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Disparity Across Colleges at our Institution
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Leadership division, which is tackled at today’s presentation, is one of the benchmarks with the most pronounced dispersion
On the other hand, Faculty leadership shows the smallest disparity across all benchmarks and themes. There is pretty much

consensus among faculty from all colleges on that theme.

7/




Senior Leadership:
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Senior Leadership- College Level

Leadership: Senior
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Senior Leadership- University Level @
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Senior Leadership- University Level
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Areas of Strength vs Areas of Improvement

Strengths Need to Improve

Pace of decision making & stated priorities of
President: + URM, FOC and full

Overall: URM, FOC and full professors seem ok in this White faculty, and in

area for both President & Provost some areas tenured
faculty, are not as
satisfied

Can improve
communication & stated
priorities

Interesting observation: URM, FOC, & Full trend
slightly positive, but White & Pre-Ten trend slightly
hegative




Areas of Strengths vs. Areas for Improvement

Strengths Need to Improve

Pace of decision making & stated priorities of President: + URM, FOC and full Pre-ten: Important group since they need
to be well-informed because of their status

Overall: URM, FOC and full professors seem ok in this area for both President & Provost ~ White faculty, and in some areas tenured
faculty, are not as satisfied

Men, Full, URM: ok with Provost Can improve communication & stated
priorities
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Responses Across Senior Leadership
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CAO: Stated priorities CAO: Communication of priorities
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Divisional Leadership:




Divisional Leadership- College Level
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Divisional Leadership- University Level
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Divisional Leadership- University Level Cﬂmpﬂ;gged Mean
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Areas of Strengths vs. Areas for Improvement

Strengths Need to Improve

COB strongest response. CSE and COE HSH: ratio = 1.82. The comments
trend positive. and our HSH colleagues might
provide some clarity on this

Asian and Men: OK Pace of decision making, stated
priorities, communication, &
faculty input

Interesting observation: This one needs to be looked
at per College since responses are vastly different
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Responses Across Divisional Leadership
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Departmental Leadership- College Level
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Departmental Leadership-University Level reiviors I ¢ your curen
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Departmental Leadership- University Level

Between Groups and Within Gampus Compounded Mean
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Areas of Strengths vs. Areas for Improvement

Strengths Need to Improve
Assoc (3.78), Women (3.84), White: Full (3.20), Men (3.49), and URM:
trend satisfied trend dissatisfied (most men are

very satisfied or satisfied = 52.8%)

All ratios are above 3, the lowest are Stated priorities & communication
3.54 and 3.56 = overall a good area

Question: What are the demographics of our chairs and
directors? Why such opposite responses from men and

women, and assoc vs full? The means and frequencies
might provide more information
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Head/Chair: Ensuring faculty input
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Faculty Leadership- College Level

Leadership: Faculty
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even though we are also in the “green zone” this was notidentified as an area of strength

per COACHE, as we have to meet both beingin the top 30% and also score first or second
among our Peer group; we came up a close third!




Faculty Leadership- University Level
Between Groups and Within Campus UHCL: 3.37
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Areas of Strengths vs. Areas for Improvement

__ swemeths Needtoimprove

Probably the strongest area when Ten, Full, Men, and Asian show the
compared to peers and cohort- highest dissatisfaction
ratios still 3.37

Asian: want more faculty input in
senate
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Leadership Other- University Level
Between Groups and Within Campus

Your results compared to PEERS Areas of strength in GREEN Within campus differences

Your resulis compared to COHORT » Areas of concern in RED smi1) med. (3) Jigofs)
mean overall tenured pre-ten ntt full assoc men women white foc asian urm fenvs  fenvs  fullvs menvs whilevs whilevs whifevs 2016
preten  nit  assoc women  foc  asien  um
Related Survey Items - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .
Priorities are stated consistently 251 dp dp 4Adp P 4 4O YU 4P O U 4O QP tenured  assoc  women | while white whie
Priorities are acted on consistently 2% 4dp Ap A b 4dp 4dp 4 4 4 40 4> A) terued fenured  assoc women | while | while white
Changed priorities negatively affect my work 279 4p dp ) > 4 r 4 <P <P <9 GO ferured tenwred  ful  men  while white +
CAQ: Support in adapting to change NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A N/A NA  NA NiA NA NA NA NiA NA NA
Visible leadership for support of diversity e 4Ap dp 4> o O o P9 O O O < tenured women foc um +



Areas of Strengths vs. Areas for Improvement

__ swengths | Needtolmprove

Change priorities negatively affect Priorities stated and acted
my work (need to check this consistently

question): URM don’t agree with

this

Visible leadership support for
diversity (3.74): compared to cohorts
is low
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THE END



