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* For help understanding this visualization, see video tutorial on Response Rates.

overall tenured I:;i- ntt full assoc men women Wwhite foc asian urm

TS e rggpg,{,a;;"r’; 2100 953 361 786 667 449 1225 873 1476 489 211 278
e, y rl:s oncs 886 456 192 238 299 212 476 408 651 217 84 133
P e 42% 48%  53% 30% 45% 47% 39% = 47% 44%  44% 40%  48%

Selected rg;’pg,’vajg’r’; 12227 6490 1737 4000 4568 2996 5924 3969 7285 2582 1350 1232
Comparison r’gs rw, 5130 2798 736 1596 1988 1324 2762 2324 3861 1203 557 646
Institutions P e 42% 43%  42%  40%  44%  44% 47%  59%  53% 47% 41%  52%
rggpg,’?ajg’r’; 88084 47667 17492 22925 27224 25085 49920 35793 63444 22198 11409 10789

All rpes ones 40753 22838 8381 9534 12793 12097 21628 19054 31285 9390 4344 5046
P e 46% 48%  48%  42%  47%  48% 43%  53% 49%  42% 38%  47%

Selected Comparison Institutions

You selected five institutions as peers against whom to

assess your COACHE Survey results. The results at these

institutions are included throughout this report in the

aggregate or, when cited individually, in random order. Your

peer institutions are:

¢ North Carolina State University (2018)
University of California, Davis (2017)

University of Missouri - Columbia (2016)
University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill (2018)
University of Texas at Austin (2017)

Divisional Response Rates

RDI Museums Division
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Black Diamond: 2018 Responses

Black Line: 2013 Responses
¢ Circles: Peer Institution Responses (North Carolina State U, U of California Davis, U of Missouri, U of North Carolina, and U of Texas at Austin)

e Green, Grey and Red Bands: top 30%, mid 40%, and bottom 30% of Cohort Institutions (109 other universities who did the COACHE Survey)
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This is the

COAC H E overall score These columns describe how your faculty’s These columns compare
(between T and 5) responses compare to similar faculty at other groups on your campus:

D as h bo a rd for all faculty COACHE institutions: tenured vs. tenured, pre-tenure/tenured,

respondents men vs. men, faculty of color associate/full, women/men,
G u i d e at your institution. vs. faculty of color, etc. white/faculty of color.
mean  overall tenured pre-ten full assoc men  women  white foc tenure rank gender  race 2008

Health and retirement benefits 343 ) 4» dp b | dk b pre-ten full women

Interdisciplinary work 3.00 < > < L « < | pre-ten  assoc  women white

Collaboration 3.46 <) 4 ) 4> ar 4r b tenured women  white

Mentoring q L < < < 4> |tenured gs foc

Tenure policies 4 ) N<S N *

Tenure clarity 33z < < L men

What do these triangles mean?

These symbols represent results that fit COACHE's criteria for
“areas of strength” (in green) and “areas of concern” (in red).

Your ranking among peers: Your percentile among your cohort:

1st or 2nd Top 30%

3rdor4th <« P Middle 40%

Sthor6th <« P Bottom 30%
insufficient data for reporting <]

This result, for example, shows that your female faculty are
less satisfied than are women at your peers (), but more

@ satisfied than are women at 70% of other institutions ().
Although the women at your institution are “less satisfied”
than women at peers, they still fare better than most.

And these results?

Here, the faculty subgroup with
the lower rating appears. Shading
conveys the magnitude of sub-
group differences:[smalljeffects
appear as text only, moderate
effects are shaded yellow, and
large effects are shaded orange.
Trivial differences remain blank.
Change over time appears as +/-.

Regardless of your results compared to
peers and others (on the left), you should
direct your concern to subgroups who
consistently appear here in yellow or
orange shaded cells,
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Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) | Irg. (:5)
mean overall tenured pre-ten ntt full assoc men women white foc asian urm ten vs ten vs full vs menvs white vs white vs white vs 2014
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Nature of Work: Research 329 4> <« <4« U P U <« <« < <) | tenured assoc  women white urm +
Nature of Work: Service 3.30 > > 4 Db D> <D > > 4> <O P tenured  assoc  women foc white urm
Nature of Work: Teaching 37 4 4L CP» U P < < U U P <« <4 | preten assoc foc urm
Facilities and Work Resources 360 4 4P U <P» P <O v P P> P> <« < tenured  assoc foc urm +
Personal and Family Policies 3.42 tenured assoc foc urm +
Health and Retirement Benefits 3.87 > <> < <« P | preten  tenured foc asian urm
Interdisciplinary Work 272 4> <« <« U P O O < O D> <> assoc  women white urm -
Collaboration 369 - < <4 4 <« < < < <> <P | preten ntt assoc  women foc urm
Mentoring 316 4 CH» P b P P O P <« <« <« 4P | tenured tenured  assoc foc white urm +
Tenure Policies 346 4> NA 4> N/A N/A NA A 4> 4 4> <« N/A N/A N/A women  white white +
Tenure Expectations: Clarity 319 <4» N/A <> N/A N/A N/A ¢ U U <D < N/A N/A N/A women white white
Promotion to Full 382 <« <« N/A N/A <« < <« < <« <« 4« < N/A N/A assoc | women foc urm +
Leadership: Senior 300 4 4 <P <HD» <D <D <P 4D <P 9 9 4A» | tenured tenured assoc white urm -
Leadership: Divisional 36 4 4P U b P b b P > > 4P | tenured tenured white urm
Leadership: Departmental 348 4 4 4D Db P U U U U <D <P | tenured tenured women white urm
Leadership: Faculty 29 4 4P U b P P> P> P> P> P> 9D 9 | tenured tenured foc white urm N/A
Governance: Trust 22 4P U P U U v v O P O > tenured  assoc foc white urm N/A
Governance: Shared Sense of Purpose 208 4 4 4P <P <P <P <Y P <D P 9D 4> | tenured tenured white urm N/A
Governance: Understanding the Issue atHand 285 4> 4> <4 <P P P <P P < P P D tenured white urm N/A
Governance: Adaptability 279 4 4> 4O 4P 4P <P <O 4P <P P> A 4> | tenured tenured white urm N/A
Governance: Productivity 20 4> 4P P Db P b < P> <D P 9D 4G | tenured tenured men white urm N/A
Departmental Collegiality 375 4p 4> 4 <Hb Db P P> P> PP <D > <P foc urm
Departmental Engagement 351 4 4 4P Db <P P P P P <P | preten ntt assoc foc white urm +
Departmental Quality 362 4 4> <« <« U U U U P P <« <4p> | tenured ntt assoc foc urm +
Appreciation and Recognition 32 4P 4D CHU <HP» v O O <O <O <D <P | tenured tenured assoc  women foc white urm
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Your results compared to PEERS < Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) [rg.(:5)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs Socvs Phyvs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs Eduvs Medvs Othvs 2014
other other other other other other other other other other other other

Nature of Work: Research 329 «p <« U <P > > > <« U <D other Soc Bio VPA other other other Edu Med +
Nature of Work: Service 3.30 > O < > > > > <« < <H» <P Hum Soc other VPA other other other Oth
Nature of Work: Teaching 37 4 4> <> <> > < > > « <« U <D other Soc other other other other Med Oth
Facilities and Work Resources 360 «wp < <« <P <D > < > < CLH» <U» < other Phy VPA other other other Med +
Personal and Family Policies 3.42 < > < Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM other other other other +
Health and Retirement Benefits 3.87 < > Hum Phy other ECM other other other
Interdisciplinary Work 272 4 4> <4 < | 2 > > 4 <A <D Soc other VPA other other other Bus Edu Med
Collaboration 369 - < <D <« > <> > < <« < <D Hum Soc other other VPA other other other Med Oth
Mentoring 316 4> A 4D <D <D > < > < <H» <« Phy ECM other other Edu Med other +
Tenure Policies 346 dA> 4> <> > N<5 > > > > > N<5 > other N<5 other other Agr other Edu N<5 +
Tenure Expectations: Clarity 319 4> 4> <> > N<5 » > > 2 > > N<5 | 2 Hum other N<5 Agr other Edu N<5
Promotion to Full 382 - <« < < <D <> > > O < other other other ECM other Agr other Edu Med Oth +
Leadership: Senior 300 €< 4> 4> <D <> > <> | 2 > 4 CH» DU <D Soc Bio other other other
Leadership: Divisional 305 <P < <P» <D > < > > > O <D other Soc Bio other Agr other other Med Oth
Leadership: Departmental 348 4> 4> 4D <D A > < 2 > « < U <D Phy other VPA HHE other Edu other Oth
Leadership: Faculty 299 4 A <D <P <D > < > > 4 CH» D> <D Soc Phy other other other Edu other N/A
Governance: Trust 292 4> «E> <4 4D <D > < | 2 > > 4 <D <D Hum Soc Phy Bio other other other other N/A
Governance: Shared Sense of Purpose 208 4 4> 4> AHD <D > < > > <« 4P <H» Hum Soc Bio other other other Edu other N/A
Governance: Understanding the Issue atHand 285 <«p» <dp <P > < > < > > < <H» <P Hum Soc other other other Edu other other N/A
Governance: Adaptability 279 <dp > < > > > <« > > > P <D <P Soc other other N/A
Governance: Productivity 290 <«p > <O < | 2 > <> > | 2 < <CH» <P Soc Phy other other other other other N/A
Departmental Collegiality 375 4> 4> 4> <D <> > > > « < <P Hum Phy other other ECM other other other Med Oth
Departmental Engagement 351 4> 4> <D <D <D <> > > < > < other other ECM other Agr other Edu other Oth +
Departmental Quality 362 40 wA»> <A 4D <D > < > < <CH» <P Hum other ECM other other Med Oth +
Appreciation and Recognition 325 4 4> <> | 2 <> | 2 | 2 > <O <D Hum Soc other other other other other Med Oth

Hum: Humanities

Soc: Social Sciences

Phy: Physical Sciences

Bio: Biological Sciences

VPA: Visual and Performing Arts

ECM: Engineering, Computer Science, Math and Statistics
HHE: Health and Human Ecology

Agr: Agriculture, Natural Resources, & Environmental Sciences
Bus: Business

Edu: Education

Med: Medicine

Oth: Other Professions (Law & Journalism)
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Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) | Irg. (:5)
mean overall tenured pre-ten ntt full assoc men women white foc asian urm ten vs ten vs full vs menvs white vs white vs white vs 2014
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Nature of Work: Research 320 4> <« <4 U P U <4 4« <> <) | tenured assoc  women white urm +
Time spent on research 355 < < < <« <« < < <« ntt assoc  women white white +
Expectations for finding external funding 312 4> > 4P b v v v <O < D < ntt assoc  women white urm
Influence over focus of research 427 4 <4 < < U U v > v P> <« < ntt assoc foc asian urm
Quality of grad students to support research 335 <« | ) | < < <« | < | | | pre-ten white urm
Support for research 23 4 4 U <H» U U U U KU <D <P | tenured tenured women white urm +
Support for engaging undergrads in research 306 4 <4 <4 <HP» <P <P <Y P P 49 9D 9 | tenured assoc  women foc white urm +
Support for obtaining grants (pre-award) 3.21 < P > <« < < < ntt assoc  women white urm +
Support for maintaining grants (post-award) 323 <« < <P <9 <« < <D <) | preten ntt assoc  women white white +
Support for securing grad student assistance 288 4 CLH» 4P WU U KP» <« <« U P < women white urm +
Support for travel to present/conduct research 319 4 4 4P <P P <O v <O < D <) | tenured tenured assoc  women white white +
Availability of course release for research 281 < < < <P < < < <« < ntt assoc  women white urm
Nature of Work: Service 3.30 > > v U U <D > < > O P <O tenured  assoc  women foc white urm
Time spent on service 3.54 < <D <> <> <9 <« 4P | preten tenured assoc  women foc urm
Support for faculty in leadership roles 2.92 <« <> <> < ¢ U <P tenured  assoc  women foc white urm +
Number of committees 344 4 <4 U DU b P v U D> <D <> | tenured tenured women foc white urm
Attractiveness of committees 346 4 <4 <D <D > < > 4 U <D < tenured  assoc  women foc white urm
Discretion to choose committees 346 4 4 4D <D D DG DL D> D> OGP <p | preten assoc  women white urm
Equitability of committee assignments 300 ¥ U U v U O O O O O O tenured  assoc  women foc white urm
Number of student advisees 363 4> <« < U U U KU < D D <€) | preten assoc  women white urm
Support for being a good advisor 280 4 4L 4P U P < U < < P < tenured  assoc  women foc white urm N/A
i(ll:)i;yngifbtiﬂﬁedsistribution of advising 201 4> 4P 4P b G P> P> > < > P 4> | tenured tenured assoc  women white urm N/A
Nature of Work: Teaching 37 4 4P 4P P O O P O O <O <« <P | pre-ten assoc foc urm
Time spent on teaching 394 4 4 4P <HD» DU KU DU U KU D <P | preten tenured assoc  women white urm
Number of courses taught 3.92 <« <P <« <« <> | pre-ten ntt assoc  women urm
Level of courses taught 406 4 LD CH» <P DU P < < KU P <« <4p> | preten ntt assoc  women foc urm
Discretion over course content 434 <Ap > « < > P U U U > > <> ntt assoc foc asian urm
Number of students in classes taught 378 4 <4 4 4P <HD» <P <D 4P 4P 4P A 4> | preten assoc foc urm
Quality of students taught 333 4 <4 P» U U <P <P U PP P> 9P 4« | peten tenured assoc men foc asian urm
Equitability of distribution of teaching load 314 4 4> 4P D> <D > P Db D> <D < assoc  women white urm +
Quality of grad students to support teaching 345 <« <« <« <« < <« | D | D | <« < <4) | preten tenured  assoc urm
Teaching schedule 407 -4 <P <P <o U D D <« <P | preten assoc N/A
Support for teaching diverse learning styles 3.62 | 2 | 2 > | 2 | 2 | 2 | 2 > | 2 2 > > | preten  tenured N/A
Support for assessing student learning 3.68 > > > > > > > > > > > > tenured N/A
Support for developing online/hybrid courses 3.65 ] | > J | 2 ] > | preten  tenured men white urm N/A
Support for teaching online/hybrid courses 3.66 | > | | 2 | I | 2 > | pre-ten  tenured foc white urm N/A
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Time spent on outreach 3.71 < < <4 | preten women white urm
Time spent on administrative tasks 302 <wA> > 4H» Db <D <D > 4 <D <D < tenured white

file:///R:/Hunter/COACHE/2018/2018%20Report/app-files-1-pg/analyses-themes-a-demographic.html 2/3



8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) [lrg.(.5)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs  Socvs Phy vs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs Eduvs Medvs Othvs 2014
other other other other other other other other other other other other
Nature of Work: Research 329 «p < <P <D > > > <« <P <D other Soc Bio VPA other other other Edu Med +
Time spent on research 355 <« | | <> > | < <H» <D Hum Bio VPA other other other other Edu Med Oth +
Expectations for finding external funding 312 4> 4> <D <D <D > < > > < <UD D Soc other other VPA other HHE Agr other Med other
Influence over focus of research 427 dp <A <> > < > O OHD» <P» <D other other other other VPA ECM other Edu Med Oth
Quality of grad students to support research 335 <« < < < <> | 2 < <D <D Hum other other other VPA ECM other other Edu Med
Support for research 293 <dp < <<H» <D > > > < <D <P other Bio VPA other other Med +
Support for engaging undergrads in research 305 4> «AH»> <4 <D > < > > < <P | 2 Hum other other other Agr other Oth +
Support for obtaining grants (pre-award) 3.21 < <H» <P > | 4 | 4 < «H» <« other Soc Phy Bio VPA other other other other Med +
Support for maintaining grants (post-award) 323 <« <Y U U <D | 2 > 2 | < <CH» <D Hum Soc other VPA other other other Edu Med Oth +
Support for securing grad student assistance 288 b < <CH» <D <> > > <@ <UD D other other Agr other Med Oth +
Support for travel to present/conduct research 319 «p < <IH» <D > < | 4 > « < CH» <D other Soc Phy Bio VPA other Agr other other other +
Availability of course release for research 281 < <« < > < < <P» <D other Bio VPA other other other Edu Med
Nature of Work: Service 3.30 > < <D > > > > <« <« <H» D Hum Soc other VPA other other other Oth
Time spent on service 3.54 > < < | 4 < 4H» U <D Hum Soc other other VPA other other other Edu Oth
Support for faculty in leadership roles 2.92 < <H» <D | 4 | 4 | 4 <« < <P Soc VPA other other Edu Oth +
Number of committees 344 A 4 4 QD > > > U U <D <D Hum Soc Phy other other other Oth
Attractiveness of committees 346 4> 4> <> > < > <« U U <D Hum Bio other other other Edu Oth
Discretion to choose committees 346 4 4> <> <D > < > > W b D <P Hum other VPA other Oth
Equitability of committee assignments 300 4 4> D <D > | 4 > > > < <D Hum Soc other HHE other other Oth
Number of student advisees 363 4> 4> 4D <D <D > > O CHD» <D <D Hum other other other other Edu Med
Support for being a good advisor 281 4 4> 4> < > | 4 | 4 | 2 | 2 < <4H» <D Soc other other Agr other Edu N/A
Eeii‘o);lzifbti:ﬁedsismbmion of advising 291 4p A 4> <D » > > > | 4 | 2 > <P <D Hum Phy other other Agr other other Med Oth N/A
Nature of Work: Teaching 37 4 4> A <> > < | 4 > « < <H» <D other Soc other other other other Med Oth
Time spent on teaching 394 <«p < < > > < > <« U U <D other Soc Phy other other
Number of courses taught 3.92 < <D > < < <P <D other Soc other other other Edu Oth
Level of courses taught 405 b <« < <H» <D > > > O U <D» <D Soc other other other other Oth
Discretion over course content 43¢ 4 4> <> > < > < > > 4H» U <D <D other other other ECM other other other Med Oth
Number of students in classes taught 378 4 4> A <D <D > > > O U <D <D Hum Soc other other ECM other other other Edu Med Oth
Quality of students taught 333 4> 4 <4 <D <« > < | 4 > 4 <D <D <D Soc Phy other other other other other other
Equitability of distribution of teaching load 314 4Ap 4> <D <D > > > > > < <P» <D Hum other HHE Agr other Med Oth +
Quality of grad students to support teaching 345 < < «H» <« | <> > < <LH» <« Hum other other other ECM other other Edu Med
Teaching schedule 407 <P > < <D > <O | 4 > O CHU» 4D <D other other Phy VPA other other Edu Med N/A
Support for teaching diverse learning styles 3.62 » | 2 | 2 | 2 | 2 | 2 | 2 > > > | 2 | 2 | 2 Phy Bio HHE other Oth N/A
Support for assessing student learning 3.68 » | 4 | 4 > | 4 | 4 > > » > > | 4 > Phy other ECM other other other other N/A
Support for developing online/hybrid courses 3.65 > | 4 > > > other other VPA HHE Agr other other Oth N/A
Support for teaching online/hybrid courses 3.66 | 4 | 4 | 4 | 4 | 4 | 4 | 4 other Phy other VPA HHE Agr other other other Oth N/A
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - = = = = = = = = = = = = = - - -
Time spent on outreach 3.71 < <« < > < H» H» <« Soc VPA other other other Edu Med other
Time spent on administrative tasks 302 «w» <> <> | 4 | 4 < < <D <D other Soc Bio other other Oth
Ability to balance teaching/research/service 333 - <> < > > > <O < <P Soc other VPA other HHE other Med
Hum: Humanities Bus: Business
Soc: Social Sciences Edu: Education
Phy: Physical Sciences Med: Medicine
Bio: Biological Sciences Oth: Other Professions (Law & Journalism)

VPA: Visual and Performing Arts

ECM: Engineering, Computer Science, Math and Statistics
HHE: Health and Human Ecology

Agr: Agriculture, Natural Resources, & Environmental Sciences
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8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm (.1) med. (.3)
mean overall tenured pre-ten ntt full assoc men women white foc asian urm ten vs ten vs full vs menvs white vs white vs white vs 2014
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Facilities and Work Resources 360 I U v v O O O O O O O <O tenured  assoc foc urm +
Support for improving teaching 33 4 4 CH» 4P CH» U KU P U < < <D tenured  assoc foc urm +
Office 383 4 CLH 4P <HP» P <P <P P D> P 9> 4GP | preten ntt assoc foc urm
Laboratory, research, studio space 340 4 U U < U O U < U O < < assoc  women foc urm
Equipment 343 4 4 U <P < O O <O <O < O <) | tenured tenured assoc  women white
Classrooms 337 4 4 4P <H» Db <P <P P 4P 4P 4D 9 | preten assoc white urm
Library resources 409 > < CIH» P < <P < «CH» P < <P <> pre-ten  tenured men foc urm +
Computing and technical support 378 4 LD CH» CH» P U v U K < D <D tenured  assoc +
Clerical/administrative support 346 4> <4 4> 4D <D P <D D> <D <D 9> 4> | tenured tenured women +
Personal and Family Policies 342 dp <> <> <> <> <4 <> <> <4 <> <4 <> tenured  assoc foc urm +
Right balance between professional/personal 320 <> WP 9P Db U P b O < U O < assoc  women foc urm
Inst. supports family/career compatibility 300 4 4P 4P P PP <O v U U <D < <D tenured  assoc  women white urm
Housing benefits 243 4 4L 4P U P P P P P P> P QY | peten assoc  women foc white urm +
Tuition waivers, remission, or exchange 3.94 <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> <> tenured full foc asian urm
Spousal/partner hiring program 310 ¥ U U O < O O O O O > <> full white urm
Childcare 255 4> 4A> 4> D 4P P P> P P> P 4D A | preten assoc  women white -
Eldercare 209 4 w4 <A 4P 4P <<HD» <94 94> <94 <9 > A» | preten tenured assoc white urm
Family medical/parental leave 365 <> <> <> < <D <> <> <> <> <> <) | preten tenured assoc  women foc urm
Flexible workload/modified duties 3713 U U U U O v O v v O > <> tenured  assoc  women urm +
Stop-the-clock policies 370 <4 N<5 AP N<5 N<5 N<5 <H» U <O U DU D> N<5 N<5 N<5 women white
Commuter benefits N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Parking benefits 260 40> 4L 4D P D P G OG> v O P D> ntt assoc white urm N/A
Health and Retirement Benefits 387 40 4 4P YU P <P <D <D 9D P 9 9 | peten tenured foc asian urm
Health benefits for yourself 403 4> w4 CH» D> 4P D <D 4P 9D 9D 9D 9D | pedten foc asian urm
Health benefits for family 403 <> <4 <> <4 <> < <4 <> <4 <> <> pre-ten foc asian urm
Retirement benefits 37 4 4P U b P P P O P > > D> foc asian urm +
Phased retirement options 344 4 LD 4D <D <D <o U U KU U <D D> tenured men foc asian urm +
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Salary 208 4 L 4 CH» <P P P P» 4P «H» 9 4 | tenured assoc foc urm +

file:///R:/Hunter/COACHE/2018/2018%20Report/app-files-1-pg/analyses-themes-b-demographic.html 2/2



8/22/2018 COACHE Aware
Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) [lrg.(.5)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs  Socvs Phy vs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs Eduvs Medvs Othvs 2014
other other other other other other other other other other other other
Facilities and Work Resources 360 4> <« <« U <D > < > <« U U <D other Phy VPA other other other Med +
Support for improving teaching 336 <dp < <P > > > > O CHU» <D <D other Soc Phy other other other +
Office 383 4> <« <L <D <D > <O > v U U <D other VPA other Edu Med Oth
Laboratory, research, studio space 340 <dp » > < > < | 2 > « < <D | 4 other other other VPA ECM other other Edu Med
Equipment 343 <> < <H» <D > < | 4 > <« <« < <D other Bio VPA ECM other other Med other
Classrooms 337 «Ap < <P <D > <O > < <H» D P» other Soc Phy Bio VPA other other other Oth
Library resources 409 <« < <« | > < < <« <> Hum other VPA ECM other other Bus other other other +
Computing and technical support 378 < < < <« < | 2 > <4 <« <« < other Phy other ECM other Agr Bus other Oth +
Clerical/administrative support 346 «dp> <> | 2 > < | 2 | 2 | 2 > < <> » other other Phy Bio VPA other HHE other Edu Med +
Personal and Family Policies 3.42 < | 2 <> Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM other other other other +
Right balance between professional/personal 320 b > <4 << <> > > < < <P Soc other other other other Med Oth
Inst. supports family/career compatibility 309 «4Ap <« <« U <P | 4 > | 4 > O U <D <D Soc Phy VPA other other other
Housing benefits 243 > « <> <> N<5 » > « <> < Hum Soc N<5 other other other other Edu other +
Tuition waivers, remission, or exchange 3.94 Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA other other other other Oth
Spousal/partner hiring program 3.10 « <> | 4 | 4 < < other other Bio VPA ECM other Agr other other Med Oth
Childcare 255 «wp < <D N<5 > > > > > O <P Soc Phy N<5 other other other other Edu Med
Eldercare 2.99 | 2 > N<5 | 2 | 2 > | 2 | 2 Hum Soc N<5 other other HHE Agr other Edu other
Family medical/parental leave 3.65 <« <« < > < > <> < Hum Phy Bio other ECM other other Edu other
Flexible workload/modified duties 3.73 < <> | 4 < <D <D Hum Phy VPA other other other other Oth +
Stop-the-clock policies 370 <dp < > N<5 N<5 | 4 | 4 > N<5 N<5 » other other Phy N<5 other N<5 other other N<5 N<5 Oth
Commuter benefits N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Parking benefits 261 4> 4> <D <D <> > < > > < <P» <D Hum Soc Bio VPA other Agr other Edu other N/A
Health and Retirement Benefits 3.87 < > Hum Phy other ECM other other other
Health benefits for yourself 4.03 | 2 < < Hum Phy other other ECM other other other other other
Health benefits for family 4.03 > < Phy VPA ECM other other other other Oth
Retirement benefits 3.75 <> <> | 2 | 2 <> | 2 Hum Phy other ECM other other +
Phased retirement options 3.44 <« U P <D <> <> | 2 | 2 Hum Soc Phy Bio other other other other other Oth +
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Salary 298 b > <« < <P > < > « < <D Hum other Phy VPA other Agr other other other +
Hum: Humanities
Soc: Social Sciences
Phy: Physical Sciences
Bio: Biological Sciences
VPA: Visual and Performing Arts
ECM: Engineering, Computer Science, Math and Statistics
HHE: Health and Human Ecology
Agr: Agriculture, Natural Resources, & Environmental Sciences
Bus: Business
Edu: Education
Med: Medicine
Oth: Other Professions (Law & Journalism)
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8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm (.1) med. (.3)
mean overall tenured pre-ten ntt full assoc men women white foc asian urm ten vs ten vs full vs menvs white vs white vs white vs 2014
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm
Interdisciplinary Work 272 4 4O U <O < O O O O O > <D assoc  women white urm -
Budgets encourage interdiscip. work 250 4 CLH <4 P U U P U P P O9> I ntt assoc ~ women  white -
Facilities conducive to interdiscip. work 289 d» < <> < CH» P < «CH» P <> <P <) | tenured tenured white
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in merit 266 4 4L 4 <WPD» 4H» 4P 4H» 4D <D <« A 4> | peten ntt assoc  women white urm -
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in promotion 277 4> <4 N<5 <> <> <> < <CH» P <> <O <> N<5 ntt assoc foc urm
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in tenure 259 <d» N<5 4P N<5 N<5 N<5 <o U U D D D N<5 N<5 N<5 women foc white urm =
Dept. knows how to evaluate interdiscip. work 277 4 4L 4D P P Db PP <P PO P P 9 | peten ntt assoc  women foc urm -
Collaboration 369 40 4 4P WP 4 AP 4H» 4O 94 4 dr 4P | preten ntt assoc  women foc urm
Opportunities for collab. within dept 37 4 LU U b U P < U U U O < women foc urm
Opportunities for collab. outside inst 373 4 ar 4O U A <> <> < <P <> <> <P | preten - assoc  women foc white urm
Opportunities for collab. outside dept 354 4 <4 U v U O O O O O O ntt assoc foc urm
Mentoring 316 4 4 4 PP <P 4P 4D 4P <« A 4> 49> |tenured tenured  assoc foc white urm +
Effectiveness of mentoring within dept. 372 4P 4 U < < O O O O <O P D assoc foc urm
Effectiveness of mentoring outside dept. 371 4 «dp 4 P PP P» <P» «H» Aa 4 9> 4 | tenured men +
Mentoring of pre-tenure faculty in dept 323 4 4> 4> N5 4> 4> 4> 4> <P 4 A 4P | preten N<5 assoc  women foc white -
Mentoring of tenured associate profs in dept 248 <4 AP N<5 N<s 4> > > P> P> P> O <O N<5 N<5 assoc  women foc asian -
Support for faculty to be good mentors 254 4 4 N5 4 P v O O O O O <O N<5 assoc  women foc urm +
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in reappointment 254 4P N<5 N<s 4> | 2 > <P U Db D > | 2 N<5 N<5 - men asian white N/A
Being a mentor is fulfilling 427 A 4> N<s < b 4 A 4> A 4> P D> N<5 assoc foc asian urm
Effectiveness of mentoring outside the inst. 402 4P 4D <P <P DL < P < b U P> <D ntt men +
Mentoring of NTT faculty in dept 265 AP N<5 N<5 AP > > O H» <HD» CP» D> > N<5 N<5 assoc --- N/A
Interest in interdisciplinary work 3.87 | 2 | 2 | 2 > | 2 | 2 > > > > | 2 > ntt men white N/A
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8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) [lrg.(.5)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs  Socvs Phy vs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs Eduvs Medvs Othvs 2014
other other other other other other other other other other other other

Interdisciplinary Work 272 4> 4> 4> <D > > > O» U <D Soc other VPA other other other Bus Edu Med =
Budgets encourage interdiscip. work 250 b 4 <D <D <P > > < <P» <D Soc other Bio VPA other other other other Edu Med
Facilities conducive to interdiscip. work 289 - < <D <D » > < <D Hum Soc Phy other VPA other other other other other
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in merit 265 4dp 4> A <> > > < 4D D Hum Soc other other other Med other -
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in promotion 277 < < <D > < < Soc other other other other Med
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in tenure 259 4> 4> <> P>  N<5 > > > » N<5 N<5 > Hum Soc other N<5 other other other Bus N<5 N<5 other -
Dept. knows how to evaluate interdiscip. work 277 4> 4> <4 <D <« > < > < <H» <D other other VPA other other Edu Med Oth =
Collaboration 369 <« < 4H» <« > <O > <4 <« < <D Hum Soc other other VPA other other other Med Oth
Opportunities for collab. within dept 378 < > < <D > > < > > < <P Hum other ECM other other other Oth
Opportunities for collab. outside inst 373 < « < > <O > 4 U <P <D Hum other VPA other other Edu Med Oth
Opportunities for collab. outside dept 354 < > < «H» <« > < > <> | 2 Hum Soc other VPA other other other
Mentoring 316 4 A 4D <P <D > < > < 4H» < Phy ECM other other Edu Med other +
Effectiveness of mentoring within dept. 372 4> <4 <H» <D <D > > > < <H» <D Hum Bio other other other Edu Oth
Effectiveness of mentoring outside dept. 3711 < < < > | 4 > <O <D other Phy other ECM other other Bus Med +
Mentoring of pre-tenure faculty in dept 323 b <> > < > < > < <D <D Hum other Phy other ECM other other Edu Med
Mentoring of tenured associate profs in dept 248 4dp 4> <4 4P 4 < | 4 < <CH» D Hum other other other ECM other other Edu Med Oth
Support for faculty to be good mentors 254 <P < | 4 < > < < other Soc other ECM other other Edu Med other +
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in reappointment 254 <4 | 4 > | 4 N<5 N<5 N<5 » > < Hum Soc N<5 N<5 other N<5 other Med other N/A
Being a mentor is fulfilling 427 < <> > > <O <D other Phy other other Agr other other Oth
Effectiveness of mentoring outside the inst. 402 <> <> < | 2 | 2 > U CH» <H» < other other Phy Bio HHE Med +
Mentoring of NTT faculty in dept 265 dp | 2 > > N<5 N<5 > > > < Phy N<5 N<5 ECM HHE other Med other N/A
Interest in interdisciplinary work 3.87 | 2 | 2 > > | 2 other Bio VPA Bus other other other N/A

Hum: Humanities

Soc: Social Sciences

Phy: Physical Sciences

Bio: Biological Sciences

VPA: Visual and Performing Arts

ECM: Engineering, Computer Science, Math and Statistics
HHE: Health and Human Ecology

Agr: Agriculture, Natural Resources, & Environmental Sciences
Bus: Business

Edu: Education

Med: Medicine

Oth: Other Professions (Law & Journalism)
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8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm (.1) med. (.3)
mean overall tenured pre-ten ntt full assoc men women white foc asian urm ten vs ten vs full vs menvs white vs white vs white vs 2014
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Tenure Policies 346 4> NA AP NA N/A NA 4> 4> 4 P O O N/A N/A N/A women  white - +
Clarity of tenure process 350 4P N/A <> N/A N/A N/A < U U < P D N/A N/A N/A women white urm +
Clarity of tenure criteria 350 4> NA 4> NA NA NA <> <H» < P O N/A N/A N/A~ women  white -
Clarity of tenure standards 318 4P NA A N/A N/A NA A > > > A > N/A N/A N/A women white +
Clarity of body of evidence for deciding tenure 358 dAp N/A <> N/A N/A N/A <4 U U P> P> <D N/A N/A N/A white white
Clarity of whether | will achieve tenure 354 4> NA <> NA NA NA <> <> <> <> <> <> | NA NA  NA  women whte |IWhitel|
Clarity of tenure process in department NA  NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Consistency of messages about tenure 299 <> NA 4> N/A N/A NA A > > <> P O N/A N/A N/A women  white white
Tenure decisions are performance-based 389 A N/A <> N/A N/A N/A < CH» KU O < P N/A N/A N/A women white - +
Tenure Expectations: Clarity 319 4 NA AP NA N/A NA A 4> 4> 4> A 4> N/A N/A N/A women  white -
Clarity of expectations: Scholar 365 AP NA A N/A N/A NA A O > > P O N/A N/A N/A white white -
Clarity of expectations: Teacher 355 4P N/A <> N/A N/A N/A <o DU DU P> D D N/A N/A N/A white white
Clarity of expectations: Advisor 312 4> NA <> NA NA NA 4> <> > <> <> <> | NA  NA  NA white | white
Clarity of expectations: Colleague 325 4 N/A <> N/A N/A N/A <o CH»U U DU 9D OGP N/A N/A N/A women white - white +
Clarity of expectations: Campus citizen 200 4> NA <> NA NA NA <> <> 4> <« <> 4> | NA  NA  NA  women white | white |
Clarity of expectations: Broader community 276 dAp» N/A <> N/A N/A N/A <4 DU WU D O9O@ G N/A N/A N/A women white - white
Promotion to Full 382 4 4> NA NA P P P O O O O <O N/A N/A - women foc - +
Dept. culture encourages promotion 378 A 4> N/A NA 4 4 4 P P O <O 9 N/A N/A - women foc asian urm +
Reasonable expectations: Promotion 406 <> N/A N/A <4 <4 <4 <4 <> <> <4 < N/A N/A - foc urm +
Clarity of promotion process 396 4 A N/A NA 4> > 4P P> PO P> > <> N/A N/A - women foc urm +
Clarity of promotion criteria 30 4» <4 NA NA <P b b U P < O N/A N/A - women foc asian urm +
Clarity of promotion standards 367 A A N/A NA A 4> 4> A 4P P A Q> N/A N/A - women foc urm
Clarity of body of evidence for promotion 392 4 4> N/A N/A <o U < < < < < < N/A N/A - women foc - +
Clarity of time frame for promotion 364 A A N/A NA 4> > 4P P U O U <D N/A N/A - women foc urm +
Clarity of whether | will be promoted 316 4> 4> N/A N/A N5 4w 4 <P <P <P <P < N/A N/A N<5 women foc urm
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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8/22/2018 COACHE Aware
Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) [lrg.(.5)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs  Socvs Phy vs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs Eduvs Medvs Othvs 2014
other other other other other other other other other other other other

Tenure Policies 346 <« A <> | 2 N<5 | 2 | 4 | 2 | 2 | 2 N<5 | 2 other N<5 other other Agr other Edu N<5 +
Clarity of tenure process 350 4> A <> > N<5 > > > > » N<5 » Hum other N<5 other Agr other Edu N<5 other +
Clarity of tenure criteria 350 4 4> <> | 4 N<5 » » > > > | 4 N<5 » other Phy N<5 other other other Edu N<5
Clarity of tenure standards 318 4 4> <> » N<5 > > > > » N<5 » other N<5 ECM other other Edu N<5 +
Clarity of body of evidence for deciding tenure 358 A 4> <> > N<5 > > > > > N<5 | 2 other N<5 other ECM other Agr other Edu N<5
Clarity of whether | will achieve tenure 354 «4Ap 4> <> N<5 > > > > N<5 » Hum other other N<5 other other Agr Bus other N<5 Oth
Clarity of tenure process in department N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Consistency of messages about tenure 299 4> 4> <> » N<5 | 2 > > > N<5 | 2 Phy N<5 other other other Agr other N<5
Tenure decisions are performance-based 389 <« < < | 2 N<5 | 2 | 4 | 2 > N<5 Hum N<5 other HHE Agr other N<5 +
Tenure Expectations: Clarity 319 4 4> <> > N<5 > > > > > | 4 N<5 > Hum other N<5 Agr other Edu N<5
Clarity of expectations: Scholar 365 dAp A <A | 2 N<5 | 2 | 2 | 4 | 4 | 4 | 2 N<5 | 2 other other N<5 VPA other Edu N<5 Oth -
Clarity of expectations: Teacher 355 4 4> <> > N<5 | 4 > > > | 4 > N<5 > Hum other N<5 ECM other other other N<5 Oth
Clarity of expectations: Advisor 312 4 4> <> » N<5 > > > > > » N<5 | 2 other N<5 other N<5
Clarity of expectations: Colleague 325 4 4> <> > N<5 > > > > N<5 Hum other N<5 other ECM HHE Agr other Edu N<5 other +
Clarity of expectations: Campus citizen 282 4 4> <> | 2 N<5 | 4 | 4 | 2 | 2 | 2 N<5 | 4 Hum Phy N<5 other HHE Agr other Edu N<5 other
Clarity of expectations: Broader community 276 4> 4> <> > N<5 > > > > > > N<5 Hum other Phy N<5 other other Edu N<5 other
Promotion to Full 382 «d < < < <D <> > > < <D other other other ECM other Agr other Edu Med Oth +
Dept. culture encourages promotion 378 < < <> <« < > < | 4 < <H» <D other VPA ECM other other Edu Med Oth +
Reasonable expectations: Promotion 4.06 < <P <> | 4 > < <D other other Phy Bio ECM other other Edu Med Oth +
Clarity of promotion process 39 < < DU DU <D <> > < <H» D other other other Agr other Edu Med Oth +
Clarity of promotion criteria 390 <« | <P <D <> > <« > U <D other other other other Agr other Edu Med Oth +
Clarity of promotion standards 367 b <« <> | 4 <> > < > P <D other other other other ECM other Agr other Edu Med Oth
Clarity of body of evidence for promotion 392 « < <« D D <> > <« < U <P other other other other ECM other Agr other Edu Med Oth +
Clarity of time frame for promotion 364 < <« <> <> > > <> other Soc other Bio other Agr other other Oth +
Clarity of whether | will be promoted 316 < <P N<5 < N<5 > > < | 2 Hum other N<5 other ECM N<5 other other Med Oth
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Hum: Humanities

Soc: Social Sciences

Phy: Physical Sciences

Bio: Biological Sciences

VPA: Visual and Performing Arts

ECM: Engineering, Computer Science, Math and Statistics

HHE: Health and Human Ecology

Agr: Agriculture, Natural Resources, & Environmental Sciences

Bus: Business

Edu: Education

Med: Medicine

Oth: Other Professions (Law & Journalism)
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Tenure and Promotion > Additional Analysis

Formal feedback on promotion to full

Have you received formal feedback on your progress toward promotion to full professor?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
you

peers

cohort

m No m Yes

Formal feedback on progress toward tenure

Have you received formal feedback on your progress toward tenure?

0%
you
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8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) | Irg. (:5)
mean overall tenured pre-ten ntt full assoc men women white foc asian urm ten vs ten vs full vs menvs white vs white vs white vs 2014
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Leadership: Senior 300 4pr 4 4P <HD» <P <D <P 4D 9D 9 9 49> | tenured tenured assoc white urm =
Pres/Chancellor: Pace of decision making 310 4> <4 4GP Db 4P HPD» 4P» 9GP 9D 9> 9> 9> | tenured tenured urm
Pres/Chancellor: Stated priorities 310 4> 4> 4D <HP» <P P> P> D> D> 9D 9> 49> | tenured tenured assoc men white urm
Pres/Chancellor: Communication of priorities 310 4 4P U v v O O O O O > <> tenured  assoc white urm -
CAO: Pace of decision making 294 4> CLH 4D D 4P D> D> P> D> D> 9D A | tenured tenured white urm -
CAO: Stated priorities 2800 4> 4 4D PP <HD» <P <P P> P P A 4A» | tenured tenured  assoc white urm -
CAO: Communication of priorities 2860 4> L 4D 4P D> D> D> P> D> D> 9D A | tenured tenured white urm -
CAO: Ensuring faculty input N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Leadership: Divisional 360 4 4P U U U U U v <O <O <P | tenured tenured white urm
Dean: Pace of decision making 313 4 4> 4D Db Db v v O U D <P | tenured tenured white urm
Dean: Stated priorities 3.1 P 4 P v v v U v O <P | tenured tenured white urm
Dean: Communication of priorities 300 40> 4> 4 4P Db v v > U D <P | tenured tenured white
Dean: Ensuring faculty input 29 4 4LH 4P D> Db U U P < D> <P | tenured tenured white urm
Leadership: Departmental 348 4P U U U P U U v <O <O <) | tenured tenured women white urm
Head/Chair: Pace of decision making 343 4 4 4P Db PP <P U U KU D <P | tenured tenured women white urm
Head/Chair: Stated priorities 344 4 4P U G P P GG U > D> > 4P | tenured tenured white urm
Head/Chair: Communication of priorities 333 4 4 4P Db <P P <P P P P 9 9> | tenured tenured women white s
Head/Chair: Ensuring faculty input 345 4 4 U G U b U U > > > 4P | tenured tenured women white urm -
Head/Chair: Fairness in evaluating work 370 4> <4 4> Db <HDP <D <D P> P 9 9 4A> | tenured tenured assoc foc urm
Leadership: Faculty 29 4 4P 4P YU P P PP PO D P 9P 9« |tenured tenured foc white urm N/A
Faculty leaders: Pace of decision making 2906 4 L 4D U P P KU P P P 9D A |tenured tenured white urm N/A
Faculty leaders: Stated priorities 207 4 4> 4P Db P P <P P> P P 4D 4> | tenured tenured men foc white urm N/A
Faculty leaders: Communication of priorities 2 4> 4 <D D> D> Db P> P> P> P> P 4> | tenured tenured white urm N/A
Faculty leaders: Ensuring faculty input 30 U U DU P P U v v > D> P 4> | tenured tenured foc white urm N/A
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Priorities are stated consistently 270 4 4 4P P < PP P P PP P PP <D tenured women white urm -
Priorities are acted on consistently 25 4> 4P 4P P> P D> P 4P <P» <« D> 4 | tenured tenured assoc white urm
Changed priorities negatively affect my work 260 4 4> 4> 4D Db DG DG D> D OGP 4P | tenured tenured assoc  women white urm +
CAO: Support in adapting to change N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Visible leadership for support of diversity 38 40 4L 4D <H» <D YU <D 4GP 9HD» 4P 9D G | preten assoc  women foc asian urm +
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8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) [lrg.(.5)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs  Socvs Phy vs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs Eduvs Medvs Othvs 2014
other other other other other other other other other other other other

Leadership: Senior 300 €4 4P CH» <D <D > < | 2 > 4 CH» <P <D Soc Bio other other other =
Pres/Chancellor: Pace of decision making 310 4 A 4D 4D <D > < | 4 > 4 CH» <H» <D Soc other other other Agr Med
Pres/Chancellor: Stated priorities 310 <> <> > < > < > > <» U <D <D other Soc other other other other
Pres/Chancellor: Communication of priorities 310 <dp < <D > > < > > O» U DU <D other Soc Phy other Agr other other other -
CAO: Pace of decision making 204 4> 4> <4 <D <D > < > > 4 CH» <D <D other Bio Agr other other -
CAO: Stated priorities 289 4> <A <> > <O > <O > > < U <D <D Soc other Bio ECM other other other -
CAO: Communication of priorities 286 <« <A <P > < > < | 2 > < U <D» <D Soc other Bio other other =
CAO: Ensuring faculty input N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Leadership: Divisional 305 «p < <D <D > < > > > <O <P other Soc Bio other Agr other other Med Oth
Dean: Pace of decision making 313 4P > O <HD» <P > <O | 2 > > O <D other Bio other Agr other other Med Oth
Dean: Stated priorities 311 «4p < <P D > < | 2 | 2 < <D other Soc Bio Agr other other Med Oth
Dean: Communication of priorities 301 «p < <P» <D > < > > > O <D other Soc Bio other HHE Agr other other Med Oth
Dean: Ensuring faculty input 29 <> > < <D <D > < > > > <O <D other Soc Bio other other Agr other other Med Oth
Leadership: Departmental 348 4p A A <D <D | | = > > <« < <H» <D Phy other VPA HHE other Edu other Oth
Head/Chair: Pace of decision making 343 4> 4> <D <D AP > < | 2 > O U <D <D Phy VPA other HHE other Edu other Oth
Head/Chair: Stated priorities 344 4> 4> <A 4D <D > < > > O»r U DU <D other Phy other VPA other HHE other Edu other Oth
Head/Chair: Communication of priorities 33 A 4> <4 4D <D > < > > 4O r U <D <D Phy other VPA other HHE other Edu other Oth -
Head/Chair: Ensuring faculty input 345 4> 4> A <D | 4 | | 2 | 4 > O D DU <D Hum other VPA HHE other Oth -
Head/Chair: Fairness in evaluating work 370 4> 4> <D <D <P > < > > P <CH» <D <D other Phy other ECM other Oth
Leadership: Faculty 299 4 4> <4 4> <D > <O > > O U DU <D Soc Phy other other other Edu other N/A
Faculty leaders: Pace of decision making 29% 4> «4A> CAH <D <D > < | 4 > 4 D <D <D Soc Bio other other Edu other N/A
Faculty leaders: Stated priorities 207 4> 4> <D <D <> > <O > > O U DU <D Hum Soc Phy Bio other other other other N/A
Faculty leaders: Communication of priorities 205 4> 4> <4 <D <P > < > > 4O U <P <D Soc Phy other other other other Edu other N/A
Faculty leaders: Ensuring faculty input 300 4> A <D <D > <O > > O U <D <D Soc Phy other other other Edu N/A
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Priorities are stated consistently 270 <dp > < > > > <O > > O U <D OD» Soc other other other Agr other Edu -
Priorities are acted on consistently 254 <P > < > < > < | 2 > 4O CH» <D <D Soc Bio other other other
Changed priorities negatively affect my work 267 <P > <O | 4 | 4 > < > > < <H» <D Soc other other other Agr other other +
CAO: Support in adapting to change N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Visible leadership for support of diversity 384 A <> <4 A <D > < > < CH» <D Hum other other ECM other other Oth +

Hum: Humanities

Soc: Social Sciences

Phy: Physical Sciences

Bio: Biological Sciences

VPA: Visual and Performing Arts

ECM: Engineering, Computer Science, Math and Statistics
HHE: Health and Human Ecology

Agr: Agriculture, Natural Resources, & Environmental Sciences
Bus: Business

Edu: Education

Med: Medicine

Oth: Other Professions (Law & Journalism)
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Institutional Leadership » Additional Analysis

Support for faculty affected negatively by changed priorities

Faculty were asked if, in the past five years, changes in institutional priorities had a negative impact on their work. 43.3% of faculty at your
institution agreed with this statement. In comparison, 45.8% of faculty at your selected comparison institutions and 41.6% of faculty in

the cohort agreed with that statement. As a follow up, faculty were asked to rate their level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the support they

received from their deans as well as their department head/chair, in adjusting to those changing priorities. The bar charts below summarize the

responses to those items in the survey.

In adapting to the changing mission, | have received sufficient support from: My dean or division head

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
peers
cohort
m Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree m Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree m Strongly agree

In adapting to the changing mission, | have received sufficient support from: My department head or chair

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

peers
cohort

m Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree m Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree m Strongly agree
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Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) | Irg. (:5)
mean overall tenured pre-ten ntt full assoc men women white foc asian urm ten vs ten vs full vs menvs white vs white vs white vs 2014
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Governance: Trust 22 4 4P P O U O O O O O P < tenured  assoc foc white urm N/A
LE::;:I:tand how to voice opinions about 28 4 4> 4D Db D> D <P P P 4P 4D 4> | preten ntt assoc white urm N/A
Clear rules about the roles of faculty and 20 > > P> > > > > > > > > W | eued tered  assoc white  urm NIA
administration
Faculty and admin follow rules of engagement 316 4 4 4P <PD» P U <P P P P> 9> 9 | tenured tenured men foc urm N/A
Faculty and admin have an open system of 267 > > > G > G > > > > > W |tewed tenwred  assoc white  urm NIA
communication
gzgg“fi:r:‘d admin discuss difficultissuesin = 515 qp <> B> G G G G > G > > D> tenured foc  white  um NIA
Governance: Shared Sense of Purpose 208 40 4P <P <P P <P <P <P <GP D 4 QA |tenured tenured white urm N/A
L’;‘Egg::::edsms arenotmadeuntilthereis ., qp  qp  <p > > > ¢ > ¢ <o > <> | tenured | tenured white | white N/A
Admin ensures sufficient time for faculty input 204 4 4L <P DU P P YU P P «P» 9D 4« |tenured tenured white urm N/A
zi(;l'::y\iz\i admin respectiully consider the 300 €4 4P U P U U U U KU <D > 4P | tenured tenured white urm N/A
Faculty and admin have a shared sense of 38 > G > > > > > > > O <« tenured men  foc urm NIA
responsibility
Governance: Understanding the Issue atHand 285 4 4> <4 4P P P U Db <O PO P <O tenured white urm N/A
Faculty GOETETE structures offer 291 > U W U DU U U U U < <> white urm N/A
opportunities for input
fiormin communieate rationale for important 281 > W G > > > G > > > D> W | ewed  tenued white  urm NIA
Faculty and admin have equal say in decisions 266 <4 <4 4> H» <P HP» P» P » P P 4> | tenured tenured white white white N/A
fo‘igfa“t:if"d admin define decision criteria 27 > W > > > G > > G > > ¢ | eued  tenured white  urm NIA
Governance: Adaptability 279 4 4 4P P U P P P <P D 4D 9> | tenured tenured white urm N/A
Shared governance holds up in unusual 22 > > > > > > > > > > > P | ewed  tenued white  urm NIA
circumstances
:;r:)svtg‘r‘:;’:cfg“'a"y reviens effectivenessof .61 4> > > > > > > G > > > W | tewed [lenued white  um NIA
Institution cultivates new faculty leaders 303 4 4D 4D 4« <o U < < < < <D < tenured  assoc foc urm N/A
Governance: Productivity 20 4P 4P <P U P <P U DO P P 4P 9« |tenured tenured men white urm N/A
Overall effectiveness of shared governance 28 40 <4 <4 <D <P <D <P 4 94D A 9 44> | tenured tenured assoc men white urm N/A
iy Giimiliiizes il e meaRuEEile pregiess 34 4P 4HU 4HU v v v O U <O <D > 4> | tenured tenured foc white urm N/A
towards goals
Public recognition of progress 277 4> 4> 4P P> P> P»p <P P> <P» P> 9 9> | tenured tenured white N/A

file:///R:/Hunter/COACHE/2018/2018%20Report/app-files-1-pg/analyses-themes-f-demographic.html 2/2



8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) [lrg.(.5)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs  Socvs Phy vs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs Eduvs Medvs Othvs 2014
other other other other other other other other other other other other

Governance: Trust 292 4> <4 <D <D <D > < | 2 > > < <D <P Hum Soc Phy Bio other other other other N/A
Lglr;:i:;smnd how to voice opinions about 288 4> 4> <D <D <> > < > > > W <D <P Hum Bio other other other other N/A
Clear rules about the roles of faculty and 28 4> > > > > > > > > > > > G Soc  Phy other other NIA
administration
Faculty and admin follow rules of engagement 316 4 4 <A <D > <O > > < <H» <D Hum Soc Phy other other other other Edu other N/A
IRy a.nd ?dmln IEVED e S Em e 287 4> «4Ap 4> <> | 4 > < | 4 | 4 > P CH» <D Hum Soc Phy other other other other Edu other other N/A
communication
;jg;"é:;d admin discuss diffieult issues in 0 > > > > > > > > <~ <@ <« Soc Bo other other oher  Edu NIA
Governance: Shared Sense of Purpose 298 4 4> 4D <D <D > < | 2 | 2 < <H» <D Hum Soc Bio other other other Edu other N/A
Lrgr[::;t:sn:sdeclslons are not made until there is 257 4 <4Ap <A <D > > < > > < <P <D Hum Soc Phy other other other Agr other Edu other other N/A
Admin ensures sufficient time for faculty input 294 <p > < U < > < | 4 | 4 <« <H» <D Soc Phy Bio other other other other N/A
E;Zi'g\jgi admin respectfully consider the 309 4> 4> <> <P > > < > > <« <P < | Hm Soc other other other Edu N/A
feast;uolt;;ia;;i:dmln ITEND & e SaTE & 33 4> CLAH 4D <D > > < > > 4P» LU <D» <D Hum Soc Phy other other other other other other N/A
Governance: Understanding the Issue at Hand 285 <«4p» <4p» <P > < > < > > <@ <P» <UD Hum Soc other other other Edu other other N/A
Faculty governance siructures Ctey 291 4> <> <D <P > > < > > > < U <P Hum Soc other other other Edu other N/A
opportunities for input
::;‘S";;‘S’mm“mcate rationale for important 281 4> <A P> P> <D < » » <> <X < | Hm Soc Phy Bio other ECM other Agr other Edu other other N/A
Faculty and admin have equal say in decisions ~ 2.66 <P S | | 2 | 4 > < | 2 | 4 < <D <D other Soc Phy Bio other Edu other other N/A
E}Z‘:‘:::};fnd admin define decision criteria 297 4> 4> <D <P > > < > > O U <P <D Hum Soc other other other other Edu other other N/A
Governance: Adaptability 279 <p > < | 4 > > < > | 4 > < <D <P Soc other other N/A
Shared governance holds up in unusual 272 4> 4> <A <P > > < > > O U <D <D Soc other VPA other other N/A
circumstances
Ignos‘:glrj:g:creegularly reviews effectiveness of 261 < » < < » < » » < <> <> < Soc Phy other other other other N/A
Institution cultivates new faculty leaders 303 «p > 4P CH» <D > <O > > < «CH» <D Soc ECM other other N/A
Governance: Productivity 290 < > < <D > > < > > <« U <D Soc Phy other other other other other N/A
Overall effectiveness of shared governance 284 4> 4> <A <> | 4 > <O > | 4 < <H» D Hum Soc other ECM other other other other Oth N/A
My commitiees make measureable progress 324 <> < > > <« > > <« <« <> <> | oher  Soc ECM  HHE other other  other NIA
towards goals
Public recognition of progress 277 4P > <O > < > <O > > < <H» <D Soc HHE other other N/A

Hum: Humanities

Soc: Social Sciences

Phy: Physical Sciences

Bio: Biological Sciences

VPA: Visual and Performing Arts

ECM: Engineering, Computer Science, Math and Statistics
HHE: Health and Human Ecology

Agr: Agriculture, Natural Resources, & Environmental Sciences
Bus: Business

Edu: Education

Med: Medicine

Oth: Other Professions (Law & Journalism)
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Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) | Irg. (:5)
mean overall tenured pre-ten ntt full assoc men women white foc asian urm ten vs ten vs full vs menvs white vs white vs white vs 2014
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm
Departmental Collegiality 37 4p 4 4P <P P P P> < P <D > <O foc urm
Colleagues support work/life balance 367 4> 4 4 Db D D <P» D DU 9D > < tenured  assoc foc asian urm +
Meeting times compatible with personal needs  4.04 < <4 <4 <4 <> <P <HPD» P> D> D> > <P assoc foc asian urm
Amount of personal interaction w/Pre-tenure 365 4> 4> <> > P U D> DU <> D> <»> | tenured foc white urm
How well you fit 356 w4 4> 4> Db <D P> <D > <O < > <P ntt assoc foc white urm
Amount of personal interaction w/Tenured 356 4> 4> 4 Db DG PG U U U <D < ntt foc white urm
Colleagues pitch in when needed 378 4 4> 4 4D D> > < > 4 Db <D <D tenured foc urm
Department is collegial 392 4 LD CH» Db D > P U P P < <P foc urm
Colleagues committed to diversity/inclusion 387 4> 4> 4 Db D P <P P> P 4P 9D 4> | preten assoc  women foc asian urm
Departmental Engagement 351 40 4 4 4PD» 4P P P <P P <D 4P | preten ntt assoc foc white urm +
Discussions of undergrad student learning 3.61 > > > | 2 > > > > > < > <O tenured foc asian urm +
Discussions of grad student learning 355 <« < < <D <« < < <« < < <« <P | preten ntt assoc foc urm
Discussions of effective teaching practices 348 4> <> <> > < > P > Db D> D> > <O tenured foc urm +
Discussions of effective use of technology 3.35 > > P <D > > < > > <O <P | preten  tenured foc white urm
Discussions of current research methods 324 4 4L U U U U U U U » <« <P | preten ntt assoc  women foc white urm
Amount of professional interaction w/Pre-tenure 379 <4p» << <> <D <D <D DG P> D> <> < ntt assoc foc white urm
Amount of professional interaction w/Tenured 364 4 4 DU U P b O U > < ntt assoc foc white urm
Departmental Quality 362 4 4> 4« <“v U O U U P P < <P | tenured ntt assoc foc urm +
Intellectual vitality of tenured faculty 374 <« | < H» <« < U 4« | < <« <P | preten ntt assoc foc urm +
Intellectual vitality of pre-tenure faculty 414 4 L 4P U P U U P U P <« <) | tenured assoc foc urm +
Scholarly productivity of tenured faculty 372 < | | <9 <« | | | | < <« <P | preten ntt assoc men foc urm +
Scholarly productivity of pre-tenure faculty 400 4> 4 <« <« U P P U P <« < <) | tenured men foc urm
Teaching effectiveness of tenured faculty 363 4 4 C4H b Db P < < U <D < ntt foc white urm
Teaching effectiveness of pre-tenure faculty 33 4 4P U U U v U P > <> | tenured ntt urm
Dept. is successful at faculty recruitment 362 4 4> N5 4> 4O <P <P P U P> P <D N<5 assoc men foc asian urm
Dept. is successful at faculty retention 321 4> 4> N5 O O G G O O O O <O N<5 tenured  assoc foc asian urm
Dept. addresses sub-standard performance 254 4 4 <4 CH <HP» P < < <K <D > <P women white urm
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Intellectual vitality of NTT faculty 377 4 4 4P U U U U U 4« <« <« <P | tenured tenured men foc asian urm N/A
Scholarly productivity of NTT faculty 360 <« < <« < <« U P 4« < < <« <P | tenured tenured men foc urm N/A
Teaching effectiveness of NTT faculty 398 40 4> 4 4D <D <« < <« | <> <P | tenured tenured full men foc urm N/A
Amount of professional interaction w/NTT 377 4 4> <> > P Db b < <D < < tenured men foc urm N/A
Amount of personal interaction w/NTT 367 4> 4> <> > P b b < < < < tenured full foc white urm N/A
Recruiting part-time faculty N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Managing part-time faculty N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) [lrg.(.5)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs  Socvs Phy vs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs Eduvs Medvs Othvs 2014
other other other other other other other other other other other other

Departmental Collegiality 375 4Ap 4> A <> <> | 2 > > <« < <P Hum Phy other other ECM other other other Med Oth
Colleagues support work/life balance 367 4> A 4> <D > > <O > > > <K <D Hum other Phy other ECM other other Oth +
Meeting times compatible with personal needs 404 4dp 4> 4D <D » » > > 4 CH» <D Hum other other other Agr other other Med
Amount of personal interaction w/Pre-tenure 365 <P > O KU <D > <O > O > CH» D> <D other other ECM other Edu Oth
How well you fit 356 - > <4 <D | 2 | 4 | 4 | 2 > <O CH» <D Soc Phy other other Agr other Oth
Amount of personal interaction w/Tenured 356 4 A CH <D <D <> > O U <D» <D Hum Phy other ECM other Edu Med Oth
Colleagues pitch in when needed 378 4> 4 <D <D <P <> | 4 | 4 < < Hum Soc Phy other ECM other other Med other
Department is collegial 32 dp A <4 <D <> > > > <« < <P Hum other other other other Med Oth
Colleagues committed to diversity/inclusion 387 4> A 4> <D > <O > > > <« < <P Phy other ECM other other other Oth
Departmental Engagement 351 4p 4> 4D <D <D <> > > <O > < other other ECM other Agr other Edu other Oth +
Discussions of undergrad student learning 361 » | 2 > <4 << < | 2 | 2 > | 2 > < other other other other Agr other Edu Med Oth +
Discussions of grad student learning 355 <« < < < <D <> > < <H» <D Hum other other Bio other ECM other Agr Edu
Discussions of effective teaching practices 348 «wAp <> > < <D > < > > > > > <O other other Agr other other Oth +
Discussions of effective use of technology 3.35 | 2 > > O <H» < > > > > > Hum Soc Phy other HHE Agr other other other other
Discussions of current research methods 324 4> 4> <« < < > < | 2 > < <> Hum other other other VPA ECM other Agr Edu other Oth
Amount of professional interaction w/Pre-tenure 379 <P < <<H» <D > <O > <O U DU <D other other other Agr Edu Med
Amount of professional interaction w/Tenured 364 4> 4> <D < <D <> > 4 CH» <P» D> Hum other other Edu Med
Departmental Quality 362 4> 4> A <CAH <D > <O | 4 < «CH» <» Hum other ECM other other Med Oth +
Intellectual vitality of tenured faculty 374 < < DU <D <D > < | 4 < <H» <« Hum other VPA ECM other Agr other Edu Med +
Intellectual vitality of pre-tenure faculty 414 <> <> < <« > <O > > < <H» <D other other Phy other VPA ECM Agr other Edu Med Oth +
Scholarly productivity of tenured faculty 372 o < <« < <> > < | 4 < <H» <« Hum other other Bio VPA ECM other other Edu Med +
Scholarly productivity of pre-tenure faculty 400 <« <> < <P > < | 4 < <H» <D other other Bio ECM other other Edu Med Oth
Teaching effectiveness of tenured faculty 363 4 4> A <> > < > > < <UD U Hum Phy other other ECM other other Med
Teaching effectiveness of pre-tenure faculty 393 A <> < <D > <O > > <« < CLH» <D other other Phy Bio other ECM other Agr other Med Oth
Dept. is successful at faculty recruitment 32 4 4L CAH <D > < > > < <H» <D other other other VPA ECM other other Med Oth
Dept. is successful at faculty retention 321 4p 4 A <P <D > < > > < <H» <D Soc other ECM other Oth
Dept. addresses sub-standard performance 254 4> 4> <D <D <P > < > > < <D <D Phy VPA other other other Edu Med Oth
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Intellectual vitality of NTT faculty 377 4 <Ap | <> > < > > <« | < <P Hum other other other ECM HHE other other Oth N/A
Scholarly productivity of NTT faculty 360 <« <> < < > <O > > <« < <H» <P Hum other ECM other other Med Oth N/A
Teaching effectiveness of NTT faculty 398 A <> < <D > < | 2 > <« < <P Hum other other VPA HHE other other Med Oth N/A
Amount of professional interaction w/NTT 377 dAp > 4 KU <D <> | 4 | 4 < CH» <P Hum Phy Bio other ECM other Agr other other N/A
Amount of personal interaction w/NTT 367 «dp > 4O CH» <D > > > < <D <D Phy Bio other other Agr other other Oth N/A
Recruiting part-time faculty N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Managing part-time faculty N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Hum: Humanities

Soc: Social Sciences

Phy: Physical Sciences

Bio: Biological Sciences

VPA: Visual and Performing Arts

ECM: Engineering, Computer Science, Math and Statistics
HHE: Health and Human Ecology

Agr: Agriculture, Natural Resources, & Environmental Sciences
Bus: Business

Edu: Education

Med: Medicine

Oth: Other Professions (Law & Journalism)
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Your results compared to PEERS <«

COACHE Aware

Areas of strength in GREEN

Within campus differences

Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) | Irg. (:5)
mean overall tenured pre-ten ntt full assoc men women white foc asian urm ten vs ten vs full vs menvs white vs white vs white vs 2014

pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm
Appreciation and Recognition 35 4 4P U < < < O OO < < <) | tenured tenured assoc  women foc white urm
Recognition: For teaching 328 4 4P 4P Db D > O DU D D > <O tenured  assoc  women foc urm
Recognition: For advising 313 <4» < <D | <> <> <P | preten assoc  women foc white urm
Recognition: For scholarship 335 4 <« ‘o U < O O P U P <« < ntt assoc  women foc urm
Recognition: For service 316 4> <« <4 U Db U KU D <> > <P assoc  women foc urm
Recognition: For outreach 317 < < U D < <> <> < assoc foc white urm
Recognition: From colleagues 361 4p 4> <4 4D Db <P P b D> <D < tenured  assoc  women foc white urm
Recognition: From CAO 267 4> 4P N<5 N5 4> > P> P> P> P> P <O N<5 N<5 assoc  women foc white urm
Recognition: From Dean 297 <4p» 4P N<5 N<5 <4 U DU <D D> D> < N<5 N<5 assoc foc white urm
Recognition: From Head/Chair 347 4 4P 4P G P b b U P> D> < assoc  women foc white urm
School/college is valued by Pres/Provost 337 4> 4P N<5 N<5 <P U D> D > P> <OHD D> N<5 N<5 assoc  women foc urm
Dept. is valued by Pres/Provost 295 4> 4P N<5 N5 4> > > P> O P> P <O N<5 N<5 assoc  women foc white urm
CAO cares about faculty of my rank 300 4 4O 4P b < v v O U D <P | tenured tenured  assoc white urm
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Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm (1) med. (.3) [lrg. (.5)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs  Socvs Phy vs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs Eduvs Medvs Othvs 2014
other other other other other other other other other other other other

Appreciation and Recognition 325 4> <4 <> | 2 < > > > <O <D Hum Soc other other other other other Med Oth
Recognition: For teaching 328 4dp 4> A <P < > > < <P Hum Soc other other other other other Med Oth
Recognition: For advising 313 4> <> > > > < <D Hum Soc other other other other other Med Oth
Recognition: For scholarship 335 <p < <P <> > < 4D D <D other other other other other Med Oth
Recognition: For service 316 4> 4> <> > > > > <O <D other other other Agr other Med Oth
Recognition: For outreach 317« > > > « < <D <P other other other other other Agr other Med Oth
Recognition: From colleagues 361 dAp <> > < <> | 2 | 2 < <H» <D Hum other other other ECM other Oth
Recognition: From CAO 267 4Ap» <4 <> <D > <> > > P 4D <D» <D Hum Soc other other other ECM Bus other
Recognition: From Dean 297 4> 4> <A <D <D <> | 4 | 2 | 4 < < Hum Soc Bio other other other other Med Oth
Recognition: From Head/Chair 347 4> 4> <A <> > > < > > < <H» P other ECM other Med Oth
School/college is valued by Pres/Provost 337 «p > < > > < > O H» <D Hum Soc other other VPA other other Edu Med other
Dept. is valued by Pres/Provost 295 <4 <4 <> <> > < » > > < <D » Hum Soc other Bio VPA other other Edu Med other
CAO cares about faculty of my rank 301 4 4> <> > < > > > > » CH» <D <D Hum other VPA other Agr other other other

Hum: Humanities

Soc: Social Sciences

Phy: Physical Sciences

Bio: Biological Sciences

VPA: Visual and Performing Arts

ECM: Engineering, Computer Science, Math and Statistics

HHE: Health and Human Ecology

Agr: Agriculture, Natural Resources, & Environmental Sciences

Bus: Business

Edu: Education

Med: Medicine

Oth: Other Professions (Law & Journalism)
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8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

CAO cares about faculty of my rank
The person who serves as the chief academic officer at my institution seems to care about the quality of life for faculty of my rank.

m Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree m Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree m Strongly agree
m | don't know

overall
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
| | |
peers
| | |
cohort
| | |
pre-tenure faculty
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

| |

| |

peers |
|

cohort |
|

associate professors
0% 10%

2|0% 6p%
you
| |
| |
| |
full professors

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

| |

|

peers |
cohort ‘ ‘
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8/22/2018

COACHE Aware

Retention and Negotiation > Demographic Analysis

DaSh boa rd respondents men vs. men, faculty of color associate/full, women/men,
at your institution. vs. faculty of color, etc. white/faculty of color.

Guide | |

This is the
overall score
(between 1 and 5)
for all faculty

These columns describe how your faculty’s
responses compare to similar faculty at other
COACHE institutions: tenured vs. tenured,

These columns compare
groups on your campus:
pre-tenure/tenured,

mean overall tenured pre-ten full assoc men  women  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008
Health and retirement benefits 343 4 4p 4 4> 4 4> 4> 4 pre-ten full women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 <4 < g < < | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 4 4r 4p 4» 4 4r 4» 4> tenured women  white
Mentoring < < < < < 4> | tenured foc
Tenure policies 4P /A qp <5, NIA ¥
Tenure clarity 333 > 4 4 | men

And these results?

Here, the faculty subgroup with
the fower rating appears. Shading
conveys the magnitude of sub-
group differences:[smallleffects

What do these triangles mean?

These symbols represent results that fit COACHEs criteria for
“areas of strength” (in green) and “areas of concern” (in red).

Your ranking among peers: Your percentile among your cohort:

1st or 2nd Top 30% appear as text only, moderate
3rdor4th <« P Middle 40% effects are shaded yellow, and
S5thoré6th <« P Bottom 30% large effects are shaded orange.

insufficient data for reporting <]

Trivial differences remain blank.
Change over time appears as +/-.

This result, for example, shows that your female faculty are
less satisfred than are women at your peers (), but more

satisfied than are women at 70% of other institutions ().

Although the women at your institution are “less satisfied”

than women at peers, they still fare better than most.

Regardless of your results compared to
peers and others (on the left), you should
direct your concern to subgroups who
consistently appear here in yellow or
orange shaded cells.

Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN

Within campus differences

Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm (.1) med. (.3) | Irg. (:5)
mean overall tenured pre-ten ntt full assoc men women white foc asian urm ten vs ten vs full vs menvs white vs white vs white vs 2014
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm
Related Survey ltems - - -
How serious was consideration of outside offer?  3.79 > > > > > > > > > | 2 P | preten  tenured full white N/A
Counteroffer satisfaction 3.33 > > > > | 2 » | 2 > | 2 > > > assoc foc asian urm N/A
OUtSI(,ie,Offers are NOT necessary in 2.15 > » N<5 > > <> » > > » > < N<5 tenured assoc white urm
negotiations
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8/22/2018

COACHE Aware

Retention and Negotiation » Disciplinary Analysis

This is the
overall score
(between T and 5)

COACHE
Dashboard (225

These columns describe how your faculty’s
responses compare to similar faculty at other
COACHE institutions: tenured vs. tenured,

men vs. men, faculty of color

These columns compare
groups on your campus:
pre-tenure/tenured,
associate/full, women/men,
white/faculty of color.

. at your institution. vs. faculty of color, etc.
Guide | |

mean overall tenured pre-ten full men  women white foc tenure rank gender  race 2008
Health and retirement benefits 343 4» - 4 4) 4> 4» L= 4p pre-ten full women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 « - < < < | pre-ten  assoc women  white
Collaboration 346 4 4> 4 > 4» 4 4» tenured women  white
Mentoring < 4> | tenured foc
Tenure policies 4p N<5 NI -
Tenure clarity 333 O <4 ' men

What do these triangles mean?

These symbols represent results that fit COACHE's criteria for
“areas of strength” (in green) and “areas of concern”(in red).

Your ranking among peers: Your percentile among your cohort:

1stor 2nd Top 30%
3rdor4th <« P Middle 40%
Sthor6th <« P Bottom 30%

insufficient data for reporting <l

This result, for example, shows that your female faculty are
less satisfied than are women at your peers (), but more
satisfied than are women at 70% of other institutions ().
Although the women at your institution are “less satisfied”

And these results?

Here, the faculty subgroup with
the Jower rating appears. Shading
conveys the magnitude of sub-
group differences:[smalleffects
appear as text only, moderate
effects are shaded yellow, and
large effects are shaded orange.
Trivial differences remain blank.
Change over time appears as +/-.

Regardless of your results compared to
peers and others (on the left), you should
direct your concern to subgroups who
consistently appear here in yellow or

than women at peers, they still fare better than most. orange shaded cells.
Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) [lrg. (.5)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs  Socvs Phy vs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs Eduvs Medvs Othvs 2014
other other other other other other other other other other other other
Related Survey ltems - - -
How serious was consideration of outside offer? ~ 3.79 | 2 > > N<5 N<5 | 2 N<5 | 4 > > | 2 Hum other N<5 N<5 other N<5 Agr Oth N/A
Counteroffer satisfaction 333 | 4 > | 4 » N<5 | 4 > > > > > other other other other N<5 ECM HHE other other Med Oth N/A
Outside offers are NOT necessary in 2.15 > < » » > » » » » » » | Hum Soc Phy VPA other HHE Agr other other other
negotiations
file:///R:/Hunter/COACHE/2018/2018%20Report/app-files-1-pg/analyses-themes-i-disciplinary.html 11



8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

Outside offers are NOT necessary in negotiations

Outside offers are not necessary as leverage in compensation negotiations

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 5(?% 60|% 70% 8(?% 9(?% 100%
you
| |
peers
| |
cohort
m Strongly disagre Somewhat disagree = Neither agree‘ nor disagre}e Somewhat agr%e [ Str%ngly agree
Intent to leave: Tenured
How long do you plan to remain at this institution?

0% 10% 20% 39%
you

4(?% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

peers

cohort

m For np more than|five years More than five years but less than ten m Ten years|or more m | don't know

Intent to leave: Pre-tenure

Assuming you achieve tenure, how long do you plan to remain at this institution?

0% 19% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

you

peers

cohort

m For npo more than|five years More than five years but less than ten m Ten years|or more m | don't know
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8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

Re-negotiations

If you could negotiate adjustments to your employment, which one of the following items would you most like to adjust?

Download Table

Overall
you peers all
Base salary 45% 44% 44%
Supplemental salary 4% 3% 4%
Tenure clock 2% 1% 2%
Teaching load 12% 10% 13%
Administrative responsibilities 5% 4% 4%
Equipment 1% 2% 2%
Lab/research support 10% 10% 8%
Employment for spouse/partner 4% 4% 4%
Sabbatical or other leave time 5% 7% 6%

There is nothing about my employment that |

(0] 0 0
wish to adjust % % 6%
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data:text/csv;charset=utf-8,%22%C2%A0%22,%22Overall%22,%22--%22,%22--%22,%22Tenured%22,%22--%22,%22--%22,%22Pre-Tenure%22,%22--%22,%22--%22,%22Non-Tenure%20Track%22,%22--%22,%22--%22,%22Full%20Prof%22,%22--%22,%22--%22,%22Associate%20Prof%22,%22--%22,%22--%22,%22Men%22,%22--%22,%22--%22,%22Women%22,%22--%22,%22--%22,%22White%22,%22--%22,%22--%22,%22Faculty%20of%20Color%22,%22--%22,%22--%22,%22Asian%22,%22--%22,%22--%22,%22URM%22,%22--%22,%22--%22%0A%22%C2%A0%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22,%22you%22,%22peers%22,%22all%22%0A%22Base%20salary%22,%2245%25%22,%2244%25%22,%2244%25%22,%2244%25%22,%2243%25%22,%2244%25%22,%2242%25%22,%2233%25%22,%2237%25%22,%2250%25%22,%2253%25%22,%2252%25%22,%2244%25%22,%2240%25%22,%2241%25%22,%2245%25%22,%2248%25%22,%2248%25%22,%2247%25%22,%2245%25%22,%2245%25%22,%2243%25%22,%2242%25%22,%2244%25%22,%2243%25%22,%2243%25%22,%2244%25%22,%2250%25%22,%2246%25%22,%2245%25%22,%2261%25%22,%2247%25%22,%2244%25%22,%2245%25%22,%2246%25%22,%2247%25%22%0A%22Supplemental%20salary%20%22,%224%25%22,%223%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%223%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%225%25%22,%223%25%22,%224%25%22,%223%25%22,%223%25%22,%224%25%22,%223%25%22,%223%25%22,%224%25%22,%226%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%223%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22%0A%22Tenure%20clock%22,%222%25%22,%221%25%22,%222%25%22,%220%25%22,%220%25%22,%220%25%22,%226%25%22,%225%25%22,%225%25%22,%223%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22,%220%25%22,%220%25%22,%220%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22,%222%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22,%223%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22,%224%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%221%25%22,%222%25%22,%225%25%22,%222%25%22,%223%25%22%0A%22Teaching%20load%20%22,%2212%25%22,%2210%25%22,%2213%25%22,%2212%25%22,%228%25%22,%2213%25%22,%2212%25%22,%2215%25%22,%2215%25%22,%2211%25%22,%229%25%22,%2210%25%22,%2212%25%22,%228%25%22,%2212%25%22,%2210%25%22,%229%25%22,%2213%25%22,%229%25%22,%228%25%22,%2211%25%22,%2215%25%22,%2212%25%22,%2215%25%22,%2212%25%22,%2210%25%22,%2213%25%22,%2210%25%22,%2210%25%22,%2213%25%22,%2211%25%22,%229%25%22,%2212%25%22,%2210%25%22,%2211%25%22,%2213%25%22%0A%22Administrative%20responsibilities%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%226%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%222%25%22,%221%25%22,%222%25%22,%225%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%226%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%223%25%22,%224%25%22,%226%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%225%25%22,%223%25%22,%223%25%22,%220%25%22,%223%25%22,%222%25%22,%227%25%22,%223%25%22,%224%25%22%0A%22Equipment%22,%221%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%221%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%220%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%223%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%220%25%22,%222%25%22,%221%25%22,%220%25%22,%223%25%22,%222%25%22,%220%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22%0A%22Lab/research%20support%22,%2210%25%22,%2210%25%22,%228%25%22,%229%25%22,%2212%25%22,%228%25%22,%2217%25%22,%2213%25%22,%2212%25%22,%223%25%22,%224%25%22,%223%25%22,%227%25%22,%2213%25%22,%229%25%22,%2212%25%22,%229%25%22,%227%25%22,%2212%25%22,%2212%25%22,%229%25%22,%227%25%22,%228%25%22,%227%25%22,%2211%25%22,%2211%25%22,%228%25%22,%227%25%22,%229%25%22,%228%25%22,%227%25%22,%228%25%22,%2210%25%22,%227%25%22,%229%25%22,%227%25%22%0A%22Employment%20for%20spouse/partner%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%223%25%22,%223%25%22,%223%25%22,%227%25%22,%2210%25%22,%228%25%22,%221%25%22,%221%25%22,%222%25%22,%222%25%22,%223%25%22,%222%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%223%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%225%25%22,%222%25%22,%227%25%22,%227%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22%0A%22Sabbatical%20or%20other%20leave%20time%22,%225%25%22,%227%25%22,%226%25%22,%226%25%22,%2210%25%22,%227%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%223%25%22,%224%25%22,%226%25%22,%229%25%22,%228%25%22,%226%25%22,%229%25%22,%227%25%22,%225%25%22,%227%25%22,%225%25%22,%226%25%22,%229%25%22,%227%25%22,%226%25%22,%228%25%22,%226%25%22,%225%25%22,%227%25%22,%225%25%22,%222%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%226%25%22,%228%25%22,%226%25%22%0A%22There%20is%20nothing%20about%20my%20employment%20that%20I%20wish%20to%20adjust%22,%227%25%22,%227%25%22,%226%25%22,%229%25%22,%227%25%22,%227%25%22,%223%25%22,%225%25%22,%224%25%22,%228%25%22,%228%25%22,%228%25%22,%2210%25%22,%2210%25%22,%2210%25%22,%226%25%22,%224%25%22,%224%25%22,%2210%25%22,%229%25%22,%228%25%22,%224%25%22,%225%25%22,%225%25%22,%227%25%22,%228%25%22,%227%25%22,%227%25%22,%225%25%22,%225%25%22,%229%25%22,%224%25%22,%226%25%22,%226%25%22,%226%25%22,%224%25%22%0A

8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

Reasons to consider leaving

If you were to choose to leave your institution, what would be your primary reason?

Download Table

Overall
you peers all
To improve your salary/benefits 17% 17% 17%
To find a more collegial work environment 4% 4% 5%

To find an employer who provides more

) 11% 10% 9%
resources in support of your work

To work at an institution whose priorities match

9% 10% 9%
your own

To pursue an administrative position in higher

: 3% 4% 4%
education

To pursue a nonacademic job 2% 2% 2%

To improve the employment opportunities for

(o) 0 o
your spouse/partner 4% 3% 4%

For other family or personal needs 7% 6% 6%
To improve your quality of life 8% 8% 8%
To retire 20% 22% 21%
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To move to a preferred geographic location 7% 5% 7%

There is no reason why | would choose to leave

(o) 0 0
this institution 4% 3% 3%
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Best Aspects

COACHE Aware

Faculty were asked to identify the two (and only two) best aspects of working at your institution. The top four responses for your institution are shown
in red and disaggregated by tenure status, rank, gender, and race. The columns labeled Peer show the total number of times an item appeared as a
top four item amongst any of your five peer institutions. The All column reflects the number of times an item appeared in the top four at any of the
institutions in your comparable cohort. When a best aspect at your institution is also shown as a best aspect for your peers and/or the cohort, the

issue may be seen as common in the faculty labor market. Best aspects that are unique to your campus are market differentiators, which can be
highlighted in your institution's recruitment and retention efforts.
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Overall Pre-Tenure Women Asian URM
you peers all you peers all you peers all you peers all you peers all
(109) (109) (109) (109) (109)
Quality of colleagues 36% 5 104 39% 5 97 35% 105 42% 4 80 13% 5 90
Support of colleagues 17% 2 78 20% 4 91 21% 2 90 13% 4 66 13% 1 61
Opportunities to collaborate with colleagues 13% 1 4 15% 2 11 13% 2 15% 2 18 14% 1
Quality of graduate students 12% 3 10 10% 2 6 18% 3 8 4% 2 11 9% 4 14
Quality of undergraduate students 5% 2 40 1% 1 32 6% 2 45 4% 1 23 6% 43
Quality of facilities 3% 1 3% 2 1% 1 0% 1% 3
Compensation 3% 1% 2 3% 1 4% 2 2% 5
Support for research/creative work 6% 2 8% 2 6% 2 6% 7 5% 6
Support for teaching 5% 1 1% 5 6% 2 0% 9 4% 5
Support for professional development 3% 2% 4% 2% 4 1% 5
Assistance for grant proposals 1% 3% 1% 4% 3 1% 1
Childcare policies 0% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Spousal/partner hiring program 2% 4% 2% 6% 1 4%
Diversity 2% 1 1% 15 1% 13 0% 18 8% 16
Presence of others like me 1% 0% 1% 2% 2 0% 1
My sense of "fit" here 8% 26 9% 24 8% 32 6% 1 21 10% 23
Geographic location 32% 4 72 28% 4 67 31% 5 69 21% 3 59 37% 4 62
Commute 1% 1 1% 1% 4 0% 7 3% 7
Cost of living 12% 1 25 18% 1 30 1% 1 22 13% 1 38 21% 1 B3]
Protections from service/assignments 1% 1% 0% 0% 1 2%
Teaching load 8% 1 8% 5 8% 3 6% 14 10% 1 15
Manageable pressure to perform 5% 1 4% 12 3% 4 6% 22 4% 16
Academic freedom 14% 2 72 12% 2 62 10% 2 5 13% 4 67 15% 2 72
Tenure/promotion clarity or requirements 1% 1% 1 1% 6% 4 2% 1
Quality of leadership 1% 2% 1% 2% 1 2% 2
There are no positive aspects 1% 1% 0% 0% 1 3% 1
Decline to answer 2% 1% 2% 10% 13 2% 6
file:///R:/Hunter/COACHE/2018/2018%20Report/app-files-1-pg/analyses-global-best-aspects.html 2/2



8/22/2018

Worst Aspects

COACHE Aware

Faculty were asked to identify the two (and only two) worst aspects of working at your institution. The top four responses for your institution are

shown in red and disaggregated by tenure status, rank, gender, and race. The columns labeled Peer show the total number of times an item appeared
as a top four item amongst any of your five peer institutions. The All column reflects the number of times an item appeared in the top four at any of the
institutions in your comparable cohort. When a worst aspect at your institution is also shown as a worst aspect for your peers and/or the cohort, the

issue may be seen as common in the faculty labor market. More attention should be paid to the worst aspects that are unique to your institution. These
distinctions cast the institution in a negative light.
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Overall Pre-Tenure Women Asian URM
you peers all you peers all you peers all you peers all you peers all
(109) (109) (109) (109) (109)
Quality of colleagues 4% 2 3% 6 3% 1 4% 13 3%
Support of colleagues 5% 5% 5% 1 4% 5 7% 4
Opportunities to collaborate with colleagues 2% 3% 2% 0% 1 2% 1
Quality of graduate students 8% 4 12% 3 27 5% 1 8% 2 31 6% 4
Quality of undergraduate students 10% 15 12% 17 9% 6 15% 26 1% 14
Quality of facilities 1% 3 29 9% 4 34 9% 2 30 12% 1 19 7% 1 22
Compensation 31% 5 104 23% 4 83 29% 4 98 31% 5 80 29% 5 92
Lack of support for research/creative work 10% 3 78 12% 2 77 10% 3 75 10% 3 59 10% 5 68
Lack of support for teaching 5% 5% 2 6% 6% 7% 2
Lack of support for professional development 4% 1 7% 5% 3 6% 12 8% 7
Lack of assistance for grant proposals 3% 4% 3 5% 4% 6 1% 5
Childcare policies 4% 2 4% 12 5% 7 2% 2% 5
Spousal/partner hiring program 3% 1 7% 22 3% 2 2% 28 2% 7
Lack of diversity 5% 1 14 9% 2 26 8% 1 22 4% 14 15% 4 58
Absence of others like me 4% 4% 8 3% 6% 6% 1 12
My sense of "fit" here 6% 3% 3 5% 1 2% 4 8% 8
Geographic location 5% 16 6% 1 37 5% 1 16 8% 28 2% 1 26
Commute 1% 3 1% 1 12 2% 6 0% 6 1% 5
Cost of living 0% 1 19 1% 1 19 1% 1 13 0% 22 1% 1 16
Too much service/too many assignments 12% 4 67 12% 2 38 17% 4 82 12% 2 22 10% 3 42
Teaching load 5% 36 8% 2 36 6% 39 4% 43 5% 34
Unrelenting pressure to perform 7% 4 8% 3 14 9% 2 9 2% 1 6 9% 1 7
Academic freedom 1% 1% 1% 0% 1 0%
Tenure/promotion clarity or requirements 4% 3 4% 1 16 4% 5 2% 1 12 2% 10
Quality of leadership 17% 3 47 1% 2 16 17% 2 31 10% 3 31 18% 1 30
There are no positive aspects 5% 4% 1 3% 1 8% 13 5% 4
Decline to answer 5% 1 4% 5) 5% 1 13% 1 28 6% 11
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8/22/2018

How to improve the workplace for faculty

The final question in the COACHE survey asks faculty to describe the one thing your institution can do to improve the workplace for faculty. COACHE

analysts assigned all responses to one or more common themes.
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Other Global Views

| would again choose this institution

If I had it to do all over, | would again choose to work at this institution.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

peers
cohort

m Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree m Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree m Strongly agree

Recommend department

If a candidate for a faculty position asked you about your department as a place to work, would you...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
you
peers
cohort
m Not recommend your department as a place to work m Recommend your department with reservations

m Strongly recommend your department as a place to work
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