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INTRODUCTION
In the Fall of 2011 the Texas A&M University College of Geosciences undertook a workplace climate survey as part of a university-wide effort to encourage academic and other functional units within the university to provide College-level climate assessments to compliment university-wide data. This large scale effort to understand the campus climate for diversity and inclusion is a key part of the implementation of the 2009 revision to the University Diversity Plan.
Other units around the University had made early efforts in workplace climate assessments.  The College of Liberal Arts created an initial in-house assessment that was modified and further deployed in the College of Education and Human Development.  The College of Engineering hired individuals from CEHD to modify this assessment further and conduct a review of their data.  The University Libraries elected instead to work with a professional society in their field, the Association of Research Libraries, who had developed an instrument called ClimateQUAL.  
This instrument has been developed in collaboration with the University of Maryland Industrial and Organizational Psychology Program and has been deployed at over 25 research libraries nationwide.  The Libraries and CEHD are now administering their second round of assessments (on a roughly 4-year interval).

GOESCIENCES ClimateQUAL
After reviewing the other instruments available internally within TAMU, in the Fall of 2011 the College of Geosciences elected to join with the Libraries in working with ARL to reshape the ClimateQUAL instrument to suit an academic college.  The benefits of working with an outside organization and a nationally-normed instrument were perceived as substantial, and were thought to outweigh the complexities associated with adjusting this Libraries-focused survey instrument to suit the different organizational structures and dynamics within an academic college.  
One-time Diversity funds were also available from the Vice President for Diversity for this effort, so the College retained ARL to modify and administer the ClimateQUAL instrument in the early Fall of 2011.  Their services included complete raw data confidentiality, meaning that no individual within the College or University would (or could) ever handle or have access to any identifying information or individual responses.  The intention was to overcome any lingering atmosphere of mistrust within the College about information and issues of the nature measured by a workplace climate survey by placing all of this sensitive information into secure, third-party curation.
Furthermore, ARL also provided detailed data analysis and grouping of results for reporting in a way to preserve confidentiality.  This data analysis was conducted in two rounds, once before and once after initial Task Force review.  The detailed findings are available in the full report supplied to the College by ARL, and the main findings will be summarized below in this report. 
ClimateQUAL administration summary
· Voluntary, web-based survey, administered off-site by ARL 
·  No TAMU access to raw data
· 150 questions + Free-Text Comments Box. 
· Sampling of 26 separate dimensions of workplace climate
· Between 40-60 minutes to complete in general
· Could be completed in multiple sessions
· Survey administered and raw data stored by an off-site, 3rd party server – the college has no access to the raw survey data at any time

ClimateQUAL structure, response, and reporting
Because the ClimateQUAL instrument was originally designed for academic libraries, the structure of many of the demographic categories related to employment and reporting relationships was not immediately relevant to an academic college.  In addition, many of the items in the survey had to be rewritten to reflect workplaces within an academic college.  The demographic restructuring captures the range of people with long-term employment status in the College, which are those people most directly involved with and affected by the climate existing in our diverse workplaces.  This therefore excluded undergraduates from our population, unless they were also employed in some half- to full-time capacity.  We therefore included all faculty, both tenured/tenure-track and non-tenure-track, visiting professors who are paid by the university, all research scientists and research staff, and all academic professional and support staff. Also included were graduate student employees at both the MS and PhD levels, and postdoctoral scholars. 

These in turn were lumped into larger categories for analysis as needed according to the reporting criteria used by ARL to protect the anonymity of respondents.  It is their policy to report no data for any group in any demographic category not meeting their “6 or more” rule, which states simply that, 


“No team, academic rank or status, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, or any other demographic will be identified if 5 or fewer people within that group responded to the survey” 


At the outset, we created demographic categories for:
· Professional academics – by rank & status
· Academics in Training – by degree objective & postdocs
· Staff – technical and operations staff

These three groupings were the “large team” groups, and were subdivided as finely as possible into similar clusters of “small team” groups where response rates warranted doing so.  We worked with ARL to generate as much resolution in the data as possible within confidentiality constraints.

Respondents were also broken out by AdLoc (all 9 units of the College), as well as gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, religion, age, and time of employment at the University.  It is crucial to note that no cross-tabulation of the data is possible.  For example, in the demographic category of Age 40-59, we were only able to analyze all individuals in this category independent of any other demographic variable such as gender, AdLoc, etc.  We could not, for example, inquire about the status of men, aged 40-59, who were white and associate professors.  We could only interrogate the data by each of these categories independently.  The task force recognizes this is an inherent limitation of this data set, but given the relatively small size of the College and the confidentiality constraints (welcomingly) imposed by ARL, this is what we have to work with for this type of analysis at this point.

Response rates
• 147 respondents total: ~ 24% overall response rate.  This is not bad relative to other first-time climate surveys, and is a sample size comparable with many other ClimateQUAL sites, allowing meaningful analysis. 
• We had a particularly strong response from faculty (45% overall; n = 41)
• We had a generally weaker response from graduate students 
   (14% overall, n = 47) and a very low response rate from staff (10% overall, n = 23)
• The survey respondents provided broad enough representation across the college, across ranks and work units to generate useful results
• ARL provided statistical analysis of results, including ANOVA at all permissible scales and a measure of significant differences between groups to identify major themes of concern that were statistically significant. 
• Our post-analysis provides comparison with College averages and national data from all ClimateQUAL users



COMMITTEE WORK
The initial design work with ARL was conducted by Assistant Dean Eric Riggs working in consultation with Michael Maciel and other members of the College leadership as needed.  The Dean and senior leadership were kept apprised of progress during this process. After the survey had been deployed and closed, and the data received back in digested form from ARL by the Spring of 2012, initial results and interpretations were then presented to department faculty meetings and College staff meetings at the end of the Spring 2012 semester.  The interpreted data were also presented to the University Diversity Operations Committee.  
The task of understanding this data set more thoroughly needed to fall to a larger group, one more representative of the breadth and depth of the full-time and long-term employees of the College. During the Fall of 2012 the need for a dedicated Workplace Climate Task Force was recognized.  Departmental and College leadership was consulted to identify those individuals connected to or directly from all demographic and work unit groups in the participant pool who could best serve in the task force.  The intent was to form a small, focused group large enough to represent most of the stakeholders in workplace climate outcomes.  This group was charged by the Dean with interpreting the data independently and as a committee, and with crafting recommendations to put the College on a track toward understanding our workplace better and steadily improving the climate for all employees within the College.  The resulting group is listed below, and their contributions and analysis have provided the substantive findings and recommendations presented in this report. 
The initial task force meeting was held March 19, 2013.  The group was introduced to the data set and discussed the structure of the data and interpretations possible at this initial stage.  During this meeting it was decided to return to ARL with a request to regroup and re-bin participants responses.  Because of the initial demographic binning strategy and the “6 or more” rule, a number of holes in data reporting had emerged around the broad set of categories related to Organizational Climate for Justice (discussed below in more detail).  The task force concluded that this was likely related to abstentions (not answering certain questions) throughout the survey that were related to this set of dimensions.
In this initial meeting it also became clear that there were some items in the survey as deployed that were lost in translation between the libraries environment and an academic college.  Some workplace climate sub-categories (e.g. climate for customer service) generated odd, illogical, or internally inconsistent results.  The task force concluded that this was most likely related to ambiguities in how survey items were interpreted by respondents.  These have been omitted from this analysis and report, but remain in the full data analysis we present as supplemental documentation.  The Findings presented below are based only in items where the “signal” was very clear relative to the “noise” in any given category.
The decision was made to request that ARL perform additional strategic re-binning of the data in key categories to obey confidentiality standards but to shed more light in these and other critical areas.  This work was performed by ARL over the Summer 2013. 
The task force reconvened on September 3, 2013 and were joined by conference call by the ClimateQUAL instrument designers from University of Maryland and ARL personnel.  They explained all results from the re-analysis and walked committee members through the detailed statistical reports provided. The task force members were then charged to individually examine the data sets, reach their own conclusions and prepare to come to the final meeting ready to offer their insights and recommendations for future data collection and actions.
The final task force meeting was held November 5, 2013.  The group worked to summarize the main findings and craft the recommendations presented below.

TASK FORCE FINDINGS
The task force focused on findings in the data that appear to affect all or most categories of respondents in the College.  These are areas where reported perceptions and feelings about specific dimensions of climate are broadly negative across all or almost all demographic categories.  The task force concluded that these represent strong signals and are therefore worthy of immediate concern and action by College leadership and provide direction for detailed follow-up studies.  These are listed below along with a description of each item of concern and relevant discussion, as well as a sample question or phrase that illustrates how this item was probed. We have elected to present these results roughly in order of concern, with the most significant concerns discussed first.  Most of the descriptions and sample material is derived directly from material provided by ARL with the ClimateQUAL instrument with interpretive commentary added as relevant from the task force.

Distributive Justice
Distributive Justice reflects the employees’ perceptions regarding the extent to which the rewards that they receive (e.g., pay, opportunities to advance, etc.) is adequate given their level of effort and work. A sample question is, “do the rewards in your division reflect the effort that division members put into their work?”
Procedural Justice
While Distributive Justice addresses the fairness of outcomes, Procedural Justice addresses the fairness of the procedures used to come to those outcomes (i.e. performance evaluations, amongst others). A sample question is, “have the procedures used to determine rewards been applied consistently?”

These are both dimensions of the larger construct of Organizational Climate for Justice, which reflects the degree to which the organization has policies, practices, and procedures that treat employees fairly and justly. Organizational Climate for Justice can be separated into four dimensions. Specifically, Distributive Justice, Procedural Justice, Interpersonal Justice – the degree to which staff perceives there is fairness and respectfulness between employees and supervisors, and Informational Justice – the degree to which staff perceives the explanation for distribution of procedures and rewards are provided.  
Distributive and Procedural justice were the most negative and Informational justice was mixed while Interpersonal justice was actually rather positive and is not an area of concern.  The highlighting of this entire suite of dimensions is important as the response rates on these items within the survey were particularly low across all demographic groups.  Many respondents in all categories chose not to answer questions pertaining to these items, but did go on to answer all other items in the survey. Response rates in this specific category were low enough to warrant deliberate combining and regrouping of demographic groups and motivated our request to ARL for re-binning and re-analysis of our data within the broader Organizational Justice construct.  This was necessary for reporting of any data to be possible. 
Despite our deliberate coarsening of the data analysis, there were still groups that did not warrant a large enough response (less than 6 people) to report results. We have no allowable data to analyze the responses of Associate and Assistant Professors and all other non-tenured/non-tenure-track faculty and research scientist staff.  The task force interprets this widespread abstention in these academic demographics as well as in specific units within the College as a concern and the entire construct of justice as an area worthy of future investigation and action. 

Interpersonal Conflict
Interpersonal Conflict refers to the amount of personal or emotional conflict exists within a work unit. A sample question is, “How much jealousy or rivalry is there among members of your unit?”
Task Conflict
Task Conflict refers to the disagreements coworkers have over how to complete their tasks. A sample question is, “How often do the members of your unit disagree about which procedure should be used to do your work?”
These are the two components of the construct of Work Unit Conflict. Conflict in a work unit reflects the amount of disagreements within team members. The vast majority of demographic groups within the College reported strongly negative perceptions of this construct.  The task force therefore concludes that this is also an area of concern which warrants further investigation and actions. 

Psychological Empowerment in the Workplace
Psychological empowerment in the workplace reflects the extent to which an individual feels they can contribute to their team. A sample phrase is “My impact on what happens in my team/work unit is large.”
Climate for Psychological Safety
This construct refers to the degree to which an organization or teams within it encourage employees to freely share opinions with each other and with management. An organization with a climate for psychological safety provides a safe environment for self- expression. A sample phrase is “As an employee in this library one is able to bring up problems and tough issues.”

The task force noted that while the responses to the Empowerment construct was particularly negative and worthy of attention on its own, there was a more powerful observation to be made in the coupling of this result with the results from Psychological Safety.  The results in this category were consistently in the “monitor” range, i.e. low enough to warrant attention if not a priority concern.  However, because there is a middling sense of psychological safety combined with a poor sense of workplace efficacy related to psychological empowerment, the task force concludes that this is also an area worthy of attention and action.

Structural Facilitation of Teamwork
The Structural Facilitation of Teamwork refers to the degree to which the organization’s structure and policies facilitate and encourage teamwork. A sample phrase is “The structure of this organization helps facilitate teamwork.”

The task force noted that there may be many divergent interpretations of what “teamwork” means across different work units and employee categories in the College, so this negative result itself was considered for exclusion on validity reasons.  However, Structural Facilitation is half of a two-part construct of Climate for Teamwork that is described as, those organizational characteristics which advance and enact policies, practices and procedures that emphasize the importance and usefulness of teamwork.  
The other half of this construct is Employee Belief in Benefits of Teamwork.  This measures employees’ opinions of the usefulness and importance of teamwork. A sample statement is “Teamwork is important to completing work in this organization.”  The results from this item are overwhelmingly positive.  The task force interprets this to mean that for all employees there is an overwhelming belief in and desire to participate in teams and teamwork, but there is currently a discouraging or dangerous environment in which to build and function on teams within the College work units. This tension could impact workplace climate significantly and is therefore a significant result and worthy of attention and action.


Rank
Climate for Demographic Diversity: Rank, reflects whether the College has a climate that supports diversity among employees of different rank. A sample phrase is “The rank of a team/work unit member does NOT affect how they are valued on this team/work unit.”  The results from the survey are consistently low to negative across the College, suggesting that most employees perceive that rank is an issue that affects how an individual is valued in all work units.  The task force noted that this could be an issue that creates tension in work groups and is worthy of attention and action. 

In addition to specific across-the-board areas of concern, there are specific demographic groups that showed a greater preponderance of negative responses than others.  These are weaker signals in the data than the college-wide items discussed above and have more internal variance in the specific areas of concern.  They also have widely variable response rates and all results should be viewed with caution as a result.  The task force cautions that this portion of our results should not be overly interpreted at this point but rather likely provides potential areas of focus for further investigations discussed in the recommendations that follow.
· Faculty of all ranks, as well as academic research staff
· Technical staff
· Operations staff
· Employees with 20 years or more service
· Employees who identified themselves as “spiritual but not religious”
· Employees aged 31-39

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS:
The task force recognizes that this broad, quantitative survey serves primarily as a means of identifying priority areas of concern and further investigation.  It does not provide answers nor specific insights into the specific workplace situations in any given unit within the College or for any particular demographic group.  It does, however, provide guidance for many specific actions the Dean may wish to consider in advancing work to continuously improve the workplace climate in the Texas A&M University College of Geosciences. 
• Focus on the major themes
We recommend more in-depth qualitative studies (potentially focus groups and interviews) on topics outlined above that appear as major areas of concern.  It would be helpful to learn in more detail how employees in the College interpret these constructs in their workplaces.  As we learn how and why perceptions are negative, then potentially mitigating actions can be initiated.
• Focus on disaggregated demographics
It would be useful to concentrate either by work unit or by demographic group on gathering more detailed information on these specific dimensions of workplace climate in such a way that can then be cross-tabulated or localized in specific affected populations.  The nature of this data does not allow us to drill down to find workplace-specific problems or issues localized to specific groups.  This could also be accomplished by deeper qualitative means, or could be done by more targeted surveys .  
• Work with outside expertise
It is the task force consensus that to increase the focus in either way mentioned above, it will be necessary to engage outside help in order to maintain confidentiality and therefore honesty in the responses received.  We recommend consulting with an organizational psychologist or other similar expert in organizational behavior for studies of this nature.  This individual could help craft more specific studies in which data could be sanitized properly to be safe to participants and useful to College leadership.
• Compare and contrast with other University surveys
There now exists a range of other University-wide surveys and other studies for staff, students, faculty, specific demographic categories and other College-level climate surveys within Texas A&M University.  A comprehensive meta-analysis of these may provide useful cross-cutting results and insights.  There may be university-wide themes that are actually climate issues that pertain to all units and people within TAMU that appear in our data as an overprint.  Similarly anything that does not cross-tabulate well between studies provides other useful insights.  Such a study could be requested of and potentially commissioned by the Vice President for Diversity and the Diversity Deans. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]• Set a four-year retest interval
We concur with ARL’s practice and recommendation that we repeat this instrument every four years, funds and personnel allowing.  It has been two years since these data were collected and many task force members noted that the climate in the College has already noticeably shifted and improved.  After further investigation and implementation over the next two years it is likely we will see measurable change.
• Consider hiring or appointing a College Ombudsperson and/or Departmental Ombudspeople
The task force noted that there is no clear set of people within the College designated to serve in an Ombuds role.  Many task force members felt that this action could help mitigate many climate-related issues as people would have an empowered, neutral third party to head off disputes and conflicts before they reached proportions that may adversely affect workplace climate.
• Foster the reinvigoration of GFAC and consider the creation of an equivalent Staff-AC
By way of a similar recommendation, there was consensus that efforts should continue to reinvigorate the GFAC group as well as potentially considering the creation of a Staff equivalent to bring staff-wide issues to the attention of the Dean.


Respectfully submitted:
The Geosciences Workplace Climate Task Force
December 20, 2013
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