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In the United States, many universities have experienced success at improving student, but not 
faculty diversity. This paper examines how, over the past three years, the University of Virginia 
made significant progress in recruiting women and minority candidates to join the academic 
faculty. We describe specific interventions, workshops and assessment mechanisms to improve 
and monitor the effectiveness of our recruitment efforts. In particular we offer our experience of 
creating a university-wide on-line tutorial on recruiting diverse faculty that every search 
committee member is required to take. But this is just one aspect of the story; the paper situates 
this progress in the earlier context of a racial incident that disrupted the community’s sense of 
order and civility. It was in the aftermath of the crisis, that a galvanized collective created 
positive conditions for change. The university emerged with a more powerful articulation of its 
strengths as an employer of choice for diverse faculty. Our case demonstrates that organizational 
context and history are important factors to consider in understanding why specific faculty life 
initiatives succeed or flounder. 
 
 
The University of Virginia (UVa) is a premier public institution in the United States. It is 
consistently rated either No. 1 or No. 2 among U.S. public universities and in the top twenty-five 
of all U.S. public and private universities (Top Public Universities, 2006) (Best National 
Universities, 2006) (University of Virginia Rankings, 2007). The University consists of ten 
schools (e.g., Arts and Sciences, Medicine, Law, etc.), each with its own dean, each with a 
significant amount of independence. University-wide there are approximately 13,500 
undergraduate students; 6,500 graduate and professional students; and 2,100 full time faculty, 
approximately 1,450 of which are tenured or on the tenure track (TTT). 
  
Until the 1960s and 1970s most institutions in the southern United States, and many in the North, 
were segregated by race. Some, like the University of Virginia, excluded women as well. The 
successful political and legal struggles of the mid-twentieth century civil rights and feminist 
movements led to the desegregation of U.S. society, including colleges and universities. Currently 
most institutions in the U.S., including the University of Virginia, have a stated commitment to 
both student and faculty diversity (Brown, 1999).    

 
Although the racial and gender desegregation of the student body grew slowly and, initially with 
much resistance, today at the University of Virginia we can point to very significant success with 
student diversity in general, and specifically with African American students, when compared to 
our peers. As The Journal of Blacks in Higher Education reported in January 2007, “our 
calculations show that by a large margin the University of Virginia has the highest black student 
graduation rate of any state-chartered institution in the nation” (Black Graduation Rates-JBHE, 
2007). UVa has maintained this top-ranked position for thirteen years (Black Graduation Rates-
UVa Today, 2007). Although women were not formally admitted to the University until 1970 
(Women at the University of Virginia, 2003), today 55% of undergraduate students and 46% of 
graduate students at UVa are women (UVa Statistics and Facts, 2007). 

 
The University of Virginia, like most American colleges and universities, has been much more 
successful at diversifying the student body than it has the faculty. In the most recent assessment 
of UVa’s peer research universities in the United States, the school with the highest percentage of 
African American TTT faculty had only 6.5% (AAU Ranking & TTT Faculty, 2005). UVa did 
not begin to keep track of the race and ethnicity of its faculty until 1979 when 0.9% of full time 
teaching and research faculty were African American, 1.69% were Asian American, and 0.1% 
were Hispanic American. The numbers rose very slowly over the next two decades. By 2002 



 

 

there were 2.9% of the full time faculty (tenured/tenure track and non-track) were African 
Americans, 5.0% were Asian Americans and 1.1% were Hispanic Americans (UVa Workforce by 
Race, 2007). During the same period the percentage of women teaching and research faculty 
(TTT and non-track) rose from 14.9% to 27.8% (UVa Workforce by Gender, 2007). However, 
between 1990 and 2002 the percentage of women on the tenure track climbed relatively slowly, 
from 15.5% to 21.9% (UVA TTT Faculty by Gender, 2006). 
  
During the past few years, we have begun to experience some success at the University of 
Virginia in recruiting a diverse group of new faculty. In relation to our sixty-one Association of 
American University research university peers, we have moved from 21st to 12th in regard to the 
percentage of African American TTT faculty. Although progress in the percentage of women on 
the TTT has been less dramatic, we did move from 53rd out of 61 to 48th (AAU Ranking & TTT 
Faculty, 2005). (NB: These data are published biennially; 2007 data are not yet available.) This 
paper will describe the broader circumstances and specific strategies that led to this significant 
change. 

 
Many people in the University community had given voice to the importance of improving 
student and faculty diversity for over two decades. From 1987 to 2002 there had been five major 
reports from different constituent groups recommending various changes that would lead to 
increased gender and/or racial diversity of students and faculty (Prior Recommendations, 2004). 
While a few of the recommendations were enacted there had been no substantial progress, 
especially in regard to faculty. A racially motivated attack on an African American student 
government candidate served as a catalyst to coalesce the attention and frustration of the 
community, reinvigorating the search for new dialogs on community civility and diversity. One 
foci for community concern was the stalled progress in recruiting women and underrepresented 
candidates to faculty positions. 

 
In a plenary address at the 2006 University of Minnesota conference on faculty diversity in 
American higher education, Eric Jolly describes a process model for community change that is 
relevant to our recent experiences at UVa (Jolly, 2007). Jolly noted that diversity change 
strategies can be minimally disruptive of the system’s homeostasis producing high comfort and 
low tension that maintain majority standards. During situations of crisis such systems respond in 
a reactive, presentist-oriented manner. But crisis can also cause a sufficient level of disruption 
such that there is low comfort and high tension. In this unstable condition lies the highest 
potential for systemic change where diversity strategies can be deeply transformative and 
empowering, giving rise to a new equilibrium where community rather than the majority group’s 
standards are in place. In such a context, Jolly asserts that the system is able to successfully focus 
on strategic, proactive change.  

 
At UVa, the pivotal, deeply discomfiting crisis involved a student. Late in the evening of 
February 23, 2003 an African American student and Student Council presidential candidate was 
the victim of a blatantly racist and violent attack by an unknown white male assailant. According 
to a newspaper account, “[the student] was leaning into her car when the assailant grabbed her by 
the hair and slammed her head against the steering wheel. She subsequently fell to the ground, 
injuring her ankle.” The student reported to the police that her assailant told her “no one wants a 
nigger to be president.” (Unkovic, 2003). The student reported having received several 
threatening phone calls prior to the incident (Healing After Assault, 2003).   

 

 



 

 

 

This incident provoked a campus-wide reaction—first shock and outrage, then later reflection 
(Healing After Assault, 2003). While the University identified diversity as an institutional value, 
many believed that we had fallen short in creating a community where civility ruled and where all 
would feel safe and welcome. They questioned the sincerity of efforts to recruit a diverse work 
force and pointed out that work force diversity was a necessary condition for organizational well-
being and excellence. University President John Casteen (2003) distributed a letter to all students 
after they returned from spring break, which began one week after the incident. His words echoed 
the communal sense that apathy should not prevail in the midst of a profoundly uncivil act. “This 
is a watershed moment for the University community as we face complex issues and seek 
solutions to them. These issues do not have short-term fixes....Take on your share of the task of 
learning from what has happened, setting affirmative directions for the future, and then building 
that future. Don't let this unique moment in our history pass you by.” The momentum for change 
continued with media attention on the state and national level, multiple student and faculty 
initiated meetings, and a new diversity Web site which remains in use today: 
http://www.virginia.edu/uvadiversity/).  

In April 2003, UVa’s Board of Visitors (a group appointed by the state governor, and similar to a 
Board of Directors) created a special subcommittee on diversity and charged President Casteen 
with appointing a university-wide commission to address the issues of gender and racial inequity 
across the entire institution. After many meetings and many months of hard work by numerous 
people from across the University community, “Embracing Diversity in Pursuit of Excellence: 
The Report of the President’s Commission on Diversity and Equity” was released in September 
2004 (Davis and Smith). 

Given the president’s strong statement, the Board of Visitor’s ownership of the problem, and the 
community’s outrage, the Commission, its report, the context in which it developed, and the 
response to it moved UVa from being an institution that experienced change in the arena of 
diversity as incremental and fragmented to one that holds communal ownership of a strategic 
initiative for change in that arena.  

 
The crisis created the disequilibrium. What has been the framework that has put the University on 
a proactive realignment trajectory? We will focus in particular on the arena of faculty recruitment, 
but in broad overview we believe that the core elements of the University’s new approach had 
these elements in common. 

 
Shared Responsibility 
 
The drive for change came from constituents, especially from students, but was very quickly met 
by an equal commitment on the part of leadership. Stakeholders on all levels continue to 
participate in the transformation. 
 
Transparency 
 
The report, available to all on the UVa Web site, 
http://www.virginia.edu/uvadiversity/embracing_report04.html, very clearly defines a number of 
specific issues, delineating the strategy for change, the population served, the resources required, 
the expected outcomes, and indices of assessment for each. 
 
 



 

 

Accountability 
 
In the first year President Casteen required a quarterly report from each senior administrator 
detailing progress towards the goals outlined in the Commission Report. As more and more goals 
were met, the requirement shifted to semiannual reports. A student group called Diversity Watch 
maintained a Web site for several years with their own assessment of progress on Commission 
goals. As one of the co-chairs of the Commission said, “earnest good intentions are not enough” 
(Davis and Smith, 2004). 
 
Resource Prioritization 
 
The Board of Visitors voted to allocate funding to implement the recommendations, including 
major funding for a new Vice President and Chief Officer for Diversity and Equity, and for 
faculty recruitment. These priorities rose to the top of a long list of University needs, even in a 
context of shrinking state funding and static tuition revenues.  
 
Excellence in Faculty Recruitment and Retention as an Institutional Value  

The work of the Commission especially pointed to the need to coordinate systemic, cross-
university initiatives and strategies to improve faculty recruitment efforts. Attention to faculty 
recruitment was now coming from the highest levels of the University, with the Board of Visitors, 
the president and the provost identifying as a top priority faculty  diversity and new modes of 
faculty recruitment that could help the University attain that goal. 

 

In late 2003, the University opened a search for a vice-provost for faculty advancement (VPFA). 
According to the position description the VPFA “serves as the Provost’s chief advisor and 
representative on issues related to faculty recruitment and retention. Responsibilities include 
overseeing university-wide recruitment and retention strategies and practices and developing 
initiatives to promote diversity among faculty,” (VPFA Job Description, 2003). This plainly 
incorporated faculty diversity as a critical administrative function of the Provost’s office. 
Gertrude Fraser, one of the authors of this paper, was appointed as the new Vice Provost for 
Faculty Advancement in early 2004.  

 
 Like most American institutions of higher learning, the University of Virginia utilizes search 
committees, generally made up of faculty members from the hiring department, to do the majority 
of the faculty recruitment work. Once permission is granted by a dean or other administrative 
head to initiate a search, the candidate recruitment and evaluation process is seen as the 
responsibility and right of the faculty within the department. A recent paper by Mary Burgan 
(2005), former general secretary of the American Association of University Professors, reveals 
the close analogy between faculty hiring and promotion and tenure procedures. They share the 
normative framework of peer review in which disciplinary-based faculty are seen as the primary 
arbiters of who gets entry into the professoriate. 

 
Since faculty search committees are the main means for faculty recruitment, we felt it was 
important to focus our institutional efforts at that organizational level and to do so in a manner 
that would provide information and guidance to promote best diversity practices in hiring. This 
work would need to support, not supplant, faculty jurisdiction over the recruitment and evaluation 
of candidates. Central oversight could not be translated to mean central control. Another major 



 

 

challenge in this work was that search committees are usually ad hoc entities created to the 
purpose of a specific search and then decommissioned.  

 
Here were the structural barriers created by these organizational conventions:  (1) The 
committee’s work was considered complete with the end of the search. Few opportunities existed 
to document and disseminate general knowledge about the search process, recruitment best 
practices and lessons learned from one search to another, whether within or across departments 
and schools. Confidentiality requirements for some aspects of a search probably contributed to 
this restricted knowledge flow; ------- (2) Recruitment dimensions of a faculty search were 
interwoven into its evaluatory dimensions (assessing candidate merit within the discipline). But 
expertise in recruitment best practices often exists outside disciplinary knowledge. Change 
strategies to enhance our diversity efforts had to take account of these overlapping edges and the 
lack of expertise along some critical dimensions of the work; (3) Search committee culture is and 
should be, locally “owned and operated,” while efforts to move the entire institution forward on 
faculty diversity had to have some organized, central, coordinating administrative focus.  

 
Search committees are guided by U.S. employment statutes, one of which would become 
important in our work on faculty diversity. “Federal requirements for affirmative action, 
emanating from Executive Order 11246, obligate a search committee to make a ‘good faith effort’ 
to develop a talent pool reflecting the availability of minorities and women in the labor force” 
(Office of Equal Opportunity Programs, 2007). Search committee members are required by law to 
make significant efforts to identify a diverse pool of candidates.  

 

As Jolly’s model would predict there was a general consensus that, on its face, faculty diversity at 
UVa was a good thing—an aspirational value held by all. This was a high comfort, low tension 
position to take. Conventional wisdom also held that minorities would not want to come to UVa, 
so that our aspirations could never be realized. There were many more discussions of the 
limitations and challenges than of the positive opportunities available to make UVa an employer 
of choice for diverse faculty candidates. Common refrains were that minorities could not be 
successfully recruited because UVa was located in a small southern town or that there weren’t 
any qualified minority candidates in the available faculty labor force, or that majority faculty 
were really not supportive of the institution’s diversity efforts. 

These responses to the challenge of diversifying the faculty were derived from a deficit-based 
model. A deficit model focuses on organizational shortcomings, not strengths, and fails to 
celebrate successful efforts. It also can undermine an individual’s or the collective’s sense of 
agency that the resources and capacity to effect meaningful change already exists internally 
(Barceló et al., 2007). Instead of focusing on all the ways that UVa would fail in its commitment 
to diversify the faculty, the way forward required us to focus on our considerable strengths and on 
the unrealized opportunities. A primary area for institutional growth was in building search 
committee expertise. Investments here could enhance overall institutional effectiveness in faculty 
recruitment and especially in the diversity arena. As VPFA, this has been one of the main goals of 
my work. 

 

Faculty members know their academic disciplines extremely well but that different skills and 
knowledge are needed for work on recruitment and advancement. In a 2004 Chronicle of Higher 
Education article on faculty recruitment Kevin Dettmar, faculty member and administrator, said, 
“it is shocking that we spend so little time or money learning to do [faculty searches] well. NO 



 

 

corporation would allow such waste….in the 15 years since…[finishing my Ph.D.] I have spent—
are you ready?—not one hour of formal training in the best practices for hiring in academe.” 

 

What do search committees need to do their job well? Dedication and hard work;  

a sense of the way the search fits into the overall goals of the department, school, and 
university; adequate resources and ability to communicate out to their audience of potential 
candidates; and internal support for these efforts in the form of money, information, time. 

With this in mind, the first task that I undertook was to interview individuals identified as 
strongly committed to and successful at recruiting diverse faculty. Some were department chairs, 
others were faculty members with long experience on search committees, and others were in 
administrative leadership roles in schools as deans and associate deans. We used a “snowball” 
method and asked each person to refer us to others. By this method we were able to get a cross-
section of disciplines, departments and schools. Using an open-ended interview instrument and 
with the help of a graduate student, these interviews were taped or scribed by hand. We asked 
about institutional support, what did or didn’t work, the frustrations with the process, sought 
advice on new strategies—and we listened. The main problem identified by interviewees was the 
lack of diversity in the candidate pools during searches. Those who were most successful 
undertook extraordinary steps to cultivate and encourage candidates to apply for open faculty 
positions and they did so often without strong institutional support or recognition of their efforts. 
I was also cautioned in many ways that faculty recruitment was a faculty and disciplinary 
function. Another theme was that UVa was its own very distinct organization and could not be 
easily compared to other universities. Based on these interviews I realized that outreach to search 
committees needed to be a central focus of my work, so that the expertise of a few could be 
expanded to many.  

 
During the first year of my appointment, I met face-to-face with search committees to help bring 
about a new understanding of search committee work—as a process that should remain seated 
within individual departments while expanding to become part of an institutional commitment to 
the inseparable goals of diversity and excellence. I coordinated efforts with the University’s 
Office of Equal Opportunity Programs (EOP), the office charged with overseeing compliance 
with state and federal nondiscrimination and affirmative action laws, because my work dovetailed 
so well with theirs. Training workshops and presentations to departments and deans shifted the 
collective conversation away from the limitations to one that spotlighted best practices and 
processes that would raise UVa’s profile in the marketplace, reduce bias in evaluation of 
candidate files, actively encourage minority and women candidates to apply for open positions, 
and create a welcoming environment for all during campus visits.  

 
The University of Virginia is a large institution; in the last four years we have performed an 
average of approximately 125 searches, with 600-800 faculty members serving on search 
committees, each year. As I worked with search committees I realized that at an institution the 
size of the University of Virginia, it was impossible for one or two people to meet with every 
search committee face to face. The idea of an online tutorial that would focus on diversification 
of the applicant pool began to emerge, along with an understanding that this tutorial should not 
replace but complement face-to-face meetings and the more broadly based workshops, serving as 
a baseline introduction to diversity and faculty recruitment best practices—a Search Committee 
101, if you will. I kept in close contact with the provost during this process; he was enthusiastic 
and supportive of my ideas and efforts.  

 



 

 

In October of 2005 I hired Dawn Hunt (co-author of this paper) as writer, research assistant and 
tutorial project manager. One of Dawn’s initial tasks was to scan the research and practitioner 
literature to develop evidence-based materials on effective faculty recruitment practices, policies, 
and procedures. As work progressed we were pleased to realize that the input from colleagues 
collected over the summer on best practices at UVa often paralleled the best practices found in 
the literature or promoted at conferences. This meant that in the tutorial we could not only refer to 
“what the literature says” but also “what your colleagues say.”  

 
We integrated the material from the UVa interviews, the nationally advocated best practices, and 
research on the benefits of diversity to create twenty-two multiple choice questions. Each 
question included some text that offered information, a set of possible answers, a discussion of 
the rationale for the correct answer, and a set of references. The questions focused on four main 
themes: (1) research on the benefits of, and the rationale for, diversity, (2) the availability and 
“location” of applicants from underrepresented groups, often referred to as “the pipeline” (3) 
specific best practices for diversifying the pool of applicants, and (4) information on bias and 
cognitive errors.  

 
By this time we had begun to partner with the university Information, Technology and 
Communications (ITC) unit on tutorial design and delivery—the tutorial team was expanding. 
Given our desire for continued transparency, shared responsibility and accountability, once ITC 
developed a working online version of the twenty-two question draft, attention shifted back to the 
original target of the tutorial—search committee members. With the help of the Equal 
Opportunities Program people, we identified approximately 120 faculty and administrators who 
had served on search committees in the previous year. Invitations were issued to help pilot the 
tutorial; sixty-five faculty and administrators responded. We also held a focus group, made up of 
a select and diverse subgroup of those who participated in the pilot, to get face-to-face feedback. 

  
In addition we met with the Provost’s Leadership Team, as well as deans and associate deans (the 
school administrators who generally have responsibility for faculty recruitment) to elicit their 
comments and suggestions, and shared the tutorial with several other key leaders as well as 
seeking legal review and advice from the University’s General Counsel. We began to call it “the 
provost’s tutorial” in order to both align it with the authority of the provost and to differentiate it 
from search committee training coming out of the EOP.  

 
The two of us met in a setting away from out office for the better part of two days to evaluate all 
the feedback, using it to reshape the tutorial. We trimmed it down to fourteen questions to allow 
for a better fit into busy faculty schedules, while retaining the four major themes. We made a 
concerted effort to offer information that struck the right collegial tone—a feature preferred by 
faculty who were very sensitive to training language or to being told how to conduct their affairs. 

 
Up to this point, in the spring of 2005, we had assumed that the tutorial would be voluntary. We 
intended to market the tutorial widely and encourage faculty to take it but did not feel we could 
successfully require that it be taken by all search committee members. Efforts to establish 
mandated training for faculty on employment issues had proved unsuccessful in the past. The 
conventional view was that such mandates would not be acceptable to faculty. But in the context 
of the commission’s report and the general sense that new energy had to be applied to push us 
beyond our stalled position, something had changed. 

 
A meeting with President Casteen to review the tutorial content and its implementation revealed 
that he was very enthusiastic about both its concept and content. But he also pushed against my 



 

 

inclination to play it safe on the implementation strategy of the provost’s tutorial. He argued that 
it was the right time to act on the recommendation of the Commission on Diversity and Equity for 
mandated training for search committee members. In the spirit of the commission, each search 
committee member would be expected to share responsibility for candidate outreach and for 
ensuring an equitable search. In a further development, President Casteen asked that the Office of 
Equal Opportunity Programs provide mandated compliance training for search committee 
members on state and federal guidelines affecting all searches. 

 
A voluntary instrument is one thing—one with a presidential mandate is another, especially when 
it could theoretically affect 600-800 faculty members a year. Although the Medical School had 
been requiring its faculty to take certain kinds of training for several years (some of it required by 
federal law) there had never been mandated faculty training of any kind at any other school at the 
University. We expected quite a bit of pushback from the faculty who, like faculty everywhere, 
are emphatically independent, viewing themselves as teachers with wisdom and information to 
offer, not students in need of compulsory training. However, having already laid a foundation of 
cooperation and transparency with the piloting process, we stepped up communication efforts, 
reaching out and making presentations to the Faculty Senate (the faculty’s governing body), as 
well as to faculty in individual schools, including the College of Arts and Sciences, the largest 
school at the University, marketing the tutorial as, among other things, a launching pad for 
discussion at the first search committee meeting. Although there were some criticisms, questions, 
and pockets of skepticism, for the most part the faculty seemed to accept the tutorial requirement 
with equanimity. 

 
While all this was going on, we were also pondering how we might enforce the presidential 
mandate—that no tenured/tenure track (TTT) search could go forward until every search 
committee member had taken the tutorial—especially with the need to track so many search 
committee members. We needed a simple, automatic and surefire process, and we needed to be 
ready to launch it within a few months. We struggled with this, until one of us remembered that 
the Office of Equal Opportunity Programs (EOP) had launched an electronic database and 
tracking system for all search committees just that spring which, with some adjustment, might 
offer the answer. Conversations ensued with EOP and with their database programmer. 

 
Although ITC and the programmer originally resisted using the EOP database as a “policeman” 
eventually all parties saw the benefit. Thus the system currently in use was born. Now when an 
“originator” in a given department (often an administrative assistant) enters information, 
including the names of all search committee members, about a new faculty search, the EOP 
database communicates with the tutorial database (which lists those who have taken the tutorial). 
If there are members of the new search committee who have not taken the tutorial, the EOP 
system alerts the originator, providing a button to click for each non-completer which sends an 
automatic email from the office of the VPFA, reminding the search committee member that the 
tutorial has valuable information for search committee members, has been mandated by President 
Casteen, and can be completed in a relatively short time. The email also provides a link the 
committee member can click on which takes them directly to the tutorial, and reminds them to let 
their originator know when they have completed the tutorial. Although the system allows the 
committee to get approval for and post advertisements for the position, the rest of the process 
cannot proceed until all committee members have taken the tutorial. 

 
Periodically we had been sharing the progress of the tutorial project with Kathy White, our 
administrative assistant, at that point the only other member of the VPFA team. It was Kathy who 
provided us with a crucial understanding of the way things often work at the University which 



 

 

made, we think, a significant difference in the ease of introducing the tutorial. From her 
perspective as an administrative assistant Kathy noted that administrative assistants (still called 
secretaries in some work places) were often pivotal personnel in the faculty search process at 
UVa, particularly after the introduction of the new EOP system. Yet, in her experience, the 
people in these positions (almost all women) were almost never trained, and the importance of 
their role rarely acknowledged. The tutorial team was meeting with deans and associate deans as 
well as faculty to help ensure the successful roll out of the tutorial but ignoring this critical group 
of personnel. Kathy proposed a session, complete with complimentary breakfast, to train 
administrative assistants on the use of the new features of the EOP system—and to let them know 
how much the Vice Provost’s office appreciated not only their work in support of search 
committees but also all the unheralded work they do in the background that helps the University 
continue to fulfill its mission. We held the session; it was a great success, and it has proved to be 
a key to the success of the tutorial roll-out.  

 
Outreach to administrative staff, faculty, programmers and all members of the community 
involved in faculty recruitment also reinforced the President’s early message after the student 
attack: that each member of the community had to take on their share of the task of learning from 
our experience of crisis. This call to collective action and responsibility has been tremendously 
important to the acceptance of the tutorial and of the other strategic initiatives developed in the 
office of the VPFA. 

 
The entire tutorial process has cost a significant amount but reaching out to and educating search 
committees is a priority of our office, and we are committed to this in terms of budget and 
personnel. In fact, a failed search or a search that does not help a University fulfill its goals and 
mission can be an expensive problem indeed. One faculty member/administrator estimated that 
the price of conducting a tenure-track search was approximately equivalent to the first year salary 
of a new faculty member, at least in the arts and humanities (Dettmar, 2004). 

 
Over 1,100 people have taken the tutorial, almost all of them search committee members. We 
built a voluntary and anonymous feedback system in at the end of the tutorial. The vast majority 
of the feedback has been positive: “I am a department chair and was pleasantly surprised that I 
did NOT know all the answers! I will be better prepared now to conduct and participate in future 
department searches.” We have, however, seen conflicting opinions. One person said, “Very 
nicely done—and thank you for letting us reason our way to the correct answers rather than 
perfunctorily looking for matching text!” But another said, “mindless dribble [sic].” 

 
We have mentioned that as we crafted the tutorial we tried to avoid using a deficit approach (what 
in Jolly’s model is termed negative education). But we were not always deemed successful. One 
faculty member said, “I deeply resent the patronizing tone of these tutorials/tests. The effort is 
premised on the assumption that all faculty/staff are uninformed about and insensitive to the 
world’s complexities and that they are ethical simpletons.” On the other hand, another tutorial 
completer had this to say: “One of the most thoughtful, well organized, informative qualifying 
tests I’ve ever taken. A confident, clear step in a constructive direction aimed at solving this 
university-wide problem.”  

 
Word has gotten out about the tutorial as we have made presentations about our work at several 
national conferences (including the National Conference on Race and Ethnicity in Higher 
Education [NCORE], the Faculty Life Conference sponsored by the Association of American 
Colleges and Universities [AAC&U]  [available at  
http://www.aacu.org/meetings/facultywork/documents/UVa.ppt], and the Keeping Our Faculties 



 

 

of Color Symposium hosted by the University of Minnesota). A number of other institutions, as 
well as a Virginia state agency, are now seeing the tutorial as a template for their own search 
committee and/or diversity training.  

 
Because of security and site license issues, direct access to the online version of the tutorial is 
restricted to members of the immediate University community. However, "Tutorial Preparatory 
Materials" are available on the VPFA Web site at http://www.virginia.edu/vpfa/tutorial-prep.html. 
These materials include all information used in the tutorial, in the same order, including all 
references. The only difference is that in the actual tutorial there are multiple choice questions 
while the preparatory materials are entirely in narrative form. 

 
As those in the academic world have see our presentations and learned about the tutorial, our 
other programs and our improving statistics; as we have begun conducting our faculty searches in 
a way that promotes the diversity of the applicant pool; with the hiring of Bill Harvey as Vice 
President and Chief Officer for Diversity and Equity; with our continued excellent graduation rate 
for African American students (Black Graduation Rates, 2006) word has begun to get around that 
the University of Virginia is breaking free of its historical limitations and is serious about both 
faculty and student diversity. 

 
Effective change does not happen overnight, or without effort. We want faculty to continue to be 
partners in the development of effective search committee work. We had that in mind when we 
began the tutorial process and elicited input from faculty and administrators, as previously noted. 
We have been reviewing material from the feedback mechanism at the end of the tutorial all 
along, making minor updates and corrections to the occasional typo or when readers indicated 
confusion about a question or concept. Repetition of concepts, presented in a fresh way, can help 
those taking the tutorial embed those concepts more deeply in their minds and in their practice. 
So, we have intended from the beginning to periodically do major updates to the tutorial based on 
feedback from tutorial takers, new research in the field, and emerging best practices for search 
committees from UVa and around the country, therefore requiring recertification every two years 
for search committee members. We have just finished a major review of all the feedback gathered 
since the November 2005 when the tutorial went live; we plan to release a new edition of the 
tutorial this coming November. 

 
Toolkit in Support of Search Committee Processes and Outcomes 

 
The tutorial is one piece of a toolkit that we have been gathering and developing over the last few 
years in support of the search committee process, with the end goal of maximizing recruitment 
and retention of a diversity, excellence faculty. This particular toolkit, described in more detail 
below, has been developed specifically for the University of Virginia, but other universities may 
well find some, and perhaps all, of the tools useful. The UVa toolkit includes pedagogical tools 
like the tutorial and face-to-face meetings with search committees; assessment tools such as yield 
rate calculations, ratings in relation to our peers, gender and race of new hires, surveys of exiting 
faculty and faculty candidates who decline offers of a position at UVa, the COACHE survey of 
early career faculty, focus groups with search committee chairs and with newly hired faculty; 
recognition tools such as a reception for search committee members; and data collection tools like 
the EOP electronic database and search tracking system, and our tutorial comment system. 

 
One of the measures the VPFA team has been using to assess the success of the annual 
recruitment process as well as progress towards diversity is the yield rate. For any given group 



 

 

the yield rate is calculated by taking the number of persons accepting offers of a faculty position 
in a given group, and dividing by the total number of offers made to that group.  

                 
   Yield rate =         (for any given group) 

 
 
For example, if the School of Medicine offered faculty positions to ten women and five of those 
women accepted, the yield rate for women for the School of Medicine would be 50%. UVa yield 
rates increased significantly for some groups between the 2003-2004 and 2005-2006 recruiting 
years, especially for blacks, Hispanics, and women. 
  
Assessment tools like the yield rate can help us see trends and can additionally give us the 
information we need to “drill down” and ask deeper questions. For instance, we have just learned 
that our yield rate for African Americans is down significantly for the 2006-2007 recruiting year, 
especially for one school. With this information in hand we can dialogue with the dean, associate 
deans, and perhaps some search committee chairs in that school about the possible reasons for 
this shift, and discuss making changes to the recruitment process based on this analysis.  
Another statistic we have been tracking is our standing among the sixty-one peer research 
universities that make up the Association of American Universities (AAU), in regard to the 
percentage of women and faculty of color on the TTT faculty. We have made some good progress 
when compared to our peers with increasing representation on the TTT faculty, especially for 
African Americans and some for women, but not for other underrepresented groups. It is helpful 
to gauge our progress in comparison to our peers; it is one more window on our faculty, and 
offers another opportunity to ask deeper questions about our progress or lack thereof.  
  
We have instituted a survey which we send to all exiting TTT faculty, to find out (if they are 
willing to tell us) where they are going and why. As we collect this information year after year we 
will be able to see trends that we may be able to respond to. Hypothetically, if 25% of women 
faculty members were to tell us they were leaving because they had not had adequate lab space or 
research support, but only 2% of male faculty gave this as a reason for their decision to leave, that 
would lead us to ask serious questions about and make investigations into the gender equity of 
research support at our university. 
  
For similar reasons we will be instituting a declination survey for faculty candidates who were 
offered a position at UVa but turned us down. Again, we are hoping to learn why candidates that 
we favored are choosing to go elsewhere so that, if possible, we can make changes that will 
encourage more people to accept positions when we offer them, that is, to improve our yield rate. 
  
The University of Virginia also participates in the Harvard’s Collaborative on Academic Careers 
in Higher Education’s (COACHE) Tenure Track Job Satisfaction Survey, which asks early career 
faculty “to assess their experiences regarding promotion and tenure, the nature of their work, 
policies and practices, and the general climate, culture and level of collegiality on their 
campuses” (COACHE, 2007). We are pleased that our early career faculty give UVa high ratings 
for climate, culture and collegiality; work and family balance; and global satisfaction. (Trower, C. 
and R. Chait, 2007) (Ashburn, E., 2007). These positive ratings, and the less positive ones, help 
us assess our strengths and weaknesses, especially in relation to our peers, and can help us shape 
future recruitment and retention tools.  

 
In order to better understand the search process, the knowledge held by these ad hoc groups, as 
well as the needs of the committees and the candidates, we have recently sponsored focus groups 

Number of persons accepting offers 
Total number of offers made 



 

 

as part of a larger research project entitled “Examining the Experience of Faculty Search 
Committees and Newly Hired Faculty In Order to Improve the Search Process.” We have held 
focus groups with search committee chairs and newly hired faculty, seeking more information on 
the search process at UVa from people on both sides of the search process. In addition we felt that 
newly hired faculty might be better connected to formal and informal networks of job seekers 
(their peers) than more the more senior faculty who usually make up search committees. As part 
of this project we also plan to do a survey of search committee chairs to find out more about their 
understanding of the work they do, their strengths, and their perceived needs. 

 
We also became aware that faculty members were rarely thanked for their hard work on search 
committees. Therefore we instituted a reception for search committee members in late spring 
(when the search cycle is completed for most disciplines)—a very simple thing, but never 
previously done at our university. We had a lot of very positive feedback, even from people who 
were unable to attend. The receptions have come with an unexpected bonus for our team; when 
we asked people to share the lessons they had learned from their search committee work, we got 
to hear specific ways in which the tutorial had helped search committee members set up more 
successful and/or less biased searches.  
We have come to believe that our exploration of new strategies, the sense of shared vision and 
responsibility with deans, associate deans and search committee members, and the development 
and use of our search committee toolkit has had an effect not only in a direct way on search 
committees and the outcome of searches, but also in a ripple effect on the overall climate and 
receptivity to new information and training at the University. For example, our Office of Equal 
Opportunity Programs developed and online training module, which is somewhat similar to our 
tutorial. EOP was able to develop and launch this online training with significantly more ease and 
less resistance than we had experienced. 
 
 
                                           



 

 

  Table 1. Summary of VPFA Faculty Recruitment and Retention Toolkit 
   

 
Pedagogy: 
 

- Tutorial 
- Face-to-face meetings with search committees 
- University-wide workshops on search related topics 

(unintentional bias, etc.)  
 
Data Collection 
 

- EOP electronic database and search tracking system 
- VPFA tutorial comment system 

 
Assessment: 
   

- New hires: gender and race/ethnicity by school 
- Yield rate: number of candidates accepting offers, over total 

number of offers made, by gender and race/ethnicity 
- Ranking compared to research university/AAU peers in regard 

to percentages of women and faculty of color on the TTT 
faculty 

- Exit interviews 
- Declination surveys 
- COACHE surveys (every third year) 
- Search committee chair focus groups 
- New faculty focus groups 
 

Recognition: 
 

- Reception for search committee members with discussion of 
lessons learned during search committee work 

 
 

                                Source: Vice Provost for Faculty Advancement, University of Virginia 
 
At the University of Virginia, we are now beginning to know what we do well and what needs 
improvement. We have begun to change external negative perceptions of the University as well 
as the self-limiting internal ones. We have done our work from a platform of shared responsibility, 
transparency and accountability, and we have invested resources of time, money and community 
good-will into accomplishing our goals.  
But our university, any university, is an organic organization, constantly in flux. Even as we tell 
our story and revel in these positive changes, the organism is changing—with new energies and 
emerging issues. We will continue to grow in partnership to improve the diversity and excellence 
of our faculty and to build bridges across our separate domains.  
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