C

SOUTHWESTERN COLLEGE

Campus

Climate

Report
2012

Prepared by the Office of Institutional Effectiveness

duly 2012



Special thanks to the following individuals who provideehat insight and feedback throughout
the research and report preparation process:

Melinda Nish,Ed.D.,Superintendent/President
Kathy Tyner, Vice Presidercademic Affairs
Mink StavengaD.B.A., Dean]nstructional Support ServiceBean,Continuing Edication,
Economic and Workforce Development
Brian Stern,Specialist Institutional Research

7.262012



MW

sovmmemncoue Campus @hate Report
Spring 2012

Table of Contents
Executive Summary Campus Climate Sur8pring 2012

SUIVEY OVEIVIEW. .....eeeeieeeiiiite et e e e e ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e st bt et e e o4 e e s b e e et e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e snbe e e e e e e e e aannnnrneeees 1
Campus Climate PerCePLIQI... ..o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e e s aa s e s s s e aannnrannes 2
SUIVEY TREIMES. ...ttt e e e e ettt e e e e s e e e e e e e s s n b e e e e e e e e s annbnneeeeeeeannnns 2

RespoNndat DEMOQGIAPNICS. ......uuiiiiiiiiiieee et a e e e e aaaaaaaaaan 3
N fo] o @8 1= 171 {107= L1 0] PP URUOTR 4
(1= aTo (=T = Vg o [ o= 1 o1 o S 5
R VST =] o107 =T PSRRI 6
CRAIIENGE AFCAS....ciiiieiiieieeee e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 7

CONCIUSION/KEY FINOINGS ...t teeeeeiiiite ittt e e e e e e e s e et e e s e s b e e e e e e e s annrnneeeeeeaan 7
Campus Leadership, Shared Governance, and Institutional Environment.................ccccccvvvvnnee. 7
INSHEUTIONAI PIOCESSES. .....vvvviiiiiiie ettt et e e ettt et e e e e e e e e e ee bbb e e e e eeaaseseesabtbb e e eeeeeeeeens 8

Description of Statistical Methods (Methodology)
Research Design

ANAIYSIS EIEMENIS. ... e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ae e e e e e e e e e e e a e e aaan—a——— 10

SUNVEY INSTIUMENE......eiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e et e e e e e et e e e e aeeeeeaeaeaeaaeannaans 10

(0701 aTod=T 01U F= Ll =T 0 1 L= o) o PP 10
D= Lz B T 1Y LT PP 11
Alternative MOdeliNg OF DATA..........c.uuiiiiiieiiiii it e e e e s r e e e e s s s e eeeeeans 11
Interpretive Guide to StatiStiCal RESUILS.........ceviiiiiiiiiie e 12
Campus Climate Survey

Campus Climate Survey Instrument: Group QUESLION SUMMANY........cccvvviiiieiieeeeeeeeieeiee e 14

Table 1: Survey Group QUESTIONS. .......uuurriiiiiiiiieieieeee e e et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e s s e s s s se e rasaaseerreraesareeeees 14
Histograms/Data Analysis
Question Group Mission Statement and CamMPUS PrOMES. .........uiiiieeiriiiireee e 20
Question Group:linstitutional leaders create an environment for empowerment, innovation, and
INSHIULIONAL EXCEIIENCE..... . e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e eeess b b eeeas 22

Question Group A supportive environment of trust and respect exists for all employees at.SWC. 51
Question Group t\Systematic participative processes are used to assure effective discussion, planning,

and implementation of ideas for IMPrOVEMENL............coiiiiiiiiiiiei e 92
Question Group Mestahished mechanism or organizations exist for providing input into institutional

(0 [Tt 1= (o] 4 L= 99
Question Group YAdministrators have a substantive and clearly defined role in institutional

(o [0V ZCT 4 g E=T g o = PP SRRPPPPPPRPPTN 106

Question Group VIRepresentative of constituency groups provide timely and accurate information109
Question Group VIIBWC relies on faculty, the Academic Senate and curriculum committee a
academic administrators for recommendations about student learning programs and services...... 112
Question Group SWC has implemented hiring, promotion, and equal employment practices and
provided appropriate orietation, training, and evaluation to ensure fairness for all employees......... 115



~51/m)mg“wmc:;1mpus Climate Report
Spring 2012

Question Group:>SWC has defined and communicated budget development and budget decision
making processes to achieve College gOAlS..........ooovi e 140
Question Group XThe Governing Board has established itself as a polidyng body, delegated
operational authority to the S/P, clarified management roles, and supported the authority of the
management in the administratn Of the College..............ooii i 163
Question Group XIThe Governing Board has implemented a consisteneseliuation process in which
input from the College community is solicited and the-gsthluation results are posted oA 3§ Q a
$S0aAirisS YR Ay ..{.2.,.Q4..13z2.A0. F2L RSN i, 168
Question Group XIIBWC maintains an ongoing, collegial -sflEctive dialogue about the continuous
improvement of student learning and INStitUtional ProCESS.............cuviiiiiiiieiiee e 175
Question Group XiIW'he institution organizes its key processes and allocates its resources to effectively
SUPPOIt STUAENT IEBIMING .....ceiiiiiieie et e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e r e e e e e e s annnrees 252
Question Group XV he results of evaluatiorlating to shared governance and decisioaking
structures and processes are widely communicated to the employees and the campus community277

Question Group XMNeeds assessment Of CAMPUS MESOULCES..........coeveeeieeieeeieeeeeneeneenneereeseeeeeneees 280
Question Group XWIl ¢ KS NRBf S 27F f SI RSNHKA LI-nfaking striicturesiid 32 @3S NY/
processes are regularly evaluated to assure their integrity and effectiveness.........cccccvvvveeninnn. 291
QuesionGroupXVM {2/ Qa @¢g2NJ LI I OS O2yRAGA2ya | yR NBa2dzNDS
equitable distribution of employee reSpoNSIDIltIES...........ooooiiiiiiii e 296
Question Group XICAMPUS MOTBL.......eviiiiiiiiiiiiiiecce e e e e e e eeaeeeaaaaaeas 315
Appendix
Aggregated Response Model: An Alternative Modeling of Campus Survey Data
Y ToT o [ B T=ETod o o] (oo FS S EPUREERPURRR 318

DALA ANGIYSIS ...t eeeeeeeiiiiee ettt e — e e e e e e e e e r e e e e e e e e s 318

Changes to Statistical SIgNIfICANCE. .........coiiiiiiiiie e 319

Table 2: List of Changes to Statistical SignifiCancCe.............oooo oo 319

Interpretive Guide to Aggregated Response Model ReSUILS..........ccocoeciiviviiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeeee e 321

Table 3: Aggregated Response Model RESULLS.............uviiiiiiiiiiiiie e 322
Tables

Table 4: Survey questions demonstrating the least change in faltirirty 2012...........ccceeeeeennes 350

Table5: Survey questions demonstrating the most changfall 2016spring 2012...........................351

Table 6: Survey questions demonstrating the least chamgpring 2014spring 2012....................... 352

Table 7: Survey questions denstrating the most change in spring 284pring 2012....................... 353
Overview of StatiStiCal METNOUS.............uuuieiii e e e e e e e aa e e e e e e e eeeesaeaans 354

7.262012



/
~%mgmmCampus Climate Report
Spring 2012

Campus Climate Survey Executive Summary
Spring 2012
Southwestern College

Executive Summary

Linda Gilstrap, Deawof Institutional Effectiveness
Linda Hensley, Director dhstitutional Research, Planning and Grants
David Wales, Senior Research Analyst
Anna Flores, Administrative Secretary

Survey Overview

This report presents descriptive and analytical results related to the Campus Climate survey
distributedto SouthwesterRollege faculty members, classified professional staff and

administrators during spring 2012. The survey
attitudes, perceptions, and/or environmental conditions at Southwestern College in regard to
governane, | eader shi p awordplacesatisfaction, @s avell iasotheir general

observations of theollege In addition to the 2012 Campus Climate findings, this study also
contains comparative analysis from the results of two gigtributionsof the Campus Climate
Survey that took place in fall 2010 and spring 2011. These collective data points have provided
vital information regarding the perceptions of workplace satisfaction at Southwestern College.

The long ternobjectiveof Campus Climateeportfindingsis to ensure that faculty and staff at
Southwestern College work within an environment that fosters a climate of understanding,

teamwork and respect. The importance and magnitude of the Campus Climate Survey Report
provides thabasis of serious dialogue for continuous improvement of the work environment,

trust and satisfaction levels of faculty and staff. Equally important, this survey provides a process

for input from staff and faculty regarding their perceptions abouttite Dis ct 6 s Gover ni n
and Superintendent/ President. This feedback i

self-evaluation process as well as their evaluation of the Superintendent/President.

! From SWC Employee Survey participation request communication, March 2012.
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Survey Overviewcont.)

Campus Climate Perception

According to the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC), the

primary purpose ofan ACC3d&€ccr edi ted institution of higher
and processes support student learning, continuously assessesttiveg,lead pursues
institutional excellence and i mp-reflestieement 0 and
dialogue about its quality and improvemefil he latter point is of particular relevance in regard

to the Campus Climate survey. SouthwesternCellegs ongoi ng calleigd ort t o as
employee perceptions of the institutional environment is a straightforward and critical means to
advance institutional effectivenesé.hi s dat a wi | | be valuable in t
2015 Self EvaluatioReport. he Campus Climate survey generates quantitative data that can be

used to understand the current institutional environment aidentify workplace satisfaction

trendsover time.

Survey Themes

In terms of survey query conteatcommittee compsed of faculty, staff, and administrators
formulatedseveral focal categories basedwastern Association of Schools and Colleges
(WASC) ACCJC standards and recommendations. These categories encompass institutional
level matterssuch as perceptions of campus leadership, shared governance, workplace
environment, staff involvement in institutional processes, resource allocation, budgetlagghn
and many other areas relevant to institutiafitacy.In terms of survey contenty ASC
accreditatiorstandards guided tHermulationof survey query itemsAs a rule, survey queries
Weregorganized ilot question groupslusters Surveythemesncluded the following evaluative
areas:

Campus Leadership and Shared Governance

1 How institutional leaders create an environment for empowerment, innovation, and
institutional excellence.

T The role of | eader shi p igovemangeanddecisiotn Sout hw
making structures ansthetherprocesses are regularly evaluated to assure their integrity
and effectiveness.

1 The presence of shared governance processes to facilitate discussion of ideas and
effective communication among the institt on6s constituenci es.

1 If institutional leadergncourage employeés take the initiative in improving the
practices, programs, and services in which they are involved.

1 Administrators exercise a substantial voice in institutional policies, planning uaiget
that relate to their area of responsibility and expertise.

2 ACCJcC. (200®)ligibility, Candidacy and Initial Accreditation ManuaB. 141. http://www.accjc.org/wp
content/uploads/2012/02/EligibilityCandidacyand-nitial-AccreditationManual_Augus2009.pdf
% Southwestern College. (200Mstitutional SekStudy in Support of Reaffirmati of Accreditation1-220.
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Institutional Environment

1 Staff andfaculty exercise a substantial voice in institutional policies, planning, and

budget that relate to their area of responsibility and expertise.
1 Theexistence of a systematic participative process to assure effective discussion,
planning, and implementation of ideas for improvement.
Whether a supportive environment of trust and respect exists for all employees at SWC.
SWC maintains an ongoing, colleljiselfreflective dialogue about the continuous
improvement of student learning and institutional processes.

= =4

9 Institutional Processes

1 Whether facultyand administrators have a substantive and clearly defined role in
institutional governance.

1 The results bevaluations relating to shared governance and deeaisaking structures
and processes are widely communicated to the employees and students.

1 The institution organizes its key processes and allocates its resources to effectively
support student learning.

1 The staff has established mechanisms or orgéinizs for providing input to
institutionatlevel decisions.

Respondent Demographics

Initial e-mail invitations for participation in the Campus Climate Sur8@ying 2102 were sent
on March 14, 2012 aradministered through March 29, 2012, with a foloprraminder notice
sent on March 272012 A total of 1,448 invitations were distributed through the campusié
system. This anonymous survey was administémedighSurvey Monkey, a webased survey
software system, armbntained sixtysevengueryitems. Each query item match#éwse in the
two previous Campus Climasairveys distributed in spring 2011 and fall 201The surey
closed on March 22012.

Two hundred fortysix (246 surveys were compied for a response rate of 17%. This

percentage is lower than the 22% response rate for spring 2011, when 340 surveys were
completed out of 1,528 invitations, and fewer than fall 2010, when 598 surveys were completed
out of 1,623 (a response rate of 37%)r thespring 2012 Campus Climate evaluatidiil
respondents answered all questions, while 75 respondents returned surveys with one or more
survey items abserfifty-six percent (56%0f all survey respondents were either garte or

full-time facultymembers. Nearly 70% of paime faculty respondents have been employed

less than ten years by the college; amongtiié faculty respondents, 50% have 16 or more
years of employment.
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Job Classification

The makeup of Campus Climate respondents remained relatively stable. Notable survey
participation patterns included the following:
1 Spring 2012 realized a higher proportion of firthe faculty participation compared to
earlier surveylistribution geriods.
1 The average years of employment among respondents were also highest in spring 2012.
1 Greatest percentage participation occurred in fall 2010 among classified professionals.
1 Inspring 2011 and spring 2012, pahd fulktime faculty comprised at least halfall

survey submissions.
Respondents by Job Classification: Spring 2012

Avg. Years
Job Classification % N Employed
Management (Dean/Director/Supervisor/Senior Management) | 11% 27 12.2
Classified Professional 32% 78 18.3
Faculty, Full-Time 26% 64 16.1
Faculty, Part-Time 30% 75 9.2
No Response 1% 2 -
Total 100% 246 14.2
Respondents by Job Classification: Spring 2011
‘ Avg. Years
Job Classification % N Employed
Management (Dean/Director/Supervisor/Senior Management) | 11% 38 12.4
Classified Professional 34% 117 13.1
Faculty, Full-Time 30% 101 14.1
Faculty, Part-Time 25% 84 8.3
No Response 0% 0 -
Total 100% 340 12.1
Respondents by Job Classification: Fall 2010
Avg. Years
Job Classification % N Employed
Management (Dean/Director/Supervisor/Senior Management) 8% 45 115
Classified Professional 43% 257 12.4
Faculty, Full-Time 25% 151 14.9
Faculty, Part-Time 23% 141 7.9
No Response 1% 4 -
Total 100% 598 11.9
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Gender

The participation of respondents by gender
varied considerably:
1 Female respondents comprised the
majority of survey submissions in
spring 2012 and fall 2010.
1 Male respondents comprised nearly
two-thirds of survey submissions in
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Location

The location of respondents remained fairly
stableduring the three time periods:

1 The percent composition of the
AMain campus, 0
ABot ho

1 Aggregate percentage averages for
each location across time are 65%,
11% and 24%, respectively.

Respondents by Location: Spring 2012

spring 2011.
Respondents by Gender: Spring 2012
Gender % N
Female 56% 138
Male 42% 104
No Response 2% 4
Total 100% 246

Gender

%

N

Respondents by Gender: Spring 2011

Female 38% 128
Male 62% 212
No Response 0% 0

Total 100% 340

Respondents by Gender: Fall 2010

Gender % N \
Female 59% 350
Male 41% 244

No Response 1% 4
Total 100% 598

Location: % N |
Main Campus 61% 149
HEC/Other 13% 31
Both 26% 63

No Response 1% 3
Total 100% 246

Location:

%

N

Respondents by Location: Spring 2011

Main Campus 67% 229
HEC/Other 11% 39
Both 21% 72
No Response 0% 0

Total 100% 340

Respondents by Location: Fall 2010

Location: % N \
Main Campus 65% 388
HEC/Other 10% 62
Both 24% 144

No Response 1% 4
Total 100% 598

AHEC/ O
categories

wer
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Years Employed

The years of employment among survey respondents varied considerably across the three
distribution geriods. Notable differences include:
1 Approximately half of all respondents within each surgisgributionperiodwere
comprised of employees who have worked for at most 5 years, or at least 21 years.
1 Interms of absolute count, fitilme feculty submitted the most surveys in fall 2010 with
257. Fultiime faculty also submitted the highest relative percentage at 34%, in spring
2012.

Respondents by Years Employed: Spring 2012

Years Employed

Job Classification 11-15  16-20
Faculty, Part-Time 39% 30% 15% 8% 8% 74
Faculty, Full-Time 11% 13% 27% 16% 34% 64
Classified Professional 17% 16% 25% 12% 30% 76
Management (Dean/Director/

Supervisor/Senior Management) 31% 8% 35% 8% 19% 26
No Response - - - - - 6
Total 24% 18% 23% 11% 23% 246

Respondents by Years Employed: Spring 2011

Years Employed

Job Classification 11-15  16-20

Faculty, Part-Time 51% 24% 12% 4% 10% 84
Faculty, Full-Time 17% 22% 25% 11% 26% 101
Classified Professional 21% 21% 28% 7% 23% 117
Management (Dean/Director/

Supervisor/Senior Management) 37% 8% 18% 8% 29% 38
No Response - - - - - 0

Total 29% 21% 22% 7% 21% 340

Respondents by Years Employed: Fall 2010

Years Employed

Job Classification 11-15 16-20

Faculty, Part-Time 46% 29% 12% 6% 7% 45
Faculty, Full-Time 17% 21% 21% 14% 27% 257
Classified Professional 23% 20% 24% 13% 20% 151
Management (Dean/Director/

Supervisor/Senior Management) 37% 10% 23% 11% 20% 141
No Response - - - - - 4

Total 28% 22% 20% 11% 19% 598
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Challenge Areas

In the future, an important challenge for the Office of Institutional Effectiveness will be to

increase the participation rate of employees when institutional climate surveys are administered

to thecollegecommunity. A diminishing level of participation over the course of the three most

recent Campus Climatéistributions indicatee. need t o i ncrease awarenes
relevancy as an assessment instrument for state and regional agencies ovessieiingpsof

higher learning. Greater participation in later Campus Climate surveys will not only address this
immediate need, but increase the reliability of data results, a key consideration in assuring the
validity of institutionatlevel research.

Conclusior/Key Findings

The focus of the spring 2012 and ear@@mpus Climate surveystis understand prevailing
workplaceattitudes and general perceptiarighis institution amongampus faculty,

professional staff and administrators. As an evaluative tool, the Campus Climate survey provides

i mportant insights into Southwestern Coll eged
institutionatlevel querypermits a critical examinatioof theinstitutional environment atfaxed

point in timeandgenerate substantivelata capable aiddressing eaabf the ACCJ® #ocal

categoriesrd other areas dhstitutional concera for instance, accreditation.

Moreover, the Campus Climate sunahould be viewed as an essential source of information

for guiding institutional dialogue. At the governance and leadership level, survey results serve as
an important indicator of workplace sentiment related to the Governing Board, campus
leadershipbudgetary issues, and institutional planning. As such, the survey offers an important
informational instrument to guide decistamaking at the institutional level.

Overall, spring 2012 Campus Climate survey results related to institutional satisfaction are
largely on par with spring 200 Campus Climate survey level$iefollowing bullets are an
abbreviated listing fakey findings from the survey:

Campus Leadership, Shared Governance and Institutional Environment

1 Inspring 2012, all job categories indicatestatistically significant increase in mean
scores related to the Superintendent/President and GoverningdBeatidg an
environment promoting trust and respect compared to fall 2010.

1 Perceptions of workplace intimidation among spring 2012 responderdagiegin
statistically lower than levels found in fall 2010.

1 When comparing overall mean scores with reference to feeling intimated by others,
results from fall 2010 to spring 2012 found statistically significant decreases in relation to
the Superintendent/Bsident, Governing Board, Vid&residents, and Department
Chairs.

1 The spring 2012 time period, compared to fall 2010, experienced a statistically significant
increase in terms of overall mean score levels in regard to whether Administrators have a
substative and clearly defined role in the shared planning and decision making process.
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1 Understanding of shared planning and decisiaking is statistically higher for spring
2012 when measured against fall 2010, and did not undergo a statistical retreat in
comparison to spring 2011 levels.

1 For spring 2012, substantive participation in the decisiaking process was found to be
statistically significant among futime faculty for fall 2010.

1 In spring 2012, futtime faculty members were the employee graith the highest
mean score in regard to the Governing Board establishing itself as apalikiyg body.

1 Inregard to the opportunity for constituents to provide input as part of Governing Board
selfevaluation process, mean score levels were aboveltHll 2vels for the classified,
parttime faculty, and fultime faculty employee groups.

T Mean score | evels for the Governing Boardboé
self-evaluation process are higher in spring 2012 when compared to fall 2010 fo
classified, partime faculty, and fultime faculty employee groups.

1 Interms of ACCJC recommendations touching upon student learning programs and
services, spring 2012 experienced a statistically significant overall increase compared to
the fall 2010 bseline.

T While spring 2012 mean scores were higher
the College as established in planning documents are communicated @oiledee 0 g ai n
was offset by a decline in overall means scores after spring 2011.

1 51% d spring 2012 Campus Climate survey respondents indicated that they agree
(stronglymoderately) that decision making processes are regularly evaluated compared
to 27% in fall 2010.

1 For spring 2012, the Governing Board listens and responds to recommesdiation
College constituencies query was strongly significant in comparison to fall 2010,
however there was a statistically significant retreat in mean score values compared to the
earlier spring 2011 survey distribution period.

1 Campus morale did not expemce a statistically significant change between spring 2011
and 2018 thus, campus morale has remained substantially unchanged since spring 2011.
Institutional Processes
1 74% of employee groups agreed with the statement that their performance evaluations
were fAfair and appropriate. o

1 Overall mean scores related to budget development and budget processes were higher
than fall 2010, but lower when compared to spring 2011.
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Three budget areas in spring 2012 were not improved in comparison to fall 2010 and
experienced a decline in mean scores compared to spring 2011. These budget areas were
related to fair and equitable budget allocation by, respectively: the school/center, campus
departments, and campus programs.

In spring 2012, 60% of respondents indicaagdeement (stroagnoderate) with the
statement that dialogue related to student learning and institutional processes is being
conducted in a collegial manner, up from 32% in fall 2010.

Human Resources, Technology and Safety and Emergency realizedcatbtisigher
percentages related to institutional processes and departments allowing employees to
perform their job effectively and efficiently.

Items related to processes and the allocation of resources to effectively support student
learning through fadty hiring prioritization, budget planning, enrollment management

and strategic planning each experienced higher overall mean score levels when measured
against fall 2010 and a decline after spring 2011.

Spring 2012 Accreditation SeBtudy and Institutinal Program Review maintained a
statistically significant score level first achieved in spring 2011 (each are substantially
higher than fall 2010).

30% of spring 2012 respondents agreed with the statement that SWC is organized and
staffed appropriately argroportionally, down from 44% in spring 2011.

When measured against spring 2011, the spring 2012 queries related to workloads being
fairly distributed among the members of a department and whether work is valued and
appreciated in the workplace each eigrared a statistically significant reduction in

overall mean score level.
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Description of Statistical Methods
Research Design

Analysis Elements

An important component of the Campus Climate survey is the use of the mean and standard
deviation. The mean the average value of the data derived by summing score values and dividing
by the number of terms. Within context of the survey, the standard deviation is a measure of the
relative dispersion of survey scores. Interpretation of the standard deviatigroigant for

accessing the precision of survey item data. A high value tends to indicate greater variability in the
data away from the mean while a smaller may indicate data nearer thelimeafore, caution

should be exercised when assessing percemtdgesthe standard deviation must be seen as an
influential factor affecting the precision of this statistical measure.

The role of the gralue in the determination of statistical significance is a ubiquitous aspect of
statistical research. Statsal significance refers to the likelihood that an observed result or
relationship did not occur by chance, but rather by some underlying pattern. This likelihood is
assigned a probabilistic valdidhe pvalue.

Survey Instrument

This research study utilidean anonymous campus climate survey administered through

Sout hwestern Coll egeds Microsoft Outl ook pers
Respondent anonymity was secured throbghuse of unique URLs generated automatically by the
Survey Monkey stvey software system upon submission by respond&htsuse of anonymous
workplace surveys inclines employees to participate more honestly amtester ratthan survey
techniquedinking respondents tmdividual submissions.

Additionally, the use of a standardized survey utilizing a-figent Likert rating scale dbtrongly
Agree Moderately Aree Moderately Dsagree Strongly Dsagree andNo Opinionis a relatively
straightforward and familiar survey forndathus, enhancing the likelihood and incidence of survey
item response rates. Another advantage of the Litaart rating scale is that individual query results
can be coded numerically (eSfrondy Agree= 4, Moderately Aree= 3, etc.) and used to generate
descriptive statistical values such as means and standard dewiations.

Conceptual Framework

These parametric values can then be employed in inferential testing procedures utiliziegttioe t

the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical
those statistical quantities derived from the data that can be used to relate the variables or factors
present in a given population of interest. The stiaal testing of Likert rating scales often makes use

of the ttest. This test is able to identify significant statistical differences between the means of two
independent groups (this type of test is commonly referred to assatwple itest). The ANOW

testing procedure is used when three or more independent groups are being compared for statistical
differences across group means.

These inferential statistical tests also have-parametric counterparts (Chguare, MarkWhitney
U test, and others) drutilize the median, or data frequency, in lieu of the mean and standard
deviation for statistical comparisons. However, the relative robustness detdteahd ANOVA
makes the use of these tests somewhat uncommon in surveys utilizing the Likedaaeng

‘See AOverview oD Snatippeindalk Mer h adiseditem qugresier a | di scussion ¢

10
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Description of Statistical Methodgont.)
In practice, g-value under five percent is strong evidence, but not proof, that argiseitis
statistically significantThis five percent level ifie most commonlgccepted convention of
probabilisticanalysis, although the more stringenepercent level (p < 0.01) is sometimes

used. From the theoretical perspective, the@| ue i s evi dence that a fin
rejected in favor of the fresearcho or fdalter
Data Analysis

Boththe ttest and ANOVA testig pracedures are utilized in trstatistical analysis of Campus
Climate survey datdDescriptive data making use of histograms, means, and standard deviations
is included to provide an outline of workplace data related to employee responses. Sample sizes
are Isted at both the summary and detail level to illustrate trends and differences in regard to the
level of employee participation. In addition, the mean and standard deviation are included in
descriptive tables to represent, respectively, central tendedcy dns pr ead . 0

Of the two inferential statistical tests used in this reploet ttest is used to compare similar

employee classes across time; for instagpang 2011 paxtime facultyversusspring2012 part

time faculty Statistical differences across means are understood to be statistically significant when p
values under five percefp < 0.05) occur.

The ANOVA model is used in this analysis when comparing individual survey question means across
time. The use of ANOVAd dictated because the comparisoow#rallgroup means occurs across
threedistincttimeframe#$ fall 2010, spring 2011, and spring 20%h important dstinctionbetween

the ANOVA andt-test is that the former &rictlyani o mni bus o t est .

To overcomehis issuethe Tukey Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) testften used in
conjunction with the ANOVA. The HSD test is performed after the ANOVA test is conducted
and when an overall statistical significance has been found. Although othdropdstts can be
utilized, it is by far the most common pédgic test implemented with an ANOVA analysiEhe
HSD testis quitesimilar in structure to thetest, but with slight modification to correct for
multiple comparisondn essence, the ANOVA is a pirinary testof statistical significance and
serves as precursor to further statistical analydiglata analysis within this report utilized the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software program.

Alternative Modeling of Data

Finally, the Appendix contains an alternative modeling of survey data. This model utilizes aggregated
(ACombinedd) counts of Likert SroaglyiAgregand cal e c a
Moderately AyreelLikert rating scale categoriésto a newAgreement(StrongModerate)category a
simplified modeling of survey data is achieved.

Theprimarypurpose baggregating these query item scores is to recognize underlying response
patterns related to institutional and workplao@rovementratherthan more generalized patterns
involving overall rating scale categori@$e mean of the aggregatsttongly agre andmoderately
agreecategoriesand their associatedvalues, ardistedto aid in the identification of statistical
significance. Departures from the results of the earlier statistical model are noted.

See fiOovervi ew od inthe Appendix fori adeahnicaMisdus$siondof statistical methodologies
& Specifically, a single factorr@neway, ANOVA analysis

11
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Interpretative Guide t&tatistical Results

The ANOVA / HSD tables within the body of the report provide a reference to identify those
survey query items that experienced significant statistical change across the three time periods
An example ANOVA / HSD table is provided (Figuren 19rder to
demonstrate how to interpret these tables. Statistically significant items are highlighted in green
throughout the report in order to facilitate the identification of significant re’sults

ANOVA / HSD Table:
Overall

Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 169| 3.13 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 11.2% Yes 0.003 | 20.575| 0.000
Spring 2011 256| 3.33 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -6.1% /Ne/' 0.115

Fall 2010 435| 2.81 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 /18«4«% Yes 0.000
Figurel

Step 2 Use Tukey Honestly Significant Difference
(HSD) pvalues under 5% (< 0.05) to accurately
identify which periods experienced statistically
significant changes in overall mean scores.

Step 3 ThePercent Changedescribes the direction L
ss

and relative magnitude of the overall mean score ac

the time periods under consideration.

/ Step 1 Find the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)-p

=
~

values under 5% (< 0.05). This valnelicates that one
or more time periods have undergone a statistically
significantdifference across time.

Step 4 To interpret the statistical data, we must
considereach time periodrirst, we start with the fall
20107 spring 2012 comparison. Here, the overall mean
scores for spring 2012 are statistically higher than
those for fall 2010, indicating thatsubstantive changd
did indeed occur.
However, the overall mean score change from spring
2011 to spring 2012 was not statistically signifiéant
that is, it did not achieve a threshold indicating
statistical change. Finally, for completeness, we notd
theearlier fall 2010" springs 2011 comparison, its
associatedalue, and its statistical significance.

Al t hol

Note In those cases where the ANOVA/pa | u e greater or equ adbluesvall f i
necessarily be greater or equal to five percent advilelis,nots t at i stical ly signifi ant .
stati st i c qdupplgndental &nblysigf @mpioyee categories (explained in the next section) may be
continued, categorpy-category statistical significances should be downplayed in light of tiralbresult.
ANOVA / HSD Table
Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 214 | 2.80 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 -2.9% No 0.555 | 1.870 | 0.155
Spring 2011 | 309 | 2.97 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -5.7% No 0.135
Fall 2010 528 | 2.88 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 3.0% No 0.453
Figure2

"Table data is based on Question 50g (Figure 1 and employee category tables) and Question 2c (Figure 2).

12
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Additional statistical analysis accompanies each ANOVA / HSD tables. Employee category
tables are provided to allow forfiad r i | |
employee position. The-yalues associated with this analysis utilzeS t u d e-test(ors

simply, ttest)model. Like the ANOVA / HSD analysis;\yalues below five percent (pG<05)
are statistically significant. However, in reading these tables, emphasis must be given to those
time periods that were found to be statistically significant in the corresponding ANOVA analysis

(tabless ncor porating a

downo

anal ysi s

of

changes

attention to time periods that have not achieved a statistically significeshtid required in an
ANOVA / HSDanalysis.

Thepval ues

(< 0.05)

for

t he

i Fafle démanstrative
of a statistically significant changecurringbetween spring 2012 and fall 20&@hin
theseemployee categorieblighlighted green area is the HSBvplue of overall
significance An asterisk indicates statistical significance within an employee categg

Position

PT Faculty
FT Faculty
Classified
Administrator
Overall

Spring 2012 Fall 2010

Mean Std. Mean Std.

Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n
2.89 .99 28 2.71 .96 49
3.27 .80 37 2.73 1.04 85
3.18 .81 33 2.82 .86 100
311 .94 19 3.15 71 33
3.13 .88 117 2.81 .93 267

Spring 2012/Fall 2010

p-value
440

.006*
.035*
.842
.003

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Op

inion
ithin

isnotincluded Asteri sk fA* fAindicates statistical significance w
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.89 .99 28 3.26 .64 38 .071
FT Faculty 3.27 .80 37 3.29 .80 62 .904
Classified 3.18 .81 33 3.32 72 56 .400
Administrator 3.11 94 19 3.54 .58 26 .063
Overall 3.13 .88 117 3.33 71 182 115

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

ithin

isnotincluded Ast eri sk fA* fAindicates statistical significance w
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.26 .64 38 2.71 .96 49 .003*
FT Faculty 3.29 .80 62 2.73 1.04 85 .001*
Classified 3.32 72 56 2.82 .86 100 .000*
Administrator 3.54 .58 26 3.15 71 33 .029
Overall 3.33 71 182 2.81 .93 267 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

isnotincluded. Ast er i sk

Ai* Aindicates

statistical

signifi,cance w

Thepv al

category.

ues (< 0.05) for

the APT

Facul ty,
positionsindicatethat a statistically significant change occurred between spring 2011 arj
fall 2010 across all employee categoridigyhlighted green area tke HSD pvalue of
overall significance. Asterisks indicate statistical significance within each employee

o

employee categoriespemi t a

Aadril |l

Note The ANOVA / HSD model is the primary test of statistical significance; howevtest tomparisons of
d o wanalysis) of suvgy Hatara@asd timé penndsc

ithin
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Campus Climate Survey Instrument
Group Question Summary

The following table summarizesach of thesixty-nine queries included in the spring 2012 Campuz
Climate surveySurvey queriegare organized into nineteerstinctgrougngs and correlate to ACCJ
WASCst andards and t o 2809 GdiSiudye Iastitaional SedStutlylineSgppabt <
of Reaffirmation of Accreditatiofor statistical research uniformitisted survey query items have
remained identicdbr each of the three most recent Campus Climate survey administréibns (
2010, spring 2011, and spring 201/ oreover, notable statistical outcomes related to each of the
overarching ACCJC WASC institional evaluations areas are incorporated into each survey gro
detail area.

Finally, these survey queries are based on
ACCJC WASC adopted in June 2002, which stipulate:

The instituton mission povides the impetu®r achieving student learning and other goals that the
institution endeavors to accomplish. The institution provides the means for students to learn, a
howwell learning is occurring, and strives to improve that learning througdpoing, systematic, ani
integrated planning (Standard I). Instructional programs, student support services, and &brary
|l earning support services facilitate the a
outcomes (Standard Il). Human, ploai technology, and financial resources enable these progr
and services to function and improve (Standard IIl). Ethical and effective leadership throughou
organization guides the accomplishment of the mission and supports institutional effestawathe
improvement (Standard V).

A college wide dialogue that integrates the elements of the Standards provides the complete v
the institution that is needed to verify integrity and to promote quality and improvement.

For a detailed description of ACCJC WASC standards, reference:
http:/www.accjc.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/09/AccreditatiorReferenceHandbook_2012.pdf

Primary
Table 1 Survey Group Questions WASC
Standard
Question " .
Group | Mission Satement and campuspriorities. I.A
1 | am aware of the Mission Statement and priorities of the College...
Question Institutional leaders create an environment for empowerment, VA
Group Il innovation, and institutional excellence. '

2:a, b, ¢, d, e,| Institutional leaders create an environment for empowerment, innovatior|
f institutional excellence...

3:a, b, ¢, d, e,| Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes institutional
effectivenessé

| feel the environment at SWC fosters institutional excellence...

alhr~| ™

| feel the environment at SWC fosters innovation...

14
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Primary
WASC

Standard

Question A supportive environment of trust andrespect exists for all employees at VA VB
Group lI SWC. T
6 | feel an environment of trust and respect exists for all employees at SW
7 The College fosters an environment of ethical behavior...
E:ga’hb’ ¢ Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes trust and respg
9:a,b,c .
f.g,h | feel intimidated by others at Southwestern College...
10 | feel comfortable expressing my opinion...
11 | would encourage someone to apply for a job at Southwestern College.]
Question Systematic participative processes are used to assure effective discussi LB
Group IV planning, and implementation of ideas for improvement. '
| feel that institutional leaders make optimal use of existing shared plann
12 and decision making processes to assure effective discussion, planning
implementation of ideas for improvement...
| understand how the shared planning and decisiomngakocesses are
13 ; .
carried out at SWCé
Input provided by me or the constituent group that represents me is
14 welcomed, respected, and given appropriate consideration by institution,
leaders when decisions are made...
Question Established meclanisms or organizations exist for providing input into VA
Group V institutional decisions. '
15 | have a substantive and clearly defined role in the shared planning and
decision making process...
16 The Academic Senate has a substantive and clearly defined role in the <
planning and decision making process...
17 The Classified Staff has a substantive and clearly defined role in the sha
planning and decision making process...
Question Administrators have a substantive and clearly defined role in VA
Group VI institutional governance '
18 Administrators have a substantive and clearly defined role in the shared
planning and decision making process...
Question Representativesof constituency groups provide timely and accurate VA
Group VII information. '
19 Representatives of ngonstituency group (e.g., faculty, classified,
administrators) provide me with timely and accurate information...

15
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Primary
Tgobrlf 1 Survey Group Questions WASC
(cont) _ Standard
SuEsi SWC relies on faculty, the Academic Senate and curriculum committee, LA ILB
Group VIl and academic administrators for recommendations about student e
learning programs and services. '
ACCJC Standardsstablish that the Governing Board and
Superintendent/President rely on the faculty, the Academic Senate and
20 Curriculum Committee, and Academic Administrators for recommendatic
about student learning programs and services. SWC is in compliance wi|
standard.
Qe SWC has implemented hiring, promotion, and equal employment
Group IX practices and provided appropriate orientation, training, and evaluation l.A
to ensure fairness for all employees.
SWC has implemented hiring, promotion, and equal employment practic
21 and provided appropriate orientation, training, and evaluation to ensure
fairness for all employees...
29 The hiring, promotion, and equal employment practices are fair to all
employes...
23 a b SWC demonstrates its commitment to addressing issues of equity and
T diversity...
24:a,b The following services are provided fairly to all employees...
o5 Performance evaluations are provided in a timely manner and applied fa
all employees...
26 Hiring, promotion, and equal employment practices are clearly stated,
followed, and applied fairly...
27 a b The employee orientation and staff deyetent training | have received we
o helpful and appropriate...
o8 The performance evaluation(s) that | have received were fair and
appropriate...
29 SWC has a formal structure for employees to raise concerns and/or
problems...
Question SWC has defined and communicated budget development and budget D
Group X decisionrmaking processes to achieve College goals. '
30 SWC has defined and communicated its budget development and budge
decision making processes to achieve college goals...
31 I am informed about how the budget development and budget decision
making process occurs...
32 My program/unit spends allocated funds responsibly...
33 The budget development and budget decision making process is set up
achieve SWC priorities, adentified in the Strategic Plan...
34 Strategic priorities drive budget decisions...
35: a, b, ¢, d, g Budget allocation is decided fairly and eqbiy in the following areaé:

16
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Primary
WASC

__ Standard

36 Accurate and complete information about the SWC budget is accessible
and/or provided on request in a timely manner...
The Governing Board has established itself as a poliaypaking body,
Question delegated operational authority to the S/P¢larified management roles, VB
Group XI and supported the authority of the management in the administration of '
the College.
The Governing Board establishes itself as a patieking body, delegates
operational authority to the Superintendent/President, clarifies managern|
37 : ! 7 .
roles, and supports the authority of the management in the administratio
the College...
The Govening Board and Superintendent/President are aware of and
38 demonstrate support for faculty, classified staff, students, and administrg
in the shared planning and decision making...
The Governing Board has implemented a consisteself-evaluation
Question process in which input from the College community is solicited and the VB
Group XII seffeval uati on results are posted '
folder.
The Governing Board utilizes a consistent and transparerg\s#ifation
39 proces in which input from the College community is solicited and the
results are accessible and communicated to the college community...
40 An opportunity was given for constituents to provide input as part of the
Governing Board sefvaluation process...
a1 | am aware of the results of the Governing Boardeediuation that are
posted on the SWC website and in the Outlook public folder...
Question SWC maintains an ongoing, collegial, seffeflective dialogue about the LB
Group XIII continuous improvenent of student learning and institutional processes. ’
42: a, b, ¢, d, | SWC maintains an ongoing, collegial, sedflective dialogue about the
e, f, g, h, i, ], k| continuous improvement of student learning and institutional processes.|
43 My constituency group (faculty/classified/administrator) has been asked
participate in a dialogue about improving student learning...
a4 My constituency group (faculty/classified/administrator) has been asked
participate in a dialogue about improving institutional processes...
45 | have participated in a dialogue about improving student learning...
46 | have participated in a diadgoe about improving institutional processes...
47 Dialogue about student learning and institutional processes has been
conducted in a collegial manner...
48: a, b, c, d, , .
e f,g hij The operational processes and departments listed below allow me to pe
k’ I’m’ " my job effectively and efficiently...
:9%2 br; C; d, I would like to have input into improving institutional processes...
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Primary
WASC

__ Standard

Question The institution organizes its key processes and allocates its resources tc LB
Group XIV effectively support student learning. '
50: a, b, ¢, d, | The institution organizes its key processes and allocates its resources td
e f,gh,i effectively support student learning...
51 SWC is organized and staffed appropriately and proportionately to refleg
institution's purpose, size, and complexity...
SWCS planning process is broddsed, offers opportunities for input by
52 appropriate constituencies, allocates necessary resources, and leads to
improvement of institutional effectiveness...
53 Student learning needs are central to the planning, developmediesign of
new facilities...
: The results of evaluations relating to shared governance and decision
Question ] . .
making structures and processes are widely communicated to the I.B
Group XV .
employees and the campus community.
The priorities of the College as established in planning documents (e.qg.,
54 Strategic Plan, Education Master Plan, Enroliment Management Plan, ai
Technology Plan, etc.) are communicated Coleiie. ..
Question LA, 1II.B,
Group XVI Needs assessment of campus resoas. I.C. I.D
55: a, b, ¢, d, ¢ My needs are being met in each of the following areas?..
Question The role of | eadership andma8ng/Cb s
G structures and processes are regularly evaluated to assutkeir integrity IV.A
roup XVII .
and effectiveness.
56 Decision making processes are regularly evaluated and the results are v
communicated and distributed to all members of the college community.
57 The Governing Board listens and responds to recommendations from C¢
constituencies...
Question SWC workplace conditions and resources allow for the effective LA
Group XVIII performance and equitable distribution of employee responsibilities. '
58 My work is valued and appreciated in the workplace...
59 Employees are treated fairly and respectfully regardless of disability, ger
race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, political affiliation, or religious affiliatior
60 My workloadexpectations are reasonable...
61 Work responsibilities are within my job description...
62 The workload is fairly distributed among the members of my department
63 My supervisor is approachable and understanding when | have a questi
related tamy work responsibilities...
64 | have been provided with updated training to perform the duties specifie
my job description...

18
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Survey Group Questions WASC
Standard
65 | have been provided with the necessary toolsegpuibment to perform my
job successfully...
66 | have access to sufficient space to perform my job successfully...
Question
Group XIX Campus morale. IV.A, IV.B
67 How would you describe morale at Southwestern College today as comy
to five yearsago?
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Question Group I: Mission Statement and campus iorities .

TheGroup | questiorfQ1) relates toVASC Standard |.Awhich explains the importance of the
institution showing a strong obligation to a mission that highlights student learning and to
communicating the mission internally and externdllyespring 2012 Campus Climate survey
beganwi t h a fAYeson oabdilNto 0oe qulesye® awareness of
Statement and campus priorities. The histogram below, and the associated statistical analysis on
the following pae, illustrates the results of tearveys encompassing fall 2010, spring 2011 and
spring D12.

Overall findings of the three survey administrations include:

1 Spring 2012 experienced the highest level of Mission Statement and college priority
awarenesamong the fall 2010, spring 2011 and spring 2012 time periods

1 Spring 2012 percentage levelse foundo be the only statistically significant result
acrosgshe three surveglistribution period.

1. I am aware of the Mission Statement and priorities of the College.

100% - 96% -
90%

88%

90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -

20% -
10% 12% i

10% - 4%

0% -
Yes No

mFall 2010 = Spring 2011 = Spring 2012

Note: Due to a database error, only 74 answers to this question were recorfdedpring 2011.
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1. 1 am aware of the Mission Statement and priorities of the College.
ANOVA / HSD Table
Overall
Distribution Percent Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N nYes Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 214 | 96% | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 6.7% Yes .030 3.873 | 0.021
Spring 2011 74 88% | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| 9.1% No .090
Fall 2010 530| 90% | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 -2.2% No .809
Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).
Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
% %
Position Yes n Yes n p-value
PT Faculty 26% 62 19% 124 .104
FT Faculty 26% 57 26% 140 .983
Classified 33% 70 38% 222 .007*
Administrator 11% 25 8% 44 .455
Overall 96% 214 90% 530 .030
Asterisk fA* fAindicates statistical significance within employee cate
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
% %
Position Yes n Yes n p-value
PT Faculty 26% 62 o} o} o}
FT Faculty 26% 57 o} 0 o}
Classified 33% 70 o} o} o}
Administrator 17% 25 o} o} o}
Overall 96% 214 88% 74 .090
Note: Due to a database error, only 74 answers to this question were recorded for spring 2011, individual employee categories
unavailable. Ast eri sk fA* Aindicates statistical significance within employe
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
% %
Position Yes n Yes n p-value
PT Faculty o} o} 19% 124 o}
FT Faculty o} o} 26% 140 o}
Classified o} o} 38% 222 o}
Administrator o} o} 8% 44 o}
Overall 88% 74 90% 530 .809

Note: Due to a database error, only 74 answers to this question were recorded for spring 2011, individual employee categories
unavailable.Ast eri sk fA* fAindicates statistical significance

within

21

empl oye



%QW Campus Climate Report
Spring 2012

Histograms / Data Analysis

Question Group II: Institutional leaders create an environment for
empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence

Group Il questiongQ2-Q5) relate toWASC Standard IV.Awhich focuses on ethical and
effedive leadership. This type tdadership allows the institution to ascertain institutional
values establishgoals, learn, antb improve.

Overall findings of the three survelystributionsinclude:

1 Generdy, spring 2012espondent perceptions institutional leadershipas createdn
environment oeEmpowerment, innovation, institutionecellenceandremairs above fall
2010levelsfor the Superintendent/President and Governing Baalttipugh a retrean
means score levethd occurwhen in comparison to spring 2011.

1 For spring 2012, fultime facultyand classified employee mean scores are statistically

significant in relation to the College fostering an environment of institutional excellence
compare to fall 2010.
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2a. [Faculty Leaders (e.g. Academic Senate President, SCEA President, Dept.
Chairs)] Institutional leaders create an environment for empowerment,
innovation, and institutional excellence.

All Response Percentages

100% - r
90% - Administration Overall
Period N Score
80% - Fall 2010 528| 3.17 |
70% - Spring 2011 | 310| 3.33
Spring 2012 | 216| 3.23
60% - -
50% - 44% 430,
39% 0
40% - 36%37A334% L
30% -
20% - -
" 7% 8% 8% 9%
10% - ° 7% 6% 0.
0% - -
Strongly Agree  Moderately Moderately Strongly No Opinion
Agree Disagree Disagree

mFall 2010 = Spring 2011 = Spring 2012

Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages

100% - r
90% - 81% L
80% - 75% 76%
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -

30% -
17% L

20% - 14%
8% 8% 9%

10% -

0% -

Agreement (Strong- Disagreement (Strong- No Opinion
Moderate) Moderate)

mFall 2010 = Spring 2011 = Spring 2012
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2a. [Faculty Leaders (e.g. Academic Senate President, SCEA President, Dept.
Chairs)] Institutional leaders create an environment for empowerment,
innovation, and institutional excellence.

ANOVA / HSD Table
Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 216| 3.23 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 1.8% No 0.710 | 3.037 | 0.048
Spring 2011 | 310| 3.33 | Spring 201% Spring 2012 -3.0% No 0.417
Fall 2010 528 | 3.17 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 5.0% Yes 0.037
Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).
Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.25 .93 55 3.11 0.92 114 324
FT Faculty 3.54 .69 56 3.47 0.76 139 .563
Classified 2.97 .98 59 3.06 0.88 190 473
Administrator 3.12 .95 26 2.89 0.92 44 .324
Overall 3.23 91 196 3.17 0.88 487 .710
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
isnotincluded Asteri sk fA* fAindicates statistical significance within empl oy
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.25 .93 55 3.33 0.76 64 .635
FT Faculty 3.54 .69 56 3.47 0.73 95 .606
Classified 2.97 .98 59 3.22 0.86 90 .095
Administrator 3.12 .95 26 3.22 0.64 36 .598
Overall 3.23 91 196 3.33 0.77 285 A17
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
isnotincluded Asteri sk #A* fAindicates statistical significance within empl o}
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.33 0.76 64 3.11 0.92 114 .100
FT Faculty 3.47 0.73 95 3.47 0.76 139 .952
Classified 3.22 0.86 90 3.06 0.88 190 .156
Administrator 3.22 0.64 36 2.89 0.92 44 .067
Overall 3.33 0.77 285 3.17 0.88 487 .037
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
is not included. Asterisk A* fAindicategoprg s st ati stical significance wi:t
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2b. [Classified Leaders (e.g. CSEA President)] Institutional leaders create an
environment for empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence.

All Response Percentages

100% - -

90% - Administration Overall
Period N Score

80% - Fall 2010 528 3.20 I

70% - Spring 2011 | 309| 3.37
Spring 2012 | 215 3.28

60% - -

50% -

40% - 39%38% 36% 36% L

30% -

20% - 1886 |

10% - 6% 7%

0% - -
Strongly Agree  Moderately Moderately Strongly No Opinion
Agree Disagree Disagree
mFall 2010 = Spring 2011 = Spring 2012

Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages

100% - -
90% -
80% - 75%

0% 69% 70% -

60% -

50% -

40% -

30% -
18% 18% 20% I

20% -
10% -

0% -

Agreement (Strong- Disagreement (Strong- No Opinion
Moderate) Moderate)

mFall 2010 = Spring 2011 = Spring 2012
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2b. [Classified Leaders (e.g. CSEA President)] Institutional leaders create an
environment for empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence.

ANOVA / HSD Table

is

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
significance

not included. Asterisk A* Aindicates statistical
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.

Position Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.23 .87 43 3.35 .63 49 .468
FT Faculty 3.32 .76 41 3.35 .73 68 .807
Classified 3.36 .82 66 3.44 .68 101 .539
Administrator 3.09 .90 23 3.25 .65 36 422
Overall 3.28 .82 173 3.37 .68 254 .489

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
significance

is not included. Asterisk @A* 6&nmploykecatagbrgs st ati stical
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.35 .63 49 3.07 .82 86 .043*
FT Faculty 3.35 .73 68 3.21 .84 101 .248
Classified 3.44 .68 101 3.31 .73 202 157
Administrator 3.25 .65 36 2.93 .89 42 .078
Overall 3.37 .68 254 3.20 .80 431 .017

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included.

statisticad sighifcdnce fivithin 8miployee categbre. s
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Distribution Overall Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N | Percent Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 215| 3.28 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 2.5% No 0.471 | 3.835 [ 0.022
Spring 2011 | 309| 3.37 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -2.6% No 0.489
Fall 2010 528 | 3.20 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 5.3% Yes 0.017
Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).
Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.23 .87 43 3.07 .82 86 .300
FT Faculty 3.32 .76 41 3.21 .84 101 472
Classified 3.36 .82 66 3.31 73 202 .628
Administrator 3.09 .90 23 2.93 .89 42 .498
Overall 3.28 .82 173 3.20 .80 431 471

wi t

wi t



2c. [Middle Management Leaders (e.g. Dean, Director, Supervisor)] Institutional
leaders create an environment for empowerment, innovation, and institutional

Histograms / Data Analysis

excellence.
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2c. [Middle Management Leaders (e.g. Dean, Director, Supervisor)] Institutional
leaders create an environment for empowerment, innovation, and institutional

excellence.

ANOVA / HSD Table

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
ificance

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.22 .99 68 3.15 91 116 .606
FT Faculty 2.90 .94 94 3.01 .97 137 422
Classified 2.74 1.04 103 2.57 .96 204 .156
Administrator 3.33 .68 36 3.27 .85 44 .728
Overall 2.97 .98 301 2.88 .98 501 .453

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
Aindicates

is not

included.

Asteri sk

ﬁ*

statisti

cal
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significance

Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 214 | 2.80 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 -2.9% No 0.555 | 1.870 | 0.155
Spring 2011 | 309| 2.97 | Spring 201% Spring 2012| -5.7% No 0.135
Fall 2010 528 | 2.88 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 3.0% No 0.453
Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).
Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.82 1.05 56 3.15 91 116 .038*
FT Faculty 2.88 .96 56 3.01 .97 137 .387
Classified 2.55 1.05 67 2.57 .96 204 .906
Administrator 3.23 .65 26 3.27 .85 44 .828
Overall 2.80 1.00 205 2.88 .98 501 .555
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
isnot included. Asterisk A* Aindicates statistical significance withi
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.82 1.05 56 3.22 .99 68 .031*
FT Faculty 2.88 .96 56 2.90 .94 94 .855
Classified 2.55 1.05 67 2.74 1.04 103 .258
Administrator 3.23 .65 26 3.33 .68 36 .552
Overall 2.80 1.00 205 2.97 .98 301 .135
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2d. [Division Leaders (Vice President)] Institutional leaders create an environment

for empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence.

All Response Percentages

100% - -
on | Administration Overall
90% Period N Score i
80% - Fall 2010 527 2.25 L
70% - Spring 2011 | 309 2.79
Spring 2012 | 215 2.77 i
60% -
50% -
40% 3% 10 [
b -
30% - 0% 3% 27%
18% 18% L
20% - 9
0 0% 11%11% 119 1106 13%
10% - I
0% - -
Strongly Agree  Moderately Moderately Strongly No Opinion
Agree Disagree Disagree
EFall 2010 ®=Spring 2011 = Spring 2012

Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages

100% - r
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -

0% -

60% 599

29% 28%

11% 11% 13%

Agreement (Strong- Disagreement (Strong- No Opinion
Moderate) Moderate)

mFall 2010 = Spring 2011 = Spring 2012

29



Histograms / Data Analysis

"-
M

.. Campus Climate Report

Spring 2012

2d. [Division Leaders (Vice President)] Institutional leaders create an environment
for empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence.

ANOVA / HSD Table

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.77 .94 47 2.32 .94 94 .009*
FT Faculty 2.79 .92 52 1.90 .97 134 .000*
Classified 2.62 .96 63 2.29 97 199 .020*
Administrator 3.12 .83 25 2.95 .89 44 .450
Overall 2.77 .93 187 2.95 .99 471 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
ificance

is not included. Asterisk A* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.77 .94 47 3.15 .89 55 .039
FT Faculty 2.79 .92 52 2.46 .95 93 .047
Classified 2.62 .96 63 2.77 .95 92 329
Administrator 3.12 .83 25 3.14 72 36 .925
Overall 2.77 .93 187 2.79 .95 276 975

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
ificance

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.15 .89 55 2.32 .94 94 .000*
FT Faculty 2.46 .95 93 1.90 97 134 .000*
Classified 2.77 .95 92 2.29 .97 199 .000*
Administrator 3.14 72 36 2.95 .89 44 319
Overall 2.79 .95 276 2.95 .99 471 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not

included.

Asteri sk

ﬁ*

fiindicates

stati st

i cal
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Overall Significant
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistical HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Difference? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 215| 2.77 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 23.2% Yes 0.000 | 35.457| 0.000
Spring 2011 | 309 | 2.79 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -0.7% No 0.975
Fall 2010 527 | 2.25 | Fall 2010 Spring2011 24.1% Yes 0.000

significance
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2e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment for

empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence.
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2e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment for
empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence.

ANOVA / HSD Table

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05)

Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 216| 3.07 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 64.5% Yes 0.000 | 276.271| 0.000
Spring 2011 | 309 | 3.44 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -10.9% Yes 0.000
Fall 2010 527 | 1.87 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 84.6% Yes 0.000

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.94 .92 47 1.94 1.07 99 .000*
FT Faculty 2.90 .97 48 141 .76 133 .000*
Classified 3.20 .78 59 1.92 .98 194 .000*
Administrator 3.35 71 23 2.88 .99 42 .051
Overall 3.07 .88 177 1.87 1.02 468 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included. Asterisk fA* fAindicates statistical significance
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.94 .92 a7 3.08 .94 51 .450
FT Faculty 2.90 .97 48 3.53 .79 91 .000*
Classified 3.20 .78 59 3.44 71 88 .056
Administrator 3.35 71 23 3.75 .55 36 .018*
Overall 3.07 .88 177 3.44 .79 266 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical significance
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.08 .94 51 1.94 1.07 99 .000*
FT Faculty 3.53 .79 91 141 .76 133 .000*
Classified 3.44 71 88 1.92 .98 194 .000*
Administrator 3.75 .55 36 2.88 .99 42 .000*
Overall 3.44 .79 266 1.87 1.02 468 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not

included.

Asteri sk

ﬁ*

fiindicates

statistical

significance
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2f. [Governing Board] Institutional leaders create an environment for

empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence.

All Response Percentages
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2f. [Governing Board] Institutional leaders create an environment for
empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence.
ANOVA / HSD Table

Overall

Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 215| 2.85 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 57.9% Yes 0.000 | 195.264| 0.000
Spring 2011 | 309 | 3.14 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -9.1% Yes 0.004
Fall 2010 528 | 1.81 | Fall 201G Spring 2011 73.7% Yes 0.000

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.76 .96 50 2.00 1.09 93 .000*
FT Faculty 2.86 .98 51 1.37 a7 131 .000*
Classified 2.78 .93 59 1.87 .97 191 .000*
Administrator 3.21 .78 24 2.46 1.03 41 .003*
Overall 2.85 .94 184 1.81 1.00 456 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
ificance

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.76 .96 50 3.11 .88 54 .055
FT Faculty 2.86 .98 51 3.25 .78 87 .011*
Classified 2.78 .93 59 3.14 .83 90 .013*
Administrator 3.21 .78 24 2.89 .80 35 .128
Overall 2.85 .94 184 3.14 .82 266 .004

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
ificance

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 311 .88 54 2.00 1.09 93 .000*
FT Faculty 3.25 .78 87 1.37 17 131 .000*
Classified 3.14 .83 90 1.87 .97 191 .000*
Administrator 2.89 .80 35 2.46 1.03 41 .052
Overall 3.14 .82 266 1.81 1.00 456 .000
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical
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3a. [Faculty Leaders (e.g. Academic Senate President, SCEA President, Dept.
Chairs)] Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes institutional

effectiveness.

All Response Percentages
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3a. [Faculty Leaders (e.g. Academic Senate President, SCEA President, Dept.
Chairs)] Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes institutional

effectiveness.

ANOVA / HSD Table

Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 217 | 3.21 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 2.4% No 0.550 | 3.885 | 0.021
Spring 2011 | 308 | 3.31 | Spring 201% Spring 2012| -3.1% No 0.395
Fall 2010 524 | 3.13 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 5.7% Yes 0.015
Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).
Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.26 .94 57 3.00 1.03 110 .109
FT Faculty 3.46 .69 56 3.44 .69 137 .809
Classified 3.00 .93 59 3.07 .89 189 .610
Administrator 3.00 91 25 2.76 .97 41 315
Overall 3.21 .88 197 3.13 .90 477 .550
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
is not included. Asterisk fi* fiindicategorgs st atistical significance wit
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.26 94 57 3.32 72 62 .697
FT Faculty 3.46 .69 56 3.48 73 94 .905
Classified 3.00 .93 59 3.20 .85 90 178
Administrator 3.00 .91 25 3.14 .64 36 487
Overall 3.21 .88 197 3.31 g7 282 .395
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
is not included. stAtsticatsighifcdncefvithin Bmployee categorg s
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.32 72 62 3.00 1.03 110 .031*
FT Faculty 3.48 .73 94 3.44 .69 137 .665
Classified 3.20 .85 90 3.07 .89 189 .245
Administrator 3.14 .64 36 2.76 97 41 .047*
Overall 3.31 17 282 3.13 .90 477 .015
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
isnot included. Asterisk fA* fAindicates statistical significance withi
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3b. [Classified Leaders (e.g. CSEA President)] Institutional leaders create an

environment that promotes institutional effectiveness.

All Response Percentages
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3b. [Classified Leaders (e.g. CSEA President)] Institutional leaders create an
environment that promotes institutional effectiveness.

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included.

Asteri sk

ﬁ*

fiindicates

statistical

significance
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ANOVA / HSD Table
Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 216| 3.23 | Fall2010- Spring 2012 3.1% No 0.366 | 5.228 | 0.006
Spring 2011 | 307 | 3.34 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -3.1% No 0.372
Fall 2010 524 | 3.14 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 6.4% Yes 0.004
Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).
Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.28 .88 43 2.96 .90 84 .062
FT Faculty 3.28 .92 39 3.19 .78 102 .536
Classified 3.21 .85 66 3.26 73 197 .666
Administrator 3.13 .87 23 2.78 .89 40 129
Overall 3.23 .87 171 3.14 97 423 .366
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
is not included. statsticatsignhifcdncevithin Bmployee categorg s
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.28 .88 43 3.40 .63 53 450
FT Faculty 3.28 .92 39 3.26 .80 68 919
Classified 3.21 .85 66 3.40 .66 97 110
Administrator 3.13 .87 23 3.22 .68 36 .652
Overall 3.23 .87 171 3.34 .70 254 372
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
isnoti ncluded. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical significance within
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.40 .63 53 2.96 .90 84 .003*
FT Faculty 3.26 .80 68 3.19 .78 102 527
Classified 3.40 .66 97 3.26 73 197 .103
Administrator 3.22 .68 36 2.78 .89 40 .017*
Overall 3.34 .70 254 3.14 97 423 .004
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3c. [Middle Management Leaders (e.g. Dean, Director, Supervisor)] Institutional

leaders create an environment that promotes institutional effectiveness.

All Response Percentages
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3c. [Middle Management Leaders (e.g. Dean, Director, Supervisor)] Institutional
leaders create an environment that promotes institutional effectiveness.

ANOVA / HSD Table
Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 217 | 2.82 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 -1.1% No 0.917 | 4.260 | 0.014
Spring 2011 | 307 | 3.04 | Spring 201% Spring 2012| -7.2% Yes 0.037
Fall 2010 524 | 2.85 | Fall 2010 Spring2011 6.5% Yes 0.026
Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).
Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.84 1.08 57 3.06 .96 109 .196
FT Faculty 2.89 .97 56 3.01 .90 136 433
Classified 2.58 1.04 66 2.57 .98 204 .960
Administrator 3.23 .65 26 3.19 .76 43 .804
Overall 2.82 1.01 205 2.85 97 492 917
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical significance wi:t
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.84 1.08 57 3.28 .88 67 .014*
FT Faculty 2.89 97 56 2.98 97 93 .601
Classified 2.58 1.04 66 2.79 1.01 101 .183
Administrator 3.23 .65 26 3.42 .69 36 .289
Overall 2.82 1.01 205 3.04 .96 297 .037
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
is not included. Asterisk A* fAindicates statistical significance wi:t
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.28 .88 67 3.06 .96 109 116
FT Faculty 2.98 97 93 3.01 .90 136 817
Classified 2.79 1.01 101 2.57 .98 204 .065
Administrator 3.42 .69 36 3.19 .76 43 .167
Overall 3.04 .96 297 2.85 .97 492 .026
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
is not included. Asterisk A* Aindicates statistical significance wit
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3d. [Division Leaders (Vice Presidents)] Institutional leaders create an

environment that promotes institutional effectiveness.

All Response Percentages
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3d. [Division Leaders (Vice Presidents)] Institutional leaders create an
environment that promotes institutional effectiveness.
ANOVA / HSD Table

Overall

Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 215| 2.78 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 25.4% Yes 0.000 | 40.276 | 0.000
Spring 2011 | 307 | 2.81 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -1.2% No 0.935
Fall 2010 524 | 2.22 | Fall2010- Spring 2011 26.9% Yes 0.000

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.83 .96 47 2.26 1.05 87 .003*
FT Faculty 2.81 91 52 1.88 .95 130 .000*
Classified 2.60 .95 62 2.28 .98 197 .026*
Administrator 3.08 .86 25 2.84 .90 43 279
Overall 2.78 .94 186 2.22 1.01 457 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

ificance

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.83 .96 47 3.11 .84 57 122
FT Faculty 2.81 91 52 2.52 1.05 90 .104
Classified 2.60 .95 62 2.77 .99 94 .290
Administrator 3.08 .86 25 3.19 .67 36 .562
Overall 2.78 .94 186 2.81 .98 277 .935

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

ificance

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 311 .84 57 2.26 1.05 87 .000*
FT Faculty 2.52 1.05 90 1.88 .95 130 .000*
Classified 2.77 .99 94 2.28 .98 197 .000*
Administrator 3.19 .67 36 2.84 .90 43 .052
Overall 2.81 .98 277 2.22 1.01 457 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included.

Asteri sk

ﬁ*

fiindicates

statistical

significance
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3e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment that

promotes institutional effectiveness.

All Response Percentages

100% - -
0 Administration Overall
90% - Period N Score
80% - Fall 2010 524 1.85 i
. Spring 2011 | 307| 3.41
70% - Spring 2012 | 216| 3.05 ||
60% -
50% - o 46% L
40% -
30% - I
20% - 13% 14% 19%
10% -
0% - -
Strongly Agree  Moderately Moderately Strongly No Opinion
Agree Disagree Disagree

mFall 2010 = Spring 2011 = Spring 2012

Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages

100% -

90% -

80%

80% -

70% -

60% -

50% -

40% -

30% -

20% -

10% -

0% -

Agreement (Strong-Moderate) Disagreement (Strong-Moderate) No Opinion

mFall 2010 = Spring 2011 = Spring 2012

43



Histograms / Data Analysis

"-
MC

.. Campus Climate Report

Spring 2012

3e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment that
promotes institutional effectiveness.

ANOVA / HSD Table

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.98 .94 47 1.90 1.09 94 .000*
FT Faculty 2.90 .99 48 1.43 .76 129 .000*
Classified 3.12 .80 57 1.90 .96 90 .000*
Administrator 3.33 .76 24 2.82 .97 39 .031*
Overall 3.05 .90 176 1.85 1.01 452 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
ificance

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.98 .94 47 3.13 .86 55 .408
FT Faculty 2.90 .99 48 3.51 .78 92 .000*
Classified 3.12 .80 57 3.39 .76 90 .045*
Administrator 3.33 .76 24 3.67 .54 36 .051
Overall 3.05 .90 176 3.41 .78 273 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
ificance

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 47 3.13 .86 1.90 1.09 94 .000*
FT Faculty 48 3.51 .78 1.43 .76 129 .000*
Classified 57 3.39 .76 1.90 .96 90 .000*
Administrator 24 3.67 .54 2.82 .97 39 .000*
Overall 176 3.41 .78 1.85 1.01 452 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not

included.

Ast e

ri sk n*

fiindicates

statistical
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Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 216| 3.05 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 65.4% Yes 0.000 | 279.171| 0.000
Spring 2011 | 307 | 3.41 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -10.6% Yes 0.000
Fall 2010 524 | 1.85 | Fall2010- Spring 2011 85.0% Yes 0.000

significance
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3f. [Governing Board] Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes

institutional effectiveness.

All Response Percentages
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3f. [Governing Board] Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes
institutional effectiveness.

ANOVA / HSD Table

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.88 .95 49 1.95 1.05 91 .000*
FT Faculty 2.78 .99 49 141 .76 128 .000*
Classified 2.78 .89 60 1.89 .96 192 .000*
Administrator 3.04 .83 23 2.53 1.03 38 .046*
Overall 2.84 .92 181 1.82 .98 449 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
ificance

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.88 .95 49 3.11 .83 55 .188
FT Faculty 2.78 .99 49 3.30 75 86 .001*
Classified 2.78 .89 60 3.19 73 88 .002*
Administrator 3.04 .83 23 2.94 .80 35 .646
Overall 2.84 .92 181 3.18 g7 264 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
ificance

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 311 .83 55 1.95 1.05 91 .000*
FT Faculty 3.30 .75 86 141 .76 128 .000*
Classified 3.19 .73 88 1.89 .96 192 .000*
Administrator 294 .80 35 2.53 1.03 38 .060
Overall 3.18 17 264 1.82 .98 449 .000
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
i's not included. Asterisk A* Aindicates statistical
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Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 214 | 2.84 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 56.4% Yes 0.000 | 209.791| 0.000
Spring 2011 | 307 | 3.18 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -10.6% Yes 0.000
Fall 2010 524 | 1.82 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 75.1% Yes 0.000

significance
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4. | feel the environment at SWC fosters institutional excellence.

All Response Percentages
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4. | feel the environment at SWC fosters institutional excellence.
ANOVA / HSD Table
Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 214 | 2.89 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 21.2% Yes 0.000 | 52.539 | 0.000
Spring 2011 | 307 | 3.01 | Spring 201% Spring 2012| -4.0% No 0.305
Fall 2010 525| 2.38 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 26.2% Yes 0.000

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.89 .90 63 2.62 .97 119 .071
FT Faculty 2.93 .85 56 2.07 .97 138 .000*
Classified 2.84 .80 69 2.37 .96 210 .000*
Administrator 2.92 81 25 2.81 .94 42 .628
Overall 2.89 .84 213 2.38 .99 509 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included. Ast eggnifcdnceivithin Bmployde categorge s st at i st i cal
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.89 .90 63 3.07 .82 70 224
FT Faculty 2.93 .85 56 3.02 73 95 .480
Classified 2.84 .80 69 2.92 .86 100 .544
Administrator 2.92 .81 25 3.09 .70 35 402
Overall 2.89 .84 213 3.01 .79 300 .305

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included. Asterisk i *

fiindicates

statistical

significance

wi t hin

Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.07 .82 70 2.62 .97 119 .001*
FT Faculty 3.02 .73 95 2.07 .97 138 .000*
Classified 2.92 .86 100 2.37 .96 210 .000*
Administrator 3.09 .70 35 2.81 .94 42 .156
Overall 3.01 .79 300 2.38 .99 509 .000

empl oyee

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not

included.

Asteri sk

i* Aindicates

statistical

significance
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5. | feel the environment at SWC fosters innovation.

All Response Percentages
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5. | feel the environment at SWC fosters innovation.
ANOVA / HSD Table
Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 215| 2.61 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 9.1% Yes 0.012 | 20.917 | 0.000
Spring 2011 | 307 | 2.82 | Spring 201% Spring 2012| -7.7% Yes 0.025
Fall 2010 524 | 2.39 | Fall 2010 Spring2011 18.1% Yes 0.000

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.70 .98 60 2.63 .96 116 .647
FT Faculty 2.51 .83 57 2.23 1.01 136 .065
Classified 2.59 .85 69 2.32 .94 209 .030*
Administrator 2.64 .86 25 2.62 1.01 42 931
Overall 2.61 .89 211 2.39 .98 503 .012

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.

Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.70 .98 60 3.04 .78 69 .030*
FT Faculty 2.51 .83 57 2.79 .87 95 .052
Classified 2.59 .85 69 2.65 .87 100 .679
Administrator 2.64 .86 25 2.97 .75 35 117
Overall 2.61 .89 211 2.82 .85 299 .025

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included. Asterisk fA* fAindicates statistical
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.

Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.04 .78 69 2.63 .96 116 .003*
FT Faculty 2.79 .87 95 2.23 1.01 136 .000*
Classified 2.65 .87 100 2.32 .94 209 .003*
Administrator 2.97 .75 35 2.62 1.01 42 .092
Overall 2.82 .85 299 2.39 .98 503 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not

included.

Asteri sk

ﬁ*

fiindicates

statisti

cal
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Question Group Ill: A supportive environment of trust and respect exists for
all employees at SWC.

Group Il questiongQ6-Q11) relate toWASC Standard IV.A and IV.B. These questions
concentrate on leadership and governance, specifically, deansikimg roles and process and
the orgaization of the governing board and administration.

Overall findings of the three survey administrations include:

1 In spring 2012all job categoriendicated a statistically significant increase in mean
scores related to tHeuperintendent/President a@adverning Boardreatingan
environmenpromotingtrustand respect compared to fall 2010.

1 Perception®f workplaceintimidationamong spring 201&spondentsemaired
statisticallylower thanlevelsfound in fall 2010.

1 When comparing overathean scorewith reference tdeeling intimated by others,

resuls from fall 2010 to spring 2012 foursthtistically significantlecreasem relation to
Vice-Presidents, the Superintendent/President, Governing Board and Department Chairs.
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6. | feel an environment of trust and respect exists for all employees at SWC.

All Response Percentages
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6. | feel an environment of trust and respect exists for all employees at SWC.

ANOVA / HSD Table

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.56 1.04 63 2.25 1.09 118 .065
FT Faculty 2.42 .87 57 1.63 .90 136 .000*
Classified 2.18 91 68 1.86 .94 215 .014*
Administrator 2.50 .93 24 2.09 1.01 44 .105
Overall 2.39 .95 212 1.91 1.00 513 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

significance

isnot included. Asterisk fi* Aiindicates statistical
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.56 1.04 63 2.97 .97 69 .019*
FT Faculty 2.42 .87 57 2.77 91 94 .023*
Classified 2.18 91 68 2.48 .94 102 .038*
Administrator 2.50 .93 24 2.94 .84 35 .062
Overall 2.39 .95 212 2.74 .94 300 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.

Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.97 97 69 2.25 1.09 118 .000*
FT Faculty 2.77 91 94 1.63 .90 136 .000*
Classified 2.48 .94 102 1.86 .94 215 .000*
Administrator 2.94 .84 35 2.09 1.01 44 .000*
Overall 2.74 .94 300 1.91 1.00 513 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
significance

is not

included.

Asteri sk

ﬁ*

fiindicates

statistical
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Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 214 | 2.39 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 25.4% Yes 0.000 | 71.997 | 0.000
Spring 2011 | 307 | 2.74 | Spring 201% Spring 2012| -12.6% Yes 0.000
Fall 2010 526 | 1.91 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 43.5% Yes 0.000

significance
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7. The College fosters an environment of ethical behavior.

All Response Percentages
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7. The College fosters an environment of ethical behavior.
ANOVA / HSD Table
Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 215| 2.66 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 25.1% Yes 0.000 | 62.974 | 0.000
Spring 2011 | 307 | 2.91 | Spring 201% Spring 2012| -8.6% Yes 0.015
Fall 2010 524 | 2.12 | Fall 2010 Spring 2011 36.9% Yes 0.000

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.88 .87 59 2.57 1.04 115 .053
FT Faculty 2.67 91 58 1.79 .98 135 .000*
Classified 2.36 .95 67 2.00 1.01 215 .012*
Administrator 2.88 .97 25 2.56 .98 43 .196
Overall 2.66 .94 209 2.12 1.05 508 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included. Asterisk fi* Aindicates statistical
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.

Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.88 .87 59 3.07 .95 68 .240
FT Faculty 2.67 91 58 3.00 .86 92 .028*
Classified 2.36 .95 67 2.66 1.01 100 .054
Administrator 2.88 97 25 3.03 71 35 .495
Overall 2.66 .94 209 2.91 .93 295 .015

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicategbrgs st ati stical
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.

Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.07 .95 68 2.57 1.04 115 .001*
FT Faculty 3.00 .86 92 1.79 .98 135 .000*
Classified 2.66 1.01 100 2.00 1.01 215 .000*
Administrator 3.03 71 35 2.56 .98 43 .020*
Overall 2.91 .93 295 2.12 1.05 508 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not

included.

stAtisticad sighificdnce fivithin 8mployee categbre. s

55

significance

significance

wi t

wi t



e Campus Climate Report
Spring 2012

Histograms / Data Analysis
8a. [Faculty Leaders (e.g. Academic Senate President, SCEA President, Dept.
Chairs)] Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes trust and
respect.

All Response Percentages
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8a. [Faculty Leaders (e.g. Academic Senate President, SCEA President, Dept.

Chairs)] Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes trust and

respect.
ANOVA / HSD Table
Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 206| 3.08 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 1.8% No 0.780 | 3.164 | 0.043
Spring 2011 | 305| 3.20 | Spring 201% Spring 2012| -3.8% No 0.348
Fall 2010 521 | 3.03 | Fall 201G Spring 2011 57% Yes 0.033
Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).
Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.11 .96 57 3.04 1.00 110 .668
FT Faculty 3.53 74 55 3.34 a7 137 132
Classified 2.70 .88 54 2.93 .98 192 132
Administrator 2.81 .98 21 2.43 1.02 42 161
Overall 3.08 .93 187 3.03 .96 481 .780
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
isnot included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical significance withi
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.11 .96 57 3.35 17 62 119
FT Faculty 3.53 74 55 3.48 .67 94 .682
Classified 2.70 .88 54 2.93 .96 87 .162
Administrator 2.81 .98 21 2.86 .64 36 811
Overall 3.08 .93 187 3.20 .83 295 .348

is not

included.

Asteri sk

A* Al

ndicates

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
statistical

sign

Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.35 a7 62 3.04 1.00 110 .031*
FT Faculty 3.48 .67 94 3.34 a7 137 167
Classified 2.93 .96 87 2.93 .98 192 975
Administrator 2.86 .64 36 2.43 1.02 42 .030*
Overall 3.20 .83 295 3.03 .96 481 .033

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not

included.

Asteri sk

A* Al

ndicates

statistical
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8b. [Classified Leaders (e.g. CSEA President)] Institutional leaders create an
environment that promotes trust and respect.

All Response Percentages

100% - -
Administration Overall

90% - Period N Score i

80% - Fall 2010 521 3.17 L

0% - Spring 2011 | 305| 3.33 i
° Spring 2012 | 204| 3.23

60% - -

50% - -

0, . 0,

30% - S
19% 19%
20% - -
10% - -
0% - -
Strongly Agree  Moderately Moderately Strongly No Opinion
Agree Disagree Disagree

mFall 2010 ®mSpring 2011 = Spring 2012

Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages

100% -

90% -

80% -

74%

70% -

60% -

50% -

40% -

30% -
22%

19% 19%

20% -

10% -

0% -

Agreement (Strong-Moderate) Disagreement (Strong-Moderate) No Opinion

mFall 2010 = Spring 2011 mSpring 2012

58



‘,"
M

.. Campus Climate Report

Spring 2012

Histograms / Data Analysis

8b. [Classified Leaders (e.g. CSEA President)] Institutional leaders create an
environment that promotes trust and respect.

ANOVA / HSD Table
Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 204 | 3.23 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 2.1% No 0.651 | 3.467 | 0.032
Spring 2011 | 305| 3.33 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -3.1% No 0.416
Fall 2010 521 | 3.17 | Fall 201G Spring 2011 5.3% Yes 0.023
Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).
Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.29 .81 42 3.00 .92 84 .089
FT Faculty 3.24 .82 38 3.29 .83 98 157
Classified 3.27 .76 59 3.26 .78 202 .939
Administrator 3.00 .80 20 2.75 .95 40 317
Overall 3.23 .79 159 3.17 .85 424 .651
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
isnot included. Asterisk fAi* fAindicates statistical significance withi
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.29 .81 42 3.54 .58 48 .085
FT Faculty 3.24 .82 38 3.30 .69 70 671
Classified 3.27 .76 59 3.34 74 94 579
Administrator 3.00 .80 20 3.11 .62 36 .565
Overall 3.23 .79 159 3.33 .69 248 416
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
is not included. Asterisk fi* fiindicates statistical significance wit
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.54 .58 48 3.00 .92 84 .000*
FT Faculty 3.30 .69 70 3.29 .83 98 .906
Classified 3.34 .74 94 3.26 .78 202 417
Administrator 3.11 .62 36 2.75 .95 40 .057
Overall 3.33 .69 248 3.17 .85 424 .023
Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
is not included. Asterisk A* Aindicates statistical significance wit
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8c. [Middle Management Leaders (e.g. Dean, Director, Supervisor)] Institutional

leaders create an environment that promotes trust and respect.

All Response Percentages
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8c. [Middle Management Leaders (e.g. Dean, Director, Supervisor)] Institutional
leaders create an environment that promotes trust and respect.

ANOVA / HSD Table

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.77 1.12 53 3.05 .96 110 A11
FT Faculty 2.92 .90 52 2.93 .94 133 .952
Classified 2.43 1.06 63 2.47 .99 206 771
Administrator 3.13 .63 23 3.12 a7 42 .952
Overall 2.74 1.02 191 2.78 .99 491 .901

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 205| 2.74 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 -1.3% No 0.901 5.658 0.004
Spring 2011 | 305| 3.00 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -8.6% Yes 0.015
Fall 2010 521 | 2.78 | Fall 201G Spring2011 7.9% Yes 0.007

significance

is not included. Asterisk A* Aindicates statistical
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.

Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.77 1.12 53 3.28 .98 65 .010*
FT Faculty 2.92 .90 52 3.03 .93 93 493
Classified 2.43 1.06 63 2.66 1.01 99 172
Administrator 3.13 .63 23 3.36 .59 36 .159
Overall 2.74 1.02 191 3.00 .97 293 .015

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

significance

is not included. Asterisk A* Aindicates statistical
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.

Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.28 .98 65 3.05 .96 110 .128
FT Faculty 3.03 .93 93 2.93 .94 133 429
Classified 2.66 1.01 99 2.47 .99 206 .129
Administrator 3.36 .59 36 3.12 g7 42 129
Overall 3.00 .97 293 2.78 .99 491 .007

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
significance

is not

included.

Asteri sk

ﬁ*

fiindicates

statistical
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8d. [Division Leaders (Vice Presidents)] Institutional leaders create an

environment that promotes trust and respect.

All Response Percentages
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8d. [Division Leaders (Vice Presidents)] Institutional leaders create an
environment that promotes trust and respect.
ANOVA / HSD Table
Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 | 200| 2.75 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 25.4% Yes 0.000 | 43.071| 0.000
Spring 2011 | 305| 2.83 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -3.1% No 0.642
Fall 2010 521 | 2.19 | Fall 2010 Spring2011 29.4% Yes 0.000

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.74 1.00 43 2.30 1.05 87 .022*
FT Faculty 2.87 .92 47 191 .93 133 .000*
Classified 2.50 .92 58 2.21 1.00 195 .047*
Administrator 3.14 .89 22 2.79 1.00 42 172
Overall 2.75 .96 170 2.19 1.02 457 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Op

inion

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.74 1.00 43 3.17 .89 53 .030*
FT Faculty 2.87 .92 47 2.64 1.02 91 .187
Classified 2.50 .92 58 2.73 .96 91 157
Administrator 3.14 .89 22 3.11 75 36 .908
Overall 2.75 .96 170 2.83 .96 271 .642

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Op

inion

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.17 .89 53 2.30 1.05 87 .000*
FT Faculty 2.64 1.02 91 191 .93 133 .000*
Classified 2.73 .96 91 2.21 1.00 195 .000*
Administrator 311 75 36 2.79 1.00 42 113
Overall 2.83 .96 271 2.19 1.02 457 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion
Aindicates

is not

included.

Asteri sk

ﬁ*

statistical
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8e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment that

promotes trust and respect.

All Response Percentages
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8e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment that
promotes trust and respect.

ANOVA / HSD Table

Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05).

Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.93 1.05 42 1.86 1.05 93 .000*
FT Faculty 2.94 .95 48 141 .83 134 .000*
Classified 3.05 91 55 1.84 .98 190 .000*
Administrator 3.38 .67 21 2.77 1.01 39 .016*
Overall 3.03 .94 166 1.80 1.02 456 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Op

inion
ificance

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score  Dev. n Score  Deuv. n p-value
PT Faculty 2.93 1.05 42 3.16 .93 51 .267
FT Faculty 2.94 .95 48 3.51 .78 92 .000*
Classified 3.05 .91 55 3.24 .85 86 212
Administrator 3.38 .67 21 3.72 .57 36 .045*
Overall 3.03 .94 166 3.38 .83 265 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Op

inion

is not included. Asterisk fA* Aindicates statistical sign
Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010
Mean Std. Mean Std.
Position Score Dev. n Score Dev. n p-value
PT Faculty 3.16 .93 51 1.86 1.05 93 .000*
FT Faculty 3.51 .78 92 1.41 .83 134 .000*
Classified 3.24 .85 86 1.84 .98 190 .000*
Administrator 3.72 57 36 2.77 1.01 39 .000*
Overall 3.38 .83 265 1.80 1.02 456 .000

Based on a numerical scale with 4=Strongly Agree, 3=Moderately Agree, 2=Moderately Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree, No Opinion

is not

included. Asteri sk

ﬁ*

fiindicates

statistical
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Overall
Distribution Mean Percent | Statistically HSD ANOVA
Period N Score Comparisons Change | Significant? | p-value | ANOVA | p-value
Spring 2012 202 | 3.03 | Fall 2010 Spring 2012 68.7% Yes 0.000 | 266.729| 0.000
Spring 2011 | 305| 3.38 | Spring 2011 Spring 2012| -10.5% Yes 0.000
Fall 2010 521 | 1.80 | Fall 201G Spring 2011 88.5% Yes 0.000

ificance

significance
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8f. [Governing Board] Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes

trust and respect.

All Response Percentages
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