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ABSTRACT
TIU, FERNANDA SIMONE. Institutional Effectiveness in Higher Education: Factor
Analysis of the Personal Assessment of the College Environment Survey Instrument.
(Under the direction of George A. Baker III).

Effective leadership is critical in creating the organizational climate that directs
and motivates employees within the organization. The assessment of organizational
climate can be a power indicator of institutional effectiveness in higher education.
Organizational climate is often empirically studied through surveys. The Personal
Assessment of College Environment (PACE) survey instrument has been used by the
National Initiative for Leadership and Institutional Effectiveness (NILIE) at North
Carolina State University in conducting climate studies at more than 250 community
colleges across North America since 1991. The instrument measures six climate factors:
formal influence, communication, collaboration, organizational structure, work
design/technology, and student focus.

The purpose of this study is to identify the factor structure of the underlying
organizational conditions that are responsible for the perception of campus climate as
measured by the PACE instrument. The factor analysis study indicates that a five-factor
model emerges. The central themes of these five constructs are managerial behavior,
institutional structure, student needs and development, team work, and meaningful work
and task control.

Recommendations to improve the PACE survey instrument include (1)
reconstruct the PACE model and conduct another factor analysis to examine the factor
structure of the revised model; (2) return to the literature and provide a clear definition of

each factor construct; (3) return to the literature and identify other variables that define



the factor constructs; (4) perform a factor analysis on the original PACE model using
different personnel classifications; (5) find new ways of measuring the constructs of
interest; (6) perform path analyses to test the theoretical model that specifies the
relationships among factor constructs; and (7) implement a program to analyze the

instrument on an annual basis and publish findings.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Today’s educational worlds are characterized by rapid changes — technological,
cultural, social, economic, and personal. The national conversation on assessment,
accountability, and institutional effectiveness is forcing educational leaders to reexamine
how well they educate leamers and what they do. Increasingly, institutions are required to
demonstrate effectiveness as part of the reaccreditation process. The Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) states in the Criteria For Accreditation that
“the concept of institutional effectiveness is at the heart of the Commission’s philosophy
of accreditation and is central to institutional programs and operations” (SACS, 1998,
p-19). During the 1999 National Initiative for Leadership and Institutional Effectiveness
Conference, George Boggs, president of American Association of Community Colleges,
commented that educational institutions must focus on student learning rather than
instruction and accept responsibilities for student learning, not just access. He observes
that more and more institutions are being evaluated based upon student leaming
outcomes and that institutions must demonstrate accountability and effectiveness (Boggs,
1999).

Institutions must demonstrate their effectiveness by vigorously assessing their
performance. Performance indicators such as standardized test scores, licensure
examination results, completion rates, and successes of graduates are standard measures
to assess program and organizational effectiveness. However, in today’s ever changing
society, the ability to manage change is crucial to the success of an organization’s

survival (Baker, 1998). The Kellogg Commission (1997, p.v) states that “our challenge



are no longer technical issues of how to allocate rising revenues, but difficuit adaptive
problems of how to lead when conditions are constantly changing, resources are tight,
expectations are high, and options are limited. We live in an age of transformational, not
technical, change. Our leadership, like our institutions, must become transformational as
well.” More than ever, the higher education enterprise needs a new paradigm of
leadership, the kind of leadership that can bring the two very different cultures — the
managerial culture of administration and the collegiate culture of higher education,
together to provide students with quality education. John Alexander, President, Center for
Creative Leadership, comments that leadership in the e-economy which is characterized
by rapid changes, is all about vision, team work, empowerment, and motivation (Friday,
2000). Schneider and Brief (1996, p.1) declares that “to make change stick, first look at
the thousands of everyday policies and practices that create the ‘feel’ of the
organization.” The “feel” is the organizational climate that directs and motivates people
within the organization. An assessment of organizational climate can provide valuable
information as to how effective and efficient an organization is in responding to and
meeting the changing needs of the public whom it is accountable for.

Early research done by The Army Research Institute and Rensis Likert noted that
the assessment of organizational climate can be a powerful indicator for organizational
effectiveness. Many higher education institutions recognize the connection between
organizational climate and organizational effectiveness. These institutions have
incorporated the assessment of climate into their performance evaluation. Wisconsin
Technical Coilege System (1999), for instance, has built within their institutional

effectiveness model an assessment of organizational climate as a core indicator of



organizational quality. Under their institutional effectiveness plan, organizational climate
is defined as “college administrators, faculty, staff and students (i.e., internal customers)
perception that their needs and expectations related to work and education are met or
exceeded by the institution”. In 1999, the Baldrige National Quality Program specified
performance criteria for higher education institution effectiveness. Two of the criteria set
forth were the assessment of leadership system and work climate. Leadership system is
defined as the extent to which senior leadership effectively maintains a climate conducive
to learning and quality. Work climate is the extent to which the institution builds and
enhances organizational climate for the “well-being, satisfaction, and motivation of all
faculty and staff” (Baldrige, 1999, p.18).

A great amount of research has shown a connection among leadership,
organizational climate, and performance. One of the early pioneering research programs
was the Ohio State Leadership Studies in which followers were asked to describe the
behaviors of their leaders. The most consistent finding was the positive relationship
between the extent to which a leader acts in a friendly and supportive manner and how
satisfied the followers are (Yukl, 1998). Recent empirical research has also substantiated
the connection between organizational climate and organizational effectiveness (Fink &
Chen, 1995; Smart, 1990; Abu-Saad, 1995; Wilson, 1992; Pashiardis, 1996; Mo, 1998;
Lin & Kuei, 1999; Witcher, 1993; Kelly & Fenner, 1996).

The notion of organizational climate in one form or another has been the subject
of extensive research over thirty years. Many researchers agree that although climate is
not an overt behavior that one might readily observe on a visit to an organization, it can

be empirically measured (Schein, 1984; Litwin and Stringer, 1968; Sims and Lafollette,



1975; Denison, 1996; Koys and Decotiis, 1991; Likert, 1967; Shadur, Kinezle, and
Rodwell, 1999; Baker, 1998). The focus on most climate research is on member
perceptions of work environment attributes; that is, those work-related stimuli
representing such things as environmental events, processes, and structures. Data
regarding these perceptions are generally gathered through surveys.

In 1967, Likert contributed to the early literature of organizational climate by
identifying four management systems: System 1 (Exploitative-Authoritative), System 2
(Benevolent-Authoritative), System 3 (Consultative), and System 4 (Participative). Likert
concludes that the participative group system, System 4, generally produces better results
in terms of productivity, cost-reduction, absenteeism, and turnover. System 4 is
characterized by three principles: (1) leadership’s use of supportive relationships, (2) use
of group decision making, and (3) establishment of high performance standards. In 1987,
Roueche and Baker adapted Likert’s four-system management model of measuring
organizational climate and conducted an in-depth study of Miami-Dade Community
College. They developed a seven point Likert-style scale to measure the climate of
community colleges through a survey questionnaire that asked community college
employees to rate their leaders and other dimensions of organizational behavior.

Since the Miami-Dade research, the instrument has been refined. In 1991, Baker
developed the Personal Assessment of College Environment (PACE) survey instrument
which is an outgrowth of the Roueche and Baker research at Miami-Dade. This
instrument has been used by the National Initiative for Leadership and Institutional
Effectiveness (NILIE) at North Carolina State University in conducting climate studies at

more than 250 community colleges across North America. The NILIE team has identified



four management systems, ranging from coercive to collaborative. Each management
system demonstrates the influence of the leadership style on motivation, communication,
decision making, and rewards. The collaborative system, System 4, is generally seen as a
climate to be achieved and produces better results in terms of job satisfaction,
productivity, communication, and overall organizational climate (Likert, 1967). The
coercive system, System 1, is generally seen as the least desirable climate and constitutes
a structured, task-oriented, and highly authoritative leadership style. Table 1 displays the

characteristics of the four-system model.






