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Minutes of Meeting 

Amherst Campus, 7 April 2018 
 

Present: David Hoagland, MJ Peterson (Amherst campus); Marlene Kim, Robert Lublin 
(chair) (Boston campus); Paul Bacdayau (Dartmouth campus); Kimberly Merriman (Lowell 
campus). 
 
Guests:  Trustee Imari K. Paris Jeffries (first portion of meeting) 
Hannah Sevian, Professor of Chemistry, and Reyes Coll-Telechea, Professor of Latin 
American and Iberian Studies, coordinators of the Boston Campus PROGRESS survey 
(second portion of meeting) 
 
The meeting came to order at 11.50 am.  
 
Conversation with Trustee Jeffries 
 
 [Trustee Jeffries is Executive Director of Parenting Journey, a nonprofit family counseling 
center based in Somerville, and former member of the Massachusetts Board of Registration 
of Social Workers.  He earned BA, MEd and MA degrees from UMass Boston.  He was 
appointed to Board by Governor Baker in December 2016] 
 
It is important that the Board remains mindful of the University’s values as it carries out its 
duties, and in particular avoids disconnects between programs and financing. 
 
Searches at the Chancellor and provost levels should include careful assessment of 
candidates’ commitments to social justice.  Some discussion of how to frame questions that 
would advance this goal ensued. 
 
There are some misunderstandings about financial arrangements.  When it comes to 
campus funds, each is autonomous and has its own.  Central Office reserves are separate 
and are not automatically available to a campus. 
 
Campuses need to think more carefully about program design by giving more attention to 
1) whether proposed programs can become self-sustaining, and 2) developing course 
topics and assignments that will advance course outcome goals.   The strong interest 
among students in career-related learning suggests that courses should incorporate 
elements addressing career development. 
 
Trustees do not have lot of detail; they are setting general policies and directions for the 
system. 
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Equity in Faculty Service Expectations 
 
Professors Sevian and Coll-Tellechea distributed and explained summaries of the 
PROGRESS survey questions regarding the distribution of service activity among faculty on 
the Boston campus. 
 
The survey had been undertaken in response to a NEASC query about whether differences 
in the extent of service work were contributing to what NEASC saw as a low proportion of 
women at the full professor rank. 
 
All department chairs responded to the survey, and overall response rates were good 
enough to permit drawing conclusions. 
 
Major observations related to the Boston campus survey 

1.  Women are over-represented among department chairs.  Many department 
chairs are “stuck” at the associate rank and this is reflected in the lower proportion 
of women at the full rank. 
2.  The campus employs few professional staff in relation to its size.   This means 
faculty have to do this work, and it falls more on female faculty than male faculty. 

Boston colleagues noted that many faculty feel “burned out,” reducing faculty participation 
in campus governance.  This effectively gives the administration more discretion. 
 
There was some discussion of how the survey was constructed, with questions about how 
to analyze the self-reported time spend since self-recollections are subject to various forms 
of error.  
 
Proposals from Boston colleagues 
1.  That all campuses do a similar survey. 

Meg Bond at Lowell and Joya Misra at Amherst were identified as having done 
research in this area. 

2.  That all campuses identify any other data about faculty service workload that have been 
or are being collected. 

Lowell colleagues noted that the campus’s WAVES (Women Academics Valued and 
Engaged in STEM) program had information on this for STEM fields.  Amherst 
colleagues noted that their campus had done a very broad Campus Climate survey 
covering a wide range of questions, including perceptions of equity in faculty service 
demands.  Campus-level data had been released and college-level data was about to 
be released.  Department-level data would not be analyzed or released because 
many departments are small enough that providing data broken down by any 
category of faculty (gender, race/ethnicity, or rank) would permit identification of 
individuals’ responses and violate promises of anonymity.  

3.  Perhaps an inter-campus PROGRESS committee? 
4.  Perhaps hold a meeting on the Boston campus in September to increase awareness of 
the issue? 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1.30 pm 


