8/22/2018 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 a rd for all faculty COACHE institutions: tenured vs. tenured, pre-tenure/tenured,

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

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

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

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

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

Tenure policies 4 ) N<S N *

Tenure clarity 33z < < L men

What do these triangles mean?

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

Your ranking among peers: Your percentile among your cohort:

1st or 2nd Top 30%

3rdor4th <« P Middle 40%

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

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

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

And these results?

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

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

file:///R:/Hunter/COACHE/2018/2018%20Report/app-files-1-pg/analyses-benchmarks-dashboard.html

1/3



8/22/2018 COACHE Aware

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

Governance: Trust 22 4 4P P O U O O O O O P < tenured  assoc foc white urm N/A
LE::;:I:tand how to voice opinions about 28 4 4> 4D Db D> D <P P P 4P 4D 4> | preten ntt assoc white urm N/A
Clear rules about the roles of faculty and 20 > > P> > > > > > > > > W | eued tered  assoc white  urm NIA
administration
Faculty and admin follow rules of engagement 316 4 4 4P <PD» P U <P P P P> 9> 9 | tenured tenured men foc urm N/A
Faculty and admin have an open system of 267 > > > G > G > > > > > W |tewed tenwred  assoc white  urm NIA
communication
gzgg“fi:r:‘d admin discuss difficultissuesin = 515 qp <> B> G G G G > G > > D> tenured foc  white  um NIA
Governance: Shared Sense of Purpose 208 40 4P <P <P P <P <P <P <GP D 4 QA |tenured tenured white urm N/A
L’;‘Egg::::edsms arenotmadeuntilthereis ., qp  qp  <p > > > ¢ > ¢ <o > <> | tenured | tenured white | white N/A
Admin ensures sufficient time for faculty input 204 4 4L <P DU P P YU P P «P» 9D 4« |tenured tenured white urm N/A
zi(;l'::y\iz\i admin respectiully consider the 300 €4 4P U P U U U U KU <D > 4P | tenured tenured white urm N/A
Faculty and admin have a shared sense of 38 > G > > > > > > > O <« tenured men  foc urm NIA
responsibility
Governance: Understanding the Issue atHand 285 4 4> <4 4P P P U Db <O PO P <O tenured white urm N/A
Faculty GOETETE structures offer 291 > U W U DU U U U U < <> white urm N/A
opportunities for input
fiormin communieate rationale for important 281 > W G > > > G > > > D> W | ewed  tenued white  urm NIA
Faculty and admin have equal say in decisions 266 <4 <4 4> H» <P HP» P» P » P P 4> | tenured tenured white white white N/A
fo‘igfa“t:if"d admin define decision criteria 27 > W > > > G > > G > > ¢ | eued  tenured white  urm NIA
Governance: Adaptability 279 4 4 4P P U P P P <P D 4D 9> | tenured tenured white urm N/A
Shared governance holds up in unusual 22 > > > > > > > > > > > P | ewed  tenued white  urm NIA
circumstances
:;r:)svtg‘r‘:;’:cfg“'a"y reviens effectivenessof .61 4> > > > > > > G > > > W | tewed [lenued white  um NIA
Institution cultivates new faculty leaders 303 4 4D 4D 4« <o U < < < < <D < tenured  assoc foc urm N/A
Governance: Productivity 20 4P 4P <P U P <P U DO P P 4P 9« |tenured tenured men white urm N/A
Overall effectiveness of shared governance 28 40 <4 <4 <D <P <D <P 4 94D A 9 44> | tenured tenured assoc men white urm N/A
iy Giimiliiizes il e meaRuEEile pregiess 34 4P 4HU 4HU v v v O U <O <D > 4> | tenured tenured foc white urm N/A
towards goals
Public recognition of progress 277 4> 4> 4P P> P> P»p <P P> <P» P> 9 9> | tenured tenured white N/A
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Your results compared to PEERS <« Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences
Your results compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED sm(.1) med. (.3) [lrg.(.5)
mean overall Hum Soc Phy Bio VPA ECM HHE Agr Bus Edu Med Oth Humvs  Socvs Phy vs Biovs VPAvs ECMvs HHEvs Agrvs Busvs Eduvs Medvs Othvs 2014
other other other other other other other other other other other other

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

Hum: Humanities

Soc: Social Sciences

Phy: Physical Sciences

Bio: Biological Sciences

VPA: Visual and Performing Arts

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

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

Edu: Education

Med: Medicine

Oth: Other Professions (Law & Journalism)
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