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Spring 2012 

Southwestern College 

 

Executive Summary 

Linda Gilstrap, Dean of Institutional Effectiveness 

Linda Hensley, Director of Institutional 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 

distributed to Southwestern College faculty members, classified professional staff and 

administrators during spring 2012. The survey queried employees to discern ñprevailing 

attitudes, perceptions, and/or environmental conditions at Southwestern College in regard to 

governance, leadership and communication,ò1 workplace satisfaction, as well as their general 

observations of the college. In addition to the 2012 Campus Climate findings, this study also 

contains comparative analysis from the results of two prior distributions of 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 term objective of Campus Climate report findings is 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 that basis 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 about the Districtôs Governing Board 

and Superintendent/President. This feedback is an important aspect of SWCôs Governing Board 

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

 

  

                                                           
1
 From SWC Employee Survey participation request communication, March 2012. 
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Survey Overview (cont.) 

Campus Climate Perception 

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

primary purpose of an ACCJC-accredited institution of higher learning is to ensure ñits resources 

and processes support student learning, continuously assesses that learning, and pursues 

institutional excellence and improvementò and should pursue an ñongoing, self-reflective 

dialogue about its quality and improvement.ò2 The latter point is of particular relevance in regard 

to the Campus Climate survey. Southwestern Collegeôs ongoing effort to assess college 

employee perceptions of the institutional environment is a straightforward and critical means to 

advance institutional effectiveness.  This data will be valuable in the preparation of the Collegeôs 

2015 Self Evaluation Report. The Campus Climate survey generates quantitative data that can be 

used to understand the current institutional environment and to identify workplace satisfaction 

trends over time.  

Survey Themes  

In terms of survey query content, a committee comprised of faculty, staff, and administrators 

formulated several focal categories based on Western Association of Schools and Colleges                                     

(WASC) ACCJC standards and recommendations. These categories encompass institutional-

level matters such as perceptions of campus leadership, shared governance, workplace 

environment, staff involvement in institutional processes, resource allocation, budget, technology 

and many other areas relevant to institutional efficacy. In terms of survey content, WASC 

accreditation standards guided the formulation of survey query items. As a rule, survey queries 

were organized into question groups/clusters. Survey themes included the following evaluative 

areas
3
:  

Campus Leadership and Shared Governance 

¶ How institutional leaders create an environment for empowerment, innovation, and 

institutional excellence. 

¶ The role of leadership in regard to Southwestern Collegeôs governance and decision-

making structures and whether processes are regularly evaluated to assure their integrity 

and effectiveness. 

¶ The presence of shared governance processes to facilitate discussion of ideas and 

effective communication among the institutionôs constituencies. 

¶ If institutional leaders encourage employees to take the initiative in improving the 

practices, programs, and services in which they are involved. 

¶ Administrators exercise a substantial voice in institutional policies, planning, and budget 

that relate to their area of responsibility and expertise. 

 

 

                                                           
2 ACCJC. (2009). Eligibility, Candidacy and Initial Accreditation Manual, 23. 1-41.  http://www.accjc.org/wp-

content/uploads/2012/02/Eligibility-Candidacy-and-Initial-Accreditation-Manual_August-2009.pdf 
3
 Southwestern College. (2009). Institutional Self-Study in Support of Reaffirmation of Accreditation, 1-220.  
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Institutional Environment 

¶ Staff and faculty exercise a substantial voice in institutional policies, planning, and 

budget that relate to their area of responsibility and expertise. 

¶ The existence 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, collegial, self-reflective dialogue about the continuous 

improvement of student learning and institutional processes. 

 

¶ Institutional Processes 

¶ Whether faculty and administrators have a substantive and clearly defined role in 

institutional governance. 

¶ The results of evaluations relating to shared governance and decision-making structures 

and processes are widely communicated to the employees and students. 

¶ The institution organizes its key processes and allocates its resources to effectively 

support student learning.  

¶ The staff has established mechanisms or organizations for providing input to 

institutional-level decisions. 

 

 

Respondent Demographics 

Initial e-mail invitations for participation in the Campus Climate Survey-Spring 2102 were sent 

on March 14, 2012 and administered through March 29, 2012, with a follow-up reminder notice 

sent on March 27, 2012. A total of 1,448 invitations were distributed through the campus e-mail 

system.  This anonymous survey was administered through Survey Monkey, a web-based survey 

software system, and contained sixty-seven query items. Each query item matched those in the 

two previous Campus Climate surveys distributed in spring 2011 and fall 2010. The survey 

closed on March 29, 2012.  

Two hundred forty-six (246) surveys were completed 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%). For the spring 2012 Campus Climate evaluation, 171 

respondents answered all questions, while 75 respondents returned surveys with one or more 

survey items absent. Fifty-six percent (56%) of all survey respondents were either part-time or 

full -time faculty members. Nearly 70% of part-time faculty respondents have been employed 

less than ten years by the college; among full-time 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:  

¶ Spring 2012 realized a higher proportion of full-time faculty participation compared to 

earlier survey distribution periods. 

¶ The average years of employment among respondents were also highest in spring 2012. 

¶ Greatest percentage participation occurred in fall 2010 among classified professionals. 

¶ In spring 2011 and spring 2012, part- and full-time faculty comprised at least half of all 

survey submissions. 

Respondents by Job Classification: Spring 2012 

Job Classification % N 
Avg. Years 
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 

Job Classification % N 
Avg. Years 
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 

Job Classification % N 
Avg. Years 
Employed 

Management (Dean/Director/Supervisor/Senior Management) 8% 45 11.5 

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: 

¶ Female respondents comprised the 

majority of survey submissions in 

spring 2012 and fall 2010. 

¶ Male respondents comprised nearly 

two-thirds of survey submissions in 

spring 2011. 

Respondents by Gender: Spring 2012 

Gender % N 

Female 56% 138 

Male 42% 104 

No Response 2% 4 

Total 100% 246 

 

 

Respondents by Gender: Spring 2011 

Gender % N 

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 

The location of respondents remained fairly 

stable during the three time periods: 

¶ The percent composition of the 

ñMain campus,ò ñHEC/Other,ò and 

ñBothò categories were consistent. 

¶ Aggregate percentage averages for 

each location across time are 65%, 

11% and 24%, respectively.  

Respondents by Location: Spring 2012 
Location:  % N 

Main Campus 61% 149 

HEC/Other 13% 31 

Both 26% 63 

No Response 1% 3 

Total 100% 246 

 

Respondents by Location: Spring 2011 
Location:  % N 

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 
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Years Employed 

The years of employment among survey respondents varied considerably across the three 

distribution periods. Notable differences include:  

¶ Approximately half of all respondents within each survey distribution period were 

comprised of employees who have worked for at most 5 years, or at least 21 years. 

¶ In terms of absolute count, full-time faculty submitted the most surveys in fall 2010 with 

257. Full-time faculty also submitted the highest relative percentage at 34%, in spring 

2012. 

Respondents by Years Employed: Spring 2012 

 Years Employed 

Job Classification 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+ Total 

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 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+ Total 

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 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+ Total 

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 the college community. A diminishing level of participation over the course of the three most 

recent Campus Climate distributions indicate a need to increase awareness of the surveyôs 

relevancy as an assessment instrument for state and regional agencies overseeing institutions of 

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 institutional-level research.  

The focus of the spring 2012 and earlier Campus Climate surveys is to understand prevailing 

workplace attitudes and general perceptions of this institution among campus faculty, 

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

important insights into Southwestern Collegeôs institutional environment. This type of 

institutional-level query permits a critical examination of the institutional environment at a fixed 

point in time and generates substantive data capable of addressing each of the ACCJCôs focal 

categories and other areas of institutional concernðfor instance, accreditation.  

Moreover, the Campus Climate survey should 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 

leadership, budgetary issues, and institutional planning. As such, the survey offers an important 

informational instrument to guide decision-making at the institutional level. 

 

Overall, spring 2012 Campus Climate survey results related to institutional satisfaction are 

largely on par with spring 2011 Campus Climate survey levels. The following bullets are an 

abbreviated listing of key findings from the survey: 

Campus Leadership, Shared Governance and Institutional Environment 

¶ In spring 2012, all job categories indicated a statistically significant increase in mean 

scores related to the Superintendent/President and Governing Board creating an 

environment promoting trust and respect compared to fall 2010. 

¶ Perceptions of workplace intimidation among spring 2012 respondents remained 

statistically lower than levels found in fall 2010. 

¶ 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/President, Governing Board,  Vice-Presidents, and Department 

Chairs.  

¶ 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 

substantive and clearly defined role in the shared planning and decision making process. 

Conclusion/Key Findings 



 Campus Climate Report 
Executive Summary  Spring 2012 

8 

¶ Understanding of shared planning and decision-making is statistically higher for spring 

2012 when measured against fall 2010, and did not undergo a statistical retreat in 

comparison to spring 2011 levels.  

¶ For spring 2012, substantive participation in the decision-making process was found to be 

statistically significant among full-time faculty for fall 2010. 

¶ In spring 2012, full-time faculty members were the employee group with the highest 

mean score in regard to the Governing Board establishing itself as a policy-making body. 

¶ In regard to the opportunity for constituents to provide input as part of Governing Board 

self-evaluation process, mean score levels were above fall 2010 levels for the classified, 

part-time faculty, and full-time faculty employee groups. 

¶ Mean score levels for the Governing Boardôs utilization of a consistent and transparent 
self-evaluation process are higher in spring 2012 when compared to fall 2010 for 

classified, part-time faculty, and full-time faculty employee groups. 

¶ In terms of ACCJC recommendations touching upon student learning programs and 

services, spring 2012 experienced a statistically significant overall increase compared to 

the fall 2010 baseline. 

¶ While spring 2012 mean scores were higher in comparison to fall 2010, the ñpriorities of 
the College as established in planning documents are communicated College-wideò gain 

was offset by a decline in overall means scores after spring 2011.  

¶ 51% of spring 2012 Campus Climate survey respondents indicated that they agree 

(strongly-moderately) that decision making processes are regularly evaluated compared 

to 27% in fall 2010. 

¶ For spring 2012, the Governing Board listens and responds to recommendations from 

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.  

¶ Campus morale did not experience a statistically significant change between spring 2011 

and 2012ðthus, campus morale has remained substantially unchanged since spring 2011. 

Institutional Processes 

¶  74% of employee groups agreed with the statement that their performance evaluations 

were ñfair and appropriate.ò  

¶  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 indicated agreement (strong-moderate) 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 realized statistically higher 

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 faculty 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 Self-Study and Institutional 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 and proportionally, 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 experienced 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 is 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 deviation is important 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 the mean. Therefore, caution 

should be exercised when assessing percentage values-the standard deviation must be seen as an 

influential factor affecting the precision of this statistical measure. 

The role of the p-value in the determination of statistical significance is a ubiquitous aspect of 

statistical research. Statistical 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 valueðthe p-value.

Survey Instrument 

This research study utilized an anonymous campus climate survey administered through 

Southwestern Collegeôs Microsoft Outlook personal information manager software system. 

Respondent anonymity was secured through the use of unique URLs generated automatically by the 

Survey Monkey survey software system upon submission by respondents. The use of anonymous 

workplace surveys inclines employees to participate more honestly and at a greater rate than survey 

techniques linking respondents to individual submissions. 

Additionally, the use of a standardized survey utilizing a five-point Likert rating scale of Strongly 

Agree, Moderately Agree, Moderately Disagree, Strongly Disagree, and No Opinion is a relatively 

straightforward and familiar survey formatðthus, enhancing the likelihood and incidence of survey 

item response rates. Another advantage of the Likert-item rating scale is that individual query results 

can be coded numerically (e.g. Strongly Agree = 4, Moderately Agree = 3, etc.) and used to generate 

descriptive statistical values such as means and standard deviations.4 

Conceptual Framework 

These parametric values can then be employed in inferential testing procedures utilizing the t-test or 

the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical models. Here, the term ñparametricò is a reference to 

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 statistical testing of Likert rating scales often makes use 

of the t-test. This test is able to identify significant statistical differences between the means of two 

independent groups (this type of test is commonly referred to as a two-sample t-test). The ANOVA 

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 non-parametric counterparts (Chi-square, Mann-Whitney 

U test, and others) and utilize the median, or data frequency, in lieu of the mean and standard 

deviation for statistical comparisons.  However, the relative robustness of the t-test and ANOVA 

makes the use of these tests somewhat uncommon in surveys utilizing the Likert rating scale.  

                                                           
4 See ñOverview of Statistical Methodsò in Appendix for a more general discussion of Likert-item queries. 
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In practice, a p-value under five percent is strong evidence, but not proof, that a given result is 

statistically significant. This five percent level is the most commonly accepted convention of 

probabilistic analysis, although the more stringent one-percent level (p < 0.01) is sometimes 

used. From the theoretical perspective, the p-value is evidence that a ñnull hypothesisò can be 

rejected in favor of the ñresearchò or ñalternativeò hypothesis.5  

Data Analysis 

Both the t-test and ANOVA testing procedures are utilized in the statistical analysis of Campus 

Climate survey data. Descriptive 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 listed 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 tendency and ñspread.ò 

Of the two inferential statistical tests used in this report, the t-test is used to compare similar 

employee classes across time; for instance, spring 2011 part-time faculty versus spring 2012 part-

time faculty. Statistical differences across means are understood to be statistically significant when p-

values under five percent (p < 0.05) occur. 

The ANOVA model is used in this analysis when comparing individual survey question means across 

time. The use of ANOVA is dictated because the comparison of overall group means occurs across 

three distinct timeframesðfall 2010, spring 2011, and spring 2012. An important distinction between 

the ANOVA and t-test is that the former is strictly an ñomnibusò test.  

To overcome this issue, the Tukey Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) test is often 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 other post-hoc tests can be 

utilized, it is by far the most common post-hoc test implemented with an ANOVA analysis.6 The 

HSD test is quite similar in structure to the t-test, but with slight modification to correct for 

multiple comparisons. In essence, the ANOVA is a preliminary test of statistical significance and 

serves as precursor to further statistical analysis. All data 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 

(ñCombinedò) counts of Likert rating scale categories. By combining the Strongly Agree and 

Moderately Agree Likert rating scale categories into a new Agreement (Strong-Moderate) category, a 

simplified modeling of survey data is achieved.  

The primary purpose of aggregating these query item scores is to recognize underlying response 

patterns related to institutional and workplace improvement, rather than more generalized patterns 

involving overall rating scale categories. The mean of the aggregated strongly agree and moderately 

agree categories, and their associated p-values, are listed to aid in the identification of statistical 

significance. Departures from the results of the earlier statistical model are noted. 

                                                           
5  See ñOverview of Statistical Methodsò in the Appendix for a technical discussion of statistical methodologies. 
6  Specifically, a single factor, or one-way, ANOVA analysis. 
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Interpretative Guide to Statistical 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 

taken as a whole.  An example ANOVA / HSD table is provided (Figure 1) in order 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 results.7 

ANOVA / HSD Table:  

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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% No 0.115     

Fall 2010  435 2.81 Fall 2010 - Spring 2011 18.4% Yes 0.000   
 Figure 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
7
 Table data is based on Question 50g (Figure 1 and employee category tables) and Question 2c (Figure 2). 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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   
 Figure 2 

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

values under 5% (< 0.05). This value indicates that one 

or more time periods have undergone a statistically 

significant difference across time. 

Step 2: Use Tukey Honestly Significant Difference 

(HSD) p-values under 5% (< 0.05) to accurately 

identify which periods experienced statistically 

significant changes in overall mean scores.  

Step 3: The Percent Change describes the direction 

and relative magnitude of the overall mean score across 

the time periods under consideration.  

 

Step 4: To interpret the statistical data, we must 

consider each time period. First, we start with the fall 

2010 ï spring 2012 comparison. Here, the overall mean 

scores for spring 2012 are statistically higher than 

those for fall 2010, indicating that a substantive change 

did indeed occur.  

However, the overall mean score change from spring 

2011 to spring 2012 was not statistically significantð

that is, it did not achieve a threshold indicating 

statistical change. Finally, for completeness, we note 

the earlier fall 2010 ï springs 2011 comparison, its 

associated p-value, and its statistical significance.  

Note: In those cases where the ANOVA p-value is greater or equal to five percent (p Ó 0.05), HSD p-values will 

necessarily be greater or equal to five percent as wellðthus, not statistically significant. Although Figure 2ôs 

statistical ñdrill downò (supplemental analysis) of employee categories (explained in the next section) may be 

continued, category-by-category statistical significances should be downplayed in light of the overall result.  
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Additional statistical analysis accompanies each ANOVA / HSD tables. Employee category 

tables are provided to allow for a ñdrill downò analysis of changes across time for similar 

employee position. The p-values associated with this analysis utilize the Studentôs t-test (or 

simply, t-test) model. Like the ANOVA / HSD analysis, p-values below five percent (p < 0.05) 

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 

(tables incorporating a green ñoverallò highlight). To do otherwise would give unwarranted 

attention to time periods that have not achieved a statistically significant threshold required in an 

ANOVA / HSD analysis.  

 

 

 

 Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 2.89 .99 28 2.71 .96 49 .440 
FT Faculty 3.27 .80 37 2.73 1.04 85 .006* 
Classified 3.18 .81 33 2.82 .86 100 .035* 
Administrator 3.11 .94 19 3.15 .71 33 .842 
Overall 3.13 .88 117 2.81 .93 267 .003 

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

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

The p-values (< 0.05) for the ñFT Facultyò and ñClassifiedò positions are demonstrative 

of a statistically significant change occurring between spring 2012 and fall 2010 within 

these employee categories. Highlighted green area is the HSD p-value of overall 

significance. An asterisk indicates statistical significance within an employee category. 

The p-values (< 0.05) for the ñPT Faculty,ò ñFT Faculty,ò ñClassified,ò and ñAdministratorò 

positions indicate that a statistically significant change occurred between spring 2011 and 

fall 2010 across all employee categories. Highlighted green area is the HSD p-value of 

overall significance. Asterisks indicate statistical significance within each employee 

category. 

 

Note: The ANOVA / HSD model is the primary test of statistical significance; however, t-test comparisons of 

employee categories permit a ñdrill downò (supplemental micro-analysis) of survey data across time periods. 
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Campus Climate Survey Instrument: 
Group Question Summary 

The following table summarizes each of the sixty-nine queries included in the spring 2012 Campus 

Climate survey. Survey queries are organized into nineteen distinct groupings and correlate to ACCJC 

WASC standards and to Southwestern Collegeôs 2009 Self-Study: Institutional Self-Study in Support 

of Reaffirmation of Accreditation. For statistical research uniformity, listed survey query items have 

remained identical for each of the three most recent Campus Climate survey administrations (fall 

2010, spring 2011, and spring 2012). Moreover, notable statistical outcomes related to each of the 

overarching ACCJC WASC institutional evaluations areas are incorporated into each survey group 

detail area.  

Finally, these survey queries are based on accreditation mandates related to ñThe Standardsò under 

ACCJC WASC adopted in June 2002, which stipulate:   

The institution mission provides the impetus for achieving student learning and other goals that the 

institution endeavors to accomplish. The institution provides the means for students to learn, assess 

how well learning is occurring, and strives to improve that learning through ongoing, systematic, and 

integrated planning (Standard I). Instructional programs, student support services, and library a 

learning support services facilitate the achievement of the institutionôs stated student learning 

outcomes (Standard II). Human, physical, technology, and financial resources enable these programs 

and services to function and improve (Standard III). Ethical and effective leadership throughout the 

organization guides the accomplishment of the mission and supports institutional effectiveness and 

improvement (Standard IV). 

A college wide dialogue that integrates the elements of the Standards provides the complete view of 

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/Accreditation-Reference-Handbook_2012.pdf 

Table 1 Survey Group Questions 
Primary 

WASC 

Standard 

Question 

Group I  
Mission Statement and campus priorities.  I.A  

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

Question 

Group II  
Institutional leaders create an environment for empowerment, 

innovation, and institutional excellence. 
IV .A 

2: a, b, c, d, e, 

f 

Institutional leaders create an environment for empowerment, innovation, and 

institutional excellence...  
 

3: a, b, c, d, e, 

f 

Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes institutional 

effectivenessé 
 

4 I feel the environment at SWC fosters institutional excellence...   

5 I feel the environment at SWC fosters innovation...   
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Table 1 
(Cont.) 

Survey Group Questions 
Primary 

WASC 

Standard 

Question 

Group III  
A supportive environment of trust and respect exists for all employees at 

SWC. 
IV.A, IV.B  

6 I feel an environment of trust and respect exists for all employees at SWC...   

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

8: a, b, c, d, e, 

f, g, h 
Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes trust and respect...   

9: a, b, c, d, e, 

f, g, h 
I feel intimidated by others at Southwestern College...   

10 I feel comfortable expressing my opinion...   

11 I would encourage someone to apply for a job at Southwestern College...   

Question 

Group IV  
Systematic participative processes are used to assure effective discussion, 

planning, and implementation of ideas for improvement.  
I.B 

12 
I feel that institutional leaders make optimal use of existing shared planning 

and decision making processes to assure effective discussion, planning and 

implementation of ideas for improvement...  

 

13 
I understand how the shared planning and decision making processes are 

carried out at SWCé 
 

14 
Input provided by me or the constituent group that represents me is 

welcomed, respected, and given appropriate consideration by institutional 

leaders when decisions are made...  

 

Question 

Group V  
Established mechanisms or organizations exist for providing input into 

institutional decisions. 
IV.A  

15 
I 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 shared 

planning and decision making process...  
 

17 
The Classified Staff has a substantive and clearly defined role in the shared 

planning and decision making process...  
 

Question 

Group VI  
Administrators have a substantive and clearly defined role in 

institutional governance. 
IV.A  

18 
Administrators have a substantive and clearly defined role in the shared 

planning and decision making process...  
 

Question 

Group VII  
Representatives of constituency groups provide timely and accurate 

information.  
IV.A  

19 
Representatives of my constituency group (e.g., faculty, classified, 

administrators) provide me with timely and accurate information...  
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Table 1 
(Cont.) 

Survey Group Questions 
Primary 

WASC 

Standard 

Question 

Group VIII  

SWC relies on faculty, the Academic Senate and curriculum committee, 

and academic administrators for recommendations about student 

learning programs and services. 

II.A, II.B, 

II.C  

20 

ACCJC Standards establish that the Governing Board and 

Superintendent/President rely on the faculty, the Academic Senate and 

Curriculum Committee, and Academic Administrators for recommendations 

about student learning programs and services. SWC is in compliance with the 

standard. 

 

Question 

Group IX  

SWC has implemented hiring, promotion, and equal employment 

practices and provided appropriate orientation, training, and evaluation 

to ensure fairness for all employees. 

III.A  

21 
SWC has implemented hiring, promotion, and equal employment practices 

and provided appropriate orientation, training, and evaluation to ensure 

fairness for all employees...  

 

22 
The hiring, promotion, and equal employment practices are fair to all 

employees...  
 

23: a, b 
SWC demonstrates its commitment to addressing issues of equity and 

diversity...  
 

24: a, b The following services are provided fairly to all employees...   

25 
Performance evaluations are provided in a timely manner and applied fairly to 

all employees...  
 

26 
Hiring, promotion, and equal employment practices are clearly stated, 

followed, and applied fairly...  
 

27: a, b 
The employee orientation and staff development training I have received were 

helpful and appropriate...  
 

28 
The performance evaluation(s) that I have received were fair and 

appropriate...  
 

29 
SWC has a formal structure for employees to raise concerns and/or 

problems...  
 

Question 

Group X  
SWC has defined and communicated budget development and budget 

decision-making processes to achieve College goals. 
III.D  

30 
SWC has defined and communicated its budget development and budget 

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 to 

achieve SWC priorities, as identified in the Strategic Plan...  
 

34 Strategic priorities drive budget decisions...   

35: a, b, c, d, e Budget allocation is decided fairly and equitably in the following areas:é  
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Table 1 
(Cont.) 

Survey Group Questions 
Primary 

WASC 

Standard 

36 
Accurate and complete information about the SWC budget is accessible 

and/or provided on request in a timely manner...  
 

Question 

Group XI  

The Governing Board has established itself as a policy-making body, 

delegated operational authority to the S/P, clarified management roles, 

and supported the authority of the management in the administration of 

the College. 

IV.B  

37 

The Governing Board establishes itself as a policy-making body, delegates 

operational authority to the Superintendent/President, clarifies management 

roles, and supports the authority of the management in the administration of 

the College...  

 

38 

The Governing Board and Superintendent/President are aware of and 

demonstrate support for faculty, classified staff, students, and administration 

in the shared planning and decision making...  

 

Question 

Group XII  

The Governing Board has implemented a consistent self-evaluation 

process in which input from the College community is solicited and the 

self-evaluation results are posted on SWCôs website and in SWCôs public 

folder. 

IV.B  

39 

The Governing Board utilizes a consistent and transparent self-evaluation 

process 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 self-evaluation process...  
 

41 
I am aware of the results of the Governing Board self-evaluation that are 

posted on the SWC website and in the Outlook public folder...  
 

Question 

Group XIII  
SWC maintains an ongoing, collegial, self-reflective dialogue about the 

continuous improvement of student learning and institutional processes. 
I.B 

42: a, b, c, d, 

e, f, g, h, i, j, k  

SWC maintains an ongoing, collegial, self-reflective dialogue about the 

continuous improvement of student learning and institutional processes...  
 

43 
My constituency group (faculty/classified/administrator) has been asked to 

participate in a dialogue about improving student learning...  
 

44 
My constituency group (faculty/classified/administrator) has been asked to 

participate in a dialogue about improving institutional processes...  
 

45 I have participated in a dialogue about improving student learning...   

46 I have participated in a dialogue 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, h, i, j, 

k, l, m 

The operational processes and departments listed below allow me to perform 

my job effectively and efficiently...  
 

49: a, b, c, d, 

e, f, g, h, i 
I would like to have input into improving institutional processes...   
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Table 1 
(Cont.) 

Survey Group Questions 
Primary 

WASC 

Standard 

Question 

Group XIV  
The institution organizes its key processes and allocates its resources to 

effectively support student learning. 
I.B 

50: a, b, c, d, 

e, f, g, h, i 

The institution organizes its key processes and allocates its resources to 

effectively support student learning...  
 

51 
SWC is organized and staffed appropriately and proportionately to reflect the 

institution's purpose, size, and complexity...  
 

52 
SWC's planning process is broad-based, offers opportunities for input by 

appropriate constituencies, allocates necessary resources, and leads to 

improvement of institutional effectiveness...  

 

53 
Student learning needs are central to the planning, development and design of 

new facilities...  
 

Question 
Group XV  

The results of evaluations relating to shared governance and decision-

making structures and processes are widely communicated to the 

employees and the campus community. 

I.B 

54 
The priorities of the College as established in planning documents (e.g., 

Strategic Plan, Education Master Plan, Enrollment Management Plan, and 

Technology Plan, etc.) are communicated College-wide...  

 

Question 

Group XVI  
Needs assessment of campus resources. 

III.A, III.B, 

III.C, III.D  

55: a, b, c, d, e My needs are being met in each of the following areas?..   

Question 

Group XVII  

The role of leadership and SWCôs governance and decision-making 

structures and processes are regularly evaluated to assure their integrity 

and effectiveness. 

IV.A  

56 
Decision making processes are regularly evaluated and the results are widely 

communicated and distributed to all members of the college community...  
 

57 
The Governing Board listens and responds to recommendations from College 

constituencies...  
 

Question 

Group XVIII  
SWC workplace conditions and resources allow for the effective 

performance and equitable distribution of employee responsibilities. 
III.A  

58 My work is valued and appreciated in the workplace...   

59 
Employees are treated fairly and respectfully regardless of disability, gender, 

race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, political affiliation, or religious affiliation... 
 

60 My workload expectations 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 I have a question 

related to my work responsibilities... 
 

64 
I have been provided with updated training to perform the duties specified in 

my job description... 
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Table 1 
(Cont.) 

Survey Group Questions 
Primary 

WASC 

Standard 

65 
I have been provided with the necessary tools and equipment to perform my 

job successfully... 
 

66 I 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 compared 

to five years ago? 
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Question Group I: Mission Statement and campus priorities . 

The Group I question (Q1) relates to WASC Standard I.A, which explains the importance of the 

institution showing a strong obligation to a mission that highlights student learning and to 

communicating the mission internally and externally. The spring 2012 Campus Climate survey 

began with a ñYesò or ñNoò question about employee awareness of the collegeôs Mission 

Statement and campus priorities. The histogram below, and the associated statistical analysis on 

the following page, illustrates the results of the surveys encompassing fall 2010, spring 2011 and 

spring 2012.  

Overall findings of the three survey administrations include:  

¶ Spring 2012 experienced the highest level of Mission Statement and college priority 

awareness among the fall 2010, spring 2011 and spring 2012 time periods.  

 

¶ Spring 2012 percentage levels are found to be the only statistically significant result 

across the three survey distribution periods. 

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

 
Note: Due to a database error, only 74 answers to this question were recorded for spring 2011. 
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1. I am aware of the Mission Statement and priorities of the College. 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Percent 
ñYesò Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category 

 
  

 
 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
% 

Yes n 
% 

Yes 
 

n p-value 

PT Faculty 26% 62 ð ð ð 
FT Faculty 26% 57 ð ð ð 
Classified 33% 70 ð ð ð 
Administrator 17% 25 ð ð ð 
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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
% 

Yes n 
% 

Yes 
 

n p-value 

PT Faculty ð ð 19% 124 ð 
FT Faculty ð ð 26% 140 ð 
Classified ð ð 38% 222 ð 
Administrator ð ð 8% 44 ð 
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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category 
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Question Group II: Institutional leaders create an environment for 

empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence. 

 

Group II questions (Q2-Q5) relate to WASC Standard IV.A, which focuses on ethical and 

effective leadership.  This type of leadership allows the institution to ascertain institutional 

values, establish goals, learn, and to improve. 

Overall findings of the three survey distributions include:  

¶ Generally, spring 2012 respondent perceptions of institutional leadership has created an 

environment of empowerment, innovation, institutional excellence and remains above fall 

2010 levels for the Superintendent/President and Governing Board, although a retreat in 

means score levels did occur when in comparison to spring 2011. 

 

¶ For spring 2012, full-time faculty and classified employee mean scores are statistically 

significant in relation to the College fostering an environment of institutional excellence 

compared 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 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Administration 
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Overall 
Score 

Fall 2010  528 3.17 

Spring 2011 310 3.33 

Spring 2012 216 3.23 
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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 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2011 - 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 .417 

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

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category.  
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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 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 

 

 

33%
36%

9%

3%

18%

39%
36%

6%

1%

18%

38%

32%

7%
4%

20%

172 192 49 18 97120 111 20 3 5581 69 14 9 42

0

50

100

150

200

250

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Strongly Agree Moderately
Agree

Moderately
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No Opinion

Fall 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

69%

13%
18%

75%

7%

18%

70%

11%

20%

364 67 97231 23 55150 23 42
0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Agreement (Strong-
Moderate)

Disagreement (Strong-
Moderate)

No Opinion

Fall 2010 Spring 2011 Spring 2012

Administration 
Period N 

Overall 
Score 

Fall 2010  528 3.20 

Spring 2011 309 3.37 

Spring 2012 215 3.28 
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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 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Percent Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

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

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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2c. [Middle Management Leaders (e.g. Dean, Director, Supervisor)] Institutional 
leaders create an environment for empowerment, innovation, and institutional 
excellence. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  528 2.88 

Spring 2011 309 2.97 

Spring 2012 214 2.80 
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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 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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

 
 Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

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

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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2d. [Division Leaders (Vice President)] Institutional leaders create an environment 
for empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  527 2.25 

Spring 2011 309 2.79 

Spring 2012 215 2.77 
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2d. [Division Leaders (Vice President)] Institutional leaders create an environment 
for empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Significant  
Statistical 

Difference? 
HSD                       

p-value                   ANOVA  
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 - Spring 2011 24.1% 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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2e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment for 
empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  527 1.87 

Spring 2011 309 3.44 

Spring 2012 216 3.07 
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2e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment for 
empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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

 
 Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 2.94 .92 47 1.94 1.07 99 .000* 
FT Faculty 2.90 .97 48 1.41 .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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 2.94 .92 47 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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 3.08 .94 51 1.94 1.07 99 .000* 
FT Faculty 3.53 .79 91 1.41 .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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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2f. [Governing Board] Institutional leaders create an environment for 
empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  528 1.81 

Spring 2011 309 3.14 

Spring 2012 215 2.85 
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2f. [Governing Board] Institutional leaders create an environment for 
empowerment, innovation, and institutional excellence. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2010 - 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 2.76 .96 50 2.00 1.09 93 .000* 
FT Faculty 2.86 .98 51 1.37 .77 131 .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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 3.11 .88 54 2.00 1.09 93 .000* 
FT Faculty 3.25 .78 87 1.37 .77 131 .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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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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 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  524 3.13 
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Spring 2012 217 3.21 
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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 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2011 - 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 .77 282 .395 

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

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 .77 282 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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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3b. [Classified Leaders (e.g. CSEA President)] Institutional leaders create an 
environment that promotes institutional effectiveness. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  524 3.14 

Spring 2011 307 3.34 

Spring 2012 216 3.23 
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3b. [Classified Leaders (e.g. CSEA President)] Institutional leaders create an 
environment that promotes institutional effectiveness. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

ANOVA 
p-value 

Spring 2012 216 3.23 Fall 2010 - 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

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

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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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 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  524 2.85 

Spring 2011 307 3.04 

Spring 2012 217 2.82 
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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 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2011 - Spring 2012 -7.2% Yes 0.037     

Fall 2010  524 2.85 Fall 2010 - Spring 2011 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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3d. [Division Leaders (Vice Presidents)] Institutional leaders create an 
environment that promotes institutional effectiveness. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  524 2.22 

Spring 2011 307 2.81 

Spring 2012 215 2.78 
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3d. [Division Leaders (Vice Presidents)] Institutional leaders create an 
environment that promotes institutional effectiveness. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 Fall 2010 - 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 3.11 .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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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3e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment that 
promotes institutional effectiveness. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  524 1.85 

Spring 2011 307 3.41 

Spring 2012 216 3.05 
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3e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment that 
promotes institutional effectiveness. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 Fall 2010 - Spring 2011 85.0% 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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3f. [Governing Board] Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes 
institutional effectiveness. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  524 1.82 

Spring 2011 307 3.18 

Spring 2012 214 2.84 
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3f. [Governing Board] Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes 
institutional effectiveness. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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

 
 Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 2.88 .95 49 1.95 1.05 91 .000* 
FT Faculty 2.78 .99 49 1.41 .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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 .77 264 .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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 3.11 .83 55 1.95 1.05 91 .000* 
FT Faculty 3.30 .75 86 1.41 .76 128 .000* 
Classified 3.19 .73 88 1.89 .96 192 .000* 
Administrator 2.94 .80 35 2.53 1.03 38 .060 
Overall 3.18 .77 264 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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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4. I feel the environment at SWC fosters institutional excellence. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  525 2.38 

Spring 2011 307 3.01 

Spring 2012 214 2.89 
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4. I feel the environment at SWC fosters institutional excellence. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2011 - 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 

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

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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5. I feel the environment at SWC fosters innovation. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  524 2.39 
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Spring 2012 215 2.61 
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5. I feel the environment at SWC fosters innovation. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2011 - Spring 2012 -7.7% Yes 0.025     

Fall 2010  524 2.39 Fall 2010 - Spring 2011 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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Question Group III: A supportive environment of trust and respect exists for 

all employees at SWC. 

 

Group III questions (Q6-Q11) relate to WASC Standard IV.A and IV.B.   These questions 

concentrate on leadership and governance, specifically, decision-making roles and process and 

the organization of the governing board and administration. 

 Overall findings of the three survey administrations include:  

¶ In spring 2012, all job categories indicated a statistically significant increase in mean 

scores related to the Superintendent/President and Governing Board creating an 

environment promoting trust and respect compared to fall 2010. 

 

¶ Perceptions of workplace intimidation among spring 2012 respondents remained 

statistically lower than levels found in fall 2010. 

 

¶ 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 

Vice-Presidents, the Superintendent/President, Governing Board and Department Chairs.   
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6. I feel an environment of trust and respect exists for all employees at SWC. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  526 1.91 

Spring 2011 307 2.74 

Spring 2012 214 2.39 
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6. I feel an environment of trust and respect exists for all employees at SWC. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2011 - Spring 2012 -12.6% Yes 0.000     

Fall 2010  526 1.91 Fall 2010 - Spring 2011 43.5% 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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7. The College fosters an environment of ethical behavior. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  524 2.12 

Spring 2011 307 2.91 

Spring 2012 215 2.66 
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7. The College fosters an environment of ethical behavior. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2011 - 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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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. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  521 3.03 

Spring 2011 305 3.20 

Spring 2012 206 3.08 
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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 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2011 - Spring 2012 -3.8% No 0.348     

Fall 2010  521 3.03 Fall 2010 - Spring 2011 5.7% 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 3.11 .96 57 3.04 1.00 110 .668 
FT Faculty 3.53 .74 55 3.34 .77 137 .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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 3.11 .96 57 3.35 .77 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 

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

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 3.35 .77 62 3.04 1.00 110 .031* 
FT Faculty 3.48 .67 94 3.34 .77 137 .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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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8b. [Classified Leaders (e.g. CSEA President)] Institutional leaders create an 
environment that promotes trust and respect. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  521 3.17 

Spring 2011 305 3.33 

Spring 2012 204 3.23 
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8b. [Classified Leaders (e.g. CSEA President)] Institutional leaders create an 
environment that promotes trust and respect. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2010 - 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 .757 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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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 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  521 2.78 

Spring 2011 305 3.00 

Spring 2012 205 2.74 
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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 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2010 - Spring 2011 7.9% Yes 0.007   
 Shaded green area(s) indicates statistical significance at the 0.05 level (p<0.05). 

 
 Spring 2012 Fall 2010 Spring 2012/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 2.77 1.12 53 3.05 .96 110 .111 
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 .77 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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 .77 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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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8d. [Division Leaders (Vice Presidents)] Institutional leaders create an 
environment that promotes trust and respect. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  521 2.19 

Spring 2011 305 2.83 

Spring 2012 200 2.75 
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8d. [Division Leaders (Vice Presidents)] Institutional leaders create an 
environment that promotes trust and respect. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 - Spring 2011 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 2.74 1.00 43 2.30 1.05 87 .022* 
FT Faculty 2.87 .92 47 1.91 .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 Opinion 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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 Opinion 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 3.17 .89 53 2.30 1.05 87 .000* 
FT Faculty 2.64 1.02 91 1.91 .93 133 .000* 
Classified 2.73 .96 91 2.21 1.00 195 .000* 
Administrator 3.11 .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 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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8e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment that 
promotes trust and respect. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  521 1.80 

Spring 2011 305 3.38 

Spring 2012 202 3.03 
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8e. [Superintendent/President] Institutional leaders create an environment that 
promotes trust and respect. 
 

ANOVA / HSD Table 

Distribution 
Period N 

Overall 
Mean 
Score Comparisons 

Percent 
Change 

Statistically 
Significant? 

HSD                       
p-value                   ANOVA  

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 2010 - Spring 2011 88.5% 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 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
n p-value 

PT Faculty 2.93 1.05 42 1.86 1.05 93 .000* 
FT Faculty 2.94 .95 48 1.41 .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 Opinion 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2012 Spring 2011 Spring 2012/Spring 2011 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. 

 
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 Opinion 

is not included. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 

 Spring 2011 Fall 2010 Spring 2011/Fall 2010 

Position 
Mean 
Score 

Std. 
Dev. n 

Mean 
Score 

Std. 
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. Asterisk ñ* ñindicates statistical significance within employee category. 
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8f. [Governing Board] Institutional leaders create an environment that promotes 
trust and respect. 
 
All Response Percentages 

 
 
Combined Agreement / Disagreement Percentages 
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Fall 2010  521 1.75 

Spring 2011 305 3.16 

Spring 2012 203 2.86 

 


































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































