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Project overview 

 The report provides an overview of the technical details of a research effort directed at 

understanding the experiences of selected faculty at Loyola Marymount University, and how 

these experiences inform the retention and departure decisions that such faculty make. The 

project was sponsored by LMU’s Chief Academic Officer/Senior Vice President for Academic 

Affairs in conjunction with the activities of the Intercultural Faculty Committee (IFC) and built 

upon existing models and instruments for studying faculty recruitment, retention, and departure 

issues. The effort primarily gathered quantitative survey data from faculty but was supplemented 

by interview methods. Survey content was based, in part, on existing faculty survey instruments, 

and included open- and closed-ended questions addressing the following topics: 
 

• General faculty experiences 
• Perceptions of community, institutional, and departmental factors important in faculty 

retention decisions  
• Work expectations, preferences, and satisfaction 
• Relevant background and demographic characteristics 

 
Two separate but overlapping survey forms were developed, with targeted sections depending 

upon whether a particular faculty member was currently at or had left LMU during the study 

window. A companion interview protocol covering similar topic areas was developed with the 

intention of conducting a limited number of telephone interviews in order to elicit deeper 

information than is typically possible in paper-and-pencil or web-based surveys.  

An initial presentation of the results was made at the LMU Academic Leadership Retreat 

held in Los Angeles on 11 May 2006. 



Faculty of Interest 
 

The target population for the study consisted of faculty who made a voluntary 

employment transition – joining or leaving LMU – between the 2001 and 2005 academic years, 

inclusive. Faculty who were denied tenure were excluded from the study given the non-voluntary 

nature of their departure from LMU. Data from LMU Human Resources were used to generate 

contact lists for the faculty surveys. Telephone interview contact information was collected as 

part of the survey effort itself.  

 After removing cases with missing or bad address information (primarily associated with 

those who had left LMU), there were 29 individuals who left LMU between 2001 and 2005 and 

117 who joined LMU during this timeframe. Approximately half of the departing faculty (14 out 

of 29) had also joined LMU during the study period, but were invited to complete the survey 

form for departing faculty only given the more relevant content contained in that particular 

instrument. A statement on confidentiality procedures was developed and distributed to potential 

respondents in response to concerns raised during the data collection phase of the project, and 

are reproduced as Appendix A to this report. 

Data collection was conducted in April, 2006, and yielded survey responses from 101 

individuals in the targeted groups. The survey response rate for the faculty currently at LMU was 

modestly stronger than that obtained from those who had left (70.1 versus 66.5 percent, 

respectively).   Approximately one-fifth of the survey respondents agreed to participate in a 

follow-up telephone interview, yielding 22 completed interviews. 



Analyses presented at the 2006 Academic Leadership Retreat 

An overview of the results of the study results were developed and presented as part of a 

larger presentation made on the work of the IFC during the LMU Academic Leadership Retreat. 

A revised and updated version of the presentation slides used during this presentation is attached 

as Appendix B of this report. 

The presentation was organized by the focal areas of the survey and analytical 

dimensions developed in conjunction with the study sponsors, and included sections addressing: 

 

• Why faculty choose LMU 

• Satisfaction of LMU faculty 

• Important considerations in deciding to stay or go 

 

In addition to summarizing the responses overall, statistical differences between several 

groups were estimated. Comparisons were made based on the basis of employment status 

(current versus former LMU faculty), race (faculty of color versus White faculty), gender 

(women versus men), and Women of color (versus others). These groups were identified in 

conjunction with the organizers of the retreat, and varied in terms of sample size as indicated 

below in Table 1. 

 

Table 1 
Sample sizes of the primary comparison groups 
 
Analytical grouping Primary group Comparison group 
 
Employment status: Current versus Former 82 19 
 
Race: Faculty of color versus White faculty 44 57 
 
Gender: Women versus Men 42 57 
 
Women of color versus Others 20 81 
 
Overview of Results 



 In order to provide a complementary narrative overview of the results, the findings 

presented here follow the structure of the presentation made at the 2006 Academic Leadership 

Retreat. Specifically, the results are presented in terms of the three main focal areas of the survey 

– recruitment, job satisfaction, and departure decisions – and dimensions captured within each of 

the focal areas --- geographic context of LMU, university issues, and college / school / 

departmental climate issues.  In addition to describing basic findings, the findings address the 

question of whether there are statistical differences across faculty groupings, defined by 

employment status (current versus former LMU faculty), faculty of color (versus white faculty), 

gender (women versus men), and women of color (versus other faculty). 

Recruitment  

 What do survey respondents report as the most important reasons they decided to join 

LMU as a faculty member? The results shown in Figure 1 indicate that the most prevalent 

primary and very important reasons for joining the LMU faculty included the perception that 

LMU had a good teaching environment, their job offer overall, the opportunity for a tenured 

appointment, and compatibility of personal and institutional mission. Respondents also rated the 

opportunity for advancement, LMU’s location in Southern California, job security, and the sense 

of campus community at LMU as being generally important to their decisions to come to LMU.  

There were some statistically significant differences across groups (p < .05), including the 

finding that current (relative to former) faculty were more likely to be attracted by LMU’s 

teaching environment and location in Southern California; faculty of color were less attracted by 

the teaching enviroment; women faculty were more likely to be attracted by the opportunity for a 

tenured appointment; women and women of color were also more likely to give job security as a 

primary or very important reason for accepting a position at LMU. 

 



Figure 1 
Top reasons faculty chose LMU 

(Reasons respondents noted as being a primary or very  
important in deciding to come to LMU, percentages) 

 
 

Job Satisfaction 

 Once the respondents joined the LMU faculty, how satisfied were they with their 

experiences? The results show that the highest levels of general satisfaction are associated with 

rank advancement opportunities, benefits, and job security, with salary being somewhat less 

satisfying, as were workload and role balance and time available for the faculty member to keep 

current. Current and former faculty were roughly equal in their responses to these items, though 

other differences emerged. Faculty of color were less satisfied with opportunities to advance in 

rank at LMU, while both women and women of color were significantly less satisfied with work 

load and role balance issues and time available for keeping current than their comparison groups.  

 Shifting focus to the context within which LMU exists, faculty were most satisfied with 

the diversity of Los Angeles as shown in Figure 2. Quality of life issues were also rated fairly 

positively, though concerns about cost of living relative to compensation from LMU and the 

quality of the educational system in Los Angeles were somewhat dissatisfying.  There were 



relatively few differences across the groups being considered, though former faculty were 

significantly less satisfied with cost of living relative to compensation,  women faculty were 

significantly more satisfied with the diversity of Los Angeles, while women and women of color 

faculty were less satisfied with opportunities to spend time with their families. 

 

Figure 2 
Satisfaction with LMU’s Context 

 

 Faculty satisfaction with campus issues is shown below in Figure 3, and indicates that 

issues related to teaching and campus community tend to be the most satisfying. In contrast, the 

least satisfying aspects are related to leadership and campus community, support from LMU in 

the form of the housing loan program, and research infrastructure. Group differences on campus 

satisfaction issues were quite prevalent, especially among the women and women of color 

faculty groups, as shown in Figure 4. 



Figure 3 
Campus-wide satisfaction: 
Top 5 and Bottom 5 items 

 

 

Figure 4 
Campus Satisfaction Differences 

 

 
Notes:  ≈ indicates no significant difference (p > .05) across the groups considered. Less indicates that the 
group mentioned in the column heading was significantly less satisfied (p < .05) than the comparison 
group, while more indicates a significant difference (p < .05) in the opposite direction. 
 



 Figures 5 and 6 show satisfaction with faculty life issues, and indicated a similar pattern 

with respect to group differences. In contrast, however, differences between current and former 

faculty are more prevalent in this satisfaction domain, indicating that these are perhaps more 

directly related to faculty departure decisions that other forms of faculty satisfaction. In general, 

traditional measures of faculty authority and quality of students and colleagues were the most 

satisfying elements considered, while issues of respect, recognition, and leadership ability were 

the least satisfying.  

Figure 5 
Satisfaction with faculty life 

 

  



Figure 6 
Faculty life satisfaction differences 

      
 

   
Notes:  ≈ indicates no significant difference (p > .05) across the groups considered. Less indicates that the 
group mentioned in the column heading was significantly less satisfied (p < .05) than the comparison 
group, while more indicates a significant difference (p < .05) in the opposite direction. 
 

Departure Decisions 

 Turning now to questions of potential departure among the faculty respondents still at 

LMU, we see that nearly two-thirds of the faculty (62 percent) report some likelihood of 

changing institutions for a different full-time position. Leaving LMU for different kinds of 

position or retirement is much less likely, with a full-time position outside of academe being the 

next most likely departure possibility (at 22 percent). It is not clear the rate at which such 

possibilities are translated into decisions and actions, but it does seem as though a substantial 

number of LMU faculty have the potential of being recruited by other institutions of higher 

education. 

 The survey also asked faculty what dimensions would be important to them in 

considering possibilities outside of LMU, and the extent to which those dimensions might serve 



to strengthen or weaken LMU’s ability to keep them at LMU. The general findings on these 

items are shown in Figure 7, while Figure 8 shows the breakdown by analytical grouping.  In 

general, it would appear that by taking together personal importance and LMU’s relative 

advantage, contextual and university factors are very important reasons faculty would consider 

departing LMU, while social and professional issues close to their everyday work setting are 

important reasons why faculty would like to stay at LMU. 

 

Figure 7  
Job change considerations 

 

  



 
Figure 8  

Differences in reasons for considering other jobs 
 

 
Notes:  ≈ indicates no significant difference (p > .05) across the groups considered. Less indicates that the 
group mentioned in the column heading was significantly less satisfied (p < .05) than the comparison 
group, while more indicates a significant difference (p < .05) in the opposite direction. 
  

 

Concluding observations 

 The survey results combine nicely with the comments collected through the telephone 

and email interviews, and suggest that LMU is well-positioned to make progress in terms of 

faculty recruitment and retention. LMU faculty seem to want to love LMU and see it succeed, 

but sometimes struggle to do so, especially with the pressures of living in Southern California. 

Most interviews ended with a comment about how much they appreciated LMU and what it is 

attempting to accomplish as an institution.  

The comments from faculty, though, do indicate that they feel undervalued and 

overstretched when attempting to contribute to LMU’s efforts. Specific areas of concern are 

cost-of-living pressures that build over time as faculty careers and lives mature, as is the sense of 



subtle shifts in institutional mission and whether this creates a moving target for younger faculty 

seeking promotion to tenured appointments.  

There are also concerns about the administrative culture at LMU, especially with respect 

to communication with faculty and within administration itself. The communication concerns are 

such that faculty often see the administration as being opaque and somewhat clumsy, though the 

faculty generally seem to believe that it remains well-intentioned. This belief, in combination 

with how strongly faculty support the institution and its mission, provide a firm basis for making 

progress on issues important to the faculty of LMU and the future of the institution itself. 
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Confidentiality Statement 

 



 
Confidentiality Procedures – LMU Faculty Recruitment and Retention Survey 

 
 
Loyola Marymount University and the independent research staff under the direction of Eric Dey 
are fully committed to maintaining the confidentiality of people involved in this study. To this 
end, the Loyola Marymount University and the independent researcher have explicit procedures 
to maintain the confidentiality and privacy of the study participants and any information they 
may provide by responding to the main project survey or participating in related interviews. This 
document describes the procedures designed to protect the confidentiality of information 
provided by participants in the LMU Faculty Recruitment and Retention Survey. 
 
Information collected as part of this effort is considered privileged and confidential, and two sets 
of procedures are used to protect the confidentiality of respondents. The first set of procedures 
relates to the processing and handling of the raw data produced by responses to the survey itself 
and associated interviews, and the second set relates to the creation, publication, and distribution 
of reports generated by analysis of the original data base. These are described in turn. 
 
Study Data Base  
 
The full set of electronic data (that is, information stored electronically on computer drives and 
disks) will remain under control of the independent researcher in password-protected computer 
files. This complete data base will never be released to LMU for further analysis, thus preventing 
anyone from using personal knowledge of LMU and its faculty from using combinations of 
responses to connect survey responses to individual respondents. 
 
A redacted version of the data base will be made available to the LMU Office of Institutional 
Effectiveness to facilitate routine reporting under procedures identical to those described below. 
The redacted data base differs from the full data base in that detailed variables will be recoded 
into broad categories or deleted to prevent disclosure of individual information. This redacted 
data base will be created using standard confidentiality protection measures and applying 
disclosure analysis; both methods help remove the uniqueness of individual records within a file 
and thereby help prevent the identification of any individual. Disclosure analysis involves the 
careful examination of a data file for indirect identifiers (such as employment background, 
appointment status, and demographic information such as ethnicity, religious preference, and 
disability status) that could be used in combination to attempt to identify (i.e., disclose) a 
respondent.  



 
Survey Reporting Procedures 
 
Reports derived from these data will be based on group data only and will not present individual 
data. Tabulations of survey responses, including statistical tables and charts, will only be 
presented in completely anonymous summaries and presented by broad enough categories so that 
individual respondents cannot be singled out. For reporting categories where the number of 
respondents is very small (e.g., n < 5), results will be suppressed from presentation. Data from 
respondents in such categories, however, will remain in the tabulations at higher levels of 
aggregation so their responses contribute to the overall results. 
 
Take, for example, tabulations of survey data by rank, gender, and ethnicity. Depending upon the 
pattern of responses and the particular categories considered, certain cells may be represented by 
small numbers, and possibly only one respondent. Let’s say, for example, that fewer than 5 Male 
African American Associate Professors respond to the survey. If that’s the case, their responses 
would not be presented as a separate group, but their responses will still be rolled-up in other 
response groupings and therefore contribute to the category averages for Male respondents, 
African American respondents, and Associate Professor respondents, even though their specific 
group averages will be suppressed out of respect for confidentiality concerns. 
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Presentation slides from the Academic Leadership Retreat 
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To Stay or to Leave?   

Experiences of Tenure-Track and 
Tenured LMU Faculty (2001-05)

Eric Dey
Associate Professor 
Center for the Study of Higher and 
Postsecondary Education

University of Michigan

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Survey Results as Mosaic

No single percentage or average can capture the essence of a faculty 
member’s experience. These results are thus best thought of as pieces 
of a larger picture of how faculty experience LMU.
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Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

117

LMU Faculty Recruitment & 
Recruitment Survey

Population and Methodology
Web surveys of faculty 
who either arrived and/or 
left LMU between 2001-05
Overlapping survey forms, 
with targeted sections depending 
upon whether the faculty were 
currently at or had left LMU
Follow-up telephone and email interviews to capture 
additional qualitative information to supplement the 
quantitative survey data

29 (14)

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Participation in the Survey

Confidentiality procedures
Survey response

Responses from 101 current or former LMU 
faculty
Response rates:

Current faculty – 70.1 percent
Former faculty – 66.5 percent

Interview participation
21 interviews completed by phone or email 
interaction
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Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Survey Focus

In addition to background characteristics, the surveys 
had three focal areas:

Recruitment
Job satisfaction
Departure decisions

Within each focus area, the surveys captured 
information on three dimensions:

Geographic context of LMU 
University issues
College/school/dept climate issues

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Survey findings

Presented by focal area and dimensions
Why do faculty choose LMU?
How satisfied are LMU faculty?
What’s important in deciding to stay or go?

Are there statistical differences across groups? 
Employment status – current versus former LMU faculty
Faculty of color
Gender
Women of color

Interview themes
Your questions
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Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Top reasons faculty chose LMU

Reasons respondents noted as being a primary or very 
important in deciding to come to LMU (percentages)

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Differences in 
Recruitment Reasons
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Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

LMU faculty satisfaction

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

General satisfaction items
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Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

General satisfaction differences

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Satisfaction with LMU’s context
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Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Context satisfaction differences

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Campus-wide satisfaction

Top 5 and Bottom 5 items
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Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Campus Satisfaction Differences

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Satisfaction with faculty life

Top 5 and Bottom 5 items
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Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Faculty Life Satisfaction Differences

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Should I stay or should I go?
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Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Job change considerations

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Differences in reasons
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Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Interview themes

Faculty seem to want to love LMU, but sometimes 
struggle to do so; most interviews terminated with a 
comment about how much they appreciated LMU
Feeling (un)valued and (over)stretched
Cost-of-living pressures build over time
Institutional mission shift and the moving tenure target
Opaque, clumsy administrative culture

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Sample comments

The Housing Assistance benefit is both incredibly 
generous and wholly inadequate. A faculty member 
should be able to buy a house near campus.
Minority faculty leave LMU because they honestly 
conclude that LMU does not really want them there. No 
one will stay in a high-rent situation without adequate and 
affordable child care if they do not feel valued.
A big reason for leaving is promotion prospects, 
especially since no one knows whether this is a teaching 
or research university any longer. We need an honest 
dialogue at LMU about what the nature and mission of 
the institution is and a concerted effort to make sure that 
teaching load and research demands match that.
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Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Sample comments

I think faculty leave if they get offers from places where:

1) they can afford to live; 
2) the students give back a little intellectually; or
3) where research expectations are lower or resources are there to 

meet existing expectations. 
An unpleasant surprise was the extent to which LMU 
seems to go out of its way to make beginning faculty feel 
scrutinized, judged, and mistrusted. 

I've actually thought carefully about interviewing by phone 
with you and have decided not to interview. For the most 
part, outside of few friendships I have maintained that 
began at Loyola Marymount University, I would like to 
close this part of my professional life and move on.

Academic Leadership Retreat
May 11, 2006

Questions and observations?




