COACHE Aware

Benchmarks Dashboard

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 3.43 <> 4» > b 4> <» bl 4> b | preten  full  women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 < > « < | pre-ten  assoc  women white
Collaboration 3.46 <) 4 b 4> ar 4r 4r tenured women  white
Mentoring < . < 4> |tenured gs foc
Tenure policies . 4qp L 4p» ap N<S N, -
Tenure clarity 33z DTN | ’ N < 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 <«

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 2015

pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Nature of Work: Research 318 4> <4 < > <> <P <YP» U P P P 4> |tenured tenured assoc foc urm

Nature of Work: Service 333 4> < <D > <O H» <« <[ 4« 4> <4p 4P | tenured tenured assoc  women white urm +

Nature of Work: Teaching 365 4> 4> <> > <KDL U b b P > U < tenured  assoc foc asian urm

Facilities and Work Resources 364 4> 4> < > <O H» P <« <« <« U P tenured foc asian urm

Personal and Family Policies 321 4> <P <> > OH» H» <D D | <4p» <4p 94) | tenured tenured  assoc foc urm +

Health and Retirement Benefits 374 4> 4> > <O D <D <« < <« <) | tenured tenured men +

Interdisciplinary Work 274 4> <4 <> > <« <« U < U < O <> tenured  assoc white +

Collaboration 358 4> 4> <> »> <« <o U DU KU D 4« < assoc  women foc urm +

Mentoring 310 4> <4 <> > <> <H» H» <D P D> P Q> | tenured tenured assoc foc urm

Tenure Policies 3.72 N/A N/A N/A NA A > <P N/A N/A N/A white urm

Tenure Expectations: Clarity 3.55 N/A N/A N/A N/A < <> | 2 N/A N/A N/A white white urm

Promotion to Full 349 4> 4> N/A N/A <«“v» U U < < LU D N/A N/A assoc | women foc urm +

Leadership: Senior 3.44 | ] | <« <UD 4« tenured  tenured  assoc foc asian urm +

Leadership: Divisional 336 < < <D > <4 4« > 4> 4p 9> | tenured tenured  assoc foc asian urm

Leadership: Departmental 362 4 <A <> > <O H» <D > 4> <9 4> <9 | tenured tenured

Leadership: Faculty 3.30 < I <«“P» DU P <) | tenured tenured men white

Governance: Trust 312 4> 4> > > <KD D <D > <4 <« <4Ap € | tenured tenured assoc +

Governance: Shared Sense of Purpose 308 4> <4 <P > <> H» <D 9> <D 4> <9 A | tenured tenured assoc white +

Governance: Understanding the Issue at Hand 300 <» <4 > > <O H» <D > <4 <« 4> 9> | tenured tenured assoc +

Governance: Adaptability 301 <« < <D I < < <« < < < <« <) | tenured tenured  assoc urm +

Governance: Productivity 320 <« <> ] <9 U 4« < | | <) | tenured tenured  assoc men white +

Departmental Collegiality 372 4> 4> <> > O DU P PG> > v O O tenured women foc asian urm

Departmental Engagement 354 4> 4> <> ] <« U U <O U < O <> tenured foc urm

Departmental Quality 356 A 4> <> > 4O U U DU U D> PP D assoc foc asian urm +

Appreciation and Recognition 328 4 4> <> > <4 H» 4H» 4P <4 4« A AP |tenured tenured  assoc foc asian urm +
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Your results compared to PEERS <

Areas of strength in GREEN

COACHE Aware

Within campus differences

Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3)
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 2015

other other other other other other other other other other other other

Nature of Work: Research 318 4> 4> <> D> 4 4> A NS5 NS5 4> | 2 > <> | Hum other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other Oth

Nature of Work: Service 333 4> 4> <> <P 4 4> 4> N N<5 b » »> Hum Soc other other VPA other N<5 N<5 other other other Oth +

Nature of Work: Teaching 365 4> 4> <> 4P 4 P P N N5 4> > > < other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other

Facilities and Work Resources 364 4> 4> A A 9Ap Ap AP N5 NS5 Ay » > < Hum other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other Oth

Personal and Family Policies 321 4 4> A 4> 4> 4> AP N5 N<5 4P > | | 2 Hum Bio VPA N<5 N<5 other other other +

Health and Retirement Benefits 374 4> 4> 4 <D 4D 4D <D N<5 N<5 <> » »> Phy VPA N<5 N<5 other other +

Interdisciplinary Work 274 4p 4> <4dp A 4> 4> AP N<5 N<s 4 <Ip > < Hum - VPA other N<5 N<5 Bus other other +

Collaboration 358 4> 4> 4> A 4> 4> A NS N<s b 1> »> <> Hum Soc - other - other N<5 N<5 other other other - +

Mentoring 310 4 w4 4> 4> 4> 4> AP N5 N<5 4P | 2 »> other other ECM N<5 N<5 Bus other other

Tenure Policies 372 <y 4> Ap > > > ap N5 N<5 » » > N<5 - other - - - ECM N<5 N<5 N<5

Tenure Expectations: Clarity 355 4> 4> <@ > > > 4r N N o > > N [WEEW omer WG other  VPA  other  N<s  N<5  Bus  Edu  Med  N<5

Promotion to Full 349 4> 4 WU <D <D > 4» N5 N5 b » > N<5 Hum other other other - other N<5 N<5 Edu other N<5 +

Leadership: Senior M4 4 U DU D < <D <D N<5 N<5 < » > < Hum other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other +

Leadership: Divisional 336 4Ar 4> <4 CH» 4D <D <D N<5 N<5 < » »> Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other other

Leadership: Departmental 2 4> <> P A <> 4> <> NS5 N5 o> > > ofher  other  VPA  ECM  N<5  N<5  other  other  other |[LNOMIN

Leadership: Faculty 330 4> <> > > > > > N5 N5 4> <> <> A VPA N5 N5 Bus  other  other |lothertl

Governance: Trust 312 4> 4> 4> 4> 4> P> D> NS N<s b > > <> Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other Oth +

Governance: Shared Sense of Purpose 38 4> 4> <A <D 4GH» 4« A N<5 N<5 < » > < Hum Soc other VPA N<5 N<5 other other - +

Governance: Understanding the Issue atHand ~ 3.00 <wAp» <« <«dp <4 <« <> <> N<5 N<5 A > b < Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other other Oth +

Governance: Adaptability 301 40 4> <4 4P <4H» U <D N<5 N<5 < | 2 | | Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other other +

Governance: Productivity 320 <> <A <D <D <D > <> N<5 N<5 <> » »> < Soc VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other +

Departmental Collegiality 32 4> 4> 4> A 4> P> 4> N N<5 <P » »> <> Hum Soc other other - ECM N<5 N<5 other other other -

Departmental Engagement 354 4 4 4 OO 4 4D <D N<5 N<5 b » > < Hum Soc other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other -

Departmental Quality 356 4> <> <> <G> <> <> <> N5 N5 4> > > 4> | oter oher  other |WPA'| ECM  N<5  N<5  other  ofher .

Appreciation and Recognition 328 4> A <4 4H 4H» 4D <D N<5 N<5 <> > »> < Hum other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other other +

3/3



COACHE Aware

Nature of Work > Demographic Analysis

This is the

COAC H E overall score These columns describe how your faculty’s

(between 1 and 5) responses compare to similar faculty at other

for all facult COACHE institutions: tenured vs. tenured,
Dashboard fora!fecuty

pre-tenure/tenured,

These columns compare
groups on your campus:

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  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008
Health and retirement benefits 343 4) 4) 4 4 4> ) 4 pre-ten full women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 4> < < | 4 | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 < 4 4» L ) 4P ) tenured women  white
Mentoring 4 < < 4> |tenured s foc
Tenure policies ) N/A 1<5 NIA ¥
Tenure clarity 3.33 4 4 4 | men

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%
3rdor4th <« P Middle 40%
Sthoréth < P Bottom 30%
insufficient data for reporting <]

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.

And these results?

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

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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Nature of Work: Research 318 4> A <> > < <P 9P <P 99 9 4 Q> |tenured tenured assoc foc urm
Time spent on research 334 4 4> 4> > 4OH» LHU U DU DU DU 4« < ntt assoc  women white urm
Expectations for finding external funding 300 4> 4> <> > <4 D 4D 4P 4D 4> A 4> | tenured tenured  assoc foc urm
Influence over focus of research 416 4 4> <D > <KDL <HDL <YPDb DU U P> P <P | tenured ntt assoc foc asian urm
Quality of grad students to support research 299 4> A 4> > <O CHU U <P U < D> D tenured  assoc  women foc asian urm
Support for research 288 4 4> <> > 4O H» U CHP» 4P 4P» 4P» < | tenured assoc foc urm +
Support for engaging undergrads in research 333 <« | ) | »> <« < <« < 4> <« <> | tenured assoc foc asian urm
Support for obtaining grants (pre-award) 201 4> <4 <> > <4 HD» D> 9D D 4 A Q> | tenured tenured  assoc white -
Support for maintaining grants (post-award) 293 A A 4> > <4 D 4D 9 9 4> 4> 4 | tenured tenured assoc  women white white -
Support for securing grad student assistance 279 4> <4 <> b OHU U U U U b U <K tenured  assoc  women foc asian urm
Support for travel to present/conduct research 315 4 4> 4> > <4 <4H» <4H» 4P <9 4> A 4> |tenured tenured  assoc foc urm +
Availability of course release for research 259 4> <4 <> »> <« <«“ U H» P 9P 9P P | peten assoc  women white urm
Nature of Work: Service 333 4> 4 <D > <OU» <D <4 <« 4> <4 «p |tenured tenured assoc  women white urm +
Time spent on service 349 4> 4> <> > <O H» <« <o U U U <> tenured  assoc  women white urm
Support for faculty in leadership roles 285 4 A <> > <4 <H» H» <D D 4 A 4« |tenured tenured assoc  women white urm
Number of committees 351 4> 4> <> > <O H» <« <« <« < <) | tenured tenured assoc  women white urm +
Attractiveness of committees 350 4> <A> 2 > <O <D <« <« <« <« U P tenured  assoc foc urm
Discretion to choose committees 351 4> 4> > b <K& DU DL U P < U D tenured  assoc  women foc asian urm +
Equitability of committee assignments 305 4> 4> <> > <4 D> D> <D P 4« A 9P | tenured tenured assoc  women white
Number of student advisees 364 4> 9> <« > <« <« <« < <« <> <4 4P | tenured assoc  women urm
Support for being a good advisor 289 4> A <> > 4D U HP» <D P P> AP 4« | peten tenured women white urm N/A
i‘l‘:jlyn;’;’l‘iﬁe"sis”‘b““"” of advising 301 > > > > > > > > > > > > assoc  women NIA
Nature of Work: Teaching 365 4 4> <> > 4O U b v b O < < tenured  assoc foc asian urm
Time spent on teaching 384 4 4> <> > <4 D 4D 4D 4P P> 4> 4> | peten tenured  assoc foc asian urm
Number of courses taught 373 4 <4 <> > <KDL U U U U <> 4P | preten tenured assoc  women white urm
Level of courses taught 408 w4 A <P > 4O H» H» <« < <« U <D tenured  assoc foc asian urm
Discretion over course content 430 4L <> 2 > <DL <D <WP»> P P P> P <D | tenured foc asian
Number of students in classes taught 336 4> 4> <> > 4O H» 4D 4P 4P P AP 4 | preten urm
Quality of students taught 332 4 <4 <> b <KD U U U U < U < tenured men asian +
Equitability of distribution of teaching load 316 4 4> <> > 4O H» U DU DU DU P> <D assoc  women foc asian urm
Quality of grad students to support teaching 319 4> <4 < b KO L U U < < U U tenured  assoc foc asian urm
Teaching schedule 398 4 <A <> | 49 CH» 9H» H» «P» 94> 9 9> | preten tenured  assoc foc asian urm N/A
Support for teaching diverse learning styles 372 4 <P <> J <« Db P P <« < U D tenured foc asian urm N/A
Support for assessing student learning 380 <« <K <D | <P <P <> <« U D tenured foc asian urm N/A
Support for developing online/hybrid courses 3.87 J tenured  tenured men N/A
Support for teaching online/hybrid courses 3.86 | tenured  tenured men N/A
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Time spent on outreach 365 <« < > I <> < < < < U P tenured foc asian urm
Time spent on administrative tasks 309 - < <D ] <> > <P <« | << <« <) | tenured tenured white
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COACHE Aware
Ability to balance teaching/research/service 323 4 <4 < r 4O U U U U KU 4 < | tenured  assoc ~ women  white white

3/3



Your results compared to PEERS <«

Areas of strength in GREEN

COACHE Aware

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 2015

other other other other other other other other other other other other

Nature of Work: Research 318 4> 4> <D <P <« <> <4 N N5 ) < Hum other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other Oth

Time spent on research 33 4> 4> <« < <« < <« N<5 N<s A > < Hum other other VPA other N<5 N<5 other

Expectations for finding external funding 300 € 4> <D <D P 4D A NS N<5 4D <> Hum Soc other VPA other N<5 N<5 other other Oth

Influence over focus of research 416 4> 4> <D <D 4H» D> <D N<5 N<5 4> > » Hum other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other

Quality of grad students to support research 299 4dp «CE> 4D 4D <D > < N<5 N<5 <> | 4 > < other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other

Support for research 288 dp 4> <A > < N<5 N<5 <> » <> Hum Soc other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other +

Support for engaging undergrads in research 333 <« <> > <« N<5 N<5 < <> Hum other other other VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other Oth

Support for obtaining grants (pre-award) 291 4> 4> <4 <D <> > > NS N<5 A > | Hum Soc VPA N<5 N<5 other other other -

Support for maintaining grants (post-award) 293 4 A A <4 A > <O N<5 N<5 < | 4 < Hum Soc other other VPA other N<5 N<5 other other -

Support for securing grad student assistance 279 4 <4 <4 <D <P > 4> N (S [ > < Hum other other VPA N<5 N<5 other

Support for travel to present/conduct research 315 4> 4> <4 <D <D <D <D N<5 N<5 < | 2 < Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other Edu other Oth +

Availability of course release for research 259 4p A A <« < < N<5 N<5 <> N<5 Hum other other VPA other N<5 N<5 Bus other other N<5

Nature of Work: Service 333 40 <4 <D <D» <« < <D N<5 N<5 | > < Hum Soc other other VPA other N<5 N<5 other other other Oth +

Time spent on service 3499 4> 4> 4 <« < N<5 N<5 < > < Hum Soc other other VPA other N<5 N<5 other other Oth

Support for faculty in leadership roles 285 «dp 4> <> | > < N<5 N<5 <> <> Hum Soc other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other other

Number of committees 351 4> 4> 4> D> D> D N<5  N<5 b > <O Hum VPA other N<5 N<5 other other Oth +

Attractiveness of committees 350 4> 4> <D <D 4> 4> N N5 AP > < Hum Soc other VPA N<5 N<5 other other other

Discretion to choose committees 351 4 4> <D 4D 4P <D A NS N5 dp > > > other VPA N<5 N<5 other other +

Equitability of committee assignments 305 4 4> 4 <« <« > < N<5 N<5 < | 4 > <P Hum Soc other other VPA other N<5 N<5 other other Oth

Number of student advisees 364 4> 4> <4 4P < <> N<5 (SIS [ > > < Hum other other N<5 N<5 other other

Support for being a good advisor 289 4 <> | 2 > <« > < N<5 N<5 <> | 4 > < Hum other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other N/A

oy, routen of adising Wi 4> > > > > > 4> NS NS > > > < Soc  other  oher  VPA  oter  N<5  N<5 Edu  other NiA

Nature of Work: Teaching 365 4> 4> 4 4D <H» <P <D N<5 N<5 < | 4 > <O other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other

Time spent on teaching 384 4p 4> A <P > <> 4> N N<5 4P > » Soc other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other other

Number of courses taught 373 4> 4L <4 <« <« <> > N<5 N<5 4D | 2 > < Hum other other VPA other N<5 N<5 Bus other Oth

Level of courses taught 408 b < > O <UD <D N<5 N<s 4P > » Hum Phy VPA other N<5 N<5 other other

Discretion over course content 430 40 CAH <D <D <D D <D N<5 N<5 <> > < other Phy other ECM N<5 N<5 other Med Oth

Number of students in classes taught 33 4> 4> 4> 4P 4> 4P P> N N<5 4P > > < other Phy other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other

Quality of students taught 32 4 4 <P <D <D <D <D N<5 N<5 < | 4 > < other Soc Phy other ECM N<5 N<5 Bus other other +

Equitability of distribution of teaching load 316 4 4> 4 <4 <D 4P A N N<s 4P > > < other VPA N<5 N<5 other Oth

Quality of grad students to support teaching 319 4> <4 CH» <D <P > 4> N<S5 N<5 4P | 2 > <O other Phy other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 Med Oth

Teaching schedule 398 4> 4> <> < <94 4P N5 N<s AP > < other other VPA N<5 N<5 other Oth N/A

Support for teaching diverse learning styles 372 b > < < > 4> NS N<5 | 2 > other Phy VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other other N/A

Support for assessing student learning 380 <« << 4H» <« < N<5 N<5 < | 4 > <O other Phy Bio other ECM N<5 N<5 other other other Oth N/A

Support for developing online/hybrid courses 3.87 » <> N<5 N<5 » <> Phy other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other Oth N/A

Support for teaching online/hybrid courses 3.86 < N<5 N<5 < Phy ECM N<5 N<5 other Oth N/A

Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Time spent on outreach 365 <« <> <« < < < | 4 N<5 N<5 <> » Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other other Med other

Time spent on administrative tasks 309 <« < < <4H» « < <D N<5 N<5 < > Phy VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other other other

Ability to balance teaching/research/service 323 4> 4> 4 <« < 4> 4> N<5 N<5s 4P > Hum other other VPA other N<5 N<5 other other
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COACHE Aware

Resources and Support » Demographic Analysis

This is the

COAC H E overall score These columns describe how your faculty’s

(between 1 and 5) responses compare to similar faculty at other

for all facult COACHE institutions: tenured vs. tenured,
Dashboard fora!fecuty

pre-tenure/tenured,

These columns compare
groups on your campus:

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  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008
Health and retirement benefits 343 4) 4) 4 4 4> ) 4 pre-ten full women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 4> < < | 4 | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 < 4 4» L ) 4P ) tenured women  white
Mentoring 4 < < 4> |tenured s foc
Tenure policies ) N/A 1<5 NIA ¥
Tenure clarity 3.33 4 4 4 | men

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%
3rdor4th <« P Middle 40%
Sthoréth < P Bottom 30%
insufficient data for reporting <]

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.

And these results?

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

COACHE Aware

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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Facilities and Work Resources 364 4> 4> 4> b O b O < O O O < tenured foc asian urm
Support for improving teaching 369 «“p Adp aAp < adp ap «ap «adp «adp «4dp «4p 94 | tenured tenured men foc asian +
Office 374 4> 4> <> > O U KU b G P 9@ Q> white urm
Laboratory, research, studio space 317 4 A <4 b U U U U < U < < assoc  women foc urm
Equipment 352 4 4> 4> > 4O 4 <LH» 4 <4 94 4> 4> | tenured tenured foc asian urm +
Classrooms 351 4 <4 < D U v U U U U < U assoc  women
Library resources 401 4 4> <> > O <H» <P S | = «» <«4p» 4> 4> | preten tenured assoc men foc asian urm
Computing and technical support 360 4 4L CH» b v U U U U U < <P tenured full foc asian urm
Clerical/administrative support 361 4 4> <> > <O <<OP» <P <> <> <4p» <4 4> | tenured tenured foc asian urm +
Personal and Family Policies 321 4 4> 4> > <4 4H» 9EH» I 4> <«4dp 4dp 4) | tenured tenured assoc foc urm +
Right balance between professional/personal 32 4 4P <P > P> P> 4P 4> 4« 9« 4« 9 | preten tenured assoc  women
Inst. supports family/career compatibility 311 4> 4> <> > 4 <H» H» 4D 4D 4P 4> 4> | tenured tenured women foc urm +
Housing benefits 240 4> U <D D> P < P PP b U > P tenured  assoc urm +
Tuition waivers, remission, or exchange 312 4 4> <> > <> <H» 9IH» <«4H» <94 <4 4> 9> | tenured tenured  assoc men foc asian urm +
Spousal/partner hiring program 300 < <P <P» <p 4P <P <P P> P> P> P G | peten tenured - men foc asian urm +
Childcare 2.80 < <> > <> < < <> <> <) <> <« | tenured tenured = assoc  women asian +
Eldercare 207 4 A 4Ap p 4 4P 4P «P» 4 4« > 9> | tenured tenured assoc  women +
Family medical/parental leave 353 > G P> > P> > > G > > > o> tenured  assoc  men [
Flexible workload/modified duties 362 4 <P WU > <P <D HP» 4G 4 44> 9 <« |tenured tenured assoc foc asian urm +
Stop-the-clock policies 360 WP N5 4P N<5 N5 N5 A > A > »> > N<5 N<5 N<5 men asian _
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 20 4> > > > > > G > P> > > P | e assoc white WA | urm N/A
Health and Retirement Benefits 374 4> <A A > 4P <P P <G P» <G A 9 | tenured tenured men +
Health benefits for yourself 401 4> 4> <> > <@ H» H» 4 <« <« <«dp 4> | tenured tenured men foc asian urm +
Health benefits for family 394 40 <> 4> > 4O U U U KU <D < > | tenured tenured men foc urm +
Retirement benefits 344 4> 4> A > <> H» HD» 4D <DP» 4D <9 9> | tenured tenured men +
Phased retirement options 331 4 4 <> > 4O <LH» H» 4D 4P 4P 4 4P | tenured tenured men foc urm
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Salary 312 4 <A <> > 4O L U U U U U U < assoc foc asian urm +
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Your results compared to PEERS <«

Areas of strength in GREEN

COACHE Aware

Within campus differences

Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs Socvs  Phyvs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs FEduvs Medvs Othvs 2015
other other other other other other other other other other other other

Facilities and Work Resources 364 4> 4> 4> <P 4 4D A NS N5 dp <> <> <> Hum other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other Oth
Support for improving teaching 369 wdp «4dp 4Ap <4 <4p <A 4> N<5 N<5 AP | 2 > > other other VPA - N<5 N<5 Bus other other - +
Office 374 <4 <> <> <y <) <4 R | 2 N<5 N<5 <> » » <> - Soc other other other N<5 N<5 other other other Oth
Laboratory, research, studio space 317 4 <A <4 4 <A » <> N<5 N<5 <> » » N<5 Hum other - - ECM N<5 N<5 other Edu N<5
Equipment 352 4pr 4> <4 <D 4D <D <D N<5 N<5 <> » | S | 2 Hum other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other +
Classrooms 351 4> 4> <4 <> 4> 4P 4> N N<5 b > | | Hum Bio - N<5 N<5 other other other
Library resources w01 4> > > <> P> P> P> N5 N5 > > <> < | Hm Bo  VPA  EOM N5  N<5  oher  other |lother |
Computing and technical support 360 4> 4> <> <D 4P <D A NS N<5 AP » » > Hum Phy Bio VPA N<5 N<5 other other other other
Clerical/administrative support 361 4db 4 <4 <4 4dp <A 4> N<5 N<5 AP » > < other other Phy other ECM N<5 N<5 Bus Edu other Oth +
Personal and Family Policies 321 4> 4 A <Ap 4P A AP N5 N<5 P | 2 | S | 2 Hum Bio VPA N<5 N<5 other other other +
Right balance between professional/personal 32 4> 4> D> P P> P> P NS NS A <P <> <> Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other other other other
Inst. supports family/career compatibility 311 4 <> A A <> >  dp  N<5 N<5 4P > > <> Hum VPA N<5 N<5 other other other - +
Housing benefits 240 4> 4> <@ > > > 4> NS NS B b NS N5 | Hum other  Bio VPA  other  N<5  N<5 [Sther] N5 NS +
Tuition waivers, remission, or exchange 312 4> 4> <D D> <> »> N<5 N<5 < | 2 | S | Soc - Bio VPA N<5 N<5 other - other - +
Spousallpartner hiring program 300 «» 4> <«» <> 4> > <> NS N5 4 b > N5 | Hum  other  other [LUBIONY N5 N<5  other [Tother | n<s +
Childcare 280 4 4 <C4H D <D »> < N<5 N<5 » | 2 > N<5 Hum Phy other other other N<5 N<5 other other Med N<5 +
Eldercare 297 A <p <P <p <> <> D N<5 N5 < <P <p N<5 Hum Phy VPA other N<5 N<5 other other N<5 +
Family medical/parental leave 353 b 4 <A <AOH > <P > dp N5 N<5 » > N<5 Hum other Bio VPA N<5 N<5 other other N<5 _
Flexible workload/modified duties 362 4> <4 <D <P <D > <«@» N5 N5 4> » > N<s Hum other other other - N<5 N<5 other other N<5 +
Stop-the-clock policies 360 b » » | 2 » N<5 » N<5 N<5 » » N<5 N<5 Hum Soc other N<5 - N<5 N<5 other N<5 N<5 _
Commuter benefits 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 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Parking benefits 200 4> <> > <> <> > 4> N5 N5 4> B > 4> | Hm  Soc Bo  VPA  other  N<5  N<5  oher  Edu [lotherd| [NOR | NA
Health and Retirement Benefits 374 4 <«4p 4> 4> 4P 4> AP  N<S N<5 » | S | 2 Phy VPA N<5 N<5 other other +
Health benefits for yourself 401 4 «CE <4H <P <D <D O N<5 N<5 <> » » <> Soc Phy other ECM N<5 N<5 other other other +
Health benefits for family 394 4 «C4 CH» <D <D > P N<5 N<5 » | 2 N<5 VPA N<5 N<5 other Edu other N<5 +
Retirement benefits 344 4> 4 <4 <D <D >  dp N5 N<5 <P » S | 2 Hum Phy Bio VPA other N<5 N<5 other other Oth +
Phased retirement options 331 4> <> <> <> <> > <> NS5 N5 4> B > N | oher  Soc  Phy LA NS NS oher N5
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Salary 32 4> <> <> < <9 > <A N5 N5 < > > 4> | Hm  Sec oher [UVPAT other  N<5  N<5  other other  Oth .
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Interdisciplinary Work, Collaboration, and Mentoring » Demographic Analysis

This is the

COAC H E overall score
DaSh boa rd for all faculty

These columns describe how your faculty’s
(between 1 and 5) responses compare to similar faculty at other
COACHE institutions: tenured vs. tenured,

COACHE Aware

pre-tenure/tenured,

These columns compare
groups on your campus:

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  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008
Health and retirement benefits 343 ) 4 4) <) ) ) preten  full  women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 4> < < | 4 | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 ) <) 4p L 4» Rl ) ) tenured women  white
Mentoring 4 < < 4> |tenured s foc
Tenure policies () /A I<5 MIA +
Tenure clarity 333 4> L | 4 ! men

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%

3rdor4th <« P Middle 40%

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

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.

And these results?

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

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 2015

pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Interdisciplinary Work 274 4 4> 4> »> <« <o O O O v <O <O tenured  assoc white +

Budgets encourage interdiscip. work 268 4 < <> > <« <« <« b U b P assoc  women white

Facilities conducive to interdiscip. work 280 4w < <> »> <9 <« <«“P» DU Db P D> tenured  assoc  women white +

Interdiscip. work is rewarded in merit 265 4w <A <> | <« <Y U <« < U U D tenured  assoc white

Interdiscip. work is rewarded in promotion 272 4> 4P N<5 J < < <D < <49 4« < N<5 tenured  assoc men white urm +

Interdiscip. work is rewarded in tenure 258 4P N<5 <> N<5 N<5 N<5 < DU U U <> D> N<5 N<5 N<5 foc urm -

Dept. knows how to evaluate interdiscip. work 268 4> 4> <D b KU LU b P < > U <D tenured  assoc white urm

Collaboration 358 4 4> <> »> <« <d» U U < P 4« < assoc  women foc urm +

Opportunities for collab. within dept 371 4> 4> <> > <UL U U b U U <« < assoc  women foc urm

Opportunities for collab. outside inst 358 4 4> <> »> <« <o U DU KU H» 4« < ntt assoc  women white urm +

Opportunities for collab. outside dept 346 4> <4 <> »> <« ‘o U < U < O <> assoc urm +

Mentoring 310 4> 4> <> > 4O <4H» P <D <D 9P AP P> |tenured tenured  assoc foc urm

Effectiveness of mentoring within dept. 367 4> A <> »> > P b D <D <D <P | preten tenured  assoc white urm

Effectiveness of mentoring outside dept. 364 dp <> > <« <P > < > 4> | preten assoc men

Mentoring of pre-tenure faculty in dept 313 4 4P 4> N<5 4 CH» 4P P D D» P 9 | peten N<5 assoc  women foc asian urm

Mentoring of tenured associate profs in dept 238 4> 4P N<5 N5 4> P P P> U P U <O N<5 N<5 assoc | women foc urm

Support for faculty to be good mentors 253 «4p 4P N<5 »>» <OH» H» U D 4« < U <D N<5 tenured  assoc  women foc urm +

Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Interdiscip. work is rewarded in reappointment ~ 2.78 > N<5 N<5 > N<5 \ | 2 | > N<5 | 2 N<5 N<5 N<5 men foc N<5 urm +

Being a mentor is fulfilling 420 A A N<5 > 4O DU U HPDb U <D > <P N<5 assoc men

Effectiveness of mentoring outside the inst. 398 4> <A <> > O <« < <« <> > 4> | tenured ntt full men foc urm +

Mentoring of NTT faculty in dept 2.58 »> N<5 N<5 > N<5 | > > > > N<5 > N<5 N<5 N<5 foc N<5 urm

Interest in interdisciplinary work 366 4> 4> <« | 2 <4“» <H» P P» H» P < | tenued assoc men white white N/A
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Your results compared to PEERS <«
Your results compared to COHORT »

Areas of strength in GREEN
Areas of concern in RED

COACHE Aware

Within campus differences
sm(.1) med. (.3)

mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs Socvs  Phyvs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs FEduvs Medvs Othvs 2015
other other other other other other other other other other other other
Interdisciplinary Work 274 4> 4> <4p 4> 4P 4> A N NS 4 < <> 4> Hum - VPA other N<5 N<5 Bus other other +
Budgets encourage interdiscip. work 268 4> 4> <4 4D <P <D <D N<5 N<5 | 2 »> < Hum Soc other other VPA other N<5 N<5 other other
Facilities conducive to interdiscip. work 280 4> A 4 4O CH» <D <D N<5 N<5 < | 2 »> > Hum - Bio - other N<5 N<5 Bus other - +
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in merit 265 dAb 4 <A A 4> > <> N<s N<5 <> > » Hum other VPA other N<5 N<5 Bus other other other
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in promotion 272 4 4> <4 4D <D » <> N<5 N<5 <> | 2 »> <> Hum other Bio VPA N<5 N<5 other other other +
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in tenure 258 <dp » » | 2 > > <> N5 N<5 » > > N<5 - Soc - - other ECM N<5 N<5 Bus other other N<5 -
Dept. knows how to evaluate interdiscip. work 268 4> 4> 4> <4 4> > AP N NS 4 > > 4> Hum other VPA other N<5 N<5 Bus other other Oth
Collaboration 358 4 4> <A A <D <D <D N<5 N<5 <> | 2 »> <> Hum Soc - other - other N<5 N<5 other other other - +
Opportunities for collab. within dept 371 4> 4> <4 <4 4P 4> AP NS N<5  dp o 2 > <> Hum other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other -
Opportunities for collab. outside inst 358 4> 4> 4> <A <4 4> AP N N<5 4P » | | 2 Hum - other VPA N<5 N<5 other other - +
Opportunities for collab. outside dept 346 4> 4> 4> 4> A 4> A N NS 4 <P <> <> Hum Soc other other - N<5 N<5 other other - +
Mentoring 310 4 <« 4> <4 4> 4P 4> NS N<s 4P > »> <> other other ECM N<5 N<5 Bus other other
Effectiveness of mentoring within dept. 367 4> 4> 4> 9> 4> P> A NS NS 4 < < A Soc other other N<5 N<5 Bus other other -
Effectiveness of mentoring outside dept. 364 dp <«Ap 4> 4> <A 4> 4> NS N<5 P | 2 »> <O other other ECM N<5 N<5 Bus other
Mentoring of pre-tenure faculty in dept 313 4> 4D <D <D <D > 4> N<5 N5 4P 1> > N<5 other other other ECM N<5 N<5 Bus Edu other N<5
Mentoring of tenured associate profs in dept 238 4 4> 4 <P <D » < N<5 N<5 < » » N<5 Hum VPA N<5 N<5 Edu - N<5
Support for faculty to be good mentors 253 4 4 C4IH» 4 <D » < N<5 N<5 < » » > other other other VPA N<5 N<5 Bus Edu other +
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in reappointment 278 » » » N<5 » » » N<5 N<5 | 2 | 2 | 2 N<5 - N<5 - N<5 N<5 other other - N<5 +
Being a mentor is fulfilling 420 4> <4 <4 D A> »> > N<5 N<5 <> » »> > - other VPA other N<5 N<5 other other Med other
Effectiveness of mentoring outside the inst. 398 4 A A 4> <D » <> N<5 N<5 <> » > < other other other ECM N<5 N<5 Bus other other Oth +
Mentoring of NTT faculty in dept 258 b » > NS » » > N N<5 » » > » Soc N5 [other|  vea ECM N<5 N<5 other | other
Interest in interdisciplinary work 366 4> 4> 4P 4D <P <D <D N<5 NS 4 < <> A other N<5 N<5 Bus other other N/A
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COACHE Aware

Tenure and Promotion » Demographic Analysis

This is the

COAC H E overall score
DaSh boa I’d for all faculty

These columns describe how your faculty’s
(between 1 and 5) responses compare to similar faculty at other
COACHE institutions: tenured vs. tenured,

pre-tenure/tenured,

These columns compare
groups on your campus:

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  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008
Health and retirement benefits 343 4) 4) 4 ) 4 pre-ten full women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 4> . | 4 | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 < 4 4» L ) 4P ) tenured women  white
Mentoring 4 < < 4> | tenured foc
Tenure policies ) N/A 1<5 NIA ¥
Tenure clarity 3.33 4 4 4 | men

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%

3rdor4th <« P Middle 40%

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

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.

And these results?

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

COACHE Aware

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 2015

pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Tenure Policies 372 <« NA @b NA N/A NA 4> A A4 D> P <O N/A N/A N/A white urm

Clarity of tenure process 398 «p N/A <> N/A N/A N/A <4 DU b P Db <> N/A N/A N/A white +

Clarity of tenure criteria 394 N/A <4 N/A N/A N/A < <4 <> <4 <> <> N/A N/A N/A white urm +

Clarity of tenure standards 354 b N/A <> N/A N/A N/A <P <KL P b P> < N/A N/A N/A white urm

Clarity of body of evidence for deciding tenure 375 <dp N/A <> N/A N/A N/A < <> <> < U D> N/A N/A N/A men white urm -

Clarity of whether | will achieve tenure 374 < N/A <> N/A N/A NA A A A 4> P O N/A N/A N/A foc urm

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

Consistency of messages about tenure 334 < N/A <> N/A N/A NA A A A A A A N/A N/A N/A men white white

Tenure decisions are performance-based 380 A N/A <> N/A N/A N/A < U U DU D> D> N/A N/A N/A foc asian urm

Tenure Expectations: Clarity 355 <P N/A s | 2 N/A N/A N/A <4 DU U <P D D N/A N/A N/A white - urm

Clarity of expectations: Scholar 403 b N/A <> N/A N/A NA A > > P> O O N/A N/A N/A white urm

Clarity of expectations: Teacher 411 Ay N/A <> N/A N/A N/A <49 <D <> <> | 2 <> N/A N/A N/A men white urm

Clarity of expectations: Advisor 358 4> N/A <> N/A N/A N/A < U b U > > N/A N/A N/A women  white white

Clarity of expectations: Colleague 331 dAp N/A <> N/A N/A N/A <o U U DU D> D> N/A N/A N/A white -

Clarity of expectations: Campus citizen 309 4 NA A N/A N/A NA 4> > P> > O O N/A N/A N/A men - urm -

Clarity of expectations: Broader community 308 b N/A <> N/A N/A N/A < <P <> <> < <D N/A N/A N/A men white white -

Promotion to Full 3499 4> 4 NA NA W U P G G P PP P | NA N/A - women  foc urm +

Dept. culture encourages promotion 330 4> <> N/A NA 4> 4 4P P O O U < N/A N/A - women foc white urm +

Reasonable expectations: Promotion 333 4 <> N/A N/A <L U U U U < < <D N/A N/A - foc urm +

Clarity of promotion process 371 4> <> N/A NA 4> 4 O > P > P N/A N/A - women foc -

Clarity of promotion criteria 372 4> <4 NA NA < <> <4 <> <> <> <> <> | NA  NA [lassoc| women  foc  asian | um

Clarity of promotion standards 355 4> 4> N/A NA A 4> O P P O P N/A N/A - women foc urm

Clarity of body of evidence for promotion 372 4 4> N/A N/A <o U < < < < < < N/A N/A - women foc white urm

Clarity of time frame for promotion 325 4> <> N/A NA 4 4 O > P O O N/A N/A - women white urm

Clarity of whether | will be promoted 287 4 A N/A N/A N5 4> 4> P> P> P> > <D N/A N/A N<5 women foc asian urm

Related Survey ltems
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Your results compared to PEERS <«
Your results compared to COHORT »

COACHE Aware

Areas of strength in GREEN
Areas of concern in RED

mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs Socvs Phyvs
other other other

Tenure Policies 32 4> 4> <P <P <p <> 4> NS N5~ b - N<5 - other -
Clarity of tenure process 398 <« A A > » > @b N5 N<5 » > | 2 N<5 - other -
Clarity of tenure criteria 394 4A> A <> » » > «p N<5 N<5 » » > N<5 - other -
Clarity of tenure standards 354 > 4> <«“» > > > 4> N5 NS > B> > N5 (DHEmO| other  other
Clarity of body of evidence for deciding tenure 375 4dp 4> <A 1» » »> < N<5 N<5 » » » N<5 Hum other other
Clarity of whether | will achieve tenure 374 <adp A A | 2 > >  dp N5 N<5 » > > N<5 Hum other other
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
Consistency of messages about tenure 334 «dp 4> <«Ap > > > 4P N N5 < < < N<5 Hum other other
Tenure decisions are performance-based 380 4> A <> o 2 o 2 > dp N<5 N<5 sl 2 «| 2 > N<5 Hum other other
Tenure Expectations: Clarity 355 4db <4 <4 < <p <> A N<5 N5 < < < N<5 - other -
Clarity of expectations: Scholar 403 4> 4> <4 <P <Ip <P 4> N<b N5 < < < N<5 Hum other other
Clarity of expectations: Teacher 411 aAp A A | 2 | 2 »> > N<5 N<5 » > > N<5 - other other
Clarity of expectations: Advisor 358 4dAp 4> <> » » » <> N<5 N<5 » » » N<5 Hum other -
Clarity of expectations: Colleague 331 4dp 4> <A » » »> <> N<5 N<5 » » » N<5 Hum other
Clarity of expectations: Campus citizen 309 4> A Ap a 2 a 2 > <> N<5 N<5 | 2 a2 ol 2 N<5 - other other
Clarity of expectations: Broader community 308 <« <A A | 2 > > <P N5 N<5 » | > N<5 - other -
Promotion to Full 349 4> 4D <P U <D » 4 NS N<s b » I N<5 Hum other other
Dept. culture encourages promotion 330 4> 4w D 4D <D | S | = N<5 N<5 < » » N<5 Hum other other
Reasonable expectations: Promotion 333 4> 4> D> D> P> P> AP NS N5 4P > b N<5 other
Clarity of promotion process 371 4> 4> 4> <> 4 P> 4dp N5 N<5 AP » > N<5 Hum other other
Clarity of promotion criteria 372 4> 4> 4> <> 4> > 4> N5 N5 4 B < N<5 Hum other other
Clarity of promotion standards 355 4 4 4> <D <D »> <> N<5 N<5 AP »> > N<5 Hum other Phy
Clarity of body of evidence for promotion 372 4 4> <4 <A < » <> N<5 N<5 <> » » N<5 other other
Clarity of time frame for promotion 325 4 4> <4 <D <D » <> N<5 N<5 < » » N<5 - other other
Clarity of whether | will be promoted 287 4 4> <A <> > > 4P N<5 N<5 <P o 2 > N<5 other

Related Survey Items

Within campus differences

sm(.1) med. (.3)
Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs FEduvs Medvs Othvs 2015
other other other other other other other other other
- ECM N<5 N<5 N<5
 other ECM N5 N<5 Edu N<5 .
- N<5 N<5 Edu other N<5 +
- ECM N<5 N<5 Edu other N<5
other ECM N<5 N<5 Med N<5 =
[Gher vea  ECM N5 NS other  Med  N<5
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
[TGher| vea  ECM N5 N<5 other  Edu N<5
other - other N<5 N<5 Bus other N<5
other VPA other N<5 N<5 Bus Edu Med N<5
[oher  vea N5 N<5 BT e NS
other VPA other N<5 N<5 Bus Med N<5
[WSther vea  other N5 N<5  Bus [EAU| Med  N<S
other VPA other N<5 N<5 - N<5
other N<5 N<5 Edu Med N<5 =
other other ECM N<5 N<5 Bus Med N<5 -
other - other N<5 N<5 Edu other N<5 +
other - other N<5 N<5 Bus other N<5 +
VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other N<5 +
VPA  other  N<5  N<5  other |(JEU| other  N<5
- other N<5 N<5 other - other N<5
VPA other N<5 N<5 - other N<5
- other N<5 N<5 - other N<5
oher [UWPA'| oher  N<5  N<5  Bus  Edu  ofer  N<5
other - other N<5 N<5 other other other N<5
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COACHE Aware

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

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

peers

cohort

= No m Yes
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COACHE Aware

Institutional Leadership » Demographic Analysis

This is the

COAC H E overall score These columns describe how your faculty’s

(between 1 and 5) responses compare to similar faculty at other

for all facult COACHE institutions: tenured vs. tenured,
Dashboard fora!fecuty

pre-tenure/tenured,

These columns compare
groups on your campus:

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  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008
Health and retirement benefits 343 4) 4) 4 4 4> ) 4 pre-ten full women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 4> < < | 4 | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 < 4 4» L ) 4P ) tenured women  white
Mentoring 4 < < 4> |tenured s foc
Tenure policies ) N/A 1<5 NIA ¥
Tenure clarity 3.33 4 4 4 | men

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%
3rdor4th <« P Middle 40%
Sthoréth < P Bottom 30%
insufficient data for reporting <]

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.

And these results?

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

12



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)
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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Leadership: Senior 344 dp <A» <> »> <4 U <O <4 «» 4dp 4dp 4 | tenured tenured assoc foc asian urm +
Pres/Chancellor: Pace of decision making 346 4> 4 <A p 4@ <4H» 9« <« 94 94> A 9 | tenured tenured  assoc +
Pres/Chancellor: Stated priorities 349 A <> <> > < < P <> «» <4» 4> 4 | tenured tenured assoc men foc asian urm +
Pres/Chancellor: Communication of priorities 347 «“dp A <A b 4P 49 <« <« <«d» <4 4> 4 | tenured tenured  assoc men foc asian urm +
CAO: Pace of decision making 342 4> <> <> | 2 <O U 4D <O «» <«4p «4» 9> | tenured tenured assoc  women urm +
CAO: Stated priorities 344 «“dp A <A P «ap 4 <«ap» <« «a» 4> 4 4 | tenured tenured  assoc +
CAO: Communication of priorities 343 A <> <> > < < <> <> < <> <> <> | tenured tenured  assoc 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 33 4> <4 4P > 4O 4P 4 <9p 4 4»r 44> 9 | tenured tenured assoc foc asian urm
Dean: Pace of decision making 343 4dp <> <> > <O U <KD <> <« 4> 4> 9> | tenured tenured assoc foc asian urm
Dean: Stated priorities 343 40 <P WP P> 4P <GHD» P <« 9D <« P 9 | tenured tenured assoc +
Dean: Communication of priorities 342 Ay <> <> > <> < < <> <> <4p 4> 9> | tenured tenured  assoc
Dean: Ensuring faculty input 319 4> 4 <H» > 4 9D <P 9« 9« A A 9 | tenured tenured assoc foc asian urm
Leadership: Departmental 362 4 4P 4D > 4P P 4P P> 4 <4 4 A | tenured tenured
Head/Chair: Pace of decision making 363 4 4> <> > 4O 4H» CH» P> 4 <4 A 9P | tenured tenured
Head/Chair: Stated priorities 354 4> 4> <P > 4> H» » D> P> 4> 4> <9 | tenured tenured
Head/Chair: Communication of priorities 358 4w <4 <> > 4O 4H» CH» P> 4 <4 AP 9P | tenured tenured full
Head/Chair: Ensuring faculty input 354 4> 4> <> > 4O U D> <D P> P> 4 A | tenured tenured
Head/Chair: Fairness in evaluating work 381 4 4> <> > 4O <<4H» H» IDPp <4 4> 4> 9P | tenured tenured foc asian urm
Leadership: Faculty 330 4 4 <P > <4O@» <«4H» <H» <A@ <« <«ap <«  <4p | tenured tenured men white
Faculty leaders: Pace of decision making 321 4> 4> <> > 4O H» <4 4D <D 4« 4 A | tenured tenured men white
Faculty leaders: Stated priorities 330 4 CH <> > <O <H» <<LH» <« <«d» <«ap <A 4> | tenured tenured men white
Faculty leaders: Communication of priorities 333 4> 4> <> > <O U D <> <> <> <> < | tenured tenured men white
Faculty leaders: Ensuring faculty input 336 4 4> <> > < LH» <CLHD» <« <« <«ap <adp 4> | tenured tenured men
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Priorities are stated consistently 343 «dp <> <> > <> < <> <> <P U U P tenured  assoc foc urm +
Priorities are acted on consistently 308 <« A A I a9 4 4«4 9 49 4 49 4P | tenured tenured  assoc white urm +
Changed priorities negatively affect my work 302 4 4> 4> » <« <H» «H» 4 <« <94 A» 9 | tenured tenured  assoc white white +
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 388 > G > > > > > > > > > > tenured  assoc [T asen T -
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Your results compared to PEERS <«

Areas of strength in GREEN

COACHE Aware

Within campus differences

Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3)
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 2015
other other other other other other other other other other other other

Leadership: Senior 344 4 <P U <DL <P <D <O N<5 N<5 | 2 > < Hum other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other +
Pres/Chancellor: Pace of decision making 346 4 4 <«4Ap <4 4 4> A N5 N<s A > L | 2 other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other +
Pres/Chancellor: Stated priorities 349 <« <> <> < <CH» <D < N<5 N<5 < > > < other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other +
Pres/Chancellor: Communication of priorities 347 <dAp 4> <> < <H» <D < N<5 N<5 <> > > <P Hum other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other +
CAO: Pace of decision making 342 4> A <> <4 KU DU D> N<5 N<5 <> | 4 > < Hum other other VPA N<5 N<5 other +
CAO: Stated priorities 344 dp <A <CH 4D <H» <D <D N<5 N<5 AP > L | = Hum other other N<5 N<5 other +
CAO: Communication of priorities 343 4 <P U <DL <P <D <D N<5 N<5 AP | 2 > < Hum Soc other VPA other N<5 N<5 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 3% 4 4> <4 4> 4 4P A N5 N<5 P | 2 > < Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other other
Dean: Pace of decision making 343 4 4> <4 4> 4 4> A N N<5 AP | 2 > < Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other other
Dean: Stated priorities 343 4db 4 4 <A A 4P A N N<5 A | 2 | | Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other other other +
Dean: Communication of priorities 342 db 4 <4 4> <4 4> 4> N N<5 P | 2 > < Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other other Oth
Dean: Ensuring faculty input 319 4> 4> 4> 4> 4 4> A N S [ > > < Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other other Oth
Leadership: Departmental 362 4> 4> > 4G <D D> A N5 N5 4D > > < other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other other -
Head/Chair: Pace of decision making 363 4> 4> 4> A 4 <> AP NS N5 4p > e | 2 Hum Soc other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other -
Head/Chair: Stated priorities 354 4 4> A <A A A9y 4> N<5 N<5 < > > <O Hum other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other Oth
Head/Chair: Communication of priorities 358 4Ap A A 4 <D D> <D N<5 N<5 <> > > < other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other Oth
Head/Chair: Ensuring faculty input 358 4> > > > > D> P> N5 N5 > > > < other  oher [LWPAL| ECM N5 N<5 other  other [0
Head/Chair: Fairness in evaluating work 381 4> 4> 4> A 4Ap AP 4P N<5 N<5 <P | 2 > < other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other other -
Leadership: Faculty 330 «p <> <> <> <> > <> N<5 N<5 < » » <> VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other -
Faculty leaders: Pace of decision making 321 4dp A 4D <D <D > <> N<5 N<5 < | 2 | 2 <> Soc Phy VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other -
Faculty leaders: Stated priorities 330 4> CIH» <D <D <P > «“@p  N<5 N<5 AP | 2 | | = VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other other
Faculty leaders: Communication of priorities 33 4> 4P <CU <KD <D > < N<5 N<5 <> | 2 > < other VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other -
Faculty leaders: Ensuring faculty input 33 4w 4> <D Db P> >  «“p  N<5 N<5 AP | 2 > < VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other other
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Priorities are stated consistently 343 4 4P U DU P < <D N<5 N<5 < > L | 2 other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 Bus other Oth +
Priorities are acted on consistently 308 4 4> 4 <A 4 4P A N N<5 P | 2 > < Soc other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other Oth +
Changed priorities negatively affect my work 32 4 4> <4 4 4 4P A N N<5 < > | 2 Soc other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other Oth +
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 388 4> <4 <D 4D <D <P <D N<5 N<5 <> > > < Hum Soc other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other +
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COACHE Aware

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. 34.2% of faculty at your
institution agreed with this statement. In comparison, 32.7% of faculty at your selected comparison institutions and 41.8% 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

7



COACHE Aware

Shared Governance > Demographic Analysis

This is the

COAC H E overall score These columns describe how your faculty’s

These columns compare

(between 1 and 5) responses compare to similar faculty at other groups on your campus:

Da S 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  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008

Health and retirement benefits 343 4) 4) 4 ) 4 pre-ten full women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 4> . | 4 | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 <) 4» 4P 4> <) 4p ) tenured women  white
Mentoring 4 < < 4> | tenured foc
Tenure policies ) /A I<5 MIA +
Tenure clarity 333 4 4 4 | men

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%

3rdor4th <« P Middle 40%

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

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.

And these results?

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

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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm
Governance: Trust 312 4> <> > > <O Db D b 4 <4p 4dp 4) | tenured tenured  assoc +
Lz::;:rja”d how to voice opinions about 07 > > D> > > P> D> > D> D> U WD | petn o .
Clear rules about the roles of faculty and 34 @ < > - <> <« < <> W O |teued tenured  assoc .
administration
Faculty and admin follow rules of engagement 331 4> <> > 4O U U U DU KU D P» tenured  tenured asian +
Faculty and admin have an open system of 305 @ W W > > > > > > P> P> W |eued tered assoc N
communication
gjgg'zlfr:‘d admin discuss difficultissuesin = 51, 4 4> > > <> > > <> > <> <> < | eed tenued  assoc .
Governance: Shared Sense of Purpose 308 4 4> < > 4@ <P <P 4 9D <9 9 4> |tenured tenured assoc white +
Important decisions are not made until there is 274 <A A | 2 »> <« < <D > 4 <D <« <) | tenured tenured  assoc white +
consensus
Admin ensures sufficient time for faculty input 298 4> A <> > <> H» P> D> WP A A 4« |tenured tenured assoc white +
Faculy and admin respectfuly consider the 313 4> W > > > > > > > > W < |ewed tenred assoc .
rFeaScpucl’tr:/Siabr;l?t;dmln BV & SENEE] SETER i 342 4> <4 <P > <4 YD <HP» <D P AP P Q> | tenured tenured assoc foc asian urm +
Governance: Understanding the Issue at Hand ~ 3.00 <4p» <4p > > o » Db <D > 4 <« 4> 9 | tenured tenured assoc +
Faculty governance structures offer 20 > > > > > P> > D> > <> > W |cwed tenued assoc urm .
opportunities for input
Adn.m.'\ communicate rationale for important 3.07 < > | < <> <«» 9> | tenured tenured  assoc +
decisions
Faculty and admin have equal say in decisions 278 <4 <dp <P > <> H» <HD» 4D <D 4« 9« 9 | tenured tenured assoc white +
fOZZ‘::if"d admin define decision criteria 316 @ > > > > > > > <> P> < |tenued tenured assoc N
Governance: Adaptability 301 < < <P ] < <« | | < 4« <«4) | tenured tenured  assoc urm +
Shared governance holds up in unusual 205 4 4> <« | <4« U P <« 4> 4> 4> 4> | tenured tenured  assoc men white +
circumstances
Institution regularly reviews effectiveness of 291 < < | < < < < < <> | tenured  tenured assoc .
governance
Institution cultivates new faculty leaders 3.18 <> | < <« < < <« < assoc foc urm +
Governance: Productivity 320 < < ] <4 <UD 4« | | | <) | tenured tenured  assoc men white +
Overall effectiveness of shared governance 317 < < I <«“P» v P> <« < <) | tenured tenured men white white +
il GRIIHEES (el MEEEUiEERD (egiess 340 < < ] << 4P» 4« | | 2 <) | tenured tenured  assoc men +
towards goals
Public recognition of progress 3.09 < I <« <« < <P tenured  tenured  assoc men +
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Your results compared to PEERS <«

Areas of strength in GREEN

COACHE Aware

Within campus differences

Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs Socvs  Phyvs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs FEduvs Medvs Othvs 2015
other other other other other other other other other other other other
Governance: Trust 312 4> 4> <D 4D 4P 4P P NS N<5 AP > > > Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other Oth +
nglri]:iz;stand how to voice opinions about 307 > < < < < < < N<5 N<5 < » » < other Bio VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other +
et et ERles Clltach v Ens 324 4> 4> WD D> <D > A N5 NS 4> <> | Hum other  VPA N<5 N<5 Bus Edu other oth +
administration
Faculty and admin follow rules of engagement 331 <dp» <«dp» <p <4 <« <4 <4 N5 N<5 4P <> Phy other N<5 N<5 Bus other other Oth +
iy i e it (5 e G Sy S 6l 305 4> <> D D> < > b NS NS <> > > | Hum other  VPA  ofher  N<5 N<5 Bus  other  other |LOM |  +
communication
Facully and admin discuss diffcultissuesin - 514, qp. 4 <> 4> <> > A> NS NS 4> > > oAb | Hum other  VPA N N Bus  oher | oner [OEM -+
good faith
Governance: Shared Sense of Purpose 38 4> 4> <4 <D < <D A N<5 N<5 < > . | 2 Hum Soc other VPA N<5 N<5 other other - +
Important decisions are not made unfilthereis 57, qp. q» <> 4> <> B> «“» NS NS 4> B> > 4> | Hm Sos  Phy VPA  other  N<5  N<5  other  other  other [OMI  +
consensus
Admin ensures sufficient time for faculty input 298 4> A <D <D <D > A NS N<5 4> | 2 | 2 Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other - +
z;ceur!gvai;]:: dmin respectuly consider the 313 4 > P> > @ > 4> NS NS 4> > > <> | Hum Soc Phy other VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other Oth +
f::;:r{;;ﬁ';d""” [TEND &) S SaTED & 342 4> <4 <D <P <D > 4> N5 N5 <> »> > <> | Hum Soc other VPA N<5 N<5 other  other oth +
Governance: Understanding the Issue atHand ~ 3.00 <« <> <« <> << <> <D N<5 N<5 <> | 4 . | 2 Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 other other Oth +
Faculty g}).vernaqce structures offer 200 < <> < < < » < N<5 N<5 < » » < VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other +
opportunities for input
:::i\;inoﬁzmmumcate rationale for important 307 <A < < < < » < N<5 N<5 < » » < Phy VPA N<5 N<5 other Oth +
Faculty and admin have equal say in decisions ~ 2.78 b b <> < <> > <« N<5 N<5 < | 2 < Hum Phy other VPA other N<5 N<5 other - - +
Faculty and admin define decision criteria 36 4> <> <> <> <4 > A NS5 NS 4> > > | Hum Phy  other N5 N5 Bus  other | other [OMN  +
together
Governance: Adaptability 300 4 <« <4 <C4H <P <D < N<5 N<5 P > > < Hum other VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other other +
S‘hared governance holds up in unusual 205 b < < < < » < N<5 N<5 < » » < Phy VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other +
circumstances
Institution regularly reviews effectiveness of 291 < < < < < > < N<5 N<5 < » » <> Hum Phy VPA N<5 N<5 other other - +
governance
Institution cultivates new faculty leaders 318 dp 4> <94 << 4> 4> A NS N<5 AP > L | = Hum other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 Bus other other Oth +
Governance: Productivity 320 4> 4> <4 <D < > <» N<5 N<5s <P > > < Soc VPA N<5 N<5 Bus other other +
Overall effectiveness of shared governance 317 b <> < <> <> > < N<5 N<5 <> » » < Soc Phy other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 Bus other other other +
mﬁfgs"gf:.zs make measuresbleprogress 5,0 qp < <> G < > A N5 NS < > > <« other  other VPA N<5 N<5 Bus Edu  other Ot +
Public recognition of progress 3090 4> <4 <D <D P > «@p N5 N5 AP > > <O VPA other N<5 N<5 other +
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COACHE Aware

Departmental Engagement, Quality, and Collegiality > Demographic Analysis

This is the

COAC H E overall score These columns describe how your faculty’s

(between 1 and 5) responses compare to similar faculty at other

for all facult COACHE institutions: tenured vs. tenured,
Dashboard fora!fecuty

pre-tenure/tenured,

These columns compare
groups on your campus:

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  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008
Health and retirement benefits 343 ) 4 4) <) 4p 4P ) ) preten  full  women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 4> < < | 4 | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 ) <) 4p L 4» Rl ) ) tenured women  white
Mentoring 4 < < 4> |tenured s foc
Tenure policies () /A I<5 MIA +
Tenure clarity 333 4> L | 4 ! men

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%
3rdor4th <« P Middle 40%
Sthoréth < P Bottom 30%
insufficient data for reporting <]

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.

And these results?

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

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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Departmental Collegiality 372 4 4> 4> b <KDL D b O O O <O <O tenured women foc asian urm
Colleagues support work/life balance 355 4 4> <> > 4O U U Db U Db D> <D tenured women foc urm
Meeting times compatible with personal needs  3.96 <4» <4 4P > <4 <H» D 9D <P 4P 9 4> | tenured tenured full foc asian urm
Amount of personal interaction w/Pre-tenure 368 4 A <> > 4O H» <D 4P <P 4P 4 4> | tenured tenured women foc asian urm
How well you fit 360 4> 4> <> > <O HD» <D > 4D » Db U <D tenured  assoc foc asian urm
Amount of personal interaction w/Tenured 360 4> 4> <> > 4O U U Db DU Db P D> assoc foc urm
Colleagues pitch in when needed 362 4> 4> <> > <OH DL KU P v P> P> D> tenured foc urm
Department is collegial 378 4> 4> <> > 4O HD»> D> D> D> P> P> Q> | tenured tenured women foc asian urm
Colleagues committed to diversity/inclusion 392 4> < <> > <O D> D> > > 4 DU <D tenured  assoc  women foc asian urm
Departmental Engagement 354 4 4> <> | <« U <O < v < O < tenured foc urm
Discussions of undergrad student learning 361 4> 4> <> > O D> KD > < D> > <O tenured men foc urm
Discussions of grad student learning 345 4 4> <> »> <« < < <« < CH» 4« <P | preten ntt assoc foc white urm
Discussions of effective teaching practices 3.62 > <UH» <> ] <« P P > P» <D < tenured men foc urm
Discussions of effective use of technology 339 4 4> <> | | 2 > <4 <«» <« <4 9> 9> | preten tenured foc urm
Discussions of current research methods 330 <« <« <P > <« <« <« <« < <4« <« < ntt assoc white urm
Amount of professional interaction w/Pre-tenure 374 <4p» 4p 4P > 4O H» DU P P P 4P <« | tenured women foc asian urm
Amount of professional interaction w/Tenured 362 4> <A <D b KU U b b U > U < assoc foc asian urm
Departmental Quality 356 4 4> <> b 4 b < O O P > <P assoc foc asian urm +
Intellectual vitality of tenured faculty 354 4> <> <> b 4@ U b U b U > < tenured  assoc foc urm +
Intellectual vitality of pre-tenure faculty 401 4> 4> <> > 4O U Db D> P> P> P 4 | tenured foc asian urm
Scholarly productivity of tenured faculty 356 4 4> 4> > 4H» U KU Db D <D 4« <P | preten assoc foc urm
Scholarly productivity of pre-tenure faculty 398 4> <A < > <OHU U U Db KU P> <« <P | tenured full foc asian urm +
Teaching effectiveness of tenured faculty 353 4 4> <> »>» <O DU D 4P 4P 4P 4P 4P | preten ntt assoc men foc urm
Teaching effectiveness of pre-tenure faculty 383 4> 4> <> > O > LU b U P P> v O ntt men foc asian urm
Dept. is successful at faculty recruitment 362 4 4> N<5 > LU U U U U <P <P D> N<5 assoc foc asian urm +
Dept. is successful at faculty retention 337 4 4P N<5 > > P U <D > > U D> N<5 assoc foc asian urm +
Dept. addresses sub-standard performance 255 4 4> 4> > <KDL U U <P U <D D D white
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Intellectual vitality of NTT faculty 3.71 | 2 | 2 > | 2 > | 2 | 2 > | 2 > > > | tenured | tenured men foc asian urm +
Scholarly productivity of NTT faculty 3,57 > > > »> > | 2 > > »> > | 2 »> tenured men foc asian urm +
Teaching effectiveness of NTT faculty 3.92 | 2 | 2 > J > | 2 | 2 > | 2 > | 2 | 2 tenured foc asian urm
Amount of professional interaction w/NTT 3.78 » > > > > > > > > > > »> tenured  assoc foc asian urm +
Amount of personal interaction w/NTT 3.73 | 2 > | g ] | 2 | 2 | > | 2 > | 2 > | tenured | tenured foc asian urm +
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

COACHE Aware

Within campus differences

Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs Socvs  Phyvs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs FEduvs Medvs Othvs 2015
other other other other other other other other other other other other

Departmental Collegiality 372 4> 4 4> <> A 4> 4> NS N<5 < > > < Hum Soc other other - ECM N<5 N<5 other other other -
Colleagues support work/life balance 355 4> 4> 4> <> 4dp 4> 4> NS N<s A > > <O Hum other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other other
Meeting times compatible with personalneeds 396 <« <4p» <4 < <4 <D <D N<5 N<5 < » > < - other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other other
Amount of personal interaction w/Pre-tenure 368 4Ap A A A A 4> 4> NS N<5 P » » N<5 Hum other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other N<5
How well you fit 360 4> 4> 4> A < <D D N<5 N<5 - | 4 > <> Hum Soc other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other other
Amount of personal interaction w/Tenured 360 4> <4 <« <A <Ap 4> dp N<5 N<5 <P > > <O Hum Soc other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other -
Colleagues pitch in when needed 362 4> <«p 4> 4> AP 4> AP N N<5 A | 2 > < Soc other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other other other
Department is collegial 378 4> <4 4> 4> <Ap 4> AP NS N<5 AP > > <O Soc other other - ECM N<5 N<5 other other - other
Colleagues committed to diversity/inclusion 32 4> 4> 4> 9> 4> 4> 4> NS NS Adp > > < Soc other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other other other
Departmental Engagement 354 4> 4> 4> <A <4 4> 4> N N<5 A | 2 > < Hum Soc other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other -
Discussions of undergrad student learning 361 4 4 4> <A 4 4> A N5 N<5 A | 2 > < other other other other ECM N<5 N<5 other - Med other
Discussions of grad student learning 345 4> <A <CLH < <P > A NS N<5 4P | 2 | 2 - other other ECM N<5 N<5 Bus other - Oth
Discussions of effective teaching practices 362 4 4 <4 «4> 4> 4> A N N<5 <> > > < other Soc other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other -
Discussions of effective use of technology 339 4> <4 4D 4D H» D <D N<5 N<5 <> | 4 | | = Soc other other ECM N<5 N<5 Bus other -
Discussions of current research methods 330 4@ 4> D> PP P> P P NS N<5 > > > < Hum Soc other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other other other
Amount of professional interaction w/Pre-tenure 374 <4p» <4 <4 <4 <Ap 4> AP N<S N<5 4P > | 2 N<5 Hum other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other other N<5
Amount of professional interaction w/Tenured 362 4> 4> 4> <4 A 4> 4> NS N<5 AP | 2 > < Hum Soc other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other -
Departmental Quality 356 A 4> 4> <A 4D 4P <D N<5 N<5 < | 2 > < other other other - ECM N<5 N<5 other other +
Intellectual vitality of tenured faculty 354 4> <> <> <> <> <> <> N5 NS 4> b > N5 | oher  Soc  other  oner |[WVPAN] N5 N<5  other  ofher N<5 .
Intellectual vitality of pre-tenure faculty 401 4> <4 4> <9 4 4> 4> N N<5 4D > > N<5 other Soc other other - N<5 N<5 N<5
Scholarly productivity of tenured faculty 356 4> 4> <4 4D 4P <D < N<5 N<5 > | 2 > N<5 other other - N<5 N<5 other N<5
Scholarly productivity of pre-tenure faculty 38 4> 4> <4 <4 <4 4> A NS N<s A > > N<5 other other - ECM N<5 N<5 N<5 +
Teaching effectiveness of tenured faculty 353 4> 4> <D <D <D > 4> NS N<5 AP > » N<5 other Phy VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other N<5
Teaching effectiveness of pre-tenure faculty 383 A 4> A <CAHD <D | | 2 N<5 N<5 <> » » N<5 other Phy VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other N<5
Dept. is successful at faculty recruitment 362 4> <D <D P <D > 4 N<5 N<5 P > > < other other - N<5 N<5 other other Med other +
Dept. is successful at faculty retention 337 4> 4> <D <D <P > 4> N<S5 N<5 AP | 2 > < Hum other other other - ECM N<5 N<5 other other Oth +
Dept. addresses sub-standard performance 255 4> 4> 4 4D < > 4> NS N<5 4> | 2 > < other Soc other VPA N<5 N<5 other other
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Intellectual vitality of NTT faculty 371 <> < <> <> > > > NS NS > > > | oter Py  oher [IWPA| ECM N5 NS Bus other |[other |+
Scholarly productivity of NTT faculty 3.57 » | 2 | 2 > > > > N<5 N<5 » | 2 | 2 | 2 other Phy - N<5 N<5 Bus other other - +
Teaching effectiveness of NTT faculty 3.92 | 2 » | 2 > > > > N<5 N<5 | 2 | 2 | 2 | 2 other other - other - ECM N<5 N<5 other other other
Amount of professional interaction w/NTT 3.78 » » | 4 > > | 4 | 4 N<5 N<5 | 4 > | 4 » Hum other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other - +
Amount of personal interaction w/NTT 3.73 » » > > > | 4 » N<5 N<5 b » b b Hum VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other - +
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
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COACHE Aware

Appreciation and Recognition » Demographic Analysis

This is the

COAC H E overall score These columns describe how your faculty’s These columns compare

(between 1 and 5) responses compare to similar faculty at other groups on your campus:
Da S 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  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008

Health and retirement benefits 343 ) 4) 4 4 4> ) «4) pre-ten full women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 4> < < | 4 | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 <) 4» 4P 4> <) 4p ) tenured women  white
Mentoring 4 < < 4> |tenured s foc
Tenure policies ) /A I<5 MIA +
Tenure clarity 333 4 4 4 | men

And these results?
Here, the faculty subgroup with

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). the fower rating appears. Shading
conveys the magnitude of sub-
Your ranking among peers: Your percentile among your cohort: group differences:[smallleffects
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 Regardless of your results compared to
less satisfred than are women at your peers (), but more peers and others (on the left), you should

@ satisfied than are women at 70% of other institutions (). direct your concern to subgroups who
Although the women at your institution are “less satisfied” consistently appear here in yeflow or
than women at peers, they still fare better than most. orange shaded cells.
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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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm
Appreciation and Recognition 328 4 A 4> > <4 <HD» 4P 4P» <94 9P 4 Q> |tenured tenured assoc foc asian urm +
Recognition: For teaching 333 4> <4 <> > <O H» D> <«“@ P P> P> tenured  assoc foc asian urm
Recognition: For advising 308 4> 4> <> J <4 U U <« < <H» U KD tenured  assoc foc urm
Recognition: For scholarship 331 4> <4 < | <« <« U < K P U U assoc foc asian urm +
Recognition: For service 311 4> 4> <> > 4O U U Db P> P> <> D> tenured  assoc foc urm
Recognition: For outreach 313 4> <4 <P I <« U P P <« 4> 4P 4P | tenured tenured  assoc foc asian urm +
Recognition: From colleagues 365 4> 4> 4> > <4 <H» H» 4D 4D 4P 4> 4> | tenured tenured foc urm
Recognition: From CAO 290 4> 4P N<5 N<s d> O O > O O < N<5 N<5 assoc  women white urm +
Recognition: From Dean 306 4> AP N<5 N<5 <« U < O P < < < N<5 N<5 assoc  women urm
Recognition: From Head/Chair 356 4> 4> <> > O H» D > <4 <« 4> 9> | tenured tenured asian
School/college is valued by Pres/Provost 334 4> AP N<5 N<5 <« U < < P < < < N<5 N<5 assoc  women foc urm +
Dept. is valued by Pres/Provost 306 4> 4P N<5 N<s 4> > P O O P> O <O N<5 N<5 assoc  women foc urm +
CAO cares about faculty of my rank 307 4> 4> <> > <4 <H» <9 <9 94> 4> 4> 4> |tenured tenured assoc  women urm +
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Your results compared to PEERS <«

Areas of strength in GREEN

COACHE Aware

Within campus differences

Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3)
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 2015
other other other other other other other other other other other other
Appreciation and Recognition 328 4> 4 <Ap <« 4> 4> AP N5 NS 4 < <> A Hum other other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other other +
Recognition: For teaching 333 4 4 <4 <4 <4dp 4> 4> N5 N<5 AP > > < Phy other VPA ECM N<5 N<5 other other
Recognition: For advising 38 4> 4> <D < A > <P N<5 S [ > > <O Hum other other ECM N<5 N<5 other other Oth
Recognition: For scholarship 331 4> 4> 4> 4 4> 4> A NS N<5 b > > < Hum other other VPA N<5 N<5 other other other +
Recognition: For service 3 4> 4 A4 A 4 <D <D N<5 N<5 <> | 4 > < Hum other other VPA N<5 N<5 other
Recognition: For outreach 313 4> 4 <Adp A 4> > <> N5 N<5 P > P> N<5 Hum other ECM N<5 N<5 other other other N<5 +
Recognition: From colleagues 365 4> 4> 4> 4> 4> 4 A N N<5 <l | 2 »> <> Soc other N<5 N<5 other other -
Recognition: From CAO 290 4> w4 <D P A > dp NS N<5 A | 2 | 2 N<5 - Phy other N<5 N<5 other - N<5 +
Recognition: From Dean 306 4> 4> <> <D A > dp» NS N5 D » > N<5 Hum Phy other N<5 N<5 other other N<5
Recognition: From Head/Chair 356 4> 4> <4 <A <A 4> 4P N<5 N<5 b > > <O other ECM N<5 N<5 other other Med
School/college is valued by Pres/Provost 33 4 A <4 <> » <> N<5 N<5 < | 4 > N<5 - other other other N<5 N<5 Edu - N<5 +
Dept. is valued by Pres/Provost 36 4> <> <> < < > <> N5 N 4> > b nes [EImO|  other other oher  N<5  N<5  Bus  Edu |LOeRN N<s .
CAO cares about faculty of my rank 307 4> 4> 4> 4> 4 4> A NS N<5 4> | 2 L | = Hum Soc other N<5 N<5 other other Oth +
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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%

| |

you
| | |

peers
| | |

cohort
| | |

pre-tenure faculty
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 6|0% 70% 80% 90% 100%

| |
| |

peers
| |

cohort
| |

associate professors

0% 10% 30% 40% 60%
you
|
peers
|
cohort
| |
full professors
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

peers
|
cohort
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COACHE Aware

Retention and Negotiation > Demographic Analysis

This is the

COAC H E overall score These columns describe how your faculty’s These columns compare

(between 1 and 5) responses compare to similar faculty at other groups on your campus:
Da S h boa 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 white foc tenure rank gender race 2008

Health and retirement benefits 343 4 4p 4 4 4p | 4 4k | preten  full  women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 <] 4> 4 ] pre-ten assoc women  white
Collaboration 3.46 4 4» dp s L 4pr 4 4> tenured women  white
Mentoring ; < «®» < 4> |tenured s foc
Tenure policies 4P /A 1 g M<5 MN/A +
Tenure clarity 333 4> L | 4 | men

And these results?
Here, the faculty subgroup with

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). the fower rating appears. Shading
conveys the magnitude of sub-
Your ranking among peers: Your percentile among your cohort: group differences:[smallleffects
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 Regardless of your results compared to
less satisfred than are women at your peers (), but more peers and others (on the left), you should
satisfied than are women at 70% of other institutions (). direct your concern to subgroups who
A!though the women at your institution are “less satisfied” consistently appear here in yellow or
than women at peers, they still fare better than most. orange shaded celfs.
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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm
Related Survey ltems - -- - -- - - -- - -- - - -- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
How serious was consideration of outside offer? 365 <« <4 4> > O b b < <KD» <D > 4> | preten ntt assoc white white N/A
Counteroffer satisfaction 329 4> <A <> <4 U U <D <> D > tenured  tenured  assoc asian white N/A
Outsmlieloffers are NOT necessary in 2.47 > <> N<5 > <> > > > > > N<5 tenured assoc men white white
negotiations
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COACHE Aware

Retention and Negotiation » Disciplinary Analysis

This is the

COACHE
Dashboard

overall score
(between T and 5)

for all faculty

respondents

men vs. men, faculty of color
vs. faculty of color, etc.

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,
associate/full, women/men,
white/faculty of color.

G u i d e at yourinstitution. f

mean overall tenured pre-ten full assoc men  women white foc tenure rank gender  race 2008
Health and retirement benefits 343 4)» > 4> 4) 4p 4p 4 4 4p» pre-ten full WOmen
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 <] « - < < | preten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 346 4 4> 4> 4» 4 4 4» tenured women  white
Mentoring ! <] « < 4> | tenured foc
Tenure policies . 4qp 4p MN<5 NI -
Tenure clarity 333 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 “fess 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 2015
other other other other other other other other other other other other
Related Survey ltems - - - - - - - - -
How serious was consideration of outside offer?  3.65 <P > > NS N<5 N<5 | 2 N<5 N<5 > > | 2 N<5 other N<5 N<5 N<5 other N<5 N<5 Bus Med N<5 N/A
Counteroffer satisfaction 329 b > 4> N5 > > » N<5 N<5 > > > N<5 other other N<5 VPA ECM N<5 N<5 Bus Edu Med N<5 N/A
Outside offers are NOT necessary in 247 > < <« <« > > N N<5 »> > N<5 Hum Phy VPA other N<5 N<5 Edu other N<5

negotiations
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