Faculty Caucus Meeting
Wednesday, April 24, 2019
Approved
Call to Order

Senate Chairperson Susan Kalter called the meeting to order.  

Elections:

Panel of Ten

By ballot, the following individuals were elected to the Panel of Ten for a one-year term:

Nancy Lind, CAS

Kim Pereira, CFA (2nd Term)
Andy Rummel, CFA

Eric Peterson, CAS

Carla Pohl,  MCN

Christopher Breu, CAS

Aslihan Spaulding, CAST

Lea Cline, CFA

Tammy Harpel, CAST

Miranda Lin, COE
Academic Freedom, Ethics and Grievance Committee

By ballot, the following individuals were elected to the AFEGC for a three-year term:

1. Debbie Shelden, SED, 2016-22 (2nd term)

2. Cynthia Kerber, MCN, 2019-2022

3. John McHale, COM, 2019-2022

4. Rati Ram, ECO, 2019-2022

5. Paul Ugor, ENG, 2019-2022

6. Michaelene Cox, POL, 2019-2022

7. Erin Ponnou-Delaffon, LLC, 2019-2022

8. April Anderson-Zorn, MIL, 2019-2022

9. Justin Vickers, MUS, 2019-2022
10. David Sanson, PHI, 2019-2020

Alternate 1: Yun-Ching Chung, SED
Alternate 2: Jennifer Howell, LLC

Alternate 3: Steve Mertens, TCH
External Committees of the Academic Senate
The Rules Committee made the annual assignments to fill the vacancies on the External Committees of the Senate. Those assignments were unanimously approved. 

Athletics Council  

Replacing:
Christopher Hamaker, CAS, 2016-19 
Phyllis McCluskey-Titus, COE, 2016-19 
Clinton Warren, CAST, 2015-2021 (resigned)
Christopher Hamaker, CAS, 2019-2022 (2nd term)

Phyllis McCluskey-Titus, COE, 2019-2022 (2nd term)
Nikki Hoffman, CAST, 2019-2021 (replacing Clinton Warren)
Council On General Education  

Replacing:

Kim Schneider, CAS Social Sciences, 2016-19

Chad Woolard-CAS (HUM) sabbatical (fall only)

Gary Weilbacher (COE) sabbatical (fall only)
Georgia Tsouvala, CAS, History, 2019-2022

Rachel Gramer, CAS (HUM) sabbatical replacement (fall only) – Woolard seat

Yun-Ching Chung, COE – sabbatical replacement (fall only) – Weilbacher seat

Honors Council  

Replacing: 

Dan Ispas, CAS, 2016-19

Terry Husband, COE, 2016-19

Jin Jo, CAST, 2016-2019
Meredith Downes, COB, 2019-2022

Michael Gizzi CAST, 2019-2022

Elizabeth White, COE, 2019-2022

Library Committee  

Replacing: 
Oguzhan Dincer, CAS, 2016-19

Alan Lessoff, CAS, 2016-19

Melissa Johnson, CFA, 2016-19

Kathy Webster, CAST, 2016-19 

Julie Webber, CAS, 2016-19

VACANCY  

Jennifer Howell, CAS-HUM, 2019-2022
Karen Stipp, CAS-SS, 2019-2022
Marie Labonville, CFA, 2019-2022
Kathy Webster, CAST, 2019-2022 (2nd Term)
Michael Barrowclough, CAST, 2019-2022
Mary Volle Cranston, MCN, 2019-2022

Reinstatement Committee  

VACANT, MIL

Replacing:  Randy Reid, CFA, 2016-19     

April Anderson-Zorn, MIL, 2019-2022
Andrea Crimmins, CFA, 2019-2022
Textbook Affordability Committee
Replacing:

Michaelene Cox, CAS, 2017-2019

Do-Young Park, COE 2017-2019 

James Palmer, COE, 2017-2019 (serving in faculty Senator seat)

Michaelene Cox, CAS, 2019-2021 (2nd term)

Euy Sup Shim, CAST, 2019-2021

Alternate for faculty seat:  Brent Beggs, CAST, 2019-2021
University Appeals Board  

Replacing:  Kristen Carlson, ATK 2016-19

Justin Vickers, CFA (MUS) 2019-2022
University Curriculum Committee
Replacing:

COB: Joe Trefzger, FIL, 2013-19

COB: Susan Dustin, MQM, 2016-19
COE: Adel El-Bataineh, TCH, 2016-19 
CFA: Geoffrey Duce, MUS, 2016-19
CAS: Richard Hughes, HIS, 2016-19 
CAS:  Jean Standard, CHE, 2017-2019; 2017-2020 (resigning)

CAS:  Martha Cook, BIO, 2017-2019; 2017-2020 (resigning)

Joseph Johnston, COB, 2019-2022

Heather Jia, COB, 2019-2022 
May Jadallah, COE, 2019-2022

Kristen Carlson, CFA, 2019-2022

Jennifer Howell, CAS, 2019-2022
Fusun Akman, CAS, 2019-2020

Jonathan Thayn, CAS, 2019-2020
University Hearing Panel  

Replacing:

Kyle Miller, COE, 2015-2019 (Second Term)
Carrie Anna Courtad, COE, 2015-2019 (Second Term)

Jamie Wieland, COB, 2015-2019 (Second Term)

Julie Campbell, CAS, 2017-2019

Yun-Ching Chung, COE, 2017-2019

Eros DeSouza, CAS, 2017-2019

Heather Jia, COB, 2017-2019

Tony Lorsbach, COE, 2017-2019

Sharon Doubet, COE, 2017-2019

Tuyen Tonnu, CFA, 2018-2019
1.  Maribeth Lartz, COE, 2019-2021

2. Steve Mertens, COE, 2019-2021

3. Bahae Samhan, COB, 2019-2021

4. Susan Dustin, COB, 2019-2021

5. Michaelene Cox, CAS, 2019-2021

6. Karen Stipp, CAS, 2019-2021

7. Andrea Crimmins, CFA, 2019-2021

8. Yun-Ching Chung, COE, 2019-2021 (Second Term)
9. Miranda Lin, COE, 2019-2021

10. Mary Volle Cranston, MCN, 2019-2021
University Service Awards Selection Committee  

Replacing:

COB:  Duleep Delpechitre, COB, 2017-2019

CAST:  Pranshoo Solanki, CAST, 2017-2019
COB : Vladimir Kotomin 2019-2021

CAST: Sally Xie, 2019-2021
Senator Kalter: We now move to our Information Item.  We don't have very much turnover on the Senate, so usually we wouldn't do an Information Item at this time, but the University Review Committee and the ad hoc committee before them have been working for a long time on ASPT equity, and it would be helpful for us to have some discussion about this before the summer hits.  So I'm going to invite Joe Goodman from the Department of Management and Quantitative Methods to the microphones, and he will present what the URC is sending forward to us and answer any questions that we might have.  Thank you for coming.  And by the way, there are other people in the room who are also on URC, related to URC, or have been in this process, so you can introduce them as well.
Information Item:

04.12.19.04 University Review Committee: Email from URC chair

04.12.19.05 University Review Committee: ASPT Equity Review Proposal
Dr. Goodman: Thank you, chairperson Kalter, and thank you to the Senate for having us.  If I could, I would like to invite former chairpersons Doris Houston and Diane Dean, and of course former chairperson Sheryl Jenkins is sitting on the Caucus.  So if you guys could join me and help fill in the gaps that I may be able to gloss over.  This is a process that has gone through several cycles of the URC.  We noticed with the revision of ASPT for 2017 that the URC was charged with performing an equity review.  We met with several entities, and we could not ascertain if this had actually been done.  Several chairpersons and several URCs have worked together with the Faculty Caucus to come up with a proposal to conduct a five-phase process.  Initially, we wanted to do it as a five-year process, but given that this is the first attempt at an equity review, we felt it necessary to list it as a phase because we're not sure if we'll be able to complete each of the data collection points in a year's timeframe.  So as we have more experience and expertise, we'll know the timeframe and how we can better adjust that.  So I'll entertain questions and then defer to my former chairpersons where my memory is lapse.  
Senator Kalter: All right, and just to also remind everybody that we created an ad hoc committee because five years ago when the URC called to our attention that Section II.D (I think it was) of the ASPT policies had been on the books since the 1970s and yet never actually invoked, no equity study ever done that we could find, we decided that URC needed to have a little bit of help because they were already involved in doing all kinds of other stuff.  So an Ad Hoc Equity Committee created the first run-through.  You'll notice that in the materials those are both there, but the URC recommendation is first.  So do we have any questions or comments about what they are putting forward?  
Senator Horst: I was wondering as I was looking at these phases, for items such as people who were non-reappointed or disciplinary actions, the sample size might be quite small.  So do you have a sense at all of what would be a sort of threshold for adequate sample size?
Dr. Goodman: We don't, and we recognized that some of the sample sizes would be small.  Therefore, as we compiled the phases, we left the option open for qualitative data if we have to do separate analyses that wouldn't be standard to an R-squared type analysis.  

Senator Nikolaou: Actually, I had a clarification about Phase 1 relative to all of the other phases.  Because in Phase 1, it says that it's going to be a regression analysis, but then for all the other phases it says that it's going to be descriptive only.  So, is there a reason why the same process is not followed for all phases and we say regression analysis for the first one and then we're just looking at how many were not reappointed based on gender, based on ethnicity, etcetera.
Dr. Goodman: Would you do me a favor?  Would you repeat that for me so that I make sure that I understand your question?

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah.  For Phase 1 for salary, my understanding is that you're proposing to do a regression analysis, and that's what the ad hoc committee was saying that it's going to be a multiple regression analysis.  But then, in Phase 2, if you look at the second paragraph, it says, "Four analyses will be conducted.  These studies are descriptive only."  So I'm wondering why phase 1 is a more formal regression analysis and all the other phases are just descriptive statistics and not a formal regression analysis.  

Dr. Goodman: Right.  Some of that goes to sample size and what we can have, whether it's there or not.  Some of that is the inferences that would be taken from statistical analyses, and I also don't want to speak for both Diane and Doris, so if they want to chime in.  But my answer is, we may have the N that we could do a regression in Phase 1 where we're going to look across 600 plus faculty members for salary, whereas when we start looking at the other individual things – promotional tenures, DFSC documents, disciplinary actions – that N becomes quite small and violates R-squared type assumptions for data analyses.
Senator Ferrence: I need just a little bit of educating.  This is really what I'm asking here.  When I look at the five phases, when I first read it, Phase 5 hit me as which one of these doesn't look like the others because it's dealing with the disciplinary actions, which on one hand it could be an opportunity because it gives us, if it's roughly a year per phase, five years to have a chance to then look back at what we just approved relatively recently and see.  But where my educating comes in is, when I think of the word equity I was thinking of it in terms of financial equity.  Is part of the idea here, then, that we're not just looking at equity in terms of compensation but also equity in terms of who's chosen to be disciplined and whether the penalty for an infraction is equitable across the campus?
Dr. Goodman: To answer your question, yes.  To provide you some information from my training as an HR professional, the EEOC determines that anything that we use to make employment decisions is considered a test, whether it's disciplinary or a promotion, access to training, etc.  That has to be looked at and peeked at and because these additional phases would impact salary and future earnings down the road, we would have to analyze those.  So the answer is yes.  And Phase 5 will look at little differently because we don't know how that's going to look.  Hopefully, we have zero disciplinary actions going forward, but we don't know.
Senator Ferrence: Thanks.

Senator Mainieri: The six dimensions of diversity that are being examined in terms of the data available, are those the only six dimensions that we really have data on that we can pull?

Dr. Goodman: Yes.  We consulted with PRPA on what we could access, and in working with them we did bring PRPA in and OEOA to consult with us on what we can get access to, what we have readily accessible, and it fit these categories best.
Senator Mainieri: But in terms of gender, the data that we have available, is that binary?  Are the only options that we have binary gender options?  

Dr. Goodman: I would have to pause on that question and check with PRPA.

Dr. Catanzaro: I'm pretty sure those are driven by the federal definitions.  Those are the data we collect.  They're self-reported data, and it's the federal definition so it is binary.

Senator Kalter: Other comments or observations?  I have a couple.  In Phase 1, second to last paragraph, the mention is made here, "The Academic Planning Committee and PRPA already currently track this type of data in a different way through academic program profiles."  Just wanted to give you an update on that.  This year, the Academic Planning Committee lost that part.  Academic program profiles no longer report, I believe, it's race and ethnicity, but they still report gender.  So my question is not necessarily to URC but sort of a question to put out there in general for the administration, how do we move forward in that?  It seems to me that the URC should be able to receive that information in executive session and that members with conflicts of interest would be recused during that.  I hope that the administration would agree with that reading.
Provost Murphy: You know, the administration that gets to make that decision right now would be OEOA and our University General Counsel.  We are having ongoing discussions about this because the implications of not having access to that data are pretty far-reaching.  So we are having those conversations, definitely.

Senator Kalter: Thank you.  Yes, it was very concerning to me, since I sit on the Academic Planning Committee, that we had been (in the past for the many years that I have been on it) able to indicate to departments, hey, faculty in your program are not very diverse and also understand it in the context of like the sciences tend to have fewer women than men, but we can kind of tell relatively how much progress we're making.  So hopefully we'll be able to go back to something there, somewhere in the University that is a shared governance group that will have that.  The second question I had for the URC this time, it seemed to me that Phase 3 needs to be refined slightly to bring the wording and method more in line with the way that you have it phrased in Phase 2 and just sort of edit that for clarity.   Maybe you had already discussed that or maybe you’re just burnt out on it and sort of got through Phase 2 and…  But just to have those be sort of parallel.  It seemed sort of a friendly amendment.  I have four altogether.  So let's see.  

I'm wondering, and this is again not necessarily a question for URC, but I wrote down, "Should we and can we add to our program review process a request for each discipline to detail their comparison data at comparator institutions so that that could somehow be forwarded to the URC?"  In other words, there is a discussion in the report coming up from URC about how we can look at this on a University level, but sometimes it's important to understand it on a specific to each department level or specific to program level.  But that takes a lot of work, and the Provost and I have talked about how much work that takes.  But doing it on sort of an eight-year cycle and then making perhaps each department responsible for finding the data, even if we say to departments use the same common data sets so that we're not mixing apples and oranges, but having them sort of say here's what these medians are in our discipline.  Just sort of a suggestion there, and I don't know how people who have served on APC feel about that, mixing those processes or not.  We often, on APC, get facilities requests and budget requests and stuff like that.  Provost Murphy, do you have any thoughts about that?  
Provost Murphy: I want to make sure I'm understanding that you're asking should departments also be looking at making salary comparisons as part of their academic…  My suggestion would be not.  I think having this kind of a process makes more sense because I think that you start to develop a process that then becomes consistent University-wide.  And think about it.  If it's done annually just by program review, we're not going to be able to fund an equity…  We're not going to be able to fund it, nor should we, program by program, on an eight-year cycle.  I think the better option is to do it consistently as a University where we're doing as you suggest, and that's the University as a whole is doing this kind of equity review that's guided by these, and we know where the data is.  We know how consistent the data is.  So my recommendation would be not to put that in the academic planning process and put that burden on individual departments year after year, but rather to keep it as this kind of process.
Senator Kalter: Thank you.

Dr. Houston: My question regarding your question is, would you be expecting the universities to look at comparative data from other institutions to examine outcomes or to examine the process through which the data was collected?
Senator Kalter: I believe that when I wrote down the question I was thinking more about Phase 1 and salaries and that PRPA does have access to discipline-specific salary information.  Also has, obviously, the aggregated one, right?  But that's going to be different for different disciplines.  Business might be further from the national median than, say, English or what have you.  So that's where I was thinking do we know where each of our departments is versus just understanding where we are as a group of professors at large where we all make very different amounts of money from one another.  Does that make sense?

I think this is my last question – and I'm not sure I'm going to understand it since I wrote it a week or two ago – but I say, "What did the URC do with the second to last paragraph on page 12?"  I believe this is in the original one from the ad hoc committee to URC.  So there is one paragraph that said something about mitigating against unconscious bias under Proactive approaches to equity and equal opportunity and access and then another paragraph that said, "The distribution of supportive goods within departments, colleges, and among colleges…" (like graduate assistant support, release time course load, service load, recruitment, etc.)  And the ad hoc committee had said, "We encourage the URC to discuss whether it might be able to issue guidance, recommend changes to collection templates for annual faculty productivity reports, and/or encourage the promulgation of policy by departments regarding fair and equitable distribution of those other types of goods.  Uniform data collection regarding such distribution would be difficult, but local- and college-level analyses could be fruitful."  So I'm just kind of curious about where the URC is with that recommendation from the ad hoc committee.

Dr. Goodman: I'm going to play ignorant.  I'm not sure I'm following the question.  I'm going to look at the paragraph again.  I'm not sure what I'm supposed to actually answer at this time.
Senator Kalter: You could answer, "We’ll get back to you."  The committee talked about all kinds of stuff, and actually some of the people on the committee are here.  The three people who are on either side of you – Dr. Dean, Dr. Houston, and Dr. Blum – were all on that ad hoc committee.  I was on that committee.  I'm trying to remember if there was anybody else in the room.  Dr. Catanzaro was on that committee.  Joe was not on the committee, actually.  Lane was on the committee.  Tony Walesby, etc.  So what we did was we talked about things that were and were not within our scope, and those things that I just listed are, generally speaking, difficult to put in the scope of ASPT.  You know, things like service load, recruitment into administrative roles, quiet support, etc., but that doesn't mean that the URC can't give departments some guidance on, first of all, just calling their attention to the fact that there is an equity issue here that connects to salary and that connects to promotion and tenure.  So in other words, if you have two equally situated faculty members who come in – one is male; one is female – the male faculty member may have a network of male colleagues who say to them, hey, you know, you could get some seed support money to start that research project by asking this person.  The female does not get that same advice.  The male faculty member gets to tenure and promotion.  The female faculty does not.  Right?  Those types of things we saw as out of our scope but still where the URC could give departments some guidance because it may not be so far out of our scope that it does not impact ASPT issues.  Does that make sense?
Dr. Goodman: Yes, and thank you.  This is an area that, as the URC, will need further discussion and refinement to handle those issues.  If I may, I'm going to come back to an earlier point about the internal versus external.  Just so that we're all on the same footing, and to pull from my expertise, when litigation is sought for pay inequities, the courts are going to look at your internal mechanisms, not across organizations.  We understand that market forces drive some of our salaries, but it would look at the discrepancy based on those internal issues that we have and what the URC has put forth.  So just to kind of put that into perspective, yes, there are some external issues that Illinois State is suffering from, or imbalanced out of, compared to our peer group, especially across the state, but it would not be advisable to call that inequitable treatment if we're all paid equitably across Illinois State's standards, philosophies, bylaws, etc. 

Senator Kalter: Thank you.  All right, do we have other comments/questions?  I think maybe with that one little friendly amendment with the refining of Phase 3, we may see this back in May, since we don't have much of a changeover of Senators, and just get that approved in that meeting.  All right, thank you all so much.  Wow, we didn't even call a hard stop time, but we hit it anyway.  It's 9:22.  

Adjournment

Motion by Senator Dawson, seconded by Senator Horst, to adjourn. The motion was unanimously approved.
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