CHAPTER 3: FACULTY
INTRODUCTION
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The relationship of the faculty to the university has changed profoundly since the last self-study in
2003. Four interconnected developments have been particularly transformative:
1. An increase in the uniformity of terms and conditions of faculty employment across
academic divisions as seen, for instance, in the development of university-wide full-time
faculty (FTF)
2. An expansion of job security due to the extension of long-term employment contracts
(tenure and extended employment, which is defined below) to FTF throughout the
university, and the adoption of collective bargaining agreements for all part-time faculty
(PTF)
3. A significant centralization of faculty affairs and faculty services, ranging from
establishing faculty search procedures to allocating teaching assistance and research
support, and
4. The empowerment of the faculty, partly through the University Faculty Senate (established
in 2004–2005) and, more generally, as a result of the growing commitment to “shared
faculty governance” at all levels, with new values placed on meaningful faculty
participation in decisions concerning the academic life of the university
This chapter describes and evaluates the changing role of the faculty in The New School’s
“academic, professional, research, and service programs” (Standard 10) with a focus on the impact
of these transformative developments. 1
SECTION I: FACULTY COMPOSITION

D

Between 2003 and 2012, The New School dramatically increased its number of FTF, while PTF
remained a major contributor to the educational activities of the university. The increase in FTF
has permitted a more appropriate distribution of FTF and PTF across the university, which is
reflective of the needs of each program. For many programs, PTF often provide students with
crucial links to the professional world and to communities of top-notch designers, performers, and
practitioners.
The number of FTF members at The New School has surged since the last Middle States
self-study, as has the ratio of FTF to PTF. In fall 2012, the university employed 421FTF, which is
a165 percent increase from fall 2003, when only 159 FTF worked at The New School. For the
same period, the number of PTF members rose only slightly, from 1,605 in 2003 to 1,632 in 2012
(after peaking at 1,802 in fall 2006). The percentage of faculty at the university classified as
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Parts of this chapter draw on survey results of full-time faculty through the Collaborative on Academic Careers in
Higher Education (COACHE). The survey was first administered in fall 2012 and will be administered every three
years. The survey is completely confidential and has been handled by the Harvard Graduate School of Education since
2003. It entails completing a 25-minute web-based survey from a unique URL that is emailed to each full-time faculty
member. This survey is designed to determine each faculty member’s current job satisfaction and to compare it with
peer institutions through an independent, research-driven, comparative study.
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full-time rose from 9 percent in 2003 to 21 percent in 2012, thus becoming a far more prominent
presence in most of the university’s programs and systems of governance. 2 However, as discussed
in Chapter 5, part-time faculty members will continue to play a significant role at the university. 3
Full-time faculty positions have increased differentially across the university, with the largest
number added to the divisions that serve the most undergraduates, which is Parsons, Eugene Lang
College, and The New School for Public Engagement. Parsons, the largest division, had the
greatest FTF increase, with 158 FTF employed in 2012. This is an increase of 66 FTF (58 percent)
since 2006. This growth reflects The New School’s goals of strengthening the scholarly profile of
Parsons, growing its graduate programs, and enhancing its engagement with programs throughout
the university. Yet, Parsons’ enrollments grew so dramatically that its overall full-time equivalent
(FTE) student-to-FTE faculty ratio rose from 8:1 in fall 2006 to 10:1 in fall 2012. Meanwhile at
Lang, the student-to-faculty ratio decreased from 17:1 to 15:1, and its increase of 65 FTF
represents a 47% percent of FTF. This has enhanced Lang’s mission of hosting small,
seminar-style learning.
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Diversity of faculty by gender, race, and ethnicity has remained largely unchanged in recent years.
However, according to a 2010 Diversity Benchmark Study, The New School faculty is more
diverse than the majority of its peer schools as measured by percentages of faculty of color and
international faculty. The share of female faculty has been steady at just below 50 percent of both
FTF and PTF. In terms of race and ethnicity, in its reporting, the university distinguishes between
U.S. citizens and international faculty, with international faculty not included in calculations of
race and ethnicity. 4 The New School has a relatively high percentage of international full-time
faculty, at 9.7 percent in 2012, which has not significantly changed since 2006. In 2012, minority
U.S. instructors comprised 16.2 percent of all FTF, which is a decline from 20.9 percent in 2006
(although the absolute number increased from 60 to 70). The percentage of minority PTF rose
from 14.2 percent in 2006 to 16.3 percent in 2012. 5
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SECTION II: CATEGORIES AND CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT

Prior to fall 2007, tenure and tenure-track appointments were available only at The New School for
Social Research (NSSR). As part of the wide-ranging changes formalized in the new Full-Time
Faculty Handbook in 2006 (and subsequently updated in 2010 and 2013), Tenure-Track/Tenure
and Extended Employment appointments were introduced as the two Principal Faculty categories
available throughout the university. With a subsequent revision to the Full-Time Faculty
Handbook in 2010, employment categories for faculty on a variety of term contracts were
regularized and the employment category of Renewable Term Appointment was introduced as a
Principal Faculty category. Faculty ranks (Instructor, Assistant Professor, Associate Professor, and
Professor) were also introduced across the university for all Principal Faculty where they had not
previously existed, with rank not being tied to employment category. Together, Principal Faculty
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Ratios are based on the headcount of all PTF and FTF members.
To review comparisons of FTF/student FTE (full-time equivalent) to PTF/student FTE in 2003 and 2012 for the
university and by division, see Appendix 3.I.
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This is based on federal reporting requirements.
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Source: 2006 and 2012 TNS Fact Books.
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are “responsible for planning and managing the curriculum, the supervision of junior and part-time
colleagues, and maintaining academic quality.” 6
The Full-Time Faculty Handbook sets out different expectations for each Principal Faculty
category 7 under
• Renewable Term Appointment (RTA; fall 2012 headcount was 201):RTA contracts are
generally made for periods of three to five years. They “carry no presumption of continuing
employment beyond the specified contract period” but may be renewed indefinitely subject
to “institutional need” and “meeting expectations for performance.”
• Extended Employment/EE-Track 8(EE; fall 2012 headcount was 42):EE track carries a
“presumption of continuous employment, subject to a triggered and post-promotion
performance review” and “to demonstrable institutional need.”
• Tenure or Tenure-Track (TT; fall 2012 headcount was 187: 111 Tenure, 76TT): Tenure
represents the “ultimate long-term commitment on the part of the university to an
individual faculty member.”
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In addition to Principal Faculty, four other FTF categories are in use: Visiting Faculty; Fixed-Term
Faculty; Post-Doctoral Fellows; and Research Fellows. Both FTF and PTF appointments,
evaluations, and promotion opportunities are now governed by clear guidelines articulated in the
2013 Full-Time Faculty Handbook and in the two Collective Bargaining Agreements for PTF.
The Full-Time Faculty Handbook
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The New School’s history of divisional decentralization is reflected in the terms and conditions of
full-time faculty employment. Key conditions, such as faculty categories, appointment types and
ranks, review and promotion procedures, workload expectations, research support, and leave
policy (paid and unpaid) were quite different depending on which division, or even (in some cases)
which program or school within a division a faculty member joined. At the time of 2003 Middle
States review, only NSSR and Milano School of International Affairs, Management, and Urban
Policy (Milano) had produced faculty handbooks that outlined the conditions and terms of
employment for full-time faculty, including faculty rights and responsibilities. 9
The Provost’s Office began developing the Full-Time Faculty Handbook in 2004 and it
disseminated the first draft for comment in September 2006. Produced with significant input from
6

See Full-Time Faculty Handbook (2013: 5), in Appendix 3.II.
Full definitions are in the Full-Time Faculty Handbook (Appendix 3.II); for a table showing all full-time faculty
categories and headcounts, see Appendix 3.III.
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Note that EE-track is now a closed category; only full-time faculty who were in place in 2006, when the new
university-wide categories were introduced, were eligible to elect this track. Now only select RTA faculty can obtain
this track, but it does not have a separate track as such.
9
“The proliferation of ranks and titles makes it impossible to compare apples to apples. This encourages lax
supervision within the administration and inequities among the faulty. Moreover, incommensurate faculty categories
pose obstacles to interdivisional hiring, where everything from hiring standards, to faculty pay, to reappointment
procedures differ from school to school…the lack of uniform faculty appointments reinforces a ‘culture’ of suspicion
that makes it difficult to get cooperation among faculty members from different divisions who often have no contact
with people who are in the very same field” (Middle States Commission 2003: 32).
7
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external consultants, divisional deans, and the newly formed University Faculty Senate (UFS), this
document was a major attempt to establish consistent full-time employment policies and to make
them available in a single handbook. 10
Beyond the regularization of faculty categories and the introduction of tenure, a significant feature
of the 2006 Handbook was that it institutionalized shared faculty governance. One key dimension
of this role for the faculty is in the regular revision of the Handbook itself. While it was expected
from the inception that it would require regular updating, its implementation revealed
inconsistencies, oversights, and ambiguities that needed to be addressed. Soon after its adoption,
the co-chairs of the UFS’ Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC) worked closely with the Provost’s
Office on a range of unresolved issues, including the definition of Extended Employment,
clarification of the nature of term appointments and of track choice, the nature of post-EE reviews,
the need for greater support for faculty professional development, and equity in workload. This
dialogue led to a 2008 memo to the Board of Trustees later that fall that proposed changes to the
Handbook. 11
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In 2010, a modestly revised Handbook was produced. In fall 2011, the provost created a provostial
FAC, which was chaired by the deputy provost to oversee a “faculty policy development process”
to attack the most difficult issues. The FAC was charged with generating a Green Paper, or a
discussion document, that was to lay out the issues and to present “…models, options, and pros
and cons of various approaches” for selected topics. 12 Produced by a subcommittee of the FAC,
the Green Paper was to be “reviewed by the Provost and then circulated and posted for
comments…Feedback will be channeled through the relevant divisional committees as designated
by the deans and the Faculty Affairs subcommittee of the Faculty Senate.” 13 The FAC was then to
produce a White Paper, which was to present “a more formal argument and proposal. The draft
White Paper will be forwarded to the Provost, the Faculty Senate, and the Deans Council for
comments within a specified timeframe.”After the Board of Trustees ratified it, the policy went
into effect. Two key issues successfully resolved through this process and which appear in the
2013 version of the Handbook: “Divisional Supplements” that outline the principles and template
for a divisional handbook charter, and “Policy and Practices for Faculty Promotion in Rank.”
Future White Papers will focus on leave and workload policies.
Part-Time Faculty

The Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) that began covering most part-time faculty on
September 1, 2005 (discussed below) established uniform statuses for members of Local 7902,
Academics Come Together/ACT–UAW. 14 The remainder of the part-time faculty are under the
first CBA signed with part-time faculty in 1998, when faculty at The New School for Jazz and
Contemporary Music began to be covered by Local 802, the Associated Musicians of Greater New
York, American Federation of Musicians, AFL-CIO. This contract was made because PTF in Jazz
10

Provost Benjamin Lee’s memo, “Full-time Faculty, Faculty Senate, Deans, and Officers,” S.26.2006.
Memo, “Proposed Revisions to the Full-Time Faculty Handbook,” October 20, 2008.
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Provost’s Office’s memo, “Faculty Policy Development Process Academic Year 2011–12.”
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Ibid.
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This union's representation of the Jazz faculty predates the UAW organizing efforts by many years.
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are working musicians and for most part, Local 802 is the same union that represents them in
recording studios, clubs, and theaters. The contract is, in many ways, similar to that with Local
7902. For example, the contract provides Jazz faculty with job security (based on seniority) within
the School of Jazz and Contemporary Music and benefits such as health insurance coverage (either
through the University or a plan sponsored by Local 802) and retirement plan coverage.
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As detailed in the university’s 2008 PRR, the initial contract with ACT–UAW was bargained for
approximately 18 months during Calendar Years 2004 and 2005. It became effective on
September 1, 2005, and extended through August 2009. The contract established a new uniform
framework for appointing, evaluating, supervising, providing benefits to, and paying part-time
faculty at every division except Jazz, supplanting a web of “local” policies and procedures that
varied significantly by division and program. The contract increased job security by establishing
“base loads” (a set number of hours that the university is required to assign to senior PTF who have
taught for at least ten semesters), required the university to assign teaching to those faculty
members based on their seniority and qualifications, and established economic remedies for senior
faculty if they are assigned fewer courses than their base loads. 15 It also guaranteed cancellation
fees for post-probationary PTF, provided across-the-board salary increases each year starting in
2005–2006, established minimum hourly rates for teaching and other “extra duties” (e.g., advising
or tutoring), and awarded longevity pay supplements. 16 Part-time faculty members who are
assigned additional duties receive various rates depending on the kind of work and are paid at
different rates as defined in the governing CBAs. 17 How and when part-time faculty members are
assigned to committee work varies from division to division.
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The second agreement between the university and the ACT–UAW, which extends from September
1, 2009 through August 31, 2014, renewed the key terms of the initial contract with some
modifications. Important changes include the clarification of the role of the Labor Management
Committee, which is a venue where union representatives and university administrators meet to
discuss key issues. The new contract specifies that PTF can raise concerns regarding plans for new
and existing facilities with the Labor Management Committee, charges the committee with
addressing the appropriate inclusion and participation of part-time faculty on curriculum
committees, requires the provost to meet with the committee each semester for a dialogue on the
subject, and specifies that the committee will review and approve methods of evaluating
teaching. 18
Under the ACT–UAW contract, PTF are categorized into five classifications, 19 depending on how
many semesters they have taught at the university. From least to most senior, these categories are
15

See Appendix 3.IV.
Parsons’ practice of offering paid leaves to part-time faculty was extended to senior faculty with grandparented or
multiyear status.
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The CBAs can be found in Appendix 3.V.
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Other alterations include introducing an explicit “look-around” process to find replacement courses for faculty
whose base loads have not been met, expanding opportunities for paid and unpaid leave, and modifying health and
dental benefits. Additionally, recognizing the union’s role as representative for hundreds of PTF, the university
provides the union with an office on campus where its representatives can meet privately with faculty.
19
See Article XIII of the union contract.
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probationary, post-probationary, annual, grandparented, and multiyear (the latter includes a peer
review process). Signaling the stability and commitment of these instructors, the majority of PTF
are post-probationary or more senior, meaning that they have taught at The New School for five or
more semesters. In 2012-2013, only 975 of 2,394 PTF (40.7 percent) were probationary.
Academic titles (e.g., Part-Time Lecturer, Part-Time Assistant Teaching Professor) are tied to
category status. 20
SECTION III: FACULTY HIRING AND RECRUITMENT
The New School recruits full-time faculty members from throughout the nation and around the
world, and hires part-time faculty members who provide vital links to thriving professional,
artistic, and academic communities in and around the New York City region. Recruitment and
hiring practices for both faculty groups have undergone extensive review and reform in the past
decade, with both processes becoming increasingly transparent and standardized.
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Prior to 2005, decisions concerning the number and location of new FTF lines were reached
through bilateral negotiations between individual deans (representing divisions) and the provost
and executive vice president (representing the university), and searches were managed nearly
entirely at the divisional level. A more centralized system began to emerge between 2004 and
2006, and was formalized in 2008, when the university’s first Deans’ Council convened. Under the
current system, all proposals for new faculty lines are brought before the Deans’ Council for
discussion and, to the extent possible, consensus among the deans and provost. Factors considered
include budgetary conditions, projected enrollments, and plans for new or substantially altered
academic programs. Whenever possible, the university has sought to craft faculty lines that add
value to multiple programs within or across divisions.
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To ensure that all searches are conducted in a uniform and equitable manner, the Provost’s Office
has produced a packet titled “Faculty Search and Hiring Guidelines” 21 for distribution to the chairs
and members of search committees, as well as to deans and other relevant parties. The current
guidelines (which were last revised in January 2012) include step-by-step instructions on the
search and hiring process, from requesting a search, to making an offer, to drafting an appointment
letter. Search committee responsibilities are clearly articulated and stress the importance of
attracting and considering a diverse pool of applicants. Search committee chairs are required to
include “information regarding the ethnic, racial, and gender make-up of the initial applicant pool,
the semi-finalist pool and the final pool” in final reports submitted to the dean, and must include a
paragraph describing their efforts to increase diversity. 22
Searches have generally attracted large and highly qualified applicant pools and led to
well-matched hires across all university units and employment categories. For several years in the
late-2000s, the university hired approximately 30 new FTF per year. The pace of faculty hiring
slowed in 2012, largely due to financial constraints produced by the university’s failure to reach
enrollment targets. In 2011–2012 (for anticipated hires in 2012–2013), the university initially
20

A table of PTF categories and numbers can be found in Appendix 3.VI.
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approved 25 searches but cancelled 18 of them due to the revenue shortfall. In 2012–2013, 21
searches were approved for new and replacement faculty lines, suggesting a return to a moderate
and sustainable rate of hiring.
Interviews conducted with representatives of divisional Dean’s Offices and the Provost’s Office in
December 2012 and January 2013 described an ongoing process of institutional learning about the
components of a successful search. Responses suggested satisfaction with search outcomes,
attributing success to factors that include the strong reputation of The New School and its
component divisions, the university’s location in New York City, and the fact that many of its
searches were conducted in the wake of the 2008 financial crisis when other universities
nationwide were cutting back on hiring. Moreover, the introduction of tenure and extended
employment opportunities throughout the university are thought to have attracted high-caliber
applicants who might not have otherwise considered The New School. 23
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One important issue that the university wrestles with is that, because its funding is largely
enrollment-driven, academic year budgets are finalized comparatively late and searches approved
even later. In the past, the university did not begin the hiring planning process until the summer,
which meant that in some fields, recruiting conferences had already been completed and offers
were made before its search process had even begun. The schedule has now been moved up so that
discussions about possible searches begin within the Deans’ Council meetings in mid-spring.
However, the uncertainty of enrollments, and thus budgets, limits the capacity to commit to hiring
in advance and so searches are often still approved later than at other institutions.
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Once full-time faculty are hired, the university turns to an “on-boarding” process. The goal is to
facilitate the integration of new faculty members into the university community. Initiated at the
university level when substantial new hiring began in 2007, the process has since been revamped
with the Provost’s Office coordinating between relevant academic divisions, human resources, and
other administrative offices. The new welcoming process is reviewed and revised every year
consistent with feedback from the divisions and emerging needs of the new faculty.
For part-time faculty, before the hiring process is started, chairs and directors are required to
conduct a “look- around” to see whether qualified existing part-time faculty within the university
with whom there is a base-load obligation can teach the available courses before hiring new
part-time faculty. If there is no currently employed qualified part-time faculty whose load is
unmet, the chairs and directors may seek candidates from outside the university. They most often
seek candidates via informal networks and colleagues at other universities. In addition, the
university maintains a pool of applicants; it has a posting for part-time faculty open at all times, so
that potentially interested instructors may submit their CVs. Program and department chairs and
directors are encouraged to review that pool of available instructors when they seek to hire new
instructors.
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The university does not record why offers were declined, but the individual Dean’s Offices representatives
interviewed generally believed that candidates declined due to disappointment with compensation, which was
understood broadly to include salary but a lack of university housing; hiring offers not forthcoming for spouses or
partners; or inadequate research resources, particularly in certain sciences and social sciences.
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SECTION IV: FACULTY EVALUATIONS, REAPPOINTMENTS, AND PROMOTIONS
Full-Time and Part-Time Faculty: Evaluations
Although the centralization and standardization of policies governing FTF and PTF evaluations,
re-appointments, and promotions has led to a significant increase in uniformity across divisions
and programs, the system is still a work-in-progress. For instance, recently articulated
university-wide policies regarding faculty annual self-reports and evaluations have had varied
completion rates and uneven implementation. Additionally, relevant response from the COACHE
survey indicate that faculty are dissatisfied with tenure policies that contrast with the high success
level experienced in the reappointment and promotion process, which is 90.3 percent for terminal
reviews and 91.3 percent when reappointment reviews are included. 24
Full-Time Faculty: Reappointments and Promotion Reviews
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All New School divisions now follow a single procedural timeline for all reappointment and
promotion reviews. The timeline, which is posted on the Provost’s Office website, covers
approximately 17 months, from February of the year preceding the review (when the Provost’s
Office notifies the deans and faculty of upcoming reviews) to June 30 of the review year (when the
Provost’s Office notifies the deans and faculty of decisions taken by the Board of Trustees). A
dossier compiled by the faculty member is the central instrument for all FTF reappointments and
promotion reviews, and depending on the review type and division, specific or additional items
might be added to the dossier by a dean’s office for consideration by the divisional review
committee. 25
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Prior to 2007, the only faculty eligible for tenure review at The New School were members of
NSSR departments. Faculty at Milano were eligible for a tenure-like status called Extended
Employment. With the adoption of the Full-time Faculty Handbook in 2006, tenure and a version
of Extended Employment (the latter differed from what existed at Milano 26) became possible for a
large number of faculty who were employed by the university on term appointments. Most term
faculty were given a choice of retaining their status under term contracts or applying to be
reviewed for the newly available statuses (tenure or EE). Counseling on the options was provided
by the relevant Dean’s Office and the Provost’s Office, although many faculty reported that
counseling availability was uneven or that information from different sources was inconsistent.
In 2010, a new employment category for term faculty was formally adopted by the Board of
Trustees in the context of the approval of the revised 2010 Full-Time Faculty Handbook. The
category of Renewable Term Appointment (RTA) is an employment category where a faculty
member is eligible for renewal based on both effective performance and institutional need(which
is based on job descriptions). Appointment/reappointment lengths can range from two to seven
years .Additionally in 2010, the university introduced a standard process for reviewing RTA
faculty up for reappointment.
24

A full analysis of COACHE responses can be found in Appendix 3.VIII.
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Between 2007 and 2012, 85 tenure reviews were conducted. Of those, 14 were faculty at NSSR.
Seventy-one tenure reviews were conducted of faculty members at other New School divisions
where tenure was newly available. Review committees at the level of programs, divisions, and
university were assembled to support this process, and external reviewers 27 were relied on in the
early years for faculty undergoing tenure reviews in programs and divisions that lacked tenured
faculty. The first cohorts of faculty reviewed for tenure and EE were generally those who had been
hired prior to 2006.Some of these faculty members had come to the university from tenured
appointments elsewhere, and were mid-career or senior scholars at the time of their tenure or EE
reviews at The New School.
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While the first year of reviews under the 2010 Handbook were necessarily managed through an ad
hoc process, by the second year the university had created the University Promotion and Review
Committee (UPRC) to conduct a procedural review of the process, the quality, and fairness of the
individual reviews, and to provide the provost with a written report of its assessment. The initial
UPRC included tenured faculty from NSSR, as well as newly tenured faculty promoted in the ad
hoc year. Divisional promotion committees, based on the one at NSSR, were established in each of
the other divisions. Parallel to the review process for faculty being reviewed for tenure or EE by
the UPRC, the provost created the University Term Review Committee (UTRC) to review all RTA
reviews so as to ensure that equity and fairness are followed at every step of the RTA review
process.
Faculty members undergoing tenure or EE review demonstrate a high success rate. Of the 147
terminal reviews held between 2007 and 2012, only six were unsuccessful and eight led to a
change of employment track. Generally, the track change option has been applied only to those
faculty members who were teaching at the university prior to the introduction of the 2006
Handbook and it required a specific and formal request from a dean to the provost.
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The number of unsuccessful reviews is greater for those hired after 2006: four of the six
unsuccessful reviews were of those hired after 2006. Of those six, two persons were categorized as
white and four were categorized as being one or more minority categories. While the numbers are
too small to suggest any pattern, the university is paying particular attention to the review
outcomes of minority faculty and weighing strategies for support. This includes the university’s
mentoring program for minority faculty and a yearly dossier preparation workshop for all faculty
members. By the end of spring 2013, more than 75 (one-third) of all of the eligible full-time tenure
or EE faculty had attended one of the dossier preparation workshops held annually since 2007.
Part-Time Faculty: Reappointments and Promotion Reviews
When part-time faculty members reach their eleventh semester of teaching, they become Annual
faculty. Chairs and directors of academic programs are obligated to assign Annual faculty a certain
number of hours each academic year (the base-load obligation is detailed below). Part-time faculty
members who achieve this status are expected to be highly respected teachers with positive
27
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classroom experiences and have an established professional rapport with students, colleagues, and
administrative staff alike.
The ACT–UAW contract requires that part-time faculty who apply for advertised full-time
positions and who meet the advertised qualifications be interviewed. This provision is designed to
assist part-time faculty in efforts to attain a full-time faculty position at the university.
Full-Time Faculty: Annual Reports
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Prior to 2010, policies concerning annual faculty self-reports and evaluations of FTF varied
significantly both between and within divisions. Starting in 2010–2011, an online application
initially developed for use by Lang and NSSR was expanded and extended for use and introduced
for all FTF regardless of employment category or rank. 28 This system involves a four-part process
that includes
1. Faculty members completing an online self-report that documents and comments on
teaching, research/creative/professional practices, and service in the prior year, reflections
on successes and areas for growth, and goals for the following year
2. Supervisors reviewing and commenting on self-reports, adding assessments of online
course ratings
3. Faculty members reviewing and discussing supervisors’ comments in one-on-one
meetings, and
4. Both parties having an opportunity to edit reports based on their one-on-one conversations
before submitting final documents electronically
Although the process is now standardized, overall completion rates remain uneven and practices
vary by division. 29
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Part-Time Faculty: Classroom Observations and Chairs’ Reports

Additional evaluation methods, such as classroom observations, are available for courses taught
by part-time faculty. Evaluations of part-time faculty are considered an important tool for
management; they are used to identify effective teaching styles, establish and maintain
expectations for the part-time faculty, and determine which part-time faculty should become
Annual faculty. The union contract does not place any restrictions on when or how part-time
faculty may be evaluated during the faculty’s first four semesters of employment. Once a faculty
member becomes post-probationary, the university may not evaluate that instructor more than
once every three years 30 and must conduct a fairly specific evaluation process, 31 using standard
forms available on the Labor Relations web page.
28

The online application can be found in Appendix 3.XI.
The snapshot report detailing this information can be found in Appendix 3.XI. NSSR had both a high rate of
completion of the self-reports (82.1 percent 2010–2011, and 80.3 percent in 2011–2012) and decisions by reviewers to
not complete reviews.
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Post-probationary and more senior faculty may be reviewed/observed more than once every three years where
circumstances, such as a poor performance review, may require additional reviews/observations.
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The evaluation process is outlined in Appendix 3.V.
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Course Evaluations
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In 2008, The New School made efforts to move to a uniform course evaluation system. The
Individual Development and Educational Assessment (IDEA) Center’s evaluation system was
identified as a possible solution, so IDEA Center forms were piloted in more than100 courses
across the university in fall 2008 and spring 2009. Feedback from this pilot indicated that many
faculty were opposed to the IDEA evaluations; in particular, many faculty did not find them to be
appropriate for courses in arts and design, which make up the majority of courses at The New
School. In September 2009, the Provost's Office convened an ad hoc Committee on Student
Ratings, which included one FTF and one PTF member of the University Faculty Senate, to survey
the current system and to make recommendations; this group presented “Recommendations for
Student Ratings of Instruction at The New School” to the UFS. 32 This paper analyzed the 17
different forms that had been distributed in 2008–2009 throughout the university and documented
the various ways the forms were handled (e.g., whether faculty had access to their evaluations,
whether quantitative data was calculated, who reviewed the results). The committee recommended
that a university-wide form be established based on software provide by EvalKit and be
administered to students online, and two divisions piloted online evaluations in spring 2010. The
online system was expanded to four divisions and several university-wide programs in spring
2011, and implemented in all courses at The New School starting in fall 2011. The university has
continued to improve this new system through modifications and to increase response rates. In fall
2012, software modifications permitted faculty to create customized questions that can be added to
the standard form. In spring 2013, students' ability to see course grades was connected to their
completion of the forms. Response rates have risen but remain below the desirable level. The
system has been an improvement in providing most faculty and staff with prompt, easily usable
qualitative and quantitative feedback; after grades are submitted, course evaluations are made
available to all instructors and their supervisors via the university-wide learning mangement
system.
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SECTION V: SHARED FACULTY GOVERNANCE

This section elaborates from chapter 1 on the critical role played by the UFS, and the university’s
faculty more generally, in helping to address the issues associated with the widespread
dissatisfaction with the leadership of The New School from late 2008 through spring 2009. The
faculty’s role in the resolution of serious institutional conflicts was a milestone for shared faculty
governance at The New School. While the university administration's genuine aspiration to
develop a robust culture of faculty governance is shared by all the divisions, there are differences
in divisional practices, which is the result of both the recent emergence of shared faculty
governance and the historical differences that existed between the seven divisions.
After the dismissal of Provost Joseph Westphal in early December 2008, who was the third provost
to leave this office within two years, the UFS discussed and passed five “statements of concern”33
related to the hiring and firing of provosts and President Kerrey’s appointment of himself as
interim provost and chief academic officer. The two UFS co-chairs subsequently convened a
32
33

The Recommendations can be found in Appendix 3.XII.
See Appendix 3.XIII for complete list.
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meeting of the university’s senior faculty. After a near-unanimous vote of “no-confidence” on
December 10, 2008, and similar votes of no-confidence the following week by each of the
divisional full-time faculties, the UFS authorized its co-chairs to work with the deans to establish
an internal search process for a new interim provost, as well as to draft a “Minimum
Requirements” document 34 that outlined a substantial increase in the administrative capacity and
budgetary authority of the Provost’s Office. The President’s Office and the Board accepted these
“minimum requirements,” and this action was followed by the establishment of a series of
important committees, including one on Space and Facilities and another on Socially Responsible
Investment, each with substantial faculty and student representation. 35
The UFS also played an active role during the events of April 10, 2009, surrounding the
occupation of one of the university’s buildings. President Kerrey’s request for intervention by the
New York City police led to violent confrontations, injuries, and the suspension of some students.
The UFS, with the Board Trustees, created an independent fact-finding committee, which worked
with student leaders, the deans, the provost, and representatives of the President’s Office to
determine what happened, why it happened, and what actions the Board should take in response to
this event’s outcomes.

D
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Shared faculty governance has been instituted through an evolving network of university,
divisional, and departmental committees made up of The New School faculty members. These
include
• Provost Office committees, such as the Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC),which
coordinates with the UFS' Faculty Affairs Sub-Committee and divisional deans in the
development of White Papers on university-wide faculty-related matters 36
• Divisional Advisory Councils, comprising elected Executive or Principal faculty who
work directly with their divisional deans on academic and budgetary concerns, and
• Appointed faculty who work directly with department or program heads to establish and
oversee curricular development and practice.
For example, as noted above, all divisions have instituted faculty advisory councils. However,
these currently vary in nomenclature, size, membership, and procedural formats. The number of
council members on these bodies tends to reflect the size of the divisional faculty; however, actual
membership is constituted solely by FTF in some cases, includes PTF in other cases, and in one
division (NSSR) includes students. Work to align governance practices across the divisions—
while acknowledging differences in divisional size, administrative and faculty profiles,
pedagogical practices, and so on—is ongoing. The 2013 Full-Time Faculty Handbook and the
Faculty Affairs Committee's work on developing guidelines for "Divisional Supplements" will be
important shared resources for the seven divisions to help regularize nomenclature, membership,
and procedures for shared faculty governance.
Given its history, The New School is especially attentive to and vigilant of academic freedom, and
34

This document can be found in Appendix 3.XIII.
Membership and details on these committees can be found in Appendix 3.XIV.
36
A list of committees and functions can be found Appendix 3.XV, and the Faculty Policy Development Process
2011–2012 (revised September 20, 2011) can be found in Appendix XVI.
35
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its faculty plays the lead role in safeguarding this value. For example, the UFS and other faculty
leaders were insistent that the university learn from the student occupation in April 2009, leading
to the development of a new policy on demonstrations. The UFS, as well as other structures for
faculty participation in governance and consultation, has helped embed academic freedom
protections across the institution. The sheer growth of the number of full-time faculty in recent
years increases the base of this support.
The COACHE survey has provided aggregated information about faculty’s views on the
performance of senior central administration, divisional, and program leadership. Most
specifically, these questions asked about satisfaction with the leadership’s pace of
decision-making, their stated priorities, the communication of priorities to faculty, and the
continuing opportunities for faculty to have input into departmental policy decisions.
SECTION VI: TEACHING AND CURRICULAR OVERSIGHT
Teaching Workload

ra
ft

A large majority of full-time faculty are contractually obligated to teach five courses per academic
year, although the definition of what constitutes a course (or course equivalent) varies by division
and, sometimes, by program. 37 Exceptions, beyond the ones established in contract negotiations,
include that faculty at NSSR teach four courses (with the fifth course released on the assumption
that faculty members are engaged in instructional activities as members or chairs of MA or PhD
committees). Some faculty members who teach studio or performance classes are also assigned
fewer than five courses.

D

The New School is working to establish accepted equivalences for different kinds of teaching (e.g.,
seminar, lecture, studio, performance) and to regularize the situations in which faculty are released
from courses in order to take on advising, administrative, and other responsibilities. To this end,
some divisions have convened workload task forces that have produced recommendations. In
addition, the university commissioned a research brief, “Faculty Workload and Supplemental Pay
Policies.” 38 Additionally, the Provost’s Office has worked with the associate deans at each
division to collect information on policies and practices and is preparing a report on course
releases and supplemental pay across The New School.
Processes for determining which courses faculty members will teach varies with the curricular
goals and needs of specific programs. However, interviews conducted with representatives of
divisional deans’ offices in December 2012 indicated that, in most cases, course assignments are
made at the program or department level, with the relevant chairs or directors working with faculty
to match courses to expertise and interest.
With part-time faculty, chairs and directors are responsible for making assignments within their
programs and departments in accordance with the appropriate union contract. After determining
what courses should be offered by PTF and establishing qualifications for those courses, chairs and
37
38

See Full-Time Faculty Handbook (2013: 10), which can be found in Appendix 3.II.
See Educational Advisory Board report, October 2010, found in Appendix 3.XVII.
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directors first identify which faculty members are qualified to teach which courses, and then offer
the assignments to qualified senior faculty first. If, after all the courses are assigned, there are not
enough courses available within the program or department where the part-time faculty member
has traditionally taught, the search for courses to meet the faculty member’s base load must be
widened and may extend to the entire course offerings of the university. Once Annual,
grandparented, or multiyear part-time faculty are assigned courses to meet their base loads,
program and department chairs and directors may assign part-time faculty without base loads (i.e.,
probationary and post-probationary faculty) available courses.
Graduate Student Teaching

ra
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The conditions of employment for The New School graduate students serving in most instructional
capacities have been standardized since 2008–2009, when oversight of graduate student teaching
was first centralized in the Provost’s Office. 39 Prior to 2008, graduate student teaching was
managed by the divisions, which offered varied job descriptions, pay rates ranging from $11 to
$20/hour, and assorted levels of pedagogical support. 40 Now, the Provost’s Office supervises two
categories of graduate student instructors: Teaching Assistants (TAs; graduate students who
“assist in course delivery and serve as apprentices under the supervision of the instructor(s) for a
course”) 41 and Teaching Fellows (TF; PhD candidates who “serve as the instructors of record,
with independent responsibility for a course”). 42 In 2009–2010, the university instituted a uniform
pay rate. 43 The rate increases and the uniform policy were issues for which there was strong
student advocacy.

D

The Provost’s Office also coordinates the assignment process for these employment categories.
Calls for TF applications are circulated university-wide in the fall semester and calls for TA
applications are circulated in the spring semester. The timing coincides with the university’s
course-building schedule: TF appointments are determined while departments are planning
offerings for the following year; TA positions are assigned after departments have completed
faculty assignments and estimated enrollments. The Provost’s Office disseminates all relevant
applications to individual departments and programs, which select TAs and TFs in consultation
with the Provost’s Office. Under the leadership of the Provost’s Office, the TA and TF programs
have grown rapidly. Between 2008–2009 and 2011–2012, the number of students working as TAs
rose from 92 to 181 (a nearly 97 percent increase), and the number of students serving as TFs grew
from 48 to 93 (a nearly 94 percent change). 44
39

Exceptions to this rule include graduate students who serve as graders and in other classroom support capacities that
do not include actual instruction. These positions remain in the purview of each division.
40
Additionally, Lang granted tuition remissions upon request.
41
See Appendix 3.xxx for full job descriptions.
42
Ibid.
43
In 2009–2010 the pay rate for TAs was set at $25/hour, and TF compensation was raised from $3,000 to $5,000 per
course. In 2012–2013 both categories received 10 percent wage increases: TFs now receive $5,500 per course and TAs
earn between $1,238 (for appointments requiring three hours of work per week) and $4,125 (ten hours/week). Tuition
remission is no longer offered.
44
The headcount of students serving as TAs and TFs differs from the number of available TA and TF appointments
because students often hold multiple appointments. In 2009–2010, 118 students held 226 TA appointments (averaging
1.9 per TA), and 59 students held 83 TF appointments (averaging 1.4 per TF). These appointments were spread across
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Institutional Support for Teaching
A wide variety of funds, workshops, and other forms of instructional support have been
established in recent years. At the Provost’s Office level, the Office of Curriculum and Learning,
which was created in 2010, has become a major hub of such resources. It regularly sponsors and
cosponsors workshops on topics in pedagogy and learning and has a growing web presence, with
links offering guidance on topics including “Designing a Course,” “Creating a Syllabus,” and
“Assessment of Student Learning.” Since 2010 this office has also overseen the Innovations in
Education Fund, a faculty development grant program that “provides support for New School
faculty in their work as innovators in the areas of curriculum and pedagogy.” 45 The fund, which is
open to all FTF and post-probationary PTF, provides awards up to $10,000. It particularly seeks
projects that advance priorities identified by the Provost’s Office and closely tied to the
university’s mission and vision, including, among other objectives, “opportunities concerning
diversity and social justice….[and] integrating the arts across the university.” 46 The fund has
disbursed between five and seven grants in each of the past three years, with amounts ranging from
$5,000 to $10,000, and with all but one of the awards going to teams of two or more faculty
members. 47
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Teaching Assistants and Teaching Fellows have also begun to receive greater and more targeted
support from the Provost’s Office. Prior to 2006–2007, graduate students serving in instructional
roles participated in “brown bag” discussions of pedagogy. When oversight of TAs and TFs was
centralized in the Provost’s Office, these discussions grew both richer and more formal with an
annual orientation and an “Introduction to Teaching Workshop” held every August, and a
noncredit pedagogy seminar that appears on the graduate student’s transcript and which is offered
every semester. All TAs and TFs are required to complete the seminar during the first year of their
appointments.

D

Various offices around the university also offer pedagogical support that complements the
Provost’s Office offerings. For example, divisional dean’s offices (particularly at Parsons and
NSPE) and ad hoc groups of interdivisional faculty organize workshops and training sessions on
topical issues. Recent events have focused on subjects that include encouraging active learning in
Parsons, Lang, NSPE, and university-wide programs. The largest numbers of TA assignments were in University
Lecture (ULEC) courses and in Parsons’ studios or lectures (95 and 93 assignments, respectively), while Lang had the
largest number of TFs (48), all of whom were assigned seminar classes. Despite significant growth, a comparatively
small portion (5 percent) of the university’s graduate student population served as TAs or TFs in 2008–2009. Those
who did were drawn from across the university’s graduate programs, with NSSR and Parsons producing the largest
numbers of graduate student instructors (88 and 42 respectively) and having the largest percentages of their students
serving in these capacities (8.4 percentand8.8 percent, respectively).The relative scarcity of TAs and TFs from NSPE
seems to stem, first, from a very low application rate and, second, from a moderately low acceptance rate: only 54 out
of 1473 students (less than 4 percent) applied, with 17 appointed (a 37.5 percent acceptance rate). In contrast, 74
percent of applicants enrolled in Parsons’ programs were accepted, and nearly 53 percent of NSSR applicants were
accepted. The lower rates of both application and success for NSPE students likely reflect the comparative lack of
undergraduate courses taught in their areas of study. For the same probable reason, no students from Mannes or Drama
applied in 2008–2009.
45
Details and links to these resources can be found in Appendix 3.XVIII.
46
Ibid.
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Ibid.
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large-format classes, incorporating external partnerships into coursework, and teaching
interdivisional populations. In addition, both the University Learning Center (previously called the
University Writing Center, and detailed in chapter 5) and the University Libraries and Archives
(discussed in chapter 2) offer instruction sessions for classes, as well as handouts and other
instructional materials
Curricular Oversight
Throughout the university, formalized structures ensure that faculty members are deeply involved
in crafting and overseeing the curriculum. Along with academic administrators, faculty members
are appointed to the Provost Office’s standing University Curriculum Committee (which meets
monthly) and to Divisional Curriculum Committees. Divisional Curriculum Committees meet for
purposes such as vetting proposals for new courses of study, identifying existing or potential
curricular failings and opportunities, recommending methods for assessing and improving the
quality of course offerings, and more. That said, significant variation across programs and
divisions still remain, as is discussed in chapter 5.
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Perceptions
Preliminary results of the COACHE 48 survey suggest that, overall, full-time faculty are happier
with the “nature of work—teaching” than with any other benchmark; for the 251 respondents who
answered related questions, the mean score given to teaching was 3.82 (on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5
being highest). However, a closer look at specific questions points to divisional differences that
might prove to be significant. For example, while 79 percent of tenured and tenure-track faculty at
NSSR and 76 percent of tenure-track faculty at Parsons report being “satisfied” or “very satisfied”
with the “number of courses taught,” only 43 percent of the tenure-track population at Lang agrees.

D

SECTION VII: SERVICE

Although many of the changes in the university’s academic and professional culture detailed
throughout this chapter—such as increased job security and greater faculty empowerment—have
been overwhelmingly positive, many of these developments appear to have contributed to an
increase in both FTF service expectations and workload. Self-reported data (optionally reported)
and faculty survey responses suggest that service responsibilities have particularly ballooned at
Parsons (the largest division), which has undergone tremendous changes in structure, curriculum,
and culture. In contrast, anecdotal evidence suggests that PTF might be receiving fewer service
assignments in response to their collective bargaining agreements, which prescribes specific levels
of compensation for service activities and makes it more expensive to assign such tasks to PTF.
The deepened faculty participation in university governance, while a positive, is also producing
real stressors related to service workloads and administrative needs. The increased participation
has included planning major academic changes throughout The New School, such as Parsons’
restructuring and curricular changes and the New School for General Studies (NSGS)-Milano
48

A full analysis of COACHE responses can be found in Appendix 3.VIII.
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merger. Other duties have included the creation of and participation on standing, administrative,
adhoc, university-wide, and divisional committees; participation on search committees during
several years of extensive faculty hiring; and participation on new university and divisional faculty
governance bodies.
While partly alleviated by newly hired full-time faculty and the formal drafting of faculty into
administrative roles, service loads are regarded by many faculty as high. The introduction of
tenure track appointments across the institution has created difficulties in ensuring service needs
are met, as tenure track faculty must also have time to conduct scholarship and creative practices,
and it has put particular pressure on senior faculty to take on service commitments. Additionally,
junior faculty may feel overburdened by high demands for faculty service and administrative
contributions.
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Data on faculty service activities have not been collected systematically and have only recently
been collected (with service reporting optional) via the online Annual Faculty Self Report. In
2012, faculty served on 17 university-wide committees. 49 In addition, most divisions have one or
more standing curriculum committees, as well as ad hoc or standing faculty review and promotion
committees. The number, type, and composition of other committees vary by division and
program, as do practices for selecting and compensating committee members, committee chairs,
and faculty who serve as academic, thesis, or dissertation advisors.
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The online Annual Faculty Self Report (implemented in 2010–2011) enabled optional reporting of
service activities for 2011–2012. Mindful that many would push back on what could be
experienced or perceived as excessive demands, faculty were assured that the information would
be used only in the aggregate and that reporting was entirely optional. Faculty had three options for
reporting service: leave that section blank, indicate service activities but without assigning time
spent, or indicate service activities with time spent. Of the 381 eligible FTF to complete the
Annual Faculty Self Report, 224 provided service entries, but only 148 faculty estimated time used
for these service activities. Thus, the data is best understood as a partial and qualitative picture.
Nonetheless, faculty self-reports (subjective and qualitative as they are) and survey responses
point to large variations in faculty experiences and perceptions of faculty service activities. Of the
faculty members who elected to include estimates of their service workloads on the 2011–2012
annual report, those at Parsons reported devoting the largest amount of time on service (averaging
417 hours in the fall and spring semesters, combined) and those at Mannes reported the least
amount of time (averaging 87 hours across the same period). 50 Preliminary results of the
COACHE survey affirm that Parsons faculty find their service workloads to be more onerous than
faculty in other divisions. To consider only the extremes, when asked about “time spent on
service,” 60 percent of tenured and tenure-track faculty at Parsons reported being “dissatisfied” or
“very dissatisfied,” while at Lang, only 32 percent of the same categories of faculty reported being
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.

49
50

Appendix 2.III contains a list of all standing committees and meetings.
The data can be found in Appendix 3.XIX.
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SECTION VIII: RESEARCH, SCHOLARSHIP, AND CREATIVE PRACTICE
Mechanisms of Support for Faculty Research since the Adoption of the Full-Time Faculty
Handbook
Both the introduction of tenure as a possible track for faculty throughout the university and a
greater voice for faculty in university governance has led to the development and implementation
of a number of initiatives aimed to support and enhance faculty research, scholarship, and creative
practice opportunities. In recent years, the university has implemented a more transparent and
standard process for distributing research funds to faculty by providing two general sources:
General Research Funding (which is a baseline amount per annum to all eligible faculty members),
and Research/Student Assistant Funding. This latter fund supports and aligns all full-time faculty
with the policy of NSSR, which historically employed tenure-track faculty who were reviewed and
promoted largely on the basis of the quality and quantity of their published research.
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In addition to these two sources, the Provost Office has expanded the number of its competitive
internal grants programs into six distinct pools, two of which focus primarily on research project
support: the Faculty Research Fund, and the cross-divisional Research Clusters initiative. 51 The
Faculty Research Fund supports faculty members in their work as scholars and creative
practitioners to support new research-based, professional, or creative projects. The Research
Clusters Initiative supports groups of three to seven faculty members from two or more divisions
to engage in a collaborative research project that cuts across disciplines and academic domains.
These two research-oriented grant programs are in addition to research support within some of the
university’s divisions as well as the Provost’s Office other competitive grant programs that faculty
can apply for annually to support projects and initiatives focusing on pedagogy (Innovations in
Education Fund), on-campus events (Academic Events Fund), faculty mentoring and development
(Mutual Mentoring Grants) and sustainability and environmental-focused initiatives (The Green
Fund). 52
SECTION IX: FINDINGS OF FACULTY SURVEY (BEYOND THOSE REPORTED ABOVE)
The COACHE Faculty Job Satisfaction Survey administered in the 2012-2013 has provided
preliminary data that will be important to us as we continue to invest in and build a solid
infrastructure for meeting faculty needs. As we await more detailed data, we can report upon the
major trends observed in faculty concerns and satisfaction across the university.
The survey was undertaken in part to begin to assess our progress and continuing challenges of our
ambitious effort to transform the character and size of the full-time faculty over this period
through: offering tenure across the university and adopting university-wide policies regarding
eligibility for academic leaves; clarifying and improving the status, privileges, and role of
renewable term faculty appointments; instituting common review and promotion policies and
practices for all appointment types; and insuring shared faculty governance and peer review in the
development and application of all new faculty policies and practices. The results provide some
51
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sources of encouragement as well as concern. Our goal for the coming year will be to use the
findings to inform deliberations about administrative and faculty priorities for improving faculty
experiences across The New School.
Response rates
A 63 percent response rate is a good first sign. This was reported to be above average for
institutions of our size, setting, and mission. The faculty’s willingness to participate in the
COACHE Survey is a strong indicator of their interest in discussing their experiences. Of concern
is the lower response rate for faculty of color. It is not uncommon for faculty of color to respond at
a lower rate than white faculty. However, compared with other institutions, the difference between
response rates by race is greater at The New School.
Areas of Strength
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Some individual survey dimensions where our faculty are more satisfied than their peers include
satisfaction with:
•
class size
•
budgetary support for interdisciplinary work
•
recognition from the Provost’s Office
•
recognition from their deans
Our faculty also rated satisfaction with the quality of graduate students to support their research
and their support for securing graduate students higher than faculty at other institutions. This
follows our recent extension of research budgets and eligibility to apply for research assistant
funding to all principal FTF.

D

When asked to identify the best aspects of working at The New School, one-fourth of our faculty
identified their sense of fit within the institution. This pattern holds true across rank, tenure status,
gender, and race, not often the case at other institutions.
A final high note is the relative parity of experiences between men and women in our faculty.
There is some variance between men and women in the way they experience faculty life but the
differences tend to be smaller than elsewhere.
Areas of Concern
Several areas of concern appear. The largest area of dissatisfaction relative to the comparison
faculty is regarding our tenure policies. Our faculty are less clear, when compared to faculty at
other institutions, about the process, criteria, standards and body of evidence necessary to achieve
tenure. Our faculty are also somewhat less satisfied with the clarity of expectations for achieving
tenure and the reasonableness of those expectations. Given the substantive changes we have
recently made in this area, this finding is understandable, but also worthy of sustained attention.
One particular data point worth noting, almost 70% of New School pre-tenure faculty indicate they
have not received formal feedback on their progress towards tenure. Thus, while annual reviews
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are now mandated and designed to provide developmental moments, faculty do not experience this
opportunity as providing adequate feedback. This applies equally to our reappointment results
where we see similar patterns and concerns.
Another area of concern is related to facilities and work resources. Our faculty are less satisfied
with library resources, laboratory, research and studio space than faculty at other institutions.
Considering space in another way -- being in the heart of New York City offers great
opportunities. Nearly half of the respondents to the COACHE Survey identified the geographic
location as a best aspect of working at The New School. However, many faculty identified cost of
living as a worst aspect. In addition, The New School faculty were markedly less satisfied than
other faculty with the housing benefits.
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Finally, faculty seem less satisfied with service load and its impingement on their ability to teach
and conduct research. As budgets constrict, faculty service work has become code for replacing
support staff. This is an area we are committed to revisiting in the coming year.

20

