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GUIDE TO YOUR COACHE INSTITUTIONAL REPORT

One of the great strengths of an institution of higher education is its faculty. Research literature demonstrates that
the faculty are affected by their perception of the values and rewards in their work environment and that supportive
environments promote faculty satisfaction, which can lead to increased productivity and retention. With this
understanding, the Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education (COACHE) at the Harvard Graduate School
of Education developed the Tenure-Track Faculty Job Satisfaction Survey to be a diagnostic and comparative
management tool for college and university policymakers. The first stage of this endeavor consisted of focus groups
with pre-tenure faculty designed to elicit information on what comprises workplace and career satisfaction. This
work, combined with the extant literature on faculty satisfaction, reviews of institutional satisfaction surveys, and
conversations with numerous stakeholders, led to the development of the survey. We have now administered the
Tenure-Track Faculty Job Satisfaction Survey at over one hundred colleges and universities, each of whom receives
their custom version of this benchmarking report and comparative analysis.

Membership in the Collaborative, however, does not conclude with delivery of this report. Our mission to make the
academy a more attractive place to work is advanced only when supported by institutional action. To that end,
COACHE is your partner and a resource for maximizing the ability of your data to initiate dialogue, recruit talented
new scholars, and further the work satisfaction of all faculty at your institution. Please contact us at any time to
discuss the continuing benefits of COACHE participation.

CONTENTS

The data provided in your COACHE Institutional Report tell the unique story of your junior faculty’s experiences
working at your institution. The report is comprised of an executive summary, a question-by-question analysis of
survey results, special analyses, and highly detailed appendices. This guide will acquaint you with the contents and
organization of your report as you navigate through its various layers.

I. Executive Summary

The executive summary gives an overview of what your pre-tenure, tenure-track faculty members think about
working at your institution. It shows, in a condensed fashion, your institution’s strengths and weaknesses, in
relation to the five peer institutions you chose for comparison, as well as in relation to all COACHE universities. The
Executive Summary is composed of four parts, each of which represents a different aspect of the data or level of
analysis. Together, these four components provide a comprehensive distillation of the data.

A. Institutional Profile, by Theme. The survey collects information according to five themes:

= Jenure: Clarity and reasonableness of tenure process and criteria

= Nature of the Work: Satisfaction with work-related duties and support services

= Policies and Practices: Policy importance, effectiveness, and satisfaction

= (limate, Culture, Collegiality: Satisfaction with cultural and interpersonal aspects of work environment
= Global Satistaction: Overall satisfaction with the institution as workplace

The institutional profile features an “at-a-glance” bar chart showing your pre-tenure faculty’s mean scores
among those at your benchmark peers.! Each bar in the chart shows the percentage of items within a particular
theme on which your institution scored in the a) top third (ranked first or second; green), b) middle third (ranked
third or fourth; gray), and c) bottom third (ranked fifth or sixth; red). Mean scores are averages of responses on
a five-point Likert-type scale. The names of your five peer institutions appear below the chart.

! The results of the survey’s demographic questions (1 through 18) are in Appendix A, “Frequency Tables.”
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B. Results Presented by Theme. This section presents five charts showing the results of the individual survey
items by theme. Each chart shows:

1. your junior faculty’s mean scores for each survey item;
2. how each mean score ranks relative to your five peers — overall, by gender, and by race; and
3. gender and race differences within your institution.?

For each theme, we display the responses to each survey item ranked Aighest fo lowest by mean rating on a
five-point scale (5 = highest).

Column 1 mean ratings show where your pre-tenure faculty are on average most satisfied and least satisfied.

Columns 2, 3, and 4 show, for each item, how the mean ratings of your pre-tenure faculty rank in relation to the
means at your five peers, for faculty overall, grouped by gender, and grouped by race (i.e., white faculty and
faculty of color®). A plus sign (+) in a cell indicates that your faculty’s mean score on that item ranked in the top
two out of six peers (your institution plus your five peer institutions). A minus sign (-) indicates that your
faculty’s mean score on that item ranked in the bottom two out of six peers. A blank cell indicates a score
ranking third or fourth among peer scores. For Columns 3 and 4, we used the following symbols: F = Females,
M = Males, W = White Faculty, and C = Faculty of Color. As with the overall scores, a “+” or “-” symbol
indicates respectively a mean score in the top or bottom third of your peer group. For example, “F+” indicates
that the female faculty at your institution had a mean score on that item ranking in the top two out of six peers
(your institution plus your five peer institutions).

Columns 5 and 6 highlight for each question any disparities within your institution based on gender and race.
Because each of these columns compares means between two distinct groups on your campus (i.e., men and
women; whites and faculty of color), we used a test of statistical significance. The letter designations (e.g., F, M,
W, C) in a given cell indicate responses where the difference between the two means is large enough that it is
very unlikely (less than 5% chance) to have occurred by chance alone. Where there are no statistically
significant differences, the cells are left blank. The letter designations and “greater than” (>) and “less than”
(<) symbols indicate which group has the higher score.

C. Policies and Practices Summary. For each of 16 policies, respondents rated how important the policy is or
would be to their success and how effective each policy is at their institution. This section of your report
consists of two charts. For each policy, the top chart shows the percentage of respondents who indicated that it
was both important and effective, whereas the bottom chart shows the percentage who indicated that it was
important and ineffective (or not offered). Higher percentages in the top chart indicate relatively successful
policies, whereas higher percentages in the bottom chart indicate policies that your junior faculty think would
lead to their success, but that are currently absent or not working well at your institution.

D. Best and Worst Aspects about Working at Your Institution. Respondents saw a list of aspects of working at
an institution (e.g., support for teaching; quality of graduate students), and chose the two they perceived to be
the “best” at your institution and two they perceived to be the “worst.” The table in this section shows the four
aspects most frequently mentioned as one of the two best aspects at your institution, and the four most
frequently chosen as one of the two worst aspects, overall, by gender, and by race. The two columns to the right
show how many other peers (out of 5) and how many other COACHE universities also had the item in their top
four best (or worst) aspects. See Appendix Cfor the list of aspects from which respondents made their choices.

2 Only statistically significant differences are shown here (see below, Statistical Terms in the Institutional Repord.
3 To ensure the confidentiality of all responses, “faculty of color” as a category is not further disaggregated by racial and ethnic
groups.
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II. Survey Results

The survey results begin with the survey response rates, weight scales, and your selected peers. Then, for each
survey item (excluding the demographic questions and the special guestions outlined below), the Report presents, in
three pages, the results of pre-tenure faculty respondents as a whole (Overall Results), for males and females
separately (Gender Results), and for white faculty and faculty of color (Race Results).

To understand the format of your COACHE survey
results, refer to the descriptions below and to the
sample page at right.

Question 19, 1 find the tenure process in my department to be...
Very clewr £3); Fairly clear 14); Neithwer clear or ancleor (3); Fairly snclear (23 Very nncleor (1)

GENDER RESULTS

ere o sigrificant pender differonces in clarity of the omne process

A. At your institution: Statements under this
heading compare the mean scores of sub-groups
defined by gender or by race. A tfest at the

standard p<.05 level was used to determine @

statistically significant differences.*

B. Compared to your peers: These statements
indicate the rank of your faculty’s mean score
relative to those at your five COACHE peers (i.e.,
out of six).

Your Institubion | 3.530 | 11180] 0.2795] 2634104126 | 3848 | 10718 | 0.2285] 3373104324

Faculty st Peer 1 | 3.707 | 00976 0.2576| 3154104250 | 3053 [ 0.7602| 0.2133| 3488104418
Poer 4183 [08817] 0.2204] 3712104653 | 4005 | 0658 ] 0.1750] 3647104 365
Peerd | 3707 | 10125| 01202 | 3467103047 | 3645 | 0.7998 | 0.1485| 334110 3049
Peerd | 4236 | 00091| 0.2009| JB14104657 | 4.067 | 06833 | 0.2006] 3631104 503
Peers | 4199 | 09430 0.1377| 3622 1n4476 | 4268 | 06641 0.1056] 4087 o4 508

Your Peers (n=5) ;006_245\' 1096 N/A 329«! 2104 | 0.06%41 | NA
. g All Universites (n=54) ) 2656 0361 NA 3634 2706 0368 NA
C. Among all universities: These statements
indicate the percentile’ of your faculty’s mean R e

score relative to all participating COACHE Forafocty o
universities. In the context of this survey, higher
percentile ranks indicate strengths; lower ranks
indicate weaknesses.

@

D. Across all universities: These statements
compare the mean scores of gender or racial
subgroups across all survey respondents at
COACHE universities, based on #-fests (see “At your institution” above).

E. Data table: This table contains the mean ratings of faculty at your institution, at your peer institutions, and across
all universities. Further descriptive statistics are provided: standard deviation (SD), standard error (SE), and the 95%
confidence interval (CI) of the mean. The rows labeled “Your peers” and “All Universities” indicate the mean of the
five peer mean scores and of all COACHE universities, respectively. No CI is given for the mean of your five peers or
of all universities, as these means are calculated directly, without the need for statistical inference. Also, means are
not reported in demographic categories where there were too few respondents at your institution or at your peers.

F. Frequency chart: This chart illustrates the frequency of each of the five scale points in percentages for faculty at
your institution, at your peer institutions, and at all COACHE universities combined. Exact frequencies can be seen in
Appendix A, “Frequency Tables.”

* Significance tests were performed to determine whether the difference between group mean scores is statistically significant
(i.e., there was at most 5% likelihood that the difference between groups occurred by chance alone). However, even when the
difference is not statistically significant, it can be meaningful and practically significant. For example, differences in means
between subgroups with fewer than 30 participants are difficult to detect with statistical tests. Under such circumstances,
meaningful differences might exist regardless of these test results.

5 Percentile indicates the percent of scores that fall at or below your institution’s score.
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Therefore, the pages of results for most COACHE survey questions present the following information:

Your . . Table of Fr n
Your mean our Differences Differences e equency
, percentile means: your chart: your
score’s rank between between T N
. rank o institution, institution,
relative to groups within groups across
among all S R your peers, all  your peers, all
your peers . .\ your institution  all universities . .- . .-
universities universities universities
Overall results ° ° ° °
Gender results ° ° ° ° ° °
Race results ° ° ° ° ° °
Academic area
° ° °
results

Interpreting Results: Means and Frequencies. While a group’s mean score on an item gives valuable information
about the group’s central tendency, the frequency can tell you the extent to which the group is polarized in their
responses. For example, consider the following two hypothetical cases:

1) 1Inone case, half of a group of pre-tenure faculty chose “1” on a 5-point scale (e.qg., Very dissatisfied), and
half chose “5” (Very satisfied);
2) Inthe second case, every respondent in the group chose “3” (Nesther satisfied nor dissatisfied).

In both cases, the mean score is 3.0; however, whereas in the second case the mean reflects individuals’ attitudes
very accurately, in the first case, the mean (Nesther satisfied nor dissatisfied) does not actually reflect the attitude of
anyone in the group. Rather, this group seems to be made up of two sub-groups with very different attitudes. It is
important to take into account the polarization of scores when considering policy changes in order to gain a greater
understanding of how faculty members will be affected.

For actual percentages of each response at your institution, see Appendix A, “Frequency Tables.”

New Questions for 2007-08. In response to requests from member institutions, some survey dimensions were
added or altered for the 2007-08 survey administration. For these few items, peer comparisons are unavailable.
However, we do present your faculty’s responses alongside those of faculty at institutions who were administered
these new questions.

III. Special Analyses

Importance and Effectiveness of Policies and Practices. For this section (Theme III; Questions 34a and 34b)
respondents saw a list of 16 policies common at academic workplaces; for each, they rated how /mportant the policy
is or would be to their success, and how effective it is at their institution. Respondents could also indicate that the
policy is not offered at their institution.

The results are summarized in five tables: overall, for males, for females, for white faculty, and for faculty of color.
The columns of most interest are those that show the percent of faculty who rated the policy as: /mportant, but
Ineffective or not offered (Column 2) and the percent who rated it as both /mportant and effective (Column 3).
Policies with higher percentages in Column 2 are working well at your institution, whereas those with higher
percentages in Column 3 are working less well, and can perhaps be targeted for improvement.
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Best and Worst Aspects of Working at This Institution. For these questions (Theme V; Questions 44a and 44b),
respondents saw a list of 28 common attributes of institutions as workplaces, and chose the two they perceived to
be the “best” and the two they perceived to be the “worst.” The table presented in this section shows (overall, by
gender, and by race) the four aspects most frequently mentioned as one of the two best aspects, and the four most
frequently chosen as one of the two worst aspects. The two columns to the right show how many peers (out of 5)
and how many other COACHE institutions also had the item in their top four best or worst aspects. See Appendix C
(“Survey Instrument”) to see the list of aspects from which respondents chose.

The second page of these results lists the responses submitted by faculty who named their own best or worst
aspects instead of or in addition to choosing from the list.

Survey Results by Academic Area. This analysis is the result of our efforts to categorize faculty at all COACHE
universities into discrete “academic areas” to permit comparison of survey responses across institutions. These
definitions arose from a review of structural designations (i.e., schools and colleges, which differ from campus to
campus) and CIP codes (which are too narrowly defined for meaningful reporting).

As there is currently no uniform system of nomenclature among the schools and colleges of COACHE institutions, we
hope that the following 12 academic areas strike a useful—if imperfect—compromise suitable for this analysis:

Humanities

Visual and Performing Arts

Social Sciences

Physical Sciences

Biological Sciences

Engineering, Computer Science, Mathematics, and Statistics
Agriculture, Natural Resources, and Environmental Science
Business

Education

Health and Human Ecology

Medical Schools and Health Professions

Other Professions, including (among others) Architecture, Journalism, Law, Library

A. At your institution: The first set of tables shows the relative performance of the academic areas within your
institution. For each item, your pre-tenure faculty’s mean scores are shown for 12 academic areas, listed in
order from highest to lowest mean. To protect the identity of respondents, cells with fewer than five data points
(i.e., mean scores for questions that were answered by fewer than five faculty from an academic area within an
institution) are not reported.

B. Compared to peers and all COACHE universities: The second set of tables shows, for each item, your pre-
tenure faculty’s mean score for each academic area as expressed as a ranking among at your peers (rank 1-6)
and as a percentile among all universities for that academic area. Again, to protect the identity of respondents,
cells with fewer than five data points are not reported.

If your institution would like to receive custom analyses by school or college, please contact COACHE at
coache@gse.harvard.edu.
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IV. Appendices

Appendix A: Frequency Tables. This appendix shows, for each survey item, the percent of respondents at your
institution who chose each response option.

Demographic results include the combined percentage at your five peers and at all universities.

For questions in each of the five themes, percentages of each response option chosen by your pre-tenure faculty are
shown for each survey item overall, by gender, and by race. The following percentages are also shown in the
frequency tables for each item:

=  Percentages at each of your five peers separately
=  The mean percentage for all five peers combined
=  The mean percentage for all universities

Also included in the Frequency Tables are the mean scores for your institution, for your peers individually, for your
peers combined, and for all universities combined. These latter two means may differ from the “mean of the means”
reported in the “Survey Results” tables in that the means here are calculated by adding each individual respondent’s
rating and dividing by the total number of responses at your peers (i.e., the respondent is the unit of analysis). The
means in the “Survey Results” tables, on the other hand, are calculated by adding each institution’s mean, then
dividing by the number of institutions (i.e., the institution is the unit of analysis).

As explained earlier in this Guide, the relative frequencies of each response for each item can provide crucial
information not given by the mean score alone. While a group’s mean score on an item gives valuable information
about the group’s central tendency, the frequency can tell you how polarized the group is in their responses.

Appendix B: Open-ended Responses. This section shows the comments written by your pre-tenure faculty in
response to follow-up questions to three survey items and to one open-ended question:

Q27b. On what are tenure decisions in your department primarily based? Subjects were asked this follow-up
question if they responded “Somewhat disagree” or “Strongly disagree” to Question 27a (“From what I can
gather, tenure decisions here are based primarily on performance rather than on politics, relationships, or
demographics.”).

Q46a. Who serves as the chief academic officer at your institution? Subjects responding “other” were asked to
specify.

Q47. Assuming you achieve tenure, how long do you plan to remain at your institution? Subjects responding
“For no more than 5 years after earning tenure” to this question were asked to specify their reasons.

Q51. Please use the space below to tell us the number one thing that you, personally, think your institution
should do in order to be a great place to work.

Appendix C: Survey Instrument. For your reference, a “static” version of the web-based instrument is provided in
the first appendix. Please note that this medium does not accurately indicate survey “skip” patterns, where some
items may be skipped because of responses to previous questions. For information about survey development and
validation, see the COACHE Overview, below.

Appendix D: Responses to Custom Questions. For institutions that appended additional, custom questions to the
COACHE survey, the results are displayed in cross-tabulations and/or open-ended narrative in this section.

Vi
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METHOD

Background. The principal purposes of the Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education (COACHE) survey
are two-fold: (1) to enlighten academic leaders about the experiences and concerns of full-time, tenure-track faculty;
and (2) to provide data that lead to informed discussions and appropriate actions to improve the quality of work/life
for those faculty. Over time, we hope these steps will make the academy an even more attractive and equitable place
for talented scholars and teachers to work.

The core element of COACHE is a web-based survey designed and tested in focus groups and a rigorous pilot study
with twelve sites (see Survey Design below). The survey asked full-time tenure-track faculty to rate the
attractiveness of various terms and conditions of employment and to assess their own level of work satisfaction.
While there are many faculty surveys, the COACHE instrument is unique in that it was designed expressly to take
account of the concerns and experiences of full-time, pre-tenure, tenure-track faculty, especially with regard to the
promotion and tenure process, work-family balance, and organizational climate and culture.

This COACHE Tenure-Track Job Satisfaction Survey provides academic leaders with a powerful lever to enhance the
quality of work life for pre-tenure faculty. Each section of the report provides not only interesting data, but also
actionable diagnoses. The data are a springboard to workplace improvements, more responsive policies and
practices, and an earned reputation as a great place for pre-tenure faculty to work.

Survey Design. The chief aim in developing the COACHE Tenure-Track Faculty Job Satisfaction Survey was to
assess, in a comprehensive and quantitative way, pre-tenure faculty’s work-related quality of life. The survey
addresses multiple facets of job satisfaction and includes specific questions that would yield unambiguous,
actionable data on key policy-relevant issues. The COACHE instrument was developed and validated in stages over a
period of several years.

First, six focus groups were conducted with a total of 57 tenure-track faculty to learn how they view certain work-
related issues, including specific institutional policies and practices, work climate, the ability to balance professional
and personal lives, issues surrounding tenure, and overall job satisfaction.

Drawing from the focus groups, prior surveys on job satisfaction among academics and other professionals, and
consultation with Harvard University and advisory board experts on survey development, COACHE researchers
developed a web-based survey prototype that was then tested in a pilot study of 1,188 pre-tenure faculty members
at 12 institutions.

We solicited feedback about the survey by conducting follow-up interviews with a sub-sample of the respondents of
the pilot study. The survey was revised in light of this feedback. The current version of the survey was revised
further, taking into account feedback provided by respondents in survey administrations since the pilot study.

Survey Administration. All eligible subjects at participating institutions were invited to complete the survey.
Eligibility was determined according to the following criteria:

= Full-time

=  Tenure-track/ladder rank

= Pre-tenure

= Hired prior to 2007 (new hires are unable to respond meaningfully to many questions)

= Not clinicalfaculty in such areas as Medicine, Dentistry, Nursing, Pharmacy, and Veterinary Medicine
= Not in terminal year after being denied tenure

See “Survey Results” for response rates at your institution by gender and by race.

vii
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Subjects first received a letter about the survey from a senior administrator (e.g., president, provost, or dean) at
their institution. Next, subjects received an email from COACHE (coache@gse.harvard.edu) inviting them to
complete the survey. Participants accessed a secure web server through their own unique link provided by COACHE
and responded to a series of multiple-choice and open-ended questions (see Appendix C). The average survey
completion time was approximately 20 minutes.

Data Conditioning. For a participant’s responses to be included in the data set, s/he had to provide at least one
meaningful response for Questions 19 through 51. The responses of faculty who either terminated the survey before
Question 19 or chose only M4 or Decline to Respondfor all questions were removed from the data set.

A weighting scale was developed for each institution to adjust for the under- or over-representation in the data set
of subgroups defined by race and gender (e.g., White males, Asian females, etc.). Applying these weights to the data
thus allowed the relative proportions of subgroups in the data set for each institution to more accurately reflect the
proportions in that institution’s actual population of pre-tenure faculty. (See “Survey Results” below for your
institution’s weight scale.)

In responses to open-ended questions (Appendix B), individually-identifying words or phrases that would
compromise the respondent’s anonymity were either excised or emended by COACHE analysts. Where this occurred,
the analyst substituted that portion of the original response with brackets containing an ellipsis or alternate word or
phrase (e.g., [ ...] or [under-represented minority ]).

viii
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STATISTICAL TERMS IN THE INSTITUTIONAL REPORT

95% Confidence Interval of the Mean (C.I.). A range of numbers within which the mean score of a population
(e.g., all pre-tenure faculty at an institution, including both respondents and non-respondents) is 95% likely to fall.
For example, suppose that on a survey item the mean score of your female pre-tenure faculty respondents were
3.00, and the 95% C.I. interval were 2.00 to 4.00. The mean score of all your female pre-tenure faculty (if they were
to respond to the survey) would be 95% likely to fall within that range. This range is influenced by the respondent
group’s mean score and the variability of scores, as well as by the number of respondents in the group. Given the
same mean score, smaller intervals around the mean score reflect more certainty than do larger intervals that the
respondent group’s mean score is close to that of the group’s population.

In the tables of means for each question in the report, C.I.’s are provided for the mean scores of respondent groups
at an institution. However, the average of your peer institutions’ mean scores and that of all COACHE colleges or
universities can be calculated directly, so C.I.s are not necessary there.

Data Weighting (Weight Scale). The purpose of “weighting” data is to adjust for the under- or over-
representation in the data set of subgroups defined by race and gender (e.g., white males, Asian females, etc.). The
weight scale for a set of data is based on the difference between the proportion of each race/gender subgroup in
the respondent group with the proportion of the subgroup in the institution’s population of pre-tenure faculty as a
whole. Applying these weights to the data thus allows the relative proportions of subgroups in the data set for each
institution to more accurately reflect the proportions in that institution’s actual population of pre-tenure faculty. (See
“Survey Results” for your institution’s weight scales.)

Response Rate. The percent of pre-tenure faculty at an institution who responded to the survey. Response rate is
calculated here for each of the categories defined by the intersection of gender and race (e.g., white males,
Hispanic/Latino females, Black males). These response rates determine the weight scale used to balance the
sample.

Standard Deviation (s.d.). A measure of the “spread” of scores from a group of respondents. Literally, s.d. reflects
the average difference between individuals’ scores and the mean score of the group. A larger s.d. indicates greater
variation in a group’s scores, whereas a smaller s.d. indicates less variation.

Standard Error of the Mean (s.e.). A measure of the certainty with which the mean score of a respondent group
(e.g., the subset of an institution’s faculty of color that completed the survey) can be considered to reflect the mean
score of the population (e.g., all faculty of color at an institution) from which the respondent group came.

(Statistically) Significant Difference. A difference in the mean scores of two groups of respondents (e.g., men
versus women respondents at an institution) that is at most 5% likely to have occurred by chance alone. A
statistically significant difference between groups is considered to reflect an actual difference in the groups’
populations (e.g., mean score of all men versus that of all women at an institution, including non-respondents).
Significance tests of group differences are swayed partially by the number of subjects in each group, with
differences between larger groups being easier to achieve statistical significance than those between smaller
groups. Therefore, when differences between small groups fail to achieve statistical significance, as is often the case
with gender and race differences within institutions, they nevertheless can be meaningful and practically significant.
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INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE, BY THEME

The COACHE survey is organized around five themes:

L Tenure

1L Nature of the work

I11. Policies and practices

Iv. Climate, culture, and collegiality
V. Global satisfaction

This chart summarizes your institution’s mean scores relative to your peer group (see below) for each theme taken as a whole.
Green, grey, and red bars indicate the percentage of survey items within each theme whose scores at your institution rank in
the top two, middle two, or bottom two of your peer group.

Institutional Profile, by Theme
I

Tenure

Nature of the Work

Policies & Practices

Theme

Climate, Culture, &
Collegiality

Global Satisfaction

% Questions within Theme

B Ranked Istor2nd [ ] Ranked 3rd or 4th [} Ranked 5th or 6th

Who are my peers? At the conclusion of COACHE survey administration, we asked your institutional representative to
select five peer COACHE institutions that would form the comparison group for this report. In alphabetical order, those peers

are:

- Kansas State University

- University of Arizona

- University of Connecticut

- Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
- Washington State University



University of Wyoming

RESULTS PRESENTED BY THEME

1 2 | 3 | a4 5 6
Mean . Differencesat Your
Themel. Tenure Peer Comparison Institution
Overall | Gender Race Gender Race
Q19 clarity of the tenure process. 3.92 + M~+/F+ W+/C+
Q25a reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a scholar. 3.79
Q23 clarity of their own prospects for earning tenure. 3.70 W>C
Q25b reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a teacher. 3.70
Q27a perception that tenure decisions are based primarily on performance. 3.65
Q24a clarity of the expectations for performance as a scholar. 3.65
Q24b clarity of the expectations for performance as a teacher. 3.62
Q20 clarity of the criteriafor tenure. 3.58
Q22 clarity of the body of evidence that will be considered in making decisions about their own tenure. 3.56
Q25d reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a department colleague. 3.54
Q25¢ reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a student advisor. 3.35
Q21 clarity of the standards for tenure. 3.35
Q25e reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a campus citizen. 3.30
Q25f reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a community member. 3.28
Q26 receiving consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements of tenure. 3.19
Q24d clarity of the expectations for performance as a department colleague. 311
Q24c clarity of the expectations for performance as a student advisor. 3.04
Q24e clarity of the expectations for performance as a campus citizen. 2.78
Q24f clarity of the expectations for performance as a community member. 2.62




RESULTS PRESENTED BY THEME (cont.)

1 2 3 4 5 | 6
Mean :
Themell. Nature of the Work P ritation
Gender Race
Q29d satisfaction with the discretion they have over the content of the courses they teach. 4.45
Q29c satisfaction with the influence they have over which courses they teach. 4.30
Q30d satisfaction with the influence they have over the focus of their research. 4.30
Q29%a satisfaction with the level of the courses they teach. 4.03
Q2% satisfaction with the number of students they teach. 3.96
Q33a satisfaction with the quality of clerical/administrative services. 3.73
Q33c satisfaction with the quality of teaching services. 3.70 + M+/F+ W+/C+
Q28a satisfaction with the way they spend their time as faculty members. 3.69
Q29 satisfaction with the number of courses they teach. 3.61
Q33d satisfaction with the quality of computing services. 3.46
Q28b satisfaction with the number of hours they work as faculty membersin an average week. 3.40 N/A N/A N/A
Q29f satisfaction with the quality of undergraduate students with whom they interact. 3.35 + M+/F+ W+
Q299 satisfaction with the quality of graduate students with whom they interact. 3.34
Q31 satisfaction with the quality of facilities. 3.30
Q30c satisfaction with the amount of research funding they are expected to find. 3.23 + M+/F+ W+/C+ M>F
Q33b satisfaction with the quality of research services. 3.16 M-/F+ W-/C+ C>W
Q32 satisfaction with the amount of access they have to Teaching Fellows, Graduate Assistants, et al. 2.75
Q30b satisfaction with the amount of time they have to conduct research. 272 M >F




RESULTS PRESENTED BY THEME (cont.)

1 2 [ 3 | a4 5 | 6
Mean :
Themelll. Policies and Practices P Comparison [ PR YO
Overall Gender Race Gender Race
Q35e colleagues are respectful of their efforts to balance work and home responsibilities. 3.75 N/A N/A N/A
Q35d departmental colleagues do what they can to make raising children and the tenure-track compatible. 3.55 + M+/F+ W+
Q35¢c departmental colleagues do what they can to make having children and the tenure-track compatible. 3.54 + M+ W+
Q34b-15 effectiveness of stop-the-tenure-clock for parental or other family reasons. 3.54 + M+ W+/C+
Q34b-06 effectiveness of professional assistance for improving teaching. 345 + M+/F+ W+/C+
Q36 satisfaction with compensation. 3.32
Q34b-04 effectiveness of written summary of periodic performance reviews. 3.30
Q34b-08 effectiveness of paid or unpaid research leave during the probationary period. 3.28
Q34b-11 effectiveness of an upper limit on teaching obligations. 3.27
Q34b-03 effectiveness of periodic, formal performance reviews. 3.25
Q35a institution does what it can to make having children and the tenure-track compatible. 3.20 M >F
Q34b-02 effectiveness of informal mentoring. 3.18
Q34b-09 effectiveness of paid or unpaid personal leave during the probationary period. 3.17
Q34b-16 effectiveness of spousal/partner hiring program. 3.07 M>F
Q34b-12 effectiveness of peer reviews of teaching and research. 3.07
Q34b-07 effectiveness of travel funds to present papers or conduct research. 3.05
Q34b-10 effectiveness of an upper limit on committee assignments. 3.01
Q35b institution does what it can to make raising children and the tenure-track compatible. 294 M>F
Q37 satisfaction with the balance they are able to strike between professional time and personal or family time. 294 M>F
Q34b-01 effectiveness of formal mentoring program. 2.65
Q34b-05 effectiveness of professional assistance in obtaining externally funded grants. 2.60
Q34b-13 effectiveness of childcare. 248
Q34b-14 effectiveness of financial assistance with housing. 2.32




RESULTS PRESENTED BY THEME (cont.)

1 2 | 3 | a4 5 6

. . . Mean . Differencesat Your

ThemelV. Climate, Culture, and Collegiality Peer Comparison Intitution
Overall | Gender Race Gender Race
Q43c sense that they receive fair treatment from their colleagues regardless of their own sexual orientation. 4,54 N/A N/A N/A
Q43b sense that they receive fair treatment from their colleagues regardiess of their own race/ethnicity. 4.34 N/A N/A N/A W>C
Q43a sense that they receive fair treatment from their colleagues regardless of their own gender. 4.32 N/A N/A N/A M>F
Q39d satisfaction with the amount of personal interaction they have with junior colleagues in their dept. 4.03 + M+/F- W+ M >F
Q42 sense of collegiality at their institution 3.98 N/A N/A N/A
Q38a satisfaction with the fairness of their immediate supervisor's evaluation of their work. 3.98
Q39c satisfaction with the amount of professional interaction they have with junior colleaguesin their dept. 3.90
Q40 satisfaction with how well they "fit" in their department. 3.82
Q3% satisfaction with the amount of personal interaction they have with senior colleaguesin their dept. 3.67
Q38b satisfaction with the interest senior faculty take in their professional development. 342 W>C
Q39%a satisfaction with the amount of professional interaction they have with senior colleaguesin their dept. 3.39 W>C
Q38c satisfaction with their opportunities to collaborate with senior faculty. 3.23
Q41 satisfaction with the intellectual vitality of the senior colleaguesin their department. 3.05
1 2 | 3 | 4 5 | 6
Mean :
Theme V. Global Satisfaction Per Comparison o ritation
Overall Gender Race Gender Race

Q48 sense that if they had to do it over again, they would accept their current position. 3.98
Q45a satisfaction with their departments as places to work. 3.92 + M+ W+/C-
Q50 rating their institution as a place for junior faculty to work. 3.86 + M+/F+ W+/C+
Q45b satisfaction with their institution as a place to work. 381 + M-+/F+ W+/C+
Q46b satisfaction that the CAO at their institution seems to care about the quality of life for junior faculty. 3.56 + M+/F+ W+/C+




POLICIES AND PRACTICES SUMMARY

Table 1. Policies rated by faculty as important and effective
This table shows, for each of 16 policies, 1) the number of faculty who provided a valid response for both the importance
and the effectiveness questions (34a and 34b); and 2) the percent of your junior faculty (overall and grouped by gender
and race) who rated the policy as important or very important to their success, and effective or very effective. The
policies and practices with the highest percent of faculty with this response pattern can be viewed as exemplars of

successful policies at your institution.

At Your Institution

Policy or practice for junior faculty Valid Overall Males Females White Faculty

n Faculty of Color
An upper limit on teaching obligations 103 49% (1) 57% (1) 34%* (9) 49%* (1) 48%%* (3)
Periodic, formal performance reviews for junior faculty 117 47% (2) 40%* (4) 57%* (1) 49%* (1) 39%* (6)
Travel funds to present papers or conduct research 116 46%* (3) 45% (2) 47% (5) 47%* (3) 41% (5)
Written summary of periodic performance reviews for junior 115 46%* (3) 39% (6) 56% (3) 47%* (3) 39%%* (6)
faculty
Professional assistance for improving teaching 104 44% (5) 40%* (4) 49% (4) 41% (6) 52% (1)
Stop-the-clock for parental or other family reasons 49 40% (6) 29% (11) 57%* (1) 44% (5) 32% (10)
Informal mentoring 112 38% (7) 41% (3) 33% (11) 36% (9) 48%* (3)
Peer reviews of teaching or research/creative work 115 37%* (8) 36% (8) 40%* (6) 37% (8) 38% (8)
Spousal/partner hiring program 77 37%* (8) 38% (7) 35% (8) 40% (7) 26%* (13)
Paid or unpaid research leave during the pre-tenure period 101 36% (10) 33% (9) 40%* (6) 32% (10) 49% (2)
An upper limit on committee assignments for tenure-track 109 30% (11) 32% (10) 29% (12) 29% (11) 35% (9)
faculty
Paid or unpaid personal leave during the pre-tenure period 64 21% (12) 12% (14) 34%* (9) 19% (12) 27% (12)
Professional assistance in obtaining externally funded grants 96 14%* (13) 20% (12) 6%* (14) 15% (13) 14% (15)
Formal mentoring program for junior faculty 108 14%* (13) 19% (13) 6%* (14) 10% (14) 30% (11)
Childcare 57 10% (15) 9% (15) 12% (13) 5% (15) 26%* (13)
Financial assistance with housing 69 3% (16) 3% (16) 3% (16) 2% (16) 5% (16)

Table 2. Policies rated by faculty as important, but ineffective

This table shows, for each of 16 policies, 1) the number of faculty who provided a valid response for both the importance
and the effectiveness questions (34a and 34b); and 2) the percent of your junior faculty (overall and grouped by gender
and race) who rated the policy as important or very important to their success, but ineffective or very ineffective (or
not offered) at your institution. The policies and practices with the highest percent of faculty with this response pattern

should be targeted for improvement.

At Your Institution

Policy or practice for junior faculty Valid Overall Males Females White Faculty

n Faculty of Color
An upper limit on committee assignments for tenure-track 109 47%* (1) 44% (1) 51%* (3) 52% (1) 28% (4)
faculty
Childcare 57 47%* (1) 37%* (2) 60% (1) 49% (2) 40% (3)
Formal mentoring program for junior faculty 108 43% (3) 32% (5) 59% (2) 43% (5) 43% (1)
Professional assistance in obtaining externally funded grants 96 40%%* (4) 36% (4) 48% (5) 47% (3) 15% (13)
Paid or unpaid research leave during the pre-tenure period 101 40%%* (4) 37%* (2) 43% (6) 45% (4) 20%%* (9)
Spousal/partner hiring program 77 33% (6) 24% (8) 51%* (3) 34% (7) 27% (5)
Travel funds to present papers or conduct research 116 32% (7) 26% (6) 41% (7) 35% (6) 20%%* (9)
An upper limit on teaching obligations 103 29% (8) 25% (7) 36% (8) 30% (8) 25%%* (7)
Financial assistance with housing 69 28% (9) 23% (9) 35% (9) 24%%* (9) 42% (2)
Peer reviews of teaching or research/creative work 115 23% (10) 20%* (10) 28% (10) 24%* (9) 16% (12)
Informal mentoring 112 21% (11) 20%* (10) 23% (11) 20% (12) 26% (6)
Periodic, formal performance reviews for junior faculty 117 18% (12) 19% (12) 16% (14) 18% (13) 18% (11)
Stop-the-clock for parental or other family reasons 49 17% (13) 14% (13) 22% (12) 22% (11) 7% (16)
Written summary of periodic performance reviews for junior 115 13%* (14) 12%* (14) 14% (15) 10% (16) 25%%* (7)
faculty
Professional assistance for improving teaching 104 13%* (14) 12%* (14) 13% (16) 14% (14) 8% (15)
Paid or unpaid personal leave during the pre-tenure period 64 12% (16) 7% (16) 20% (13) 13% (15) 10% (14)

Note: The values in parenthesis indicate the vertical rank of that response. A '*' indicates a tie.




Question 44a. Check the two best aspects about working at your institution.

BEST AND WORST ASPECTS

Question 44b. Check the two worst aspects about working at your institution.

# of institutions where item
ranked among the top four

# of institutions where item
ranked among the top four

These items were most frequently rated as the responses These items were most frequently rated as the responses
best aspects about working at your institution.* MOUR ALD worst aspects about working at your institution.* MOUR ALD
PEERS UNIVERSITIES PEERS UNIVERSITIES
(n=5) (n=64) (n=5) (n=64)
1. Geographic location 2 36 1. Quality of graduate students 2 18
E 2. My sense of "fit" here 4 53 2. Teaching load 1 27
4 3. Support of colleagues 5 42 2. Lack of diversity 1 11
© 4. Commute 0 2 4. Too much service/too many assignments 3 23
4. Lack of support for research/creative work (e.g., 3 37
leave)
1. Geographic location 4 40 1.  Quality of graduate students 3 27
© 2. My sense of "fit" here 4 56 2.  Geographic location 3 25
§ 3. Cost of living 2 28 3. Lack of diversity 1 8
4. Support of colleagues 3 31 4. Teaching load 0 21
4. Lack of support for research/creative work (e.g., 1 33
leave)
1. Geographic location 3 40 1. Teaching load 1 25
= 2. My sense of "fit" here 4 51 2. Lack of diversity 1 19
5 3. Support of colleagues 4 46 3. Too much service/too many assignments 2 27
= 4.  Commute 1 5 4. Lack of support for research/creative work (e.g., 4 36
leave)
1. Geographic location 2 37 1. Teaching load 0 29
i) = 2. My sense of "fit" here 5 55 1. Lack of support for research/creative work (e.g., 3 37
§ ; 3. Support of colleagues 5 43 leave)
= 4. Quality of colleagues 4 50 1. Quality of graduate students 0 12
4. Too much service/too many assignments 4 24
4. Compensation 4 48
— 1. Teaching load 2 20 1. Lack of diversity 3 22
; E 2. Support of colleagues 3 40 2. Quality of graduate students 2 22
E 3 2. My sense of "fit" here 2 37 3. Geographic location 3 29
= 4. Cost of living 4 33 4. Teaching load 0 22

* See Appendix A for percent of respondents choosing each aspect (overall, by gender, and by race).




Tenure-Track Faculty Job Satisfaction Survey
Survey Results

10



Overall response rates (All Universities)

RESPONSE RATE and WEIGHT SCALE

Total Males Females White Faculty of | Missing
Faculty Color Race Data
N of Population 12,454 7,363 5,076 9,053 3,280 121
N of Responders 7,364 4,115 3,249 5,510 1,845 9
Response Rate 59% 56% 64% 61% 56%
Response rates of your peers (All Peers)
Total Males Females White Faculty of | Missing
Faculty Color Race Data
N of Population 1,164 689 475 830 314 20
N of Responders 747 432 315 546 196 5
Response Rate 64% 63% 66% 66% 62%
Response rates of your faculty population
Total Males Females White Faculty of | Missing
Faculty Color Race Data
N of Population 159 95 64 129 30 -
N of Responders 123 73 50 99 24 -
Response Rate 77% 77% 78% 77% 80%

Weight scale applied to survey respondents, by gender and race

American Asian, Asian Black, Hispanic or Multiracial White,
Indian/Native American, or African-American Latino Non-Hispanic
Alaskan Pacific Islander
Male 1.1685 1.0212 0.7697 0.7913 0.7380 1.0220
Female N/A 1.0196 0.7684 0.7900 N/A 1.0203
PEER GROUP

Each participating institution chose five “peers,” or institutions with which to compare their own results. The results of these
peer institutions are included in the Results Section of this report in a randomized order. Your institution chose the following

universities or colleges:

Kansas State University
University of Arizona
University of Connecticut
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

Washington State University




Theme I
Tenure
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Question 19. I find the tenure process in my department to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the tenure process.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 84th percentile on clarity of the tenure

process.

Your Institution 3.916 0.8166 0.0736 3.770 to 4.062
Faculty at Peer 1 3.690 1.0601 0.0849 3.522 to 3.857
... Peer 2 3.621 0.9661 0.0784 3.467 to 3.776
... Peer 3 3.596 1.0642 0.0740 3.450 to 3.742
... Peer 4 3.620 0.9524 0.0921 3.437 to 3.803
... Peer 5 4.028 0.8514 0.0777 3.874 to 4.182
Your Peers (n=5) 3.711 0.1615 0.0722 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.710 0.2267 0.0283 N/A

Your Institution

Peer 1

Peer 2

Peer 3

Peer 4

Peer 5

Your Peers

All Universities

0% 10% 20% 50% 70% 90% 100%
Percent of Respondents
(]  sn] E3
Very clear Fairly clear Neither clear nor unclear Fairly unclear Very unclear
(5) “4) 3) (1)

13



Question 19. I find the tenure process in my department to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

At your institution:

GENDER RESULTS

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the tenure process.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the tenure process.

e In relation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the tenure

process.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 89th percentile on clarity of the

tenure process.

e Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 72nd percentile on clarity of

the tenure process.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, male junior faculty found the tenure process to be clearer than did female junior faculty.

Males Females

Your Institution | 4.003 | 0.8109 | 0.0949 | 3.814t04.192 3.787 [0.8072 | 0.1142 | 3.558 t0 4.017
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.757 | 1.0414 1 0.1098 | 3.539 to 3.975 3.591 [1.0757 | 0.1324 | 3.327 to 3.856
...Peer2 | 3.637 [0.9259 | 0.0976 | 3.443to 3.831 3.601 [1.0216 | 0.1297 | 3.341 to 3.860
...Peer3 | 3.571 [ 1.1049 | 0.1030 | 3.367 to 3.775 3.632 [1.0103 | 0.1053 | 3.422to0 3.841
...Peer4 | 3.691 [0.9522|0.1122 | 3.467 to 3.915 3.484 [0.9372 | 0.1584 | 3.162 to 3.806
...Peer5 | 4128 [0.7990 | 0.1007 | 3.927 t0 4.330 3.893 [0.8873 | 0.1175| 3.658 t0 4.129

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.757 | 0.1956 | 0.0875 N/A 3.640 [0.1360 | 0.0608 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.733 | 0.2600 | 0.0325 N/A 3.668 |0.2597 | 0.0325 N/A

Male Faculty at Your Institution

Female Faculty at Your Institution

Male Faculty at Your Peers

Female Faculty at Your Peers

Male Faculty at All Universities

Female Faculty at All Universities

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Percent of Respondents
]
Very clear Fairly clear Neither clear nor unclear Fairly unclear Very unclear
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Question 19. I find the tenure process in my department to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the tenure process.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the tenure
process.

e Inrelation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked second on clarity of the tenure
process.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 83rd percentile on clarity of the
tenure process.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 80th percentile on clarity of
the tenure process.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the tenure process.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 3.899 | 0.8348 | 0.0839 | 3.733104.066 | 3.994 | 0.7348 | 0.1500 | 3.684 to 4.305

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.596 | 1.0786 | 0.1006 | 3.397 t0 3.795 | 3.892 | 0.9853 | 0.1539 | 3.581 to 4.203

...Peer2 | 3.592 [0.9563 | 0.0877 | 3.419t03.766 | 3.709 |0.9931]0.1729 | 3.357 to 4.061

...Peer3 | 3.632 [ 1.0671|0.0905| 3.453to 3.811 3.499 [1.0748]0.1344 | 3.231t0 3.768

...Peer4 | 3.620 | 1.0025|0.1100 | 3.401t03.839 | 3.620 | 0.7535]0.1538 | 3.302 to 3.938

...Peer5 | 3.994 [0.8689|0.0916 | 3.812t04.176 | 4.112 [ 0.7951] 0.1452 | 3.816 to 4.409

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.687 | 0.1543 | 0.0690 N/A 3.767 [ 0.2152 | 0.0962 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.703 | 0.2405 | 0.0301 N/A 3.745 [0.3315] 0.0414 N/A

White Faculty at Your Institution

Faculty of Color at Your Institution

White Faculty at Your Peers

Faculty of Color at Your Peers

White Faculty at All Universities

Faculty of Color at All Universities

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

Very clear Fairly clear Neither clear nor unclear Fairly unclear Very unclear

%) “) 3) @ O
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Question 20. I find the tenure criteria (what things are evaluated) to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the criteria for tenure.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 44th percentile on clarity of the criteria for

tenure.

Your Institution 3.582 0.9960 0.0898 3.404 to 3.760
Faculty at Peer 1 3.578 1.1231 0.0899 3.401 to 3.756
... Peer 2 3.516 1.0062 0.0816 3.355 to 3.678
... Peer 3 3.542 1.0824 0.0754 3.394 to 3.691
... Peer 4 3.582 0.9566 0.0925 3.398 to 3.765
... Peer 5 3.962 0.8866 0.0809 3.801 to 4.122
Your Peers (n=5) 3.636 0.1645 0.0736 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.609 0.1984 0.0248 N/A

Your Institution

Peer 1

Peer 2

Peer 3

Peer 4

Peer 5

Your Peers

All Universities

0% 10% 20% 50% 70% 90% 100%
Percent of Respondents
(]  sn] E3
Very clear Fairly clear Neither clear nor unclear Fairly unclear Very unclear
(5) “4) 3) (1)
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Question 20. I find the tenure criteria (what things are evaluated) to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

GENDER RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the criteria for tenure.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked fourth on clarity of the criteria for
tenure.

e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the criteria for
tenure.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 34th percentile on clarity of the
criteria for tenure.

e  Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 47th percentile on clarity of
the criteria for tenure.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the criteria for tenure.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.573 | 1.0588 | 0.1239 | 3.326 to 3.820 3.596 | 0.8964 | 0.1268 | 3.342 to 3.851

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.615 | 1.0317 [ 0.1087 | 3.399 to 3.832 3.524 11.2336 | 0.1518 | 3.221 to 3.827

...Peer2 | 3.517 | 0.9687 [ 0.1021 | 3.314 to 3.720 3.516 | 1.0583 | 0.1344 | 3.247 to 3.784

...Peer3 | 3.524 | 1.1487 [ 0.1076 | 3.311to 3.737 3.568 |0.9940 | 0.1036 | 3.362to 3.774

...Peer4 | 3.649 | 0.9000 | 0.1061 | 3.438 to 3.861 3.452 11.0513 |1 0.1777 | 3.091 to 3.813

...Peer5 | 4.058 | 0.8539 [ 0.1076 | 3.8421t0 4.273 3.833 | 0.9069 | 0.1201 | 3.592 to 4.073

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.673 [ 0.1992 | 0.0891 N/A 3.579 |0.1323 | 0.0592 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.615 | 0.2205 | 0.0276 N/A 3.595 | 0.2451 | 0.0306 N/A

Male Faculty at Your Institution

Female Faculty at Your Institution

Male Faculty at Your Peers

Female Faculty at Your Peers

Male Faculty at All Universities

Female Faculty at All Universities

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

Very clear Fairly clear Neither clear nor unclear Fairly unclear Very unclear
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Question 20. I find the tenure criteria (what things are evaluated) to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the criteria for tenure.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the criteria for
tenure.

e Inrelation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fifth on clarity of the criteria for
tenure.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 50th percentile on clarity of the
criteria for tenure.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 30th percentile on clarity of
the criteria for tenure.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the criteria for tenure.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 3.596 | 1.0142]0.1019 | 3.394t03.798 | 3.519 | 0.9129 ] 0.1863 | 3.133 to 3.904

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.491 | 1.1524 | 0.1075| 3.278103.704 | 3.768 | 1.0226 | 0.1597 | 3.445 to 4.091

...Peer2 | 3.582 [0.9915[0.0909 | 3.402t03.762 | 3.320 | 1.0347 ] 0.1801 | 2.953 to 3.686

...Peer3 | 3.536 [1.1174[0.0951| 3.348t03.724 | 3.560 | 1.0150]0.1269 | 3.306 to 3.813

...Peer4 | 3.585 [ 1.0064 | 0.1105| 3.365t03.805 | 3.570 | 0.7592]0.1550 | 3.249 to 3.890

...Peer5 | 3.916 [0.9195[0.0969 | 3.723t04.108 | 4.076 | 0.7746 | 0.1414 | 3.787 to 4.365

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.622 | 0.1510 | 0.0675 N/A 3.659 [0.2526 | 0.1130 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.606 | 0.2013 | 0.0252 N/A 3.642 | 0.3050 | 0.0381 N/A

White Faculty at Your Institution

Faculty of Color at Your Institution

White Faculty at Your Peers

Faculty of Color at Your Peers

White Faculty at All Universities

Faculty of Color at All Universities
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Question 21. I find the tenure standards (the performance threshold) to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the standards for tenure.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 64th percentile on clarity of standards for

tenure.

Your Institution 3.347 1.0882 0.0981 3.153 to 3.541
Faculty at Peer 1 3.209 1.1518 0.0925 3.026 to 3.392
... Peer 2 3.304 1.0465 0.0849 3.136 to 3.472
... Peer 3 3.246 1.0746 0.0749 3.099 to 3.394
... Peer 4 3.293 1.0887 0.1052 3.085 to 3.502
... Peer 5 3.610 1.0131 0.0925 3.427 to 3.793
Your Peers (n=5) 3.333 0.1429 0.0639 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.286 0.2281 0.0285 N/A

Your Institution
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Question 21. I find the tenure standards (the performance threshold) to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

GENDER RESULTS

At your institution:
e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the standards for tenure.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the standards for
tenure.

e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fourth on clarity of the standards
for tenure.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 67th percentile on clarity of
standards for tenure.

e  Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 55th percentile on clarity of
standards for tenure.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the standards for tenure.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.408 | 1.0706 | 0.1253 | 3.158 to 3.657 3.257 |1 1.1056 | 0.1564 | 2.943 to 3.571

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.207 | 1.1073 | 0.1174 | 2.974 to 3.440 3.212 11.2091 | 0.1488 | 2.915 to 3.509

...Peer2 | 3.283 | 1.0246 [ 0.1080 | 3.068 to 3.497 3.332 |1 1.0768 | 0.1368 | 3.059 to 3.606

...Peer3 | 3.234 | 1.0704 [ 0.1002 | 3.036 to 3.433 3.263 | 1.0797 | 0.1126 | 3.040 to 3.487

...Peer4 | 3.401 | 1.0363 [ 0.1221 | 3.158 to 3.645 3.086 | 1.1655 | 0.1970 | 2.686 to 3.487

...Peer5 | 3.669 | 1.0104 [ 0.1273 | 3.415to 3.923 3.531 11.0109 | 0.1339 | 3.263 to 3.799

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.359 [ 0.1688 | 0.0755 N/A 3.285 | 0.1470 | 0.0657 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.304 | 0.2594 | 0.0324 N/A 3.255 |1 0.2746 | 0.0343 N/A
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Question 21. I find the tenure standards (the performance threshold) to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the standards for tenure.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked third on clarity of the standards for
tenure.

e Inrelation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked third on clarity of the standards
for tenure.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 66th percentile on clarity of
standards for tenure.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 58th percentile on clarity of
standards for tenure.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, junior faculty of color found the standards for tenure to be clearer than did white junior faculty.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 3.323 | 1.0994 | 0.1105 | 3.104t0 3.543 | 3.456 | 1.0375]0.2118 | 3.018 to 3.895

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.090 | 1.1614 | 0.1083 | 2.875t03.305 | 3.474 | 1.0909 | 0.1725| 3.1251t0 3.823

...Peer2 | 3.338 [ 1.0554 [ 0.0967 | 3.146t03.529 | 3.203 | 1.0078 | 0.1754 | 2.846 to 3.560

...Peer3 | 3.248 [ 1.1217 [ 0.0955| 3.059t03.436 | 3.244 |0.9843]0.1230 | 2.998 to 3.489

...Peer4 | 3.294 [1.1165[0.1226 | 3.051t03.538 | 3.289 | 0.9860 | 0.2013 | 2.873to 3.706

...Peer5 | 3.567 [ 1.0340|0.1090 | 3.350t0 3.784 | 3.718 [ 0.9428 | 0.1721 | 3.366 to 4.070

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.307 | 0.1545 | 0.0691 N/A 3.386 | 0.1903 | 0.0851 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.247 | 0.2441 | 0.0305 N/A 3.406 | 0.2967 | 0.0371 N/A
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Question 22. I find the body of evidence that will be considered in making my tenure decision to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the body of evidence that will
be considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 58th percentile on clarity of the body of
evidence that will be considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

Your Institution 3.560 0.9843 0.0891 3.383 t0 3.736
Faculty at Peer 1 3.472 1.0896 0.0887 3.297 to 3.648
... Peer 2 3.466 1.0373 0.0847 3.299 to 3.634
... Peer 3 3.479 1.0381 0.0725 3.336 to 3.622
... Peer 4 3.482 0.9607 0.0929 3.297 to 3.666
... Peer 5 3.824 1.0031 0.0920 3.642 to 4.006
Your Peers (n=5) 3.545 0.1399 0.0626 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.516 0.1889 0.0236 N/A
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Question 22. I find the body of evidence that will be considered in making my tenure decision to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

At your institution:

GENDER RESULTS

Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the body of evidence that will be

considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

Compared to your peers:

In relation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the body of
evidence that will be considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

In relation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fifth on clarity of the body of

evidence that will be considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

Among all universities:

Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 73rd percentile on clarity of the

body of evidence that will be considered in making decisions about their own tenure.
Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 33rd percentile on clarity of

the body of evidence that will be considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

Across all universities:

Across all universities, male junior faculty found the body of evidence that will be considered in making decisions
about their own tenure to be clearer than did female junior faculty.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.690 | 0.8919 | 0.1051 | 3.481 to 3.900 3.369 [1.0698 | 0.1513 | 3.065 to 3.673
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.473 | 1.0700 | 0.1147 | 3.2451t0 3.701 3.471 |1.1153 1 0.1394 | 3.192 to 3.749
...Peer2 | 3.539 [0.9994 | 0.1065| 3.328 to 3.751 3.372 [1.0829 | 0.1375| 3.097 to 3.647
...Peer3 | 3.483 [1.0699 | 0.1002 | 3.285 to 3.682 3.472 [0.9952 | 0.1043 | 3.265 to 3.679
...Peer4 | 3.577 |0.9242|0.1089 | 3.360to 3.794 3.299 [1.0077 | 0.1703 | 2.952 to 3.645
...Peer5 | 3.967 | 0.8248 | 0.1039 | 3.7591t04.175 3.629 [1.1445 | 0.1529 | 3.323 to0 3.936

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.608 | 0.1835 | 0.0821 N/A 3.448 [0.1114 | 0.0498 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.536 | 0.2167 | 0.0271 N/A 3.486 |0.2484 | 0.0311 N/A
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Question 22. I find the body of evidence that will be considered in making my tenure decision to be...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the body of evidence that will be
considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the body of
evidence that will be considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

e In relation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fourth on clarity of the body of
evidence that will be considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

Among all universities:

e Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 69th percentile on clarity of the
body of evidence that will be considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 34th percentile on clarity of
the body of evidence that will be considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the body of evidence that will be
considered in making decisions about their own tenure.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 3.582 | 0.9681 | 0.0978 | 3.388103.776 | 3.460 | 1.0375]0.2118 | 3.022 to 3.898

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.437 | 1.0791 | 0.1024 | 3.234t03.640 | 3.548 | 1.1178 | 0.1767 | 3.191 to 3.906

...Peer2 | 3.478 | 1.0440 | 0.0957 | 3.2891t0 3.668 | 3.428 | 1.0109] 0.1816 | 3.057 to 3.799

...Peer3 | 3.518 | 1.0401 [ 0.0889 | 3.3421t03.694 | 3.376 | 1.0211 | 0.1276 | 3.121 to 3.631

...Peer4 | 3.486 | 1.0105 | 0.1109 | 3.265t0 3.707 | 3.466 | 0.7638 | 0.1559 | 3.143to 3.788

...Peer5 | 3.780 | 1.0782 | 0.1137 | 3.554t04.006 | 3.937 | 0.7117 | 0.1322 | 3.666 to 4.207

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.540 | 0.1229 | 0.0550 N/A 3.551 | 0.2010 | 0.0899 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.496 | 0.2189 | 0.0274 N/A 3.571 | 0.2650 | 0.0331 N/A
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Question 23. My sense of whether or not I will achieve tenure is...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked third on clarity of their own sense of whether or
not they will achieve tenure.

Among all universities:

e Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 55th percentile on clarity of their own sense
of whether or not they will achieve tenure.

Your Institution 3.704 0.9722 0.0877 3.531 to 3.878
Faculty at Peer 1 3.347 1.1243 0.0906 3.168 to 3.526
... Peer 2 3.509 1.0474 0.0852 3.341 t0 3.678
... Peer 3 3.706 1.0514 0.0733 3.561 to 3.850
... Peer 4 3.795 0.9590 0.0945 3.608 to 3.983
... Peer 5 3.618 0.9448 0.0866 3.447 t0 3.790
Your Peers (n=5) 3.595 0.1560 0.0698 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.681 0.2454 0.0307 N/A
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Question 23. My sense of whether or not I will achieve tenure is...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

GENDER RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of their own sense of whether or not
they would acheive tenure.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked first on clarity of their own sense of
whether or not they will achieve tenure.

e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fourth on clarity of their own sense
of whether or not they will achieve tenure.

Among all universities:

e Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 64th percentile on clarity of their
own sense of whether or not they will achieve tenure.

e  Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 39th percentile on clarity of
their own sense of whether or not they will achieve tenure.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, male junior faculty found their own sense of whether or not they would acheive tenure to be
clearer than did female junior faculty.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.826 | 0.9558 | 0.1119 | 3.603 t0 4.049 | 3.524 ]0.9644 | 0.1364 | 3.250 to 3.798

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.461 | 1.0531 [ 0.1123 | 3.238 to 3.684 3.186 | 1.1920 | 0.1467 | 2.893 to 3.479

...Peer2 | 3.627 | 0.9643 [ 0.1022 | 3.424 to 3.830 3.356 | 1.1392 | 0.1447 | 3.066 to 3.645

...Peer3 | 3.686 [ 1.0689 [ 0.1001 | 3.488 to 3.884 3.733 | 1.0293 | 0.1073 [ 3.520 to 3.946

...Peer4 | 3.802 | 1.0226 | 0.1222 | 3.558 to 4.045 3.783 1 0.8074 | 0.1406 | 3.497 to 4.069

...Peer5 | 3.584 |0.9927 [ 0.1261| 3.332t03.836 | 3.662 |0.8884 | 0.1177 | 3.427 to 3.898

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.632 [ 0.1125 | 0.0503 N/A 3.544 ]0.2327 | 0.1041 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.756 | 0.2430 | 0.0304 N/A 3.572 ] 0.3206 | 0.0401 N/A
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Question 23. My sense of whether or not I will achieve tenure is...
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

At your institution:

RACE RESULTS

e  Within your institution, white junior faculty found their own sense of whether or not they would acheive tenure to be

clearer than did junior faculty of color.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked second on clarity of their own sense
of whether or not they will achieve tenure.
e Inrelation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked sixth on clarity of their own
sense of whether or not they will achieve tenure.

Among all universities:

e Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 67th percentile on clarity of their

own sense of whether or not they will achieve tenure.
e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 13th percentile on clarity of
their own sense of whether or not they will achieve tenure.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant race differences in clarity of their own sense of whether or not they

would acheive tenure.

White Faculty

Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 3.788 | 0.9772 | 0.0982 | 3.5931t03.983 | 3.318 | 0.8406 | 0.1716 | 2.964 to 3.673
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.233 | 1.1550 | 0.1082 | 3.018t0 3.447 | 3.600 | 0.9997 | 0.1581 | 3.280 to 3.919
...Peer2 | 3.549 | 1.0347 [ 0.0948 | 3.3611t03.737 | 3.386 | 1.0857 | 0.1919| 2.9951t0 3.778
...Peer3 | 3.682 | 1.1061 | 0.0938 | 3.496t0 3.867 | 3.770 | 0.9253 | 0.1166 | 3.537 to 4.003
...Peer4 | 3.810 | 0.9367 [ 0.1047 | 3.601t04.018 | 3.742 | 1.0307 | 0.2149 | 3.296 to 4.188
...Peer5 | 3.614 | 0.9626 | 0.1015| 3.412t03.816 | 3.628 | 0.8872 | 0.1648 | 3.291 to 3.966

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.577 | 0.1928 | 0.0862 N/A 3.625 | 0.1359 | 0.0608 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.679 | 0.2559 | 0.0320 N/A 3.704 | 0.3186 | 0.0398 N/A
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Question 24a. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a scholar (e.g.,
research and creative work)?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked fourth on clarity of the expectations for

performance as a scholar.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 33rd percentile on clarity of the expectations

for performance as a scholar.

Your Institution 3.475 to 3.822
Faculty at Peer 1 3.608 1.0535 0.0846 3.441 to 3.775
... Peer 2 3.648 0.9206 0.0747 3.500 to 3.795
... Peer 3 3.917 1.0289 0.0717 3.776 to 4.059
... Peer 4 3.786 1.0617 0.1026 3.582 to 3.989
... Peer5 3.907 0.9376 0.0852 3.738 t0 4.075
Your Peers (n=5) 3.773 0.1278 0.0572 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.747 0.2348 0.0294 N/A
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Question 24a. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a scholar (e.g.,
research and creative work)?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

At your institution:

GENDER RESULTS

Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a

scholar.

Compared to your peers:

In relation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked fourth on clarity of the expectations for

performance as a scholar.

In relation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked sixth on clarity of the expectations

for performance as a scholar.

Among all universities:

Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 36th percentile on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a scholar.

Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 27th percentile on clarity of

the expectations for performance as a scholar.

Across all universities:

Across all universities, male junior faculty found the expectations for performance as a scholar to be clearer than did

female junior faculty.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.737 | 0.9279 | 0.1093 | 3.519 to 3.955 3.520 [1.0050 | 0.1421 | 3.234 to 3.805
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.637 | 1.0013 | 0.1061 | 3.426 to 3.848 3.568 [1.1179 | 0.1376 | 3.293 to 3.842
...Peer2 | 3.648 [ 0.9106 | 0.0960 | 3.458 to 3.839 3.646 [0.9349 | 0.1187 | 3.409 to 3.884
...Peer3 | 3.922 [0.9784 | 0.0916 | 3.741t04.104 3.911 [1.0880 [ 0.1134 | 3.6851t04.136
... Peer4 | 3.805 [ 1.0625 | 0.1252 | 3.555 to 4.054 3.749 [1.0575 | 0.1788 | 3.3861t04.112
...Peer5 | 3.899 [1.0464 | 0.1318 | 3.635t04.162 3.917 [0.8028 | 0.1054 | 3.706 to0 4.128

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.782 | 0.1206 | 0.0540 N/A 3.758 [0.1395 | 0.0624 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.796 | 0.2523 | 0.0315 N/A 3.680 |0.2455 | 0.0307 N/A
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Question 24a. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a scholar (e.g.,
research and creative work)?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
scholar.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked fourth on clarity of the expectations
for performance as a scholar.

e In relation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked sixth on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a scholar.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 47th percentile on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a scholar.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 11th percentile on clarity of
the expectations for performance as a scholar.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, junior faculty of color found the expectations for performance as a scholar to be clearer than
did white junior faculty.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 3.697 | 0.9687 | 0.0974 | 3.504 to 3.890 | 3.415 ] 0.9203]0.1919| 3.017 to 3.813

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.534 | 1.0820 [ 0.1009 | 3.334t03.734 | 3.774 | 0.9588 | 0.1516 | 3.468 to 4.081

...Peer2 | 3.622 | 0.9526 | 0.0873 | 3.450t03.795 | 3.723 | 0.7890 | 0.1374 | 3.443 to 4.003

...Peer3 | 3.930 | 1.0501 [ 0.0891 | 3.754t04.106 | 3.884 | 1.0057 | 0.1267 | 3.6311t04.137

...Peer4 | 3.721 | 1.0564 [ 0.1160 | 3.4911t03.952 | 4.018 | 1.0598 | 0.2163 | 3.570 to 4.465

...Peer5 | 3.806 [0.9988 [ 0.1053 | 3.597t04.015 [ 4.151 [ 0.6888 | 0.1237 | 3.899 to 4.404

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.723 | 0.1382 | 0.0618 N/A 3.910 | 0.1574 | 0.0704 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.702 | 0.2229 | 0.0279 N/A 3.884 | 0.3436 | 0.0430 N/A

White Faculty at Your Institution

Faculty of Color at Your Institution

White Faculty at Your Peers

Faculty of Color at Your Peers

White Faculty at All Universities

Faculty of Color at All Universities

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

=
Very clear Fairly clear Neither clear nor unclear Fairly unclear Very unclear

(%) “) 3) (3] M

30



Question 24b. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a teacher?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked fourth on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a teacher.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 27th percentile on clarity of the expectations
for performance as a teacher.

Your Institution 3.616 0.9116 0.0839 3.450 to 3.782
Faculty at Peer 1 3.484 0.9821 0.0807 3.324 to0 3.643
... Peer 2 3.474 0.9843 0.0835 3.309 to 3.639
... Peer 3 3.692 0.9940 0.0696 3.555 to 3.829
... Peer 4 3.657 1.1035 0.1087 3.441 to 3.872
... Peer 5 3.774 1.0039 0.0920 3.592 to 3.957
Your Peers (n=5) 3.616 0.1185 0.0530 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.752 0.2194 0.0274 N/A
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Question 24b. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a teacher?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

GENDER RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
teacher.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked fourth on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a teacher.

e In relation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked second on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a teacher.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 17th percentile on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a teacher.

e  Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 48th percentile on clarity of
the expectations for performance as a teacher.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, female junior faculty found the expectations for performance as a teacher to be clearer than did
male junior faculty.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.523 | 0.9279 | 0.1093 | 3.305 to 3.741 3.764 10.8644 | 0.1274 | 3.508 to 4.021

Faculty at Peer 1 [ 3.435 | 0.9699 | 0.1065 | 3.223t03.647 | 3.551 |0.9939 | 0.1233 | 3.304 to 3.797

...Peer2 | 3.438 | 0.9640 | 0.1065| 3.226t03.649 | 3.521 | 1.0106 | 0.1339 | 3.253 t0 3.790

... Peer3 | 3.535 [0.9955[0.0936 | 3.350 to 3.721 3.909 |0.9632 [ 0.1010 [ 3.708 to 4.109

...Peer4 | 3.625 | 1.1192 | 0.1347 | 3.356 to 3.894 3.716 | 1.0657 | 0.1828 | 3.344 to 4.088

...Peer5 | 3.927 | 0.8957 [ 0.1138 | 3.699 to 4.154 3.573 | 1.0763 | 0.1426 | 3.288 to 3.859

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.592 [ 0.1816 | 0.0812 N/A 3.654 |0.1439 | 0.0643 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.737 | 0.2436 | 0.0304 N/A 3.769 | 0.2683 | 0.0335 N/A
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Female Faculty at Your Institution

Male Faculty at Your Peers
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Question 24b. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a teacher?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
teacher.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked third on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a teacher.

e In relation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fifth on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a teacher.

Among all universities:

e Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 33rd percentile on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a teacher.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 19th percentile on clarity of
the expectations for performance as a teacher.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, junior faculty of color found the expectations for performance as a teacher to be clearer than
did white junior faculty.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 3.628 | 0.9223 | 0.0951 | 3.439t03.816 | 3.565 | 0.8650 ) 0.1766 | 3.199 to 3.930

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.435 | 0.9839 | 0.0947 | 3.247 t0 3.623 | 3.585 | 0.9744 | 0.1541 | 3.274 to 3.897

...Peer2 | 3.493 | 0.9765 | 0.0940 | 3.307 t0 3.680 | 3.417 | 1.0088 | 0.1812 | 3.047 to 3.787

...Peer3 | 3.715 | 0.9688 | 0.0825 | 3.5521t03.879 | 3.628 | 1.0435| 0.1315| 3.366 to 3.891

...Peer4 | 3.606 | 1.0956 | 0.1233 | 3.360 to 3.851 3.832 | 1.1173 | 0.2281 | 3.360 to 4.304

...Peer5 | 3.750 | 1.0219 | 0.1089 | 3.5331t03.966 | 3.833 | 0.9416] 0.1691 | 3.4881t04.179

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.600 | 0.1219 | 0.0545 N/A 3.659 | 0.1583 | 0.0708 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.725 | 0.2302 | 0.0288 N/A 3.824 | 0.2917 | 0.0365 N/A
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Question 24c. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a student

advisor?

Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

Compared to your peers:

OVERALL RESULTS

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked sixth on clarity of the expectations for

performance as a student advisor.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 13th percentile on clarity of the expectations

for performance as a student advisor.

Your Institution

2.814 t0 3.259

Faculty at Peer 1 3.151 1.1060 0.0900 2.973 t0 3.329
... Peer2 3.067 1.1202 0.0990 2.871 10 3.263
... Peer 3 3.307 1.0806 0.0758 3.157 to 3.456
... Peer 4 3.282 1.2294 0.1236 3.037 to 3.527
... Peer 5 3.164 1.1795 0.1090 2.948 to 3.380
Your Peers (n=5) 3.194 0.0887 0.0397 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.263 0.2129 0.0266 N/A
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Question 24c. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a student
advisor?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

GENDER RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
student advisor.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked fifth on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a student advisor.

e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fifth on clarity of the expectations
for performance as a student advisor.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 23rd percentile on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a student advisor.

e Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 16th percentile on clarity of
the expectations for performance as a student advisor.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
student advisor.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.073 | 1.2009 | 0.1467 | 2.780 to 3.365 2.977 |1.1231 1 0.1733 | 2.627 to 3.327

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.199 | 1.1372 | 0.1205 | 2.959 to 3.438 3.077 11.0548 | 0.1340 | 2.809 to 3.345

...Peer2 | 2.987 | 1.0879 [ 0.1248 | 2.738 to 3.235 3.175 1 1.1556 | 0.1603 | 2.853 to 3.497

...Peer3 | 3.215 | 1.0689 [ 0.1010 | 3.015to0 3.416 3.434 11.0882 | 0.1141 | 3.207 to 3.660

...Peer4 | 3.268 | 1.2969 [ 0.15684 | 2.952 to 3.585 3.307 | 1.0735 | 0.1898 | 2.920 to 3.694

...Peer5 | 3.482 | 1.1025 [ 0.1423 | 3.197 to 3.766 2.758 | 1.1356 | 0.1504 | 2.457 to 3.059

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.230 | 0.1582 | 0.0708 N/A 3.150 ] 0.2302 | 0.1030 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.252 | 0.2401 | 0.0300 N/A 3.269 | 0.2687 | 0.0336 N/A

Male Faculty at Your Institution

Female Faculty at Your Institution

Male Faculty at Your Peers

Female Faculty at Your Peers
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Question 24c. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a student
advisor?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
student advisor.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked sixth on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a student advisor.

e In relation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked first on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a student advisor.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 11th percentile on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a student advisor.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 67th percentile on clarity of
the expectations for performance as a student advisor.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, junior faculty of color found the expectations for performance as a student advisor to be clearer
than did white junior faculty.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 2.929 | 1.1861 | 0.1286 | 2.674103.185 | 3.459 | 1.0375]0.2118 | 3.021 to 3.897

Faculty at Peer1 | 3.010 | 1.1241 | 0.1072 | 2.7981t03.223 | 3.442 | 1.0226 | 0.1597 | 3.119t0 3.765

..Peer2 | 3.018 | 1.1319 [ 0.1155 | 2.789t03.247 | 3.190 | 1.0735] 0.1898 | 2.803 to 3.577

...Peer3 | 3.288 | 1.0475| 0.0895| 3.1111t03.465 | 3.356 | 1.1250| 0.1429 | 3.070 to 3.642

...Peer4 | 3.261 | 1.2394 | 0.1422 | 2.9781t03.544 | 3.352 | 1.1955| 0.2493 | 2.835 to 3.868

...Peer5 | 3.047 | 1.2104 | 0.1305| 2.7871t03.306 | 3.437 | 1.0373 | 0.1863 | 3.057 to 3.818

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.125 | 0.1233 | 0.0551 N/A 3.355 | 0.0911 | 0.0408 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.209 | 0.2070 | 0.0259 N/A 3.396 [ 0.3090 | 0.0386 N/A
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Question 24d. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a department
colleague?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked fifth on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a department colleague.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 19th percentile on clarity of the expectations
for performance as a department colleague.

Your Institution 2.914 t0 3.316
Faculty at Peer 1 2.996 1.1233 0.0902 2.818 10 3.174
... Peer 2 3.146 1.1122 0.0905 2.968 to 3.325
... Peer 3 3.268 1.1620 0.0812 3.108 to 3.428
... Peer 4 3.204 1.2488 0.1207 2.965 to 3.444
... Peer 5 3.275 1.1803 0.1096 3.058 to 3.492
Your Peers (n=5) 3.178 0.1024 0.0458 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.279 0.1951 0.0244 N/A
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Question 24d. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a department
colleague?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

GENDER RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
department colleague.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked third on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a department colleague.

e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fourth on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a department colleague.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 30th percentile on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a department colleague.

e Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 19th percentile on clarity of
the expectations for performance as a department colleague.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
department colleague.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.177 | 1.0897 | 0.1275 | 2.923 to 3.432 3.020 | 1.1606 | 0.1658 | 2.687 to 3.354

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.092 | 1.1615 0.1238 | 2.846 to 3.338 2.862 |1.0543 | 0.1288 | 2.6051t0 3.119

...Peer2 | 3.072 | 1.0684 [ 0.1133 | 2.847 to 3.297 3.244 11.1631 | 0.1477 | 2.949 to 3.539

...Peer3 | 3.294 | 1.1632 [ 0.1089 | 3.079to 3.510 3.231 |11.1570 | 0.1213 | 2.990 to 3.472

...Peer4 | 3.153 | 1.2617 [ 0.1487 | 2.856 to 3.449 3.303 |1.2135 ] 0.2051 | 2.887 to 3.720

... Peer5 | 3.552 | 1.0083 | 0.1302 | 3.291 to 3.812 2.918 | 1.2716 | 0.1699 | 2.577 to 3.258

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.233 | 0.1776 | 0.0794 N/A 3.111 1 0.1837 | 0.0821 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.291 | 0.2186 | 0.0273 N/A 3.257 1 0.2385 | 0.0298 N/A
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Question 24d. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a department
colleague?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
department colleague.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked fifth on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a department colleague.

e In relation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked second on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a department colleague.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 23rd percentile on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a department colleague.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 31st percentile on clarity of
the expectations for performance as a department colleague.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, junior faculty of color found the expectations for performance as a department colleague to be
clearer than did white junior faculty.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 3.102 | 1.0832 | 0.1094 | 2.885103.319 | 3.173 | 1.2686 | 0.2590 | 2.637 to 3.709

Faculty at Peer1 | 2.926 | 1.1250 | 0.1054 | 2.717t03.135 | 3.146 | 1.1150 | 0.1741 | 2.794 to 3.498

...Peer2 | 3.177 | 1.1222 | 0.1033 | 2.973t03.382 | 3.054 | 1.0714 | 0.1865| 2.674 to 3.434

...Peer3 | 3.345 | 1.1487 | 0.0974 | 3.1521t0 3.538 | 3.058 | 1.1622 | 0.1476 | 2.763 to 3.353

...Peer4 | 3.242 | 1.2667 [ 0.1390 | 2.965t03.518 | 3.071 | 1.1719] 0.2392 | 2.576 to 3.565

...Peer5 | 3.199 | 1.1732 | 0.1258 | 2.9491t0 3.449 | 3.468 | 1.1865| 0.2203 | 3.017 to 3.919

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.178 | 0.1385 | 0.0620 N/A 3.159 | 0.1579 | 0.0706 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.236 | 0.1872 | 0.0234 N/A 3.379 | 0.3140 | 0.0392 N/A
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Question 24e. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a campus

citizen?

Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

Compared to your peers:

OVERALL RESULTS

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked fifth on clarity of the expectations for

performance as a campus citizen.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 13th percentile on clarity of the expectations

for performance as a campus citizen.

Your Institution 2.577 to 2.987
Faculty at Peer 1 2.738 1.0918 0.0886 2.563 t0 2.913
... Peer 2 2.794 1.1078 0.0933 2.610 to 2.979
... Peer 3 3.219 1.1162 0.0780 3.065 to 3.373
... Peer 4 3.153 1.1931 0.1159 2.924 to0 3.383
... Peer5 2.925 1.0717 0.1017 2.724 to 3.127
Your Peers (n=5) 2.966 0.1909 0.0854 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.134 0.2797 0.0350 N/A
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Question 24e. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a campus
citizen?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

GENDER RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
campus citizen.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked fifth on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a campus citizen.

e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fourth on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 14th percentile on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

e Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 16th percentile on clarity of
the expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
campus citizen.

Males Females

Your Institution | 2.781 | 1.1325] 0.1354 | 2.511 to 3.051 2.784 |1.1365 | 0.1607 | 2.461 to 3.107

Faculty at Peer 1 | 2.823 | 1.1172 | 0.1205 | 2.583 to 3.062 2.621 | 1.0463 | 0.1288 | 2.364 to 2.878

...Peer2 | 2.714 | 1.1097 [ 0.1225 | 2.470 to 2.958 2.896 |1.0937 | 0.1424 | 2.611to 3.181

...Peer3 | 3.132 | 1.0615 [ 0.0994 | 2.935 to 3.329 3.341 |11.1773 1 0.1234 | 3.096 to 3.587

...Peer4 | 3.090 | 1.2370 [ 0.1468 | 2.798 to 3.383 3.272 11.0842 |1 0.1833 | 2.900 to 3.645

...Peer5 | 3.117 | 1.0219 [ 0.1342 | 2.848 to 3.386 2.669 | 1.0806 | 0.1484 | 2.371 to 2.967

Your Peers (n =5) | 2.975 | 0.1730 | 0.0774 N/A 2.960 |0.2989 | 0.1337 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.122 | 0.3101 | 0.0388 N/A 3.149 1 0.3210 | 0.0401 N/A
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Question 24e. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a campus
citizen?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
campus citizen.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked fifth on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a campus citizen.

e In relation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fifth on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 13th percentile on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 14th percentile on clarity of
the expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, junior faculty of color found the expectations for performance as a campus citizen to be clearer
than did white junior faculty.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 2.773 | 1.1533 | 0.1171 | 2.541103.006 | 2.827 | 1.0489 ] 0.2187 | 2.373 to 3.280

Faculty at Peer1 | 2.608 | 1.1010 | 0.1045| 2.401t02.815 | 3.010 | 1.0405] 0.1625 | 2.682 to 3.339

...Peer2 | 2.835 | 1.1561 | 0.1107 | 2.616t0 3.055 | 2.677 | 0.9164 | 0.1620 | 2.347 to 3.007

...Peer3 | 3.218 | 1.1230 [ 0.0956 | 3.029 to 3.407 | 3.222 | 1.0565| 0.1331 | 2.956 to 3.488

...Peer4 | 3.123 | 1.1304 [ 0.1248 | 2.874 to 3.371 3.263 | 1.3838 | 0.2825 | 2.679to 3.847

...Peer5 | 2.835 | 1.0632 [ 0.1160 | 2.604 to 3.066 | 3.161 | 1.0657 | 0.2051 | 2.739 to 3.583

Your Peers (n=5) | 2.924 | 0.2198 | 0.0983 N/A 3.067 | 0.2128 | 0.0952 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.099 | 0.2800 | 0.0350 N/A 3.213 | 0.3313 | 0.0414 N/A
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Question 24f. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a member of the
broader community (e.g., outreach)?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked sixth on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a community member.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 9th percentile on clarity of the expectations
for performance as a community member.

Your Institution 2.420 to 2.820
Faculty at Peer 1 2.892 1.1245 0.0912 2.712 10 3.072
... Peer 2 2.867 1.1604 0.0954 2.678 to 3.055
... Peer 3 3.141 1.1069 0.0775 2.989 to 3.294
... Peer 4 2.902 1.1958 0.1196 2.665 to 3.139
... Peer 5 2.986 1.1014 0.1032 2.781 t0 3.190
Your Peers (n=5) 2.958 0.1002 0.0448 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 2.933 0.2243 0.0280 N/A
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Question 24f. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a member of the
broader community (e.g., outreach)?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

At your institution:

GENDER RESULTS

Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a

community member.

Compared to your peers:

In relation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked sixth on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a community member.
In relation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked sixth on clarity of the expectations

for performance as a community member.

Among all universities:

Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 22nd percentile on clarity of the

expectations for performance as a community member.

Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 11th percentile on clarity of

the expectations for performance as a community member.

Across all universities:

Across all universities, there were no significant gender differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a

community member.

Males Females

Your Institution | 2.630 | 1.0764 | 0.1296 | 2.372 to 2.889 2.604 |1.1043 | 0.1611 | 2.280to 2.929
Faculty at Peer 1 | 2.922 | 1.0740 | 0.1151 | 2.693 to 3.151 2.849 |1.1883 | 0.1474 | 2.5551t0 3.144
...Peer2 | 2.803 [1.1336 | 0.1202 | 2.565 to 3.042 2.953 |1.1927 | 0.1553 | 2.643 to 3.264
...Peer3 | 3.071 [ 1.0689 | 0.1006 | 2.872to0 3.270 3.241 [1.1509 | 0.1206 | 3.001 to 3.480
...Peer4 | 2.846 | 1.2290 | 0.1501 | 2.547 to0 3.146 3.007 [1.1142 | 0.1940 | 2.612to0 3.403
...Peer5 | 3.252 [ 1.0225|0.1320 | 2.988 to 3.516 2.626 | 1.0819 | 0.1472 | 2.331 to0 2.922

Your Peers (n =5) | 2.979 | 0.1641 | 0.0734 N/A 2.935 | 0.2008 | 0.0898 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 2.918 | 0.2743 | 0.0343 N/A 2.946 |0.2494 | 0.0312 N/A

Male Faculty at Your Institution
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Question 24f. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your performance as a member of the
broader community (e.g., outreach)?
Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear nor unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in clarity of the expectations for performance as a
community member.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked sixth on clarity of the expectations for
performance as a community member.

e In relation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fifth on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a community member.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 8th percentile on clarity of the
expectations for performance as a community member.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 28th percentile on clarity of
the expectations for performance as a community member.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, junior faculty of color found the expectations for performance as a community member to be
clearer than did white junior faculty.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 2.570 | 1.0615] 0.1101 | 2.351102.788 | 2.849 | 1.1666 | 0.2433 | 2.344 to 3.353

Faculty at Peer1 | 2.790 | 1.1246 | 0.1058 | 2.5801t02.999 | 3.123 | 1.1094 | 0.1776 | 2.763 to 3.483

...Peer2 | 2.888 | 1.1779|0.1089 | 2.672t03.104 | 2.799 | 1.0901 | 0.1958 | 2.399 to 3.199

...Peer3 | 3.147 | 1.0895 | 0.0927 | 2.964 t0 3.330 | 3.126 | 1.1029 | 0.1401 | 2.846 to 3.406

...Peer4 | 2.809 | 1.1442|0.1296 | 2.5511t03.067 | 3.247 | 1.3119] 0.2797 | 2.665 to 3.829

...Peer5 | 2.835 | 1.1103 [ 0.1211 | 2.594t0 3.076 | 3.338 | 0.9978 | 0.1822 | 2.965t0 3.710

Your Peers (n=5) | 2.894 | 0.1310 | 0.0586 N/A 3.126 | 0.1826 | 0.0816 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 2.871 | 0.2269 | 0.0284 N/A 3.096 | 0.3400 | 0.0425 N/A
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Question 25a. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a scholar
(e.g., research and creative work)?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked fourth on reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a scholar.

Among all universities:

e Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 47th percentile on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a scholar.

Your Institution 3.788 0.8984 0.0813 3.627 to 3.949
Faculty at Peer 1 3.500 1.0118 0.0813 3.340 to 3.661
... Peer 2 3.725 0.8973 0.0728 3.581 to 3.869
... Peer 3 4.007 1.1077 0.0787 3.852 to 4.162
... Peer 4 4.093 1.0999 0.1094 3.876 to 4.311
... Peer 5 3.792 0.8910 0.0810 3.631 to 3.952
Your Peers (n=5) 3.824 0.2105 0.0942 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.778 0.2371 0.0296 N/A

Your Institution

Peer 1

Peer 2

Peer 3

Peer 4

Peer 5

Your Peers

All Universities

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

Percent of Respondents

= = ==
Very reasonable Fairly reasonable Neither reasonable nor unreasonable Fairly unreasonable Very unreasonable

(5) “4) 3) (2) (1)




Question 25a. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a scholar

(e.g., research and creative work)?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very

unreasonable (1)

At your institution:

GENDER RESULTS

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in reasonableness of the expectations for

performance as a scholar.

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked third on reasonableness of the

expectations for performance as a scholar.
e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fifth on reasonableness of the

expectations for performance as a scholar.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 56th percentile on reasonableness
of the expectations for performance as a scholar.
e Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 47th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a scholar.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, male junior faculty found the expectations for performance as a scholar to be more reasonable
than did female junior faculty.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.890 | 0.9655 | 0.1138 | 3.663to4.117 3.639 [0.7684 | 0.1087 | 3.421 to 3.858
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.657 | 0.9628 | 0.1021 | 3.455 to 3.860 3.275 [1.0344 | 0.1273 | 3.020 to 3.529
...Peer2 | 3.740 | 0.8537 | 0.0900 | 3.561 to 3.919 3.705 [0.9569 | 0.1215| 3.462t0 3.948
...Peer3 | 4131 [1.0380 | 0.0994 | 3.934 to 4.328 3.838 [1.1666 | 0.1237 | 3.592 t0 4.083
...Peer4 | 4102 [1.1394|0.1382| 3.826t04.378 4,077 11.0132 1 0.1764 | 3.718 to 4.437
...Peer5 | 3.871 [0.8137 | 0.1025| 3.666 to 4.076 3.687 [0.9569 | 0.1256 | 3.4351t0 3.938

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.900 | 0.1895 | 0.0847 N/A 3.716 [0.2611 [ 0.1168 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.884 | 0.2481 | 0.0310 N/A 3.633 [0.2874 | 0.0359 N/A
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Question 25a. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a scholar
(e.g., research and creative work)?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a scholar.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked third on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a scholar.

e Inrelation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fourth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a scholar.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 48th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a scholar.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 55th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a scholar.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, junior faculty of color found the expectations for performance as a scholar to be more
reasonable than did white junior faculty.

White Faculty

Faculty of Color

Your Institution 3.580 to 3.955 3.593 t0 4.180
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.466 | 1.0491 | 0.0978 | 3.273t03.660 | 3.576 | 0.8941 | 0.1414 | 3.290 to 3.862
... Peer2 | 3.707 | 0.9290 | 0.0852 | 3.538103.876 | 3.780 | 0.7690 | 0.1339 | 3.507 to 4.052
...Peer3 | 3.979 | 1.1650 | 0.1006 | 3.780t04.178 | 4.082 | 0.9576 | 0.1226 | 3.837 to 4.327
...Peerd4 | 4127 | 1.1020 | 0.1248 | 3.878t04.375 | 3.975 | 1.0826 | 0.2257 | 3.507 to 4.443
... Peer5 | 3.670 | 0.9679|0.1020 | 3.467 t03.873 | 4.088 | 0.5039 | 0.0905 | 3.903 to 4.273
Your Peers (n=5) | 3.790 | 0.2345 | 0.1049 N/A 3.900 | 0.1967 | 0.0880 N/A
All Universities (n=64) | 3.760 | 0.2282 | 0.0285 N/A 3.866 | 0.3458 | 0.0432 N/A
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Question 25b. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a teacher?
Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked fifth on reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a teacher.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 16th percentile on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a teacher.

Your Institution 3.702 0.8468 0.0780 3.548 to 3.856
Faculty at Peer 1 3.776 0.8368 0.0688 3.641 to 3.912
... Peer 2 3.688 0.8884 0.0754 3.539 to 3.837
... Peer 3 4.140 0.9666 0.0694 4.003 to 4.277
... Peer 4 4.120 0.9821 0.0992 3.923 to 4.317
... Peer5 3.927 0.9019 0.0827 3.763 to 4.091
Your Peers (n=5) 3.930 0.1803 0.0806 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.955 0.2323 0.0290 N/A
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Question 25b. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a teacher?
Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

GENDER RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a teacher.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked fifth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a teacher.

e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fifth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a teacher.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 19th percentile on reasonableness
of the expectations for performance as a teacher.

o  Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 17th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a teacher.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, male junior faculty found the expectations for performance as a teacher to be more reasonable
than did female junior faculty.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.726 | 0.7857 | 0.0926 | 3.541 to 3.911 3.664 |0.9338 | 0.1377 [ 3.386 to 3.941

Faculty at Peer 1 [ 3.793 | 0.8366 | 0.0918 | 3.610t03.975 | 3.754 |0.8370 | 0.1038 | 3.547 to 3.962

...Peer2 | 3.708 [ 0.8902 | 0.0983 | 3.513 to 3.904 3.661 |0.8852 | 0.1173 [ 3.426 to 3.896

...Peer3 | 4.134 | 0.9560 | 0.0929 | 3.950t04.318 | 4.149 | 0.9791 | 0.1044 | 3.941 to 4.356

...Peer4 | 4.091 | 0.9491 | 0.1168 | 3.857 to 4.324 4.177 [1.0440 [ 0.1845 | 3.801 to 4.553

...Peer5 | 4.068 | 0.8506 | 0.1080 | 3.852 to 4.284 3.741 10.9277 | 0.1229 | 3.495 to 3.987

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.959 [ 0.1733 | 0.0775 N/A 3.897 | 0.2200 | 0.0984 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.976 | 0.2474 | 0.0309 N/A 3.924 |0.2624 | 0.0328 N/A
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Question 25b. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a teacher?
Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a teacher.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked sixth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a teacher.

e Inrelation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fifth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a teacher.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 14th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a teacher.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 31st percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a teacher.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant race differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a teacher.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 3.692 | 0.8995 | 0.0928 | 3.507 to 3.876 | 3.747 | 0.5951]0.1215] 3.496 to 3.999

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.787 | 0.8825| 0.0849 | 3.6181t03.955 | 3.7565 | 0.6982]0.1104 | 3.532 to 3.978

...Peer2 | 3.694 | 0.9175|0.0883 | 3.519t03.869 | 3.670 | 0.7782] 0.1398 | 3.385 to 3.956

...Peer3 | 4.152 | 1.0037 [ 0.0874 | 3.979t04.325 | 4.108 | 0.8771 ] 0.1142 | 3.879 to 4.336

...Peer4 | 4.159 | 0.9387 [ 0.1084 | 3.943t04.375 | 3.988 | 1.1034 | 0.2301 | 3.511 to 4.465

...Peer5 | 3.868 | 0.9521 | 0.1015| 3.666t04.070 | 4.068 | 0.7155] 0.1285| 3.805 to 4.330

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.932 | 0.1907 | 0.0853 N/A 3.918 | 0.1740 | 0.0778 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.963 | 0.2275 | 0.0284 N/A 3.924 | 0.3271 | 0.0409 N/A
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Question 25c¢. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a student
advisor?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked fifth on reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a student advisor.

Among all universities:

e Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 14th percentile on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a student advisor.

Your Institution 3.353 0.8936 0.0856 3.183 to 3.523
Faculty at Peer 1 3.400 0.8376 0.0682 3.265 to 3.535
... Peer 2 3.350 0.8700 0.0769 3.198 to 3.503
... Peer 3 3.949 0.9906 0.0721 3.807 to 4.092
... Peer 4 3.725 1.1182 0.1159 3.494 to 3.955
... Peer 5 3.537 0.9303 0.0860 3.367 to 3.708
Your Peers (n=5) 3.592 0.2207 0.0987 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.692 0.2584 0.0323 N/A
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Question 25c. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a student

advisor?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very

unreasonable (1)

At your institution:

GENDER RESULTS

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in reasonableness of the expectations for

performance as a student advisor.

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked fifth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a student advisor.
e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fourth on reasonableness of the

expectations for performance as a student advisor.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 14th percentile on reasonableness

of the expectations for performance as a student advisor.

e Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 22nd percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a student advisor.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, male junior faculty found the expectations for performance as a student advisor to be more
reasonable than did female junior faculty.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.353 | 0.9573 [ 0.1170 | 3.119 to 3.586 3.353 [0.7814 | 0.1206 | 3.109 to 3.596
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.446 | 0.8066 | 0.0855| 3.276 to 3.616 3.329 [0.8757 | 0.1112| 3.107 to 3.552
...Peer2 | 3.351 [0.7873 | 0.0903 | 3.171to 3.530 3.350 [0.9783 | 0.1357 | 3.078 to 3.623
... Peer3 | 4.041 [ 0.9500 | 0.0927 | 3.857 to 4.225 3.820 [1.0254 | 0.1119 | 3.597 to0 4.042
...Peer4 | 3.812 [1.0963 | 0.1381 | 3.536 to 4.088 3.556 [1.1455 | 0.2091 | 3.128 to 3.983
...Peer5 | 3.629 [ 0.9538 | 0.1231| 3.383t0 3.876 3.419 [0.8956 | 0.1186 | 3.182to 3.657

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.656 | 0.2491 | 0.1114 N/A 3.495 [0.1807 | 0.0808 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.720 | 0.2803 | 0.0350 N/A 3.643 [0.2724 | 0.0341 N/A
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Question 25c. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a student
advisor?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a student advisor.

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked sixth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a student advisor.

e Inrelation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fourth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a student advisor.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 3rd percentile on reasonableness
of the expectations for performance as a student advisor.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 44th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a student advisor.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant race differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a student advisor.

White Faculty

Faculty of Color

Your Institution 3.093 to 3.471 3.2511t04.015
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.383 | 0.8419 ]| 0.0803 | 3.224t03.542 | 3.435 | 0.8257 [ 0.1289 | 3.174 to 3.695
... Peer2 | 3.303 | 0.9028 | 0.0921 | 3.120t03.486 | 3.469 | 0.7493|0.1325| 3.199to 3.739
...Peer3 | 3.929 | 1.0164 | 0.0902| 3.750t04.107 | 4.005 | 0.9285| 0.1219| 3.761t0 4.249
...Peer4 | 3.730 | 1.0928 | 0.1288 | 3.473t03.987 | 3.707 | 1.2009 | 0.2621 | 3.160 to 4.253
... Peer5 | 3.461 |[0.94820.1022| 3.258t03.664 | 3.715 | 0.8680 | 0.1559 | 3.396 to 4.033
Your Peers (n=5) | 3.561 | 0.2331 | 0.1043 N/A 3.666 | 0.2054 | 0.0919 N/A
All Universities (n=64) | 3.686 | 0.2545 | 0.0318 N/A 3.708 | 0.3344 | 0.0418 N/A
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Question 25d. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a
department colleague?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked fourth on reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a department colleague.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 30th percentile on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a department colleague.

Your Institution 3.541 0.8414 0.0762 3.390 to 3.691
Faculty at Peer 1 3.367 0.9140 0.0734 3.222 to 3.512
... Peer 2 3.506 0.8754 0.0712 3.365 to 3.646
... Peer 3 3.899 1.0263 0.0741 3.753 to 4.045
... Peer 4 3.951 1.0821 0.1093 3.734 t0 4.168
... Peer 5 3.605 0.8633 0.0802 3.447 to 3.764
Your Peers (n=5) 3.666 0.2255 0.1008 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.720 0.2414 0.0302 N/A
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Question 25d. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a
department colleague?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

GENDER RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a department colleague.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked fourth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a department colleague.

e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fourth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a department colleague.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 33rd percentile on reasonableness
of the expectations for performance as a department colleague.

e  Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 33rd percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a department colleague.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, male junior faculty found the expectations for performance as a department colleague to be
more reasonable than did female junior faculty.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.582 | 0.8262 | 0.0967 | 3.389to 3.775 3.478 10.8596 | 0.1228 | 3.231t0 3.725

Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.513 | 0.8660 | 0.0923 | 3.330 to 3.697 3.164 1 0.9399 | 0.1148 | 2.934 to 3.393

...Peer2 | 3.483 | 0.8363 [ 0.0886 | 3.307 to 3.660 3.535 10.9277 | 0.1178 | 3.299 to 3.770

...Peer3 | 4.032 | 0.9849 [ 0.0961 | 3.842to 4.223 3.717 11.0429 | 0.1118 | 3.494 to 3.939

...Peer4 | 3.924 | 1.0633 [ 0.1309 | 3.663t04.186 | 4.002 | 1.1180 | 0.1976 | 3.599 to 4.405

...Peer5 | 3.773 | 0.8138 [ 0.1051 | 3.563 to 3.983 3.389 10.8799 | 0.1176 | 3.153 to 3.625

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.745 | 0.2180 | 0.0975 N/A 3.561 | 0.2854 | 0.1276 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.749 | 0.2492 | 0.0312 N/A 3.678 | 0.2725 | 0.0341 N/A
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Question 25d. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a
department colleague?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a department colleague.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked fifth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a department colleague.

e Inrelation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fourth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a department colleague.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 25th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a department colleague.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 31st percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a department colleague.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, white junior faculty found the expectations for performance as a department colleague to be
more reasonable than did junior faculty of color.

White Faculty

Faculty of Color

Your Institution 3.379 10 3.723 3.170 to 3.814
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.347 | 0.9627 | 0.0902 | 3.168t03.525 | 3.410 | 0.7612 | 0.1189 | 3.170 to 3.651
... Peer2 | 3.594 |0.8561 | 0.0788 | 3.438103.750 | 3.241 |0.8887 | 0.1547 | 2.926 to 3.556
...Peer3 | 3.948 | 1.0399 | 0.0916 | 3.767t04.130 | 3.767 | 0.9627 | 0.1253 | 3.517 to 4.018
...Peer4 | 4066 | 1.0044 | 0.1152| 3.837t04.296 | 3.540 | 1.2332 | 0.2629 | 2.994 to 4.087
... Peer5 | 3.587 | 0.8401 | 0.0901| 3.4081t03.766 | 3.653 | 0.9291 | 0.1725| 3.300 to 4.007
Your Peers (n=5) | 3.708 | 0.2625 | 0.1174 N/A 3.522 |1 0.1840 | 0.0823 N/A
All Universities (n=64) | 3.729 | 0.2388 | 0.0298 N/A 3.695 | 0.3087 | 0.0386 N/A
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Question 25e. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a campus
citizen?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked fifth on reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a campus citizen.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 20th percentile on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

Your Institution 3.299 0.7024 0.0641 3.172 t0 3.426
Faculty at Peer 1 3.260 0.7209 0.0585 3.145 to 3.376
... Peer2 3.316 0.7485 0.0630 3.191 to 3.441
... Peer3 3.787 0.9988 0.0730 3.643 to 3.931
... Peer 4 3.806 1.0136 0.1034 3.601 t0 4.012
... Peer 5 3.354 0.7493 0.0711 3.213 to 3.495
Your Peers (n=5) 3.505 0.2404 0.1075 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.588 0.2551 0.0319 N/A
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Question 25e. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a campus

citizen?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very

unreasonable (1)

At your institution:

GENDER RESULTS

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a campus citizen.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked fourth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fourth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 23rd percentile on reasonableness
of the expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

e  Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 17th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant gender differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a campus citizen.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.313 | 0.7472 | 0.0893 | 3.135 to 3.491 3.279 [0.6337 | 0.0896 | 3.099 to 3.459
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.312 | 0.7934 | 0.0856 | 3.142 to 3.482 3.189 [0.6085 | 0.0749 | 3.039to0 3.338
...Peer2 | 3.281 [ 0.7069 | 0.0781 | 3.126 to 3.437 3.360 [0.8004 | 0.1042| 3.151to 3.568
...Peer3 | 3.848 [ 0.9730 | 0.0959 | 3.658 to 4.038 3.703 [1.0233 [ 0.1116 | 3.481t0 3.925
...Peer4 | 3.830 [0.9930 | 0.1241| 3.5821t04.078 3.763 [1.0528 | 0.1861 | 3.383t04.142
...Peer5 | 3.486 [ 0.7916 | 0.1039 | 3.278 to 3.694 3.180 [0.6745 | 0.0927 | 2.994 to 3.366

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.551 | 0.2450 | 0.1096 N/A 3.439 [0.2492 | 0.1115 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.600 | 0.2663 | 0.0333 N/A 3.575 [0.2858 | 0.0357 N/A
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Question 25e. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a campus
citizen?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a campus citizen.

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked sixth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

e Inrelation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fourth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 17th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 30th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a campus citizen.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, white junior faculty found the expectations for performance as a campus citizen to be more
reasonable than did junior faculty of color.

White Faculty

Faculty of Color

Your Institution 3.147 to0 3.430 3.047 to 3.651
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.289 | 0.7152 | 0.0679 | 3.155t03.424 | 3.199 | 0.7293 | 0.1139 | 2.968 to 3.429
... Peer2 | 3.406 | 0.7556 | 0.0724 | 3.262t03.549 | 3.059 | 0.6585|0.1164 | 2.822to 3.297
...Peer3 | 3.818 | 1.0346 | 0.0929 | 3.634t04.002 | 3.709 | 0.9252 | 0.1205| 3.468 to 3.950
... Peer4 | 3.876 | 0.9293|0.1080 | 3.661 to 4.091 3.566 | 1.2306 | 0.2624 | 3.020to 4.111
... Peer5 | 3.337 | 0.7264 | 0.0793 | 3.179t03.495 | 3.400 | 0.8165|0.1571 | 3.077 to 3.723
Your Peers (n=5) | 3.545 | 0.2498 | 0.1117 N/A 3.386 | 0.2360 | 0.1055 N/A
All Universities (n=64) | 3.596 | 0.2590 | 0.0324 N/A 3.552 | 0.3162 | 0.0395 N/A
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Question 25f. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a member
of the broader community (e.g., outreach)?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked sixth on reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a community member.

Among all universities:

e Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 23rd percentile on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a community member.

Your Institution 3.283 0.6271 0.0582 3.168 to 3.398
Faculty at Peer 1 3.292 0.7645 0.0620 3.170 to 3.415
... Peer 2 3.359 0.7547 0.0620 3.237 to 3.482
... Peer 3 3.871 0.9690 0.0707 3.732 to 4.011
... Peer 4 3.658 1.0804 0.1145 3.430 to 3.885
... Peer 5 3.456 0.7926 0.0742 3.309 to 3.603
Your Peers (n=5) 3.527 0.2116 0.0946 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.510 0.2282 0.0285 N/A
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Question 25f. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a member

of the broader community (e.g., outreach)?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very

unreasonable (1)

At your institution:

GENDER RESULTS

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a community member.

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked fifth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a community member.
e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked sixth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a community member.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 30th percentile on reasonableness
of the expectations for performance as a community member.
e Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 20th percentile on

reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a community member.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant gender differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a community member.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.303 | 0.5972 | 0.0719 | 3.160 to 3.447 3.253 [0.6674 | 0.0974 | 3.057 to 3.449
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.292 | 0.8089 | 0.0867 | 3.120 to 3.464 3.292 [0.7000 | 0.0868 | 3.119to 3.466
...Peer2 | 3.321 [ 0.7757 | 0.0822 | 3.158 t0 3.484 3.412 [0.7179 | 0.0935 | 3.225 to 3.599
...Peer3 | 3.925 [ 0.9521 | 0.0938 | 3.738t04.111 3.798 [0.9811 | 0.1064 | 3.586 to 4.010
...Peer4 | 3.701 [1.0617 | 0.1382 | 3.424 to0 3.977 3.579 [1.1136 | 0.2033 | 3.163 to 3.995
...Peer5 | 3.603 [0.8019|0.1035| 3.396 to 3.810 3.258 [0.7370 | 0.1003 | 3.057 to 3.459

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.568 | 0.2380 | 0.1064 N/A 3.468 [0.1997 | 0.0893 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.512 | 0.2597 | 0.0325 N/A 3.499 [0.2431 | 0.0304 N/A
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Question 25f. Is what's expected in order to earn tenure reasonable to you regarding your performance as a member
of the broader community (e.g., outreach)?

Very reasonable (5); Fairly reasonable (4); Neither reasonable nor unreasonable (3); Fairly unreasonable (2); Very
unreasonable (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a community member.

Compared to your peers:

e In relation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked sixth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a community member.

e Inrelation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fourth on reasonableness of the
expectations for performance as a community member.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 16th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a community member.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 45th percentile on
reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a community member.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, there were no significant race differences in reasonableness of the expectations for
performance as a community member.

White Faculty

Faculty of Color

Your Institution 3.120 to 3.374 3.166 to 3.726
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.264 | 0.7873 | 0.0741 | 3.117 to 3.411 3.356 | 0.6918 ] 0.1108 | 3.131 to 3.580
...Peer2 | 3.423 | 0.7424 | 0.0686 | 3.287t03.559 | 3.159 | 0.7661 | 0.1376 | 2.878 to 3.440
...Peer3 | 3.922 |0.9889|0.0881| 3.747t04.096 | 3.737 | 0.8907 [ 0.1170 | 3.503 to 3.971
...Peerd4 | 3.671 | 0.9462 | 0.1147 | 3.442t03.900 | 3.612 | 1.4302|0.3121 | 2.961 to 4.263
...Peer5 | 3.394 | 0.7985| 0.0871| 3.220t03.567 | 3.603 | 0.7630 | 0.1393 | 3.318 to 3.888

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.535 | 0.2343 | 0.1048 N/A 3.493 | 0.2081 | 0.0931 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.508 | 0.2364 | 0.0296 N/A 3.496 | 0.2783 | 0.0348 N/A
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Question 26. I have received consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.
Strongly agree (5); Somewhat agree (4); Neither agree nor disagree (3); Somewhat disagree (2); Strongly disagree (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked fourth on reporting having received consistent
messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 69th percentile on reporting having received
consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

Your Institution 3.193 1.3630 0.1234 2.949 to 3.437
Faculty at Peer 1 3.248 1.3788 0.1115 3.028 to 3.469
... Peer 2 3.351 1.3563 0.1104 3.133 to 3.569
... Peer 3 2.705 1.3364 0.0947 2.518 t0 2.892
... Peer 4 2.764 1.4342 0.1406 2.485 to0 3.042
... Peer5 3.583 1.3093 0.1216 3.343 to 3.824
Your Peers (n=5) 3.130 0.3415 0.1527 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 2.963 0.4283 0.0535 N/A
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Question 26. I have received consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

Strongly agree (5); Somewhat agree (4); Neither agree nor disagree (3); Somewhat disagree (2); Strongly disagree (1)

At your institution:

GENDER RESULTS

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in reporting having received consistent messages

from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked fourth on reporting having received
consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked third on reporting having received

consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 66th percentile on reporting

having received consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

e  Among female junior faculty at all universities, your female junior faculty ranked in the 70th percentile on reporting

having received consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, male junior faculty agreed to a greater extent than did female junior faculty that they had
received consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

Males Females

Your Institution | 3.231 | 1.4190 | 0.1672 | 2.897 to 3.564 3.138 [1.2750 | 0.1803 | 2.776 to 3.501
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.348 | 1.3035| 0.1397 | 3.070 to 3.626 3.109 [1.4609 | 0.1798 | 2.750 to 3.468
...Peer2 | 3.314 | 1.3465| 0.1412 | 3.034 to 3.595 3.401 [1.3687 | 0.1767 | 3.047 to 3.755
...Peer3 | 2.936 | 1.3260 | 0.1264 | 2.685t0 3.186 2.382 | 1.2841 | 0.1361 2.112 to 2.653
...Peer4 | 2.959 | 1.43890.1732| 2.614t0 3.305 2.402 |1.3583 | 0.2296 | 1.936 to 2.869
...Peer5 | 3.539 | 1.3228 | 0.1708 | 3.197 to 3.880 3.641 [1.2925 | 0.1727 | 3.295 to 3.987

Your Peers (n =5) | 3.219 | 0.2347 | 0.1049 N/A 2.987 |0.5141 | 0.2299 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 3.038 | 0.4192 | 0.0524 N/A 2.854 10.4718 | 0.0590 N/A
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Question 26. I have received consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.
Strongly agree (5); Somewhat agree (4); Neither agree nor disagree (3); Somewhat disagree (2); Strongly disagree (1)

RACE RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant race differences in reporting having received consistent messages
from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to white junior faculty at your peers, your white junior faculty ranked third on reporting having received
consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

e In relation to junior faculty of color at your peers, your junior faculty of color ranked fourth on reporting having
received consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

Among all universities:

e  Among white junior faculty at all universities, your white junior faculty ranked in the 73rd percentile on reporting
having received consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

e  Among junior faculty of color at all universities, your junior faculty of color ranked in the 56th percentile on reporting
having received consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

Across all universities:

e  Across all universities, junior faculty of color agreed to a greater extent than did white junior faculty that they had
received consistent messages from senior colleagues about the requirements for tenure.

White Faculty Faculty of Color

Your Institution | 3.202 | 1.3482 | 0.1355 | 2.933 to 3.471 3.151 | 1.4235] 0.2968 | 2.535to 3.766
Faculty at Peer 1 | 3.111 | 1.3661 | 0.1279 | 2.858 t0 3.365 | 3.560 | 1.3908 | 0.2227 | 3.109 to 4.011
...Peer2 | 3.270 | 1.3799 | 0.1276 | 3.0181t03.523 | 3.581 | 1.2395| 0.2126| 3.149t04.014
...Peer3 | 2.748 | 1.3732 [ 0.1178 | 2.515 to 2.981 2.583 [1.2395[0.1614 | 2.260 to 2.906
...Peer4 | 2.741 | 1.4361 | 0.1586 | 2.426to 3.057 | 2.849 | 1.4237 | 0.3035| 2.218to0 3.480
...Peer5 | 3.458 | 1.3629 [ 0.1461| 3.1681t03.749 | 3.901 | 1.1034 | 0.2049 | 3.481 to 4.321

Your Peers (n=5) | 3.066 | 0.2842 | 0.1271 N/A 3.295 | 0.4952 | 0.2214 N/A

All Universities (n=64) | 2.936 | 0.4238 | 0.0530 N/A 3.081 | 0.4765 | 0.0596 N/A

White Faculty at Your Institution
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Question 27a. In my opinion, tenure decisions here are made primarily on performance-based criteria (e.g.,
research/creative work, teaching, and/or service) rather than on non-performance-based crtieria (politics,
relationships, and/or demographics).

Strongly agree (5); Somewhat agree (4); Neither agree nor disagree (3); Somewhat disagree (2); Strongly disagree (1)

OVERALL RESULTS

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to junior faculty at your peers, your junior faculty ranked fourth on reporting the perception that tenure
decisions are made primarily on performance-based criteria.

Among all universities:

e  Among junior faculty at all universities, your junior faculty ranked in the 58th percentile on reporting the perception
that tenure decisions are made primarily on performance-based criteria.

Your Institution 3.654 1.2834 0.1192 3.418 to 3.890
Faculty at Peer 1 3.815 1.1860 0.1006 3.616 to 4.014
... Peer 2 3.694 1.2528 0.1037 3.489 to 3.899
... Peer 3 3.446 1.2824 0.0905 3.268 to 3.625
... Peer 4 3.401 1.3023 0.1283 3.147 to 3.656
... Peer5 4.077 1.0571 0.1008 3.877 to 4.277
Your Peers (n=5) 3.687 0.2483 0.1111 N/A
All Universities (n=64) 3.557 0.3542 0.0443 N/A
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Question 27a. In my opinion, tenure decisions here are made primarily on performance-based criteria (e.g.,
research/creative work, teaching, and/or service) rather than on non-performance-based crtieria (politics,
relationships, and/or demographics).

Strongly agree (5); Somewhat agree (4); Neither agree nor disagree (3); Somewhat disagree (2); Strongly disagree (1)

GENDER RESULTS

At your institution:

e  Within your institution, there were no significant gender differences in reporting the perception that tenure decisions
are made primarily on performance-based criteria.

Compared to your peers:

e Inrelation to male junior faculty at your peers, your male junior faculty ranked third on reporting the perception that
tenure decisions are made primarily on performance-based criteria.

e Inrelation to female junior faculty at your peers, your female junior faculty ranked fourth on reporting the perception
that tenure decisions are made primarily on performance-based criteria.

Among all universities:

e  Among male junior faculty at all universities, your male junior faculty ranked in the 63rd percentile on reporting the
perception that tenure decisions are made primarily on performance-based criteria.

e  Among female junior faculty at all