
Faculty Assembly - November 15, 2017 
 

Present: Stephen Abedon, Cody Armond, Rachel Bowen, Amy Brunell, Mirel Caibar, Sergei Chmutov, 
Stavros Constantinou, Ozeas Costa, Kip Curtis, Susan Delagrange, Joe Fahey, Glenn Hartz, Norman 
Jones, Steven Joyce, Jamison Kantor, Gary Kennedy, Andrew Kinney, Dawn Kitchen, Elizabeth 
Kolkovich, Carol Landry, Delwin Lindsey, Phil Mazzocco, Agus Muñoz-Garcia, Kate Nelson, Scopas 
Poggo, Bill Putikka, Kate Shannon, Carolyn Skinner, Yongmin Sun, Heather Tanner, John Thrasher, 
David Tovey, Terri Winnick, Faith Wyzgoski. 
 
Excused: Terri Bucci, Cynthia Callahan, Mollie Cavender, Donna Farland-Smith, Dennis Shaffer.   
 
I. Call to order and approval of last meeting minutes 
 

The meeting was called to order at 12:39 pm. The faculty president asked if there were any edits to the 
minutes of the last Faculty Assembly meeting (October 19, 2017) besides those submitted by email to 
the secretary and incorporated into the new version. Hearing none, he asked for a motion to approve 
the minutes as edited. Stephen Abedon moved (and Heather Tanner seconded) and the motion passed 
with 3 abstentions.   
 
II. Election of Faculty Officers for 2018 
 

The slate of candidates are: 
• Faculty President – Delwin Lindsey 
• Faculty Vice-President – no candidate 
• Secretary – Gary Kennedy 
• At Large Representative to the EC – Amy Brunell 
• Diversity Committee Chair – Joseph Fahey 

 
Stephen Abedon moved that we accept the slate of candidates as it stands, and continue to pursue a 
candidate for vice president until our next meeting on Dec 1. Scopas Poggo seconded and the motion 
was approved unanimously. 
 
III. Discussion on gender and faculty service to the campus (Susan Delagrange/Norman Jones) 
 

Susan stressed the irony of having a meeting to discuss the fact that we have too many meetings and 
service commitments on campus. During our last meeting, we collectively agreed to continue this 
discussion today. To inform the conversation, a survey was distributed electronically since the last 
meeting, and 18 responses were submitted. There is a consensus that we have too much service to do 
overall. Plethora of committee work (both standing and ad-hoc). Hidden service. And it all gets 
distributed unevenly, usually through the usual suspects.  
One of the questions asked in the survey was about the perceived gender disparity in service: What are 
the pressure points and challenges that faculty experience that have to do primarily with service? It also 
asked for possible solutions that people would like to consider. Since this is a charged and difficult topic, 
Norman described some of the ground rules for the discussion. One point of agreement is that we do 
too much service. Reached out to the Women’s Place in Columbus for guidance and had great 
conversations with Jennifer Beard (the Women’s Place interim director) and also with Tom Gregoire 
(Dean of the College of Social Work) on the recommendation from Jennifer. 
We do not expect to solve this problem today and, although many units in the university are facing 
similar problems, none is addressing it or have found a solution. In fact, this is an industry-wide problem 
and there are much greater forces at play. Nevertheless, we should try to avoid making unwanted 
generalizations and avoid calling out specific people. Will not be productive and not be appropriate for 
the forum.  
Both Susan and Norman looked at what other campuses and units are doing to address these issues 
and we are at the forefront of trying to deal with it and think of ways to be supportive of each other. We 
are looking for solutions and a way forward. What kinds of things should we be working on? Should we 



look at restructuring committees? Should we look at the service rubric? Although quantitative data is 
useful, it is important that voices be heard more than numbers. In that spirit, they read some of the 
edited comments provided by faculty colleagues in response to the survey prompts.  
Comments revolved around the hidden service performed by women (“things that no one knows about 
or gets credit for”); about the role of committee chairs and officers, and how different people perform 
the same job in different ways and spend different amount of time and effort and are helped or not by 
other committee members (when someone in a leadership position don’t do their jobs properly they 
create more jobs for others); about the need to restructure committees to reflect the current needs of 
the campus; the need to decide as a group what we value and focus our effort on those outcomes and 
hold people accountable; need to clearly articulate and communicate expectations for service; the 
issues with the service rubric which have not clearly articulated those expectations; keep track of the 
ad-hoc service and who is doing it – mostly the usual suspects and many are female faculty (“ask the 
people that usually says no and then ask them again and again”); the need to reduce service obligations 
(“shrink the executive committee, the role of curriculum committee and diversity committee chairperson, 
and faculty service on board committees”); combine student support and academic enrichment 
committees; combine ad-hoc committees with standing committees; enforce the requirement that 
committee chairs turn in reports summarizing the participation and contributions of committee members; 
statistics do not capture implicit bias and any imbalance in each gender contributions; conduct more 
business using skype, buckeye box and other means of communicating and sharing information; 
“faculty need to learn to let go of certain campus governance responsibilities”; our service workload 
work against us when hiring and retaining good colleagues/researchers; the extent to which our current 
level of service filters down to our students is questionable. 
Questions to consider (thought experiment): if one went away and came back in 10 years, what would 
be a really great service arrangement? Faculty was asked to think big and put forward suggestions that 
could be implemented in the coming calendar year. What do we faculty have the will to genuinely 
change? The faculty service rubric? The committee structure? Devise a system for rotating 
appointments to major service roles, rather than the current volunteer arrangement? Talking to the 
people that brought up this discussion, the biggest issues seem to be exhaustion and fatigue. Some 
feel they are being stretched too thin. We need to figure out how to help. Hidden service is a major 
problem. Hearing this both from colleagues and from the article that was shared prior to the meeting. 
These come in the form of requests and is statistically significant for women over men. It is not even 
counted as ad-hoc and is something that administrators have to consider. Eats up peoples time. Shows 
that women on average have 5 hours less than men per week for research. It seems small but can have 
a big impact on careers. May partially explain why there are fewer women promoted to full professor. 
Nebulous but significant factor.  
Some voiced support for faculty to collectively let go of some things. Like the idea of trying to fold ad-
hoc tasks into standing committees. Many committees doing same thing. It would help program 
coordinators to go to only one person to deal with an issue, instead of many. For example, multiple 
committees deal with awards and money. Also, it would be great to have someone (that is not a faculty 
member) responsible exclusively for organizing events, since faculty are not trained in that. Make 
simpler the committees by combining existing committees. Create an environment for best use of faculty 
expertise and ideas.  
It seems that there is an imbalance in the work of committees. Some committees that are too busy while 
others are sitting on their hands. The partition of people in committees needs revision. If we are going 
to conduct a rational discussion, we need to know what these hidden service obligations are. Need to 
articulate explicitly what these are and create a list of these hidden service obligations. This will help 
differentiate between things that are really helpful to the wider campus community and those that people 
think is important to them and want to promote. The current system is very inefficient. People can hide 
in a committee and not do very much. Sub-tasking will increase efficiency and reduce the burden on 
individuals. Some meetings seem pointless and people are not motivated to engage. Some mentioned 
that the hidden use of time is, in fact, seen by administration, they are not totally hidden.  



A number of requests come from students, former students, and community. We could definitely 
streamline the service rubric. The service rubric had good intention, but failed to do what was intended. 
Need to find another way of going about recording and identifying one’s service contributions. Another 
element that we do not have a lot of control over is the fact that we are tired of constantly fighting friendly 
fire from Columbus. The change to semester was hard enough. The GE review feels like it again. Use 
up too much emotional energy. We feel helpless to stop some ideas that do not make sense. Keep 
switching over, creating problems, making our life difficult.  
Some have been on external relations board and think it is important to have a faculty voice on that 
committee. It tells the board that faculty are interested in the community. Real contribution. Once a 
month is not too bad. Members of the board are appreciative. They come from long distances, volunteer 
they time, and want to be connected. Faculty participation really makes a difference. Dawn Kitchen 
offered a historical perspective on when and why faculty participation on board committees came about. 
It was put on the constitution because work was being done and decisions were being made in board 
subcommittees and people got worried, that faculty governance was going away. We do not need to be 
in all committees. Need to find a balance and identify which of these are important and which are not 
on a case by case.  
Need to figure out which hidden services people are getting credit for and which they do not. Need to 
communicate these things with staff because, when they need someone from the faculty, they always 
go to the same people. Can benefit from some leadership from administration. Especially as we go 
through annual reviews. Come back with a first draft proposal for faculty to evaluate. Scoppas noted 
that participation in some events are important to the campus as a whole but not many people do it. 
Participation in campus recruitment events is an example. These are essential services that need to be 
performed, like participation in the external relations committee. A number of us think we should stay 
connected to the community. Essential for us as well. There is also professional service requests for 
book reviews, paper review. These are also hidden service. It takes a lot of time.  
Del agrees that it is time for the dean’s office to take the bull by the horns. He also reminded us that the 
vote on approval of the service rubric was very close and there needs to be a higher threshold to 
approve these kinds of things with more than just a single majority. In addition, the campus culture have 
changed over the years and this needs to be accounted for. One of the problems with the service 
structure is that we are trying to have all the bases covered and created committees to try and do all 
these things and then send somebody to check if they are doing what we want them to do. What is the 
point in having a committee if we do not have some level of acceptance or trust? Also we do not get 
board meeting info timely. We should have some kind of account of what is going on without having to 
have somebody physically there at all times. The system will work if we trust the system. That has 
created some more work for people.  
Susan reminded us all that an import point in that discussion is the need for a collective decision on 
how much governance we want as faculty. Send suggestions on service rubric and faculty governance 
to Susan and Norman. They will put together a draft proposal for faculty to evaluate but it will not be 
ready until late in spring in order to incorporate discussions during faculty annual reviews. Heather 
suggested that the EC should talk about this.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:29 pm.  
 


