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2. Introduction
Background and Overview

The 2009 W&M Faculty Survey Report is the seventh in a series (1991, 1993, 1996, 1999, 2003-
2004, 2006, 2009) based on surveys administered to William and Mary faculty to assess their
attitudes, perceptions and opinions on a wide range of issues. The Faculty Survey is conducted

by the Faculty Assembly and represents an on-going initiative of the Faculty Assembly.

Organization of the Report
For the purposes of this report, we have grouped the responses to survey questions into several

broad categories.

e Section 1 — Table of Contents and List of Tables
e Section 2 — Introduction
e Section 3 — Profile of Survey Respondents

e Section 4 — Job Satisfaction
Overall Job Satisfaction
Faculty Satisfaction with 13 selected aspects of employment

e Section 5 — Climate issues, hiring trends, and retirement plans
Climate issues and faculty hiring trends
Faculty Retention
Faculty Retirement Plans

e Section 6 — Faculty Satisfaction with Library Materials and Services

e Section 7 — Faculty Satisfaction with Technology & Frequency of Technology Use
Faculty Satisfaction with Technology Equipment and Services
Frequency of technology use
Importance of technology for research and teaching
Barriers to increased technology use
Learning preferences for acquiring skills in new technologies

e Section 8 — Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Service
Faculty Research and Teaching Activities
Curriculum Review
Balancing Roles in Teaching, Research and Governance

17



e Section 9 — Faculty personnel issues
Tenure & Promotion standards
Annual Merit Evaluation

e Section 10 — Faculty Compensation Packages

e Section 11 — Faculty Priorities
Faculty Identify & Rank Top Eight Priorities

e Section 12 — Governance at the College
Faculty Participation in Governance
Faculty Input and Influence on Selected Policies and Issues
Faculty Perspectives on College Administration

e Section 13 — Strategic Planning: the Ten Early Priorities
e Section 14 — Additional Faculty Comments

e Section 15 — Appendices

Response rates for Faculty Survey 2009

College-wide, 72% of all tenured and tenure-eligible, full-time faculty members responded to the
survey, matching (within a percentage point) the 73% response rate of the last W&M Faculty
Survey in fall 2006. The 2006 overall response rate was the highest response rate of any faculty
survey at the College up to that point and continues to hold that distinction. The 2009 overall
response rate is nearly tied with that record. Response rates from the seven academic areas
spanned a range from a low of 49% (School of Marine Science/VIMS) to a high of 90% (Arts &
Sciences — Natural Sciences). Response rates increased in A&S Natural Sciences and, quite
dramatically, in the School of Law. Response rates remained unchanged for Arts & Sciences
Humanities and the School of Education, while Arts & Sciences Social Sciences experienced the
greatest drop in response rates from the previous survey. The School of Business and the School
of Marine Science saw their response rates drop from the levels posted in the 2006 Faculty
Survey, returning to near the levels received in the 2003 Faculty Survey. Table 1 gives response
rates by academic area & overall.
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Table 2.1 Survey Responses by Academic Area — 2009, 2006, 2003

Academic Area 2009 2006 2003

A&S Humanities 85% 85% 67%
A&S Social Sciences 55% 70% 63%
A&S Natural Sciences 90% 86% 66%

School of Business 65% 81% 61%
School of Education 75% 76% 69%

School of Law 52% 29% 48%
edaolviviy 49% | 54% | 48%
Overall 72% 73% 62%

3. Profile of Survey Respondents for Faculty Survey 2006-2007

Surveys were sent to 532 tenured and tenure-eligible faculty, of whom 381 completed the survey
for a response rate of 71.6%. Because not every individual answered every question, the total
number of respondents for each survey item is not necessarily the same. The following tables
(Tables 2, 3, 4, 5) provide demographic information for survey respondents and, for comparison,
the same information for the total pool of tenured and tenure-eligible faculty for the same
semester in which the survey was administered. In general, the demographic profile of survey

respondents is a good match for the demographic profile of the population sample.

Table 3.1 Faculty Survey Respondents and Sample Population by Gender

Gender | Survey Sample | College-wide

Female 36% 35%
Male 64% 65%
Total 100% 100%

19



Table 3.2 Faculty Survey Respondents and Sample Population by Academic Rank

Academic rank | Survey College-wide
Assistant prof 21% 22%
Associate prof 37% 34%
Full professor 41% 41%
Total 100% 100%

Table 3.3 Faculty Survey Respondents and Sample Population by Academic Area

i Survey College-wide
Academic Area

% n %
A&S Humanities 27% 103 23%
A&S Social Sciences 19% 73 2504
A&S Natural Sciences 26% 99 21%
School of Business 9% 33 10%
School of Education 7% 27 7%
School of Law 5% 17 6%
School of Marine

0 0
Science / VIMS % 25 10%

Note: when survey results are viewed by academic area, the number of respondents can become
relatively modest, particularly for the professional schools where the numbers range from 33
individuals in the School of Business to 17 individual faculty members in the School of Law.
Therefore, each survey response received can represent 2-3 percentage points. At times in this
report, the actual number of responses will be reported (in addition to percentages) so as to

provide additional perspective and context.
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4. Job Satisfaction

The Faculty Survey 2009 began with a general question on faculty overall job satisfaction, and
continued with a series of more focused items exploring faculty satisfaction with 13 selected
aspects of the work situation.

This section of the Faculty Survey 2006 Report contains two parts: Overall Faculty Job
Satisfaction, and Faculty Satisfaction with (13) Selected Aspects of the Work Situation.

a. Overall Job Satisfaction

Survey Question 8 asked faculty “On the whole, how satisfied are you with your position at the
College?” Response options were: “very satisfied”, “moderately satisfied”, “a little

dissatisfied” and “very dissatisfied”.

On the whole, 83% of survey respondents indicated that they were either “Very Satisfied” or
“Moderately Satisfied” with their position at the College. ~Although this number surpassed the
totals for the same question in both the 2006 and 2003 faculty surveys (81% and 78%
respectively), it approached, but did not reach the high level of satisfaction reported in the 1999
Faculty Survey (86%). Table/Figure 4.1 (below) summarizes the survey responses to this
question for the current survey, and provides historical perspective by including the responses
from the 2006, 2003 and 1999 Faculty Surveys. For additional context, Table/Figure 4.2 offers
results from the 2007-2008 H.E.R.I. national survey for public universities, private universities,

and all four year plus colleges and universities.
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Table/Figure 4.1 On the whole, how satisfied are you with your position at the College?
Job satisfaction levels over time [2009, 2006, 2003, 1999]

Overall On the whole, how satisfied are you
Satisfaction with your position at the College?
Very Satisfied + Moderately A little Dissatisfied +
Satisfied Very Dissatisfied

. Moderately A little Very

Year Ve S Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied
2009 14% 3%
2006 16% 3%
2003 30% 48% 16% 5%
1999 44% 42% 9% 4%

Source: William and Mary Faculty Surveys 2009, 2006, 2003, 1999

Although the combined total responses for the two categories (Very Satisfied, Moderately
Satisfied) increased over the same total from the 2006 Faculty Survey, there was a drop of five
percentage points in the category of “Very Satisfied”. The percentage of survey respondents
reporting “A Little Dissatisfied” also decreased, but by two percentage points, resulting in a 7%
increase in the response category “Moderately Satisfied”. All in all, there was a general move

toward “Moderately Satisfied” from either side.

When compared with overall satisfaction levels compiled in a national survey conducted by the
Higher Education Research Institute (H.E.R.1.) at U.C.L.A. in 2007-2008, William & Mary
faculty reported a slightly higher satisfaction level than private universities (79%), and a
moderately higher level than public universities (74%) and all four-year plus colleges and

universities (75%).
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Table/Figure 4.2 On the whole, how satisfied are you with your position at the College?
W&M and H.E.R.l. Survey results

Overall Overall Job Satisfaction
Satisfaction Very Satisfied + (Moderately) Satisfied
H.E.R.l. Survey 2007-08 W&M Survey 2009
.PUbII.C. F.’rlva'.ce. All 4-year + W&M Faculty
universities | universities
74% 79% 75% 83%

Source: William and Mary Faculty Survey 2009
Source: The American College Teacher, H.E.R.l. Faculty Survey 2007-2008

In conclusion, overall job satisfaction levels (combining the categories of very satisfied and
moderately satisfied) remained over 80%, indicating that approximately eight out of ten faculty

were, on the whole, satisfied with their position at the College.

Overall satisfaction levels by gender, rank and academic area

A closer examination of overall satisfaction levels, when viewed by gender, revealed a difference
of five percentage points between male and female faculty for the combined response categories
of “very satisfied” and “moderately satisfied”. For male faculty, the 85% reported for positive
satisfaction levels continued the upward trend begun in the 2003 Faculty Survey and represented
an increase of five percentage points from the 2006 Faculty Survey. For female faculty, the
figure of 80% (very satisfied + moderately satisfied) reflected a slight decline from the 82%
recorded in the 2006 Faculty Survey (83% in the survey of 2003).
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[survey results by gender and overall]

Table/Figure 4.3 On the whole, how satisfied are you with your position at the College?

Overall On the whole, how satisfied are you
Satisfaction with your position at the College?
Gender Very Satisfied MSOGC;"_?S;;’;Z/V Disééizfii/jfied Diss‘t/:lez:gﬁed
Female 33% 47% 18% 2%
Male 37% 48% 11% 4%
Overall 36% 47% 13% 3%

When survey responses were sorted by academic rank, at least three quarters of the faculty at
each rank were either very satisfied or moderately satisfied. However, there was an 18
percentage point spread between the most satisfied rank of faculty and the least satisfied rank of
faculty. Assistant professors were, by far, the most satisfied (94%), followed by faculty at the
Full professor rank (84%) and finally, faculty at the Associate professor rank (76%).
Interestingly, there appeared only minor variations in the percentages of faculty by academic
rank who reported being “moderately satisfied” -- Assistant professors (44%), Associate
professors (49%), and Full professors (48%). The greatest discrepancies were found in the
response category of “very satisfied” where faculty at the rank of Assistant professor were nearly
twice as likely to have chosen this answer than faculty at the Associate professor rank (50% and
27%, respectively). A little more than a third of faculty at the rank of Full professor (36%)
indicated that they were “”very satisfied”. Finally, nearly one in four faculty at the rank of
Associate professor (24%) recorded some level of overall dissatisfaction compared with 6% of

Assistant professors and 16% of Full professor faculty.
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Table/Figure 4.4 On the whole, how satisfied are you with your position at the College?
[survey results by academic rank and overall]

Overall On the whole, how satisfied are you
Satisfaction with your position at the College?
Moderately A little Very

Academic Rank | very Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied

Assistant Professors 50% 44% 5% 1%
Associate Professors |  27% 49% 20% 4%
Full Professors 36% 48% 13% 3%
Overall 36% 47% 14% 3%

The next table (Table/Figure 4.5) shows what happens when the survey responses on overall
satisfaction are grouped by academic area, and for comparison, how the faculty responded as a

whole.

All academic areas reported that a majority of faculty (72% or more) were either “very satisfied”
or “moderately satisfied” overall. The highest levels of dissatisfaction (combined responses for
the response categories “a little dissatisfied” and “very dissatisfied” were found in the School of

Education (22%) and the School of Business (21%).
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Table/Figure 4.5. On the whole, how satisfied are your with your position at the College?
[results by Academic Area and Overall]

Overall On the whole, how satisfied are you
Satisfaction with your position at the College?
. Very Moderately A little Very
Academic Area Satisfied Satisfied | Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied
A&S Humanities 40% 44% 16% 1%
A&S Social Sciences 32% 55% 8% 5%
ASS Natural 38% 46% 14% 1%
School of Business 21% 58% 15% 6%
School of Education 37% 41% 19% 4%
School of Law 65% 29% 6% 0%
School of Marine
cmeems. | 20% | 48% | 16% | 12%
Overall 36% 47% 14% 3%

b. Faculty Satisfaction with (13) Selected Aspects of the Work Situation

To explore faculty job satisfaction levels in greater detail, Survey Item 9 asked faculty “In
general, how satisfied are you with the following aspects of your work situation at the College?”
There followed a list of 13 specific items for which the response options were: very satisfied
(VS), satisfied (S), neutral (N), a little dissatisfied (D), very dissatisfied (VD), not sure (NS), or
not applicable (NA).

The specific items included were:

(a) availability (number) of summer research grants
(b) college assistance in obtaining external grant support
(c) travel support for research presentations at conferences

(d) secretarial/office support
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(e) support for teaching (faculty development)

(f) classroom space appropriate for teaching needs

(9) your teaching load

(h) availability of equipment (other than computers & lab equipment)

(i) availability of laboratory equipment

() “work/life balance” — the balance of your professional responsibilities (work) with
your personal life

(k) faculty salaries in general

() your salary

(m) overall compensation package (salary + insurance coverage & options + other
benefits)

Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects: Overall Combined Responses from All
Academic Areas

For many of the survey items included in Q9, the greatest insight can be found in the breakdown
of survey responses by academic areas. It is, nevertheless, useful to first consider a broader
perspective that encompasses faculty across the university. The following set of tables/figures
(Table/Figure 4.6) provide an “at-a-glance” overview of the combined responses to survey

questions, Q9a-Q9m, across all seven academic areas.

Faculty levels of satisfaction with the number of internal W&M summer research grants

available each year shifted only slightly since the 2006 Faculty Survey. Survey results for the
response categories of “very satisfied” + “satisfied” rose two percentage points from 29% in
Faculty Survey 2006, to 31% in the current survey (2009). There was a decline of eight
percentage points for the corresponding dissatisfaction response categories (“very dissatisfied” +
“dissatisfied””) moving from 33% (D+VD) in 2006 to 25% (D+VD) in Faculty Survey 2009.
There was a marked decline in the percentage of “neutral” ratings for this survey item (down
16%), but the decrease in neutral ratings was, in part, a reflection of a new addition to the

response scale, an option to choose “not applicable”. In earlier faculty surveys, survey results
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were sometimes blurred by the fact that the faculty in the School of Marine Science do not
participate in the same semester or summer research grant program as other faculty. Likewise,
the faculty in the School of Law do not participate in the summer research grant program. As a
result, the number of neutral responses to this survey item was markedly higher in earlier

SUrveys.

Overall faculty satisfaction with the assistance provided for seeking external grant funding

remained unchanged at 46% (44% in Faculty Survey 2006). Slightly more than forty percent of

survey respondents (43%) expressed dissatisfaction with the financial support provided for travel

to present research at professional conferences. A majority of faculty (58%) reported

satisfaction with secretarial/office support.  Table/Figure 4.6 (below) summarizes overall

results for survey item Q9a-Q9d.

Table/Figure 4.6 Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q9a-Q9d):
Overall Responses — Combined Academic Areas

0% VS+S  B% Neutral ®% D+VD

60

50

40

30

20

number sum assist with professional travel  secretarial/office
grants external grants support support
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Faculty levels of satisfaction with teaching loads soared to an all time high of 76% (very satisfied

+ satisfied), while a slight majority of faculty expressed satisfaction with support for teaching,

i.e. faculty development (51%), classroom space appropriate for teaching needs (52%) and the
availability of equipment — other than computers & laboratory equipment (51%). There was

mixed response to the availability of laboratory equipment in the overall survey results, but here

is a good example of where greater meaning will be found in the survey responses sorted by

academic area. Table/Figure 4.7 (below) summarizes overall results for survey item Q9e-Q9i.

Table/Figure 4.7. Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q9e-Q9i):
Overall Responses — Combined Academic Areas

0% VS+S ® % Neutral B 9% D+VS

70 ~
60 -

40 ~

20

10 ~

faculty dev for  appropriate teaching load availability availability lab
teaching classroom equipment equipment
space not lab, comp

There were record levels of dissatisfaction with faculty salaries in general (64%) and with an

individual faculty member’s own salary (61%), both of which rose to their greatest levels in

more than twelve years. Two new items were included in the 2009 Faculty Survey that had not
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appeared on earlier surveys. The first question asked faculty to report their level of satisfaction

with the “work-life balance — the balance of your professional responsibilities (work) with your

personal life.” A majority of faculty indicated that they were either “very satisfied” or
“satisfied” with their work-life balance. The second new survey item sought to identify
satisfaction levels concerning the “overall compensation package — salary + insurance coverage
& options + other benefits”. Looking beyond the singular issue of salary, considering the range
of benefits available in the work place here at the College, 26% of faculty reported positive
levels of satisfaction (very satisfied + satisfied). However, 49% of faculty described themselves
as either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with their overall compensation package. Table/Figure

4.8 (below) summarizes overall results for survey item Q9j-Q9m.

Table/Figure 4.8 Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q9j-Q9m):
Combined Responses — All Academic Areas
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Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects:

It may be useful to view survey results from questions concerning job satisfaction levels relative
to selected work aspects in several ways. First, for comparative purposes across academic
areas, each question is presented, one at a time, with the answers from every academic area to
that single survey item. This section of the report is followed by a closer examination of all

survey responses within a single academic area. (see below)

Comparative responses — responses of all academic areas to each question

The following tables/figures offer a quick comparative visual representation of how each
academic area rated satisfaction levels for the same survey item. For the purpose of providing a
quick summary, only the combined categories of “Very Satisfied” + “Satisfied” [VS+S], and
“Dissatisfied” + “Very Dissatisfied” [D+VD] are included. Percentages within each academic
area may not total 100% due to survey responses in the “Neutral”, “Not Sure” and “Not
Applicable” categories. More detailed tables (which include the “Neutral” category are found in

the next section of this report).

Availability (number) of W&M summer research grants

Levels of satisfaction (VS+S) or dissatisfaction (D+VD) concerning the available number of
W&M summer research grants were below 50% in all academic areas, except for the School of
Law. The School of Law has its own summer research support program and 94% of the Law

faculty indicated satisfaction with that program.

In three of the academic areas (A&S Humanities, Education and SMS/VIMS), levels of

satisfaction were nearly equal to (or the same as) reported levels of dissatisfaction.

Faculty in the School of Business had the highest reported levels of dissatisfaction (46%).
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Table/Figure 4.9 Job Satisfaction: Availability (number) of W&M summer research grants
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

Availability (number) of W&M summer research grants
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College assistance in obtaining external grant support

Survey respondents from Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences were by far the most satisfied

(80%) with college assistance in obtaining external grant support.

The School of Marine Science/ VIMS was the only other academic area to report a majority of
satisfied faculty on this issue (52%). Approximately a third of survey respondents in A&S —
Humanities, A&S — Social Sciences and the School of Education indicated satisfaction on
college assistance in this matter. A slightly greater percentage of faculty in the School of

Education (37%) registered dissatisfaction on this issue.
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Table/Figure 4.10 Job Satisfaction: College assistance in obtaining external grant support
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

College assistance in obtaining external grant support
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Support for research presentations at professional conferences

Support for travel to present research at professional conferences was a source of considerable
dissatisfaction (VD+D) for a majority of faculty in the School of Business (69%) and the School
of Education (59%).

In Arts & Sciences, all three areas reported greater dissatisfaction than satisfaction with
dissatisfaction levels ranging from 32 to 49 percentage points. Responses from the School of

Marine Science/VIMS revealed a similar level of dissatisfaction (40%).

On the School of Law recorded a majority of satisfied faculty (65%) on this issue.
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Table/Figure 4.11 Job Satisfaction: Support for research presentations at conferences
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

Support for research presentations at professional conferences
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Secretarial / Office Support

A majority of survey respondents in six of the seven academic areas rated themselves as satisfied
or very satisfied (S+VS) with secretarial/office support. Five of those six academic areas scored
satisfaction rates between 56 and 59 percent. In A&S — Natural Sciences, 74% of faculty
indicated satisfaction with secretarial / office support. Only the School of Business reported a
majority of faculty (58%) to be either dissatisfied and/or very dissatisfied with secretarial / office
support.
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Table/Figure 4.12 Job Satisfaction: Secretarial / Office Support
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

Secretarial / office support
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Support for teaching (faculty development)

A majority of faculty in all three areas of Arts & Sciences, as well as a majority of faculty the
School of Law indicated satisfaction with the college’s support for teaching (specifically in the

area of faculty development).

Satisfaction levels in the School of Education (48%) approached, but did not reach a majority of
the faculty. One in three SOE faculty (33%) stated that they were dissatisfied with support for
teaching. Faculty from the School of Business were slightly more dissatisfied (30%) than
satisfied (24%). Meanwhile, faculty in Marine Science/VIMS were equally split on the issue.
(26%).
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Table/Figure 4.13 Job Satisfaction: Support for teaching (faculty development)
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

Support for teaching (faculty development)
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Classroom space appropriate for teaching needs

A strong majority of faculty from the School of Business (97%) and the Law School (88%)
reported satisfaction with classroom space appropriate for teaching needs. Faculty in the School
of Marine Science/VIMS and A&S — Social Sciences also recorded a majority of survey
responses as satisfied (64% and 53%, respectively). A majority of survey respondents from the
School of Education were dissatisfied with classroom space (63%). Finally, faculty in A&S —

Humanities and A&S — Natural Sciences were divided on the matter.
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Table/Figure 4.14 Job Satisfaction: Classroom space appropriate for teaching needs
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

Classroom space appropriate for teaching needs
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Your teaching load

A majority of faculty (in some cases a strong majority) from every academic area indicated
satisfaction with their teaching loads. Faculty in A&S Humanities, A&S Social Sciences, Law

and Marine Science/VIMS all reported satisfaction levels equal to or greater than 80%.

Survey responses from faculty in A&S Natural Sciences and the School of Education revealed

satisfaction levels of 71% and 70%, respectively.

To a lesser extent, but still a majority of faculty in the School of Business (58%) also indicated

satisfaction with their teaching load.

37



Table/Figure 4.15 Job Satisfaction: Your teaching load
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

Your teaching load
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Availability of equipment (other than computers & laboratory equipment) & Availability
of laboratory equipment.

When asked about the availability of equipment (other than computers and lab equipment) a
modest majority of faculty (ranging from 52% to 63%) in five of the seven academic areas

reported that they were satisfied and/or very satisfied.

Satisfaction levels in the School of Marine Science/VIMS approached, but remained shy of a
majority (48%). An additional 40% of SMS VIMS faculty indicated “neutral”. Faculty in A&S
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Natural Sciences were more satisfied (39%) than dissatisfied (14%), but had a relatively large

percentage of “neutral” responses (36%).

Table/Figure 4.16 Job Satisfaction: Availability of equipment
(other than computers & lab equipment)
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

Availability of equipment (other than computers & lab equipment)
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Availability of laboratory equipment

A majority of faculty in the School of Marine Science (52%) reported satisfaction with the
availability of laboratory equipment. Faculty from Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences were
divided on this issue with 28% of survey respondents indicating satisfaction and 29% of faculty
from the Natural Sciences registering dissatisfaction with the availability of laboratory

equipment.
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Table/Figure 4.17 Job Satisfaction: Availability of laboratory equipment
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

Availability of laboratory equipment
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Work-life balance: balance of professional responsibilities with personal life

In five of the seven academic areas a majority of faculty report satisfaction levels (VS+S) greater

than fifty percent in response to a survey item about their “work/life balance”.

While the percentage of satisfied faculty for this item in the School of Marine Science/VIMS did
not reach fifty percent, twice as many faculty provided responses of satisfaction (44%) compared

with faculty responses indicating dissatisfaction (20%).

Only in the School of Education did a majority of a faculty indicate dissatisfaction (56%).
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Table/Figure 4.18 Job Satisfaction: Work-life balance —
Balance of professional responsibilities (work) with personal life
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

“Work/life balance” — balance of professional responsibilities
(work) with personal life
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Faculty salaries in general and Individual salaries

Dissatisfaction with faculty salaries was a major issue reported in each of the last three surveys
(2006, 2003, 1999). In the interval since the last faculty survey, multiple years of stagnant
salaries, combined with rising costs for healthcare, utilities, professional travel, consumer goods
and other services, etc., may have contributed to record levels of dissatisfaction with faculty

salaries.

Dissatisfaction levels for “faculty salaries in general” ranged from a low of 41% in the School of

Law, to a high of 88% in the School of Education.
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Table/Figure 4.19 Job Satisfaction: Faculty salaries in general
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Table/Figure 4.20 Job Satisfaction: Your salary
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

Your salary
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Overall compensation package (salary, insurance options & other benefits)

An item was added to the survey for the first time in 2009, asking faculty to indicate their
satisfaction level on the broader topic of their overall compensation package — taking into

account not only salary, but also healthcare, insurance options and other benefits.

A majority of survey respondents from the School of Business (61%), the School of Education
(63%) and the School of Marine Science/VIMS (52%) expressed dissatisfaction with the overall
compensation package. Faculty in all three areas of Arts & Sciences reported dissatisfaction
levels ranging from 45% to 48%. Only in the Law School were faculty more satisfied (47%)
than dissatisfied (29%).

Table/Figure 4.21 Job Satisfaction: Overall compensation package (salary + other benefits)
Responses by Academic Areas (in percentages)

Overall compensation package (salary + other benefits)
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Responses grouped by individual Academic Areas

The following series of table/figures provides a more in-depth look at how faculty from within
an academic area rated their satisfaction levels across all thirteen selected aspects of the work
situation. The numerical tallies for the combined categories of “Very satisfied” + “Satisfied”
[VS+S] and “Dissatisfied” + “Very dissatisfied” [D+VD], and for the single category of
“Neutral” are presented in table form with the actual frequency number of respondents for each
question. Percentages may not total 100% due to survey responses in the “Not sure” and “Not
applicable” categories (which are not included in these tables). A quick, visual representation,
restricted to the combined affirmative and combined negative categories, offers an “at-a-glance”

overview of survey responses.

Responses for Arts & Sciences

The next set of tables/figures presents Arts & Sciences faculty satisfaction levels regarding
selected aspects of faculty positions at the College. A reminder that the response rates to the
survey were as follows: Arts & Sciences Humanities (85%); Arts & Sciences Social Sciences
(55%); and Arts & Sciences Natural Sciences (90%).

A quick view of the three tables (Tables/Figures 4.22-4.24) reveals that more than 50% of the
faculty in the Humanities were either satisfied or very satisfied with five of the thirteen job
aspects queried. The only items for which a majority of Humanities faculty reported
dissatisfaction were in the two categories pertaining to faculty salaries.

In the Social Sciences, a majority of faculty respondents indicated satisfaction with six of the
thirteen survey items (5 of which overlap with the categories for which a majority of Humanities
faculty also indicated satisfaction). Only two items, that of faculty salaries in general and
individual faculty salaries earned a rating of dissatisfaction from a majority of faculty in the

Social Sciences.
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Finally, faculty in the Natural Sciences expressed satisfaction levels greater than 50% in four of
the thirteen question categories. Once again, faculty salaries represented the only area that

received a rating of dissatisfied or very dissatisfied by more than 50% of the faculty.

A closer look at the data finds that faculty across all three areas in Arts & Sciences (the
Humanities, Social Sciences & Natural Sciences) reported similar levels of satisfaction with
teaching loads (80%, 81%, 71%, respectively), secretarial/office support (56%, 56%, 75% -- with
noticeably higher satisfaction in the Natural Sciences), and support for teaching (specifically
faculty development) (57%, 58%, 51%).

The greatest levels of dissatisfaction (in fact the only categories with a majority of responses

indicating dissatisfaction), were faculty salaries in general and individual faculty salaries. This

was true across all three academic areas within Arts and Sciences. Faculty levels of
dissatisfaction regarding faculty salaries in general were: 66% in the Humanities, 62% in the

Social Sciences, and 56% in the Natural Sciences.
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Tables/Figures 4.22 a&b Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q9a-Q9m):
Arts & Sciences Humanities

Note: all individual cell values greater than or equal to 50% are highlighted.

Satisfaction on How satisfied are you with the following aspects
selected aspects of your work situation at the College?
A&S Humanities VS +S Neutral D+VD n
Summer grants 32% 22% 29% 103
External grant sup. 38% 31% 12% 103
Professional travel 36% 14% 49% 103
Office support 56% 11% 29% 103
Teaching support 57% 17% 19% 102
Classroom space 46% 15% 39% 103
Teachingload 80% 14% 5% 101
Availability equip* 52% 18% 10% 102
Avail lab equipment 9% 11% 0% 102
Work/life balance 52% 17% 28% 103
Salaries, generally 18% 10% 66% 103
Individual’s salary 23% 15% 61% 103
All compensation 27% 24% 48% 103
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Tables/Figures 4.23 a&b. Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q9a-Q9m):
Arts & Sciences Social Sciences

Note: all individual cell values greater than or equal to 50% are highlighted.

Satisfaction on How satisfied are you with the following aspects
selected aspects of your work situation at the College?
A&S Social Sciences VS +S Neutral D+ VD n

Summer grants 23% 21% 34% 73
External grant sup. 35% 36% 17% 72
Professional travel 36% 15% 44% 73

Office support 56% 7% 32% 72
Teaching support 58% 28% 7% 72

Classroom space 53% 18% 29% 73
Teaching load 81% 8% 10% 73

Availability equip* 58% 17% 6% 71
Avail lab equipment 11% 14% 10% 72

Work/life balance 63% 21% 12% 73

Salaries, generally 19% 8% 70% 73

Individual’s salary 23% 14% 62% 73
All compensation 26% 26% 45% 73
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Tables/Figures 4.24 a&b. Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q9a-Q9m):
Arts & Sciences Natural Sciences

Note: all individual cell values greater than or equal to 50% are highlighted.

Satisfaction on How satisfied are you with the following aspects
selected aspects of your work situation at the College?

A&S Natural Sci VS +S Neutral D+ VD n
Summer grants 32% 32% 12% 99
External grant sup. 80% 10% 8% 99
Professional travel 25% 30% 32% 98
Office support 75% 10% 14% 98
Teaching support 51% 32% 13% 99
Classroom space 39% 16% 44% 99
Teaching load 71% 17% 11% 97
Availability equip* 39% 36% 14% 99
Avail lab equipment 28% 24% 29% 98
Work/life balance 49% 29% 21% 98
Salaries, generally 16% 26% 56% 99
Individual’s salary 17% 19% 63% 99
All compensation 23% 31% 45% 99
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Responses for the Professional Schools

This section presents satisfaction levels from the College’s professional school faculty
concerning selected aspects of their position at the College. The response rates were as follows:
School of Business (65%); School of Education (75%); School of Law (52%); School of Marine

Science (49%). Note: all individual cell values greater than or equal to 50% are highlighted.

Tables/Figures 4.25 a&b. Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q9a-Q9m):
Professional Schools — School of Business

Satisfaction on How satisfied are you with the following aspects
selected aspects of your work situation at the College?

School of Business VS +S Neutral D+VD n
Summer grants 24% 24% 45% 33
External grant sup. 15% 42% 21% 33
Professional travel 16% 16% 69% 32
Office support 21% 21% 58% 33
Teaching support 24% 42% 30% 33
Classroom space 97% 0% 3% 33
Teaching load 58% 30% 12% 33
Availability equip* 55% 21% 9% 33
Avail lab equipment 21% 15% 9% 33
Work/life balance 58% 27% 15% 33
Salaries, generally 9% 28% 59% 33
Individual’s salary 12% 30% 58% 32
All compensation 18% 21% 61% 33
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Tables/Figures 4.26 a&b. Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q9a-Q9m):
Professional Schools — School of Education

Note: all individual cell values greater than or equal to 50% are highlighted.

Satisfaction on How satisfied are you with the following aspects
selected aspects of your work situation at the College?
School of Education VS +S Neutral D+VD n
Summer grants 30% 22% 30% 27
External grant sup. 33% 19% 37% 27
Professional travel 33% 4% 59% 27
Office support 59% 19% 22% 27
Teaching support 48% 19% 33% 27
Classroom space 26% 11% 63% 27
Teaching load 70% 1% 26% 27
Availability equip* 63% 7% 15% 27
Avail lab equipment 7% 11% 11% 27
Work/life balance 30% 15% 56% 27
Salaries, generally 8% 4% 89% 26
Individual’s salary 27% 12% 62% 26
All compensation 33% 4% 63% 27

School of Education
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Tables/Figures 4.27 a&b. Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q9a-Q9m):
Professional Schools — School of Law

Note: all individual cell values greater than or equal to 50% are highlighted.

Satisfaction on How satisfied are you with the following aspects
selected aspects of your work situation at the College?
School of Law VS +S Neutral D+ VD n

Summer grants 94% 0% 0% 17
External grant sup. 6% 18% 6% 17
Professional travel 65% 12% 6% 17
Office support 59% 24% 12% 17
Teaching support 69% 25% 0% 16
Classroom space 88% 12% 0% 17
Teaching load 82% 12% 6% 17
Availability equip* 56% 13% 0% 16
Avail lab equipment 0% 6% 0% 17
Work/life balance 59% 24% 18% 17
Salaries, generally 35% 24% 41% 17
Individual’s salary 41% 18% 41% 17
All compensation 47% 24% 29% 17
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Tables/Figures 4.28 a&b. Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q9a-Q9m):
Professional Schools — School of Marine Science

Note: all individual cell values greater than or equal to 50% are highlighted.

Satisfaction on How satisfied are you with the following aspects
selected aspects of your work situation at the College?
SMS/VIMS VS +S Neutral D+VD n

Summer grants 16% 4% 12% 25
External grant sup. 52% 24% 20% 25
Professional travel 8% 28% 40% 25
Office support 56% 20% 16% 25
Teaching support 26% 43% 26% 23
Classroom space 64% 28% 8% 25
Teaching load 83% 17% 0% 24
Availability equip* 48% 40% 8% 25
Avail lab equipment 52% 28% 20% 25
Work/life balance 44% 36% 20% 25
Salaries, generally 20% 12% 64% 25
Individual’s salary 24% 12% 64% 25
All compensation 24% 24% 52% 25
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Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects: Responses grouped by Gender

When survey responses are grouped by gender, a majority of both male expressed satisfaction
(VS+S) with 6 of the 13 selected work aspects, while a majority of female faculty registered
satisfaction (VS+S) for 4 of the 13 categories. Both male faculty and female faculty reported
high levels of satisfaction with regards to secretarial/office support, teaching load (>70%), and
availability of equipment (other than computers and laboratory equipment). In one additional
category, support for teaching (faculty development), female faculty recorded satisfaction levels
greater than fifty percent (56%). Male faculty satisfaction totals (49%) were only slightly short
of a majority for the same item.

Additionally, a majority of male faculty indicated satisfaction (S+VS) in the areas of college
assistance in obtaining outside grants (52%), classroom space appropriate for teaching needs
(55%), and work-life balance: the balance of professional responsibilities with one’s personal life
(54%). On these same items, female faculty consistently reported satisfaction levels, ranging
from 7% to 18% lower than male faculty. Survey responses indicating dissatisfaction (D+VD)
with the work-life balance were disproportionately distributed between female faculty (30%) and
male faculty (19%).

A majority of both male and female faculty respondents registered dissatisfaction (D+VD) with
faculty salaries in general, and with their own faculty salaries; female faculty reporting greater
levels of dissatisfaction in both these categories. Dissatisfaction levels regarding overall

compensation (salary + other benefits) approached the fifty percent mark for both genders: 49%.

Among other issues, female faculty registered greater dissatisfaction with the availability
(number) of W&M summer research grants than did male faculty (36% and 19%, respectively).
A majority of female faculty indicated dissatisfaction with travel support for research
presentations at professional conferences (56%), while the dissatisfaction level of male faculty

for the same item was twenty percentage points lower (36%).
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Table/Figure 4.29 summarizes the survey responses when grouped by gender for items Q9a-
Q9m. The numerical tallies for the combined categories of “Very satisfied” + “Satisfied”
[VS+S] and “Dissatisfied” + “Very dissatisfied” [D+VD], and for the single category of
“Neutral” are presented in table form. Percentages may not total 100% due to survey responses
in the “Not sure” and “Not applicable” categories (which are not included in these summary

tables).

Table/Figure 4.29 Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q9a-Q9m):
Responses grouped by gender

Note: all individual cell values greater than or equal to 50% are highlighted.

Satisfaction on How satisfied are you with the following . . .?
selected aspects female male
Gender VS +S D+VD | VS+S N D+VD
Summer grants 25% 24% 36% 34% 23% 19%
External grant sup. 34% 32% 17% 52% | 22% 13%
Professional travel 28% 13% 56% 31% 22% 36%
Office support 55% 12% 31% 60% | 13% 24%
Teaching support 56% 19% 21% 49% 32% 14%
Classroom space 46% 11% 42% 55% 17% 28%
Teaching load 74% 13% 12% 77% 15% 8%
Availability equip* 50% 20% 10% 51% | 25% 9%
Avail lab equipment 14% 15% 10% 19% 17% 14%
Work/life balance 47% 20% 30% 54% 26% 19%
Salaries, generally 12% 10% 74% 21% 19% 58%
Individual’s salary 17% 16% 66% 24% 17% 58%
All compensation 24% 25% 49% 27% 24% 49%
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Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects: Responses Grouped by Rank

A majority of faculty at the rank of full professor indicated satisfaction (VS+S) with seven of the
thirteen selected work aspects, while a majority of assistant professors reported satisfaction in
five of the thirteen categories, and a majority of faculty at the associate professor rank were
satisfied with only two of the thirteen survey items for this question. Survey respondents at all

ranks reported high levels of satisfaction with teaching loads (>74%).

Faculty at the ranks of associate professor and full professor both reported a greater than 50%
dissatisfaction level with faculty salaries in general, and with their own salaries. For full
professor survey respondents, faculty salaries, in general and personally, were the only two
categories in which recorded dissatisfaction levels were greater than fifty percent. Overall,
faculty at the rank of associate professor reported both the least satisfaction (two of thirteen
categories), and the greatest dissatisfaction (four of thirteen categories). In addition to the two
items concerning faculty salaries, a majority of associate professors were dissatisfied with travel
support for research presentations at professional conferences (52%) and the overall
compensation package: salary + insurance options + other benefits (64%). Survey respondents
at the rank of assistant professor did not register dissatisfaction levels greater than 50% for any

of the thirteen items in this survey question.

The following tables/figures summarize the survey responses when grouped by academic rank
for items Q9a-Q9m. The numerical tallies for the combined categories of “Very satisfied” +
“Satisfied” [VS+S] and “Dissatisfied” + “Very dissatisfied” [D+VD], and for the single category
of “Neutral” are presented in table form. Percentages may not total 100% due to survey
responses in the “Not sure” and “Not applicable” categories (which are not included in these

summary tables).
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Table/Figure 4.30 Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q12a-Q12d)
By Academic Rank

Note: all individual percentage values greater than or equal to 50% are circled.

Satisfaction levels Selected aspects of work situation

Academic rank VS+S Neutral D+VD
Number Summer Grants

(0) (0)
Assistant Professors 46% 18% 18%
Associate Professors 27% 25% 32%
Full Professors 28% 23% 22%
Assistance w/external grants
Assistant Professors 17% 12%
Associate Professors 37% 32% 14%

Full Professors 25% 15%

Research conference support

Assistant Professors 41% 15% 33%
Associate Professors 22% 22%
Full Professors 32% 18% 41%
Secretarial/office support 0 0
Assistant Professors 6% 22%
Associate Professors 14% 34%
Full Professors 15% 22%

Table/Figure 4.31 Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q12e-Q12g),
by Academic Rank

Note: all individual percentage values greater than or equal to 50% are circled.

Satisfaction levels Selected aspects of work situation

Academic rank VS+S Neutral D+VD

Support for teaching (faculty dev)
Assistant Professors

49% 26% 10%

Associate Professors 48% 29% 22%
Full Professors 27% 14%
Appropriate classroom space

Assistant Professors 15% 21%
Associate Professors 45% 12% 43%

Full Professors @ 16% 32%
Teaching load

0, 0,
Assistant Professors 13% 10%
Associate Professors 16% 7%
Full Professors 13% 11%
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Table/Figure 4.32 Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q12h-Q12i),
by Academic Rank

Note: all individual percentage values greater than or equal to 50% are circled.

Satisfaction levels Selected aspects of work situation

Academic rank VS+S Neutral D+VD
Availability of equipment

(not laboratory equipment) 19% 6%

Assistant Professors 47% 28% 14%

Associate Professors 22% 8%

Full Professors

Availability of laboratory

eguigment 26% 13% 5%
Assistant Professors 13% 18% 15%
Associate Professors 17% 17% 14%

Full Professors

Table/Figure 4.33 Job Satisfaction Levels on Selected Work Aspects (Q12j-Q12m),
by Academic Rank

Note: all individual percentage values greater than or equal to 50% are circled.

Satisfaction levels Selected aspects of work situation
Academic rank VS+S Neutral D+VD
Work-life balance . o o
Assistant Professors 48% 23% 25%
Associate Professors 49% 22% 29%

Full Professors @ 26% 17%

Faculty salaries in general

Assistant Professors 30% 24% 35%
Associate Professors 9% 9% 81%
Full Professors 18% 17% 64%
Individual’s salary 31% 3% 44%
Assistant Professors

Associate Professors 15% 10%
Full Professors 22% 19% 58%
Overall compensation 0 0
Assistant Professors 36% 33 30%
Associate Professors 18% 18%
Full Professors 28% 26% 45%
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5. Climate issues, faculty retention, and retirement plans

The 2006 Faculty Survey included several questions from the previous survey (conducted in
2003) concerning faculty retention and faculty plans for retirement. This latter topic (retirement)
was expanded to include two more questions. Additionally, an entirely new set of items was
introduced in the current survey that had not been included previously. The new set of questions
focused on the campus climate for women and minority faculty, as well as recent hiring trends

and opinions concerning future hiring practices.

a. Climate issues
The Faculty Survey 2009 included a new set of items pertaining to general climate issues and
hiring trends. Survey item Q10 provided the following instructions:

Indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements.
Your response is based on your personal opinion or perception. If you feel that you do
not have sufficient context to formulate an opinion, select NS for Not Sure.

Response options were: note sure (NS), strongly disagree (SD), disagree (D), neutral (N), agree
(A), strongly agree (SA).

Abbreviated statements may serve as place holders (for space reasons) in the following

tables/figures. The full wording of the survey instrument statements is given below:

(@) I believe that faculty of color are treated fairly here.

(b) I believe that women faculty are treated fairly here.

(c) I believe that gay & lesbian faculty are treated fairly in my dept, program or professional
school.

(d) I think that W&M is a “‘family-friendly” place to work.

(e) I think that W&M should hire more faculty of color.

(f) 1think that W&M should hire more women faculty.

(9) Itis my perception that this institution has increased the number of non-tenure eligible

positions in place of hiring full-time tenure-eligible faculty.
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In overall responses to climate issues, a majority of survey respondents indicated that they
believed faculty of color and women faculty are treated fairly at this institution and that gay &
leshian faculty are treated fairly at the department, program, or professional school level (58%,
71% and 55%, respectively). However, the percentages of agreement on the statements
concerning faculty of color and gay & lesbian faculty were distinctly lower than that received for
the survey item pertaining to fair treatment of women faculty (approximately 15% lower for
faculty of color and gay & lesbian faculty). It is important to note that there were many more
survey respondents selecting “not sure” for these latter two categories. A full one in four survey
respondents said that they were ‘not sure’ whether gay & lesbian faculty are treated fairly in their
department, program, or professional school. The wording for the survey statement regarding
gay & leshian faculty differed from the wording used for the statements concerning women
faculty and faculty of color. In the case of gay & lesbian faculty, the context was narrowed to
that of a department, program or professional school, in order to focus more clearly on the
collegial interaction among faculty, and the local policies & procedures of individual units. The
broader statement used in reference to women faculty and faculty of color (*...are treated fairly
here”), was not used in the context of ‘fair treatment’ for gay & lesbian faculty in order to avoid
potential ambiguity. There exist institution-wide policies at the College of William and Mary
which, in adherence to the Commonwealth of Virginia, routinely discriminate against gay &

leshian faculty in the area of health care coverage for their partners and children.

All three groups (faculty of color, women faculty, gay & lesbian faculty) hold minority status at
the College of William and Mary, where a strong majority of faculty are male (64%), and a very
strong majority of faculty self-identify as “white (non-Hispanic)” (80%). A slight majority of
survey respondents (54%) agreed that the College of William and Mary should hire more faculty
of color, while approximately a third of respondents agreed with the same statement concerning

women faculty.

Overall the College of William and Mary was viewed as a ‘family-friendly place to work’ by
60% of survey respondents. It was the perception of 40% of survey respondents that the College
has increased the hiring of non-tenure track faculty in place of hiring full-time tenure eligible
faculty, while only 17% of survey respondents disagreed with the same statement. Another 19%
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of survey respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement and approximately a
quarter (24%) of the faculty indicated that they were ‘not sure’. Other surveys suggest that there
is a growing national trend toward increased hiring of full-time, non-tenure track faculty and a
corresponding decrease in the number of tenure-eligible new faculty hires. The W&M Faculty
Survey 2009 included this one item in order to assess faculty perceptions of whether or not hiring
trends at the College of William and Mary reflect the national trend. The survey purposely did
not ask whether faculty agreed or disagreed with the practice of hiring non-tenure-eligible
faculty to replace previously existing tenure track lines in departments, programs, and
professional schools. If hiring records support these perceptions with empirical data, this issue

could be the focus of further investigation and additional inquiry into faculty views.

The following table (Table/Figure 5.1) provides a summary of overall responses to survey

questions concerning climate issues and faculty hiring.

Table/Figure 5.1 Climate issues, faculty hiring
Overall responses

Climate & hiring issues SA+A | Neutral | D+SD | NS n

I believe that faculty of color are

0, 0 0, )
treated fairly here. 58% | 13% 6% | 22% | 372

I believe that women faculty are

Y 0 0 0
treated fairly here. 1% | 13% 9% | 7% | 371

I believe that gay & lesbian faculty are
treated fairly in my department, 55% 12% 4% 29% | 369
program, or professional school.

I think that W&M is a family-friendly
workplace.

I think that W&M should hire more
faculty of color.

I think that W&M should hire more
women faculty.

60% 23% 10% | 8% | 371

54% 34% 8% 5% | 372

36% 46% 12% | 5% | 371

It is my perception that W&M has
increased NTT hiring replacing TT 40% 19% 17% | 24% | 373
faculty
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Climate issues, by ethnicity/race, gender or academic areas

Due to the heavily dominant white (non-Hispanic) ethnicity/race of the faculty at the College of
William and Mary, the views of minority faculty could easily be overlooked. The following
Table/Figure 5.2 presents the breakdown of responses for survey respondents who self-identified
as belonging to another category of race/ethnicity other than ‘white (non-Hispanic)’. Included
in the first column are responses from faculty who self —identified as “non-U.S.
citizens/international”. The second column contains the same information for minority survey
respondents but excludes the category of “non-U.S. citizens / international”. For faculty
reporting agreement with the statement ‘I believe that faculty of color are treated fairly here’
there was a five percentage point difference between the overall responses and those of the self-
identified minority survey respondents (58% and 53%, respectively). Even when the category of
‘non U.S. citizen/ international’ is excluded from the minority set of responses, the gap remains

under 10 percentage points (9%).

Table/Figure 5.2 “I believe that faculty of color are treated fairly here”.
(Responses by race/ethnicity)

Climate | believe that faculty of color are treated fairly here.
Minority faculty,
Gender Minority faculty, including ludi v y )
non-U.S. citizen international | €*¢'Y !ng non-‘U.S. citizens
international

Strongly agree + 53% 299%

Agree 0 0

Neutral 21% 21%

Disagree + 0 o

Strongly disagree 10% 14%

Not Sure 16% 16%

Total 101% 100%

n (count) 58 43

Although overall, 71% of survey respondents reported agreement with the statement ‘I believe

that women faculty are treated fairly here’, when the responses were viewed by gender, there
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was a 24 percentage point difference in agreement between male and female faculty (80% and
56%, respectively). While overall, fewer than 10% of survey respondents disagreed with the
statement, female faculty reported disagreement at several times the rate of male faculty (19%
and 3% respectively). In both cases, there were few faculty who reported ‘not sure’ in response
to this survey item (female NS = 4%, male NS = 9%).

Table/Figure 5.3 “I believe that women faculty are treated fairly here”. (by gender)

Climate | believe that women faculty are treated fairly here.
Gender Female Male
Strongly agree + 56% 80%
Agree
Neutral 22% 8%
SDtI::rg\;T: J isagree 19% 3%
Not Sure 4% 9%
Total 101% 100%
N (count) 135 234

A majority of both male and female faculty reported agreement with the statement that “W&M is
a ‘family-friendly’ place to work™ (63% and 55% respectively).

Table/Figure 5.4 I think that W&M is a ‘family-friendly’ place to work.” ( by gender)

- I think that W&M is a “family-friendly”
Climate workplace.

Gender Female Male
Strongly agree + Agree 55% 63%
Neutral 24% 23%
Disagree + Strongly disagree 10% 9%
Not Sure 10% 6%
Total 99% 101%
N (count) 134 235
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While, overall, four out of ten survey respondents (40%) indicated agreement with the statement
that W&M has increased the number of non-tenure eligible positions rather than hire full-time
tenure-eligible faculty, there were noticeable differences among academic areas. In two
academic areas, a majority of survey respondents reported holding this perception of recent
hiring practices. The School of Business had the highest percentage of faculty sharing this
perception (79%), while 52% of Arts & Sciences — Humanities survey respondents indicated the
same. The two academic areas with the lowest levels of agreement with the statement were Arts
& Sciences — Natural Sciences (21%) and the School of Marine Science /VIMS (20%).

As noted earlier, this item was included in the survey (for the first time) in order to assess faculty
perceptions of whether or not hiring trends at the College of William and Mary reflect the
national trend. The survey purposely did not ask whether faculty agreed or disagreed with the
practice of hiring non-tenure-eligible faculty to replace previously existing tenure track lines in
departments, programs, and professional schools. If hiring records support these perceptions,

this issue could be the focus of further investigation and additional inquiry into faculty views.

Table/Figure 5.5 “It is my perception that W&M has increased the number of non-tenure
eligible positions in place of hiring full-time tenure-eligible faculty.”
(Responses by academic area)

It is my perception that W&M has increased the
Climate number of non-tenure eligible positions in place of
hiring full-time tenure-eligible faculty.

Strongly agree Disagree + Not
Gender +agree Neutral Strongly disagree | sure
A&S Humanities C 52% ) 17% 13% 17%
A&S Social Sciences 41% 18% 18% 23%
A&S Natural Sciences 21% 30% 21% 27%
Business C 7% D 6% 3% 12%
Education 41% 4% 19% 37%
Law 35% 12% 18% 35%
Marine Science/VIMS 20% 16% 20% 44%
Total overall 40% 19% 17% 24%
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b. Faculty retention

Faculty retention issues were grouped into two sets of questions (a) faculty who have considered
leaving the College of William and Mary, those who have received outside job offers, and

faculty currently on the job market and (b) faculty plans for retirement.
Considered leaving the College in the past two years?

On the issue of faculty potentially leaving the College for employment elsewhere, survey
questions Q11-Q14 provided an opportunity for faculty to report their activity and their reasons
for seeking employment elsewhere. For questions 11-13, response options were: Yes, or No.

Q11. During the last two years, have you considered leaving (permanently) your position at the
College of William and Mary?
Q12. Have you received at least one firm job offer from another institution in the past two years?
Q13. Are you actively on the job market now?
Q14. If you responded “yes” to the previous question, please continue. Indicate the reason(s)
why you are actively seeking another position. Check all that apply.
a. Dissatisfaction with my salary at W&M
b. Dissatisfaction with the research support that I receive at W&M

Dissatisfaction with research support facilities at W&M

o o

Desire to be more involved in graduate education

e. Desire to join a department or school that places more emphasis on my research
specialty (where there will be more colleagues who work in related research areas)
f. Desire to move up in terms of national prestige of the university where | work

Desire for reduced teaching assignment

| am on the tenure track, but not yet tenured; looking at jobs elsewhere is a kind of

“insurance’ policy
i. Dissatisfaction with the level of collegiality in my department or school

j. Other reasons

Overall, 50% of faculty survey respondents reported that they had considered leaving the College
of William and Mary at some point during the last two years. That figure is down from the 62%

obtained by the previous survey, conducted in 2006. To what extent recent economic conditions
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contributed to thoughts of leaving, or the job market downturn deterred those thoughts is not

known.

There is little difference when survey results are viewed by gender; a slightly higher percentage
of female faculty (53%) reported that they had considered leaving the institution than male
faculty (48%).

When survey responses are sorted by academic rank serious differences emerge. A clear
majority of associate professors (62%) have considered leaving, compared with nearly half

(49%) of full professors, and 31% of recently arrived assistant professors.

When examined by academic area, Arts & Sciences — Humanities, Arts & Sciences — Social
Sciences, and the School of Marine Science/VIMS all recorded that over 50% of their faculty
had considered leaving the College within the last two years. The School of Business, the
School of Education and Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences reported percentages ranging from
42% to 48%. The lowest percentage came from the School of Law (35%). Note that the
actual number of faculty represented by these percentages varies greatly from a top number of 58

faculty (Arts & Sciences — Humanities) to a low number of 6 faculty (School of Law).

Table/Figure 5.6 Considered leaving? (Responses overall and by academic area)

- During the last 2 years, have you
Faculty Retention . .
considered leaving W&M?

Academic area Yes [n]
A&S Humanities CSG@ 58
A&S Social Sciences C 55% ) 40

A&S Natural Sciences 44% 43
Business 42% 14
Education 48% 13
Law 35% 6

Marine Science/VIMS 56% 14
Total overall 50% 184
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When compared with the H.E.R.I. National Survey 2007-2008, the William and Mary Faculty
Survey 2009 results for this question (50%) correspond fairly closely to that of other public
universities (48%) and all 4+ year institutions (47%) and is modestly greater than the results
reported for private universities (44%). It may be relevant to note that the H.E.R.l. Survey was
conducted in 2007-2008. The College of William and Mary administered one survey (2006) in
the year immediately preceding the H.E.R.I. Survey and another survey (2009) in the year
following the H.E.R.I. Survey. The results of all three surveys for this question appear in the
following table (Table/Figure 5.7).

Table/Figure 5.7 Considered leaving?
H.E.R.1 2007-2008 Faculty Survey and William & Mary Faculty Surveys — 2009, 2006

During the last 2 years, have you

Faculty Retention . . e
yRete considered leaving this institution?

National comparison Percentage of responses: Yes

H.E.R.l. 2007-2008

Public universities 48%
Private universities 44%
All 4+ years institutions 47%

College of William & Mary
W&M 2009 50%

W&M 2006 62%

Sources: H.E.R.l., American College Teacher, 2007-2008 & William & Mary Faculty Surveys 2009, 2006

Received at least one firm job offer during the last two years?

Thirteen percent (13%) of William and Mary faculty (47 individuals) indicated that they had
received at least one firm outside job offer during the last two years. It may be relevant to note
that some of the faculty who accepted an outside offer in the past two years were likely to no

longer be present to participate in this survey. The percentage of faculty (13%) in the current
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survey who reported a firm outside job offer differed only slightly from the percentage obtained
in the 2006 Faculty Survey (11% or 43 individuals).

Only marginal variations in response percentages were found when survey results for the
question on outside job offers were sorted by gender and academic rank. In neither case,

between genders or among academic ranks, did the differences rise above six percentage points.

When the issue of outside job offers was broken down by the seven academic areas, only the
School of Education stood out, with 26% of SOE faculty reported to have received a firm offer in
the past two years. Results from the other five academic areas produced figures ranging from
8% to 18%.

Actively on the job market now?

Overall, 18% of William and Mary faculty survey respondents (or 68 individuals) answered
“yes” to the question, “Are you actively on the job market now?”. This figure represents a
decline from the percentage of faculty on the job market (29%) at the time of the last faculty
survey (2006). One factor contributing to this decline might be the current economic conditions
which have led to substantial cutbacks and hiring freezes at many institutions of higher
education. Among the academic areas, William and Mary faculty in Arts & Sciences —
Humanities, and faculty in the School of Marine Science/VIMS were more likely to be on the job
market according to survey results with 30% and 20%, respectively, of their faculty responding
affirmatively to this survey question. Table/Figure 5.8 provides a summary of survey responses
to the questions regarding firm job offers and job market activity, by academic area and, for

comparison, overall responses.

There was little or no difference between male faculty (18%) and female faculty (19%) in terms
of the likelihood that they were on the job market. When sorted by academic rank, faculty at the
rank of associate professor were more likely to have considered leaving the College, and more
likely to actively be on the job market (27%), than faculty at either the assistant professor, or full
professor ranks, 12% and 14%, respectively. Although well below a majority of respondents,

percentages/figures of interest are highlighted with a dotted perimeter.
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Table/Figure 5.8 Job market & Job offers
(Overall and by academic area)

_ R {'-Iave you.received a firm
Faculty Retention the job market now? job of);'er in the past two
years:
Academic area Yes [n] Yes [n]
A&S Humanities ..... 3 O%J 31 8% 8
A&S Social Sciences 17% 12 11% 8
A&S Natural Sciences 16% 16 14% 14
Business 3% 1 18%
Education 11% 3 _ ..... 26%
Law 12% 2 12%
Marine Science/VIMS ..... 2 0% , 5 16%
Total overall 18% 68 13% 47

Faculty who reported that they were currently on the job market cited a variety of reasons for
their decision to actively pursue employment opportunities elsewhere. Survey respondents were
asked to “check all that apply”, so individual faculty members may have selected more than one
reason. When the results for the same question for the 2006 Faculty Survey and the 2009
Faculty Survey were compared, with one exception, there were few changes in the reasons that
faculty cited for re-entering the job market. However, there was an increase of nearly forty
percentage points in the number of faculty reporting “dissatisfaction with salary” as their reason
for seeking employment elsewhere. In the 2006 Faculty Survey, 63% of faculty on the job
market reported “dissatisfaction with salary” as a reason for their actions, while in the 2009
Faculty Survey, 85% of faculty survey respondents seeking employment at another institution
declared dissatisfaction with salary as a motivating factor. Table/Figure 5.9 summarizes
responses to this survey question. Those percentages greater than or equal to 50% are circled by
a solid line, while those figures greater than or equal to 40%, but less than 50% displayed a

dotted perimeter.
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C.

Table/Figure 5.9 Reasons for going on the job market
All survey respondents on the currently on the job market

Faculty Retention Reasons ?:hZf::u?t:a’: :Z:h’, ;’b market?
Yes [frequency]
Dissatisfaction with salary GS%) 58
Dissatisfaction with research support @ 34
Dissatisfaction w/ research facilities 24% 16
Desire involvement grad education 35% 24
Desire greater prestige of university 31% 21
Desire reduced teaching assignment 17% 12
Not yet tenured, safety net 9% 6
Dissatisfaction with collegiality 16% 11
Other reasons 5‘.‘.‘_-‘_1_9_‘:}9...:" 33

Faculty retirement plans

The following questions were included in the 2009 Faculty Survey pertaining specifically to
retirement plans.

Q15. Do you plan to retire in the next three years?

Q16. When you retire, do you plan to participate in the Faculty Transition to Retirement
Program (teaching part-time after retirement)?

Q17. In light of current economic conditions, do you intend to continue full-time work
longer — past the time that you had originally planned to retire?

Response options were: Yes, No, or Not sure.
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Overall, only 6% of W&M faculty survey respondents indicated that they had plans to retire
within the next three years. This figure is low when compared with national norms published by
the Higher Education Research Institute at UCLA (H.E.R.1.) in their report of a 2007-2008
national survey (The American College Teacher, 2009). In the most recent H.E.R.I. Report, the

corresponding figures for faculty at public universities, private universities, and all four year-plus

colleges & universities were 16%, 10% and 13%, respectively.

William and Mary survey respondents indicated modest interest (18%) in participating in the

Faculty Retirement Transition Program (a relatively new program begun in 2006).

Survey results reveal that current economic conditions have influenced 40% of faculty
respondents to postpone their plans for retirement and instead to continue to work full-time,
extending their careers past the time that they had originally planned to retire. An additional
40% of faculty reported uncertainty as to whether or not they would alter their retirement plans.
Only 20% of survey respondents indicated that they would proceed with their original plans for
retirement. In the table/figure below, percentages that are greater than or equal to 40%, but less
than 50% are enclosed by a dotted circle. Other figures of interest, are bordered by a dotted
rectangle.

Table/Figure 5.10 Retirement plans
W&M Overall and H.E.R.I. Overall

Retirement W&M Faculty Survey 2009 | H.E.R.I. 2007-2008
Not | N [pubulprivu| A
Yes No 4yr+
sure | (count)| Yes Yes
Yes
Do you plan to retire

inthe next three |1 6% | 84% | 9% | 371 [:16% | 10% | 13%:
years? . . .

Plan to participatein
Faculty Retirement 18% | 15% | 67% | 364
Transition program?

Intendto continue  [,+*""* . AL
full-timework past  { 41% } 20% { 40%: 365
original plans? Yenns? enas®

Source: William and Mary Faculty Survey 2009
Source: H.E.R.l.,, American College Teacher, 2007-2008
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Retirement plans by gender

When survey responses are viewed by gender, there is little or no variation between retirement

plans for male and female faculty, with no difference greater than seven percentage points.

Retirement plans by academic rank

As one might expect, there exist differences in the retirement plans of faculty when viewed by
academic rank. More full professors expect to retire within the next three years than faculty at
any other rank. However, even the number of full professors with imminent retirement plans is

small (19), representing only 13% of full professor survey respondents.

Plans to someday participate in the Faculty Transition to Retirement Program appear consistent
for assistant, associate, and full professors (17-19% across all ranks).

Finally, as one might expect, the current economic conditions appear to have influenced the
retirement plans of associate professors and full professors, but not the plans of assistant
professors. Half of the full professors responding to the survey report that they now intend to
continue working full-time beyond the time they had originally planned to retire. Forty-four
percent of associate professors have also postponed their retirement plans in order to continue

full-time work.

Retirement plans by academic area

Fewer than 10% of faculty in Arts & Sciences (all three areas), and in the Schools of Business
and Education plan to retire within the next three years. In the School of Marine Science/VIMS,
16% of survey respondents reported plans to retire within three years, and in the School of Law,

the figure was 12%.

Nearly one in four survey respondents from the School of Education (23%) indicated plans to

participate in the Faculty Transition to Retirement Program, while faculty across all of the
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remaining academic areas (Arts & Sciences, Business and Law) revealed interest levels of
between 17% and 19%.

Economic conditions have influenced faculty all across the university to alter their retirement
plans. A third of the faculty in Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences (34%) indicated that they
would continue to work full-time beyond their original retirement date (the lowest percentage of
all academic areas), while the faculty in the School of Education reported the highest percentage
(63%). The remaining academic areas offered percentage rates ranging from 39% to 46%.
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6. Faculty Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services

Introduction

The Faculty Survey 2009 contained several questions exploring faculty satisfaction with the
College’s libraries. Reporting the results is complicated by the fact that different faculty groups
use different libraries. At one end of the spectrum, Arts and Sciences faculty primarily use
Swem Library and its branches in, for example, Physics, Chemistry, and Music. At the other end
of the spectrum, Law and Marine Science faculty have their own completely separate libraries.
Somewhere in the middle are Education and Business faculty who use both Swem and the
professional development libraries in their own buildings. Consequently, this report focuses on

the faculty responses by academic area.

A reminder: College-wide, 72% of all tenured and tenure-eligible, full-time tenured and tenure-
eligible faculty responded to the survey (nearly three out of four faculty members). Response
rates from the seven academic areas spanned a range from a low of 49% (School of Marine
Science/VIMS) to a high of 90% (Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences). Keep in mind when
viewing survey results by academic area that the numbers of faculty behind the percentages vary
considerably from one academic area to another. The following table (Table/Figure 6.1) gives
response rates by academic area and the actual number of survey respondents for each academic

area.

Table/Figure 6.1 Survey Response Rates by Academic Area — 2009

] Response rates
Academic Area
W&M Faculty Survey 2009

A&S Humanities 85% 103
A&S Social Sciences 55% 73
A&S Natural Sciences 90% 99
School of Business 65% 33
School of Education 75% 27
School of Law 52% 17
School of Marine Science 0

/VIMS 49% 25
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Library Resources and Services

To understand the level of faculty satisfaction with various aspects of library resources and
services, the Faculty Survey included ten focused questions (Q18a-Q18j). The specific items

were as follows:

In general, how satisfied are you with the following aspects of library materials and services at
the College. . .

Q18a. adequacy of library holdings
(e.g. comprehensive print and journal collections)?

Q18b. library services
(e.g. timely document deliver and interlibrary loan)?

Q18c. accessibility of library electronic resources from my office or home?
Q18d. easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own?
Q18e. a library website enabling me to locate information on my own?
Q18f. comprehensive collections of full-text articles online?

Q18g online library licensed journals and databases?

Q18h. collections of digital media (audio, photographic, video, film, etc.)?
Q18i. access to online databases?

Q18). overall library support for my teaching and research needs?

Faculty were asked to choose one of the following response categories for each question: Very
Satisfied (VS), Satisfied (S), Neutral (N), Dissatisfied (D), Very Dissatisfied (VD), Not Sure
(NS), or Not Applicable (NA). Because different academic areas use different library facilities as
noted earlier in this section, we present the results of Question 18a-18j, by academic area only
(not by overall responses). The following tables/figures summarize the survey results on library
resources and services, individually, for each of the seven academic areas. Note: row
percentages may not add up to one hundred percent due to responses for “not sure” and “not

applicable”, which do not appear in these tables.
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Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services — Arts & Sciences, Humanities

For nine of the ten survey items concerning library resources and services, a majority of the
faculty in Arts & Sciences — Humanities indicated that they were “satisfied” or “very satisfied”.
The greatest satisfaction levels were in the areas of: library services (91%), accessibility of
electronic resources from my home or office (87%), easy-to-use access tools that allow me to
find things on my own (84%), and a library website enabling me to locate information on my own
(79%). Other areas for which 50% to 75% of Humanities survey respondents expressed
satisfaction were: adequacy of library holdings - comprehensive print & journal collections
(51%), online library licensed journals and databases (55%), comprehensive collections of full-
text articles online (67%), access to online databases (71%) and overall library support for

teaching & research needs (74%).

It should be noted that although adequacy of library holdings received satisfactory ratings from a
slight majority of faculty in the Humanities (51%), an additional 32% of Humanities faculty
expressed some level of dissatisfaction (Dissatisfied + Very Dissatisfied) on this same issue.

A new item on the survey in 2009 was the collection of digital media — audio, photographic,
video, film, etc. Digital media is of increasing importance in some disciplines and research areas,
but has not found its way into other disciplines. Just over 20% of survey respondents from the
Humanities chose the response option “not sure” or “not applicable”. An additional 18% of
survey respondents expressed dissatisfaction with the collection of digital media — perhaps those
whose disciplines have already embraced teaching and research with digital media.

When compared with the 2006 Faculty Survey results for Arts & Sciences — Humanities,
combined satisfaction levels (VS+S) decreased slightly for library holdings (from 56% in 2003
to 51% in 2009). The greatest percentage point decrease (16 points) from the 2006 Faculty
Survey to the current survey (2009) was for the item — comprehensive collection of full-text
articles online, which dropped from 83% [S+VS] in 2006 to 67% [S+VS] in 2009. During the
same time period (2006-2009), satisfaction levels for overall library support for my teaching and
research need also dropped, going from 84% down to 74%. The very high satisfaction levels

for library services (91%), noted in the earlier Faculty Survey (2006) were repeated in the
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current survey (2009) — with only one percent of Humanities faculty reporting any level of
dissatisfaction with library services. In the table/figure below, percentages greater than or equal

to 50% are enclosed by a solid circle. Other figures of interest are highlighted by dotted

perimeter.
Table/Figure 6.2 Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services
By Academic Area — Arts & Sciences, Humanities
In general, how satisfied are you with the
Library following aspects of library materials and
services at the College?

Arts & Sciences — Humanities VS+S | n |Neutral| n |D+VD| n
Library holdings (print & journals) 51% Y 53 | 13% | 13 32% 33
Library services 91% 94 | 3% | 3 ” 1% - 1
Accessibility of electronic resources {_87% 90 | 3% | 3 | 8% | 8
Easy-to-use access tools 84% 86 | 10% | 10 | 4% | 4
Website — easy to use on my own 79% 81 | 11% | 11 | 7% | 7
Collection of full text article online { 67% ) 68 | 16% | 16 | 10% 10
Online licenses journals /databases £ 55% ) 56 | 14% | 14 21% 21
Collection of digit media 43% | 44 | 19% | 19 :-:{;’/:“ 18
Access to online databases 73 | 11% | 11 | 10% | 10
gvrzr;aellalri:;ary support for teaching @ — ‘ 16% ‘ r ‘ 8% :

Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services — Arts & Sciences, Social Sciences

Faculty survey respondents from the Social Sciences reported widespread satisfaction with
library resources and services, registering a majority of satisfied faculty for nine of the ten survey
items related to library materials and library services. In these nine areas, satisfaction levels
ranged from a low of 61% (library holdings) to a high of 90% (accessibility of electronic
resources). For the remaining item (the new survey item), collection of digital media, 26% of
faculty in the Social Sciences expressed satisfaction, however, approximately 46% of survey
responses for this item were recorded as “not sure” or “not applicable”. In no category, did

more than ten survey respondents in the Social Sciences register any dissatisfaction. For the
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survey item, library services, not a single faculty survey respondent in the Social Sciences

expressed dissatisfaction.

When the 2009 survey findings were compared with the results obtained in the 2006 Faculty
Survey for faculty in the Social Sciences, we found that satisfaction levels increased for the
following survey items: adequacy of library holdings for print & journals [52% (2006) rose to>
61% (2009)], a library website enabling me to find information on my own [80% (2006) rose to
86% (2009)], and overall library support for my teaching and research needs [80% (2006) rose
to 89% (2009)].

Satisfaction levels on two items remained essentially the same as they were in the 2006 Faculty
Survey. They were: library services [88% (2006) ~ 89% (2009)] and accessibility to library
electronic resources from my home or office [90% (2006) = 90% (2009)].

Finally, faculty in the Social Sciences reported a decline in their satisfaction with comprehensive
collections of full text articles online [72% (2006) dropped to 64% (2009)], and easy to use
access tools that allow me to find things on my own [80% (2006) declined to 75% (2009)].

Table/Figure 6.3 Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services
By Academic Area — Arts & Sciences, Social Sciences

In general, how satisfied are you with the
Library following aspects of library materials and
services at the College?

Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences | VS+S | n | Neutral | n |D+VD| n
Library holdings (print & journals) 61% 44 21% 15 | 14% 10
Library services 89% 63 7% 5 0% 0
Accessibility of electronic resources K_90% 64 7% 5 1% 1
Easy-to-use access tools 75% 54 18% 13 0% 0
Website — easy to use on my own @ 61 7% 5 4% 3
Collection of full text article online { 64% ) 46 24% 17 8% 6
Online licenses journals /databases 63‘Vg 44 20% 14 | 13% 9
Collection of digit media 26% 19 19% 14 8% 6
Access to online databases QG‘VD 47 21% 15 7% 5
g\:t:rsa‘:lalri(lzohrary support for teaching . 7% - 1% 1
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Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services — Arts & Sciences, Natural Sciences

Faculty in the Natural Sciences expressed the highest combined levels of satisfaction (S+VS) for
the accessibility to library electronic resources from my home or office (78%), library services
(74%), easy to use access tools that allow me to find things on my own (70%), and a library

website enabling me to find information on my own (70%).

Sixty-two percent of survey respondents in the Natural Sciences reported satisfaction with
overall library support for my teaching and research needs, while approximately half were
satisfied with the adequacy of library holdings (print & journals) (50%) and access to online
databases (51%)

Although almost half of the faculty (47%) indicated that they were satisfied with the
comprehensive collection of full-text articles online, and online library licenses for journals and
databases, the same two survey items also received the highest levels of reported dissatisfaction
from faculty in the Natural Sciences, 30% and 27% respectively. And while 50% of survey
respondents in this academic area expressed satisfaction with the adequacy of library holdings,
another 21% of the faculty were either dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.

When compared with the 2006 Faculty Survey results for the same items, satisfaction levels did
not rise in any category related to library resources and services, from the perspective of faculty
in the Natural Sciences. In fact, six of the survey items revealed a drop in satisfaction levels

over the three year period between surveys. Satisfaction levels declined for:

comprehensive collection of full-text articles online [from 66% (2006) to 47% (2009)]

e adequacy of library holdings (print & journals) [from 60% (2006) to 50% (2009)]

e library services [from 80% (2006) to 74% (2009)]

e accessibility to library electronic resources from home/office [80% (2006) > 78% (2009)]

e easy to use access tools that allow me to find things on my own [73% (2006) > 70%
(2009)]

e overall library support for my teaching and research needs [76% (2006) > 62% (2009)]
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In the table/figure below, percentages greater than or equal to 50% are enclosed by a solid circle.

Other figures of interest are highlighted by dotted perimeter.

Table/Figure 6.4 Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services
By Academic Area — Arts & Sciences, Natural Sciences

In general, how satisfied are you with the
Library following aspects of library materials and
services at the College?

Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences | VS +S n |Neutral| n |D+VD| n
Library holdings (print & journals) 50% ) 48 26% 25 (2 21% :| 20

Library services 74% 72 18% 17 6% 6
Accessibility of electronic resources {_78% 75 14% 13 8% 8
Easy-to-use access tools 70% 67 24% 23 3% 3

Website —easy touseon myown  ( 70% ) 68 21% 20 4% 4

Collection of full text article online | 47% | 46 | 20% 19 | 30% :| 29
Online licenses journals /databases | 47% 46 23% 22 27% 26
Collection of digit media 17% 17 28% 27 3% 3
Access to online databases 51% 4 49 32% 31 9% 9

Overall library support for teaching - . .
& research @ 60 | 29% | 28 7% 7

Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services — School of Business

The academic area the least satisfied with library resources and services was the School of
Business. Survey respondents were the most dissatisfied with library licenses for online journals
and databases (24%), the collections of full-text articles online (21%), and access to online

databases (21%).

Nevertheless, there were four aspects of library resources and services for which more than half
the faculty in the School of Business expressed satisfaction: library services (55%), the
accessibility of library electronic resources from home & office (67%), easy to use access tools

(55%), and a library website the enables me to find things on my own (61%).
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When compared with the survey results from the 2006 Faculty Survey, satisfaction levels for the
faculty in the School of Business decline for the following items: library services — from 67%
(2006) to 55% (2009), easy to use access tools that enable be to find information on my own —
from 62% (2006) to 55% (2009), and overall library support for my teaching and research needs
— from 47% (2006) to 36% (2009). In the table/figure below, percentages greater than or equal
to 50% are enclosed by a solid circle. Other figures of interest are highlighted by dotted

perimeter.
Table/Figure 6.5 Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services
By Academic Area — School of Business
In general, how satisfied are you with the
Library following aspects of library materials and
services at the College?

School of Business VS+S | n |Neutral| n |D+VD| n

Library holdings (print &journals) 42% 14 27% 9 12% 4

Library services 55% 18 | 21% | 7 | 9% | 3

Accessibility of electronic resources £ 67% 22 | 9% | 3 | 12% | 4

Easy-to-use access tools 55% 18 | 18% | 6 | 15% | 5

Website — easy to use on my own 61% 20 | 18% | 6 | 9% | 3
Collection of full text article online | 48% | 16 | 21% | 7 :21%|7:
Online licenses journals /databases | 48% | 16 | 18% | 6 |‘24%|8:

Collection of digit media 21% | 7 | 27% | 9 | 9% | 3
Access to online databases 42% | 14 | 18% | 6 |_21%| .... 7 :

g\:eersaellalricl::ary support for teaching 36% T ‘ 39% 13 12% ‘ A

Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services — School of Education

Survey results indicated that a majority of faculty in the School of Education were satisfied
(S+VS) with every item concerning library resources and services included on the survey except
for the collection of digital media (37% = S+VS). However, as was the case for many other
academic areas, SOE faculty were not dissatisfied with the library collection of digital media,

but a large percentage of faculty (30%) marked “not sure” in response to this question.
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Dissatisfaction levels were greatest for both adequacy of library holdings and collection of full

text articles online (19% each, which translates as 5 individuals).

Despite the fact that adequacy of library holdings received a rating of “dissatisfied” from 19% of
survey respondents from the School of Education, the figure of 63% for satisfied faculty
represented a modest increase of four percentage points over the ratings for this survey item
obtained in the 2006 Faculty Survey [from 59% (2006) to 63% (2009)].

While still reporting a majority of satisfied faculty in the 2009 Faculty Survey, the percentage of
satisfied responses (S+VS) dropped five percentage points for overall library support for my
teaching and research needs [from 83% (2006) to 78% (2009)]. It is important to note for this
item, and for all the items that changed by less than 10%, that in the School of Education, those
percentage changes represented fewer than three actual faculty members. In the table/figure
below, percentages greater than or equal to 50% are enclosed by a solid circle. Other figures of
interest are highlighted by dotted perimeter.

Table/Figure 6.6 Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services
By Academic Area — School of Education

In general, how satisfied are you with the
Library following aspects of library materials and
services at the College?
School of Education VS+S | n |Neutral| n |[D+VD| n
Library holdings (print & journals) 17 15% 4 :19% :5
Library services 23 7% 2 4% 1
Accessibility of electronic resources 20 19% 5 0% 0
Easy-to-use access tools 18 22% 6 4% 1
Website — easy to use on my own @ 18 22% 6 4% 1
Collection of full text article online @ 14 | 22% 6 :°o :5
Online licenses journals /databases @ 18 15% 4 11% 3
Collection of digit media 37% | 10 26% 7 7% 2
Access to online databases 21 11% 3 0% 0
:\:ZZaJIaLi:r:ary support for teaching 5 19% - 0% :
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Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services — School of Law

Faculty in the School of Law were, together with the faculty in the School of Marine Science/
VIMS, the most satisfied of faculty in any academic area when it came to library resources and
services. Approximately three quarters or more of Law School faculty were satisfied (S+VS) for
every library item included in this section of the survey — with only one exception, that of the
newest item, the collection of digital media, where just over half of the faculty (53%) chose
responses of “not sure” or “not applicable”. For seven of the ten survey items on library
resources and services, there were zero (0) dissatisfied faculty members in the School of Law.

In no category did the combined dissatisfaction responses (D+VD) indicate more than one
faculty dissatisfied faculty member. Every faculty survey respondent from the School of Law
(100%) rated overall library support for my teaching and research needs, as satisfactory or very
satisfactory. Note: this percentage matched the 100% satisfaction on overall library support
reported in the 2003 Faculty Survey.

When all items concerning library resources and services were compared with the 2003 Faculty
Survey results, the 2009 Faculty Survey, increased satisfaction levels (S+VS) were noted in five
categories: adequacy of library holdings [82% (2006) to 94% (2009)], library services [91%
(2006) to 94% (2009)], accessibility of library electronic resources [82% (2006) to 94% (2009)],
easy to use access tools [73% (2006) to 88% (2009)], and the library website — ease of use [73%
(2006) to 88% (2009)]. Only one item registered a decline in satisfaction levels from 2006 to
2009, comprehensive collection of full-text article online [100% (2006) to 73% (2009)]. In the
next table/figure, percentages greater than or equal to 50% are enclosed by a solid circle. Other

figures of interest are highlighted by dotted perimeter.
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Table/Figure 6.7 Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services
By Academic Area — School of Law

In general, how satisfied are you with the
Library following aspects of library materials and

services at the College?
School of Law VS+S | n |Neutral| n |[D+VD| n
Library holdings (print & journals) 94% 16 6% 1 :% 0
Library services 94% 16 0% 0 6% 1
Accessibility of electronic resources _94% 16 0% 0 6% 1
Easy-to-use access tools 88% 15 6% 1 6% 1
Website — easy to use on my own 88% ) 15 6% 1 0% 0
Collection of full text article online { 73% 11 13% 2 0% 0
Online licenses journals /databases { 94% 16 6% 1 0% 0
Collection of digit media 29% 5 18% 3 0% 0
Access to online databases 88% 15 6% 1 0% 0
g\/rtzl;aell‘:i:':ary support for teaching - 0% 0 0% | .

Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services — School of Marine Science / VIMS

Faculty in the School of Marine Science / VIMS, were among the most satisfied survey
respondents on items related to library resources and services. A clear majority of faculty in
Marines Science/VIMS reported satisfaction for every item in this section (from a low of 60% to
a high of 92%) with the sole exception of the category of collection of digital media (12%=
S+VS). However, it must be noted that more than 70% of the faculty chose “note sure” or “not
applicable” for this item. The digital media collection was a new item on the 2009 Faculty
Survey (it did not appear on earlier surveys) and, although it represents a growing area of
importance for the teaching and research needs of faculty in some disciplines, it was not in

widespread use at the time of this survey.
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Satisfaction levels rose from the findings of the 2006 Faculty Survey compared with the current
survey (2009) in the areas of: library holdings [from 69% (2006) to 80% (2009)], library
services [from 73% (2006) to 84% (2009)], easy to use tools for finding information [from 72%
(2006) to 92% (2009)], the ease of use of the library website [from 72% (2006) to 92% (2009)],
and overall library support for my teaching and research needs [from 85% (2006) to 88%
(2009)]. There was a slight decline in satisfaction levels for one item, comprehensive collection
of full text articles online [from 68% (2006) to 64% (2009)]. In the next table/figure,
percentages greater than or equal to 50% are enclosed by a solid circle. Other figures of interest
are highlighted by dotted perimeter. Note: a decline of less than 5% represented a change for

one individual faculty member.

Table/Figure 6.8 Satisfaction with Library Resources and Services
By Academic Area — School of Marine Science/VIMS

In general, how satisfied are you with the
Library following aspects of library materials and
services at the College?

School of Marine Science - VIMS VS+S | n |Neutral| n |D+VD| n
Library holdings (print & journals) 20 12% 3 4% 1
Library services 21 8% 2 |¥70% i o
Accessibility of electronic resources 22 8% 2 _ 0% 0
Easy-to-use access tools 23 4% 1 4% 1
Website — easy to use on my own 23 4% 1 0%' 0
Collection of full text article online 16 28% 7 4% 1
Online licenses journals /databases 16 25% 6 8% 2
Collection of digit media 3 16% 4 :0% 0
Access to online databases 15 16% 4 4% 1
g\:t:;aellalriz:‘ary support for teaching 2 4% . 4% .
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Library Resources and Services by Academic Rank

When survey responses on library resources and services were grouped by academic rank, there
were no differences in satisfaction levels greater than ten percent (10%); most often the variance
was five percent or less. This was true for combined satisfaction levels (S+VS) as well as for
combined levels of dissatisfaction (D+VD). A majority of faculty at the rank of Assistant
professor, Associate professor, and Full professor reported satisfaction with every survey item in
this section concerning library resources and services, except for the new survey question
regarding collections of digital media — where large percentages were recorded for “not sure”

and “not applicable”.

Library Resources and Services by Gender

A review of survey findings on library resources and services sorted by gender revealed strong
consistency in both satisfaction and dissatisfaction levels reported by male faculty and female

faculty. In no instance was the response difference greater than nine percentage points.

Priority section (library acquisitions)

In Section 11 of this report, Faculty Priorities “increased funding for library acquisitions”
appeared on a list of 16 action items for which survey respondents were asked to rank other their
top eight priorities. Library acquisitions was ranked in the top eight priorities overall, although
in a tier of action items so closely ranked as to be difficult to conclusively distinguish among
them. Among the seven academic areas, “increased funding for library acquisitions” was ranked
most highly by Arts & Sciences — Humanities (ranked it #4), followed by Arts & Sciences —
Social Sciences (ranked this same item #6) and also the School of Marine Science/VIMS which
ranked funding for library acquisitions as its 6™ highest priority. None of the other academic
areas reported library acquisitions among its top eight priorities — which does not mean that it
wasn’t important to faculty in those academic areas, but there were other survey items deemed a
higher priority. Please refer to Section 11 for further detail concerning the relative ranking of
priorities overall, among academic areas, across academic ranks as well as for male and female
faculty. Also, see Section 12 on Governance at the College, where one of the questions assessed

the role of faculty in setting library policies.
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7. Faculty use of Technology and Satisfaction with Technology Resources & Services

Introduction

The Faculty Survey 2009 included an expanded range of questions exploring faculty satisfaction
with the availability and quality of technology on campus. For the first time, separate survey
items focused on computer hardware, computer software, laboratory technology and other
equipment technologies not include in the preceding list. Faculty were invited to report their
satisfaction with the availability, dependability and quality of technology equipment, the
availability of software programs, and with IT services and support. In addition, faculty were
asked to identify potential obstacles to increasing their use of technology in teaching. Finally, a

set of survey items explored faculty preferences for learning about new technologies.

This section of the Faculty Survey Report is subdivided into the following sections:

e General satisfaction with the availability of technology, technical support and support for
integrating technology in teaching
e Frequency of use for a selected listing of technology applications and software
e Technology and Research
o the importance of specific technologies for faculty research
e Technology and Teaching
o the importance of specific technologies for faculty teaching
o barriers to increased use of instructional technology

e Preferences for learning about new technologies

It is important to note that Information Technology (IT) Services and technical support are not
furnished by one office for the entire College community. Various units on the main campus, as
well as units on other campuses, have their own “in-house” technical support and some of them
elect to remain independent from the more centralized operations of Information Technology
Services. Therefore, overall survey results for questions concerning technology resources,

services and support can be difficult to interpret. Overall summary findings from the survey are
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briefly presented in this report; however, the main focus is on faculty responses by academic
area. Even at the level of academic areas, however, differences continue to exist especially in
the Arts & Sciences subdivisions of the Humanities, the Social Sciences and the Natural
Sciences. Each of these divisions contain multiple units representing a range of disciplines —

each with their own technology needs.

A reminder: College-wide, 72% of all tenured and tenure-eligible, full-time tenured and tenure-
eligible faculty responded to the survey (nearly three out of four faculty members). Response
rates from the seven academic areas spanned a range from a low of 49% (School of Marine
Science/VIMS) to a high of 90% (Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences). Keep in mind when
viewing survey results by academic area that the numbers of faculty behind the percentages vary
considerably from one academic area to another. The following table (Table/Figure 7.1)
provides response rates by academic area and the actual number of survey respondents for each

academic area.

Table/Figure 7.1 Survey Response Rates by Academic Area — 2009

: Response rates
Academic Area
W&M Faculty Survey 2009

A&S Humanities 85% 103
A&S Social Sciences 55% 73
A&S Natural Sciences 90% 99
School of Business 65% 33
School of Education 75% 27
School of Law 52% 17
School of Marine Science 0

/VIMS 49% 25
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General satisfaction with technology, technical support and support for integrating

technology in teaching

Survey Question 19 focused on general satisfaction levels of faculty concerning technology

hardware, software, and technical support.

Q19. In general, how satisfied are you with the following aspects of IT (Information
Technology) materials and services at the College? Please use the following scale: very
satisfied (VS), satisfied (S), neutral (N), dissatisfied (D), very dissatisfied (VD), not sure (NS)
and not applicable (NA).

availability of college-provided computer equipment

o o

quality of college-provided computer equipment
availability of college-owned computer software

o o

selection of college-owned computer software

@

IT technical support

P

support for integrating technology in my teaching

Overall responses

Overall, half or more of survey respondents reported positive satisfaction levels (very satisfied +
satisfied) for each of the six items listed above. However, there was a range of more than twenty
percentage points from a low of 50% (selection of college-owned software) to a high of 74%
(availability of college-provided computer equipment). Combined levels of dissatisfaction

(dissatisfied + very dissatisfied) never rose above 18%.

When survey responses were viewed by gender, there was remarkable similarity between the
response patterns for female faculty and for male faculty. At no time did the differences in

satisfaction levels reach 10% and in most instances the range was less than 5%.

For the most part, survey responses from faculty at different academic ranks did not vary by
more than a few percentage points. For a few survey items, however, there was a marked range

of responses (great than 10%) by academic rank. Faculty at the ranks of Associate professor and
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Full professor expressed slightly elevated levels of dissatisfaction (D+VD) with IT support (20%
and 16%, respectively), while only 4% of Assistant professors reported any dissatisfaction. It
should also be noted that a majority of survey respondents at each rank (69% or more) reported
some level of positive satisfaction (S+VS) for this same survey item.

Likewise, a similar scenario occurred with Survey Item 19f, “support for integrating technology
in my teaching ”. The highest levels of dissatisfaction (D+VD) were found in survey responses
from faculty at the rank of Associate professor (15%), while Assistant professors and Full
professors reported dissatisfaction levels of 3% and 10%. Again, it should be noted that a
majority of survey respondents at each rank indicated satisfaction with support for integrating
technology in teaching (55%, 57% and 51%, for Assistant, Associate and Full professors,

respectively).

Finally, a greater percentage of faculty at the rank of Full professor (57%) expressed satisfaction
with the “selection of college-owned computer software”, than did survey respondents at either

the Assistant professor (44%) or Associate professor (44%) ranks.

Table/Figure 7.2 Satisfaction with Technology and Technical Support
Overall responses

Satisfaction with Technology and

Technology .
Technical Support
Overall responses VS+S | Neutral | D+ VD | NS+ NA N
availability of (':ollege-owned @ 13% 8% 59% 370
computer equipment

quality of college-owned

. 65% 18% 12% 5% 370
computer equipment

availability of college-owned

55% 25% 14% 5% 367
computer software

selection of college-owned 50% 26% 17% 7% 369

computer software

IT technical support \ 70% 14% 15% 1% 370
support for |n-tegrat|ng- 54% 25% 10% 11% 370
technology with teaching

Note: row numbers in this table/figure may not total 100% due to round off.
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Responses by Academic Area

The following series of tables/figures (Tables/Figures 7.3-7.9) presents survey responses grouped
by academic area. Selected observations on these tables/figures are offered below.

e availability of college-provided computer equipment

In general, most academic areas expressed a high level of satisfaction (ranking from 76% to
89%) with the exception of the School of Marine Science/VIMS (40%) and the School of
Business (55%) — both of which also recorded the highest level of dissatisfaction of any

academic area (12% and 15%, respectively).

e quality of college-provided computer equipment

Most academic areas reported a high level of satisfaction (65%-82%) with the exception of the
School of Marine Science/VIMS (40%) and the School of Business (48%). Faculty in the School
of Business also expressed the greatest percentage of dissatisfaction (18%), but this figure was
only slightly higher than many other academic areas (ranging from 8% to 15%). The School of

Marine Science/VIMS reported the lowest percentage of dissatisfaction at 4%.

e availability of college-owned computer software

Faculty in the School of Law reported the greatest percentage of satisfaction (71%) regarding the
availability of college-owned computer software. Four of the remaining academic areas also
recorded a majority of satisfied faculty, but at more moderate levels of satisfaction (ranking from
56%-60%). In two academic areas, the percentage of satisfied survey respondents did not reach
50% -- the School of Business (S+VS=48%) and the School of Marine Science/VIMS
(S+VS=28%).
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e selection of college-owned computer software

In all academic areas, except for the School of Marine Science and the School of Business, a
slight majority of faculty indicated that they were either satisfied or very satisfied (S+VS) with
the selection of college-owned computer software (51%-59%). The School of Marine
Science/VIMS (33%), the School of Education (26%) and Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences

(22%) reported notable levels of dissatisfaction.

e IT technical support

Satisfaction levels varied widely (41%-96%). The School of Education recorded the highest
percentage of faculty satisfied with IT technical support (96%) while the School of Law and the
School of Marines Science/VIMS reported the lowest percentages for satisfaction (41% and 48%
respectively). The School of Business (36%) and the School of Marine Science/VIMS (36%)

reported notable levels of dissatisfaction for this survey item.

e support for integrating technology in my teaching

A majority of survey respondents in four of the seven academic areas expressed satisfaction with
support for integrating technology in teaching — this included all three areas of Arts & Sciences
(60%, 60% and 56% for the Humanities, Social Sciences and Natural Sciences, respectively). In
the School of Education, the percentage of faculty reporting satisfaction (47%) approached the
50% mark. However, approximately one in four faculty in the School of Education (24%) and

in the School of Business (26%) revealed some level of dissatisfaction (D+VD) on this issue.
Note: In the following tables/figures, total percentages of either satisfied (S+VS) or dissatisfied

(D+VD) survey respondents that reach or exceed 50% are encircled by a solid line. Notable

percentages less than 50% display a dotted perimeter.
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Table/Figure 7.3 Satisfaction with Technology and Technical Support
Arts & Sciences — Humanities and Overall

Tchnelo Satisfaction with Technology and
9y Technical Support
Arts & Sciences — Humanities VS +S Neutral D+VD [NS+NA: n

g(‘)‘ran' gz t‘z fr‘;czhﬁﬁi;zmmd 65% 18% 15% 2% | 103
IT technical support 72% 16% 11% 2% 103
support for integrating

. > 60% 19% 8% 12% 103
technology with teaching

Note: row numbers in this table/figure may not total 100% due to round off.

Table/Figure 7.4 Satisfaction with Technology and Technical Support
Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences and Overall

Satisfaction with Technology and

Technology Technical Support

Arts & Sciences — Social

. VS +S Neutral D+VD [NS+NA: n
Sciences

availability of (I:ollege—owned @ 17% 4% 3% 72
computer equipment

quality of college-owned

computer equipment 67% 18% 13% 3% 72
oo oned | o | ax | ow | e |
e I
IT technical support 74% 17% 8% 1% 72

support for integrating 60% 24% 7% 10% 7
technology with teaching

Note: row numbers in this table/figure may not total 100% due to round off.
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Table/Figure 7.5 Satisfaction with Technology and Technical Support
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences and Overall

Satisfaction with Technology and

TeChnOIOgy Technical Support

AN::us:asl‘:zgﬁi: VS+S | Neutral | D+VD |NS+NA}| n
availability of (?ollege-owned WGA 13% 9% 1% 97
computer equipment
quality of coIIe.ge-owned 70% 21% 8% 1% 97
computer equipment
e e
et oned | s | wx | ax | w0
IT technical support 74% 14% 1% 0% 97
support for integrating

; > 56% 28% 4% 12% 97
technology with teaching

Note: row numbers in this table/figure may not total 100% due to round off.

Table/Figure 76.2 Satisfaction with Technology and Technical Support
School of Business and Overall

Satisfaction with Technology and

Technolo
gy Technical Support

School of Business VS +S Neutral | D+VD |[NS+NA:! n
sl G B R I
e Sasn | 2a% | 18% | 9% | 33
e | | | o | o | n
et teseones [ aw /| ax | m | o |
IT technical support 3% ' 36% | 3% 33

support for integrating
. . L 42% 24% 24% 9% 33

technology with teaching .., " .. +

Note: row numbers in this table/figure may not total 100% due to round off.
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Table/Figure 7.7 Satisfaction with Technology and Technical Support
School of Education and Overall

Satisfaction with Technology and

Technolo
gy Technical Support
School of Education VS +S Neutral D+VD [NS+NA: n
availability of (?ollege-owned @ 0% 7% 4% -
computer equipment
quality of collgge-owned 81% 4% 11% 4% 27
computer equipment
sinoeseonsd | s | x| ow | e |
selection of college-owned 59% 7% D o26% i 7% 27
computer software Mansmnnuad
IT technical support 96% 0% 0% | 4% 27
support for integrating i
. > 59% 11% 1 26% | 4% 27
technology with teaching o

Note: row numbers in this table/figure may not total 100% due to round off.

Table/Figure 7.8 Satisfaction with Technology and Technical Support
School of Law and Overall

Satisfaction with Technology and

Technolo
oy Technical Support

School of Law VS +S Neutral | D+VD |[NS+NA:! n
availability of c.ollege-owned /%A 6% 6% 0% 17
computer equipment
quality of collgge-owned { 82% \ 6% 12% 0% 17
computer equipment
R el e L
e\ /| x| o | x|
IT technical support .~“ 41% "“ 29% 29% 0% 17
support for integrating A K

. . s 47% 41% 6% 6% 17

technology with teaching rnant®

Note: row numbers in this table/figure may not total 100% due to round off.
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Table/Figure 7.9 Satisfaction with Technology and Technical Support
School of Marine Science / VIMS and Overall

Hehrolo Satisfaction with Technology and
gy Technical Support

School of Marine Science/VIMS VS +S Neutral D+VD |[NS+NA: n
sataoyorcolegeonnsd | ol | g | | amn |
gigzgzﬁi‘;zxed 40% i  16% 4% 40% | 25
e | | [ ]
sk I IR O IR
IT technical support 48% 16% D 36% 1 0% 25
support for integrating

. . +,28% 36% 16% 20% 25
technology with teaching e

Note: row numbers in this table/figure may not total 100% due to round off.

Frequency of use for a selected listing of technology applications and software

There are multiple considerations to any inquiry concerning frequency of use for technology
applications and software. Of course, frequency of use for selected types of technology
applications and software will vary among the disciplines and professional schools. Even within
a single unit, the range of research specializations may reveal the need for a variety of different
technologies and software programs. Likewise, teaching environments (size of class, type of

course — lecture, discussion, performance, etc.) may necessitate many types of technologies.

Survey results are intended to provide a broad view of the types of applications and software in
widespread use at this institution. However, we note that the discipline-specific software
required for certain specialized fields of research are also very important although they may be
used by only a small number of individuals. Also included on the list of items surveyed were

several relatively new technologies.
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Q20. How often do you use the following technologies for work related purposes? Consider all

uses combined for each technology — for teaching, for research, for committee work and for

other service, for communication with professional colleagues, etc. Note: specific proper names

are given as examples only.

The scale provided was:

Never, one or two times a semester, monthly, weekly, daily or almost daily.

o ®

- ® o o

s«

Spreadsheets (e.g. Excel, Access...)

a course management system (e.g. Blackboard...)

my own W&M webpage

graphics software (e.g. Photoshop, Flash...)
presentation software (e.g. Powerpoint...)
video-creation software (e.g. MovieMaker, Director...)
audio-creation software (e.g. Audacity, Audible...)
programming languages (e.g. C++, Java...)
discipline-specific technologies (e.g. Maple, Mathematica, AutoCad, Stella...)
the university library website

classroom clickers

e-portfolios

interactive white board

. wikis or blogs

webcasts or podcasts
photo or video websites (e.g. Flicker, YouTube...)

online virtual worlds (e.g. Second Life...)

Survey results for this section of the report will focus on the seven academic areas.

The following series of tables/figures present the category of all applications and software

described by survey respondents as in frequent use by more than 25% of the faculty in that

academic area (one in four faculty). For the purposes of reporting survey results, “frequent” was

defined as an application in use “weekly, daily, or almost daily”.
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Table/Figure 7.10 Frequency of Use for Selected Technologies
Arts & Sciences — Humanities

A&S Humanities

Most Frequently Used. . . Percent
course management system-e.g. Blackboard... 82%
university library website 79%
presentation software-e.g. PowerPoint... 45%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel, Access... 33%
photo or video websites-e.g. Flicker, YouTube... 30%
graphics software-e.g. Photoshop, Flash... 29%
Table/Figure 7.11 Frequency of Use for Selected Technologies
Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences
A&S Social Sciences
Most Frequently Used . . . Percent
course management system-e.g. Blackboard... 97%
university library website 83%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel, Access... 71%
presentation software-e.g. PowerPoint... 68%
discipline-specific technologies-e.g. Maple, Mathematica, AutoCad, Stella... 35%
my own W&M webpage 32%
Table/Figure 7.12 Frequency of Use for Selected Technologies
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences
A&S Natural Sciences
Most Frequently Used . . . Percent
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel, Access... 71%
presentation software-e.g. PowerPoint... 71%
course management system-e.g. Blackboard... 70%
university library website 59%
discipline-specific technologies-e.g. Maple, Mathematica, AutoCad, Stella... 58%
my own W&M webpage 46%
graphics software-e.g. Photoshop, Flash... 33%
programming languages-e.g. C++, Java... 32%
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Table/Figure 7.13 Frequency of Use for Selected Technologies
School of Business

Most Frequently Used . . . Percent
presentation software-e.g. PowerPoint... 94%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel, Access... 91%
course management system-e.g. Blackboard... 91%
university library website 46%
discipline-specific technologies-e.g. Maple, Mathematica, AutoCad, Stella... 42%
my own W&M webpage 33%
photo or video websites-e.g. Flicker, YouTube... 31%

Table/Figure 7.14 Frequency of Use for Selected Technologies

School of Education

Most Frequently Used . . . Percent.
course management system-e.g. Blackboard... 96%
presentation software-e.g. PowerPoint... 82%
university library website 67%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel, Access... 56%
wikis or blogs 37%
photo or video websites-e.g. Flicker, YouTube... 33%
my own W&M webpage 31%

Table/Figure 7.15 Frequency of Use for Selected Technologies

School of Law

Most Frequently Used. . . Percent
course management system-e.g. Blackboard... 71%
presentation software-e.g. PowerPoint... 41%
university library website 35%
wikis or blogs 35%

Table/Figure 7.16 Frequency of Use for Selected Technologies

School of Marine Science/VIMS

Most Frequently Used. . . Percent
presentation software-e.g. PowerPoint... 100%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel, Access... 84%
university library website 80%
graphics software-e.g. Photoshop, Flash... 68%
course management system-e.g. Blackboard... 67%
discipline-specific technologies-e.g. Maple, Mathematica, AutoCad, Stella... 44%
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Technology and Faculty Research

The next set of survey items asked faculty to rate the importance (to their research) of a list of

selected technologies.

Q20. How important are the following technologies for your research? Please use the

following scale: very important, important, neutral (helpful, but not essential), not so

important, not at all important, not sure.

a.

o

- ®© o o

s o«

online library licenses journals and databases

presentation technology (e.g. Powerpoint...)

data analysis software (e.g. SPSS...)

survey software (e.g. Opinio...)

collections of digital media

database applications

discipline-related software (e.g. AutoCad, LaTex, Mathematica...)
video and graphics software (e.g. Director, Photoshop...)
spreadsheets (e.g. Excel, Access...)

interactive whiteboard

Table/Figure 7.17 presents the overall survey results for the most important technologies for

research (this includes all technologies described as “important” or “very important” by more

than 25% of the survey respondents). Overall, eight of the ten technologies included in this

survey question were described as “important” or “very important” for research by more than

25% of survey respondents.

Table/Figure 7.17 Most Important Technologies for Research

Responses Overall

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent

online library licensed journals and databases 95%
presentation technology-e.g. Powerpoint... 68%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel... 64%
data analysis software-e.g. SPSS... 51%
discipline-related software-e.g. AutoCad, Mathematica, LaTex... 42%
database applications 37%
collections of digital media 31%
video and graphics software-e.g. Director, Photoshop... 28%
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Responses by academic area

In every academic area, the item rated most frequently as important or very important was

“online library licensed journals and databases”. Technologies rated as important or very

important (by more than 25% of survey respondents) by academic areas were as follows:

Table/Figure 7.18 Most Important Technologies for Research
Arts & Sciences - Humanities

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent

online library licensed journals and databases 86%
collections of digital media 57%
presentation technology-e.g. Powerpoint... 36%
video and graphics software-e.g. Director, Photoshop... 33%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel... 31%

Table/Figure 7.19 Most Important Technologies for Research
Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent

online library licensed journals and databases 100%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel... 75%
data analysis software-e.g. SPSS... 71%
database applications 50%
discipline-related software-e.g. AutoCad, Mathematica, LaTex... 38%
presentation technology-e.g. Powerpoint 36%
survey software-e.g.Opinio 33%
collections of digital media 29%

Table/Figure 7.20 Most Important Technologies for Research
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent

online library licensed journals and databases 99%
presentation technology-e.g. Powerpoint 88%
discipline-related software-e.g. AutoCad, Mathematica, LaTex... 78%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel... 77%
data analysis software-e.g. SPSS... 54%
database applications 36%
video and graphics software-e.g. Director, Photoshop... 35%
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Table/Figure 7.21 Most Important Technologies for Research
School of Business

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent
online library licensed journals and databases 94%
data analysis software-e.g. SPSS... 94%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel... 88%
presentation technology-e.g. Powerpoint 75%
discipline-related software-e.g. AutoCad, Mathematica, LaTex... 64%
database applications 56%
survey software-e.g.Opinio 50%

Table/Figure 7.22 Most Important Technologies for Research

School of Education

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent
online library licensed journals and databases 96%
data analysis software-e.g. SPSS... 88%
presentation technology-e.g. Powerpoint 81%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel... 76%
survey software-e.g.Opinio 76%
database applications 56%

Table/Figure 7.23 Most Important Technologies for Research

School of Law

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent
online library licensed journals and databases 100%
presentation technology-e.g. Powerpoint... 29%

Table/Figure 7.24 Most Important Technologies for Research

School of Marine Science / VIMS

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent
online library licensed journals and databases 100%
presentation technology-e.g. Powerpoint 100%
spreadsheets-e.g. Excel... 92%
data analysis software-e.g. SPSS... 92%
discipline-related software-e.g. AutoCad, Mathematica, LaTex... 56%
database applications 44%
video and graphics software-e.g. Director, Photoshop... 40%
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Technology and Faculty Teaching

The next item on the survey invited faculty to rate the importance (to their teaching) of a list of

selected technologies.
Q23. How important are the following technologies for your teaching? Please use the following
scale: very important, important, neutral (helpful, but not essential), not so important, not at all

important, not sure.

a. course management systems (e.g. Blackboard...)

o

library e-reserves

my own website

o o

video sharing applications

@

classroom wireless connectivity

P

required student use of laptops during class

wikis / blogs

s«

video and graphics software-e.g. Director, Photoshop...

multimedia presentation podium in classroom

J. survey software (e.g. Opino...)
k. interactive whiteboard

Q24 Other technologies for teaching? Open-ended question. See Appendices for narrative

responses
Table/Figure 7.1 presents the overall survey results for the most important technologies for
research (this includes all technologies described as “important” or “very important” by more

than 25% of the survey respondents).

Overall, six of the eleven technologies included in this survey question were described as

“important” or “very important” for teaching by more than 25% of survey respondents.
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Table/Figure 7.25 Most Important Technologies for Teaching
Responses Overall

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent

course management systems-e.g. Blackboard... 81%
video and graphics software-e.g. Director, Photoshop... 74%
multimedia presentation podium in classroom 70%
classroom wireless connectivity 54%
library e-reserves 38%
my own website 28%

Responses by academic area

Technologies rated as important or very important for teaching (by more than 25% of survey

respondents) by academic areas were as follows:

Table/Figure 7.26 Most Important Technologies for Teaching
Arts & Sciences - Humanities

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent
course management systems-e.g. Blackboard... 84%
multimedia presentation podium in classroom 73%
library e-reserves 58%
classroom wireless connectivity 54%
video and graphics software-e.g. Director, Photoshop... 34%
Table/Figure 7.27 Most Important Technologies for Teaching
Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences
Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent
course management systems-e.g. Blackboard... 96%
multimedia presentation podium in classroom 84%
classroom wireless connectivity 50%
library e-reserves 38%
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Table/Figure 7.28 Most Important Technologies for Teaching
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent
course management systems-e.g. Blackboard... 67%
multimedia presentation podium in classroom 62%
classroom wireless connectivity 51%
my own website 46%
video and graphics software-e.g. Director, Photoshop... 35%

Table/Figure 7.29 Most Important Technologies for Teaching

School of Business

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent
course management systems-e.g. Blackboard... 91%
multimedia presentation podium in classroom 76%
classroom wireless connectivity 61%
required use of student laptop in class 52%
video sharing applications 27%
library e-reserves 25%

Table/Figure 7.30 Most Important Technologies for Teaching

School of Education

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent
course management systems-e.g. Blackboard... 96%
classroom wireless connectivity 88%
multimedia presentation podium in classroom 81%
my own website 46%
wikis and blogs 44%
library e-reserves 42%
required use of student laptop in class 42%
video sharing applications 32%

Table/Figure 7.31 Most Important Technologies for Teaching

School of Law

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent
course management systems-e.g. Blackboard... 71%
multimedia presentation podium in classroom 47%
classroom wireless connectivity 25%
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Table/Figure 7.32 Most Important Technologies for Teaching
School of Marine Science/VIMS

Most Important Technologies (very important + important) Percent

course management systems-e.g. Blackboard... 60%
video and graphics software-e.g. Director, Photoshop... 40%
multimedia presentation podium in classroom 48%
classroom wireless connectivity 48%
library e-reserves 36%

Potential barriers to increased use of instructional technology

The next survey question asked faculty about potential barriers that they face to increasing their

use of instructional technology.

Q25. What are the top barriers to increasing your use of instructional technology? (Check all

that apply)

no barriers, | already use a lot of instructional technology

e lack of time & preparation (need more practice before using it in my teaching)

e lack of funds

e it requires extra work in course preparation with little enhancement to the course

e lack of technical support

e lack of classroom equipment

e faculty or unreliable classroom equipment
e lack of interest

e other, please specify

Of particular note is the fact that nearly one in three survey respondents (30%) reported that they

already employ a great deal of instructional technology and do not perceive any barriers to

increased use. Beyond that, only two reasons were identified by more than 25% of faculty as

potential barriers for not increasing their use of instructional technology — a lack of time and

preparation (45%) and doubts that additional work involved would enhance the course.
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Table/Figure 7.33 Barriers to Increased Use of Instructional Technology

Overall responses

Top barriers to increasing use of instructional technology Percent

lack of time & preparation (need more practice before using it in my teaching) 45%
it requires extra work in course preparation with little enhancement to the course 30%
no barriers, | already use a lot of instructional technology 30%

Preferences for learning about new technologies

How do faculty prefer to learn about new technologies? For some faculty, this question meant

primarily learning what new technologies exist that might be of interest to them (a general

introduction), but for others, it may also include more in-depth learning or training in how to use

a specific technology.

Q26. How do you prefer to learning about new technologies? (through what means?)

Check all that apply.
e online tutorial (self-paced, no instructor)
e interaction with faculty colleagues already using technology
e face-to-face group workshops
e brown bag lunch demonstrations
e self-teach or explore on my own
e interaction with Academic Technology staff
e e-mail with links to websites
e listening to podcasts or webcasts

e other, please specify
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Overall, survey findings reveal that W&M faculty members prefer to learn about new
technologies by interacting with faculty colleagues who are already experienced at using
technology. One in two faculty members prefer to teach themselves about new technologies
through exploration on their own. The third most frequently selected way of learning about new

technologies was through online tutorials that are self-paced.

Table/Figure 7.34

Preferred method to learn about new technologies Percent

interaction with faculty colleagues already using technology 62%
self-teach or explore on my own 50%
online tutorial (self-paced, no instructor) 43%
interaction with Academic Technology staff 39%
face-to-face group workshops 33%
brown bag lunch demonstrations 25%
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8. Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Service [Section 8]

Introduction

The 2009 Faculty Survey included an expanded series of questions exploring faculty roles in
teaching, research, and service. This section of the Faculty Survey Report contains three

sections. First, faculty were asked to identify the types of teaching and research activities in

which they were engaged, for example: scholarship used to address local or regional issues,
scholarship supported by external funding from a state or federal agency, supervision of a
graduate student thesis or dissertation, scholarly work on disciplinary issues in collaboration with
non-W&M colleagues, scholarly work focused on international/global issues or ethnic
minorities, etc.. In teaching, faculty reported their activities, such as teaching a first-year
seminar, or a course with an interdisciplinary focus, the development of a new course or the

supervision of graduate students/undergraduate students in their teaching.

In the second part of this chapter, faculty views were recorded on curricular issues: whether or

not it is time for a review of the undergraduate curriculum (e.g. the GERs — general education
requirements), or a review of the curriculum in the graduate programs and professional schools.
Faculty also registered their opinions on whether or not it was time to take another look at

student course loads and faculty-student ratios.

Finally, part three contained a set of guestions related to the balance of faculty responsibilities in

teaching, research and governance. To what extent do faculty feel pressure to do more teaching,

research, governance or service? Are they satisfied with the balance of their responsibilities?

How would they redistribute their time, if possible?

A reminder: College-wide, 72% of all tenured and tenure-eligible, full-time tenured and tenure-
eligible faculty responded to the survey. Response rates from the seven academic areas spanned
a range from a low of 49% (School of Marine Science/VIMS) to a high of 90% (Arts & Sciences
— Natural Sciences). Keep in mind when viewing survey results by academic area that the

numbers of faculty behind the percentages vary considerably from one academic area to another.
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The following table (Table/Figure 8.1) gives response rates by academic area and the actual

number of survey respondents for each academic area.

Table/Figure 8.1 Survey Response Rates by Academic Area — 2009

Response rates
Academic Area
W&M Faculty Survey 2009
A&S Humanities 85% 103
A&S Social Sciences 55% 73
A&S Natural Sciences 90% 99
School of Business 65% 33
School of Education 75% 27
School of Law 52% 17
School of Marine Science/VIMS 49% 25

Part 1: Faculty teaching and research activities

In this section of the survey, faculty were asked to review two sets of statements concerning

scholarly work & creative activity. The instructions were as follows:

Q27. Consider all of your activities over the past three years, as you complete the following

statement. In the past three years, | have. . . . (check all that apply)

a. used my scholarship to address local or regional issues

o

used my scholarship to address national or international issues

Supervised one or more graduate/professional students on a master’s thesis

o o

supervised one or more graduate/professional students on a doctoral dissertation

@

advised/supervised one or more undergraduate students on an honors thesis

.

advised undergraduate students on a research project (not an honors thesis)

received external funding from a private organization (e.g. foundation, institute)

s Qe

received external funding from a state or federal agency (e.g. NSF, NIH, DOE, NEH)
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Faculty Scholarly & Teaching Activities,
Overall responses: combining all academic areas & gender

A majority of survey respondents reported that in the past three years, they had: used their
scholarship to address national or international issues (66%), advised or supervised one or more
undergraduate students on an honors thesis (55%), and advised undergraduate students on a
research project that was not an honors thesis (69%). In addition, more than one in three
faculty revealed that they had: used their scholarship to address local or regional issues (36%),
supervised graduate or professional students on a master’s thesis (34%), supervised graduate or
professional students on a doctoral dissertation (36%), received external funding for their
research from a private organization (35%), and received external funding for their research

from a state or federal agency (43%).

Table/Figure 8.2 Scholarship Activities
Overall responses (%)

In the past three years, | have . .

Used my scholarship 35
to address local or regional issues

Used my scholarship to address national or international issues 66
Supervised graduate or professional 34
students on a master’s thesis
Supervised graduate or professional 36
students on a doctoral dissertation
Advised/supervised one or more undergraduate students 55
on an honors thesis
Advised undergraduate students on a research project (not an honors thesis) 69
Received external funding from a 35
private organization (e.g. foundation)
Received external funding from a state or 43
federal agency (e.g. NSF, NIH, DOE, NEH)
0 20 40 60 80

Then next survey question continued to explore the scholarly work or creative activity of faculty.
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Q27. Consider all of your activities over the past three years, as you respond to the following

inquiry. In the past three years, | have engaged in scholarly work or creative activity focused on

one or more of the following:. (check all that apply)

S@ "o a0 o

cross-disciplinary issues, in collaboration with W&M colleagues
cross-disciplinary issues, in collaboration with non-W&M colleagues
disciplinary issues, in collaboration with W&M colleagues
disciplinary issues, in collaboration with non-W&M colleagues

international / global issues
women /gender issues

racial or ethnic minorities
social or economic minorities

A majority of faculty survey respondents reported that in the last three years, they had engaged

in scholarly work or creative activity focused on: disciplinary issues — in collaboration with

W&M colleagues (51%), and disciplinary issues — in collaboration with non-W&M colleagues

(65%).

More than forty percent of faculty participating in the survey also indicated that they

had engaged in scholarly work or creative activity focused on: cross-disciplinary issues — in

collaboration with W&M colleagues (43%), cross-disciplinary issues — in collaboration with

non-W&M colleagues (46%), and international or global issues (41%).

Table/Figure 8.3 Scholarly Work & Creative Activities, Overall responses (%)

Cross-disciplinary issues, in collaboration with W&M
colleagues

43

Cross-disciplinary issue,s in collaboration with non-W&M
colleagues

46

Disciplinary issues, in collaboration with W&M colleagues

51

Disciplinary issues, in collaboration with non-W&M colleagues

65

International / global issues 41
Women / gender issues | 19

In the last
Racial / ethnic minorities 21

Social / economic minorities

22

three years, | have

engaged in scholarly work or
creative activity focusedon . ..

10 20 30 40
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The next series of questions explored teaching-related activities of the faculty.

Q29. In the past three years, have you engaged in any of the following activities?

Check all that apply.

Taught a first-year seminar

o p

Taught a cross-listed course

Taught a course with an interdisciplinary focus

a o

Taught a course as part of an established interdisciplinary program

@

Taught a course with an international focus

-

Team-taught a course

Directed an independent study course

=«

Developed a new course

Substantially revised an existing course

j.  Supervised graduate students in their teaching

k. Supervised undergraduate students in a teaching internship or practicum

I. Taught a service-learning course

m. Advised students involved in a service learning project (for academic credit)

n. Advised students in non-credit community service

A majority of survey respondents indicated that they had developed a new course (65%),
directed an independent study course (53%), and substantially revised an existing course (64%)
within the past three years. Nearly half (47%) of faculty responding to the survey reported that

they had taught a course with an interdisciplinary focus.
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Table/Figure 8.4 Teaching-related Activities, Part 1
Overall responses (%)

In the past three years, have
you engaged in any of the
Taught a first-year seminar 23 following activities?
Taught a cross-listed course 39
Taught a course with an interdisciplinary focus 47
Taught a course as part of an 30
established interdisciplinary program
Team-taught a course 30
Directed an independent study course 53
Developed a new course 65
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Table/Figure 8.5 Teaching-related Activities, Part 2
Overall responses (%)

In the past three years, have you engaged in any of the following activities?
| Substantially revised an existing course | 64
20 Supervised graduate students in their teaching
12 Supervised undergraduate students in a teaching
internship or practicum
5 Taught a service learning course
8 Advised students involved in a service learning

project (for academic credit)

9 | Advised students involved in non-credit community |

T T T T T T

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
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Several of these survey items (but not all) overlap with similar questions included in the National
Education Research Institute Survey 2007-2008. There were wording differences for the items
included in the H.E.R.I. Survey, and in the W&M Faculty Survey. Therefore, no clear, direct
comparisons could be made. Several of the similar items from the two surveys are presented
below, as a broader context in which to view the W&M Survey results. The wording in
Table/Figure 8.6 is the wording found in the H.E.R.I. Survey Report. Please refer to the
previous set of questions in this report for the full wording (different wording) used in the W&M

Faculty Survey.

Table/Figure 8.6 Faculty Research and Scholarly Activities — findings from the National Higher
Education Research Institute Survey of the American College Teacher (2007-2008)

Faculty Scholarly & W&M Surve
y ary H.E.R.I. Survey2007-08 y
Creative Activities 2009
su;v:‘:;tle:‘:oz;s_;;;;d::rilne:,he PublicU Private U All 4-year+ W&M Faculty
Worked with undergraduates 57% 60% 57% [69%]
on a research project
Received funding for your work 39% 25% 27% 43%
from a state or federal agency
Do you use your scholarship to
address local community 46% 42% 47% [36%]
needs?
Conducted research focused on 28% 35% 28% 1%
international/global issues
Conducted research focused on 19% 21% 19% 19%
women / gender issues
Conducted research focused on 20% 22% 19% 19%
racial or ethnic minorities
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Table/Figure 8.7 Faculty Teaching-related Activities — findings from the National Higher
Education Research Institute Survey of the American College Teacher (2007-2008)

Faculty Teaching- W&M Surve
y teaching H.E.R.l. Survey 2007-08 Y
related Activities 2009
su:’:‘:tle;‘:o;;i::);;d::r:lne:,he PublicU Private U All 4-year+ W&M Faculty
Taught a sesr:\l:::‘:csjr first-year 20% 26% 24% [23%]
Taught an;r;tﬁimuplmary 42% 1% 41% [47%]
Team-taught a course 37% 33% 33% 30%
Developed a new course 65% 66% 67% 65%
Taught a service-learning
19% 16% 20% 5%
course
Advised student groups 39% 37% 42% [9%] + [8%]
involved in service work

Faculty Scholarly & Teaching Activities, responses by Academic Area

When survey results were viewed by academic area, discernable patterns could be found
reflecting, in part, the nature of various disciplines and the different missions held by individual

units at the university.

A few observations: the following bullet list highlights those academic areas where responses

exceed the overall response percentage by more than 10 percentage points.

e Used scholarship to address local or regional issues

Overall = 36%
School of Marine Science/VIMS = 80%
School of Education = 67%
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Used scholarship to address national or international issues

Overall = 66%
School of Marine Science/VIMS = 92%
School of Law = 88%
School of Education = 82%
Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences = 81%
School of Business = 79%

supervised one or more graduate/professional students on a master’s thesis

Overall = 34%
School of Marine Science/VIMS = 92%
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences = 47%

supervised one or more graduate/professional students on a doctoral dissertation

Overall = 35%
School of Marine Science/VIMS = 88%
School of Education = 85%
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences = 53%

advised/supervised one or more undergraduate students on an honors thesis

Overall = 55%
Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences = 77%
Arts & Sciences — Humanities = 72%
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences = 66%

advised undergraduate(s) on a research project (other than an honors thesis)

Overall = 69%
Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences = 85%
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences = 81%

received external funding from a private organization (e.g. foundation, institute, etc.)

Overall = 35%
School of Marine Sciences/VIMS = 48%
received external funding from a state or federal agency (e.g. NSF, NIH, DOE, NEH etc.)

Overall = 43%
School of Marine Science/VIMS = 92%
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences = 80%
School of Education = 70%
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scholarship addresses cross-disciplinary issues, in collaboration with W&M colleagues

Overall 43%
School of Marine Science/VIMS = 60%
School of Education = 56%

scholarship addresses cross-disciplinary issues, in collaboration with non-W&M
colleagues

Overall = 46%
School of Marine Sciences/VIMS = 84%

scholarship focuses on women /gender issues

Overall = 19%
School of Law = 41%
Arts & Sciences — Humanities = 41%

scholarship focuses on international / global issues

Overall =41%
School of Marines Science/VIMS = 84%
School of Business = 58%

scholarship focuses on racial/ethnic minorities

Overall = 21%
Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences = 32%

scholarship focuses on social or economic minorities

Overall = 22%
Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences = 44%

In the tables/figures that follow, activities which received a majority of responses within a

single academic area are highlighted in the color specific to that area. For survey items with no

academic area reporting a majority response, the highest total (less than 50%) is circled. In some

instances those totals approach, but do not reach, the fifty percent mark. Note: A&S 1 = Arts &

Sciences — Humanities, A&S 2 = Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences, A&S 3 = Arts & Sciences —
Natural Sciences, SMS = School of Marine Science/VIMS

117



Table/Figure 8.8 Scholarly Work & Creative Activities

Responses by Academic Area

Faculty activities Academic Area
. . ere A&S A&S A&S
Scholarly & Creative Activities 1 5 3 Bus | Edu | Law | Sms
f:;i‘;'::?;spuae"'sdresses local & 27% | 34% | 28% | 42% | 67% | 41% | 80%
is::::'rf;:i';':a":?i'f::es national & | coo0 | 819 | a2% | 79% | 82% | 88% | 92%
Supervised master’s thesis 19% 33% 47% | 15% | 33% | 29% | 92%
Supervised doc dissertation 19% 18% 53% | 12% | 85% | 6% | 88%
Supervised UG honor’s thesis 72% 77% 66% | 27% | 15% | 6% | 16%
Supervised UG research 79% 85% | 81% | 67% | 15% | 18% | 56%
E’:;:::;tf: ’:‘d'“g from private 32% | 38% | 37% | 33% | 41% | 29% ( 48%
f:;:’a'la'a;:::;“g e S 21% | 23% | 80% | 9% | 70% | 6% | 92%
S\';;slsl' i:ﬁ;‘:;'jae’: issues w/ 43% | 36% | 51% | 36% | 56% | 29% | 60%
E:):iw;“‘;:‘:t?lz;ygﬁ:‘;es w/ 49% | 41% | 44% | 46% | 52% | 24% | 84%
?;?Eg;::;y issues w/ W&M 47% | 45% | 62% | 55% | 63% | 12% | 72%
?";‘:"_pv'\',':“'ny C'ZSI’I‘:::;ZS 60% | 52% | 77% | 73% | 70% | 53% | 92%
International / global issues 47% 47% 20% | 58% | 30% | 47% | 84%
. - @
Women / genderissues \41% 22% 2% 6% 19% ( 41%) 4%
N
Racial or ethnic minorities 39% 32% 3% 9% 30% | 24% | 4%
Social or economic minorities 31% @ 4% 9% 30% | 24% | 4%
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A few observations: the following bullet list highlights those academic areas who responses

exceed the overall response percentage by more than 10 percentage points.

e taught a first-year seminar (freshman seminar)
Overall = 23% Arts & Science — Humanities = 50%

e taught a cross-listed course
Overall =39% Arts & Sciences — Humanities = 59%

e taught a course with an interdisciplinary focus
Overall = 47% Arts & Sciences — Humanities = 70%

e taught a course in an established interdisciplinary program
Overall = 30% Arts & Sciences — Humanities = 51%
Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences = 43%

e taught a course with an international focus
Overall = 29% School of Law = 53%
Arts & Sciences — Humanities = 49%

e team-taught a course
Overall = 30% School of Marine Science/VIMS = 84%

e directed an independent study course
Overall = 53% School of Law 82%
Arts & Sciences — Humanities = 68%

e developed a new course
Overall = 55% Arts & Sciences — Humanities = 74%

e substantially revised an existing course
Overall = 64% Arts & Sciences — Humanities = 77%

e supervised graduate students in their teaching
Overall = 20% School of Marine Science/VIMS = 36%
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences = 33%

e advised students involved in a service learning project (for academic credit)
Overall = 8%% Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences = 18%

e supervised undergraduate students in a teaching internship or practicum  Overall = 12%

e taught a service-learning course Overall =5%

e advised students involved in non-credit community service Overall = 9%
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Table/Figure 8.9 Teaching-related Activities
Responses by Academic area

Faculty activities Academic Area
. . A&S | A&S | A&S
Teaching-related Activities 1 ) 3 Bus | Edu | Law | Sms
Taught a first-year seminar 50% | 29% | 13% | 0% 4% | 0% | 4%
Taught a cross-listed course 59% | 41% | 34% | 12% | 19% | 47% | 36%
::‘:'j::s“‘ci;‘::":fy":::;:" 70% | 45% | 40% | 30% | 30% | 53% | 48%
E‘:‘egr';:;:i:;nz:,as:::;’n 51% | 43% | 26% | 0% | 7% | 6% | 28%
'fl'ca::fshta course w/ international 49% 33% 7% | 36% | 22% | 53% | 20%
Team-taught a course 30% 18% | 29% | 39% | 15% | 24% | 84%
Directed an independent study 68% 60% | 37% | 55% | 59% | 82% | 24%
Developed a new course 74% | 55% | 43% | 64% | 44% | 53% | 56%
f;‘z:::"t'a"y revised existing 77% | 70% | 49% | 73% | 70% | 59% | 52%
f::ciri‘r"'“d grad students 14% | 12% | 33% | 3% | 30% | 6% ‘/3@
g n__/
soperetundermdstutents | s | 1o |10 | on ((19%) o6 | ox
/
Taught a service-learning course 6% 11% 1% 0% 4% 0% ( 12@
A\,

Areiasene oo | o (i) an | ox | | o | ax
pinseasdeniin oot | oy (1) 00 | on | x| 10| ox
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Faculty Scholarly & Teaching Activities, responses by Gender

There was remarkable consensus between female and male survey respondents on twelve of the
sixteen survey items pertaining to scholarly work and creative activities (results differed by ten
percentage points or less). However, there were noticeable ranges of response (greater than ten
percentage points) for four of the categories for scholarly and creative activities. Those items
which recorded a difference in response (greater than ten percentage points) are encased in a
clear box for easy identification. Those cells with percentages greater than, or equal to 50% are

shaded in the colors used to distinguish between female and male survey respondent answers.

Table/Figure 8.10 Scholarship Activities
Responses by Gender

Faculty activities Gender
Scholarly & Creative Activities female male

Scholarship addresses local & regional issues 36% 38%
fSchoIars.hlp at.:idresses national & 69% 67%
international issues

Supervised master’s thesis 33% 36%
Supervised doc dissertation 30% 39%
Supervised UG honor’s thesis 58% 56%
Supervised UG research 75% 67%
External funding from private organization 35% 37%
External funding from state / federal agency 32% 50%
Cross-disciplinary issues w/ W&M colleagues 47% 42%
Cross-disciplinary issues w/ o o
non-W&M colleagues 48% 46%
Disciplinary issues w/ W&M colleagues 52% 52%
Disciplinary issues w/ o o
non-W&M colleagues 0 oz
International / global issues 43% 42%
Women / gender issues 37% 10%
Racial or ethnic minorities 34% 14%
Social or economic minorities 33% 16%
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Table/Figure 8.11 Teaching-related Activities
Responses by Gender

Faculty activities Gender

Teaching-related Activities female male
Taught a first-year seminar 28% 21%
Taught a cross-listed course 47% 36%
:'zgf:t a course with an interdisciplinary 56% 44%
Taughtin an established interdisciplinary 36% 28%
program
Taught a course w/ international focus 32% 29%
Team-taught a course 33% 28%
Directed an independent study 64% 49%
Developed a new course 61% 55%
Substantially revised existing course 72% 61%
Supervised grad students teaching 17% 22%
‘Superws.ed unde'rgrad students: teaching 18% 9%
internship/practicum
Taught a service-learning course 7% 4%
Adws'ed stuqents in (for credit) service 10% 7%
learning project
Advised studentsin (non-credit) community 11% 9%

service
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Faculty Scholarly & Teaching Activities, responses by Academic Rank

The following two tables/figures (Table/Figure 8.12-8.13) present survey results on faculty
scholarly and teaching activities when viewed by academic rank. Those items which recorded a
difference in response (greater than ten percentage points) are encased in a clear box for easy
identification. Those cells with percentages greater than, or equal to 50% response are shaded in
the colors used to distinguish responses among the academic ranks of Assistant, Associate and
Full professor.

Table/Figure 8.12 Scholarly Work & Creative Activities
Responses by Academic Rank

Faculty activities Academic Rank

Scholarly & Creative Activities Assistant Full
Scholarship addresses local & regional issues 27% 33% 45%
.Scholars.hlp at.:ldresses national & 65% 67% 70%
international issues
Supervised master’s thesis 27% 35% 40%
Supervised doc dissertation 30% 32% 44%
Supervised UG honor’s thesis 51% 64% 53%
Supervised UG research 69% 74% 68%
External funding from private organization 39% 30% 41%
External funding from state / federal agency 39% 38% 53%
Cross-disciplinary issues w/ W&M colleagues 33% 49% 44%
Cross-disciplinary issues w/ o o o
non-W&M colleagues 41% 43% 33%
Disciplinary issues w/ W&M colleagues 47% 55% 51%
Disciplinary issues w/ 69% 68% 65%
non-W&M colleagues ¢ ¢ °
International / global issues 40% 43% 43%
Women / genderissues 17% 27% 15%
Racial or ethnic minorities 27% 19% 21%
Social or economic minorities 24% 23% 20%
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Table/Figure 8.13 Teaching-related Activities
Responses by Academic Rank

Faculty activities Academic Rank

Teaching-related Activities Assistant | Associate | Full
Taught a first-year seminar 21% 28% 21%
Taught a cross-listed course 40% 44% 37%
;r::f:t a course with an interdisciplinary 40% 54% 47%
;?zzr:r:‘n an established interdisciplinary 30% 36% 27%
Taught a course w/ international focus 27% 34% 28%
Team-taught a course 15% 37% 33%
Directed an independent study 45% 60% 55%
Developed a new course 63% 62% 50%
Substantially revised existing course 63% 70% 63%
Supervised grad students teaching 19% 22% 20%
.Superws.ed unde.rgrad students: teaching 12% 16% 9%
internship/practicum
Taught a service-learning course 4% 6% 5%
Adws.ed stu(!ents in (for credit) service 4% 8% 9%
learning project
,::r\‘lllii:d students in (non-credit) community 8% 9% 10%
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Part 2: Time for a curriculum review?

Stemming from calls heard on campus for a full review of the curriculum (especially the General
Education Requirements), the 2009 Faculty Survey included a short set of questions to assess the

opinions of faculty regarding the need for such a review, and discussion of a few related topics.

Q30. The last full undergraduate curriculum review was completed circa 1994. Indicate your
response to each of the following questions concerning the undergraduate educational

experience (& graduate educational experience, where appropriate)

a. Inyour opinion, is it time to re-evaluate the undergraduate curriculum (e.g. the GERs —
general education requirements)?

b. Are you willing to participate in a review of the undergraduate curriculum?

c. Inyour opinion, is it time to take another look at student course loads?

d. Inyour opinion, is it time to re-evaluate faculty-student ratios?

e. Inyour opinion, is it time to re-evaluate the curriculum of graduate programs and

professional schools?

Curricular Issues — Is it time to re-evaluate the undergraduate curriculum (e.g. GERS)?

Overall, nearly forty percent of survey respondents (39%) expressed the view that it is time to re-
evaluate the undergraduate curriculum (especially the General Education Requirements). An
approximately equal number of respondents (40%) reported that they were “not sure”, while

roughly one in five faculty members (21%) marked “no” in response to this survey question.

View by academic area, a somewhat clearer pattern begins to emerge. Approximately 44% of
the faculty in each of the subdivisions within Arts & Sciences (Humanities, Social Sciences,
Natural Sciences) offered the opinion that it is time for a re-evaluation of the undergraduate
curriculum. Approximately one in four faculty responded “no” to this question — that figure was

fairly consistent across faculty in Humanities (25%), Social Sciences (26%), and Natural
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Sciences (23%). Not surprisingly, the percentages of “not sure” responses were also similar

across all three areas within Arts & Sciences, ranging from 30% to 33%.

A majority of faculty survey respondents in each of the professional schools (Business,
Education, Law, and Marine Science/VIMS) recorded “not sure” as their answer to this question
(50%, 68%, 79% and 74%, respectively). This may be explained, in part, by the focus on
professional education in the schools, and a corresponding uncertainty as to whether or not the

undergraduate curriculum merits a re-evaluation or review.

When survey results were sorted by gender, there was a difference of ten percentage points
between the “yes” responses from female faculty (46%) and male faculty (36%) on this issue.
Slightly short of half the female survey respondents reported that it time for an undergraduate
curriculum review, while just over a third of the male faculty were of the same opinion.
Responses of “no” and “not sure” for female faculty and male faculty differed by less than ten

percentage points.

Finally, sorting the survey results by academic rank, the largest percentage of faculty responding
“yes” (it is time to re-evaluate the undergraduate curriculum), came from the rank of Associate
Professor, where nearly half of the Associate professors (47%) marked “yes” in response to this
question. A majority of faculty at the rank of Assistant Professor (55%) were “not sure” about

this issue, as well as a substantial percentage of Full Professor faculty (40%).

The following set of two tables/figures (Table/Figure 8.14-8.15) present the data for this survey
question, first, by academic area and overall responses, and second, by academic rank. In the
table/figure those percentages greater than, or equal to 50% are enclosed by a solid circle. Cells
with percentages greater than or equal to 40%, but less than 50% are encircled by a dotted

perimeter.
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Table/Figure 8.14 Curricular Issues: Undergraduate curriculum review
Responses by Academic Area and Overall

curricular issues Is it time to re-evaluate the
undergraduate curriculum (e.g. the GERs)?
Academic Area Yes No Not sure n
A&S Humanities .."“ 45% “”“ 25% 30% 102
A&S Social Sciences ] 44% ] 26% 30% 70
A&S Natural Sciences " 88% .| 23% 33% 95
School of Business 34% 16% SO‘A 32
School of Education 28% 4% ! 68% \ 25
School of Law 14% 7% \ 79% } 14
\S,f:AOSN of Marine Science & 17% 9% 74% 23
Overall|  39% 21% . 40% .3 361

Table/Figure 8.15 Curricular Issues: Undergraduate Curriculum Review
Responses by Academic Rank

curricular issues Is it time to re-evaluate the
undergraduate curriculum (e.g. the GERs)?
Academic Rank Yes No Not sure n
Assistant Professor 37% 8% @ 76
Associate Professor :: 47% :: 22% 31% 134
Full Professor 3% | 26% | a0% ] 143
Overall 39% 21% 40%
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Curricular Issues — Are you willing to participate in an undergraduate curriculum review?

Overall, faculty appear to be evenly divided on their willingness to participate in a review of the
undergraduate curriculum — 37% of survey respondents answering “yes” to this question, and a

matching 37% of faculty choosing “no” as their response.

A majority of faculty in Arts & Science — Humanities (51%) expressed a willingness to
participate in a review of the undergraduate curriculum, while at least half of the faculty survey
respondents from the School of Education (52%), the School of Law (50%) and the School of
Marine Science/VIMS (50%) reported an unwillingness to participate in such a review. Faculty
in Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences were divided in their answer to this question with 38% of
the faculty responding “yes” and another 37% of the faculty replying in the negative.
Approximately one in four faculty in each of the subdivisions within Arts & Sciences noted that

they were “not sure” about their willingness to participate in a curriculum review.

Survey responses to this question (“yes ”, “n0”, and “not sure”) did not differ by more than eight

percentage points for female and male faculty.

Finally, viewed by academic rank, over a third of the faculty at every rank reported a willingness
to participate in a curriculum review: Assistant Professors (36%), Associate Professors (41%)
and Full Professors (35%). The largest percentage of negative responses to this question came
from the faculty at the rank of Full Professor (48%). One third of the Assistant Professor faculty
(34%) responded that they were unwilling to participate in an undergraduate curriculum review,
while nearly a third more (30%) indicated “not sure” for their answer to this question. As pre-
tenure faculty, still in the probationary period, the focus of Assistant Professors is appropriately

on their research and teaching endeavors, first and foremost.

The following set of two tables/figures (Table/Figure 8.16-8.17) present the data for this survey

question, first, by academic area and overall responses, and second, by academic rank.
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Table/Figure 8.16 Curricular Issues: Willingness to Participate in a Review
Responses by Academic Area and Overall

curricular issues Are you willing to participate in a review of
the undergraduate curriculum?
Academic Area Yes No Not sure n
A&S Humanities C‘Sl% ) 26% 23% 103
A&S Social Sciences ::: 40% :: 36% 24% 70
A&S Natural Sciences 38% 37% 25% 94
School of Business 22% :“ 44% ..:: 34% 32
School of Education 24% m 24% 25
School of Law 21% [ 50% 29% 14
\S/?:/Iosol of Marine Science & 17% 50% 339 24
Overall 37% 37% 25% 362

Table/Figure 8.17 Curricular Issues: Willingness to Participate in a Review
Responses by Academic Rank

Are you willing to participate in a review of

Curricular issues .
the undergraduate curriculum?

Academic Rank Yes No Not sure n

Assistant Professor 36% 34% 30% 77

Associate Professor :41%1 28% 31% 134

Full Professor T35% L 4s% o 17% | 144
Overall 37% 37% 25%
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Curricular Issues —Is it time to take another look at student course loads?

Just over one in three faculty (38%) expressed the view that it is time to revisit the subject of
student course loads. Slightly less than one in three faculty (30%) disagreed with that opinion
and selected “no ” as their answer to the question. A full one in three faculty (33%) reported that

they were “not sure” in response to the same question.

Viewed by academic area, distinctive patterns emerge. A majority of faculty in Arts & Sciences
— Humanities (62%) and Social Sciences (51%) offered the opinion that “yes”, it is time to take
another look at student course loads, while at the same time, a majority of faculty in every
professional school indicated uncertainty on the this topic. Responses of “not sure” within the
professional schools, ranged from a low of 52% in both the School of Business and the School of
Education, to a high of 75% (not sure) in the School of Marine of Science/VIMS. The largest
percentage of dissent on this issue (“no0” responses) came from the faculty in Arts & Sciences —

Natural Sciences, where nearly half (49%) of faculty marked “no” in response to this question.

When survey results were separated by gender, female faculty reported a higher percentage of
“yes” responses (that yes, it is time to take another look at student course loads) (46%), than did
male faculty (33%). Male faculty registered a higher percentage of negative responses (33%) to
24% of female faculty answers of “no”. Percentages of “not sure” responses were similar for

both female and male faculty (30% and 34%, respectively).

By academic rank, survey responses revealed that faculty at the rank of Full Professor were
evenly split on the answer to this question with 34% selecting “yes”, 33% choosing “no” and
33% indicating “not sure”. The highest percentage of “yes” responses came from faculty at the
rank of Associate Professor (46%) — where just short of half of the faculty at that rank indicating
that it is time to take another look at student course loads. Not surprisingly, given the fact that
they are likely to have been at the College the least amount of time, Assistant Professor faculty

reported the highest percentage of “not sure” responses (46%).

The following set of two tables/figures (Table/Figure 8.18-8.19) present the data for this survey
question, first, by academic area and overall responses, and second, by academic rank.

130



Table/Figure 8.18 Curricular Issues: Time to look at Student Course loads?
Responses by Academic Area and Overall

In your opinion, is it time to take another

Curricular issues
look at student course loads?

Academic Area Yes No Not sure n
A&S Humanities m 20% 18% | 101
A&S Social Sciences Ql%/ 32% 17% 69
A&S Natural Sciences 23% [ 49% 1 28% 94
School of Business 23% 26% ﬁZA 31
School of Education 24% 12% ! 52% \ 25
School of Law 7% 21% \ 71% 1 14
\S/?:/Iosol of Marine Science & 13% 13% Vs%/ 24
Overall 38% 30% 33?: 358

Table/Figure 8.19 Curricular Issues: Time to look at Student Course loads?
Responses by Academic Rank

In your opinion, is it time to take another

Curricular issues
look at student course loads?

Academic Rank Yes No Not sure n

Assistant Professor 33% 21% l::::46%.::: 76

Associate Professor .:. 46% .:: 31% 23% 133

Full Professor } 34% } 33% 33% 141
Overall 38% 30% 33%
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Curricular Issues —Is it Time to Re-evaluate Faculty-student Ratios?

Survey responses to this question were nearly identical (in percentages) to those found for the
preceding survey question (re: student course loads). On the issue of re-evaluating faculty-
student ratios, faculty recorded the following distribution of responses: “yes” =37%, “no” =
28% and “not sure” = 35%.

There was, however, one noticeable shift in the responses when viewed by academic area. On
this issue of “faculty-student ratios”, survey respondents from the School of Business led the
way with a majority (63%) of faculty answering “yes” (it is time to re-evaluate faculty-student
ratios). No other academic area reported a majority of “yes” responses. As was the case for the
question on “re-visiting student course loads”, the highest percentage of negative responses
(“no”) on “reviewing faculty-student ratios” came from the faculty in Arts & Sciences — Natural
Sciences, where forty percent of faculty recorded “no” as their answer. In the other professional
schools, a majority of survey respondents selected “not sure” as their answer to this question
(School of Education — 52%, School of Law — 67%, School of Marine Science/VIMS — 63%).

Female faculty reported a higher percentage of affirmative responses (44%) indicating that it
may be time to re-evaluate faculty-student ratios, than did male faculty (32%). Correspondingly

male faculty were more likely to respond “no” to the question (32%) than female faculty (21%).

Viewed by academic rank, there was little change from the pattern and percentage of responses
found for the question concerning “student course loads”. Again, the highest percentage of
affirmative responses came from faculty at the rank of Associate Professor (47%), and the
greatest percentage of “not sure” answers were recorded by faculty at the rank of Assistant
Professor (43%). Full professors were again split between “yes” and “no” responses, 32% and

30%, respectively, with a higher percentage of “not sure” answers (38%).

The following set of two tables/figures (Table/Figure 8.20-8.21) present the data for this survey

question, first, by academic area and overall responses, and second, by academic rank.
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Table/Figure 8.20 Curricular Issues: Time to Re-evaluate Faculty-Student Ratios?
Responses by Academic Area and Overall

In your opinion, is it time to re-evaluate

Curricular issues .
faculty-student ratios?

Academic Area Yes No Not sure n

A&S Humanities 43/, 28% 29% 103
A&S Social Sciences :‘o,.. 41% “‘." 29% 30% 70
A&S Natural Sciences EG%‘ :,‘.‘_‘_-ZIO%-)._._._.:‘ 34% 99
School of Business C63%> 13% 25% 32

School of Education 36% 12% ﬁZA 25

School of Law 33% 0% ’ 67% ‘ 15
\S/c”r\m/losol of Marine Science & 8% 29% 63% 24
Overall 37% 28% 35% 368

Table/Figure 8.21 Curricular Issues: Time to Re-evaluate Faculty-Student Ratios?
Responses by Academic Area and Overall

In your opinion, is it time to re-evaluate

Curricular issues .
faculty-student ratios?

Academic Rank Yes No Not sure n

Assistant Professor 29% 29% =::,. 43%‘ :::: -

Associate Professor ::. 47% :‘ 26% 27% 134

Full Professor “32%- ‘ 30% 38% 145
Overall 37% 28% 35%

133



Curricular Issues —Is it Time to Re-evaluate the Curriculum of Graduate Programs and

Professional Schools?

Overall the largest percentage of survey responses was in the “not sure” category (46%) for this
question regarding a possible re-evaluation of the curriculum of graduate programs and
professional schools. However that figure may have been artificially inflated, when one
considers that faculty who do not participate in a graduate program or professional schools were
more likely to choose “not sure” for their answer. More than three quarters of survey
respondents from Arts & Sciences — Humanities (79%) reported that they had no direct
involvement in graduate education (either an Arts & Sciences graduate program and/or a
professional school).  Similarly, but to a lesser extent, half of the faculty from Arts & Sciences
— Social Sciences (51%) indicated that they had no direct involvement in graduate education at
the college. Not surprisingly, a majority of faculty from both of those A&S subdivisions

selected “not sure” in response to this survey question (Humanities: 62%, Social Sciences: 56%).

Even in Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences, slightly more than one third of the faculty (36%)
reported uncertainty in responding to this question, while another third (33%) responded “yes”
and nearly a third (30%) answered “no” to this question. Survey responses from the School of
Marine Science/VIMS varied slightly, but largely echoed those of Arts & Sciences — Natural
Sciences, with 33% “yes”, 29% “no”, and 38% “not sure”. In other academic areas, closely
associated with graduate education, the School of Business, the School of Education and the
School of Law each reported affirmative responses greater than 40%.

Female faculty and male faculty survey respondents were identical in their percentages of
affirmative responses to this question, 30% each.  The other categories of response differed by
less than ten percentage points for male and female faculty participating in the survey.

Finally, by academic rank, the largest percentages were found in the “not sure” category, while

slight differences were noted between the responses of faculty at the rank of Associate Professor
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and those at the rank of Full Professor. A majority of Assistant Professors (58%) were “not

sure” on this issue.

Table/Figure 8.22 Curricular Issues: Time to Re-evaluation Curriculum of Graduate
Programs & Professional Schools?
Responses by Academic Rank

In your opinion, is it time to re-evaluate the
Curricular issues curriculum of graduate programs &
professional schools?

Academic Area Yes No Not sure n
A&S Humanities 25% 14% 62% 102
A&S Social Sciences 19% 26% 56% 70
A&S Natural Sciences 33% 31% 36% 94
School of Business < a% | 32% 26% 31
School of Education 44% 32% 24% 25
School of Law “"... 47% “a’: 13% =::‘40%.._::1 15
\S/Tlr\l/losol of Marine Science & 33% 29% 38%‘ 24

Overall|  30% 25% 45/ 361

Table/Figure 8.23 Curricular Issues: Time to Re-evaluation Curriculum of Graduate
Programs & Professional Schools? Responses by Academic Rank

In your opinion, is it time to re-evaluate the
Curricular issues curriculum of graduate programs &
professional schools?
Academic Rank Yes No Not sure n
Assistant Professor 28% 15% C 58% ) 76
Associate Professor 36% 23% :"“ 41%.."“ 133
Full Professor 26% 31% ".,..42% “"" 144
Overall|  30% 25% £ 45%

135



Part 3: Balancing roles in teaching, research and service

The 2009 Faculty Survey contained eight questions related to the balance of faculty
responsibilities in teaching, research and governance/service. To what extent do faculty feel
pressure to do more research, teaching or service? Are they satisfied with the balance of their
responsibilities? What would they change if they could? In response to a series of prompts,
faculty were asked to indicate their level of agreement with each statement using the scale:
strongly agree (SA), agree (A), neutral (N), disagree (D), strongly disagree (SD), not sure (NS)
or not applicable (NA).

The specific items were:

a. Currently, I spend more time on teaching than on research.

b. Currently, I spend more time on research than on teaching.

c. l'would like to increase the time that | spend on teaching.

d. I'would like to increase the time that | spend on research.

e. | am satisfied with my current balance between teaching and research.

f. 1 feel pressure to do more research than | am currently doing.

g. | feel pressure to do more teaching than I am currently doing.’

h. | feel pressure to be more involved in faculty governance and service than | am currently.

Balancing Teaching, Research and Governance/Service — Combined Responses from all
Academic Areas

Overall, survey results indicate that a majority of faculty feel pressure to do more research (51%)
and would like to increase the time they spend on research (64%). A substantial percentage of
faculty (but not a majority) reported that they currently spend more time on teaching than on
research (43%). In addition, 41% of faculty survey respondents expressed satisfaction with their

current balance of teaching and research responsibilities.

Notes: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a

dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
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Table/Figure 8.24 Balancing Responsibilities:
Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Governance/Service
Overall responses (across all academic areas)

Balancing Faculty roles in Teaching, Research

Faculty Roles and Governance/Service

Overall responses SA A N D SD | NS+NA

Currently, 1 spend more time on ta0 on - o 0 0 0
teaching than on research. 14& ....... 29& 22% 25% 8% 2%

-----------------------

8% | 22% | 23% |i31% | 14%:| 2%

3 g
---------------------

Currently, 1 spend more time on
research than on teaching.

I would like to increase the time |
spend on teaching.

I would like to increase the time |
spend on research.

1% 4% 33% || 45% | 15% 2%

23% 41% || 23% | 10% | 2% 2%

I am satisfied with my current balance | %0 """ J5o,. ¢ o o o 0
of teaching & research. i 12% | .23% i 26% | 25% | 7% 1%

| feel pressure to do more research
than | am currently doing

18% | 33% || 16% | 23% | 10% | 1%

| feel pressure to do more teaching
than I am currently doing

5% 13% | 21% [45% 15% 2%

-----------------------

I feel pressure to be more involved in & % e |E eqe os a
faculty governance & service. 5% 21% 30% 31/0 ..... 10/0 3%

Balancing Teaching, Research and Governance/Service — Responses by Academic Rank

When survey results for this question are viewed by Academic Rank, differing perspectives can
be identified for faculty at the rank of Assistant professor, Associate professor, and Full
professor. It is important to recall that faculty at the rank of Assistant professor often have very
different pressures and concerns placed on them by virtue of the fact that they are still in the
early years of their academic careers as professors. Faculty views at each of the academic ranks
often reflect changes in focus and emphasis that are characteristic of the life-long cycle of an

academic career.

137



Notes: In the following table, when agreement levels differ by more than ten percentage points
across academic ranks, the cells are encased in a solid line. Row percentages will not add up to
100% due to the fact that only the categories of “strongly agree, agree, disagree & strongly

disagree” have been included in the table.

Table/Figure 8.25 Balancing Responsibilities:
Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Governance/Service
Responses by Academic Rank

Balancing Faculty roles in Teaching, Research

Faculty Roles and Governance/Service

Strongly Agree Disagree +
Responses by Academic Rank gy g g .
+ Agree Strongly Disagree
AS=assistant, AO=associate, Full AS AO Full AS AO Full

Currently, 1 spend more time on
teaching than on research. 43% @@ 29% @@

Currently, 1 spend more time on
research than on teaching.

29% | 26% | 36% [42% 53% 39%

I would like to increase the time |
spend on teaching.

I would like to increase the time |
spend on research.

6% | 6% | 4% |[69% | 58% | 56%

86% | 68% | 49%]||5% | 5% | 21%

I am satisfied with my current balance

of teaching & research. 19% 38% 55%] [47% 38% 18%

| feel pressure to do more research
than I am currently doing

57% | 60% | 38%]|[19% | 29% | 43%

| feel pressure to do more teaching
than I am currently doing

13% | 22% | 15% | 57% 62% 59%

| feel pressure to be more involved in
faculty governance & service.

25% | 35% | 20%]| (33% | 35% | 51%

Balancing Teaching, Research and Governance/Service — Responses by Gender

Viewed by gender, survey results revealed that 26% more female faculty than male faculty
agreed with the statement that they spend more time on teaching than on research. Perhaps
related to this finding, a greater percentage of female faculty (than male faculty) expressed the

desire to increase the time they spend on research. Female faculty were also more likely to have
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reported feeling pressure to do more research. Differences in teaching responsibilities vary
among the disciplines and professional schools. For example, in some units in Arts & Sciences,
faculty are responsible for fewer formal courses, but in exchange they work closely with multiple
graduate students. The gender balance of faculty is not the same in every discipline and this
should be kept in mind when reviewing survey findings by gender on issues that may be closely

tied to discipline specific working conditions.

Notes: In the following table, when agreement levels differ by more than ten percentage points
across academic ranks, the cells are encased in a solid line. Row percentages will not add up to
100% due to the fact that only the categories of “strongly agree, agree, disagree & strongly

disagree” have been included in the table.

Table/Figure 8.26 Balancing Responsibilities:
Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Governance/Service
Responses by Gender

Balancing Faculty roles in Teaching,
Faculty Roles .
Research and Governance/Service
Strongly Agree Disagree +
Responses by Gender +Agree Strongly Disagree
female male female male
Currently, 1 spend more time on teaching 0 0 0 0
than on research. 53% 371% 26% 37%
Currently, | spend more time on research 24% 3506 5304 39%
than on teaching.
| Wou_ld like to increase the time I spend on 20/ 704 65% 59%
teaching.
I would like to increase the time | spend on 76% 5704 8% 14%
research.
I am satisfied with my current balance of o 0 0 o
teaching & research. 36% 44% 40% 21%
| feel pressure to do more research than | 0 0 0 0
am currently doing 7% 46% 32% 33%
| feel pressure to_ do more teaching than | 21% 14% 61% 599
am currently doing
| feel pressure to be more |_nvolved in 3204 2304 37% 43%
faculty governance & service.
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Balancing Teaching, Research & Governance/Service — Responses by Academic Area

This section of the Faculty Survey is divided into two subsections. Both present the same data,

but are formatted in different ways for the convenience of the reader.

First, each question concerning the balance of faculty teaching, research and service
responsibilities is presented separately. With each question, a table is presented summarizing the
survey results from the seven academic areas for that single question. Each table presents a
single question with the survey findings for all seven academic areas. This format facilitates

Cross area comparisons.

Second, a different series of tables are presented — one for each of the seven academic areas. A
single table will summarize all of the survey responses from one academic area (for example: the
School of Education) to the set of questions concerning the balance of faculty teaching and
research responsibilities. This format provides an overall view of faculty responses from a single

academic area.

Responses by Academic Area, Part 1 — a view across academic areas

“Currently, 1 spend more time on teaching than on research.”

In only two academic areas did a majority of faculty survey respondents report agreement with
this statement: Arts & Sciences — Humanities (71%) and the School of Education (60%). Forty-

four percent of faculty in the School of Business also expressed agreement.
Only faculty from the School of Marine Science / VIMS, reported high disagreement levels with

this statement, greater than 50%. Survey respondents from the School of Law (46%) also

offered disagreement levels approaching 50%.
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Notes: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a
dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Table/Figure 8.27 Balancing Responsibilities:
Currently | spend more time on teaching than on research.
Responses by Academic Area

Balancing Faculty Roles Currently, I spend more time on teaching
than on research.

Academic Areas Sggpgtely Agree | Neutral | Disagree gﬁ;gggz E'S;
A&S Humanities [ 329 |39%] 139 | 11% 3% | 3%
A&S Social Sciences 10% 26% 24% 33% 6% 2%
A&S Natural Sciences 3% 23% 39% 28% 5% 1%
School of Business L 16% | 28% | 16% | 31% 6% | 3%
School of Education [ 1296 | 48%])| 16% | 12% 8% | 4%
School of Law % | 20% | 27% |i33% | 13% :| 0%
School of Marine Science/VIMS 0% 8% 8% [ 44% 40% 0%

“Currently, 1 spend more time on research than on teaching.”

A majority of faculty in Arts & Sciences — Humanities (69%) and in the School of Education
(60%) recorded disagreement with this statement, as did greater than forty percent of survey
respondents from Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences (43%), the School of Business (42%), and
the School of Law (40%). Survey respondents from the School of Marine Science / VIMS were
the only faculty to record a majority agreement (84%) on this issue — that they spend more time

on research than on teaching.
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Notes: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.

Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a

dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Table/Figure 8.28 Balancing Responsibilities:
Currently 1 spend more time on research than on teaching.

Responses by Academic Area

Balancing Faculty Roles Currently, I spend more time on research
than on teaching.

Academic Areas SX;’?SJV Agree | Neutral | Disagree gﬁiﬁg%ﬁ ET
A&S Humanities 2% 10% | 17% 37% 32% 3%
A&S Social Sciences 6% 26% 25% 28% ........... 1 5% 1%
A&S Natural Sciences 9% 22% 37% 28% 3% 1%
School of Business 7% 32% 16% 29% ........... 1 3% 3%
School of Education 8% 12% 16% 52% 8% 4%
srolotlaw | © TR o] 139 33%7% 0%
School of Marine Science/VIMS 44% 40% 12% 4% 0% 0%

“I would like to increase the time I spend on teaching.”

There was general consensus among faculty from all of the academic areas indicating

disagreement with this statement. Majority levels of disagreement were reported from survey
respondents in Arts & Sciences — Humanities (66%), Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences (61%),
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences (54%), the School of Business (66%), and the School of

Education (76%). In the School of Law, forty-four percent of faculty disagreed with this
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assertion, while 19% expressed agreement with the same statement. Note that the actual

numbers associated with these percentages are relatively small within this academic area.

Notes: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a
dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Table/Figure 8.29 Balancing Responsibilities:
I would like to increase the time | spend on teaching.
Responses by Academic Area

Balancing Faculty Roles | | would like to increase the time I spend on teaching.
Academic Areas Sggpg;y Agree | Neutral | Disagree gﬁggggz HT

A&S Humanities 1% 4% 28% 51% 15% 2%
A&S Social Sciences 2% 2% 33% 46% 15% 3%
A&S Natural Sciences 0% 5% 38% 40% 14% 2%
School of Business 3% 3% 28% 41% 25% 0%
School of Education 0% 0% 24% 64% 12% 0%
v |1 | owe | ame | o1 | o
School of Marine Science/VIMS 0% 4% 63% 25% 8% 0%

“I would like to increase the time I spend on research.”

A majority of faculty in six of the seven academic areas expressed agreement with this statement,
while a strong, non-majority (48%) of respondents in the School of Marine Science / VIMS did

the same.
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Notes: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a
dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Table/Figure 8.30 Balancing Responsibilities:
I would like to increase the time | spend on research.
Responses by Academic Area

Balancing Faculty Roles | | would like to increase the time I spend on research.
Academic Areas Sgg?féy Agree | Neutral | Disagree gtlggg?g mi+

A&S Humanities 36% 38% 17% 6% 2% 1%
A&S Social Sciences 23% 41% 17% 15% 3% 1%
A&S Natural Sciences 15% 40% || 31% 12% 0% 2%
School of Business 31% 41% 13% 13% 3% 0%
School of Education 8% 56% 24% 12% 0% 0%
School of Law 7% 53% 27% 7% 0% 7%
School of Marine Science/VIMS 12% 36% 40% 8% 4% 0%

“I am satisfied with my current balance of teaching & research”.

Faculty in Arts & Science — Humanities were most likely to express disagreement with this
statement. A majority of faculty in the Humanities (54%) indicated that they were not satisfied
with their balance of teaching and research. Reporting the greatest agreement levels on this
issue were faculty in: the School of Marine Science / VIMS (63%), the School of Law (56%),
the School of Education (50%), followed by Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences (43%) and

Natural Sciences (42%).
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Notes: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a
dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Table/Figure 8.31 Balancing Responsibilities:
I am satisfied with my current balance of teaching & research.
Responses by Academic Area

Balancing Faculty Roles | am satisfied with my current balance
of teaching & research.

Academic Areas Sggpe%y Agree | Neutral | Disagree ;ﬁ;gg?g mi+
A&S Humanities 6% 27% 13% 39% 15% 1%
A&S Social Sciences 19% ....... 2 4% 26% 24% 3% 4%
A&S Natural Sciences 12% | 3 0% 38% 15% 4% 0%
School of Business 13% 19% 34% 28% 6%0 0%
School of Education 17% 33% 13% 33% 4% 0%
School of Law [ 6% 50%] 25% 13% 6% 0%
School of Marine Science/VIMS [ 21% 42%] 33% 0% 4% 0%

“I feel pressure to more research than I am currently doing.”

Across the board, faculty reported feeling pressure to do more research than they are currently
doing — with one exception — faculty in the School of Law. The highest levels of agreement
(that there is pressure to increase research) came from survey respondents in Arts & Sciences —
Natural Sciences (51%) and in the School of Business (74%). Faculty in the School of
Education were divided on this issue with 48% reporting some level of agreement with this

assertion and another 48% expressing disagreement with the same statement.

145



Notes: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a
dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Table/Figure 8.32 Balancing Responsibilities:
| feel pressure to more research than | am currently doing.
Responses by Academic Area

Balancing Faculty Roles | feel pressure to do more research
than | am currently doing.

Academic Areas SXS?S;)/ Agree | Neutral | Disagree gtlggggg E'S;
A&S Humanities 17%32% 11% 28% 10% 2%
A&S Social Sciences 16% ------- 3 3% 16% 23% 10% 1%
A&S Natural Sciences 14% 37% || 20% 19% 8% 2%
School of Business 31% 44% 13% 9% 3% 0%
School o Education 2% |20 % |lsow | 129 [ ow
School of Law 6% 6% 50% 13% 25% 0%
School of Marine Science/VIMS 12%36% 16% 28% 8% 0%

“I feel pressure to more teaching than I am currently doing.”
A majority of faculty in six of the seven academic areas reported disagreement with this

statement. Faculty in the School of Business were somewhat divided with 32% expressing

agreement and 39% expressing disagreement with this assertion.
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Notes: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a
dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Table/Figure 8.33 Balancing Responsibilities:
| feel pressure to more teaching than I am currently doing.
Responses by Academic Area

Balancing Faculty Roles | feel pressure to do more teaching
than I am currently doing.

Academic Areas ngrgy Agree | Neutral | Disagree gtlggggg EZJ'
A&S Humanities 3% 8% 17% 55% 16% ] 2%
A&S Social Sciences 3% 15% 22% 41% 17% 3%
A&S Natural Sciences 4% 17% 22% 42% 13% 2%
School of Business 13% 19% 29% 32% 7% 0%
School of Education 4% 13% 13% 54% 17% 0%
School of Law 6% 13% 31% 25% 25% 0%
School of Marine Science/VIMS 4% 8% 28% 48% 12% 0%

“I feel pressure to be more involved in faculty governance & service”.

Approximately one in three faculty members in Arts & Sciences — Humanities (35%) reported

that they feel pressure to be more involved in faculty governance and service. However, 38% of
faculty from the same academic area indicated that they did not feel that pressure. Nearly one in
three faculty (32%) from the School of Business reported feeling pressure to be more involved in

governance and service, compared with 34% of faculty in Business who did not feel that
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pressure. Finally, 37% of survey respondents from the School of Law indicated that they felt

pressure to be more involved, while 38% of Law faculty did not report feeling such pressure.

Notes: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a
dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Table/Figure 8.34 Balancing Responsibilities:
| feel pressure to be more involved in faculty governance & service.
Responses by Academic Area

Balancing Faculty Roles I feel pressure to be more involved in faculty
governance & service than I am currently.

Academic Areas S:&r(g):eg:y Agree | Neutral | Disagree ]S)ti';:'glfz §§+
A&S Humanities 7% 28% 21% 30% 8% 6%
A&S Social Sciences 3% | 21% | 31% | 32% | 13% § | 0%
A&S Natural Sciences 5% 17% 36% 28% 11% 2%
School of Business 13% 19% | 28% 25% 9% 6%
oo | 2% | s |Lawe | v | o
School of Law 6% 31% | 25% 19% 19% 0%
School of Marine Scicnce/VIMS 0% | 8% | 36% || 48% 8% || 0%
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Responses by Academic Area, Part 2
The following set of tables/figures summarize survey responses for one academic area at a time.
Please read the following note. Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are

encased in a solid line. Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than
50% are highlighted by a dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to the

fact that the response categories of “not sure” and “not applicable” were not included in these

tables. The combined total for “not sure” and “not applicable” was less than 8%.

Table/Figure 8.35 Balancing Responsibilities:
Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Governance/Service
Arts & Sciences: Humanities

Balancing Faculty Roles Arts & Sciences — Humanities
strongly . strongly
agree agree N disagree disagree

Currently, | spend more time on teaching
than on research.

[32% 39%] 139% | 11% | 3%

Currently, | spend more time on research
than on teaching.

2% 10% | 17% [37% 32%]

I would like to increase the time | spend on
teaching.

I would like to increase the time I spend on
research.

1% | 4% |28% [51% 15%]

[ 36% 38%] 17% | 6% 2%

I am satisfied with my current balance of

0, (0) (o) (0) 0,
teaching & research. 6% 2% | 13% [39 % 15% ]

-------------------------

17% 32%; 11% | 28% 10%

-------------------------

1 feel pressure to do more research than | am
currently doing.

I feel pressure to do more teaching than I am
currently doing.

3% 8% | 17% [ 55% 16%]

I feel pressure to be more involved in faculty

governance & service % 28% | 21% | 30% L
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Note: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a

dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to the fact that the response

categories of “not sure” and “not applicable” were not included in these tables. The combined

total for “not sure” and “not applicable” was less than 8%.

Table/Figure 8.36 Balancing Responsibilities:
Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Governance/Service
Arts & Sciences: Social Sciences

Arts & Sciences

Balancing Faculty Roles Social Sciences

strongly agree N | disagree stfrongly
agree disagree

Currently, | spend more time on teaching
than on research.

10% | 26% |24% | 33% 6%

-----------------------

Currently, | spc_end more time on research 6% 26% | 25% |} 28% 150
than on teaching.

I would like to increase the time I spend on
teaching.

I would like to increase the time | spend on [ 5
research.

2% | 2% |33% |[46% | 15%)

3% 41%] 17% | 15% 3%

-----------------------

lam s.atlsfled with my current balance of - 19% 20% §| 26% | 24% 306
teaching& research. @ [

-----------------------

P 16% | 33% i 16% | 23% | 10%

-----------------------

I feel pressure to do more research than | am
currently doing.

I feel pressure to do more teaching than | am
currently doing.

3% 15% | 22% [41% 17%]

-----------------------

3% | 21% |31% |} 3206 | 13%

-----------------------

I feel pressure to be more involved in faculty
governance & service.

150



Note: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a
dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to the fact that the response

categories of “not sure” and “not applicable” were not included in these tables. The combined

total for “not sure” and “not applicable” was less than 8%.

Table/Figure 8.37 Balancing Responsibilities:
Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Governance/Service
Arts & Sciences: Natural Sciences

Arts & Sciences

Balancing Faculty Roles Natural Sciences

strongly agree N | disagree st.*rongly
agree disagree

Currently, | spend more time on teaching
than on research.

3% 23% | 39% | 28% 5%

Currently, | spend more time on research
than on teaching.

9% 22% | 37% | 28% 3%

I would like to increase the time | spend on
teaching.

I would like to increase the time | spend on
research.

0% | 5% |38% [40% 14%]

[15% 40%] 31% | 12% 0%

-----------------------

lam s.atlsfled with my current balance of F 1206 30% 38% | 15% 1%
teaching & research. st

I feel pressure to do more research than | am
currently doing.

[14% 37%] 20% | 19% | 8%

I feel pressure to do more teaching than | am
currently doing.

4% 17% | 22% [42% 13%]

I feel pressure to be more involved in faculty

governance & service 5% 17% | 36% | 28% 11%
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Note: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a
dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to the fact that the response

categories of “not sure” and “not applicable” were not included in these tables. The combined

total for “not sure” and “not applicable” was less than 8%.

Table/Figure 8.38 Balancing Responsibilities:
Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Governance/Service
School of Business

Balancing Faculty Roles School of Business

t / t I
strong’y agree N disagree s .rong y
agree disagree

-----------------------

f16% | 28% i 16% | 31% | 6%

-----------------------

Currently, | spend more time on teaching
than on research.

-----------------------

Currently, | spe.'nd more time on research 79 329% | 16% | i 29% 13%
thanon teaching. | T | T T et

I would like to increase the time | spend on
teaching.

I would like to increase the time | spend on
research.

3% | 3% |28% [41% 25%]

[31% 41%] 13% | 13% 3%

| am satisfied with my current balance of

(0) 0, 0, (0) 0,
teaching & research. 13% 19% ] 34% | 28% 6%

I feel pressure to do more research than | am
currently doing.

[31% 44%] 13% | 9% | 3%

I feel pressure to do more teaching than | am
currently doing.

13% | 19% |29% | 32% 7%

I feel pressure to be more involved in faculty

governance & service N 19% | 28% | 25% 2%
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Note: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a

dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to the fact that the response

categories of “not sure” and “not applicable” were not included in these tables. The combined

total for “not sure” and “not applicable” was less than 8%.

Table/Figure 8.39 Balancing Responsibilities:
Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Governance/Service
School of Education

Balancing Faculty Roles School of Education

strongly N disagree sttrongly
agree disagree

Currently, | spend more time on teaching [ 12% 48% ] 16% | 12% 8%
than on research.

Currently, | sp€nd more time on research 8% 12% | 16% [ 5204 8% ]
than on teaching.

I would like to increase the time | spend on
teaching.
I would like to increase the time | spend on
research.

lam s?tlsfled with my current balance of [ 17% 33% ] 13% | 33% 4%
teaching & research.

0% 0% | 24% [64% 12%]

[8% 56%] 24% | 12% 0%

lfeelpressuTe to do more research than | am 28% 20% i| 4% |} 36% 1204
currently doing.

I feel pressure to do more teaching than | am 4% 13% | 13% [ 54% 17% ]
currently doing.

I feel pressure to be more involved in faculty o o or |t 2q0 o
governance & service. 0% 21% | 38% i 38/0 _______ 4 /o K
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Note: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a
dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to the fact that the response

categories of “not sure” and “not applicable” were not included in these tables. The combined

total for “not sure” and “not applicable” was less than 8%.

Table/Figure 8.40 Balancing Responsibilities:
Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Governance/Service
School of Law

Balancing Faculty Roles School of Law

strongly . strongly
agree agree N disagree disagree

-----------------------

7% | 20% |27% [i 33% | 13%}

-----------------------

Currently, | spend more time on teaching
than on research.

Currently, | spc?ndmore time on research E 7% 40% il 13% |} 33% 79
thanon teaching. @ e | [ Perreeeeereenennenea

-----------------------

I woul.dllke to increase the time | spend on 0% 19% | 319% |} 319% 13%
teaching.

I would like to increase the time I spend on [
research.

7% 53% ] 21% | 7% 0%

| am satisfied with my current balance of [

(0) [0) 0) 0, [0)
teaching & research. 6% 50% ] 25% | 13% 6%

I feel pressure to do more research than I am

. 6% 6% |50% | 13% 25%
currently doing.

I feel pressure to do more teaching than | am
currently doing.

6% 13% | 31% [25% 25%]

I feel pressure to be more involved in faculty

governance & service 6% 31% | 25% 19% 19%
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Note: Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling 50% or more, are encased in a solid line.
Combined cells (SA+A) & (D+SD) totaling at least 40%, but less than 50% are highlighted by a
dotted perimeter. Row percentages may not add up to 100% due to the fact that the response

categories of “not sure” and “not applicable” were not included in these tables. The combined

total for “not sure” and “not applicable” was less than 8%.

Table/Figure 8.41 Balancing Responsibilities:
Faculty Roles in Teaching, Research and Governance/Service
School of Marine Science / VIMS

School of Marine Science /

Balancing Faculty Roles VIMS

strongly . strongly
agree agree N disagree disagree

Currently, | spend more time on teaching
than on research.

0% | 8% | 8% [44% 40%]

Currently, | spend more time on research
than on teaching.

[ 44% 40%] 12% | 4% 0%

I would like to increase the time | spend on
teaching.

I would like to increase the time | spend on
research.

0% 4% | 63% | 25% 8%

----------------------

P 1206 | 36% [ 40% | 8% | 4%

-----------------------

1 am satisfied with my current balance of

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
teaching & research. [ 21% 42% ] 33% 0% 4%

----------------------

P 1206 | 36% | 16% | 28% | 8%

-----------------------

I feel pressure to do more research than | am
currently doing.

1 feel pressure to do more teaching than | am
currently doing.

4% 8% | 28% [48% 12%]

I feel pressure to be more involved in faculty

governance & service 0% 8% | 36% [ 48% 8% ]
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9. Faculty Views of the Personnel System

Introduction

The 2009 Faculty Survey contained several questions exploring faculty satisfaction with some of
the College’s personnel policies and processes. Reporting the results is complicated by the fact
that personnel policies and procedures differ somewhat among the four professional schools and
also across and within the three subsets of the Faculty of Arts & Sciences. This is especially true
for policies concerning the annual merit evaluation process. Survey findings on these issues are
best interpreted within the context of a specific academic area. Consequently, this section of the

report focuses on the faculty responses by academic area.

A reminder: College-wide, 72% of all full-time tenured and tenure-eligible faculty responded to
the survey. Response rates from the seven academic areas spanned a range from a low of 49%
(School of Marine Science/VIMS) to a high of 90% (Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences). Keep
in mind when viewing survey results by academic area that the numbers of faculty behind the
percentages vary considerably from one academic area to another. The following table
(Table/Figure 9.1) gives response rates by academic area and the actual number of survey

respondents for each academic area.

Table/Figure 9.1 Survey Response Rates by Academic Area — 2009

} Response rates
Academic Area
W&M Faculty Survey 2009

A&S Humanities 85% 103
A&S Social Sciences 55% 73
A&S Natural Sciences 90% 99
School of Business 65% 33
School of Education 75% 27
School of Law 52% 17
School of Marine Science 0

/VIMS 49% 25
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Faculty Evaluation (tenure & promotion, annual merit review system)

In the personnel section of the survey, survey respondents were asked to indicate their level of
agreement or disagreement with a sequence of statements about faculty evaluation (tenure &

promotion and the annual merit evaluation system). Because a given faculty member typically
sees only the personnel system of his or her own department, program, or school, we report the

results of the survey by academic area.

Survey Question 31 instructed faculty in this way: To what extent do you agree/disagree with
the following assertions about tenure and promotion standards, and the annual merit evaluation
system? If you are a faculty in Arts & Sciences, the questions deal with the evaluation processes
in your department and/or program. For faculty in Business, Education, Law or Marine

Science, the questions deal with the evaluation processes in your professional school.
Indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements:

Q32a. In my department, program or professional school, the standards for

tenure and promotion are clear.

Q32b. The merit system effectively evaluates teaching.
Q32c. The merit system places appropriate weight on teaching.

Q32d. The merit system effectively evaluates research.
Q32e. The merit system places appropriate weight on research.

Q32f. The merit system effectively evaluates faculty governance & service
contributions to my department, program or school.

Q32g. The merit system places appropriate weight on faculty governance

& service contributions to my department, program or school.
Q32h. The merit system effectively evaluates faculty governance & service
contributions beyond my unit (across Arts & Sciences or across the College).

Q32i. The merit system places appropriate weight on faculty governance & service

contributions beyond the unit level (across Arts& Sciences or across the College).
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Faculty Evaluation: Tenure and Promotion Standards

The 2009 Faculty Survey included a specific question on the clarity of standards for promotion
and tenure in departments, programs and professional schools. Table/Figure 9.2 summarizes the
level of faculty agreement with the assertion “In my department, program or professional school,
the standards for tenure and promotion are clear.” Survey results for this item are presented
overall, by academic area, by academic rank, by gender, and by gender within academic ranks.
The survey findings in the next set of tables may be of special interest to the College’s deans, to

Department Chairs and Program Directors and to faculty in general.

Using the combined responses of “Agree + Strongly Agree”, a majority of faculty in six of the
seven academic areas reported agreement with the statement that “standards for tenure and
promotion are clear”. The percentages of agreement responses ranged from the low 60s in the
School of Business (61%), followed by Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences (62%), and the School
of Marine Science / VIMS (64%), to the low 70/low 80s, for Arts & Sciences — Humanities
(70%), Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences (75%) and the School of Education (82%).

The one, noticeable exception was in the School of Law, where less than a majority, only 40% of
the survey respondents, registered agreement with the assertion that standard for tenure and
promotion are clear. None of the faculty in the School of Law “strongly agree” with the
statement — the only academic area for which there were no “strongly agree” responses (although
there were minimal responses of “strongly agree” in the School of Business). Faculty from the
Law School recorded the highest percentage of “neutral” responses (33%), and slightly more
than one out of four survey respondents from the Law School (27%) disagreed that standards for
promotion and tenure are clear.  Nearly one in three faculty members in the School of Business
(30%) also reported disagreement levels on this issue (the highest recorded levels of

disagreement by academic area).

Combined percentages of disagreement responses (disagree + strongly disagree) actually
declined from the 2006 Faculty Survey to the 2009 Faculty Survey — in six of the seven

academic areas (including the School of Law). Only in the Natural Sciences was there an
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increase in the percentage of disagreement responses since the last survey, going from 18%
(D+SD) in 2006, to 15% (D+SD) in 2009.

Table/Figure 9.2 note: Wherever combined categories of response (SA+A) and/or (D+SD) are
greater than, or equal to 50%, those cells have been enclosed by a solid lined circle. When the
same combined categories of response are outlined by a “dashed” rectangle, their total is less
than 50%, but they stand out as an important subset of responses to that particular survey
questions. Rows of the tables in this chapter might not sum to 100% due to responses of “not

sure” (not included in these tables) and also due to round-off.

Table/Figure 9.2 Faculty Evaluation: Clarity of Tenure and Promotion Standards
by Academic Area and Overall

Facu Ity In my dept, program or school,
Evaluation the standards for tenure & promotion are clear.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

Agree Agree | Neutral | Disagree

Academic Area

11% 14% 3%
20% 12% 2%
6% | 13% | 2%
6% : 27% 3%
5% 5% 5%
40% 33% |: 20% 7%

A&S Humanities

A&S Social Sciences

A&S Natural Sciences

School of Business

School of Education

School of Law

School of Marine

Science/VIMS _12% 52% ) 12% 12% 4%

Overall 7% 519 12% 14% 3%
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Faculty Evaluation: Clarity of Tenure and Promotion Standards, Academic Rank

In general, faculty at the rank of Assistant professor have been at the College for fewer years
(typically less than 6 years) than those at other ranks and they have not yet been through the
tenure review process. Sorting responses to this question by Academic Rank revealed that a
majority of faculty at each rank expressed agreement with this statement, however the percentage
was much lower (57%) for survey respondents at the rank of Assistant professor. Faculty
holding the rank of either Associate professor or Full professor agreed that standards for tenure
and promotion are clear, and they did so in greater percentages than did Assistant professors

(Associate professors = 70%, Full professors = 74%).

On the disagreement side, faculty at all three academic ranks were in unison with 3% “strongly
disagree” responses. Faculty holding the rank of Associate professor recorded a slightly higher
combined percentage of disagreement responses to this survey question (20%) than either
Assistant professors or Full professors (16% and 15%, respectively).

Table/Figure 9.3 Faculty Evaluation: Clarity of Tenure and Promotion Standards
Responses Viewed by Academic Rank

In my dept, program or school, the standards for tenure

Faculty Evaluation .
& promotion are clear.

Strongly
Agree

Strongly | Not

Academic Rank .
Disagree | sure

Agree | Neutral | Disagree

Assistant professor 43% 18% 13% 3% 8%

Associate professor 50% ) 9% 17% 3% 2%

Full professor 58% ) 10% 12% 3% 1%

Overall 12% 14% 3% 3%
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Faculty Evaluation: Clarity of Tenure and Promotion Standards, by Gender - overall

The following table (Table/Figure 9.4) summarizes the level of faculty agreement with the
assertion “In my department, program or professional school, the standards for tenure and

promotion are clear” when the overall response data is grouped by gender.

A majority of male faculty (70%) and a majority of female faculty (66%) agreed that standards
for tenure and promotion are clear. The combined levels of disagreement were the same (17%)

for both genders.

Table/Figure 9.4 Faculty Evaluation: Clarity of Tenure and Promotion Standards

by Gender
Faculty In my dept, program or school, the standards for tenure &
Evaluation promotion are clear.

Gender strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Sztrongly Not
Agree Disagree | sure
Female 16% 15% 2% 2%
Male 9% 13% 4% 4%
Overall 12% 14% 3% 4%

Faculty Evaluation: Clarity of Tenure and Promotion Standards, by Gender within
Academic Rank

When survey results for this question were grouped by gender within each academic rank, an
unexpected pattern came to light. A larger majority of female Assistant professors (64%) than
male Assistant professors (55%) reported that standards for tenure and promotion are clear.
Male Assistant professor survey respondents (21%) were three times as likely to disagree with
the statement concerning clarity of tenure and promotion standards than female faculty of the

same rank (7%).
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At the rank of Associate professor, the gender roles had reversed; more male faculty (74%)

expressed agreement with the assertion that there is clarity in the tenure and promotion standards
than did female faculty (63%) — although a clear majority of both male and female survey
respondents indicated agreement with the statement (agree + strongly agree). One in four female
faculty at the rank of Associate professor expressed disagreement on this issue (disagree +

strongly disagree) while only 16% of male Associate professors felt the same.

By the time faculty members had achieved the rank of Full professor, there was much greater
consensus, with both male and female faculty reporting agreement levels (agree + strongly agree)
of 74%. Table/Figure 9.5 (below) presents the data for this survey question by gender within
academic rank. When the total of agreement levels (SA+A) for male and female faculty differ

by 10% or more, they are encased by a dotted line. Note: row percentages may not total 100%

due to the small number of “not sure” responses (omitted from the table) & also due to round off.

Table/Figure 9.5. Faculty Evaluation: Clarity of Tenure and Promotion Standards
by Gender within Academic Rank

Faculty Evaluation In my dept, program or school, the standards for
tenure & promotion are clear.
Academic Rank Gender Strongly Agree | Neutral | Disagree St:rong ly n
Agree Disagree
- e e e . B )
Female :_18% a6% 1| 21% L7% 0% || 28
— e e — | - — —
Assistant I 5 o 1 5 5 5
professor Male _13%3_ 4£A>J 17% |_17_A>_ _ 4_A)_I 48
Total 15% 43% 18% 13% 3% 76
Female :_17% 46% 1| 12% Lzz% 3% 1| 59
— —— | Ry p—
Associate |\ o0 | s2% !l 6% |V 13% 3% || 67
professor b e g e
Total 20% 49% 9% 17% 3% 126
Female 13% 61% 16% 11% 0% 38
mef:'s'sor Male 17% | 57% | 8% | 12% | 4% |101
Total 16% 58% 10% 12% 3% 139
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Responses compared with H.E.R.I. National Survey results

The Higher Education Research Institute included a similar question in The American College
Teacher: National Norms for the 2007-2008 HERI Faculty Survey (Los Angeles: Higher
Education Research Institute, UCLA). The H.E.R.I. survey item was similar, but not an exact

match to the W&M survey item.

The H.E.R.I. 2007-2008 Survey statement was: The criteria for advancement and promotion
decisions are clear.

The statement in the 2009 W&M Faculty Survey was: In my department, program or
professional school, the standards for tenure and promotion are clear.

While not an exact match, noting the findings from both surveys on similar questions may
provide some context in which to view the survey results. The following table (Table/Figure
9.6) summarizes the findings of both the W&M Faculty Survey and the H.E.R.I. Faculty Survey

when the response data is grouped by gender.

Table/Figure 9.6 Faculty Evaluation: Clarity of Promotion Standards, by Gender
Comparison with National Survey

Comparison of findings between:

Faculty .
AT William & Mary Faculty Assembly Survey
Higher Education Research Institute Survey
Strongly Agree + Agree | Strongly Agree + Agree
Male Female

H.E.R.l. 2007-2008 Survey

All 4-year universities 74% 69%
All public universities 77% 67%
All private universities 78% 67%
W&M Faculty Assembly Survey

2006* 68% 71%

*Note: the W&M Faculty Survey 2009 included a response category of “neutral” which was not in the
response options for this survey item in the previous W&M Faculty Survey (2006) — making comparisons
difficult between the 2006 & 2009 W&M Faculty Surveys on this particular question.
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Faculty Evaluation: Merit Evaluation System, by Academic Area

A reminder that Survey Question 32 included nine subparts. The first one dealt with the clarity
of tenure and promotion standards (presented in the preceding narrative), while the remaining
eight items all focused on the faculty annual merit evaluation system. Because merit evaluation
practices occur on the unit level, all of the survey items on this topic are presented by academic
area. The survey instructions for Q32 were as follows: To what extent do you agree/disagree
with the following assertions about tenure and promotion standards, and the annual merit
evaluation system? If you are a faculty in Arts & Sciences, the questions deal with the
evaluation processes in your department and/or program. For faculty in Business, Education,
Law or Marine Science, the questions deal with the evaluation processes in your professional

school.
Indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements:

Q32a. In my department, program or professional school, the standards for
tenure and promotion are clear. [see preceding pages]

Q32b. The merit system effectively evaluates teaching.
Q32c. The merit system places appropriate weight on teaching.

Q32d. The merit system effectively evaluates research.
Q32e. The merit system places appropriate weight on research.

Q32f. The merit system effectively evaluates faculty governance & service
contributions to my department, program or school.

Q32g. The merit system places appropriate weight on faculty governance

& service contributions to my department, program or school.
Q32h. The merit system effectively evaluates faculty governance & service
contributions beyond my unit (across Arts & Sciences or across the College).

Q32i. The merit system places appropriate weight on faculty governance & service

contributions beyond the unit level (across Arts & Sciences or the College).
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Note: Wherever combined categories of response (SA+A) and/or (D+SD) are equal to, or

greater than 50%, those cells have been highlighted with a Csolid lined circle,) When the same

........
..........
°® ®e

Merit Evaluation: Arts & Sciences, Humanities

A majority of survey respondents in the Humanities (61%) reported that the current merit
evaluation system does not effectively evaluate teaching. Humanities faculty also expressed
clear dissatisfaction (greater than 40% but less than 50%) on three additional items concerning
the merit evaluation system. Furthermore, on only two issues did the reported levels of
agreement exceed the levels of disagreement: “places appropriate weight on teaching” and
“places appropriate weight on research”. Faculty in the Humanities expressed dissatisfaction
with on every item concerning “effective evaluation” whether it was evaluation of teaching,

research, or governance/service at the unit or university level.

Table/Figure 9.7 Faculty Evaluation: the Merit System
Arts & Sciences, Humanities

Faculty Evaluation The annual merit evaluation system. . .
. cre Strongly . Strongly
Arts & Sciences — Humanities agree | 797€€ N | disagree disagree | "

effectively evaluates teaching 2% 17% | 13% @ 26% ) 103

places appropriate weight on teaching 5% 33% | 24% 21% 10% 102

et

effectively evaluates research 3% | 29% | 15% }’. 36% 15‘%.",1| 100

.. .
-----------------

places appropriate weight on research 4% | 33% | 22% | 25% 9% | 102

........
»

.....
.
o

effectlyelv evaI}Jates governance 3% 2% | 19% i 26% 19% ~: 103
& service at unit level % R

.
- .
ay ..

-
------------

places appropriate weight on

. . 4% 30% | 21% | 20% 16% 103
governance & service at unit level

-----------
"""""
o* .

effectiyelvevaluates.governance 2% 19% | 19% [~ 23% 21% 103
& service beyond unit level " .

“y .
. .
-------------

places appropriate weight on

. . 3% 21% | 23% | 23% 16% 102
governance/service beyond unit level
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Merit Evaluation: Arts & Sciences, Social Sciences

Faculty in Arts & Sciences, Social Sciences, expressed clear, majority agreement on the two
issues related to “places appropriate weight on teaching ” and “places appropriate weight on
research” (54% and 60%, respectively). Approaching, but not quite reaching 50 percentage
points was agreement on “places appropriate weight on governance & service contributions at
the unit level 7. A slight majority of survey respondents from the Social Sciences (53%)
disagreed with the statement that the current annual merit evaluation system effectively evaluates

teaching. This echoed a similar pattern of responses from faculty in the Humanities.

Table/Figure 9.8 Faculty Evaluation: the Merit System
Arts & Sciences, Social Sciences

Faculty Evaluation The annual merit evaluation system. . .
q A . Strongly , Strongly

Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences agree | 997 | N | disagree | . ogree | "
effectively evaluates teaching 6% 23% | 11% @ @ 70
places appropriate weight on teaching @% @ 14% | 16% 7% 70
effectively evaluates research 6% 30% | 22% 23% 10% 69
places appropriate weight on research @ @ 13% 11% 9% 70
e I E N
places appropriate weight on 2710% | 38% 322% | 14% 10% | 69
governance & service at unit level

----- annns L

glechnosmmi | | || e | 1 (e
places approprlafe weight on . 7% 32% | 20% 17% 14% 69
governance/service beyond unit level
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Merit Evaluation: Arts & Sciences, Natural Sciences

Survey responses from faculty in Arts & Sciences, Natural Sciences, followed a nearly identical
pattern to that found in the Social Sciences. A majority of faculty in the Natural Sciences agreed
with two statements — that the current merit evaluation system: places appropriate weight on
teaching (62%) and places appropriate weight on research (64%). The only other question to
nearly reach the 50% agreement mark in the Natural Sciences was: the current merit evaluation

system: places appropriate weight on governance & service at the unit level (49%).

Faculty in the Natural Sciences strongest area of disagreement (43%) with the current merit
evaluation system was on: effectively evaluates teaching, which received the greatest percentage
of disagreement responses for faculty in the Social Sciences as well.

Table/Figure 9.9 Faculty Evaluation: the Merit System
Arts & Sciences, Natural Sciences

Faculty Evaluation The annual merit evaluation system. . .
Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences strongly agree | N disagree St.m"g’y n
agree disagree

effectively evaluates teaching 1% 32% | 16% 26% 17% 94
places appropriate weight on teaching 2% 60% J 18% 9% 4% 94
effectively evaluates research 1% 46% 15% | 21% 9% 94
places appropriate weight on research @ @ 15% 11% 3% 93
ot B
places appropriate weight on 1% 48% ": 21% 17% 4% o
governance & service at unit level R I

gieceemmeene | | | | o |
places appropriate weight on 1% 35% | 30% 16% 5% 94

governance/service beyond unit level
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Merit Evaluation: School of Business

None of the eight items concerning the merit evaluation system received a majority of responses
(greater than 50%) for either the combined agreement (agree + strongly agree) or for the
combined disagreement (disagree + strongly disagree) response options in the School of
Business. However, there were two items on which faculty approached agreement and two
more items on which faculty recorded strong disagreement (greater than 40%, but less than
50%). Both questions on teaching, effectively evaluates teaching, and places appropriate weight
on teaching, registered combined agreement levels greater than 40% (45% and 44%,
respectively). The two items with substantial disagreement (but not a majority) were both
related to the weight placed on governance and service contributions at the unit level (43%) and

beyond the unit level (44%), at the university level.

Table/Figure 9.10 Faculty Evaluation: the Merit System
School of Business

Faculty Evaluation The annual merit evaluation system. . .
School of Business strongly agree N disagree strongly |,
agree disagree

effectively evaluates teaching 9% 36%‘ 12% 18% 9% | 33
places appropriate weight on teaching :‘:‘3% 41%. 22% 16% 3% 32
effectively evaluates research 6% 33% | 18% 18% 9% 33
places appropriate weight on research 0% 39% | 12% 24% 9% 33
iechsemeoen e | o ||k | x| |
places approprlate. weight 9n 3% 31% | 6% ‘:‘ 34% 9% | 32
governance & service at unit level T *
effectlyelv evaluates.governance 3% 28% | 13% 28% 9% 32
& service beyond unit level
places appropriate weight on 3% 25% 9% | & "38% 6%‘.:' 32

governance/service beyond unit level

B .
--------------
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Merit Evaluation: School of Education

A majority of faculty in the School of Education agreed with the three sets of survey respondents
from Arts & Sciences — Humanities, Social Sciences, and Natural Sciences, that the current
merit evaluation system does not effectively evaluate teaching (58%). This is the only survey
item on the merit evaluation system for which SOE faculty expressed strong disagreement.
Overall, survey respondents from the School of Education were more satisfied with the current
merit evaluation system than faculty in Arts & Sciences and in most of the other professional
schools. Faculty in the School of Education expressed (majority) agreement with the assertions
that the current merit evaluation system: places appropriate weight on teaching (56%),
effectively evaluates research (52%), and places appropriate weight on research (56%). Some
agreement (greater than or equal to 40% but less than 50%) was reported for: places appropriate
weight on governance & service at the unit level (44%), effectively evaluates governance &
service beyond the unit level (40%), and places appropriate weight on governance & service
contributions at the university level (44%).

Table/Figure 9.11 Faculty Evaluation: the Merit System
School of Education

Faculty Evaluation The annual merit evaluation system. . .
School of Education strongly | ree | N | disagree | " | g
agree disagree
effectively evaluates teaching 0% 0% @ w 24

places appropriate weight on teaching 0% 12% 12% 8% 25

effectively evaluates research 4% 8% 20% 8% 25

places appropriate weight on research 1% 8% 20% 8% 25

glechtiemmestoerence | on || x| | e |
places appropriate weight on 0% 44% 20% 20% 8% 25
governance & service at unit level RO +
iecheleauer e e} | | | o
places approprlat‘*e weight on ‘ 0% 24% "t 16% 20% 12% 25
governance/service beyond unit level [.,




Merit Evaluation: School of Law

Survey respondents from the School of Law appeared to be the most satisfied concerning the
annual merit evaluation system than faculty in any other academic area. Only the faculty in the

School of Education expressed similar levels of satisfaction with the merit evaluation process.

Law School faculty reported strong agreement with seven of the eight statements (40% or
greater, agreement levels). Four items received a majority of combined agreement responses
(agree + strongly agree): effectively evaluates teaching (59%), effectively evaluates research
(53%), places appropriate weight on research (53%) and places appropriate weight on
governance & service contributions at the unit level (59%).  Other items for which general
agreement was reported were: places appropriate weight on teaching (47%), effectively
evaluates governance & service at the unit level (44%) and effectively evaluates governance &
service beyond the unit level (41%). One item registered a combined disagreement level of

30%: places appropriate weight on teaching.

Table/Figure 9.12 Faculty Evaluation: the Merit System
School of Law

Faculty Evaluation The annual merit evaluation system. . .
School of Law strongly agree | N disagree sfrongly n
agree disagree
effectively evaluates teaching @ @ 6% 18% 6% 17
places appropriate weight on teaching .‘.'.'"0% 47‘%"'; 18% 24% 6% 17
effectively evaluates research 12% 41% ) 29% 0% 12% | 17
places appropriate weight on research 18% 35% ) 18% 18% 6% 17
eeesegere (Co sy o | e | o |
places appropriate weight on o o 0 B 0 0
governance & service at unit level OA) 44‘/?"’ 13% 19% 6% |16
Sitageects

ieehesemer e o | el x| ax (v

places appropriate weight on

. . 0% 38% | 6% 19% 13% | 16
governance/service beyond unit level
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Merit Evaluation: School of Marine Science / VIMS

Faculty survey respondents from the School of Marine Science/VIMS reported that the current
merit evaluation system: effectively evaluates research (56%), places appropriate weight on
research (54%), effectively evaluates governance & service contributions at the unit level (40%)
and places appropriate weight on governance & service at the unit level (40%). However, those
numbers were reversed when it came to effectively evaluating service beyond the unit level and
placing appropriate weight on service beyond the unit level; disagreement levels on these two
items rose to 44% and 40%, respectively. In addition to the issue of service contributions
beyond the unit level, 38% of the faculty survey respondents from the School of Marine Science

/ VIMS disagreed that the current merit evaluation system effectively evaluates teaching.

Table/Figure 9.13 Faculty Evaluation: the Merit System
School of Marine Science / VIMS

Faculty Evaluation The annual merit evaluation system. . .
. . Strongly . strongly

School of Marine Science / VIMS agree | 997¢€ N disagree disagree | "
effectively evaluates teaching 4% 21% | 33% 25% 13% 24
places appropriate weight on teaching 4% 32% | 28% 20% 8% 25
effectively evaluates research C_ 8% 48%# 24% 16% 0% 25
places appropriate weight on research (C 4% 50%) 25% 8% 8% 24
S sonice stemtioeer e A% | 36%328% | 20% | 8% |25
places appropriate weight on : "'4 % 36% 32% 12% 1% B
governance & service at unit level
sl | ey | 0 o
places appropriate weight on 4% 24% | 20% 32% 8% 25
governance/service beyond unit level ST IOty -
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Selected patterns in responses (by academic area) on the Merit Evaluation System

» One item that consistently garnered disagreement concerned the effective evaluation of

teaching. Five of the seven academic areas identified the evaluation of teaching as a

problem in the current merit evaluation system: Arts & Sciences: Humanities, Social
Sciences, Natural Sciences, the School of Education and the School of Marine Science.
In only two professional schools was the evaluation of teaching seen as effective: the

School of Business and the School of Law.

> Five of the seven academic areas reported greater than 40% agreement that the current

merit system places appropriate weight on teaching: Arts & Science — Social Sciences,
Natural Sciences, the School of Business, the School of Education and the School of

Law.

> Five of the seven academic areas indicated that the current merit evaluation system
places appropriate weight on research: Arts & Sciences — Social Sciences & Natural

Sciences, School of Education, School of Law & School of Marine Science/VIMS.

> Five of the seven academic areas found that the current merit evaluation system places

appropriate weight on governance & service contributions at the unit level: Arts &
Sciences — Social Sciences & Natural Sciences, the School of Education, the School of
Law, and the School of Marine Science/VIMS.

o However, of the remaining two academic areas, Arts & Sciences — Humanities

and the School of Business, the latter reported this item as a problem for the
current merit evaluation system (43%) and the former was closely divided on their
view of this item: 34% expressed agreement, while 36% indicated dissatisfaction

on this aspect of the merit system.

» Three of the academic areas reported problems with either the effective evaluation of

governance & service contributions beyond the unit level, or the appropriate weight
placed on university level governance & service contributions: Arts & Sciences —

Humanities, the School of Business and the School of Marine Science / VIMS.
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Faculty Evaluation: Merit Evaluation System, responses grouped by Gender

The next series of tables present survey responses to the questions concerning the merit
evaluation system, grouped by gender. The combined percentages for each gender will not total

one hundred points due to the omission of “neutral” responses in the following tables.

Teaching & the merit evaluation system|

Effectiveness of the evaluation of teaching in merit reviews

Female survey respondents strongly disagreed with the statement that the merit evaluation
system effectively evaluates teaching — by a margin of more than two to one. Male faculty were
more divided on this issue with 42% of male respondents reporting disagreement with the

statement and 34% of male faculty expressing agreement with the same statement.

Weight placed on teaching in merit evaluation

Both male faculty and female reported similar levels of agreement that the merit system places
appropriate weight on teaching (50% and 48%, respectively). While just short of a majority, in
both instances, for male faculty the percentage of “agreement” responses (48%) was more than
twice the percentage of “disagreement” responses (21%). For female faculty, the 50% of

agreement responses was not quite double the level of disagreement responses received (26%).
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Table/Figure 9.14 Faculty Evaluation: the Merit System & Teaching
By Gender

Merit System effectively evaluates teaching

r N
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 23%
female
Disagreement (D+SD) 59%
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 34%
male
Disagreement (D+SD) ‘ 42%
\_ J

Merit System places appropriate weight on teaching

’ \
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 50%
female
Disagreement (D+SD) ‘ 26%
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 48%
male
Disagreement (D+SD) ‘ 21%
L J

IResearch & the merit evaluation system|

Effectiveness of the evaluation of research in merit reviews

Female survey respondents were almost equally divided between their agreement (38%) and
their disagreement (41%) with the statement that the merit evaluation system effectively
evaluates research. More male faculty (44%) clearly agreed with the assertion concerning the
merit evaluation system and effective evaluation of research, than male faculty who disagreed
(28%) with it. The number of agreement (A+SA) responses for female and male faculty differed

by only six percentage points.
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Weight placed on research in merit evaluation

On the statement that the merit system places appropriate weight on research, male faculty and
female concurred with nearly the same level of agreement (A+SA) reported for each gender
(51% and 52%, respectively). Slightly more than one in four female survey respondents (28%)
disagreed (D+SD) with the same statement, while slightly fewer than one in four male faculty
(22%) expressed disagreement on this point.

Table/Figure 9.15 Faculty Evaluation: the Merit System & Research
By Gender

Merit System effectively evaluates research

Vs N\
Agreement (A+SA) 38%
female
Disagreement (D+SD) 41%
Agreement (A+SA) 44%
male
Disagreement (D+SD) 28%
\ J

Merit System places appropriate weight on research

. \
Agreement (S+SA) ‘ 52%
female
Disagreement (D+SD) 28%
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 51%
male
Disagreement (D+SD) 22%
L J

IFaculty governance & service contributions and the merit evaluation system|

Effectiveness of evaluation of faculty governance & service contributions at the unit level

Female survey respondents reported disagreement (44%) with the assertion that the merit
evaluation system effectively evaluates faculty governance & service contributions at the unit

level (dept, program & school), while male respondents agreed (39%) with the statement.
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Neither gender registered a majority of responses (>50%) for either agreement or disagreement

with the statement.

Weight placed on faculty governance & service contributions at the unit level

On the survey item declaring that the merit system places appropriate weight on faculty
governance & service contributions at the unit level, both male faculty and female faculty
expressed agreement in nearly equal percentages (43% and 40%, respectively). However the
number of survey responses indicating disagreement from female faculty (35%) was only five

percentage points short of reported agreement levels for female faculty on the same question.

Table/Figure 9.16 Faculty Evaluation:
the Merit System & Governance/Service Contributions at the Unit level
By Gender

Merit System effectively evaluates governance & service @ unit level

s \
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 29%
female
Disagreement (D+SD) ‘ 44%
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 39%
male
Disagreement (D+SD) ‘ 31%
\ J

Merit System places appropriate weight on governance & service
contributions @ unit level

Vs \
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 40%
female
Disagreement (D+SD) ‘ 35%
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 43%
male
Disagreement (D+SD) ‘ 27%
\ J
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Effectiveness of evaluation of faculty governance & service contributions beyond the unit level

Female survey respondents who disagreed (43%), outnumbered those who agreed (26%) with the
survey item, “the merit system effectively evaluates faculty governance & service contributions
beyond the unit level”. Male respondents were sharply divided on this issue with 30% of male
faculty indicating agreement with the statement above, and 29% of male faculty expressing

disagreement with it.

Weight placed on faculty governance & service contributions beyond the unit level

When asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement with the assertion “the merit evaluation
system places appropriate weight on faculty governance and service contributions beyond the
unit level”, both male faculty and female faculty were divided in their responses. The percentage
of male faculty who agreed with the statement (31%) was nearly matched by the percentage of
male faculty who reported disagreement with the statement (30%). Female survey respondents
reported greater levels of disagreement (39%), while agreement levels measured 33% for female
faculty.

Table/Figure 9.17 Faculty Evaluation: the Merit System & Governance/Service
Contributions beyond the Unit level, by Gender

Merit System effectively evaluates governance & service
beyond the unit level

r \
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 26%
female
Disagreement (D+SD) 43%
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 30%
male
Disagreement (D+SD) ‘ 29%
\_ J

Merit System places appropriate weight on governance & service
contributions beyond the unit level

7 \
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 33%
female
Disagreement (D+SD) ‘ 39%
Agreement (A+SA) ‘ 31%
male
Disagreement (D+SD) ‘ 30%
\ J
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Faculty Evaluation: Merit Evaluation System, responses grouped by Academic Rank

When survey results on questions concerning the annual merit evaluation system were grouped

by academic rank, certain response patterns or tendencies emerge.

Faculty at the rank of Assistant professor indicated moderate agreement (combined agreements

greater than, or equal to 30%) with six of eight survey statements concerning the merit
evaluation system. The item that elicited the greatest amount of disagreement (40%) concerned
the effective evaluation of teaching. Note, this same item garnered equally strong, or greater
levels of disagreement from faculty at the other two ranks as well. Not a single item regarding
the merit evaluation system received a majority of survey responses from faculty at the rank of

Assistant professor (for either agreement or disagreement).

At the rank of Associate professor, survey responses revealed a majority view (60%) that the

current merit evaluation system does not effectively evaluate teaching. On nearly every other
statement concerning the merit evaluation system, faculty at this rank held divergent opinions.
Six of the remaining survey items received moderate support (30%-46% combined agreement
levels). However, those same six items also generated disagreement responses from 30%-44%
of the faculty. The items which received more “agree + strongly agree” responses than
“disagree + strongly disagree” were: (the current merit evaluation system...) places appropriate
weight on teaching (46%), and places appropriate weight on research (46%). The items which
received more responses indicating disagreement (“disagree + strongly disagree”) than
agreement included: effectively evaluates research (42%), effectively evaluates governance &
service contributions at the unit level (44%), effectively evaluates governance & service
contributions beyond the unit level (41%), and places appropriate weight on governance &

service contributions beyond the unit level (37%).

Note: at least 30% of faculty at the Associate professor rank disagreed (D+SD) with every single

survey item concerning the annual merit evaluation system.

At least 50% of faculty at the rank of Full professor agreed that the current merit evaluation
system: places appropriate weight on teaching (58%), effectively evaluates research (50%), and
places appropriate weight on research (63%). For each of the other five survey items in this
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question set, full professor faculty were sharply divided (in a manner similar to that of Associate
professors). Each item that received responses of agreement (SA+A) from at least 30% of the
full professor faculty, also received at responses of disagreement (D+SD) from at least 30% of

the full professor faculty.

A three tiered coding system was used to indicate gradations of agreement and/or disagreement

Those values encircled by a dotted line fall b

one in three survey respondents, but less than half). Finally, values lequal to, or greater than|

33% - but less than 40%| are simply shaded (representing approximately 1 in 3 survey

respondents).

Table/Figure 9.18 Faculty Evaluation: the Merit Evaluation System, responses by Gender

. Assistant Associate
Faculty Evaluation Full Professors
Professors Professors

Merit Evaluation SA+A| N D+SD SA+A N D+SD | SA+A N D+SD

Evaluation of Teaching | 29% | 6% | 40% . 24% 11% 60% | 38%  17% | 43% |

19% | 19%

Weight on Teaching 39% | 19% | 17%  46% : 20% 31%

Evaluation of Research | 36% | 13% | 25% 37% 17% 42% 20% | 28%

S

Weight on Research | 42% 14% | 21%

L

L
o
2

18% | 16% : 46% : 17% 35%

Evaluation of Gov &

R . 36% |17% | 14% 33% 18% . 44% : 38% @ 22% | 39%
Service — unit level

- -y
suTE, ** .

Weighton Gov& )50t 1996 | 10% 39% 20% 37% | 46% | 19% | 33%
Service—unit level }, ) -, .

*
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Evaluation of Gov &
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Final notes on the Merit Evaluation System (by Academic Rank)

e Across all three academic ranks (Assistant, Associate and Full professor), faculty reported
that the current merit evaluation of does not effectively evaluate teaching (40%, 60%, 43%,

respectively).

e Combined agreement levels (A+SA) never reached a majority of responses for faculty at the
Assistant professor and Associate professor ranks for even a single one the statements

regarding the merit evaluation system.

e Faculty survey respondents at the ranks of Associate professor were split on six of the
statements regarding the merit evaluation system. And full professor faculty were also split

— but on five of the assertions concerning the merit evaluation system.

e The survey items pertaining to the effective evaluation of faculty governance and service
contributions, and the appropriate weight to place on faculty governance and service
contributions — sharply divided the faculty responses within the rank of Associate professor,
and also sharply divided the faculty responses within the rank of Full professor. This was
true both for governance and service activities at the unit level (department, program &

school), and for governance and service activities beyond the unit level.

e Survey findings suggest that there is considerable discontent with the current merit
evaluation system as it pertains to effective evaluation of teaching, and both effective
evaluation & the weight placed on governance and service activities at the unit level and
beyond.
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Faculty Evaluation: Merit Evaluation System, is it time to make revisions?

The subject of changes or revisions to the current merit evaluation system has been raised
recently in several settings and that is the reason for the next survey question (Q33). In order to
determine whether the calls for reform were generated by a small subset of disgruntled faculty,
or if there exists widespread faculty opinion that the merit evaluation system should be re-
examined and potentially changed or revised, a new question was added to the 2009 Faculty

Survey.

Q33. Merit evaluation criteria and processes vary considerably from one professional
school to another, and within Arts & Sciences, from one department or program to
another. Consider only the merit evaluation system that pertains to your unit. In
your opinion, is it time to consider alternatives or revisions to the current merit

evaluation system?
Response options were: “Yes”, “No” and “Not Sure ”.

As noted earlier in this report, personnel policies and procedures differ somewhat among the
units within Arts & Sciences and among the four professional schools. Although there are
certain general parameters for the annual merit evaluation process common among multiple
academic areas (e.g. a 15-point evaluation scale), the implementation of the policy and the merit
evaluation procedures vary by discipline and by mission of a particular unit. Modifications, or
changes to the merit evaluation system normally take place at the department, program or school
level, subject to approval by the appropriate Dean, the Procedural Review Committee, and the

Personnel Policy Committee (which includes the Provost).

Overall, 51% of survey respondents indicated that it is time to consider alternatives or revisions
to the current merit evaluation system. A quarter of the faculty answering this survey question
reported that the current system does not need to be revised at this time, and the remaining 25%
of faculty respondents expressed uncertainty on the issue by selecting “not sure” for their
answer. Not surprisingly, viewing survey responses to this question grouped by academic areas

revealed widely varying points of view. Just over two thirds of the faculty in Arts & Science —
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Humanities (68%) reported that it is time to consider alternatives or changes to the merit
evaluation system. A majority of faculty in Arts & Science — Social Sciences (52%) expressed
the same view — that it is time to consider changes. In Arts & Sciences — Natural Sciences,
faculty opinions were more divided on the issue, where 42% of survey respondents agreed with
the faculty in Humanities and Social Sciences indicating a desire to consider changes to the merit
evaluation system. Thirty percent of faculty in the Natural Sciences replied to the survey by
saying that no, there was no need to revise the current merit system, while nearly that same
number (28%) admitted uncertainty on the issue and chose “not sure” as their answer to the

question.

Among the views expressed by the professional schools, half of the survey respondents from the
School of Law (50%) stated that yes, it is time to consider changes to the merit evaluation system
(with 38% of Law School faculty “not sure”). Forty-five percent of the faculty respondents
from the School of Business would like to consider changes to the merit evaluation system, as
would 40% of the faculty from the School of Marine Science. It must be noted that the survey
respondents from the School of Marine Science were split over the issue with nearly the same
number of faculty responding “no” to the question (36%) as those who had responded “yes”
(40%). Faculty survey respondents from the School of Education had a very different response
to the question. Fifty percent of the Education School faculty reported that there is no need to

consider revisions to the merit evaluation system at this time.

Any discussion of changes to the merit evaluation system, if warranted, might benefit from a

cross-pollination of ideas. Keep in mind when viewing survey results by academic area that the
numbers of faculty behind the percentages vary considerably from one academic area to another.
The results for this survey question are presented by Overall responses and by Academic Area in

Table/Figure 9.19 (see below). The row percentages may not total 100% due to round off.

182



Table/Figure 9.19. Faculty Evaluation: In your opinion, is it time to consider alternatives
or revisions to the current merit evaluation system?
By Academic Area and Overall

Time to consider alternatives or revisions to

Faculty Evaluation . .
y the current merit evaluation system?

Academic Area Yes No Not sure n
A&S Humanities C 68% ) 13% 19% 101
A&S Social Sciences @ 25% 22% 67
A&S Natural Sciences 42% 30% 28% 90
School of Business 45% 19% 36% 31
School of Education 29% ( SO‘P) 21% 24
School of Law C 50% ) 13% 38% 16
\S/T:/Iosol of Marine Science & 40% 36% 24% )5
OoverallC_ 51% )} 25% 25% 351

Merit Evaluation System, is it time to make revisions? [responses by Academic Rank]

When responses to this survey question were grouped by academic rank, it was clear that a
majority of faculty at the rank of Associate professor (65%) believe that it is time to re-examine
the merit evaluation system and consider alternatives or revisions to it. Full professor survey
respondents were more divided on the issue with 44% answering “yes” to the question, 35%

responding “n0” and another 21% expressing uncertainty with their “not sure” reply.

Faculty at the rank of Assistant professor reported the greatest percentage of “not sure” responses

(45%), which may be due, in part, to the fact that most Assistant professors have been at the

183



College for less than six years. Nevertheless, 38% of assistant professors agreed that it is time to

consider revising the merit evaluation system.
While just over a third of the faculty at the rank of Full professor answered “no” to the question,

only 16% of Assistant professors said no, and only 19% of Associate professors.

Table/Figure 9.20 Faculty Evaluation: Is it time to revise the merit evaluation system?
By Academic Rank and Overall

Faculty Is it time to consider alternatives or
Evaluation revisions to the merit system?

Academic Rank Yes No Notsure
Assistant Professor 38% 16% 45%
Associate Professor (465?) 19% 17%
Full Professor 44% 35% 21%
Overall ( 51% ) 25% 25%

Merit Evaluation System, is it time to make revisions? [responses by gender]

A majority of female faculty (59%) believe that it is time to consider revisions or changes to the
merit evaluation system — three times as many as answered “no”.  Among the male survey
respondents 46% answered in the affirmative, while responses were split evening between the

“no” and “not sure” categories (approximately 25% each).
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Table/Figure 9.21 Faculty Evaluation: Is it time to revise the merit evaluation system?
By Gender and Overall

Is it time to consider
alternatives or revisions to

FaCUIty Evaluation the current merit evaluation

system?
Gender Yes No Not sure
Female 19% 22%
Male 46% 27% 26%
Overall ( 51% ) 25% 25%
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10. Faculty Views on Compensation Benefits — Other Than Salary

Introduction

For the first time, the 2009 Faculty Survey introduced a series of questions concerning faculty
compensation benefits — beyond salary. Survey items included in this section were generated by
discussions within the Faculty Assembly and supplemented with benefits found in other national
surveys. Among the items included on this topic were: the availability of a range of insurance
options (medical, disability, long term care, etc.), housing support for new faculty, availability of
daycare, matching contributions to retirement accounts, support for spousal hiring, paid family
leave, tuition remission or exchange for children of employees, etc..

In July 2009, the Chronicle of Higher Education published a special section entitled Great

Colleges to Work For, in which it reported results from a survey which included nearly 41,000

employees on 247 campuses across the country. The survey conducted by the Chronicle of
Higher Education included an Honor Roll highlighting the names of specific institutions, as well
as their policies and practices which received much praise from survey respondents. The Great

Colleges to Work for Survey included both two-year and four-year institutions. As noted in the

introduction to their survey report: “Like last year, the percentages of positive response were
fairly high because the survey was not a random national sample, but instead was conducted
only at institutions that felt confident enough in the quality of their workplaces to participate in
the survey.” [The Academic Workplace, The Chronicle of Higher Education, July 10, 2009, pp
B1-B30.] One might therefore view the CHE Survey results as offering a sampling of “best
practices” on workplace issues (policies and practices) as viewed by the respondents to that
survey. It was in this light that the Chronicle Survey Report served as a source of reference for

the William and Mary Faculty Survey.

The William and Mary Faculty Assembly Faculty Survey 2009 included many of the
compensation benefits (beyond salary) reported as highly valued by survey respondents to the
CHE Survey. In reporting the survey results of the William and Mary Faculty Survey 2009, we
took into account the fact that such compensation benefits are usually awarded at the university

level, not at the discipline, unit or school level. Therefore survey results for compensation
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benefits beyond salary are provided for overall responses, and further sorted by gender and by
academic rank (across all academic areas). A reminder: College-wide, 72% of all full-time

tenured and tenure-eligible faculty responded to the survey.

Faculty Compensation (beyond salary)

This section of the Faculty Survey Report is divided into three parts. First, faculty were asked to
review a list of selected faculty compensation benefits and indicate how important each benefit
was using the scale provided. In the second phase, the survey asked faculty to select only eight
from a list of twenty benefits — those deemed most important by the survey respondent. Faculty
respondents were asked to further distinguish between their personal perspective (those benefits
of importance for themselves and the members of their immediate family), and a more general
perspective (the most important compensation benefits for the purposes of faculty recruitment
and retention). The dual nature of this set of survey items enabled survey respondents to identify
those benefits of greatest personal importance, and also to offer a broader, institutional
perspective going forward, of the types of compensation benefits, other than salary, that would
strengthen the university’s ability to attract and retain the best faculty in the future. Finally, an
open-ended question offered survey respondents the opportunity to comment in greater detail on

the issue of faculty compensation benefits beyond salary.

Part 1: The importance of compensation benefits beyond salary

In this first question on compensation benefits beyond salary, faculty were asked to review a list

of selected faculty compensation benefits and indicate their overall importance.

Q43. Beyond the issue of salary, compensation includes a wide range of benefits. How
important are the following benefits? The list below contains benefits that the College currently
offers, as well as other benefits not offered at this institution. Please use the following scale:
Not Sure (NS), Not At All Important (NAAI), Not So Important (NSI), Neutral, Important (IMP),
Very Important (V-IMP)
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Insurance Options

basic health insurance

basic health insurance with options for extended coverage for dental, hearing and/or
vision

flexible health care savings accounts (reimbursement for medical expenses using pre-
tax dollars)

long term disability insurance option

long term care insurance option

Family Support Options

f.

g.

W&M tuition waiver for children, spouse or domestic partner of employee

tuition exchange with Virginia colleges & universities for the children, spouse or
domestic partner of employee

. W&M matching contributions to individual college funds for children, spouse or

domestic partner of employee

paid family leave for the birth or adoption of a child, or to care for an ailing family
member

extended unpaid family leave

availability of daycare for children of employee
assistance with adoption expenses

automatic option for one-year delay of tenure clock following the birth or adoption of
a child

efforts on behalf of newly-hired faculty to help spouse or domestic partner find
employment

a housing assistance program (for faculty first-time home buyers and newly-hired
faculty)

Retirement-related and Wellness Options

cash-matching contributions to retirement accounts/pension plans

phased retirement plan (work part-time after retirement for a fixed number of years)
health insurance in retirement (for five years or age 65, whichever comes first)

free health screenings, information sessions on health & financial issues, etc.

The following series of figures (Tables & Figures 10.1-10.4) present the overall survey findings

for the relative importance of selected compensation benefits as reported by W&M survey

respondents.
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A reminder: V-IMP (very important), IMP (important), Neutral, NSI (not so important), NAAI

(not at all important), NS (not sure)

Table/Figure 10.1 Compensation benefits: Health insurance related benefits
Importance ratings, Overall response

IM
Neutral, 1%
NSI, 1%

NAAI, 0%
NS, 0%

-IMP, 88%

basic health insurance

V-IMP, 76%

IMP, 16%
Neutral, 6%

NSI, 2%
NAAI, 0%

basic health w/ options

8%

flexible health accounts

V-IMP, 48%

long term disability

NAAI, 0%
NS, 3%

V-IMP, 44%

eutral, 16%

long term care option
NSI, 5%

NAAI, 1%
NS, 3%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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A reminder: V-IMP (very important), IMP (important), Neutral, NSI (not so important), NAAI

(not at all important), NS (not sure)

Table/Figure 10.2 Compensation benefits: Family support benefits, Part 1
Importance ratings, Overall response

V-IMP, 48%

paid family leave

extended unpaid leave

[v)
assist w/adopt expenses Neutral, 30%

V-IMP, 32%
IMP, 32%
delay tenure clock for Neutral, 21%

birth/adoption

V-IMP, 40%
, 34%

()
availability of daycare Neutral, 14%

0% 10%: 2006 83076 407 5076 160%
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A reminder: V-IMP (very important), IMP (important), Neutral, NSI (not so important), NAAI

(not at all important), NS (not sure)

Table/Figure 10.3 Compensation benefits: Family support benefits, Part 2
Importance ratings, Overall response

V-IMP, 45%

M

Neutral, 13%

W&M tuition waiver

V-IMP, 45%

IMP, 28%

0,
VA tuition exchange Neutral, 14%

V-IMP, 41%

IMP,
Neutral, 18

contribute to college fund

V-IMP, 33%
IMP, 32%
Neutral, 1

assist w/spousal jobs

MP, 16%

IMP, 29%

0,
housing assist prog Neutral, 24%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
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A reminder: V-IMP (very important), IMP (important), Neutral, NSI (not so important), NAAI

(not at all important), NS (not sure)

Table/Figure 10.4 Compensation benefits: Retirement related and Wellness benefits
Importance ratings, Overall response

V-IMP, 73%

< Neutral, 4%
cash-match retirement

phased retirement

V-IMP, 65%

Neutral,

NSI,|3%

health insurance to 65

NAAI, 1%
4%

%
IMP, 31%

0,
health & financial info Neutral, 29%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%
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Part 2: Compensation benefits — a dual perspective

Survey instructions for this item (Question 44) were as follows: The next part of the survey asks

you to answer the same question twice, first from your personal viewpoint (the benefits that you

& your family would like the College to offer) and a second time, from a broader college-wide

perspective (the benefits needed for faculty recruitment and retention).

In the first column (your personal viewpoint), select up to 8 benefits (8 maximum) that you
consider very important and would like this institution to offer for you and your family. In the
second column (a broad college-wide perspective), select up to 8 benefits (8 maximum) that you
believe are very important for the College to offer for the purposes of faculty recruitment and
retention. The resulting two lists may be identical, may overlap, or may be completely different.
Note: the list contains some benefits that the College currently offers, as well as others not

offered at this institution.

Insurance Options

a. basic health insurance

b. basic health insurance (to include domestic partners)

c. basic health insurance with options for extended coverage for dental, hearing
and/or vision

d. flexible health care savings accounts (reimbursement for medical expenses using
pre-tax dollars)

e. long term disability insurance option

f. long term care insurance option

Family Support Options
g. W&M tuition waiver for children, spouse or domestic partner of employee
h. tuition exchange with Virginia colleges & universities for the children, spouse or
domestic partner of employee
i. W&M matching contributions to individual college funds for children, spouse or

domestic partner of employee
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j. paid family leave for the birth or adoption of a child, or to care for an ailing
family member

k. extended unpaid family leave

I. availability of daycare for children of employee

m. assistance with adoption expenses

n. automatic option for one-year delay of tenure clock following the birth or

adoption of a child

o. efforts on behalf of newly-hired faculty to help spouse or domestic partner find
employment
p. ahousing assistance program (for faculty first-time home buyers and newly-hired

faculty)

Retirement-related and Wellness Options

g. cash-matching contributions to retirement accounts/pension plans

r. phased retirement plan (work part-time after retirement for a fixed number of
years)

s. health insurance in retirement (for five years or age 65, whichever comes first)

t. free health screenings, information sessions on health & financial issues, etc.

Faculty Compensation Benefits (beyond salary) — a personal perspective

Survey respondents were instructed to select those benefits that they deemed most important
personally for themselves and their families (up to a maximum limit of eight) from a list of
twenty benefit options. Faculty were not asked to rank order the benefits — simply to identify a
subset of the most important benefits from the larger listing. The results reported below provide
ranges of the voting percentage for each item (the percentage of faculty answering this survey
question who selected each item as one of the eight most important benefits for themselves &
their families personally). For example: between 70%-79% of survey respondents to this
question selected “cash match contributions to retirement accounts / pension plans™ as one of the

eight most important benefits for the College to offer.
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Table/Figure 10.5 Faculty Compensation: Overall response
Personal perspective (best for you and your family)

Compensation Benefits — personal (immediate family)

Voting % Basic health insurance with options for extended coverage

70-79% | Cash match contributions to retirement accounts/pension plans

50-59% | Basic health insurance

Health insurance in retirement (5 yrs or age 65, first to occur)

40-49% | Long term disability insurance options

Basic health insurance (to include domestic partners)

Long term care insurance option

W&M tuition waiver

-2Q0,
30-39% Paid family leave (birth/adoption, ailing family member care)
Phased retirement program
Tuition exchange with other VA institutions
Flexible health care savings accounts
20-29%
Matching contributions to individual college funds
Availability of daycare
Efforts to help spouse or domestic partner find employment
Free health screenings, information on health & financial issues
10-20%
Automatic option for one-year delay of tenure clock following
the birth or adoption of a child
Extended unpaid family leave
Housing assist: first-time home buyers & newly hired faculty
<10%

Assistance with adoption expenses
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Faculty Compensation (a personal perspective) Responses by Gender

Fifty percent or more of female survey respondents identified the following benefits as most
important, from a personal perspective, for themselves and their families: basic health insurance
with options for additional coverage (76%), health insurance in retirement — 5 years or age 65
(57%), long term disability insurance options (51%), cash matching for retirement accounts &

pension plans (72%).

Male survey respondents (50% or more) reported that the following benefits as most important
for themselves and their families: basic health insurance (58%), basic health insurance with
options for additional coverage (73%), cash matching for retirement accounts & pension plans
(71%).

There was remarkable agreement on compensation benefits (from a personal perspective), when
responses to this survey question were viewed by gender. Of the twenty benefits under
consideration, responses from male and female faculty differed by more than 10% on only three
items: basic health insurance (male = 58%, female = 45%), health insurance in retirement
(male = 44%, female = 57%), and paid family leave (male = 28%, female = 45%). Note: with
multiple options for health insurance, survey respondents may have included only one, or more

than one health insurance option in their selection of eight most important benefits.

Those items for which there was general consensus (differences of less than, or equal to 10%)
are shaded in gray. Benefits which received response variations of greater than 10% between
male and female faculty respondents are shaded in red and the percentages highlighted (enclosed
in a box). A reminder: faculty were not asked to rank order these items — only to identify the

most important benefits (up to 8 items).
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Table/Figure 10.6 Faculty Compensation: by Gender
Personal perspective (best for you and your family)

Compensation_ benefits: Personal Female % Male % Overall %
Perspective, by Gender
Basic health insurance P45 58 i 52
Basic health + options 76 73 72
Basic health + domestic partners 36 46 41
Health insurance (5 yrs or age 65, 1%t to occur) _5744 48
Flexible savings health account 29 31 29
Long term disability insurance option 51 42 45
Long term care insurance option 40 36 37
Free health screenings, health & financial info 10 14 12
Paid family leave 45 28 34
Bt Gy e | 17 S 8 ----- ] 11
Adoption expenses 3 3 3
Available daycare 19 15 16
Tenure delay 15 8 11
WdEM tuition waiver 37 36 36
Va tuition exchange 33 34 33
Matching college funds 24 27 27
Spousal hiring assistance 16 17 16
Housing assistance 7 10 9
Cash match for retirement accounts/pensions 72 71 70
Phased retirement 33 36 34

Faculty Compensation (a personal perspective) Responses by Academic Rank

A majority of survey respondents at the rank of Assistant Professor identified the following

benefits as (personally) most important for this institution to offer: basic health insurance, basic
health insurance plus optional additional coverage, basic health insurance which includes
domestic partner benefits, paid family leave, and cash matching program for retirement

accounts.
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Fifty percent or more of faculty at the rank of Associate Professor reported the most important

benefits for them personally as: basic health insurance plus optional additional coverage, health
insurance in retirement (5 years or age 65, whichever occurs first), and cash matching program

for retirement accounts.

At the rank of Full Professor, fifty percent or more of survey respondents selected the following
benefits as most important to them, personally: basic health insurance, basic health insurance
plus optional additional coverage, health insurance in retirement (5 years or age 65, whichever
comes first), long term disability insurance option, long term care insurance option, cash

matching program for retirement account, and the phased retirement program.

For six of the twenty benefit items listed, voting percentage differences among the three
academic ranks were less than, or equal to ten percent. Finally, when viewed by academic rank,
there were discernable differences (greater than 10 percentage points) for fourteen of the twenty
benefit items listed. Variations in response ratings by academic rank appeared to reflect
concerns often associated with early career (Assistant professors), mid career (Associate
professors) and long-term careers (Full professors). Early career faculty (often younger in age)
indicated greater importance for benefits supporting a young family — paid family leave,
available daycare, tenure clock delay for the birth/adoption of children, housing assistance, etc..
While long-term faculty (Full professors) were more likely to be approaching retirement and
identified as priorities those benefits reflecting preparations for retirement: health insurance in
retirement, long term disability insurance options, long term care insurance options, and a

phased retirement program.

Those items for which there was general consensus (differences of less than, or equal to 10%)

are shaded in gray. Benefits which received response variations of greater than 10% among the
three academic ranks are shaded in red and the percentages highlighted (enclosed in a box). A
reminder: faculty were not asked to rank order these items — only to identify the most important

benefits (up to 8 items).
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Table/Figure 10.7 Faculty Compensation: by Academic Rank
Personal perspective (best for you and your family)

Compensation benefits: _F’ersonal Perspective, Assist prof | Assoc prof | Full prof overall %
by Academic Rank % % %
Basic health insurance 56 47 57 52
Basic health + options 78 74 72 72
Basic health + domestic partners : 56 40 38 i 41
Health insurance (5 yrs or age 65, 1%t to occur) 32 56 50 48
Flexible savings health account 21 27 38 29
Long term disability insurance option 28 43 57 45
Long term care insurance option s L 30 e 51 37
Free health screenings, health & financial info 6 N 13 12
Paid family leave . 3T 21 ] 34
Extended unpaid family leave 13 14 9 11
Adoption expenses 4 4 1 3
Available daycare 36 14 9 16
Tenure delay : 35 7 2 11
W&M tuition waiver 47 42 27 36
Va tuition exchange 38 34 30 33
Matching college funds 33 ............. 2822 -
Spousal hiring assistance 45 13 5 16
Housing assistance 31 7 1 9
O 0 1 I
Phased retirement LI S22 50i| 34

Faculty Compensation Benefits (beyond salary) — a general perspective

Survey respondents were instructed to select those benefits that they deemed most important for
the institution to offer for faculty recruitment and retention (up to a maximum limit of eight
selections) from a list of twenty benefit options. Faculty were not asked to rank order the
benefits — simply to identify a subset of the most important benefits from the larger listing. The
results reported below provide ranges of the voting percentage for each item (the percentage of
faculty answering this survey question who selected each item as one of the eight most important
benefits for this institution to offer — for faculty recruitment and retention). For example: a
majority of survey respondents (between 50%-59%) selected: “paid family leave, basic health
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insurance (to include domestic partner benefits), basic health insurance with options for
extended coverage, and cash match contributions to retirement accounts / pension plans” as

among the eight most important benefits for the College to offer.

Table/Figure 10.8 Faculty Compensation: Overall
General perspective (best for faculty recruitment & retention)

Benefits — general

Compensation : .
P (recruitment & retention)

Cash match contributions to retirement accounts/pension plans

Voting % | gasic health insurance with options for extended coverage

50-59% | Basic health insurance (to include domestic partners)

Paid family leave (birth/adoption, ailing family member care)

Availability of daycare

Basic health insurance

40-49%
W&M tuition waiver
Tuition exchange with other VA institutions
Efforts to help spouse or domestic partner find employment
Automatic one year delay of tenure clock (birth/adoption)
30-39%

Long term disability insurance option

Matching contributions to individual college savings funds

20-29% | Health insurance in retirement (5 yrs or age 65, first occurring)

Flexible health care savings accounts

Long term care insurance option

Housing assist: first-time home buyers and newly hired faculty

10-20%
Phased retirement program
Extended unpaid family leave
Assistance with adoption expenses
<10%

Free health screenings, information on health & financial issues
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Faculty Compensation (a broader, general perspective) Responses by Gender

Fifty percent or more of female survey respondents identified the following benefits as most
important, from an institutional perspective, for faculty recruitment and retention: basic health

insurance with options for extended coverage (65%), basic health insurance to include domestic
partner benefits (57%), paid family leave (66%), available daycare (61%), W&M tuition waiver
program (51%), assistance for spouses to find employment (53%), cash matching program for
retirement accounts/pension plans (63%).

Male survey respondents (50% or more) selected the following benefits as most important for

faculty recruitment and retention: basic health insurance (50%), basic health insurance with

options for extended coverage (56%), basic health insurance to include domestic partner

benefits (58%), and cash matching program for retirement accounts/pension plans (58%).

There was considerable consensus between male and female faculty on the benefits needed for
faculty recruitment and retention. Differences in voting percentages were within 10 percentage
points for 15 of the 20 benefit items listed. However, differences of greater than 10% were
recorded for the following benefits: basic health insurance (male = 53%, female = 40%), paid
family leave (male = 43%, female = 66%), available daycare (male = 44%, female = 61%),
automatic tenure clock delay for birth/adoption of a child (male = 26%, female = 49%), and

assistance for spouses seeking employment (male = 36%, female = 53%).

Those items for which there was general consensus (differences of less than, or equal to 10%)
are shaded in gray. Benefits which received response variations of greater than 10% between
male and female faculty respondents are shaded in red and the percentages highlighted (enclosed
in a box). A reminder: faculty were not asked to rank order these items — only to identify the

most important benefits (up to 8 items).
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Table/Figure 10.9 Faculty Compensation: by Gender

General perspective (best for faculty recruitment & retention)

Compensation benefits: General

Perspective, by Gender Female % Male % Overall %
Basic health insurance 40 53 i 47
Basic health + options o 65 | 56 58
Basic health + domestic partners 57 58 57
Health insurance (5 yrs or age 65, 1 to occur) 25 25 24
Flexible savings health account 22 21 21
Long term disability insurance option 36 29 31
Long term care insurance option 19 19 19
Free health screenings, health & financial info 4 4 4
Paid amily leave ST e
Extended unpaid family leave 12 9 10
Adoption expenses 1 <1 1
Available daycare A e
Tenure delay §--49- --26 ----- ; 33
WJEM tuition waiver o 51 | 45 ) 46
Va tuition exchange 42 41 41
Matching college funds 24 27 25
Spousal hiring assistance PR O |
Housing assistance 18 15 16
Cash matching for retirement accounts/pensions 63 58 59
Phased retirement 14 14 14
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Faculty Compensation (a broader, general perspective) Responses by Academic Rank

A majority of survey respondents at the rank of Assistant Professor identified the following

benefits as most important, from an institutional perspective, for faculty recruitment and

retention: basic health insurance, basic health insurance plus optional additional coverage,
basic health insurance which includes domestic partner benefits, paid family leave, available
daycare, a W&M tuition waiver program, assistance with finding employment for spouses, and
cash matching program for retirement accounts. This is the same listing of benefits selected by

a majority of Assistant professors for the “personal perspective” survey question.

Fifty percent or more of faculty at the rank of Associate Professor reported the most important

benefits from an institutional perspective, for faculty recruitment and retention: basic health

insurance plus optional additional coverage, basic health insurance which includes domestic
partner benefits, paid family leave, and cash matching program for retirement accounts.

At the rank of Full Professor, a majority of survey respondents selected the following benefits as
important from an institutional perspective, for faculty recruitment and retention: basic health

insurance plus optional additional coverage, basic health insurance which includes domestic

partner benefits, available daycare, and cash matching program for retirement accounts.

For twelve of the twenty benefit items listed, voting percentage differences among the three
academic ranks were less than, or equal to ten percent. Finally, when viewed by academic rank,
there were discernable differences (greater than 10 percentage points) for eight of the twenty

benefit items listed.

Those items for which there was general consensus (differences of less than, or equal to 10%)

are shaded in gray. Benefits which received response variations of greater than 10% among the
three academic ranks are shaded in red and the percentages highlighted (enclosed in a box). A
reminder: faculty were not asked to rank order these items — only to identify the most important

benefits (up to 8 items).

203



Table/Figure 10.10 Faculty Compensation: by Academic Rank
General perspective (best for faculty recruitment & retention)

Compens.ation benefits: . Assist prof | Assoc prof Full prof overall %
General Perspective, by Academic Rank % % %
Basic health insurance 53 44 49 47
Basic health + options 59 62 57 58
Basic health + domestic partners ‘67 | 60 | 5 3 57
Health insurance (5 yrs or age 65, 1 to occur) o7 | 25 | 23- 24
Flexible savings health account 14 24 22 21
Long term disability insurance option 26 33 33 31
Long term cae insurance optior TSI I 24 i 1
Free health screenings, health & financial info 4 7 2 4
Paid family leave 63 52 44 50
Extended unpaid family leave 12 9 9 10
Adoption expenses <1 1 1 1
Available daycare 51 49 50 49
Tenure delay 42 32 32 33
WAEM tuition waiver 51 49 43 46
Va tuition exchange 49 38 42 42
Matching college funds 29 26 22 25
spousal hiring assistance | 5 6 ............. . O ............. 37 i1
Housing assistance 24 15 13 16
Cash match for retirement accounts/pensions 59 67 54 59
Phased retirement 6 14 19 14
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Faculty Compensation Overall — a comparative view

The following table (Table/Figure 10.11) provides a side-by-side view of the overall responses
for compensation benefits from both a personal perspective (the faculty member & immediate

family), and from a broader, institutional perspective (for faculty recruitment and retention).

The importance of certain benefits remained high for both the “personal perspective” listing and
the “institutional perspective” listing. E.g. basic health insurance with options for additional

coverage

Other compensation benefits were deemed more important, personally, by the current faculty,
than they were from the same faculty when asked to consider an institutional perspective for
future faculty recruitment and retention. E.g. health insurance in retirement (5 years or age 65,
which occurred first), long term disability insurance option, long term care insurance option, the

phased retirement program.

Finally, some compensation benefits were reported as more important for future faculty
recruitment and retention than they had been rated as personally important to current faculty.
E.g. basic health insurance to include domestic partner benefits, paid family leave, availability
of daycare, automatic delay in tenure clock for the birth or adoption of a child, efforts to help

spouse or domestic partner find employment.

Although both sets of important benefit listings (personal and general/institutional) were created
by the same set of survey respondents, the marked change in relative importance for some
compensation benefit items between the two lists merits examination. The two listings appeared
to reflect first, the personal perspectives of a currently established, and largely mid & full career
faculty population and second, acknowledgement by that same body that important differences
may exist between their current needs and those benefits that would attract future faculty.

Note: specific items for which there was a difference greater than ten percentage points (between

personal viewpoint selections and general perspectives for recruitment and retention) are shaded.
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The color blue indicates greater importance, although in some instances, both perspectives deem

the item very important (while still differing by ten percentage points).

Table/Figure 10.11 Faculty Compensation: Overall
Comparison between Personal perspective and General perspective responses

Compensation Selected Benefits
Comparison of benefits chosen from two perspectives:
Personal General 1. personal & immediate family
2. general recruitment & retention

52% 47% Basic health insurance

72% 58% Basic health insurance w/options extended coverage

41% 57% Basic health insurance (including domestic partners)

48% 24% Health insurance in retirement: (first) 5 yrs or age 65

29% 21% Flexible health care savings accounts

45% 31% Long term disability insurance option

37% 19% Long term care insurance option

12% 4% Free health screenings, health & financial information

34% 50% Paid family leave (birth/adoption, family care)

11% 10% Extended unpaid family leave

3% 1% Assistance with adoption expenses

16% 49% Availability of daycare

11% 33% Automatic 1-yr delay of tenure clock (birth/adopt)

36% 46% W&M tuition waiver

33% 42% Tuition exchange with other VA institutions

26% 25% Matching contributions to college savings funds

16% 1% Ef:qo;lt:;;:::p spouse/domestic partner find

9% 16% Housing assistance: first-time buyers/newly hired faculty

70% 59% Cash match contributions to pension plans

34% 14% Phased retirement program
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Part 3: Open remarks on faculty compensation benefits

The final survey item on compensation benefits was an open-ended question on which no limit

was placed for length of response.

Which benefit(s) not currently offered by the College would you most like to see adopted?
Your choice is not limited to the benefits listed in the previous question. Please write

your answer in the textbook provided.

Approximately 90 survey respondents took time to share their thoughts on compensation benefits
in brief narrative statements. By far, the most requested new benefit was some sort of tuition
waiver (with W&M), tuition exchange (with other VA institutions or with other institutions

across the nation), or matching contributions to college funding accounts.

Some sort of tuition assistance/waiver for dependents, particularly children. We are very
far behind competing institutions in this regard, (...) I will seriously consider looking for a
Job at another institution that will provide such benefits. As much as I love W&M, I often
regret that I did not accept an offer from another institution with a generous tuition
policy for children.

Tuition waiver for children of faculty, it is why I am currently seeking employment options
at other institutions that provide this benefit.

A tuition waiver. At this point, with no raises to match the high increases in the cost of
living in Williamsburg, it is next to impossible for faculty to save much for college for even
one child.

Tuition exchanges for faculty children is an extremely important benefit. W&M will have
difficulty competing with colleges that offer this. Hallway conversations suggest that
some faculty feel they will be forced to look for positions outside of W&M that offer this
benefit as their children appro