9/13/2018 COACHE Aware

Benchmarks at a Glance > All Faculty

: This chart summarizes over a half million data points in benchmark
4 G‘ .............. results for your institution relative to peers and the full cohort of
) : COACHE's participating institutions. Each column represents the
range of institutional means (not the distribution of individual
respondents) along that dimension. Within each chart, you can see

0 your institution's mean score on the benchmark (¢), your
)
top 30% of : institution's prior mean score (—), the mean scores of your five
institutions 35 """""" peers (o), and the distribution of the responses of the entire cohort
ddle 40% of : + your current of institutions as signified by the red, grey, and green boxes.
mi e o0 .
instituti — your previous You should be most concerned with the placement of your marker
Institutions o selected peers (#). A score in the red section of the column indicates that your
bottom 30% of 3.0 institution ranked in the bottom 30 percent of all institutions. A mark
institutions ) i . in the green section indicates your faculty rated a benchmark in the

top 30 percent of all institutions. A mark in the grey area indicates a
"middle-of-the-road" result.

file:///I:ICOACHE/COACHE_201718/Results/kenyon/app-files-1-pg/analyses-benchmarks-at-glance-all.html 1/2



COACHE Aware

9/13/2018

uoniubooay pue uonepaiddy

Auenp |eyuswyedsq

juswabebug |euswyedaqg

Ajjeiba)j09 [eyuswpedaq

A)NAONPOIH :90UBUISAOD)

Ayjgeydepy :20UBUISA0D

pueH 1e anss| ay) Buipue)sIspUN :80UBUISA0L)

8s0dind Jo 8sUag paleyS :80UBUIBAOD)

snli] @0UeUIBA0D)

Rynoe4 :diysiepesn

|eyuswpedaq :diysiopean

|euolsialq :diysiepean

Jolueg :diysiepesaT]

[IN4 0} uoiowold

Ae :suonejoadx3 ainual

salljod ainua)

Burioyusip

uoneloge||0

slopn Areurdiosipiaiul

s)jeuag 1UsWaINeY pue y)esy

saioljod Ajlwe pue [euosied

$80IN0SaY YIOAA pue sanijioe

yoleasay HIOA 10 aineN

5.0

o o

¢| o o
o _Qo (o)
®00 Op Buiyoes] MJOAA JO BInjeN
+ooo to) 90IMI9G MJOAA JO BINjeN

4+

0 S 0 o 0 o 0 o

<t < (ap] ™ N N ~— -~

2/2

yon/app-files-1-pg/analyses-benchmarks-at-glance-all.html

file://N1:/COACHE/COACHE_201718/Results/ken



9/12/2018 COACHE Aware
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 3 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 < > < < « < | 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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9/12/2018 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 2015

pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Nature of Work: Research 363 4 <P <P NA 4 4P > P> P> P> D> <> N/A - women --- +

Nature of Work: Service 341 4> 4> <> N/A <“@» DU Db KU DL <KD D N/A - women --

Nature of Work: Teaching 417 Ar  @» @ NA “> 4> <> <«p A <“p <> <> | preten  NA |lassoc| women  foc | Lwhite || um

Facilities and Work Resources 32 > W > NA > > > > > > > <> nva  [H8ssee women T e

Personal and Family Policies 369 4 <A 4> N/A <4 DU <DL P D> PD» P QD | tenured N/A assoc  women foc white urm +

Health and Retirement Benefits 360 > D> P> NA P> P> > > > > > > nva U888 women  foc  asian  um

Interdisciplinary Work 303 4> <> > NA G B> D> > > P> > o NA [Jassoc | women  foc  white |um| -

Collaboration 360 4> > A NA > P> > P> > > D> <> v [asseel| women [ee N Mwhite | um -

Mentoring 360 4 <D <D NA A P> 4P P P P > D> - N/A assoc  women - asian -

Tenure Policies 338 <4 NA 4> NA N/A NA 4> A 4> NS5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A men N<5 N<5 N<5 -

Tenure Expectations: Clarity 343 <> N/A <> N/A N/A N/A 49 4D 4P Ns5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A - N<5 N<5 N<5 -

Promotion to Full 381 > > NA O NA > > > > > <> > > | na o na [JEeel women [N PWREN AT -

Leadership: Senior 373 4 4> <> N/A <4 YU <D P D> D» P 9 | tenured N/A assoc men foc white urm -

Leadership: Divisional N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 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: Departmental 364 4> > > NA G D> > > > P> N5 O N/A [Women' foc N5 [um

Leadership: Faculty 343 4> 4> <> N/A <4“» DU DU DU D> D> D> < | tenured N/A assoc - urm

Governance: Trust 365 4> <4 < NA 4> 4> 4> 4P P P <GP <> | tenured N/A - men foc white urm

Governance: Shared Sense of Purpose 363 dAp» A Ay N/A < U U DU DU D D D> - N/A assoc men white

Governance: Understanding the Issue at Hand 345 <> <« < NA A 4> 4> 4> 4 4 4 9P | tenured N/A assoc men - urm

Governance: Adaptability 318 4> 4> <> N/A <«“P» b < D D> D> A <@ | tenured N/A - men - urm

Governance: Productivity 348 4> <D <> NA A 4> 4 4 4 4 4 9P | tenured N/A assoc men white white

Departmental Collegiality 4215 > > > NA > > > > > > > D> nva  [Esseel| women e Cum

Departmental Engagement 377 4> <4 <> NA A > 4 P> Pp P P> QD> N/A assoc - asian - -

Departmental Quality 395 4> <> 4> NA > 4> <> <> <> <> <> 4> |peten  NA  assoc  women [IMGENN asan [Umil -

Appreciation and Recognition 357 4 4> <> N/A <4 YU <P P D> <D P» QY | tenured N/A assoc  women foc white urm -
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9/12/2018 COACHE Aware

Nature of Work » 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 yellow or
than women at peers, they still fare better than most. orange shaded cells.
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9/12/2018 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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Nature of Work: Research 363 > > > NA > W > > G > > > NIA women | foo | whie | um |+
Time spent on research 298 «p <A <> N/A <pr 4P 4P <9Pp <A 4> <A 4P | preten N/A women foc --
Expectations for finding external funding 377 4> <49 <D N/A <49 U DU <D <KD QD N<5 < | tenured N/A foc N<5 urm
Influence over focus of research 463 <Ap < A NA A A Ay A A Ap > 4P| tenured N/A assoc  women --- +
Quality of grad students to support research N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Support for research 374 4> <> <> NA < <> <> <> <> <> > 4> |tenwed NA  assoc  women |Lfoel white ] U
Support for engaging undergrads in research 362 40 4> <> N/A <4 YU YU P U P 9> A | peten N/A assoc  women foc -- +
Support for obtaining grants (pre-award) 312 4> <4 <P NA 4> 4> 4> 4> 4P 4> > 4P | tenured N/A assoc - white - -
Support for maintaining grants (post-award) 348 4> 4> 4> N/A 4> 4L 4L <«9AH» 9D <94 N5 4P | tenured N/A women foc N<5 urm
Support for securing grad student assistance N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Support for travel to present/conduct research 400 4> A <A N/A <4 4H» H» HD» KU O I <p | tenured N/A foc - +
Availability of course release for research 290 <y Ay A NA A > 4> P P P> D> Q> N/A foc - +
Nature of Work: Service 31 4> 4P P> NA P O O > O > > O N/A foc -
Time spent on service 33 4> <A <> N/A “ap <4HD» CH» <« <«a» <4» <A 9> | tenured N/A foc -
Support for faculty in leadership roles 35 <> < <> N2 D> D> P> P> D> P> <> W |twed NA foc  white |um.|
Number of committees 360 4> <> <> N/A <“@» U U D D P> > < | tenured N/A foc urm
Attractiveness of committees 343 4 <P <> NA > 4> 4> 4> P> 4P > 4> | tenured N/A assoc foc white urm -
Discretion to choose committees 386 4> <4 <D N/A <P DU DU D D> D> > <> - N/A assoc  women -
Equitability of committee assignments 308 4 4 4P NA D PG GG P PP <UL > D N/A assoc  women foc
Number of student advisees 369 4> 4> <> N/A <« C4EH» H» <P» 9GH» 9D <9 9P | preten N/A assoc  women foc
Support for being a good advisor 341 4 <D <> NA 4 4P P> P > P> > D> N/A assoc foc N/A

Equity of the distribution of advising
responsibilities

327 4> A < NA <> P OGO P 9 > 9 4> |tenured NA assoc -- white - N/A

Nature of Work: Teaching 417 4 4 <> N/A <4 YU <P YD <D <P YD Q| peten N/A - women foc - -

Time spent on teaching 423 4 A <> N/A <4 YU YU P P> P> PP 4 | peten N/A assoc  women white

Number of courses taught 387 4> 4> <> N/A <4 <4HP» 4P «H» 9GDP» 94D <9 9 | peten N/A - women foc white urm

Level of courses taught 424 <4 <4 <> N/A 4 CH» <P P» <HD» <<HD» 9D <9 | preten N/A - women foc white urm

Discretion over course content 463 “» < > NaA > 4> 4> A <A < <> <> | peten NA | @ssos| men  foc | white | um

Number of students in classes taught 416 4> 4> <> NA A 4> 4> 4 4 4y 4> 9> | preten N/A - - urm -
Quality of students taught 442 4> 4> <> N/A <« U U < <O O < D> N/A full white urm

Equitability of distribution of teaching load 365 w4 <4 <> N/A < PP 4O DU 4L WD 9O N/A -- foc white -

Quality of grad students to support teaching N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Teaching schedule 411 4> <4 4P NA A P b D> P 9P @ D - N/A assoc  women foc white urm N/A
Support for teaching diverse learning styles 359 <  <I» <> NA <P < < < < <P N5 <P | preten N/A foc N<5 urm N/A
Support for assessing student learning 380 < < I N/A < < < < < < < <P | pre-ten N/A assoc foc white urm N/A
Support for developing online/hybrid courses 343 < < <I» NA - < < < < <P <P N<5 <P | preten N/A full - white N<5 N/A
Support for teaching online/hybrid courses 324 < < I N/A < < < < < <P N<5 <1 | pre-ten N/A full -- N<5 white N/A
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Time spent on outreach 354 4> 4> 4> N/A < 4H» 94H» 94H» 9 9P N<5 < N/A - women foc N<5 -

Time spent on administrative tasks 300 4 <> <> N/A 4 4H» <HP» D» 9DH» 9D »p 4 | tenured N/A assoc white - +
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9/12/2018 COACHE Aware
Ability to balance teaching/research/service 3.21 N/A < | 2 <49 4« < | N/A assoc  women foc white urm
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9/12/2018 COACHE Aware

Nature of Work » 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 yellow or
than women at peers, they still fare better than most. orange shaded cells.
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9/12/2018 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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Nature of Work: Research 363 > > > NA > W > > G > > > NIA women | foo | whie | um |+
Time spent on research 298 «p <A <> N/A <pr 4P 4P <9Pp <A 4> <A 4P | preten N/A women foc --
Expectations for finding external funding 377 4> <49 <D N/A <49 U DU <D <KD QD N<5 < | tenured N/A foc N<5 urm
Influence over focus of research 463 <Ap < A NA A A Ay A A Ap > 4P| tenured N/A assoc  women --- +
Quality of grad students to support research N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Support for research 374 4> <> <> NA < <> <> <> <> <> > 4> |tenwed NA  assoc  women |Lfoel white ] U
Support for engaging undergrads in research 362 40 4> <> N/A <4 YU YU P U P 9> A | peten N/A assoc  women foc -- +
Support for obtaining grants (pre-award) 312 4> <4 <P NA 4> 4> 4> 4> 4P 4> > 4P | tenured N/A assoc - white - -
Support for maintaining grants (post-award) 348 4> 4> 4> N/A 4> 4L 4L <«9AH» 9D <94 N5 4P | tenured N/A women foc N<5 urm
Support for securing grad student assistance N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Support for travel to present/conduct research 400 4> A <A N/A <4 4H» H» HD» KU O I <p | tenured N/A foc - +
Availability of course release for research 290 <y Ay A NA A > 4> P P P> D> Q> N/A foc - +
Nature of Work: Service 31 4> 4P P> NA P O O > O > > O N/A foc -
Time spent on service 33 4> <A <> N/A “ap <4HD» CH» <« <«a» <4» <A 9> | tenured N/A foc -
Support for faculty in leadership roles 35 <> < <> N2 D> D> P> P> D> P> <> W |twed NA foc  white |um.|
Number of committees 360 4> <> <> N/A <“@» U U D D P> > < | tenured N/A foc urm
Attractiveness of committees 343 4 <P <> NA > 4> 4> 4> P> 4P > 4> | tenured N/A assoc foc white urm -
Discretion to choose committees 386 4> <4 <D N/A <P DU DU D D> D> > <> - N/A assoc  women -
Equitability of committee assignments 308 4 4 4P NA D PG GG P PP <UL > D N/A assoc  women foc
Number of student advisees 369 4> 4> <> N/A <« C4EH» H» <P» 9GH» 9D <9 9P | preten N/A assoc  women foc
Support for being a good advisor 341 4 <D <> NA 4 4P P> P > P> > D> N/A assoc foc N/A

Equity of the distribution of advising
responsibilities

327 4> A < NA <> P OGO P 9 > 9 4> |tenured NA assoc -- white - N/A

Nature of Work: Teaching 417 4 4 <> N/A <4 YU <P YD <D <P YD Q| peten N/A - women foc - -

Time spent on teaching 423 4 A <> N/A <4 YU YU P P> P> PP 4 | peten N/A assoc  women white

Number of courses taught 387 4> 4> <> N/A <4 <4HP» 4P «H» 9GDP» 94D <9 9 | peten N/A - women foc white urm

Level of courses taught 424 <4 <4 <> N/A 4 CH» <P P» <HD» <<HD» 9D <9 | preten N/A - women foc white urm

Discretion over course content 463 “» < > NaA > 4> 4> A <A < <> <> | peten NA | @ssos| men  foc | white | um

Number of students in classes taught 416 4> 4> <> NA A 4> 4> 4 4 4y 4> 9> | preten N/A - - urm -
Quality of students taught 442 4> 4> <> N/A <« U U < <O O < D> N/A full white urm

Equitability of distribution of teaching load 365 w4 <4 <> N/A < PP 4O DU 4L WD 9O N/A -- foc white -

Quality of grad students to support teaching N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Teaching schedule 411 4> <4 4P NA A P b D> P 9P @ D - N/A assoc  women foc white urm N/A
Support for teaching diverse learning styles 359 <  <I» <> NA <P < < < < <P N5 <P | preten N/A foc N<5 urm N/A
Support for assessing student learning 380 < < I N/A < < < < < < < <P | pre-ten N/A assoc foc white urm N/A
Support for developing online/hybrid courses 343 < < <I» NA - < < < < <P <P N<5 <P | preten N/A full - white N<5 N/A
Support for teaching online/hybrid courses 324 < < I N/A < < < < < <P N<5 <1 | pre-ten N/A full -- N<5 white N/A
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Time spent on outreach 354 4> 4> 4> N/A < 4H» 94H» 94H» 9 9P N<5 < N/A - women foc N<5 -

Time spent on administrative tasks 300 4 <> <> N/A 4 4H» <HP» D» 9DH» 9D »p 4 | tenured N/A assoc white - +

file:///1:ICOACHE/COACHE_201718/Results/kenyon/app-files-1-pg/analyses-themes-a-demographic.html 2/3



9/12/2018 COACHE Aware
Ability to balance teaching/research/service 3.21 N/A < | 2 <49 4« < | N/A assoc  women foc white urm
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9/12/2018 COACHE Aware

Resources and Support » 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 yellow or
than women at peers, they still fare better than most. orange shaded cells.
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9/12/2018

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 382 4 4 < NA 4> 4 O P P D> D <D N/A - women - urm
Support for improving teaching 399 4p 4> <> N/A ap <4H» 94H» <9DH» <9 <9 <9 9> | tenured N/A assoc  women foc white urm -
Office 412 dA» <4 <> N/A 4“9 4D P P P> P> 4> 9> | preten N/A assoc  women asian
Laboratory, research, studio space 364 4 A <> N/A <4 U KU U < <D N<5 <P | preten N/A assoc - white N<5 -
Equipment 385 4> 4> 4> NA < > < <> <> < < 4> |tenwred NA  assoc | ‘women white
Classrooms 351 4 4> <> N/A “@» CH» D H» <WD» 94D 9> <4 | preten N/A assoc ~ women  white - white
Library resources 377 4> 4> 4> N/A 4 YU YU D <Y» 9D I 4» | preten N/A assoc  women white urm
Computing and technical support 373 4 4> <> N/A <@ b P D K» <» 9@ N/A - women foc white urm +
Clerical/administrative support 385 «wp 4 <> N/A < A <D O a» <O > < | tenured N/A assoc white +
Personal and Family Policies 369 «dp <4 <O N/A <4 < <4 <O < <4 < <> | tenured N/A assoc  women foc white urm +
Right balance between professional/personal 326 4 <L <> N/A < CWP» P P 9P 9P 9D G | peten N/A - - foc urm
Inst. supports family/career compatibility 361 «p <> <> N/A <> < < <> < <> > <> | tenured N/A -- foc white urm
Housing benefits 357 4> <4 <> NA A 4> 4dp 4> 4> 4P N<5 4P | tenured N/A assoc  women foc N<5 urm -
Tuition waivers, remission, or exchange 407 Ap <> <> N/A <> <> <> <> < <> N<5 <> pre-ten N/A assoc  women N<5 urm
Spousal/partner hiring program 283 4> 4> <> N/A <P U < <D <> P N<5 <> | pre-ten N/A assoc N<5 urm
Childcare 350 4> < 4> NA > > O <« <> <> ns > [lenied] A [TEsseel Wemen: e nes [
Eldercare 278 4> 4> NS5 NA > > > > U P> NS > N<5 N/A - men - N<5 - +
Family medical/parental leave 396 A <> <> N/A <> <> <> <> < <> N<5 <) | tenured N/A assoc  women foc N<5 urm -
Flexible workload/modified duties 383 > W P> NA > > P> > > > NS5 @ nA [Jassoc [Women. foc  N<5  um
Stop-the-clock policies 467 b N<5 <> N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 <> N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5
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 373 4 4> <> N/A <4“» DU DU D P> P »> > N/A assoc  women white white white N/A
Health and Retirement Benefits 360 4> 4 4D NA 9P <P P P P P D> P N/A - women foc asian urm
Health benefits for yourself 346 4> 4> 4> NA 4> P> D> P> P> P> P> 9 | peten N/A - women foc asian
Health benefits for family 354 4> <> <> NA <> > <> <> <> <> > <> |tenwed NA |lassoc| women  foc  asian
Retirement benefits 377 4> 4> Ay N/A <> WP» 9GP «H» <9I 94 N5 4P | tenured N/A assoc  women foc N<5 urm +
Phased retirement options 390 4 4 < N/A <o U U <D D P N<5 <P | tenured N/A assoc  women foc N<5 -_
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Salary 333 4> <4 < N/A <« DU U <HD»> P> <D 9D 4 | tenured N/A assoc
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9/12/2018 COACHE Aware

Interdisciplinary Work, Collaboration, and Mentoring » 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  women  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008

Health and retirement benefits 343 ) 4p 4) ) 4 4> ) «4) 4» pre-ten full women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 4> < < | 4 | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 ) ) dp s 4 ) ) ) tenured women  white
Mentoring 4 < < 4> |tenured s foc
Tenure policies () INfA I<5 NIA +
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
Although 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 cells.
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9/12/2018 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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Interdisciplinary Work 303 4 4D <D NA A 4 4> P> P P > QD N/A - women foc white - -
Budgets encourage interdiscip. work 277 4 A A NA A 4> 4> 4> 4P 4> N5 4P | tenured N/A assoc - foc N<5 urm -
Facilities conducive to interdiscip. work 286 dA» A Ab N/A < CH» CD»r DU KU <D > <> N/A assoc - white urm
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in merit 321 4> 4> 4> N/A <@ <COH» <<H» <<H» <<H» 9D P> 4> | peten N/A assoc  women - white - -
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in promotion 324 4> <> N<5 N/A v U KU D <KD D > » N<5 N/A assoc  women foc white - -
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in tenure 325 «dp N<5 <> N/A N<5 N<5 < N<5 < N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 +
Dept. knows how to evaluate interdiscip. work 324 4> <> <> N/A <o U DU <KD KU <D > <P | tenured N/A - women - white - -
Collaboration 350 4> 4> > NA > B> > > > > > > va  [asel women [l Munien imY -
Opportunities for collab. within dept 368 4> 4> <> NA > 4> 4 4> 4 4 I 4P | preten N/A assoc  women foc white -
Opportunities for collab. outside inst 363 4 4> Ap N/A <o U Db <D <K D> N<5 <> N/A assoc  women foc N<5 - -
Opportunities for collab. outside dept 355 > <> <> NA <> <> 4> <> <> 4> > 4> |petn NA |lassoc women | foc | white |[lum | -
Mentoring 360 dp dp A NA A P P» P P P b <P - N/A assoc  women - asian -
Effectiveness of mentoring within dept. 415 4> 4> <> NA A 4> 4y 4y 4 4 > 9P | tenured N/A assoc - asian -
Effectiveness of mentoring outside dept. 375 4> 4> A NA A A A A > > > A - N/A men asian -
Mentoring of pre-tenure faculty in dept 387 4> <A <> N/A <@ «4HP» 4H» H» 9D» H» P> 9 | tenured N/A assoc  women - white -
Mentoring of tenured associate profs in dept 262 4> 4> N<5 NA A 4> > > > > > D N<5 N/A - women - asian - -
Support for faculty to be good mentors 300 4> <4 N<5 N/A < U U U D <D > QD N<5 N/A assoc - foc white -
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Interdiscip. work is rewarded in reappointment N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A
Being a mentor is fulfilling 416 <4 4> N<5 NA A 4> 4> > > > > D N<5 N/A assoc white urm
Effectiveness of mentoring outside the inst. 395 4> 4> A N/A <“» YU 4 H» P» P N5 < - N/A foc N<5 urm
Mentoring of NTT faculty in dept N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A
Interest in interdisciplinary work 348 > > > NA B B B> > B> > b |peten NA  ful  men [Iwhie | white |lwhiel| NA
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9/12/2018 COACHE Aware

Tenure and Promotion » 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 yellow or
than women at peers, they still fare better than most. orange shaded cells.
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9/12/2018 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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm
Tenure Policies 338 4 NA 4 NA N/A NA 4 4 4P NS5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A men N<5 N<5 N<5 -
Clarity of tenure process 330 4> N/A <> N/A N/A N/A < U <D N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A men N<5 N<5 N<5 =
Clarity of tenure criteria 344 4> N/A <> N/A N/A N/A < <D D N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A men N<5 N<5 N<5 -
Clarity of tenure standards 291 <> NA 4P N/A N/A NA 4> A 4> NS<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A men N<5 N<5 N<5 -
Clarity of body of evidence for deciding tenure 361 4Ap N/A <> N/A N/A N/A <4 <D D N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A men N<5 N<5 N<5 -
Clarity of whether | will achieve tenure 365 A N/A < N/A N/A NA A A Al N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A men N<5 N<5 N<5
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 3.00 <4 N/A <> N/A N/A NA A A 4> NS5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A women N<5 N<5 N<5 -
Tenure decisions are performance-based 382 4» N/A <4 N/A N/A N/A < <4 <> N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A men N<5 N<5 N<5

Tenure Expectations: Clarity 343  dp N/A <> N/A N/A NA A A Al N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 -
Clarity of expectations: Scholar 326 A NA A N/A N/A NA A 4> AP NS5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A N<5 N<5 N<5

Clarity of expectations: Teacher 400 dp N/A <> N/A N/A N/A < <D D N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A N<5 N<5 N<5

Clarity of expectations: Advisor 322 4> NA A N/A N/A NA > @b AP N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 -
Clarity of expectations: Colleague 352 dp N/A <> N/A N/A N/A < <D D N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A

Clarity of expectations: Campus citizen 361 4> N/A <> N/A N/A N/A <4/ Db D N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A

Clarity of expectations: Broader community 296 b N/A <> N/A N/A N/A < <> <> N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N/A N/A

Promotion to Full 389 4> 4 NA NA h» P P P> P P> > | NA N/A -

Dept. culture encourages promotion 363 4> 4> N/A NA - A 4> A > A > » N/A N/A -

Reasonable expectations: Promotion 399 4> <> N/A N/A < YU YU DU DU D> D ~1p N/A N/A -

Clarity of promotion process 399 A 4> N/A NA A > 4> P P P> » N/A N/A -

Clarity of promotion criteria 33 4> <4 NA NA <P Db b P> P <P > D> N/A N/A -

Clarity of promotion standards 352 4> <> N/A NA 4> > > P> P > » N/A N/A -

Clarity of body of evidence for promotion 403 4> 4> N/A N/A <«“» U U U P» <D D ~1p N/A N/A -

Clarity of time frame for promotion 365 4> <> N/A NA A 4> > P > O » N/A N/A -

Clarity of whether | will be promoted 342 4> <> N/A N/A N<5 <o U DU KU D> N<5 < 2 N/A N/A N<5 women N<5 urm +

Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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9/12/2018 COACHE Aware

Institutional Leadership » 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 yellow or
than women at peers, they still fare better than most. orange shaded cells.
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9/12/2018 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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Leadership: Senior 373 4 4> <> N/A 4 U <P <P <P P P QP | tenred N/A assoc men foc white urm -
Pres/Chancellor: Pace of decision making 374 4P 4> <> N/A <o HP» b <P» D» 9D 9P 9 | tenured N/A assoc -
Pres/Chancellor: Stated priorities 395 <> <4 N/A <4 <> <> <4 <> <4 <> <« | tenured N/A assoc men white
Pres/Chancellor: Communication of priorities 385 4 4> <> N/A <@ U <H» <HD» <H» 9D 9D 9 | tenured N/A assoc men white -
CAO: Pace of decision making 368 4w <> <> N/A < U D> DU D QD > b | tenured N/A foc urm -
CAO: Stated priorities 367 A» a4 <> NA <A <> <> <> <« 4> > <> |tenwred NA  assoc  men Rl um -
CAO: Communication of priorities 370 b <> <> N/A < A D> O <> <> > <> - N/A assoc men foc white urm -
CAO: Ensuring faculty input 355 4> 4> <> N/A <o HU» Db D> D» P> > 9 | tenured N/A assoc  women foc white urm -
Leadership: Divisional N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dean: Pace of decision making N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dean: Stated priorities N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dean: Communication of priorities N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dean: 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: Departmental 384 4p 4 4P NA P P P PO P P N5 QD N/A - foc N<5 -
Head/Chair: Pace of decision making 354 4 4> <> N/A <4 YU YD P P AP N5 AP | preten N/A - foc N<5 - o
Head/Chair: Stated priorities 377 4> > > NA > > > 4> <> 4> NS5 4> |enred NA  assoc  women [foel N<5 Ui
Head/Chair: Communication of priorities 373 4 4> <> N/A <4 <4H» LU P P P N5 AP | tenured N/A full women foc N<5 -
Head/Chair: Ensuring faculty input 407 4> 4> <> NA 4> 4> 4 4> > P> N5 A N/A full women N<5 urm -
Head/Chair: Fairness in evaluating work 410 4> 4 A N/A <4 H» 4 «H» 9P 4P N5 4P | tenured N/A -- N<5 -
Leadership: Faculty 343 4> 4> > NA 4> > > <> > < 4 <> |ewed NA  asso L
Faculty leaders: Pace of decision making 324 4> 4> <> N/A <Y b b U b P P> D> N/A white -
Faculty leaders: Stated priorities 342 4> a4 <a> NA A > A <> <A 4> <> 4> |tewed NA [Jassool WY um
Faculty leaders: Communication of priorities 337 4> 4> <> NA A 4> 4> 4> 4> 4dp A 9P | tenured N/A - foc - urm
Faculty leaders: Ensuring faculty input 368 4> <4 <P N/A <@ YU P P DPD» 9P 9D 9 | tenured N/A assoc - urm
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Priorities are stated consistently 356 4 4> 4> N/A v U v U U <D - <«p | tenured N/A assoc  women foc -- +
Priorities are acted on consistently 337 4> <P <> NA 4> 4> 4> P> P 4P <> <P | tenured N/A assoc - urm +
Changed priorities negatively affect my work 364 <> <> N/A <> < <> <> <> <> | 2 <> - N/A asian white
CAO: Support in adapting to change 345 < A N<5 N/A <« U U <D D N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A - women N<5 N<5 N<5 +
Visible leadership for support of diversity 442 4> 4> 4> N/A < <HD» <HD» 4D 9D 9D 9 9 | pedten N/A - women --
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9/12/2018 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> ) «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 yellow or
than women at peers, they still fare better than most. orange shaded cells.
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9/12/2018 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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm
Governance: Trust 365 4 4 <4 NA <4HDP <P <HP» P U P 9P 9D | tenured N/A - men foc white urm
| understand how to voice opinions about 369 4> > > NA > > > 4 > A NS5 4> | peten  NA [Nassedl N<5  um
policies
Clea.r TUIeS.abOUt i el Gl ey e 351 <4 <4 N/A <4 <> <> <4 <4 <> N<5 <p | tenured N/A - men foc N<5 urm +
administration
Faculty and admin follow rules of engagement 378 4 <A <> NA - . 4> 4 4 4 4 > 4P | tenured N/A - men foc white - -
Facutyand admin have anopensystemof - 3.0 qp  <p <> NA > W G > > > > > | ewed na  [JEE white  um
communication
;zzzl?;::d admin discuss difficult issues in 376 4 4> <> N/A <@ CH» <D <D H» 94D P> <9 | tenured N/A - men asian -
Governance: Shared Sense of Purpose 363 40 4 <4 nNA P <P < P < < P D - N/A assoc men white
Important decisions are not made until there is ; .
313 <4 <4 4P nNA DU <P b O < P > P> N/A hit

consensus / - / men white - urm
Admin ensures sufficient time for faculty input 346 4 <P < NA A > P> P P> P> > O - N/A assoc men white white white
Faculty and admin respectfully considerthe ;65 qp  qp 4> NaA > @> > > > > > <o B na asoc  men white .
other's view
iy st sshasdzense ol L s ae > A > > o > o > > o e o -
Governance: Understanding the Issue atHand 345 <4» <d» <4 NA @ <p <4 <P <4 <« <4dp <«dp <P | tenured N/A assoc men - urm
IFREMly governance SRS NS @it 350 4> < < N/A <«“@ U b < P P N<5 <P | tenured N/A assoc men N<5 urm -
opportunities for input
Qggssni‘l;cs)mmunlcate rationale for important 350 4 <> <> N/A 4 4H» D P» » <D» <»p <D | tenured N/A assoc men white -
Faculty and admin have equal say in decisions ~ 3.30 <> < <> NA 4> 4> 4> <P <P 4P <> <9 | tenured N/A assoc white white +
Faculty and admin define decision criteria 350 4> < < N/A <«“@ CYP» P P PP P> > 9 | tenured N/A assoc men - urm
together
Governance: Adaptability 38 A A <b NA <> 4> @ < < <r b < |tenred NA | assc | men Dnte | um
Shared governance holds up in unusual 321 > > > NaA > > > > > > N D na  [lEsseel] men NS um -
circumstances
;n::zl:rt]::creegularly RS EEEiMEESS 6 294 4> 4 <> N/A 4 4H» <P <P 94D 9D P <9 | tenured N/A assoc men white urm +
Institution cultivates new faculty leaders 341 4P <D <D NA 4> P> P> P> P> P> D> P> - N/A assoc men white -
Governance: Productivity 348 4 <4 <D NA A 4 4 Ap A 4Ap 4p 4 | tenured N/A assoc men white white
Overall effectiveness of shared governance 340 4> <> <> N/A <@ YU <HD» HD» HD» 9D 9 <9 | tenured N/A assoc
My committees make measureable progress ;50 qp 4> 4> NA 4> > > <> > < NS5 4> | peten  NA  assoc  men N<5 .
towards goals
Public recognition of progress 334 4> <A <P NA A > > P P P> D> D> - N/A assoc men white -
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9/12/2018 COACHE Aware

Departmental Engagement, Quality, and Collegiality » 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  women  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008

Health and retirement benefits 343 ) 4p 4) ) 4 4> ) «4) 4» pre-ten full women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 4> < < | 4 | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 ) ) dp s 4 ) ) ) tenured women  white
Mentoring 4 < < 4> |tenured s foc
Tenure policies () INfA I<5 NIA +
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
Although 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 cells.

file:///1:ICOACHE/COACHE_201718/Results/kenyon/app-files-1-pg/analyses-themes-g-demographic.html
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9/12/2018 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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm

Departmental Collegiality 415 4 <4 <> N/A v < O O <O < O > N/A - -
Colleagues support workl/life balance 411 4 4> <> N/A <P U <DL U D D N<5 <> N/A -- N<5 urm
Meeting times compatible with personal needs 437 A <> <> N/A < CH» C4Dr Db <KD O »> N/A - women white white +
Amount of personal interaction w/Pre-tenure 395 4 4> <> N/A ap 4O <O 4H» <D 9D > 4F | peten N/A assoc  women foc white urm
How well you fit 396 4> 4 > NA A > > D> > > D> o> NA  assoc  women | fo6 | asian | Um |
Amount of personal interaction w/Tenured 389 4 4> <> N/A << CH» 4OD» WP» P b WU b D> N/A assoc  women - asian - -
Colleagues pitch in when needed 422 4> 4> 4> N/A < LU YU <D <P 9D WP 9 | tenured N/A assoc  women foc white urm
Department is collegial 423 4 <A <> N/A ap 4OP» <CH» <<H» 9D 4 9P A | peten N/A assoc men - asian - -
Colleagues committed to diversity/inclusion 440 4w <A A N/A <> <9H» < 4 A «4Ap <4 9> | tenured N/A assoc -- - +
Departmental Engagement 377 4p 4> <A N/A <o U <O O P < O S N/A assoc - asian - -
Discussions of undergrad student learning 430 4> 4D <> NA A 4> 4> 4 4> 4> 4> 9P | tenured N/A assoc men foc asian urm -
Discussions of grad student learning N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Discussions of effective teaching practices 412 4> <4 <> NA A 4> 4 4 4P 4> 4> 9P | tenured N/A assoc men foc - urm -
Discussions of effective use of technology 326 4 4> <> N/A <4 U U P D> U D G N/A assoc foc - -
Discussions of current research methods 34 4> <D <> NA > A O P> P > > N/A assoc - - -
Amount of professional interaction w/Pre-tenure 405 <4p» <db 4P N/A <«“» U U DU D> D> > <P | preten N/A assoc  women foc white urm
Amount of professional interaction w/Tenured 389 4> < <> NA A > A 4 A 4 > O N/A assoc  women - asian - -
Departmental Quality 39 4p <4 4P NA A P> 4> P> A 4> <A 4P | preten N/A assoc  women - asian - -
Intellectual vitality of tenured faculty 402 4> 4 <> N/A 4> <CH» 4P «H» 9D 9D P> A | preten N/A assoc  women - asian -
Intellectual vitality of pre-tenure faculty 425 4> 4 4> NA Db b b O > P> D> <> N/A - foc asian urm
Scholarly productivity of tenured faculty 362 4 <A <> N/A 4 4H» 4P «H» P> 4D P A | preten N/A assoc  women - - o
Scholarly productivity of pre-tenure faculty 34 4> <4 4P NA P> P> P> D> P> P> > 4> | peten N/A assoc --- -
Teaching effectiveness of tenured faculty 434 4 4 <> N/A <Y U U U KU <KD D> QD N/A women - -
Teaching effectiveness of pre-tenure faculty 419 4> 4> 4> nNA 4P P> P> P> P> P P> 4D | peten N/A assoc  women foc asian urm -
Dept. is successful at faculty recruitment 422 <«wp 4P N<5 N/A < YU DL <D P> <KL > D N<5 N/A women - -
Dept. is successful at faculty retention 416 < <« N<5 NA 4> A A > P> P> D> Q> N<5 N/A women - - -
Dept. addresses sub-standard performance 257 4> 4 <> N/A < U < U U < I QD - N/A assoc  women - urm o
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Intellectual vitality of NTT faculty N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A
Scholarly productivity of NTT faculty N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A
Teaching effectiveness of NTT faculty N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A
Amount of professional interaction w/NTT N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A
Amount of personal interaction w/NTT N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 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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9/12/2018 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 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  women  while foc tenure rank gender race 2008

Health and retirement benefits 343 ) 4p 4) ) 4 4> ) «4) 4» pre-ten full women
Interdisciplinary work 3.00 4> < < | 4 | pre-ten  assoc  women  white
Collaboration 3.46 ) ) dp s 4 ) ) ) tenured women  white
Mentoring 4 < < 4> |tenured s foc
Tenure policies () INfA I<5 NIA +
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
Although 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 cells.
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9/12/2018

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
Appreciation and Recognition 357 4 4> <> N/A 4 YU <P <4HP» P» 94DP» 9D 9 | tenured N/A assoc  women foc white urm -
Recognition: For teaching 361 4> A < NA A 4> 4> 4 4 4 A 4P | tenured N/A assoc foc white urm -
Recognition: For advising 325 <> <> N/A <> <> <> <> <> <> > <> N/A assoc foc white urm -
Recognition: For scholarship 345 4> <4 <D NA 4> > A > P> P> D> D> N/A assoc  women foc asian urm -
Recognition: For service 322 «4p 4 <> N/A < 4D Db D> D O »> <> | tenured N/A assoc  women white urm -
Recognition: For outreach 308 4 A Ay N/A < 4> 9GP <G AP 4> N5 4P | tenured N/A assoc  women foc N<5 -
Recognition: From colleagues 372 4p» 4A» A N/A < YU <HD» H» I 4> < 4> | tenured N/A assoc  women - white - -
Recognition: From CAO 343 <4p 4P N<5 N/A o Db b > P» P> D> <D N<5 N/A assoc white urm
Recogpnition: From Dean 330 4> 4> NS5 NA 4> > > D> P> 4 NS »> N<5 N/A assoc - N<5 -
Recognition: From Head/Chair 383 4> <L <> N/A apr 4> a@r P> 4P 4> N5 G N/A --- N<5 -
School/college is valued by Pres/Provost N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dept. is valued by Pres/Provost 373 <« <“dp N<5 N/A v Db b > > P> <> D> N<5 N/A assoc  women white
CAO cares about faculty of my rank 414 <> < <4 N/A <> <> < <4 < <4 »> <> N/A assoc white
file:///1:ICOACHE/COACHE_201718/Results/kenyon/app-files-1-pg/analyses-themes-h-demographic.html 2/2



9/12/2018 COACHE Aware

Retention and Negotiation > Demographic Analysis

for all faculty COACHE institutions: tenured vs. tenured, pre-tenure/tenured,
DaSh boa rd respondents men vs. men, faculty of color associate/full, women/men,

. vs, faculty of color, etc. white/faculty of color.
Guide | |

This is the
overall score
(between 1 and 5)

These columns compare
groups on your campus:

These columns describe how your faculty’s
responses compare to similar faculty at other

at your institution.

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:

istor 2nd
3rd or 4th
5th or 6th
insufficient data for reporting

Top 30%
4 p Middle 40%
<4 P Bottom 30%
<

appear as text only, moderate
effects are shaded yellow, and
large effects are shaded orange.
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 2015
pre-ten ntt assoc  women foc asian urm
Related Survey Items - - - - -
How serious was consideration of outside offer? ~ N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N<5 N/A
Counteroffer satisfaction 3.46 > > N<5 N/A N<5 > N<5 N<5 N/A N<5 women foc N<5 urm N/A
S:;'t‘i’ae“z:zrs are NOT necessary in 242 4> 4> N5 NA > 4> > 4> P> 4> N5 4> | NS NA  assoc  women  foc N<5 urm +
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9/12/2018

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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9/12/2018 COACHE Aware
Overall Pre-Tenure Women Asian URM
you peers all you peers all you peers all you peers all you peers all
(14) (14) (14) (14) (14)

Quality of colleagues 32% 5 14 24% 13 23% 5 14 0% 4 12 0% 5 12
Support of colleagues 17% 3 8 29% 4 10 28% 3 7 20% 5 1% 1 6
Opportunities to collaborate with colleagues 0% 0% 0% 0% 2 0% 1
Quality of graduate students 4% 1 0% 9% 1 0% 5% 1
Quality of undergraduate students 78% 5 13 71% 4 11 68% 5) 13 80% 5 13 63% o) 13
Quality of facilities 3% 0% 1 1 2% 0% 1 2 1% 2 3
Compensation 0% 1 2 0% 2 2 0% 1 0% 1 0% 2 4
Support for research/creative work 3% 1 0% 3 6% 2 0% 2 0% 4
Support for teaching 9% 5% 1 2 11% 1 20% 1 2 16% 2
Support for professional development 1% 5% 0% 0% 1 2 5%
Assistance for grant proposals 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Childcare policies 4% 10% 6% 0% 5%
Spousal/partner hiring program 1% 0% 0% 0% 5%
Diversity 0% 0% 0% 0% 3 0% 1
Presence of others like me 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
My sense of "fit" here 7% 1 3 5% 3 7 9% 2 5 20% 3 4 5% 2 4
Geographic location 1% 2 6 0% 1 o) 2% 4 9 0% 4 0% 1
Commute 2% 0% 2% 0% 1 1 5% 1
Cost of living 6% 10% 9% 0% 3 3 11% 1 1
Protections from service/assignments 1% 5% 0% 0% 5% 1 1
Teaching load 3% 1 0% 1 2% 1 2 0% 1 3 5% 2 5
Manageable pressure to perform 8% 24% 1 4% 1 20% 2 3 5% 2 2
Academic freedom 1% 4 © 10% 3 6 1% 3 6 20% 3 8 1% 4 6
Tenure/promotion clarity or requirements 4% 0% 4% 20% 16% 1 1
Quality of leadership 2% 0% 2% 0% 1 1 1%
There are no positive aspects 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Decline to answer 1% 0% 0% 0% 1 2 0% 1 1
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9/12/2018

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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9/12/2018 COACHE Aware

Overall Pre-Tenure Women Asian URM
you peers all you peers all you peers all you peers all you peers all
(14) (14) (14) (14) (14)

Quality of colleagues 2% 0% 2% 20% 1 0%
Support of colleagues 4% 5% 6% 20% 0%
Opportunities to collaborate with colleagues 2% 0% 2% 0% 5%
Quality of graduate students 0% 0% 0% 0% 1 1 0%
Quality of undergraduate students 0% 1 0% 2 0% 0% 1 2 0%
Quality of facilities 6% 3 19% 1 6% 3 0% 1 3 5%
Compensation 28% 1 6 19% 6 17% 3 0% 2 8 11% 1 7
Lack of support for research/creative work 9% 2 0% 3 13% 1 4 20% 2 4 21% 3
Lack of support for teaching 0% 0% 0% 0% 2 0%
Lack of support for professional development 1% 0% 2% 0% 2 2 5% 1
Lack of assistance for grant proposals 4% 1 5% 1 2% 0% 1 0%
Childcare policies 1% 1 4 0% 4 8 2% 2 5 20% 2 0%
Spousal/partner hiring program 8% & 5 14% 3 4 9% 3 5 20% 2 4 5% 2 4
Lack of diversity 23% 3 5 10% 3 7 30% 4 7 20% 4 7 53% 5
Absence of others like me 3% 5% 1 1 2% 0% 2 3 5% 1
My sense of "fit" here 7% 5% 1 4% 20% 2 3 16%
Geographic location 40% 3 4 48% 4 7 38% 2 & 20% 4 7 37% 4 7
Commute 3% 5% 2% 20% 2 0% 2
Cost of living 0% 2 0% 2 0% 2 0% 3 0% 1 B
Too much service/too many assignments 16% 4 12 10% 1 5 17% 4 13 0% 2 7 5% 3 9
Teaching load 5% 4 9 14% 3 7 2% 4 9 0% 10 5% 2 7
Unrelenting pressure to perform 10% 2 14% 3 7 17% 2 0% 1 3 0% 1 1
Academic freedom 2% 0% 2% 0% 1 0%
Tenure/promotion clarity or requirements 3% 5% 2 2% 0% 5% 2
Quality of leadership 4% 1 2 0% 1 1 2% 1 4 0% 2 7 0% 2 4
There are no positive aspects 3% 5% 2% 0% 3 5% 1
Decline to answer 1% 0% 0% 0% 1 1 0%

file:///I:ICOACHE/COACHE_201718/Results/kenyon/app-files-1-pg/analyses-global-worst-aspects.html 2/2



COACHE Aware

9/12/2018

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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