIE, the Office
of Inditutiond Effectiveness of Austin Community College, and Outlander Research. The PACE was
administered to employees of ACC via phone agents employed by Outlander Research. Phone agents
employed by Outlander were trained prior to conducting the survey. Tester bias and confidentidity
during the adminigration of the survey were stressed during training to the phone agents. Outlander
Research monitored the phone agents continually to ensure the surveys were conducted properly. Any
surveys that were questionable were removed from the total surveys completed.

DATA ANALYSIS

Optica scan sheets were employed to capture the survey data. These sheets were read by an optica
scanner. Responses were analyzed using the satistica package SAS, verson 6.12.

The following six research questions were explored using the data generated from the items asked in the
PACE ingrument:

QUESTION #1 How representative of the total population is the returned survey sample?

QUESTION #2 How do employees perceive the overdl inditutiond dimate?

QUESTION #3 To what extent are there differences in perception of the indtitutiond climate
among employeesin functiond roles?

QUESTION #4 To what extent are there differences in perception of the indtitutiond climate
among various demographic classfications?

QUESTION #5 How do the results of this PACE compare with the NILIE PACE Norm Base?

QUESTION #6 What recommendations for change and improvement can be made based on the

results of this dimate survey?
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In previous studies, the overdl PACE instrument has shown a coefficient of internal consstency
(Cronbach’s Alpha) of 0.97. Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient provides an interna estimate of the
ingrument's religbility. The high coefficient means that participants responded the same way to Smilar
items. Within this context, the climate survey is measuring what the designer expects to measure. The
Cronbach's dpha coefficients of interna consistency from January 1999 to present are asfollows:

Table 2. Alpha Coefficients by Climate Category for PACEs Completed From January 1999 to
Present (n=16,209)

Alpha
Climate Category Coefficient
Forma Influence (1-10) 0.93
Communication (11-19) 0.92
Collaboration (20-27) 0.91
Organizational Structure (28-35) 0.87
Work Design/Technology (36-44) 0.84
Student Focus (45-55) 0.91
Overdl (1-55) 0.97

Each of the research questions posed earlier is answered in the order listed in the data andysis section.
Graphic representations of the results have been prepared to provide the reader with useful information.
Thus, the reader may refer to the graphsin order to get an in-depth picture of the results. The narrative
under each question serves to elaborate on the information conveyed by each figure or table.
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QUESTION#1: How representative of thetotal population isthe returned survey
sample?

Of the 469 ACC employees contacted, 415 (88.5%) completed the PA CE survey. Survey respondents
classfied themsdvesinto functiond roles (i.e., Adminigtrative or Professond, FT Faculty-Workforce,
FT Faculty-Academic, and FT Faculty-Librarian or Counsdalor, ADJ Faculty-Academic, ADJ Faculty-
Workforce, and Classfied Staff). Refer to Table 3 below.

When contracting with an inditution, NILIE encourages that the entire full-time population of the
ingtitution be surveyed. When making inferences from the data, caution should aways be used, and
return rates of less than 60% of a subgroup should be viewed with some hesitation. ACC surveyed a
dratified random sample of its employees and achieved response rates ranging from 63%-100% for
each employee category.

A comparison of the PACE respondents with the total ACC population shows that the survey
respondents were representative of ACC employees. The ADJ Faculty-Workforce and Classified Staff
employee categories were dightly under represented, while dl other categories were dightly over
represented.

Table 3. Surveys Sdf-Andyzed by Respondent’s Functiond Role

ACC PACE
Functional Role Population Respondents
N % N % Difference

Adminigrative or Prof/Tech 381 16% 81 20% 4%
FT Faculty-Academic 204 9% 58  14% 5%
FT Faculty-Workforce 173 7% 35 8% 1%
FT Faculty-Librarian or Counsdlor 40 2% 9 2% 0%
ADJ Faculty-Academic 628 26% 133 32% 6%
ADJ Faculty-Workforce 437 18% 43 10% -8%
Classfied Saff 508 21% 51 12% -9%
Did not respond 3) 1% 1%
Total 2,371  100% 415  100%
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Figure 1 provides a graphic representation of the proportion of tota responses by functiond role.

Fgure 1. Proportion of Total Responses by Functiona Role

Administrative or
Prof/Tech
20%

Classified Staff
12%

FT Faculty-
Academic
14%

FT Faculty-
Workforce

8%
ADJ Faculty-

Workforce
10% ADJ Faculty-

Academic
32%

FT Faculty-
Librarian or
Counsdlor
2%

Fve individuds did not respond to the functiona role demographic variable.
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Table 4 reports the number of respondents across the different demographic classfications and the
percentage of the overall response that each group represents.

Table 4. Proportion of Responses Across Demographic Classifications

Demographic Variable Number of Per cent of
Responses Responses
Gender:
Femde 242 60.0%
Made 161 40.0%
Did Not Respond 12
Ethnicity Group:
Africanr American 23 5.7%
AlaskarvAmerican Indian 7 1.7%
Asan-American 8 2.0%
Caucasan 326 80.1%
Hispanic 43 10.6%
Did Not Respond 8
Length of Employment
Lessthan 1 year 21 5.1%
1to4years 115 27.8%
5to9years 99 24.0%
10to 14 years 83 20.1%
15 or more years 95 23.0%
Did Not Respond 2
Personnel Classification:
Adminigrative or Prof/Tech 81 19.8%
FT Faculty-Academic 58 14.2%
FT Faculty-Workforce 35 8.5%
FT Faculty-Librarian or Counsdor 9 2.2%
ADJ Faculty-Academic 133 32.4%
ADJ Faculty-Workforce 43 10.5%
Classfied Staff 51 12.4%
Did Not Respond 5
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QUESTION #2: How do employees per ceive the overall ingtitutional climate?

The results from the PACE survey indicate that personnd perceive the composite climate at ACC tofdl
toward the mid-range of the System 3 (consultative) management syle. As discussed earlier, the scale
range (1 to 5) includes four systems of management style defined by Likert and adapted by Baker and
the NILIE team in their previous in-depth case studies. The four systems are System 1 (coercive),
System 2 (competitive), System 3 (consultative), and System 4 (collaborative). As previoudy stated, the
collaborative management style isrelated to greater productivity, group decison making, and the
establishment of higher performance goals when compared to the other three styles. Thus, the
collaboretive sysem is a system to be sought through planning and organizationd learning.

Asindicated in Figure 2, the student focus climate factor received the highest composte rating (3.89),
which represented a System 3 or consultative management environment. The organizationa structure
climate factor received the lowest mean score (3.39) within the lower areaof System 3. Overdl,
employees rated the management style in the upper range of the System 3 (consultative) area

Figure2. Austin Community College Climate as Rated by All Employees Combined Using Composite

Averages
5
Collaborative
4
Consultative \/‘\/—’4\’
3
Competitive
2
Coercive
1 8 T 8 T 8 T ﬁ T - T * T _
c
5 ® &§ o9 28 3
> 3 S ®S5 82 & >
= c e NEB a8 = O
= 5 | = S s c
IS = & = x5 )
® [} SB © 8 °
E & O § =+ &
l_C|_> O

3.76 349 3.60 339 387 3.89 3.68

Austin Community College PACE 11



Table 5 reports the ACC mean response of al personnel for each of the 55 items included in the survey
ingrument. Also listed are the PACE Norm Base mean for each item. The ACC means and standard
deviations presented in this table estimate what the personnd participating in the study at ACC perceive
the climate to be at this particular time in the indtitution's development. The standard deviation (SD)
demondtrates the variation in responses to a given question. For example, asmall SD demonstrates that
most answers fell within anarrow or restrictive range. Conversdly, alarge SD demondtrates that more
variance existed around the mean score for the item. When the SD becomes too greet, the mean isno
longer areliable indicator of the participant responses.

In reviewing each of the items separatdly, it was found that of the 55 means, sixteenfdl within a System
4 (collaborative) management style (i.e., amean score rating between 4.0 and 5.0) and thirty-five fel
within a System 3 (consultative) management style (i.e., a mean score rating between 3.0 and 4.0).
Four items fell within the System 2 (competitive) management style (i.e., a mean score rating between
2.0 and 3.0) and none fel within the System 1 (coercive) management style (i.e., amean score rating
between 1.0 and 2.0). The items with the three lowest composite scores were #34 (2.47), #35 (2.67),
and #9 (2.83). Figure 3 provides agraphicd view of the data presented in Table 5.

The preponderance of System 3 (n=35, consultative) scores indicates that the inditution has ardaively
high levd of perceived productivity and satisfaction. Overal, results from the survey yielded amean
inditutiona climate score of 3.68 as indicated on the previous page in Figure 2.

Figure 3. Mean Responsesto 55-Item Climate Survey
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Table5. Comparative Mean Responses to 55-1tem Climate Survey
Formal Influence

1
2
3

~N O O A~

(o]

10

The extent to which the actions of thisingtitution reflect its mission

The extent to which my manager expresses confidence in my work

The extent to which my manager provides timely feedback regarding my
work

The extent to which | am given the opportunity to be creative in my work
The extent to which my manager emphasizes my persona devel opment
The extent to which my ideas are seriousy considered by my manager
The extent to which | have the opportunity to express my ideasin
appropriate forums

The extent to which my ideas are actively sought by my manager

The extent to which | am able to appropriately influence the direction of
thisinditution

The extent to which thisingtitution has been successful in positively
motivating my performance

Communication

11
12
13
14
15

16
17

18

19

The extent to which | receive information related to my work

The extent to which information | receive is useful in my work

The extent to which the information | generate is shared with others
The extent to which positive work expectations are communicated to me
The extent to which unacceptable behaviors are identified and
communicated to me

The extent to which work outcomes are clarified for me

The extent to which open and ethical communication is practiced at this
ingtitution

The extent to which | receive adequate information regarding important
activities at thisingtitution

The extent to which information is shared within this ingtitution

Collaboration

20

21
22

23
24
25
26

27

The extent to which | have an opportunity to work jointly with appropriate

others at this ingtitution

The extent to which there is a spirit of cooperation within my work team
The extent to which my primary work team uses problem-solving
techniques

The extent to which ingtitutiona teams use problem-solving techniques
The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exigts at this institution

The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exists in my department

The extent to which there is an opportunity for all ideas to be exchanged
within my work team

The extent to which my work team coordinates its efforts with appropriate

individuas and teams

Austin Community College PACE 13

ACC Mean
343
4.28
4.00

4.24
3.93
3.94
4.05

3.69
2.83

3.18
3.69
3.62
3.63
3.69
3.61

3.56
3.00

354

3.12

3.72

3.83
3.72

3.02
2.88
4.02
3.90

3.74

D
1.05
0.93
1.05

0.93
104
1.04
0.99

111
124

1.20
1.00
0.96
0.89
0.94

0.86

0.98
1.26

1.04

114

0.99

110
1.02

1.02
119
0.98
1.00

0.98

PACE Norm
3.67
3.98
3.67

4.08
3.60
3.79
3.74

354
3.05

3.28
3.49
351
3.57
351
3.42

341
3.08

3.42

3.10

3.66

3.68
3.59

321
3.08
3.70
3.68

354



Table 5. Continued

Organizational Structure ACCMean SD PACE Norm

28 The extent to which ingtitution-wide policies guide my work 3.34 0.96 341

29 The extent to which | receive timely feedback for my work 3.38 1.06 3.35

30 The extent to which | receive appropriate feedback for my work 351 1.03 3.39

31 The extent to which the amount of work | do is appropriate 3.67 101 3.45

32 The extent to which the variety of work | do is gppropriate 3.95 0.83 3.82

33 The extent to which | am &ble to organize my work day 4.10 0.87 3.84

34 The extent to which thisinditution is gppropriately organized 247 121 3.02

35 The extent to which decisons are made at the appropriate leve at this 2.67 1.22 2.90
inditution

Work Design/Technology

36 The extent to which accuracy is expected of mein my job 4.16 0.63 4.09

37 The extent to which my skills are appropriate for my job 4.40 0.65 4.26

38 The extent to which | fed my job isrdevant to thisinditution's misson 4.48 0.67 4.29

39 The extent to which | am responsible for meaningful work 4.48 0.66 4.32

40 The extent to which | have the opportunity for advancement within this 3.00 1.20 3.13
inditution

41 The extent to which my work is guided by clearly defined adminigrative 3.21 114 3.23
processes

42 The extent to which my manager helps me to improve my work 3.72 1.02 3.45

43 The extent to which | am provided up-to-date technology in my job 3.64 1.09 3.48

44 The extent to which | am provided training necessary to master dl 3.76 1.01 341
aspects of my job

Student Focus

45 The extent to which student needs are centrd to what we do 3.86 1.08 3.80

46 The extent to which students receive an excellent educetion at this 4.10 0.77 3.95
inditution

47 The extent to which faculty meet the needs of the students 4.04 0.78 381

48 The extent to which support services personne meet the needs of the 3.73 0.95 3.70
students

49 The extent to which adminigtrative personnel meet the needs of the 3.14 1.19 3.40
students

50 The extent to which thisingdtitution prepares students for a career 4.08 0.73 3.96

51 The extent to which thisinditution prepares sudents for further learning 4.16 0.69 391

52 The extent to which students are assisted with their persond 3.73 0.81 3.60
development

53 The extent to which students competencies are enhanced 4.07 0.66 3.79

54 The extent to which students are satisfied with their educationa 3.90 0.70 3.81
experience a thisinditution

55 The extent to which ethnic and culturd divergty are important a this 4.00 0.81 3.66
inditution

Overall 3.68 0.54 3.59
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QUESTION#3.  Towhat extent arethere differencesin perception of theinstitutional
climate among employeesin functional roles?

Figure 4 reports composite ratings according to the seven climate factors for employeesin functiona
roles. In generd, the ADJ Faculty-Workforce employees rated the six normative factors most
favorably (3.82), whereas the ADJ Faculty- Academic employees rated the six normative factors lesst
favorably (3.57).

FHgure 4. Average Climate Scores as Rated by Functiona Roles a Austin Community College

5
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4
Consultative
3
. —<o—— Administrative or Prof/Tech
Competitive —o— FT Faculty-Academic
——a——FT Faculty-Workforce
2 FT Faculty-Librarian or Counselor
—#— ADJ Faculty-Academic
—e— ADJ Faculty-Workforce
Coercive —+—— Classified Staff
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Adminigtrative or 3.82 3.52 374 333 3.98 397 374

Prof/Tech
FT Faculty-Academic 3.73 3.39 361 332 3.94 391 367

FT Faculty-Workforce 391 357 379 339 391 39 377
FT Faculty-Librarian or 3.72 3.46 343 322 3.99 401 367
Counsdor

ADJ Faculty-Academic 3.61 340 338 336 3.76 381 357
ADJ Faculty-Workforce 3.4 3.73 378 353 3.90 394 382
Classfied Stff 381 3.58 370 356 3.84 388 374
Overdl 3.76 349 360 339 3.87 389 368
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DATA SUMMARY

Figures 5 through 11 show the ratings of each employee group for each of the 55 climateitems. The
data summary for each figure precedes the corresponding figure. Thisinformation provides a cose look
a the indtitutiona climate ratings and should be examined carefully when prioritizing areas for change
among the employee groups. The information contained within Figures 5 through 11 will be discussed in
alater section of this report addressing recommendations for change.
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Formal Influence (Overall Mean 3.76)
1 Theextent to which the actions of thisinstitution reflect its 352 332
mission
2 The extent to which my manager expresses confidencein my 427 436
work
3 Theextent to which my manager providestimely feedback 400 414
regarding my work
4 The extent to which | am given the opportunity to be creativein 436  4.03
my work
5 The extent to which my manager emphasizes my personal 414 412
development
6 The extent to which my ideas are seriously considered by my 401 410
manager
7 Theextent to which | have the opportunity to expressmy ideas 405 3.83
in appropriate forums
8 Theextent to which my ideas are actively sought by my manager 370 3.79
9 Theextent to which | am ableto appropriately influence the 283 255
direction of thisinstitution
10 The extent to which this institution has been successful in 323 298

Figure 5. Average Scores of the Formal Influence Climate Area as Rated by Functional Roles at Austin
Community College
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Administrative
or Prof/Tech
FT Faculty-

Academic

Communication (Overall Mean 3.49)

The extent to which | receive information related to my work 383
The extent to which information | receiveisuseful inmy work 374
The extent to which theinformation | generateis shared with ~ 3.81

11
12
13

14

15

16
17

18

19

others

The extent to which positive work expectations are 372
communicated to me

The extent to which unacceptable behaviors areidentifiedand 3.73
communicated to me

The extent to which work outcomes are clarified for me 358
The extent to which open and ethical communicationis 283

practiced at thisinstitution

The extent to which | receive adequate information regarding 351
important activities at thisinstitution

The extent to which information is shared within this 2.93

institution

355
355
3.69
372
3.64

359
2.60

331

284

FT Faculty-
Workforce

371
354
3.89
3.69
3.66

357
323

354

331

FT Faculty-
Librarian or
Counselor

344
4.00

3.56

4.00

3.56
2.78

322

267

ADJ Faculty-

Academic

3.56
343
331
3.64
344

343
3.08

357

317

ADJ Faculty-
Workforce

398
3.88
367
393
3.70

367
337

391

349

Figure6. Average Scores of the Communication Climate Area as Rated by Functional Roles at Austin
Community College
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Collaboration (Overall Mean 3.60)

The extent to which | have an opportunity to work jointly with
appropriate others at thisinstitution

The extent to which thereis a spirit of cooperation within my

20

21

2

23

24

25

26

27

work team

The extent to which my primary work team uses problem-

solving techniques

The extent to which institutional teams use problem-solving

techniques

The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exists at this

institution

The extent to which a spirit of cooperation existsin my

department

The extent to which thereis an opportunity for all ideasto be
exchanged within my work team

The extent to which my work team coordinates its efforts with
appropriate individuals and teams
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Figure 7. Average Scores of the Collaboration Climate Area as Rated by Functional Roles at Austin

Community College
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Administrative
or Prof/Tech
FT Faculty-
Academic

Organizational Structure (Overall Mean 3.39)

28 The extent to which institution-wide policies guide my work 343
29 Theextent to which | receive timely feedback for my work 343
30 Theextent towhich | receive appropriate feedback for my 353
work
31 Theextent to which the amount of work | do is appropriate 3.26
32 Theextent to which the variety of work | do is appropriate 391
33 Theextent to which | am able to organize my work day 401
34 Theextent to which thisinstitution is appropriately organized 249
35 Theextent to which decisions are made at the appropriate 258

level at thisinstitution

Figure 8.
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Work Design/Technology (Overall Mean 3.87)

36 Theextent to which accuracy is expected of mein my job

37 Theextent to which my skills are appropriate for my job

38 Theextent to which | feel my job isrelevant to thisinstitution's

mission

39 Theextent to which | am responsible for meaningful work
40 The extent to which | have the opportunity for advancement 299

within thisinstitution
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41 The extent to which my work is guided by clearly defined 322

administrative processes

42 The extent to which my manager helps meto improvemy work  3.81
43 The extent to which | am provided up-to-date technology in my 3.81

job

44 The extent to which | am provided training necessary to master  3.85

all aspects of my job
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Figure9. Average Scores of the Work Design/Technology Climate Area as Rated by Functional Roles

a Augtin Community College
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Student Focus (Overall Mean 3.89) <o b«
45 The extent to which student needs are central to what we do 393 374
46 The extent to which students receive an excellent educationat  4.19 4.14
thisinstitution
47 The extent to which faculty meet the needs of the students 404 431
48 The extent to which support services personnel meet theneeds 377 381

49
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52

g g

of the students

The extent to which administrative personnel meet the needsof 333 260
the students

The extent to which thisinstitution prepares students for a 420 4.09
career

The extent to which thisinstitution prepares students for 432 424

further learning

The extent to which students are assisted with their personal 368 383

development
The extent to which students' competencies are enhanced 416 4.23
The extent to which students are satisfied with their 389 400

educational experience at thisinstitution
The extent to which ethnic and cultural diversity areimportant 418 4.09

at thisinstitution
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Figure 10. Average Scores of the Student Focus Climate Area as Rated by Functional Roles a Austin
Community College
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QUESTION #4. Towhat extent arethere differencesin perception of theinstitutional
climate among various demogr aphic classifications?

Refer to the following page for abrief description of the data provided in Table 6 below.

Table 6. Average Climate Scores as Rated by Personnd in Various Demographic Classifications

c
o
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Gender:
Femde 377 350 366 338 388 391 3.70
Mde 373 348 352 339 384 38 365
Ethnic Group:
Caucasian 376 347 360 337 388 391 368
*Other 376 360 363 351 384 38 371
Length of Employment
Lessthan 1 year 393 371 376 368 394 402 385
1to 4 years 378 359 358 350 389 391 372
5to 9years 386 364 375 353 393 395 3.79
10to 14 years 365 339 352 333 384 387 362
15 or more years 3.67 326 352 308 378 380 354
Per sonnel Classification:
Adminigrative or Prof/Tech 382 352 374 333 398 397 374
FT Faculty-Academic 373 339 361 332 394 391 367
FT Faculty-Workforce 391 357 379 339 391 396 3.77
FT Feculty-Librarianor Counsdlor  3.72 3.46 343 322 399 401 3.67
ADJ Faculty-Academic 361 340 338 336 376 381 357
ADJ Faculty-Workforce 394 373 378 353 390 394 382
Classfied Saff 381 358 370 356 384 388 374

* |n order to maintain respondent confidentidity, a grand mean score was calculated for the Other
ethnic group to include the African American (n=35), AlaskanVAmerican Indian (n=1), Asan (n=1) and
Hispanic (n=63) ethnic groups.
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Gender:
Female respondents rated the climate higher, with a composite rating of 3.70, whereas maes rated the
climate lower with a composite rating of 3.65.

Ethnic Group:
Those respondents in the combined Hispanic, Asan American, American Indian/Alaskan and Africant
American ethnic groups had the highest overdl rating of 3.71. Caucasians rated the College lower, with
amean of 3.68.

L ength of Employment at ACC.:

Respondents with less than one year of employment at ACC rated the climate highest, with a composite
rating of 3.85, closdly followed by respondents with 5 to 9 years at the indtitution with a composite
rating of 3.79. The composite climate ratings for respondents with 1 to 4 years, 10 to 14 yearsand 15
or more years of employment rated the climate lower (3.72, 3.62 and 3.54, respectively).

Personnel Classification:

Respondents in the ADJ Faculty-Workforce personne classfication rated the climate highest, with a
composite rating of 3.82. Respondentsin the FT Faculty-Workforce rated the climate next highest,
with a3.77 overdl rating, closdly followed by respondents in both the Administrative or Prof/Tech and
Classfied Staff (3.74). Respondentsin the FT Faculty-Academic, FT Faculty-Librarian or Counsdlor,
and ADJ Faculty-Academic personne classfications rated the climate lower, with composite ratings of
3.67, 3.67 and 3.57, respectivedy.
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QUESTION #5. How do theresults of this PACE compar e with the NILIE PACE Norm
Base?

Figure 12 shows how ACC compares with the NILIE PACE Norm Base from dl the climate studies
using the current version of the NILIE PACE standardized survey conducted at two- and four-year
indtitutions snce 1996. These sudies included small, medium, large, and multi-campus inditutions,
community college digtricts; and statewide systems. Indtitutions ranged in size from 1,200 credit students
on one campus to 22,000 credit students enrolled on multiple campuses. Normeative data are not
available for the customized climate factor area devel oped specificaly for ACC. Figure 12 shows how
ACC compares with data from the “origind” sx PACE domains (i.e., forma influence, communication,
collaboration, organizationa structure, work design/technology, and student focus) maintained by
NILIE.

Figure 11. Austin Community College Climate Compared with the NILIE PACE Norm Base
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QUESTION#6.  What recommendationsfor change and improvement can be made based
on theresults of this climate survey?

Ovedl, the following have been identified as areas of excellence a Austin Community College.

Two of these items represent the formd influence climate factor (items #2 and #4), four represent the
work design/technology climate factor (items #36 #37 #38 and #39), and one represents the Student
climate factor (items#51).

The extent to which | fed my job isrelevant to thisingtitution's mission (item #38), Mean score:
4.48

The extent to which | am respongble for meaningful work (item #39), Mean score: 4.48
The extent to which my sKills are appropriate for my job (item #37), Mean score: 4.40
The extent to which my manager expresses confidence in my work (item #2), Mean score: 4.28

The extent to which | am given the opportunity to be creative in my work (item #4), Mean score:
4.24

The extent to which accuracy is expected of mein my job (item #36), Mean score: 4.16

The extent to which thisingtitution prepares sudents for further learning (item #51), Mean score:
4.16
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One of the primary purposes of the PACE instrument is to provide recommendations for change that
assig in efforts to improve the climate a an inditution or system of inditutions. To accomplish thisgod,
apriority index score was computed for each of the questions. This score was obtained by ordering the
means for each of the items in ascending order, from the lowest to the highest vaues. The priority index
score provides an ingght into the distance between the particular score and the ided Situation,
represented by a score of 4.50 on any item. In this way, important areas needing improvement can be
identified and prioritized. One way to think about these scoresis to see the priority index scores as
measures of the extent to which individuas and groups can be motivated through leadership to improve
the climate within the ingtitution. Thus, the gap between the scores on What is and the I deal for each
item is the zone of acceptable change within the inditution.

Tables 7 through 13 contain lists of the top twelve improvement areas determined in thisway. These
ligs are presented by personnd classification and provide the priorities of the groups. All employee
groups combined identified Six items as heeding improvement. The areas of greatest concern include:

The extent to which thisinditution is gppropriately organized (item #34), Mean score: 2.47

The extent to which decisions are made at the appropriate leve at this inditution (item #35), Mean
score: 2.67

The extent to which | am able to gppropriately influence the direction of thisinditution (item #9),
Mean score: 2.83

The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exigts a thisingtitution (item #24), Mean score: 2.88

The extent to which open and ethical communication is practiced & thisingditution (item #17), Mean
score: 3.00

The extent to which | have the opportunity for advancement within this ingtitution (item #40), Mean
score; 3.00
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Table 7. Profile of the College Climate. Priorities for Change: Adminidirative or Prof/Tech

Item# Mean AreatoChange

34
35

24
9

17

19
40

23

41

10

31
49

2.49
2.58

2.76
2.83

2.83

2.93
2.99

3.09

3.22

3.23

3.26
3.33

The extent to which thisingitution is gppropriately organized

The extent to which decisons are made at the appropriate level at this
inditution

The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exigts at this ingtitution

The extent to which | am able to gppropriatdy influence the direction of this
inditution

The extent to which open and ethica communication is practiced at this
inditution

The extent to which information is shared within thisinditution

The extent to which | have the opportunity for advancement within this
inditution

The extent to which inditutiona teams use problem-solving techniques

The extent to which my work is guided by clearly defined adminidrative
processes

The extent to which thisinditution has been successful in postively
motivaing my performance

The extent to which the amount of work | do is appropriate
The extent to which adminigrative personnel meet the needs of the students
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Table 8. Profile of the College Climate. Priorities for Change: FT Faculty- Academic

Item# Mean AreatoChange

34
35

24
17

49

23

19
41

10

28
18

2.16
231

2.55

2.57
2.60

2.60

2.78

2.84
2.93

2.98

3.16
331

The extent to which thisingtitution is gppropriately organized

The extent to which decisions are made at the appropriate level at this
inditution

The extent to which | am able to appropriately influence the direction of this
inditution

The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exigts at this ingtitution

The extent to which open and ethica communication is practiced at this
inditution
The extent to which adminigrative personnel meet the needs of the students

The extent to which inditutiona teams use problem-solving techniques

The extent to which informetion is shared within this inditution

The extent to which my work is guided by clearly defined administrative
processes

The extent to which thisingtitution has been successful in pogtively
moativating my performance

The extent to which indtitution-wide policies guide my work

The extent to which | recelve adequate information regarding important
activities a thisinditution
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Table9. Profile of the College Climate. Priorities for Change: FT Faculty-Workforce

Item# Mean AreatoChange

34 2.63  Theextent to which thisinditution is appropriately organized

35 2.86 The extent to which decisions are made a the gppropriate levd et this
inditution

24 2.89 Theextent to which aspirit of cooperation exigs at thisinditution

9 291 Theextent to which | am able to gppropriatdy influence the direction of

thisinditution

49 2.97  Theextent to which adminidrative personnel meet the needs of the
students

23 3.03 Theextent to which indtitutiona teams use problem-solving techniques

40 3.17 Theextent to which | have the opportunity for advancement within this
inditution

41 3.17  Theextent to which my work is guided by clearly defined adminidretive
processes

17 3.23  Theextent to which open and ethical communication is practiced at this
inditution

19 3.31 The extent to which information is shared within this indtitution

28 3.31 Theextent to which indtitution-wide policies guide my work

29 3.31 Theextent to which | recaive timely feedback for my work
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Table 10. Profile of the College Climate. Priorities for Change: FT Faculty-Librarian or Counselor

ltem# Mean AreatoChange

35 211 The extent to which decisons are made at the appropriate leve at this
inditution

34 2.22  Theextent to which thisinditution is agppropriately organized

24 2.44  The extent to which aspirit of cooperation exigts at thisingditution

19 2.67  Theextent to which information is shared within this indtitution

10 2.78  Theextent to which thisinditution has been successful in postively
moativating my performance

17 2.78  The extent to which open and ethical communication is practiced at this
inditution

49 2.89  The extent to which adminigirative personnel meet the needs of the
students

23 3.00 Theextent to which inditutiond teams use problem solving techniques

31 3.00 The extent to which the amount of work | do is appropriate

9 3.22 Theextent to which | am able to gppropriately influence the direction of

thisinditution

18 3.22 Theextent to which | receive adequate information regarding important
activities a thisinditution

40 3.22 Theextent to which | have the opportunity for advancement within this
inditution
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Table11. Profile of the College Climate. Priorities for Change: ADJ Faculty- Academic

ltem# Mean AreatoChange

34 242  Theextent to which thisinditution is gppropriately organized

35 261 Theextent to which decisons are made a the appropriate leve e this
inditution

9 2.65 Theextent to which | am able to appropriately influence the direction of

thisingditution

40 2.67 Theextent to which | have the opportunity for advancement within this
inditution

24 2.82 Theextent to which aspirit of cooperation exigs at thisingditution

23 291 Theextent to which ingtitutiona teams use problem-solving techniques

10 3.00 Theextent to which thisingitution has been successful in pogitively
motivating my performance

17 3.08 Theextent to which open and ethical communication is practiced at this
inditution

41 3.08  Theextent to which my work is guided by clearly defined adminidretive
processes

49 3.08 The extent to which adminidrative personnel meet the needs of the
students

19 3.17 Theextent to which information is shared within this indtitution

28 3.21 Theextent to which inditution-wide policies guide my work
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Table 12. Profile of the College Climate. Priorities for Change: ADJ Faculty-Workforce

ltem# Mean AreatoChange

34 2.60  Theextent to which thisinditution is appropriately organized

40 295 Theextent to which | have the opportunity for advancement within this
inditution

35 3.07 Theextent to which decisions are made at the appropriate level at this
inditution

9 3.12 Theextent to which | am able to gppropriately influence the direction of

thisingditution

23 3.21 Theextent to which indtitutiond teams use problem-solving techniques

24 3.26  Theextent to which a spirit of cooperation exigs a this indtitution

29 3.35 Theextent towhich | receive timely feedback for my work

17 3.37  Theextent tow which open and ethicd communication is practiced & this
inditution

49 3.37  Theextent to which adminidrative personnel meet the needs of the
students

10 3.47  Theextent to which thisinditution has been successful in postively
moativating my performance

19 349 Theextent to which information is shared within this inditution

28 3,51 Theextent to which indtitution-wide policies guide my work
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Table 13. Profile of the College Climate. Priorities for Change: Classified Staff

ltem# Mean AreatoChange
34 2.75 Theextent to which thisingtitution is gppropriately organized
35 3.02 Theextent to which decisions are made at the appropriate level at this
inditution
17 3.10 Theextent to which open and ethica communication is practiced & this
inditution
40 3.12 Theextent to which | have the opportunity for advancement within this
inditution
9 3.25 Theextent to which | am able to gppropriately influence the direction of
thisingditution
24 3.27 Theextent to which aspirit of cooperation exigs a thisinditution
19 3.31 Theextent to which information is shared within thisingtitution
23 3.31 Theextent to which inditutiond teams use problem solving techniques
1 3.46  Theextent to which the actions of thisingditution reflect its misson
10 348 Theextent to which this inditution has been successful in postively
moativating my performance
41 3,51 Theextent to which my work is guided by clearly defined adminigtrative
processes
29 3.55 Theextent to which | receive timely feedback for my work
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