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Background, Challenge or Opportunity: Three key elements define successful organizational
performance: employee engagement, high performing teams, and employee satisfaction. Multiple
studies have shown a strong link between employee/faculty engagement and retention. Engaged faculty
create a productive, positive and stimulating work environment.

Purpose/Objectives: The purpose of my IAP was to analyze and understand results of the 2012 faculty
engagement survey in order to develop strategic interventions specific to each studied cohort with the
aim to improve faculty satisfaction and engagement. National benchmarking was used for comparison.

Methods/Approach: Faculty relevant questions were selected from the following domains:
departmental/college /university governance; relationships with chair/chief; faculty
recruitment/retention; career and professional development/promotion/mentoring. The data were
analyzed in depth by the following cohorts: 1)Rush Medical College (RMC) faculty; 2)gender; 3)academic
ranking; 4)departments. Intervention strategies include: results-sharing with stakeholders;
individualized action plans; exchange of best-practices; strategic programming in partnerships with
multiple organizational offices to address the results. Effectiveness of interventions will be evaluated
through a new survey in fall 2014.

Outcomes and Evaluation Strategy: Overall, 72% of RMC faculty were highly satisfied with their job.
87% of faculty felt diverse people were treated fair. These outcomes are above academic and healthcare
norms. Faculty also highly rated job performance evaluation, promotion and recognition processes. The
ability to contribute to the organizational success, supervisor’s support of career goals and Rush a good
place to work were among favorably ranked items. The majority were satisfied with department-
specific questions: participation in departmental decisions, annual reviews and support with scholarly
and promotional goals. Questions scored less favorably: fair pay, job security, and opportunity for job
transfer within the organization. About half of the faculty thought of resigning or giving up research
within the last 6 months. When analyzed by departments, the majority of non-physician faculty was
satisfied with departmental communication and support of career growth. More concern was expressed
by both clinical and research faculty with faculty recruitment/retention/promotion, development
opportunities and the University support for research, teaching, and leadership. Research faculty was
dissatisfied with 9 items versus 16 by clinical faculty. Departments with new leadership had less
satisfied faculty compared to departments with experienced leaders. When analyzed by ranking,
instructors and professors were most satisfied, while assistant professors were least satisfied. 20-30%
difference between male and female faculty responses were found in fair treatment of diverse faculty,
support for promotion and scholarly goals, equitable application of P&T criteria, opportunities to
advance within the organization and the ability to participate in departmental/college /university
decisions.

Challenges: Only 20% of full-time faculty participated in the survey with even lower percentage of
clinical faculty; 2) due to low participation more than 50% of departments were excluded from analysis;
3) survey lacked relevance to clinical faculty and excluded private practitioners.

Conclusion: The project identified organizational strengths and weaknesses, highlighted needs of
selected faculty cohorts, and increased awareness in key areas of faculty satisfaction: organizational
climate, diversity, recruitment, retention, development, and communication. Together, this should foster
the development of strategic innovations and targeted interventions to increase faculty satisfaction,
engagement and overall organizational effectiveness.
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