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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In December 2003, the Personal Assessment of the College Environment (PACE) survey was
administered to 146 emplovees at Glen Oaks Community College (GOCCHY. Of those 146
employvees. 76 (52.1%) completed and returned the instrument for analysis. The purpose of the
survey was 1o obtain the perceptions of personnel concerning the college climate and w provide
data to assist GOCC i promoting more open and constructive communication among faculty,
staff. and administrators. Rescarchers at the National Initiative for [eadership and Institutional
Effectiveness (NILIE) and representatives of GOCC collaborated to administer a survey that
would capture the opinions of personnel throughout the college.

In the PACL model. the leadership of an institution motivates the Institutional Structure.
Supervisory Relationships. Teamwork. and Student Focus elimate tactors toward an outcome of’
student success and institutional effectiveness.

Figure 1. The PACE Model
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NILIL has synthesized (rom the literature tour leadership or organizational svstems ranging [rom
cocrcive 10 collaborative. According to Likert (1967). the Collaborative Svstem, which he
termed System 4. generally produced better results in terms of productivity. job satisfaction.
communication. and overall organizational climate. The other svstems were Consultative
(System 3). Competitive (System 2) and Coercive (System 1), [n agreement with Likert. N1
has concluded that Collaborative (System 43 s the climate 1o be sought as opposed to existing
naturally m the environment. Likert discovered that most of the organizations he studied
functioned at the Competitive or Consultative levels. This has been NILIE's experience as well,
with most college climates ralling mto the Consultative svstem acro-= the tour lactors of the
climate instrument.

OF the more than 120 studies completed by NI, few institutions have been found 1o achieve a
fully Collaborative iSystem 43 environment. although scores in some catevorics mav 1all in this
range lor some classiticatons ol emplovees. Thus. if the Collaborative Svstem is the ideal. shen
this environment 15 the one 1o be sought through planning. collaboration. and organizational
development.
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Employees completed a 46-item PACL imstrument organized into four chimate tactors as follows:
Institutional Structure. Supervisory Relationships. Teamwork. and Student Focus. They also
completed o Customized section designed specifically for Glen Oaks Community College.
Respondents were asked 1o rate the lour factors on a five-point Likert-1yvpe scale. The instrument
was specifically designed to compare the existing climate at GOCC to a range of tour managerial
systerns found to exist in colleges and to a Norm Base of 43 community colleges across North
America. The information generated {rom the instrument has been developed into a research
report that can be used for planning and decision-making in order to improve the existing college
climate.

The PACE instrument administered at GOCC included 36 1otal items. Respondents were asked
to rate items on a five-point satistaction scale froma low ol 17 1o a high of =3.7 Of the 36 items.
none tell within the least tavorable category 1dentilied as the Coercive range {rated between 1
and 2). Eighteen fell within the Competitive range (rated between 2 and 3}, Thirty-seven tell
within the Consultative range {rated between 3 and 4). and one composite rating tell withim the
Collaborative range {rated between 4 and 3).

At GOCC. the overall results from the PACE instrument indicate a healthy campus climate.
vielding an overall 3.22 mean score or low Consultative system. The Swudent Foeus category
received the highest mean score (3.538), wherceas the Custom Question category received the
lowest mean score (2.85). When respondents were classified according to functional role at
GOCC. the composite ratings were as tollows: Support Stat! Member (3.532) Faculty (3.22). and
Administrator (3.16).

Overall, the following have been identilied as arcas ol excellence at Glen Oaks Community
College. *

e The extent to which I feel my job is relevant 1o this mstitution's mission, 4.20 (28)

¢ Theextent to which | am given the opportunity to be creative in my work. 3,96 {£39)
o The extent 1o which this institution prepares students for lurther learning. 3.87 (437)
e The extent to which my supervisor expresses conlidence inmy work. 3.84 (#2)

e The extent to wluch students are satistied with their educational experience at this . 53.81
(#472)

1)

Tl

o lhe extent to which students receive an excellent education at this imstitution. 3.73 (#

o The extent to which this institution prepares students tor a carcer. 3.71 (£33)

o The extent to which taculty meet the needs of the students, 3.63 (F17)

o The extent to which students’ competencies are enhanced. 3.62 (219}

o  The extent to which my supervisor is open to the ideas. opmens. and behiets of evervone.
338 440)

FCustomived questions were not ineluded in this listing.

Cilen Oaks Commumty Collese PACT - 2



T'he following have been identified as areas in need of improvement at Glen Qaks Community
College. ™

The extent to
The extent to
The extent to

The extent to
{716}

The extent o
The extent to
The extent to

The extent o
performance.
The extent o
{F13)

The extent to
(#40)

which information is shared within this institution. 2.36 (210}
which a spirit of cooperation exists at this institution, 2,37 (#23)
which this institution is appropriately organized. 2.53 (#32)

which open and ethical communication is practiced at this institution. 2.60

which [ have the opportunity for advancement. 2.60 (#38)
which institutional teams use problem-solving techniques. 2.72 (#11)
which decisions are made at the appropriate level at this institution. 2.73 (£4)

which this institution has been successful in positively motivating my
273 (#22)

which [ am able to appropriately influcuce the direction ol this institution. 2.90

which professional development and training opportunities are availabie, 2.91

Respondents were also given an opportunily (o provide comments about the most favorable
aspects and the least tavorable aspects ol GOCC. The responses provide insight and anecdoltal
evidence that support the survey questions.

FCustomized questions were 1ot inciuded in this listing,
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LEADERSHIP RESEARCH

The term culture refers 1o a total communication and behavioral pattern within an organization.
Yukl (2002) delines organizational culture as “the shared values and belicts of members about
the activities of the organization and interpersonal relationships™ (p. 108). Schein (2004)
observes that culture “points us to phenomena that are below the surface. that are powertul in
their impact but invisible and to a considerable degree unconscious. In that sense culture is to a
croup what personality 15 to an individual™ (p. 8), Culture as a concept. then. is deeply embedded
in an organization and relatively difficult to change: vet it has real dayv-to-day consequences in
the life of the organization. According to Baker and Associates (1992), culture is manitest
though symbols. rituals. and behavioral norms. and new members of an oreanization need to be
soclalized in the culture in order tor the whole to function etlectively.

Climate refers to the prevailing condition that aflects satistaction (e.p.. morale and feelings) and
productivity (e.g.. task completion or goal attainment) at a particular point in time, Lssentially
then. climate 15 a subset ol an organization’s culture. emerging from the assumptions made about
the underlying value system and tinding expression through members™ attitudes and actions
(Baker & Assoclates. 1992).

The way that various individuals bebave in an organization influences the chimate that exists
within that organization. It individuals perecetve accepted patterns of behavior as motivating and
rewarding their performance. they tend to sce a positive environment, Converselv. if they
experience palterns ol behavior that are self-serving. autocratic. or punishing. then they see a
negative climate. The importance of these clements as determiners of quality and productivity
and the degree of satisfaction that emplovees receive from the performance of their jobs have
been well documented in the research literature tor more than 40 vears (Baker & Associates.
1992,

NILIE s present research examines the value ot delepating and empowering others within the
organization through an effective management and leadership process. Yukl (2002) defined
leadership as “the process of influencing others to understand and agree about what needs (o be
done and how it can be done effectively, and the process of factlitating individual and collective
eltorts to accomplish the shared objectives™ (p. 7). The concept ol feadership has been studied
for many years in a varicty of work settings. and there is no one theory of management and
feadership that 15 universally accepted (Baker & Assoctates. 19923 However. organizational
rescarch conducted to date shows a strong relationship between leadership processes and other
aspects ot the organizational culture. Intensive etlorts 1o conceptualize and measure
organizational climate began in the 1960s with Rensis Likert's work at the University of
Michigan. A framework of measuring organizational climate was developed by Likert (19673
and has been adapted by others. including MceClelland and Atkinson. as reported in Baker and
(1lass (1903,

The first adaplation of Likert's climate concepts rescarch to higher education oreanizations was
emploved at the various campuscs ot Mianu-Dade Community College. Flortida. in 1986, A
modified version of the Likert protile of vrgamizations was used in a case study ot Miami-Dade
Community College und reported by Roucche and Baker (1987,
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Results of the Miami-Dade study indicated that Likert's four-system theory worked well when
applicd to a higher education setting. It showed promise not only for measuring climate and
responses 1o leadership style but also for articulating ways both leadership elfectivencess and
organizational ¢limate could be improved within the institution. Since the Miami-Dade rescarch
project. more than 120 institutions have participated in climate studies conducted by NILIE at
North Carolina State Universitv. Various versions ol the PACE instrument were lield-tested
through NILIE s elforts. and scveral doctoral dissertations.

I'rom Likert’s original work and research methods. NILIE identitied four leadership models and
organizational systems ranging from Coercion to Collaboration. The Collaborative Svstem,
referred Lo as System 4. 15 generally seen as the ideal climate to be achieved. since it appears to
produce better results in terms of productivity. job satistaction, communication. and overall
organizational cffectiveness {Likert. 1967). The various NILIE rescarch studies have veritied
that the Collaborative System is the elimate to be sought. NILIFs rescarch supports the
conclusion that most organizations function between the Competitive (System 2 and
Consultative (Svstem 3) levels across the four climate factors of the instrument (i.e.. Institutional
Structure. Supervisory Relationships. Teamwork. and Student Focus).

Coercion represents the least desirable climate and constitutes a structured. task-oriented. and
highly authoritative leadership management stvle. This lcadership style assumes that iollowers
are inherently lazyv. and to make them productive. the manager must keep after them constantly.
Interestingly. a few cmployvees in almost all organizations evaluated by NITIT hold this view of
the oreanizational climate. [However. as a rule. their numbers are too few to have much etlect on
the overall institutional averages,

In contrast. a Collaborative model (s characterized by leadership behaviors that are change-
ortented. where appropriate decisions have been delegated 0 organizational tcams. and leaders
seek 1o achieve trust and contidence in the followers. The tollowers reciprocate with positive
views ol the leaders. This model is based on the assumption that work is a source of satisfaction
and will be performed voluntarily with selt-direction and self-control because people have a
basic nced to achieve and be productive. It also assumes that the nature ol work calls lor people
to come together 1 leams and groups in order to accomplish complex tasks. This leadership
environment is particularly descriptive of the climate necessary for productivity in a higher
cducation environment. especially in the face of present and near future challenges such as new
technologies. demands for accountability and the desire Lo accurately measure learning
outcomes.

As the perceptions ot the statt. faculty. and administrators approach the characteristics of the
Collaberative environment. better results are achieved in terms of productivity and cost
management. Lmployees are absent from work less ofien and wend to remain cmployved in the
organization lor a longer period of time. The Collaborative model also produces a better
organizational chimate charactertzed by execllent communication. higher pecr-group lovalty.
high contidence and trust. and favorable attitudes oward supervisors {Likert. 1967). In addition.
vartous researchers (Blanchard, 1983 Stewart. 1982: Yukl 2002 suggest that adapting
leadership styles to Nt particular situations according to the emplovees' characteristics and
developmental stages and other interventng variables may be appropriate tor enhancing
productivity. Table 1 1s a model of NILIE™s tour-sy stems {tamework based on Likert's original
work and modified through NILIE s rescarch conducted between 1992 and the present.
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Table 1. NILIt: Four Syvstems Model

Svstem |

Syvstem 2

Svstem 3

Svstem 4

Cocrcive

Competitive

Consultative

Collaborative

I.eaders are seen as having
no confidence or trust in
emplovees and seldom
mvolve them in any aspect
ot the decision-mahking
process.

Leaders are seen as having
condescending contidence
and trust in emplovees.
Emplovees are
vceasionalby involved in
sone aspects of the
decision-making process.

Leaders are seen as having
substantial hut not
complete confidence and
trust in emplos ees,
Emplovees are
signiticantly imvalved in
the decision-making
provess.

Leaders are seen as having |
demonstrated coniidence
and trust in cmiplovees.
Emplovees are involved in
appropriate aspects of the
decision-making process.

Decisions are made at the
top und issued downward.

l.ower levels in the
wrganization oppose the
eoals established by the
upper levels.

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

Mare decisions are made
at the lower levels, and
leaders consult with
tollowers regarding
decisions.

Decision making is wideh
dispersed throughout the
organization and is well
integrated across levels,

Lower levels in the
organization cooperate in
accomplishing selected
ooals ot the oreanization,

Lower levels i the
arganization begin to deal
maore with morale and
eXercise cooperation
toward accomplishment of
voals,

Collaboration is emploved
throughout the
oraanization,

Intluence primartly takes
place through fear and
punishment.

Some influence is
experienced through the
rewards process and some
through fear and
punishment.

Influence 1s throush the
rewards process.
Occasional puishment
and some collaboration
cocur.

Emplovees are intluenced
through participation and
involvement in developing
economic rewards. setting
voals. inmproving methods.
and appraisig progress

toward goals.

In addition to Likert. other rescarchers have discovered a strong relatonship between the climate
of an organization and the leadership stvles of the managers and leaders in the organization.
Astin and Astin (2000) note that the purposes ol leadership are based in these values:

o T create a supportive environment where people can grow. thrive. and live in peace with

one another:

e [o promote hurmony with nature and thereby provide sustainability for tuture

generations: and

o o create communitics of reciprocal care and shared responsibility swhere every person
matters and cach person’s welfare and dignity 1s respected and supported (p. 11,

Studies ol leadership etfectiyeness ubound in the literature. Managers and leaders who plan

change strategies for ther orgamzations based on the results of a NILIE climate survey
encouraged to review theories and coneepts. such as those listed below. when planning

tuture.

Oden Oaks Community Collewe PACE - @
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The path-geal theory of House (1971, 1996} in which leader behavior is expressed
in terms of the leader's influence in clarifying paths or routes tollowers travel
toward work achievement and personal goal attainment.

e The Vroom/Yetton mode! for decision procedures used by leaders in which the
selected procedure affects the quality of the decision and the level of acceptlance
by people who are expected to implement the decision (Vroom & Yetton. 1973 as
discussed in Yukl, 2002).

¢ Suuational leadership theories {sec Northouse, 2004: Yukl. 2002).

» Transformational leadership theory (Burns. 1978: Bass. 1983: Astin & Astin.
20000,

+ Emotional imelligence theories (Goleman. 1993 Goleman. MeKee & Bovatuls.
2002)

In the context ol the modern community college. there is much interest in organizational climate
studies and their relation to current thinking about leadership. The times require diflerent
assumptions regarding leader-follower relations and the choice of appropriate leadership
strategies that lead to achievement of organizational goals. This report may help Glen Ouks
Community College understand and improve the overall elimate by examining perceptions and
estimates of quality and excellence across personnel groups. This report may also provide
benchmarks and empinical data that can be systematically integrated into citective planning
models and change strategices for Glen Oaks Community College.
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METHOD

Population

In December 2003, the Personal Assessment of the College Iinvironment {PACE) survev was
administered to the staff. faculty. and administrators of Glen Oaks Community College. Ot the
146 emplovees admimistered the instrument. 76 (32.1%) completed and returned the instrument
for analysis. Of those 76 emplovees. 40 (32.6%) completed the open-ended comments scetion,
"The purpose of the survey was to obtain the perceptions of personnel concerning the college
climate and to provide data to assist GOCC in promoting more open and constructive
communication among faculty. statf. and administrators, Researchers at the National Initiative
for Leadership and Institutional Etfectiveness (NILIE) and the Grants. Research. and Special
Projects Ollice ol GOCC collaborated to administer a survey that would capiure the opinions of
personnel throughout the college.

The PACE was distributed to emplovees of GOCC via campus mail boxes. Emplovees were
provided with envelopes and were informed ol the collection deadline and focations. Completed
surveys were returned to NILLE for analysis. The survevs were read by an optical scanner and
data were analyzed using the statistical package SAS. version 9.1.

Instrumentation

The PACE instrument is divided into four climate factors: [nstitutional Structure. Supervisory
Relationships. Teamwork. and Student Focus. A Customized section developed by Glen Qaks
Community College was also included in the administration of the instrument. A total of 36
items were included in the PACE survey. as well as a series of questions ascertaining the
demographic status of respondents.

Respondents were asked 1o rate the various climate factors through their specitic statements on a
five-point scale [rom a low ol 17 to a high ot 5.7 The mean scores for all items were obtained
and compared. ltems with lower scores were considered to be high priority issues tor the
mstitution. In this way. the arcas in need of improvement were ranked in order of priority.
thereby assisting in the process of developimg pians to improve the overall performance ot the
msthitution.

After completing the pre-printed survey tems. respondents were given an opportunity to provide

comments about the most favorable aspects of GOCC and the least tavorable aspects. The
reponses provide insight and anecdotal evidence to support the survey questions.

Cilen Oaks Community College PACT - 11



Reliability and Validity

In previous studics. the overall PACLE mstrument has shown a coetlicient ol internal consistency
{Cronbach’s Alpha) ot (.9760. Cronbach’s alpha coetficient provides an internal estimate ot the
mmstrument’s reliability. The high coctticient means that participants responded the same way to
similar items. The Cronbach’s alpha coctticients of internal consistency from Julv 2003 to
present are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Alpha Cocthicients by Climate Category lor PACEs Completed from July 2{03 to
Present {(n 11.533)

Climate Category Alpha Coefficient
Institutional Structure .9549
Supervisory Relationships (.9488
Student I'ocus 0.9463
Teamwork (.9440
Overall (1-46) 1.9760

Establishing instrument validity is a tundamental component of ensuring the rescarch effort is
assessing the intended phenomenon. To that end. NI1LIE has worked hard to demonstrate the
validity ot the PACE instrument through both content and construct validity. Content validity has
been established through a rigorous review of the instrument's gquestions by scholars and
protessionals in higher education 10 ensure that the instrument's ttems capture the essential
aspects ol institutionaz! ellectiveness.

Building on this {foundation of content validity. the PACE instrument has been thoroughly (ested
10 ensure construct (climate factors) validity through two separate lactor analvsis studies (Tiu.
2001: Caison. 2005}, Factor analysis is a quantitative technique lor determining the
intercorrelations between the various items of an instrument. These intercorrelations contirm the
underlving relationships between the variables and allow the researcher to determine that the
instrument i1s lunctioning properly o assess the intended constructs. To ensure the continued
validity ot the PACE instrument. the instrument is routinely evaluated for both content and
construct validity. The recent revision of the PACE instrument reflects the tindings of T and
Caison.

Olen Qaks Communis College PACTE - 12



DATA ANALYSIS

Data were analyzed i [1ve ways. First. a descriptive analysis of the respondents” demographics
arc presented. lollowed by an overall analvsis of the item and chimate tactor means and standard
deviations. Similar analyvses were applied to the items and c¢limate factors by functional role and

generated priorities for change for each functional role. Also. comparative analvses ot factor
means by demographic variables were conducted. The item and domain means ol this PACE
were correspondingly compared with the NTLIE Norm Base. with significant dilterences

between means being identiticd through stests. Finally. a qualitative analvsis was conducted on

the open-ended comments provided by the survey respondents.

Respondent Characteristics

Ol the 146 GOCC emplovees administered the survey. 76 (32.1%) complcted the PACE survey.

survey respondents classified themselves into employee groups. Refer to Table 3 and Figure 2.

Table 3. Response by Sclf-Sclected I'mployee Group

Percent of

Surveyvs Returned Population
Functional Role Population for Analysis Represented
- Support Stafl Member I U 20 60.6%
Faculty 87 39 4.8%
Administrator 26 14 53.8%
Did not respond 3
Total 146 76 52.1%

Caution should be used when making inferences from the data. particularly

return rates ol less than 60%.

Clen Oaks Community College PACE - 13
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Figure 2.

Proportion of Total Responses by Employvee Group

Admmsintor

15%4 l Suppeod Stalt
Member
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/ ny
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Faculty

R

3 individuals did not respond to the emplovee group demographic variable.
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Table 4 reports the number ot respondents across the different demographic classitications and

the percentage of the overall responses that each group represents.

Table 4.  Proportion of Responses Across Demographic Classifications

# of Yoof
Demographic Variable N Responses  Responses
What is vour employee group:
Support Statf Member 20 26.5%
Faculty 39 31.3%
Administrator 14 18.4% |
Ihd not respond 3 4.0%
What is vour gender:
IFemale 47 61.8%
Male 24 531.6%
Did not respond 3 6.6%
How long have you worked at Glen Oaks:
Less than > vears 18 23.7%
5-10 vears 23 305%
More than 10 vears 31 40.8% i
Did not respond 4 5.53%
What is vour department:
Reports to President 2 2.6%
Reports to Dean ol College 43 36.6%
Reports to Chief Operating Officer ) 7.9%
Reports to Dean ol Students and Community Services 13 19.7%
D1d not respond 10 13.29% |
What is vour current employment status:
lull-time 27 61.8%
Part-uime 25 30.7%
Did not respond 0O 7.90%
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Comparative Analysis: Overall

The results from the PACE survey indicate that personnel perceive the composite climate at
GOCC 1o fall toward the lower-range ot the Consultative management style. The scale range
describes the lour systems of management stvle defined by Likert and adapted by Baker and the
NILIE team in their previous in-depth case studics. The four systems are Coercive management
styvle {Le.. a mean score rating between 1.0 and 2.0). Competitive management stvle (i.e.. a mean
score rating between 2.0 and 3.0}, Consultative management stvle (i.e.. a mean score rating
between 3.0 and 4.0). and Collaborative management style (1.e.. a mean score rating between 4.0
and 3.0). As previously stated. the Collaborative management siyvle s related to greater
productivity. group decision making. and the establishment of higher performance goals when
compared to the other three styles. Thus. the Collaborative svstem is a system (o be sought
through planning and organizational learning.

As indicated in Table 3. the Student Focus climate factor received the highest composite rating
{3.38). which represented a Consultative management environment, The Customized section and
the Institutional Structure climate factor received the lowest mean scores (2.85) within the upper
area of the Competitive management area. Overall. employees rated the management style in the
lower range ol the Consullative management area. {See also Figure 33,

Tabie 5. Glen Oaks Community College Climate as Rated by All Employvees

. Domain GOCC |
Supervisory Relationships 3.30 !
- Institutional Structure 2.83 :
Teamswork 3.24
Student Focus 3.38
Customized 283
Overall*® 3.22

* Overall does not include the customized section developed spectiically for GOCC.
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Figure 3. Glen Ouks Community College Climate as Rated by All Emplovees Combined
Using Composite Averages
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* The overall mean does not reflect the mean scores of the customized items developed specifically for Glen Qaks
Community College.

In reviewing each of the items separately. the data shows that ol the 36 mcean scores. no items
tell within the Coercive management styvle (i.c.. a mean score rating between 1.0 and 2.0).
cighteen fell within the Competitive management sty le (L.e.. u mean score rating between 2.0 and
3.0). Tharty -seven [ell within a Consultative management style (1.e.. a mean score rating between
3.0rand 4.0) and one lell within a Collaborative management stvle (i.c.., a mean score rating
between 4.0 and 3.0).

The preponderance of Consultative (n-37) scores indicates that the institution has a relatively
high level of perceived productivity and satistaction. Overall results from the survey vielded a
mean mnstitutional climate score of 3.22 as indicated in Figure 3.

Tables 6 through 10 report the mean scores of all personnel for each of the 36 items included in
the survey instrument. The mean scores and standard deviations presented in this table estimate
what the personnel participating in the study at GOCC perceive the climate to be at this
particular ume 1n the institution’s development. The standard deviation (SD} demonstrates the
variation in responses 10 a given question. For example. a smaltl SD demonstrates that most
answers fell within o narrow or restrictive range. Conversely. a large SIY demonstrates that more
vartance existed around the mean score for the ttem. When the SD hecomes too great. the mean
1s no longer a refiabic indicator ol the participant responses.

Glen Ouks Compnunite College PACT - 17



Table 6.  Comparative Mean Responses: Supervisory Relfationships

. Supervisory Relationships

Mean (51))

2 The extent to which my supervisor expresses confidence in my work
G The extent to which myv supervisor is open to the ideas. opinions. and belicts of
evervone

3.84(1.28)
338 (1.31)

_Instituti(m_a_ﬂ-S-tructurc

12 The extent to which positive work expectations are communicated to me 02000
13 The extent to which unacceptable behaviors are identified and commumcated to - 3,11 (1.13)
me
20 The extent to which 1 recerve timely feedback for my work 2.96(1.22)
21 The extent to which | receive appropriate teedback for my work 311 (110Y
26 The extent to which my supervisor actively sceks my ideas 3,15 (1.23)
27 The extent to which my supervisor seriously considers my ideas 3.38(1.24)
30 The extent to which work outcomes are clarified for me 3.05¢L18)
34 The extent to which my supervisor helps me (o improve my work 3.2001.16)
39 The extent to which [ am given the opportunity to be creative m my work 3.96 (1.08}
435 The extent to which [ have the opportunily (o express my ideas in appropriate 3.5401.05)
forums
46 The extent to which protessional development and training opportunities are 201(1.25)
available
Mcan Tatal 3.30 (.80) .
Table 7. Comparative Mean Responses: [nstitutional Structure

1 The extent to which the actions of this institution reflect 11s mission
The extent to which decisions are made at the appropriate level
The extent to which the institution eflectively promotes diversity in the
workplace
6 The extent to which administrative leadership is focused on meeting the needs
of students

S

]

[0 The extent to which informaton is shared within the institution

Il The extent to which institutional teams use problem-solving techniques

15 The extent 1o which I am able to appropriately intfluence the direction of this
institution

16 The extent to which open and ethical communication is practiced

22 The extent to which this institution has been successlul in positively motivating
my performance

25 The extent to which a spirit ol cooperation exists at this institution

29 The extent to which institution-wide policies guide my work

32 The extent to which this institution is appropriately organized

38 The extent to which | have the opportunity tor advancement

41 The extent to which | receive adequate intormation regarding important
actvities

44 The extent to which my work is suided by clearly defined administrative

Processes

Mean (SD)_

3.26(1.08)
A31T7)
03101.13)

S I [

-
et
(]
—_

2011
Q00110

[ (S )

3601300

2.0041.22)
2730127
231012
320401.00)
2351
2.604(1.27)
2070129

2990118

Mean Total

2.85 (0.85)
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Table 8.

Comparative Mcan Responses: Teamwork

Teamwork

~

L)

Lad

36 The extent to which my work team coordinates its cfforts with appropriate

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

cxpression

mndividuals

3 The extent to which there is a spirtt of cooperation within my work team

14 The extent to which my primary work team uses problem-solving techniques
24 The extent to which there is an opportunity for all ideas 1o be exchanged within
my work team

The extent to which my work team provides an environment for free and open

~ Mean (SD) i

24 01.20)
3.23(1.04)
Jd4(1.16)

e

L)

3.2901.25)

Jd6 (114}

b

348(1.21)

~ Mean Total

Table 9. Comparative Mean Responses: Student Focus

Student

Focus

3.24 {11L.98)

M ear;___(_Sﬁ) '

7 The extent to which student needs are central to what we do

& The extent to which I feel my job 1s relevant to this institution’s mission

17 The extent to which faculty meet the needs of students

18 The extent to which student ethnie and cultural diversity are important at this

nstitution

19 The extent to which students” competencies are enhanced

23 The extent to which non-teaching protessional personnel meet the needs ot the

28 Theextent to which classificd (supporting) personnel meet the needs ol the

A S P R S B Y )
=] L —

12

students

students

The extent to which students reccive an excellent education at this institution
The extent to which this institution prepares students for a career

The extent to which this institution prepares students for further learning
The extent to which students are assisted with their personal development
The extent 1o which students are satistied with their educational experience

3A49(1.04)
4.200(0.92)
3.63(0.97)
305000h

3.62(0.93)
3.26 (1.04)

3.36 (0.86)

3.73¢0.97)
3.71(0.82)
3.87(0.79)
3.40(1.03)
3.81 (0.72)

Mean Total

3.58 (0.69)
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Table 10. Comparative Mean Responses: Customized

47 The extent to which there is a positive relationship between facllll}'. support 2.70(1.26)
staff. and administration

| Customized Mean (SD)

48 The extent to which hiring and promotion practices arce fair and cquitable 23801019

49 The extent to which institutional procedures and policies are broadly 2.86(1.16)
communicated

50 The extent to which there is a sensc of trust and confidence among all Collepe 21701135
emplovecs

51 The extent to which the College maintains confidentiality of information 311 (1.26)
pertaining to me

532 The extent to which I {feel the College Council will make a difference in the 3.353(1.18)

way strategic decisions are made at the Collepe !

53 The extent to which there is 4 sense ol trust and contidence among members of 3,08 {1.22)
my department

34 The extent to which employees have confidence in the way decisions arc made 2.38(1.01)
at the Collepe

53 The extent to which the college's priorities are clearly understood 2.89(1.18)

36 The extent to which [ value institutional decions based on data collection and 3.2241.0%)
analvsis

Mean Total 2.85 (1.88)

Crlen Ouaks Commumity College PACE - 20



Comparative Analysis: Functional Role

Filgure 4 reports composite ratings according to the tour climate factors and the customized
questions for employees in [unctional roles. In gencral the Support Staft Member group rated the
il “\"}

four normative factors most favorable (3.32). whereas the Administrator group rated the four
normative factors least tuvorable (3.16).

Figures 3 through 9 show the ratings of cach emplovee group for each of the 36 ¢limate items.
The data summary tor cach figure precedes the corresponding figure. This information provides
a closer look at the institutional climate ratings and should be examined carctully when
prioritizing arcas for change among the emplovee groups.

Figure 4. Mean Climate Scores as Rated by Functional Roles at Glen Oaks Community
College.

T

Collaborative

4.
<
Consultative 2
o
a
A
Competitive
. ) & Suppart Stalt Menthet
—a— ] acults
Coereive A Admunstrater
f
Supervisory Institutonal Teamwerk Student Poeus Custom trvenl
Respunsibihity Structure

Table 11. Mean Chmate Scores as Rated by Functional Roles
i Supervisory Institutional Student
t Domain Relationships Structure Teamwork Focus Custom  QOverall
 Support Statt 343 2.86 330 R 2.89 332
© Viember

Faculiy 322 293 3z RIS 2.96 322

Administrator A0 273 33 330 204 36

“The overall mean docs not retlect the mean scores of the customezed 1tems developed speciticaily tor GOCC,
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Support Staff

Administrator

:ﬁ_‘-.
Z
Supervisory Relationships &
2 The extent to which my supervisor expresses contfidence in my work 3. 382 421
@ The extent to which my supervisor is open to the ideas. opinions. and beliefs of exeryone 3. 563 369
12 The extent to which positive work expectations are commuriicated 10 me 3 308 3.4
13 The extent to which unaceeptable behaviors are identitied and communicated to me kR 289 329
20 The extent to which T recelve timelv feedhack tor my work 3. 256 343
21 The extent to which | receive appropriate teedback tfor my work 2. 277 23
26 The extent to which my supervisor actively seeks my ideas k3 300 343
27 The extent to which my supervisor sertously considers my ideas 3 337 304
30 The extent to which work outcomes are clarified for me 3. 30 271
34 The extent to which my supervisor helps me to improsve my work 3. 305 329
39 The extent to which [ am given the opportunity to be creative in my work 4 400 386
45 The extent to which T have the opportunity to express my ideas in appropriate forims k3 341 392
46 [he extent to which protfessional development and training opportunities ave available 2 3T 245
Figure 5. Mean Scores of the Supervisory Relationships Climate Factor as Rated by Employee

Group at Glen Oaks Community College
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Support Staff

Administrator

Institutional Structure <
1 The extent to which the actions ol this mstitution reflect its mission 35321 34
4 The extent o which decisions are made at the appropriate level Jo5 28] 264
3 The extent to which the institution effectively promotes diversity in the workplace 300 306 27
6 The extent to which administrative leadership 1s focused on mecting the needs of 330 3.4 307
students
10 The extent to which information is shared within this institution 2100 2,62 236
[ The extent to which institutional teams use problem-solving techniques 275 284 2d
[*  The extent to which [ am able to appropriately influence the direction of this institution 000 273 304
[6  The extent to which apen and ethical communication is practiced 235 287 229
22 The extent to which this institution has been successful 111 posiively motivating my 285 272 271
performance
23 The extent ta which a spirit of cooperation exists at this institution 2400 271 20
29 The extent to which institution-wide policies suide myv work 3N 329 307
32 The extent to which this institution is appropriately organized 205 266 236
38 The extent to which | have the opportunity for advancement S0 243 267
41 The extent to which [ receive adequate information regarding important activities 274 341 286
44 The extent to which my work 1s guided by clearly delined administrative processes 505 303 307
Figure 6. Mean Scores of the Institutional Structure Chmate IFactor as Rated by Emplovee

Group at Glen Oaks Community College
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— =
7 =
- . z
= = =
Teamwork o = -
3 The extent to which there is a spirit of cooperation within myv work team 325 53004 343
14 The extent to which my primars work tean uses problem-solving techniques 335 306 323
23 The extent to which there is an opportunity for all ideas to be exchanged within my work 337 3.00 321
team
533 The extent (o which my work team provides an environment for free and open 345 324 331
CXPression
36 The extent 1o which niy work team coordinates its efforts with appropriate individuals 3150322 300
3 330 342 564

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

Figure 7. Mean Scores ot the Teamwork Climate Factor as Rated by Employee Group at Glen
Oaks Community College
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Support Staffl
Administrator

Student Focus Z

7 The extent to which student needs wre central (o what we do 380 336 3.6

8  The extent to which | feel my job is relevant to this institution’s mission 425 40 329
17 The extent to which laculty meet the needs of the students 380 374 32
18 The extent to which student ethnic and cultural diversity are important 347 3000 287
19 The extent to which students' competencies are enhanced 388 338 550
23 The extent to which non-teaching professional personnel meet the needs of the students 361 311 314
28 The extent o which classitied (supporting) personnel meet the needs of the students 337 335 351
31 The extent to which students receive an excelient education 395 377 343
35 The extent to which this institution prepares students for a career 380 376 330
37 The extent to which this institution prepares students for further leaming 1200 377 37
40 The extent to which students are assisted with their personal development 363 331 279
42 The extent to which students are satistied with their educational experience 3.8 586 362

Figure 8.  Mean Scores of the Student Focus Climate Factor as Rated by Employce Group at
Glen Oaks Community College
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Support Staff
Administrator

":,
B
Customized <
47 The extent to which there 15 4 posttive relationship between faculty. support staft. and 300 276 2306
administration
48 The extent to which hiring and promotion practices are fair and equitable 268 246 286
46 The extent to which institutional procedures and policies are broadly communicated 2067 308 279
30 The extent o which there is a sense of trust and confidence among all College 205 232 193
emplovees
31 The extent o which the College maintains conlidentiality of information pertaining 293 333 263
10 me
32 The extent to which | feel the College Council will make a difference in the way 358 329 32
strategic decisions are made at the College
33 The extent o which there 1s a sense of trust and contidence among members of my 337 311 286
department
34 The extent to which emplovees have confidence in the way decisions are made at the 242 254 24
College
35 The extent to which the college's priorities are clearly understood 295 303 1)
36 The extent to which 1 value institutional dectons based on data collection and analvsis 339 3538 286

Figure 9. Mcan Scores of the Customized Climate Factor as Rated by Employee Group at Glen
Oaks Community College
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Tables 12 through 14 contain the top ten priorities [or improvement for each emplovee grou
g ployee ¢

among the standard PACL items and the top three priorities for improvement from the
customized items developed specitically for Glen Oaks Community College.

Table 12, Priorities for Change: Support Statt Member

Area to Change

10 The extent to which information is shared within this institution

16 The extent to which open and cthical communication is practiced

23 The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exists at this institution

4 The extent to which decisions are made at the appropriate level

32 The extent to which this institution Is appropriately organized

41 The extent to which I receive adequate inlormation regarding important
activities

1T The extent to which institutional teams use problem-solving techniques

22 The extent to which this institutton has been successful in positively
motivating my performance

46 The extent to which professional development and training opportunities are

availablc

The extent to which [ am able (o appropriately influence the direction ol this

institution

._
A

| AP O T (O I

| R
20 =)
Lh

(]
e o]
LA

Area to Change—Customized

Mean

30 The extent to which there 1s a sense ol trust and confidence among all College
cmplovees

34 The extent to which emplovees have contidence in the way decisions are made
at the College

49 The extent to which institutional procedures and policies are broadly
communicated

2.05

242

2.67

Cilen Craks Comimunaty College PACT - 27



Table 13. Priorities lor Change: Faculty

statt. and administration

_...Area to Change e _ .. Mean |
38 The extent 1o which [ have the opportunity {or advancement 243
20 The extent to which I receive timely feedback for my work 2.56
10 The extent to which mformation is shared within this stitution 162
32 The extent to which this institution s appropriately organized 2.66
23 The extent to which a spirtt of cooperation exists at this mstitution 271
22 The extent to which this institution has been successiul in positively 272 |
motivating my pertormance !
15 The extent to which I am able to appropriately influence the direction of this 275 !
institution ;
21  The extent to which I receive appropnate feedback for my work 277
4 The extent to which decisions are made at the appropriate level 281
11 The extent to which institutional teams use problem-solving technigues 2.84
Area to Change—Customized '
30 The extent to which there is a sense of trust and conlidence among all College 2.32
employecs :
- 48  The extent to which hiring and promotion practices are fair and equitable 2460
34 The extent to which emplovees have conlidence 1 the way decisions are made 2.54
at the College |
Tabie 14. Prioritics tor Change: Administrator
Area to Change _ _ Mecean |
235 The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exists at this institution 204
16 The extent to which open and ethical communication is practiced 2.29
10 The extent to which information 1s shared within this institution 2.36
32 The extent to which this institution 1s appropnately orgamzed 2.36
46 The extent to which prolessional development and training opportunitics are 245
available
18 The extent o which student ethnic and cultural diversity are important 257
4 The oxtent to which decisions are made at the appropriate level 2.64
11 The extent to which institutional eams use problem-solving techniques 204
38 The extent to which [ have the opportunity for advancement 2.67
22 The extent to which this institution has been successful i posttively 271
maotivating my performance
Areca to Change—Customized S Mean
50 The extent to which there 1s a sense ol trust and contidence among all College 1.93
cmplovees
>4 The extent to which emplovees have contidence in the way decisions are made 214
at the Cuollege
47 The extent 1o which there is a positive relationship between laculty. support 230
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Comparative Analysis: Demographic Classifications

As depicted in Table 13 Individuals

mploveed less than 5 vearas rated the climate highest

within therr demographic group (3.51). whereas those with more than 1) vears rated the climate
the lowest (3.14). Full-time emplovees rated the climate tower (3.13) than Part-time emplovees

(3.32)

Table 15, Mean Climate Scores as Rated by Demographic Classifications

. o 5 E 3 E 2 =
; &= s 3 £ = g 5
: 3 & £Z - 7 < &
What is vour emplovee group:
Support Statt Member 3.43 2.80 3.36 3.77 2.89 332
Fuculty 322 2.95 3.15 3.5 2.96 322
Administrator 3.40 273 3.30 3.36 2.64 3.16
What is vour gender:
IFemale 3.48 2.91 324 3.61 2.93 3.30
Male 3.06 287 3.29 3.37 2.80 317
How long have yvou worked at Glen
QOaks
l.css than 3 years 3.52 3.34 3.36 3.77 5.47 3.51
5-10 vears 3.27 2.7% 3.33 3.49 2.85 3.18
More than 10} years 3.26 2.68 3.11 3.60 2,57 4
! What is vour department:
Reports to President™** - - - - - -
Reports to Dean of College 27 83 14 3.33 2.84 319
Rc_p(‘)_rts to Chiet Opcerating ) 04 130 3.06 110 13 79
Officer
_chnrts t.n D‘can ‘OT Students and 18] 397 Q4 195 398 167
Community Scrvices
What is vour current emplovment
status:
Full-time 3.29 2.68 21 348 602 3.3
Part-time 3.52 351 442 3.82 46 3.32

¥ he overall mean does not reflect the mean scores ot the customized items developed specilicaily for Glen Oaks

Conmununity College.
*7 Response o low 1o repaort.
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Comparative Anaivsis: Norm Base

Table 16 shows how GOCC compares with the NILIE PACE Norm Base. which includes
approximately 43 climate studies conducted at two-yvear institutions since 2003, These studies
include small. medium. and large institutions. Institutions range in size from 1.200 credit
students on one campus to 22.000 credit students enrolled on multiple campuses. The Norm Base
1s updated each vear to include the prior 2-vear period. Normative data are not available {or the
Customized climate tactor area developed specitically for GOCC. Figure 9 also shows how
GOCC compares with data from the tour PACE climate tactors (1.e.. Institutional Structure.
Supervisory Relationships. Teamwork. and Student Focus} maintained by NILIE.

Table 16. Glen Ouks Community College Climate compared with the NILIE PACE Norm Basc

GOCC Norm Base*

Supervisory Relationships 3.30 3.62

Institutional Structure 283 331 'f
Teamwork 3.24 3.67 "jl .
Student Focus 3.58 3.80
Overall 322 3.57 ;

Figure 10, Gicn Oaks Community College Climate Compared with the NILIE PACE Norm Base
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Normative data are not available for the customized climate factor devetoped specitically for GLCC, Thus. the
custenmiized items are not meluded in the caiculation ot the overait mean.
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lables 17-20 shows how GOCC compares question by question 1o the PACE Norm Base
maintained by NILIE,

Table 17. Supervisory Relationships Mean Scores Compared to the NILIE Norm Base

GOCC Norm |
| Supervisory Relationships o Mean Basc
2 The extent to which my supervisor expresses confidence in my work 3.84 3.93
9 The extent to which my supervisor is open to the ideas. opinions. and i\ =

beliels of evervone 3.8 A
12 The extent to which positive work expectations are communicated (o L 156 |
me
13 The extent to which unacceptable behaviors are identilied and .y .
communicated to me 3T 344
20 The extent to which [ receive timely feedback for my work 2.96% 3.40
21 The extent to which [ receive appropriate feedback lor my work 3.11% 344
26 The extent o which my supervisor actively seeks my ideas 3.15% 3.36
27 The extent to which my supervisor seriously considers my idcas 3.38* 3.78
3 The extent to which work outcomes are clarified tor me 3.05# 3.46
34 The extent to which my supervisor helps me (o improve my work 3.20% 3.48
39 The extent 10 which [ am given the opportunity to be creative in my m
3.96 4.00
work
4> The extent to which [ have the opportunity to express my ideas in 154 3 7
' appropriate forums " T
46 The extent o which professional development and training 5 9] A
; opportunities are available -
. Mean Total 3.30 3.62

*T-test results indicate a significant difference at alpha--0.03 level
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Tables 17-20 shows how GOCC compares question by question to the PACE Norm Base

maintained by NILIE.

Table 17. Supcrvisory Relationships Mean Scores Compared to the NILIE Norm Base

Norm !

GOCC
. Supervisory Relationships o _ Mecan Base
2 The extent to which my supervisor expresses confidence in my work 3.84 3.93
9 The extent to which my supervisor is open to the ideas. opinions. and 158 NA
beliefs of evervone e T
12 The extent to which posttive work expectations are communicated to 1 0 156
me
13 The extent to which unacceptable behaviors are identified and 111* 1 11
communicated to me o
20 The extent to which [ receive timely feedback for my work 2.06* 340
21 The extent to which [ receive appropriate teedback for myv work 300# RS
26 The extent o which my supervisor actively seeks my ideas S1R% .36
27 The extent to which my supervisor seriously considers my ideas J.a8F 378
30 The extent to which work outcomes are claritied for me 3.05* 346
34 The extent to which my supervisor helps me to improve my work 3207 348
39 The extent to which T am given the opportunity to be crealive in my 196 100
work o '
43 The extent to which [ have the opportunity to express my ideas in 151 3 7
appropriate forums T
46 The extent to which professional development and training 5 g1 A
opportunities are available i ‘ o
Mcan Total 3.30 3.62

*T-test results indicate a signiticant difierence at alpha=0.03 level
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Table 18, Institutional Structure Mean Scores Compared to the NILIE Norm Base

GOCC  Norm
Institutionai Structure o o Mcean Base
I The extent v which the actions ot this institution reflect its mission 3.26% 3.63
4 The extent to which decisions are made at the appropriate level 275 3.06
5 The extent to which the institution eflectively promotes diversity in the 103 A
workplace o o
6 The extent to which administrative leadership is tocused on mecung the < an -
needs of students 7= 349
10 The extent v which information is shared within the institution 236" 323
11 The extent to which institutional teams use problem-solving techmques 2,72 351
153 The extent (o which T am able to appropriately influence the direction of 2 90 113
this institution - o
16 The extent to which open and ethical communication is practiced 2.60* 53.24
22 The extent to which this institution has been successtul n positively N 314
motivating my performance T
25 The extent to which a spirit ol cooperation exists at this institution 251 3.26
29 The extent o which institution-wide policies guide my work 3.26* 347
32 The extent to which this institution is appropriately organized 235 313
38 The extent to which I have the opportunity lor advancement 2.60%* .6
41 The extent to which [ receive adequate inlormation regarding important 2 7 130
activilies o o
44 The extent to which my work 1s guided by clearly delined administrative 3 g 21
processes
Mean Total 2.85 3.31

*1-rest results indicate a sienificant difference at alpha 0.03 level
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Table 19, Teamwork Mean Scores Comparcd to the NILIE Norm Base

GOCC  Norm

i Teamwork S i Mean Base
5 The extent to which there is a spirit of cooperation within my work team 3.24% 3.72
14 The extent to which my primary work team uses problem-solving o mma .
techniques S 364
24 The extent to which there is an opportunity for all ideus 1o be exchanged 3 11 370
within my work team .
33 The extent to which my work team provides an environment tor free and 399 A
open expression
36 The extent to which my work team coordinates its etforts with o . -
appropriate individuals 1o 398
43 The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exists in my department 348 3.72
Mcan Total } 3.24 3.67

Table 20, Student Focus Mean Scores Compared to the NILIE Norm Base

! GOCC Norm

~ Student Focus ~__ Mean Base
7 The extent to which student needs are central to what we do 3.49% 3.83
8 The extent to which I leel my job is relevant to this institution”s mission 4.20 4.19
17 The extent to which laculty meet the needs of students 3.63 379
18 The extent to which student ethnie and cultural diversity are important at e " o
this institution 3037 -
19 The extent to which students” competencies are enhanced 3.62 3.72
25 The extent to which non-teaching professional personnel meet the needs 3 34 1 60
ot the students - o
28 The extent to which classtfied (supporting) personnel meet the needs ot N
the students >0 N
31 The extent to which students receive an excellent education at this 1 75 2 gg
instirution
33 The extent to wlach this institution prepares students for a carcer 3.71 383
37 The extent 1o which this institution prepares students tor turther learning 387 3.83
4 The extent 1o which students are assisted with their personal 2 1 T
development '
v 42 The extent to which students are satisiied with their educational 1 g 37
experience ‘
___ Mean Total o . . 3.58 3.80
~ Overall Total N ) 3.22 3.57

Fl-test results indicate a sipniticant difterence at alpha—t.03 level
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Qualitative Analysis

Respondents were given an opportunity 10 write comments about arcas of the institution they
found most favorable and least favorabie. Of the 70 Glen Oaks Community College emplovees
who completed the PACE survey. 32.6% (40 respondents) provided written comments. In
analyzing the written data there 15 a degree of researcher interpretation in categorizing the
mdividual comments. however. reliability is ensured by coding the responses back to the
questions on the PACE survey.

Figure 11 provides a summary of the GOCC comments. This summary is based on {erzberyg’s
(1982} two-tactor model of motivation. NILIE has moedilied the model to represent the PACI:
factors by clussifyving the comments into the most appropriate PACE climate tactors, This
approach illustrates how cach factor contributes (o the satistuction or dissatisfaction of the
respondents. Please note that when asked tor opinions. it is common for respondents to write a
greater number of negative comments than positive comments.

r

The greatest numbers of comments across all factors fell within the Instuutional Structure and
Supervisory Relationships climate factors. Please refer to Tables 21 and 22 for sumple comments
categorized by climate factor and the actual number of responses provided by GOCC emplovees.
Please note that comments are quoted exactly as written.

Figurce 11. Glen Oaks Community College Comment Response Rates
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Table 21, Most Favorable Responses—Sample Comments and Actual Number of Responses at
Glen Oaks Community College

Number of
Prioritv  Domain Themes Comments
1 Student Focus 7 The extent to which student needs are central to 11
(n=22} what we do
Overall. the College is very committed to serving
stuelents through excellemt learning experiences und
excellent services.
People in general care abowt students or we wouldn 't
he here
Al levels. support stuff-fucultv—admin, will go uhove
and bevond 1o help u student
17— The extent to which faculty meet the needs of 3
the students
Classroom performance of faculiy
Fuculty care ubout students
28— The extent to which classitied personnel meet 3
the needs of the students
Caring support staff do great work
31— The extent to which students receive an excellent 3
cducation at this institution
The learning environment for students is very good
well structured
2 Institutional 12— The extent 1o which this institution has been 4
Structure successiul In positivelv motivating my performance
n=16 . : L .
( ) Flove heing here! I feel that purticipating gives me the
opportuiity (o make a great pluce greater
4— The extent 1o which decisions are made at the 3
appropriate level at this institution
Within my department I feel that people are treated
Jairly and their opinions are considered hefore
decisions aive made
6— The extent to which administrative leadership is 3

tocused on meeting the necds ol students

Fhelieve top administration iruly care about the
studemts aord their cducation and work nol fust 1o
perpeliite e IRsHtiion
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Table 21. Continued

Priority Domain

Themes

Number of
Comments

10-- The extent to which information is shared within
this institution

Excellenm email svsrenm with lots of info and
COMmnRicdtion

25— The extent to which a spirit ot cooperation exists
at this institution

Cooperative coordination

-
3

3 Supervisory
Relationship
(n=16)

2— The extent 1o which mv supervisor expresses
contidence in myv work

COne important uspect of my job is thai [ have the
support and guidance from my immediaie supervisor

[ do feel supported by v inmediate supervisors
My direct supervisor docy not micro-manage

27— The extent to which my supervisor seriously
considers my ideas

My bass is open to ideas

34-— The extent to which my supervisor helps me to
improve my work

Consistemly supportive and good listener

39 - The extent to which [ am siven the opportunity
1o be creative in mv work

Coordinator alloves much creativity. flexihilin
43— The extent to which I have the opportunity to
express my ideas in appropriate lorums

People now huve a venue for their ideas and
opinions—vithout judeement

46— 1he extent to which protessional development
and training opportunities are available

Adminisiration has provided me with opporiunin for
professional development

6

LY

lad
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Table 21. Continucd

Priority

Domain

Themes

Number of
Comments

4

Customzed
fn=7)

32 Theextent to which I feel the College Council

will make a difference in the wav strategic decisions
are made at the College

College Council—If this is actuallv carried through. |

Jeel it will be « great thing for the college

[think College Council and focus groups will help

7— The gxtent to which there is 4 positive
relationship between toculty, support stalfl and
administration

{feel respected by the administration

6

Teamwork
(n=4)

43— The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exisls
in my department

Much cooperation within my deparfment

-

3— The extent to which there 1s a spirit of cooperation
within my work tcam

Dywork closely with my team

Ll
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Table 22. [.cast I'avorable Reponses—Sample Comuments and Actual Number ol Responses al
Glen Oaks Community College

Priority

Domain

Number of
Themes Comments

|

[nstitutional
Structure
{n=33

10— the extent to which information is_sharcd sithin 12
this institution

Conmntunication among our ovwn discipline Jis]
terrible

No commumication—-worst it has been in all the yvears
Fhave beern here

As an emplovee, [ sometimes feel we are the lust
people 1o knovw what is going on around here.

25 The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exists 7
at this Institution

I sometimes feel Iain working in a vacuim

Teannvork and cooperation are very important. Some
people tend 1o forget we all are a team und need to
hielp each other office out

5  The extent to which the institution ¢ffecuyely &)
promotes diversity in the workplace

[ helieve CGilen Ouaks is trying 1o promote diversiny  in

the workplace. hut they need more work in this areu

"

32 The exient to which this institution 1% :
appropriately organized

Administrative structure does not promoie ieannvork
or focts on conmon gouls

(]

4— The extent to which decisions are made at the
appropriate level at this institution

Noinpui on decision making

22 - The extent to which this insttution has been 2
successiul in positively mouvating my performance

falvo feel uy though there (v no Vincentive ™ 1o go
ahove and bevound in vour position

(]

38— The extent to which | have the opportunity tor
advancement within this institution

As rar as growtt or advasicement there is none
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Table 22, Continued

Number of
Priority Domain Themes Comments

2 Other [.cadership 7
(n-18)

Hike whar [ do——just frustrared by the lack of
leadership
There s no leadership

Parking

Lk

Student parking in emplovee area is alyo a big issue

]

Budyet

Budgeting process lucks credibiline

T

Morale
Morcle is at cor adl time Tow

Compensation & Benefus ]

Disparity invwages

Facilities l
Large classes ofien pui in small rooms. This is

undceepltuble. Rooms are diviy, overhead screeny are

covering marker bourds, this makes for poor learning
environment,

Evaluations 1
Dwould like the input of iy class student survevs

reported back to me personaliv o help me with my
feaching skills and growth here at GOCC

—

dbrary 1

Library should be open more

3 Customized 33 The extent to which there 15 a sense ol trust and 8
n 13} conlidence among all college emplovees

There needs to be more mutual vespect jor the
comperencies of colleagies —-overall.
Cligues—-lack of trust

Most disturhing to me is the lack of trust and

cooperalion amony same of the faculiv, almost
hordering on puranoiu,
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Table 22. Continucd

Priority

Domain

Themes

Number of
Comments

51 The extent to which the College maintains
confidentiality of information pertaiming to me

ersonul information about emplovees is share
Personal information about emplovee / /

48— The extent to which hiring and promotion
practices are tair and equitable

There is not a set poliey for job evaluation and
advancenent

47— The extent to which there 15 a positive
relationship between taculty, support statt, and
administration

Lack of trust herween fucnity. staff. and administration

33— The extent to which the collegc’s prioritics are
clearly understood

I don't think the College leaders hve a vision for the
College or godls to sirive for

o)

4

Supervisory
Relationship
(in=11)

13— The extent to which unacceptable hehaviors are
identified and communicated to me

People come and go us they please, several times u
dey

Seme staff dowhatever they went

Somie administrators do not abways exhibii strong
work ethics. they shovw up late. it ar all,
underprepuared jor meetings.

21 The extent 1o which [ receive appropriate
feedback for mv work

Guidunce ~we do not have guidance—{ Iueve never
heen told it ['m doing my job right or wrong

26— The extent to which my supervisor actively
seeks my ideas

My supervisor does nor seek ideas or feedhack from
e

43— The extent 10 which [ have the opportunity to
express my ideas in appropriate lorums

Fieel as though Fhave "novoice o GOCC

Crlen Ouks Community College PAUT - 40



Tabte 22. Continued

Priority

Domain

Themes

Number of
Comments

3

Teamwork
(n 7)

in my department
Immense gap henveen full-time and adiunct fuculty

3 - The extent to which there 15 a spirit of cooperation
within mv work tecam

Negative attitiede toncards change in v work group

6

6

Student Focus
(n=3}

7— The extent to which student needs are central to
what we do

Custemer service o students has been cid eonitinues
to be serionsly deficient

17 The extent to which faculty meet the needs of
the students

I addition, certain students are looked down upon
hecanse of their struggley in specific acadeniic areas

31— The extent to which students receive an excellent

education at this institution

This institution onlyv pavs rhetorical lip-service to s
commitment to sel. adhere to and improve cducational
and operational standards

et
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CONCLUSION

Onc ot the primary purposes of the PACT mstrument 15 to provide insight that will assist in
etforts to improve the climate at an institution or system of institutions. To accomplish this goal.
the mean scores tor cach of the items were arranged in ascending order. [rom the lowest to the
highest values. The distance between cach item mean and the 1deal situation. represented by a
score of 4.30 on any item. can be identitied as a measure of the extent to which individuals and
groups can be motivated through leadership to improve the climate within the mstitution. Thus.
the gap berween the scores on what 15 and what could be for each item 1s the zone ol possible
change within the institution, Those items with the highest values are viewed as areas ot
satisfaction or excellence within the climate, Conversely. those items with the lowest values are
the arcas of lcast satistaction or in need of improvement,

Osvcrall the following have been identified as arcas of excellence at Glen Oaks Community
College. Seven of these items represent the Student Focus climate factor {items #8. #17. #19.
#31.#35. 437, and 4403, and three represent the Supervisory Relationships climate factor (items
#2049 and #39).

o The extent to which [ feel my job is relevant to this institution's mission. +.20 (#8)

» lhe extent to which T am given the opportunity (o be creative in my work. 3.96 (#39)

» The extent to which this institution prepares students for further learning. 3.87 (£37)

o The extent to which my supervisor expresses contidence i my work, 3,84 (#2)

» The extent to which students are satistied with their educational experience at this . 3.81
(#42)

Lay

1)

e he extent to which students recetve an excellent education at this institution. 3.73 (&

-

e The extent to which this institution prepares students tor a carcer. 3,71 (343

i

M)

o The extent to which faculty meet the needs of the students. 3.63 (£17)
e The extent to which students’ competencics are enhanced. 5.62 (719)

The extent to which my supervisor is open to the ideas. opinions. and beliets ot evervone.
338 (29)

Overall the following have been identified as the top three arcas ot excellence within the

Customized Climate tactor at Glen Oaks Community Colilege.

o The extent to which [ fee] the College Councit will make o dillerence in the way strategic
decisions are made at the College. 335 (432)

o The extent to which I value institutional decions based on data collection and analvsis, 3.22
(=369

» The extent to which the Colleze maintauns confidenuality of information pertaining o me.
ERRNESYN
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(herall the tollowing have been identified as arcas in need of improvement at Glen Oaks
Community College. All of these items represent the Institutional Structure climate factor (items
A4 =102 1L #15,4160 2220 225 #32, #38 and #46).

e The extent to which intformation ts shared within this institution. 2.36 (#10)

e The extent to which a spirit of cooperation exists at this institution, 2,51 (#23)

* The extent to which this institution is appropriately organized. 2.33 (#32)

» The extent to which open and ethical communication is practiced at this institution. 2.60
(%10}

+ The extent to which I have the opportunity for advancement. 2.60 (%38}
e The extent to which instututional teams use problem-solving techniques., 2,72 (#11)
¢ The extent o which decisions arc made at the appropriate level at this institution, 2.73 (4}

e The extent te which this institution has been successiul in positively motivating my
performance. 2,73 (#22)

e The extent to which [ am able to appropriately influence the direction of this institution. 2.90
(13

e The extent to which protessional development and training opportunities are available, 2.91
(#40)

Overall the tollowing have been identilied as the top three areas in need of improvement within
the Customized Climate factor at Glen Oaks Community College.

¢ The extent to which there 15 a sense of trust and confidence amonyg all College emplovees,
207 (#30)

e The extent to which emplovees have confidence in the way decisions are made at the
College. 2.38 (£54)

o The extent to which hiring and promotion practices are fair and cquitable. 2.38 (#48)

The Teast favorable aspects cited in the open-ended responses retlect o high response to the
Institutional Structure and Customized questions. indicating a desire to discuss these specitic
issues. In addition. the responses support the tocus on Student Foeus factors as reflected in the
SUMV eV Mein seores.
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