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1  Staff Survey 
REPORT 2004 

1. Introduction 

Background 

The  University engaged Priority Research Ltd to conduct a staff satisfaction survey during 
2004. This survey was run concurrently with a similar project exploring student satisfaction. 
 

 
Aims and objectives 

As part of the University’s annual planning process, the aim of the staff survey was to form 
part of the continuous improvement cycle initiated by the Corporate Plan and Strategy. It 
collected data on the current performance of the university as an employer on a wide 
range of factors affecting staff. In addition, it gave staff the opportunity to prioritise how 
the University should improve in the future. This information will contribute to the 
development of the framework for the next Corporate Plan and will help the University to 
inform its staffing strategy and policy, but the survey is also important as a means by 
which staff members can ensure that their views are considered.   
 
A University steering group and a Priority Research consultant determined the parameters 
of the survey.   
 
A cross section of staff from across the organisation was consulted by telephone during 
March 2004. In addition, two focus groups were conducted, one with participants from the 
estate and R&C departments, the other consisted of some members from the IIP 
facilitators group. The purpose of this consultation was to seek their responses to the 
following open question: 
 
 

“The University aims to be a better employer. What do we need to do to achieve this?” 
 

Their responses then formed the basis of the second, ‘Priority Search’, section of the 
questionnaire from which priorities for the future were ascertained, producing the 
‘Priorities for the future’ section of the report that illustrates respondents’ improvement 
agenda based on the items selected from the focusing exercise.  
 
The survey was conducted on the Internet between April and June 2004 with the addition 
of paper versions of the questionnaire distributed to a limited number of staff. The survey 
was confidential, with added controls to ensure that each member of staff could complete 
only one questionnaire. 
 
In order to maximise the response rate the survey was publicised in the staff briefing, with 
a number of reminder e-mails sent by the University. To ensure that each member of staff 
could complete only one questionnaire a security system based upon computer username 
was implemented. The username information was used for authentication only and not 
appended to the subsequent data file.  
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3.1 Opinion of the working environment 

58.5% Overall Satisfaction 

3.1.1 Summary of opinion 

Level of agreement Statement 

In the area where I work, people 
work effectively together 

 66.5 3.4 

I am satisfied with my physical 
working environment 

 56.3 3.6 

All Health and Safety issues in my 
area are addressed promptly 

 51.1 3.8 

My area works effectively with other 
areas within my Planning Unit/

School 
 50.1 3.8 

I believe the University is successful 
in ensuring equality of opportunity 

 48.8 3.8 

My Planning Unit/School works 
effectively with others 

 45.5 4.0 

I believe the University procedures 
are effective in dealing with 

harassment and bullying 
 41.3 4.1 

The University has a reward system 
that recognises good performance 

 23.9 3.3 

The University deals effectively with 
poor performance 

 8.1 2.1 

Key: Disagree strongly Disagree slightly Neither Agree slightly Agree strongly 

Notes on the presentation of data 
The chart on the next page summarises the level of agreement respondents reported with a variety of statements 
regarding their working environment. 

Respondents were asked to rate each feature on a five-point scale, marked ‘Strongly agree’ through to ‘Strongly disagree’.  
The bar chart shows the proportions of respondents who ticked each of the rating statements, omitting those who did not 
respond or express an opinion.   

The first column of figures at the right of the chart shows the percentage of respondents who slightly or strongly agreed, 
whilst the second column shows the 95% confidence interval of that rating.  

Following this chart there are histograms showing the percentages of respondents in all categories, including information 
on those who did not respond. 
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3.1 Opinion of the working environment 

Commentary 

A substantial proportion of respondents were positive about immediate issues relating to 
their working environment, whilst more concern was expressed regarding previously 
identified, less concrete themes such as fairness and ‘bad behaviour’.  
 
Two thirds of the sample agreed they worked effectively with people in their area. This 
stands out from the concerns about communication that are evident in other areas of the 
research and highlights that the problem exists on a larger scale, rather than in smaller 
units. This is exemplified in the results opposite as there is a decreasing amount of 
agreement with regard to communication on different levels: the previously mentioned 
high rating between colleagues, just half (50.1%) agreed that their area worked well with 
other areas within the same School/Planning Unit and 45.5% that their School/Planning 
Unit worked effectively with others. This pattern can also be identified in the specific 
results regarding communication within the organisation. 
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3.1.2 In the area where I work, people work effectively together 

Base Respondents 
% 

Don’t know 
% 

No response 
% 

705 99.6 0.3 0.1 

Base: 702 
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3.1.3 I believe the University is successful in ensuring equality of opportunity 

Base Respondents 
% 

Don’t know 
% 

No response 
% 

705 92.9 6.8 0.3 

Base: 655 
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3.1.4 I believe the University procedures are effective in dealing with harassment and bullying 

Base Respondents 
% 

Don’t know 
% 

No response 
% 

705 76.9 23.0 0.1 

Base: 542 



Staff Survey 
REPORT 2004 

4  

3.2 Opinion of immediate management  

Commentary 

The top three statements in the graph opposite suggest that there is a strong degree of 
trust between staff and their immediate managers, indeed the vast majority of the sample 
agreed that their immediate manager “Trusts me to do my job” (84.1%) and this figure 
rose to over 90% in Social & International Studies and Learning Support Services (94.5% 
and 90.4% respectively). 
 
The overall level of satisfaction with immediate managers was 66.5% (p.17), however in 
MIS, Finance, PPAA, MCC, VCs office and in Life Sciences more respondents were 
satisfied (80.7% and 76.2% respectively).  In comparison, respondents in Estates & 
Facilities or who were Ancillary graded staff had consistently lower levels of agreements 
for all the statements in the opposite chart and this is reflected in the fact they had the 
lowest level of satisfaction overall with their immediate managers (42.9% and 45.7% 
respectively).  Although not statistically significant, ‘non-white’ staff were more positive 
about all the statements listed opposite than their colleagues who described themselves 
as ‘white’. 
 
The second highest rating in the graph summarising immediate managers was for “my 
immediate listens to my views and ideas”, with three quarters (73.4%) of staff who agreed 
that this was the case. This actually contrasts with one of the main themes for 
improvement, namely better communication between managers and staff (p.77). In fact all 
of the generally positive rating for immediate managers are at odds with the fact that 
“managers trained how to be managers” was also a priority for the future. This difference 
may be due to the fact that in a large organisation there are usually a number of 
management levels above your immediate manager and this is where the improvements 
are perceived to be needed. Alternatively it may be that respondents were more reluctant 
to directly criticise their immediate manager in a specific question, but were happier to 
highlight a need for improvement in the more general questioning in the priority search 
section. 
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3.2 Opinion of immediate management  

66.5% Overall Satisfaction 

3.2.1 Summary of opinion 

Level of agreement My immediate manager… 

Trusts me to do my job  84.1 2.7 

Listens to my views and ideas  73.4 3.2 

Is available when I need help  70.7 3.3 

Recognises and appreciates good 
performance 

 67.4 3.5 

Makes me feel part of a team  64.5 3.5 

Encourages and supports my 
development 

 63.6 3.6 

Encourages innovation/creative 
thinking 

 63.4 3.6 

Delegates authority appropriately   60.7 3.6 

Applies policies consistently and 
deals fairly with everyone 

 60.4 3.7 

Sets and communicates objectives 
effectively and clearly 

 54.2 3.7 

Participates in development activities 
to become a better manager 

 52.4 4.0 

Key: Disagree strongly Disagree slightly Neither Agree slightly Agree strongly 
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3.3 Opinion of University leadership & performance  

Commentary 

Consistent with the high rating of working for the University overall (65.8%) just under two 
thirds of respondents agreed they would recommend the University for both potential 
employees and students, and that they wanted to be working there in three years time. 
This positive opinion should be taken into account when looking at the general theme of 
the research, despite emphasis being placed on the areas identified as needing 
improvement. There were, however, a number of variations between groups. 

38.2% Overall Satisfaction 

3.3.1 Summary of opinion 

Level of agreement My immediate manager… 

I would recommend potential 
students to come to the University 

 65.8 3.5 

I would recommend the University 
to others as a good place to work 

 65.6 3.5 

I want to be working for the 
University in 3 years’ time 

 63.7 3.6 

The University’s vision, values and 
objectives are set out and 

communicated clearly 
 57.4 3.7 

I share the vision, values and 
objectives of the University 

 57.4 3.8 

My department’s performance is 
regularly measured and reviewed 

 53.5 4.0 

There are too many improvement 
initiatives in progress 

 42.4 3.8 

Senior management provides clear 
leadership 

 31.5 3.5 

I believe that the University 
manages change effectively 

 25.0 3.3 

University decision making 
processes work effectively 

 18.0 3.0 

Key: Disagree strongly Disagree slightly Neither Agree slightly Agree strongly 
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3.3 Opinion of University leadership & performance - comparison by groups 
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3.3.2  Comparison of opinion by Grade of Post  
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3.4 Priorities for the future 

Notes on the presentation of data 
 

The chart below represents the prioritised agenda of respondents to the ‘Priority Search’ paired comparison 
section of the questionnaire. It shows the relative importance that they as a whole placed on each of the 
issues they were asked to rank. 

The numbers at the end of each bar show the percentage of respondents who placed that item in the top 
third of their preferences, minus the percentage who placed it in their bottom third. The result is that if a bar 
projects to the right, the respondent group illustrated favours that item.  If the bar projects to the left, the 
item is regarded as less important by that group. 

The “least significant differences” (LSDs) quoted give the minimum figure by which any two values must differ 
in order for the difference to be statistically significant at the 99.9%, 99% and 95% confidence levels.   

For a more detailed explanation of the ‘Priority Search’ methodology, please see the previous page. 

59.9

39.3

25.7

23.4

20.6

15.0

11.0

8.9

1.1

-7.5

-14.0

-14.7

-16.1

-19.5

-25.1

-29.9

-32.3

-44.9

More of a priority Less of a priority 

3.4.1 Overall priorities for the future 

Significance 
levels 

Base 
666 

Least 
Significant 
Difference 

99.9%  9.7 

99.5%  7.4 

95.0%  5.2 

N.S   

Be realistic about workloads - can't cut staff and keep 
the same volume of work 

Listen to what is being said lower down and believe 
that it is valuable 

Managers trained how to be managers 

Spend time speaking to staff - it saves time later 

Re-grading to be equitable amongst all levels against 
clear criteria 

Clear cut expectations - what managers expect of you 
and you expect from them 

Stop rewarding bad behaviour 

Better communication between academics and 
support staff 

Clear, simple and understandable decision making 
structures 

Make the environment and buildings better to suit 
everybody's needs 

Address concerns about possible mergers 

More security for staff moving around the campus 

Someone to come and say thank you 

Eradicate the "blame culture" 

Operate in a more business-like way 

Implement policies that have already been agreed 

Fewer committees 

Use plain basic English - less jargon 
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3.4 Priorities for the future 

68.0

52.0

32.0

20.0

20.0

12.0

8.0

8.0

4.0

-4.0

-8.0

-20.0

-24.0

-28.0

-32.0

-40.0

-44.0

-56.0

More of a priority Less of a priority 

3.4.2 Priorities for the future for Archaeological & Environmental Science 

Significance 
levels 

Base 
25 

Least 
Significant 
Difference 

99.9%  50.3 

99.5%  38.0 

95.0%  26.9 

N.S   

Be realistic about workloads - can't cut staff and keep the same 
volume of work 

Make the environment and buildings better to suit everybody's needs 

Address concerns about possible mergers 

More security for staff moving around the campus 

Listen to what is being said lower down and believe that it is valuable 

Spend time speaking to staff - it saves time later 

Managers trained how to be managers 

Clear, simple and understandable decision making structures 

Clear cut expectations - what managers expect of you and you expect 
from them 

Better communication between academics and support staff 

Re-grading to be equitable amongst all levels against clear criteria 

Stop rewarding bad behaviour 

Fewer committees 

Operate in a more business-like way 

Implement policies that have already been agreed 

Eradicate the "blame culture" 

Someone to come and say thank you 

Use plain basic English - less jargon 

68.6

35.3

31.4

25.5

25.5

23.5

15.7

11.8

-5.9

-5.9

-21.6

-21.6

-23.5

-23.5

-25.5

-27.5

-37.3

-43.1

More of a priority Less of a priority 

3.4.3 Priorities for the future for Engineering, Design & Technology 

Significance 
levels 

Base 
51 

Least 
Significant 
Difference 

99.9%  35.2 

99.5%  26.6 

95.0%  18.9 

N.S   

Be realistic about workloads - can't cut staff and keep the same 
volume of work 

Listen to what is being said lower down and believe that it is valuable 

Re-grading to be equitable amongst all levels against clear criteria 

Clear cut expectations - what managers expect of you and you expect 
from them 

Spend time speaking to staff - it saves time later 

Clear, simple and understandable decision making structures 

Better communication between academics and support staff 

Managers trained how to be managers 

Stop rewarding bad behaviour 

Address concerns about possible mergers 

Fewer committees 

Make the environment and buildings better to suit everybody's needs 

Someone to come and say thank you 

Operate in a more business-like way 

Eradicate the "blame culture" 

Implement policies that have already been agreed 

More security for staff moving around the campus 

Use plain basic English - less jargon 


