
Faculty Assembly - October 19, 2017 
Present: Stephen Abedon, Cody Armond, Rachel Bowen, Amy Brunell, Terri Bucci, Cynthia Callahan, 
Mollie Cavender, Stavros Constantinou, Ozeas Costa, Kip Curtis, Susan Delagrange, Joe Fahey, Alex 
Fronk, Glenn Hartz, Margaret Hersman, Norman Jones, Steven Joyce, Gary Kennedy, Andrew Kinney, 
Dawn Kitchen, Carol Landry, Delwin Lindsey, Phil Mazzocco, Kate Nelson, Scopas Poggo, Bill Putikka, 
Dennis Shaffer, Kate Shannon, Carolyn Skinner, Heather Tanner, John Thrasher, David Tovey, Terri 
Winnick, Faith Wyzgoski. 

Absent/Excused: Mirel Caibar, Sergei Chmutov, Donna Farland-Smith, Jamison Kantor, Elizabeth 
Kolkovich, Agus Muñoz-Garcia, Yongmin Sun.  

I. Call to order and guest presentation
The meeting was called to order at 12:38 pm with an introduction of guests, Col. Michael Howard, the 
current chair of the OSU Mansfield Board, and Dan Varn, the Executive Director of United Way of 
Richland County. Dan Varn is a graduate of The Ohio State University. He has been with United Way 
of Richland County for about 3.5 years. He told us that this is a great time for the organization, even 
though we live in a time of great changes in fundraising. The organization has great relevance for the 
area, supporting 50+ programs with 20 partner agencies across the county. Our community has 
provided great support for United Way over the years, and the Mansfield area is the number one in the 
state in charitable giving. The organization is committed to providing the most effective use of these 
charitable donations, and looks forward to developing their relationships with informed philanthropists. 
A video of the 2017 Campaign was showed and can be seen at https://youtu.be/-MLo13v2NuM. Terri 
Fox is the coordinator for the United Way Campaign on campus.  

II. Approval of last meeting minutes
The faculty president asked if there were any edits to the minutes of the last Faculty Assembly meeting 
(September 20, 2017), which were electronically distributed in advance of the meeting. Heather Tanner 
moved (and Bill Putikka seconded) to approve the minutes as distributed. The motion passed with 3 
abstentions.   

III. Visit by Steve Leo (new Dean’s search) on October 24th

Steve Leo, the consultant working on the search for the new Dean, will be on campus Tuesday, October 
24, 2017.  He looks forward to meeting our Faculty, Staff and Students. Steve is from Storbeck/Pimentel 
& Associates, an executive search consultant firm and comes to us with a strong background in 
higher education search. For more about Steve, go to http://storbeckpimentel.com/team/partners/
steve-leo. The Faculty meeting will be held in OV 208 from 12:15pm – 1:30pm. Rachel Bowen’s PDC 
talk will be re-scheduled, so that all can attend Steve Leo presentation. 

IV. Unveiling of the new Faculty Handbook (Gary Kennedy and Susan Delagrange)
Gary and Susan have worked on this for a long time collating and organizing multiple contributions from 
a great number of people. Our webmaster Mike Buckland has made it live since the beginning of the 
week. You can get to the new handbook as follows: Go to the main campus web page. In the Faculty & 
Staff drop-down menu, choose the last item, Faculty and Staff Handbook. The direct URL is 
http://mansfield.osu.edu/faculty-and-staff-handbook/. Amy Brunell notes that applicants for PDC 
support need to use the forms available online. The new structure of the handbook have items grouped 
by categories. Each item is a link to a form or a site with detailed information. The only redundancy is 
that all forms can be found both in their own category and in a group called “Forms” at the end of the 
handbook. Each linked document has a date of last revision and the name of the person or committee 
responsible. These documents are expected to be revised once per year. If a document is the 
responsibility of a committee, revisions should be made every time the committee revises its charge. 
Changes should be submitted to the webmaster, Mike Buckland. Some items are still greyed out. For 

https://youtu.be/-MLo13v2NuM
http://mansfield.osu.edu/faculty-and-staff-handbook/


these items, no documentation could be found. One of these is technology services. Some links need 
to be restored. Heather pointed out that there are no links to the documents produced by the Eco-
programming Committee over the last two years, including the forms for usage of the campus natural 
areas and outdoor classroom. Kip Curtis clarified that the documents approved by the faculty 
deliberative bodies have not been posted yet because they needed to be reviewed by shared services. 
Some questioned this logic. Since the campus land is OSU property, it does not need to be reviewed 
by shared services. A discussion ensued. Gary asked all to look over the handbook over the next few 
days and let them know if any additional changes need to be made. Going forward, individual 
documents will be maintained by those responsible for their content. Susan and Gary will be contacting 
the individuals who are charged with this duty (an excel spreadsheet was distributed by email with these 
charges). They will be asked to look over the documents for which they have been assigned 
responsibility, either giving approval or supplying a revision. Gary made the following motion: Add the 
following item to the charges of the Executive Committee, the Academic Enrichment Committee, and 
the Professional Development Committee: “Maintain current versions of all documents in the Faculty & 
Staff Handbook for which the committee has responsibility”. Phil seconded the motion, which was 
approved unanimously. 
 
V. Gender disparity in faculty service activities (Phil Mazzocco and Del Lindsey) 
 

The analysis was prompted by the perception that female faculty members are taking on high time-
commitment positions in service at a greater rate than their male counterparts. During our discussion 
of this issue at the September 11 EC meeting, Terri Winnick suggested we use the annual service rating 
metric. Norman Jones provided the data for the past three years and Phil performed the analysis. Data 
is not broken down by rank to avoid personal identification. Phil’s analysis produced the following graph: 
 

 
 

The general pattern is that female faculty received higher service scores than male faculty in all the 
years of the analysis. The calculated p-values show that this difference is statistically significant only 
for the combined three years of data. One caveat to the analysis is that, although the intention of the 
analysis was to determine if female faculty are spending more of their time on service-related activities 
than their male counterparts, the ratings used for the analysis do not differentiate between quantity and 
quality of service or between the types of service performed (to the campus, to the university, to the 
profession). As such, it is not an ideal indicator of service burden on our particular campus. 
Nevertheless, the pattern showed by the data is somewhat consistent with the claim that female tenure-
track faculty are doing more service than male tenure-track faculty, albeit not confirmatory of such claim. 
Some raised further the issue that the ratings themselves may be biased and, as suggested in Phil’s 
analysis report, the acknowledged bias toward rating female service lower than male service may 
accentuate the disparity or underestimate the difference. Phil also pointed out that the service rating 
itself is subjective.  



 

Del Lindsey analysis was a little different from Phil’s and the metric he used was membership in the 
Executive Committee and assuming chairmanships on the other standing committees. Del had access 
to the rosters for the same years that Phil used for his analysis (2014-2016). Some questioned the 
assumptions made about what qualify as high-burden service commitments. The position of program 
coordinators, for instance, although requiring high time commitment, were not included in the analysis. 
Del explained that such positions are highly constrained, in a sense that departments in which only 
female faculty are available to take on the position of program coordinator, such department will not 
have the option of electing a male coordinator. Similarly, departments in which only male faculty are 
available to take on the position will not have the option of selecting a female coordinator. As such, 
including these positions in the analysis would not address the underlying question of whether male 
faculty are not doing their fair share. Therefore, Del’s analysis attempted to focus on positions to which 
people would primarily volunteer. Del’s analysis produced the graph below (on the left): 
 

 
 

According to Del’s interpretation, the variation from year-to-year do not represent long term trends but 
rather cyclical changes in faculty participation, with some years having more females and in others more 
males. Del also noted, by looking at the list of faculty in the directory, that there are more male faculty 
than female faculty by a significant amount and, therefore, we would expect to see greater male 
participation than female, if everybody is pulling their own weight. So, in order to determine if the 
observed results are abnormal, he performed a simulation in which faculty names were randomly 
selected by a computer to serve on the positions at the EC and chairmanships during the period 
between 2014-2016. He ran the simulation a million times and produced the graph above (on the right) 
comparing the observed participation of male faculty in these positions (for the 2014-2016 period) and 
the expected participation based on the random simulation. 
 
Based on the graph, the observed male participation over the period of the analysis fits within the 
expected participation provided by the simulation. Basically, what we observe in regards to male 
participation in these service roles is entirely within the range of variation we should expect, if a 
computer where assigning Mansfield tenure-track faculty randomly to core service positions (EC and 
standing committee chairmanships).  Moreover, if the male/female composition of our tenure-track 
faculty is closer to Phil’s estimates, then the correspondence between expected and observed 
participation would be even closer. The analysis suggests it does not appear there is any bias or 
unexpected variation, but instead it is these ad-hoc and other types of service commitments (outside of 
our core service structure) that are creating this assumed excessive service burden on the female 
faculty. Some reinforced this sentiment that there is in fact a tremendous amount of ad-hoc, not very 
visible service commitments, much of which is a product of who is asked, which overwhelmingly are the 
people who have agreed to do it in the past. This issue is not being captured in the analysis. A discussion 
ensued. Some mentioned that it is not clear why we are talking about this. 



 
Norman explained the origins of the discussion and how these questions were raised. It was not about 
compensation but rather about the burden of service, the perception that this burden was not being 
shared equally by male and female faculty, and how we can encourage a better distribution of this 
burden. Further discussion in the EC in September raised questions such that the EC decided to gather 
actual data to evaluate these issues. The focus of the EC now is on encouraging faculty members to 
reflect on the distribution of service roles as we consider responding to the next call for nominations for 
officers. Norman asked for volunteers from the floor to help the faculty VP and the nominating committee 
to search for new officers. Norman has emailed with Jennifer Beard at the Women’s Place in Columbus, 
and she indicated that this is a university-wide problem, although the Mansfield campus (to her 
knowledge) is the only unit actively trying to address the issue.  Norman noted that, whatever 
perspective one has on tenure-track faculty service and how its burdens are distributed, it is clear that 
we have longstanding difficulties with it (the Faculty Service Rubric grew out of those difficulties), and 
we need to keep working on solutions to help us deal more effectively with those difficulties. He invited 
faculty members to email solutions to him in anticipation of focusing the entirety of the next Faculty 
Assembly meeting on this issue. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:29 pm.  
 


