
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
 OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE  
 
Presiding Officer W. Brian O’Connor called the 721st Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate to order on November 15, 
2012 at 3:30 p.m. in Herter Hall, Room 227. 
 
Presiding Officer W. Brian O’Connor announced that the meeting would begin with the Chancellor’s portion of the 
announcement period because Chancellor Subbaswamy would be required to leave the meeting early to attend a lecture. 
 

Chancellor Kumble Subbaswamy stated that the University’s strategic planning process is moving forward. There will be an 
update in December that, because the planning is the work of a joint task force, should include no surprises. There was a 
successful alumni event in Boston, the Salute to Service Banquet and Scholarship Awards. The Chancellor congratulated 
the University’s advancement team and its relations team for their success. The Boston-area alumni were thrilled that the 
University held a major event in the city. Robert Kraft was the featured attraction, as he received a legacy salute to service 
award. Mr. Kraft spoke very highly of the value of the University of Massachusetts. The University will continue to reclaim 
its mantle as the flagship land-grant university of Massachusetts in and around Boston.  
 
There will be some changes upcoming in the Chancellor’s Office. Susan Pearson is officially retiring as of January 13, 2013, 
at which time she will be working part-time at Chancellor Subbaswamy’s request. The Chancellor does not plan to fill the 
vacant Deputy Chancellor position for an indefinite time. There is a lot of work that needs to be done. There is a separate 
faculty/MSP assistant provost position that will replace the portion of Ms. Pearson’s position relating to the MSP. Thinking 
about these changes, Chancellor Subbaswamy and Special Assistant to the Chancellor John Dubach agreed that a full time 
Chief Information Officer needed to be appointed at the University. Vice Chancellor Dubach has been doing too many jobs 
for too many years—any one of which could completely fill his time. A national search will take place, and the Chancellor 
will solicit suggestions for a search committee from the Senate and other units on campus. This is an important change in 
the Chancellor’s Office that will play a role in how the University moves forward with its technology strategies. The 
appointment should be made by July 1. The Chancellor has briefly discussed this with the Rules Committee.  
 
A. UPDATE ON FY12 YEAR-END ATHLETIC BUDGET BY JOHN MCCUTCHEON 

DIRECTOR OF ATHLETICS 
 (QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TO FOLLOW) 
 

The Excel document accompanying this update may be accessed at: 
http://www.umass.edu/senate/fs/fs_minutes_12-13.htm 

 
John McCutcheon, Director of Athletics, noted that his address would be both an update on the FY12 year-end budget and 
a progress report on the Athletic budget for FY13. Last spring, the Athletic Department told the Senate it would present 
this information with particular emphasis on the transition to FBS Football. There is more information in the document 
presented to the Senate than could be discussed in length, but Director McCutcheon would present an overview of the data. 
A more detailed report would be given to the Athletic Council’s Budget Subcommittee and the Ad Hoc Committee on FBS 
Football.  
 
The first column of the document’s first page shows the department’s original budget. To the right of that are the year-end 
actuals as confirmed by the Athletic Department’s audit process that concluded in October. The first line is the base 
subsidy from the state. We began with a $10 million allocation and that increased somewhat at the year’s end. Below that is 
the non-base state and university subsidy. The original amount was what the department included on the pro forma for 
football in terms of bridge funding. That did increase significantly from $619,000 to $1.3 million. The reason for that was 
basically the buyout of the former football staff. Most of these numbers are what was presented to the Senate last spring. 
There has been little change for FY12. Moving down the two columns, there are not many variables from one year to the 
next, with the exception of revenue from TV and radio sponsorships. There was a decrease from what was projected in that 
area. That decrease is basically due to the loss of a couple of major sponsors. One of these sponsors was Big Y which shifted 
its advertising philosophy away from collegiate athletics. They dropped UConn as well. Continuing down, there are not 
many differences between the projections and what was actually realized. Compensation shows an increase. This is due to 
the football transition and the buyout of the former staff. At the bottom, the balance between funding sources and expenses 
was $27,365,232. That is pretty much the same number as was presented in the spring. 
 
Moving over to FY13, the Athletic Department’s original budgets are in the third column. These can be compared with 
updates for moving forward. There continues to be a line item for bridge funding of $270,000 that is related to football, but 
primarily is for the allocation towards women’s sports. That has moved up somewhat as a department. There is an increase 
related to coaching changes in Men’s Ice Hockey. The line that will get the most attention in all of this is that addressing 
ticket and guarantee revenue for football. The original projection was $1.9 million. The current projection is around $1.2 
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million. This will be spoken to specifically when football is individually discussed. Ticket revenue for basketball, hockey 
and the various other sports has not changed. There has been an increase in what the department is putting in from the 
fund balance to offset shortfalls and other areas. Other than that, there is not a whole lot of difference between the original 
and current projections. The department is showing a challenge right now of about $715,000 between projected expenses 
and income. That is primarily and directly related to football.  
 
The second sheet of the presentation shows the FY12 budget in a format requested by the Faculty Senate, breaking the 
budget down by sport in terms of compensation, scholarships and operating expenses. The variances in this sheet generally 
relate to the buyout of former staff and other transition costs.  
 
The next page breaks down administrative details. This format was also requested by the Faculty Senate in the spring.  
 
Concerning football, there was a request to compare the current state of the program against the original pro forma. The 
first column of the fourth sheet shows the FY12 pro forma of three or four years ago. It then shows the revisions to that 
budget and the final accounting. The only major variance there is the $678,000 for the one-time buyout of the former 
coaching staff. For the most part, these are the same figures that were presented in the spring. The next sheet regarding 
FY12 football revenue is in a format designed in cooperation with the University’s Administration and Finance Office. It 
attempts to break down where funding came from, in terms of program-generated revenue versus what is typically 
regarded as institutional support. This is listed different ways in different reports, but there are basically two versions, one 
at the top and a condensed version at the bottom that lists it by simply discriminating between institutional support and 
program-generated revenue. It is really just a reiteration of the figures from the previous sheets in a different format.  
 
Moving forward to FY13, costs are broken down sport-by-sport. It presents some details about where each sport is. There 
is not a whole lot of variation. Similarly, administrative areas are represented for FY13.  
 
Finally, the FY13 projected expenses for football as compared with the original pro forma. Some areas do go up. The 
increase in scholarship funding is pretty much dictated by the increasing cost of scholarships and not an increase in the 
number of scholarships. One line under “compensation foundation” is that the University does fund a portion of Coach 
Molnar’s salary from a privately-raised fund. Most of the other numbers stayed fairly similar. Travel costs have been 
significantly more, particularly regarding air travel. Since the year began, the cost of charters and air travel in general has 
been a significant challenge. For equipment and uniforms, the budget was augmented by fundraised money in order to buy 
new uniforms. Game expenses went up primarily because of the increased cost to officials that was approved by the 
conference after the budget was established. In regard to expenses, the department is pleased that it has been able to offset 
many expenses through one-time allocations for salaries, equipment and other areas. About $228,000 of additional 
expenses were offset with additional fundraised dollars. The last page addresses football revenue. The base allocation has 
stayed the same as the original pro forma. The departmental support in other areas has increased somewhat. A lot of that 
came from an allocation received from the MAC. UMass received $150,000 as part of Temple’s departure from the 
conference. That money was used to augment the football marketing campaign. The line that addresses ticket sales will get 
the most attention. Football has not reached its goal for this year. This line incorporates three areas: ticket sales, revenue 
projected from VIP suites, and additional parking for a VIP area. Ticket sales are running about half of where they were 
projected. The box situation has been a very difficult one. Per the University’s contract, it receives six boxes at Gillette 
Stadium which were projected to be sold for upwards of $125,000. Unfortunately, the University has been unable to work 
out a process with Gillette in which Gillette would be able to let the University know which boxes those would be and what 
size they would be in a timely fashion that would have enabled the University to sell them to potential leasers. That is a big 
issue that the University needs to work out with Gillette and a significant loss of revenue. The bottom line on all this is that 
there is about a $715,000 shortfall for football this year. The department will continue to work at offsetting that shortfall 
over the course of the fiscal year with additional fundraised dollars, sponsorships, and other forms of revenue. It’s a 
challenge that the department will work through. The overall experience at Gillette has been positive, other than the 
number of attendees. The comments of those that have gone to the games have been positive. The department has learned a 
lot about what is and is not effective in terms of marketing and outreach. The department is in a pretty good position going 
into the spring. Income from guarantees goes from $875,000 this year to at least the $1.6 million that has been contracted 
for next year. There will be a sixth home game next year, as well. Those two components would have offset the challenge 
this year even without the box and parking revenue. There are still challenges, but the program is in a good position.  
 
Senator Richard Bogartz thanked Director McCutcheon for the detailed breakdown. When Senator Bogartz sees the word 
‘revenue,’ he thinks of money coming in. From the standpoint of the athletic enterprise, there is money coming in and 
going out, but it is different than the University. The University is feeding money to the athletic enterprise and the athletic 
enterprise calls this revenue. Senator Bogartz sees this money as an expense, rather than as revenue; it is an expense to the 
operating budget of the University. When football revenue roughly matches football expenses, it is at a cost to the operating 
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budget of the University. It would be nice if there were tabular representation of how much the University is putting out to 
athletics and how much is actually coming from external sources. 
 
Director McCutcheon noted that the sheet separating University support and program-generated support comes close to the 
packaging that Senator Bogartz is requesting. 
 
Senator David Gross asked about the cost of the stadium and what is currently projected regarding that. 
 
Director McCutcheon stated that what the department was prepared to speak about was the FY12 budget and an update on 
the FY13 budget to date. There may be an opportunity in the future to speak to the stadium, with Vice Chancellor James 
Sheehan present. The support facility and athletic training facility of the stadium and the new press box have a total 
projection of $34.5 million. The project is moving forward very well. Those facilities will be used year round, will not only 
for the few football games held at the stadium any given year. Football will occupy space there year round, as will other 
sports such as the Women’s Lacrosse team. There will also be opportunities for other University functions. 
 
Senator Curt Conner said that not a single one of his students has been to a football game. They don’t go to Foxborough; it 
is too far away. The University is losing a fair amount of the campus that would be part of athletic support. He wondered 
where the development costs—payment for vice chancellors for development, et cetera—were listed on the presented 
budget. 
 
Director McCutcheon noted that the University took 38 busloads of students to the first game against Indiana and has taken 
between six and eight busloads full for the other games at Gillette Stadium. There has been fairly significant student 
involvement. Football will not be at Gillette forever. This is a two-year situation where football has to play all of its games 
at Gillette because the stadium on campus is inadequate to support FBS-level competition. In particular, the press box 
can’t handle what is needed for that level. As soon as those renovations are complete, games will move back to campus and 
the students will be more engaged in terms of homecoming and the MAC’s longstanding tradition with ESPN of midweek 
games. As we move forward, there will be a nice balance between Gillette and the campus. In terms of the developmental 
costs, those are not included with any sport budget. They are not assigned with basketball or hockey or field hockey or any 
of those things. They are included overall in terms of what is done in the overall departmental budget, but some of the 
department’s development officers are actually funded out of central advancement. The costs for what the Athletic 
Department funds are listed under the administrative budget line.  
 
Senator Conner noted that you have to be careful of spending too much to raise too little.  
 
Senator Audrey Altstadt stated that the number of busloads of students going to football games doesn’t mean anything to 
her because she doesn’t know how big the buses are. She wanted to know how many actual people are attending the games. 
She has lived in Amherst for over 20 years, and she has rarely seen the small McGuirk stadium full for football. In the 
much larger Gillette Stadium, she imagines that these people take up even less space. Part of the idea with the move to 
Gillette was to draw people from Boston. She wonderer how many attendees—students and others—are at the games. 
Secondly, she wondered what the term ticket guarantee means exactly. Who guarantees that money? And if the sales don’t 
reach the amount of the guarantee, where does that additional money come from? 
 
Director McCutcheon stated that when UMass plays at institutions like Michigan, Wisconsin, Penn State, or Notre Dame, 
those institutions pay UMass the guarantee. These are situations that are one-time games. Those schools will not return to 
play a game at UMass. Those guaranteed income numbers are guaranteed by the institution the team is competing against.  
 
Chancellor Kumble Subbaswamy noted that a school like Michigan, with its 109,000 person capacity stadium, is so sure it 
will make so much money on a football game, the guarantee they give the other team is a pittance. There is no question 
about that money coming in. 
 
Director McCutcheon further noted that UMass football has been averaging just under 10,000 people at Gillette Stadium. 
That number is determined according to NCAA standards. Only tickets actually sold or present attendees can be counted. 
This is significantly higher than what the team averaged on campus, but there is still work to do. UMass football needs to 
reach out to the eastern Massachusetts market. The current numbers are not where they should be and there is great 
potential to increase attendance. Once games come back to Amherst, it is expected that the attendance will grow here as 
well. 
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Senator Frank Hugus returned to the question raised by Senator Bogartz regarding money coming in to athletics. 
According to the information that has been distributed, approximately 70% of revenue for athletics—about $18 or $19 
million in both FY12 and FY13—comes either from the University (that is, the state) or from student fees. The academic 
side of the University could sure use a little bit of that money. He wonders what will happen if there is a mid-year rescission 
and the money is not available for either the academic or athletic side. How is the academic side of the University going to 
be held harmless? 
 
Chancellor Subbaswamy noted that there is some very interesting comparative data that Faculty Senate Secretary Ernest 
May shared with him about the different college athletic conferences and the percentage of the athletic budget that comes 
from the University in one form or another. In the conferences outside the SEC, Pac-12, and Big Ten, somewhere between 
80 to 90% of the athletic budgets come from the universities. These are at institutions comparable to UMass—schools that 
are similar in size, in UMass’ conferences, and in the same geographic area. The 70% figure here is on the low side. That is 
not justification, just context. When universities like UMass participate in conferences in a series of sports, a commitment 
is made. If UMass were playing in the SEC, revenue—especially from television—grows and the state subsidy decreases. 
Having said that, the University operates by separating departments. The Athletic Department is a department like any 
other. When it shows revenue, the University subsidy is part of that. If you look at the budget for the English Department, 
its revenue would show money that comes from the state and tuition dollars allocated to that department. In accounting 
terms, the University subsidy is a revenue source for all units. That is the way it is depicted. When and if there is a decision 
to adjust football, the University will discuss with various consultative bodies how the reductions will be absorbed, what 
will be done centrally if there are cash reserves, and how much will be absorbed by the units. It will not be across the 
board. Based on that discussion, all departments will absorb a certain amount. The Athletic Department’s portion will be 
determined in a similar way, by using well-understood principles for—first and foremost—protecting students and other 
priorities. Discussions will take place, priorities will be set, and, accordingly, there will be reductions assigned to all 
departments.  
 
Senator Max Page stated that the Ad Hoc Committee on FBS Football would present its review of the athletic budget. He 
believes that what Senator Bogartz stated is correct, that there should be, and in the Ad Hoc Committee’s report there will 
be, a specific acknowledgment of what are tax payer contributions to the total budget. The marketing budget was a big 
chunk of money this year, $500,000 was added, but that is not necessarily considered part of the athletic budget. Senator 
Page wondered what marketing would look like in the coming years. 
 
Director McCutcheon noted that the $500,000 was an allocation made by former Chancellor Holub last spring that went to 
University Relations. It was a one-time allocation with no guarantee moving forward. The Athletic Department learned a 
lot from the use of that money in terms of how it was invested and what was and wasn’t effective. Whether that will be 
there or not in the future is undetermined.  
 
 
B. PANEL DISCUSSION   
 

"Reclaiming and Maintaining Excellence in a Changing World:  Diversity, Equity and Inclusion at the University 
of Massachusetts Amherst" 

 
 MODERATOR:   
 AMILCAR SHABAZZ, PROFESSOR OF AFRO-AMERICAN STUDIES  
  
 PANELISTS:   
 NILANJANA DASGUPTA, PROFESSOR OF PSYCHOLOGY (4 Min.) 
 DÉBORA FERREIRA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND DIVERSITY OFFICE  
 (4 Min.) 
 MZAMO MANGALISO, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF MANAGEMENT (4 Min.) 
 JOEL MARTIN, VICE PROVOST FOR ACADEMIC PERSONNEL AND DEAN OF THE FACULTY (4 Min.) 

XIMENA ZÚÑIGA, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR, DEPARTMENT OF STUDENT DEVELOPMENT, SOCIAL 
JUSTICE EDUCATION, SCHOOL OF EDUCATION (4 Min.) 
(See attached) 
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C. ANNUAL REPORTS 
 

1. Annual Report of the General Education Council, Academic Year 2010-2011, as presented in Sen. Doc. 
No. 13-013. 

2. Annual Report of the General Education Council, Academic Year 2011-2012, as presented in Sen. Doc. 
No. 13-014. 

 
The reports were received. 
 

Maurianne Adams, Chair of the General Education Council, stated that, for the past two years, the Council has 
been following the charge to change the General Education curriculum. A year ago, 75% of General Education 
courses had been transitioned from three-to four-credit courses. In the past year, the Council has transitioned the 
Social World courses to four credits each. The Council has worked hard on the Integrative Experience. This fall, 
there were 74 Integrative Experience courses offered. In the spring, there will be more than 60. The University is 
well on its way to achieving the success of the Integrative Experience. This has been a massive undertaking. It has 
involved extraordinary collaboration on the part of the administration—Martha Stassen’s Office of Academic 
Planning and the TAs there—faculty proposers, department chairs, Integrative Experience coordinators and 
deans, as well as the very hard working General Education Council of over 30 people. It has been an institutional 
change and a great achievement.  
 
Presiding Officer W. Brian O’Connor, on behalf of the Senate, thanked Professor Adams and the General 
Education Council for the incredible job they have done. He served on the General Education Council and knows 
personally about the incredible amount of work Professor Adams and the Council are doing. 

 
D. BYLAW CHANGES 
 

Special Report of the Rules Committee concerning Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 13-001A 
with Motion No. 02-13. 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Bylaw Changes, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 13-001A. 
02-13   

(This motion was read at the 719
th

 and 720
th

 meetings of the Faculty Senate on September 13 and  

October 11, respectively.  The final vote will be taken at this meeting.) 

 
Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, moved to amend Sen. Doc. No. 13-001A by replacing it with 13-001B. One of 
the changes is simply technical. The membership on many councils and committees is described as including at least one 
representative from each school or college. The recent addition of the Schools within Colleges policy has created and will 
create schools that should not be included in that definition. For the previous language, we are substituting “one 
representative from each school or college headed by a dean.” We will not include schools that are headed by a director, 
such as the Stockbridge School or the proposed School of Computer Science. The representation will stand as it currently 
does. The other change has to do with the General Education Council. The Council has recommended rather extensive 
changes to the Committee on Variance. The previous Committee on Variance was very restrictive. The only variances they 
could consider were those based on misadvising. The current Vice Provost for Undergraduate and Continuing Education, 
Carol Barr, the Chair of the General Education Council, Maurianne Adams, and the Council itself have approved a slight 
relaxing of that standard.  
 
The amendment was seconded and adopted. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted as amended. 
 
E. NEW COURSES 
 

COURSE     TITLE     CREDITS 
ANIMLSCI 382    “Small Animal Nursing”              4 
ANTHRO 310   “Cultural Diversity in Northeast North America”           4 
JOURNAL 435   “Web Design for Journalists”           3 
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MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses ANIMLSCI 382, ANTHRO 310 and JOURNAL 435, as 
08-13 recommended by the Academic Matters Council. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted.          
  

COURSE     TITLE     CREDITS 
PUBHLTH 507   “Violence as a Public Health Issue”                          3 

 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the course PUBHLTH 507, as recommended by the Academic Matters 
09-13 and Graduate Councils. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
 COURSE     TITLE     CREDITS 
 CE-ENGIN 627   “Rock Mechanics”                    3 
 ECO 634   “Analysis of Environmental Data Lab”           2 
 PSYCH 682   “Theory and Practice of Psychotherapy with Adults”         3 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the courses CE-ENGIN 627, ECO 634 and PSYCH 682, as recommended 
10-13 by the Graduate Council. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
              
F. NEW BUSINESS 
    
 1. Special Report of the Academic Matters Council concerning a Revision to the BBA Degree in the Isenberg 

School of Management, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 13-015 with Motion No. 11-13. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Revision to the BBA Degree in the Isenberg School of Management,  
11-13  as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 13-015. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
 2. Special Report of the Academic Matters and Program and Budget Councils concerning a Revision to the 

Undergraduate Degree Requirements in the Department of Kinesiology, as presented in Sen. Doc.  
  No. 13-016 with Motion No. 12-13. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Revision to the Undergraduate Degree Requirements in the  
12-13  Department of Kinesiology, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 13-016. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted. 
 
G. OLD BUSINESS 
 
 Amendment to the Special Report of the Committee on Committees concerning Nominations to Faculty Senate 

Councils and Committees, as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-050D with Motion No. 61-12. 
 
MOVED: That the Faculty Senate approve the Nominations to Faculty Senate Councils and Committees,  
61-12  as presented in Sen. Doc. No. 12-050D as amended. 
 
The motion was seconded and adopted as amended. 
 
H. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 1. Principal Administrative Officers 
 
James Staros, Provost, reminded the Senate that the Chancellor had mentioned a search for a new Assistant Provost to take 
on the role of MSP negotiator and other aspects of faculty affairs. That search committee came forward with five 
candidates to interview on campus. That process is over, the committee has made its report, and the administration is 
proceeding to fill that position. The decision of Ted Djaferis to step down from the position as Interim Dean in the College 
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of Engineering required creating a search committee under the rules outlined in Sen. Doc. No. 90-029C. That committee 
did an incredibly expeditious search and delivered its report this week. Discussions are proceeding.  
 
 2. The Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 
Ernest May, Secretary of the Faculty Senate, stated that there is much activity in the councils. They seem to be consolidating 
the changes and successes of the past several years. There are many implementation issues such as those illustrated in the 
General Education requirement changes. The University is starting to plan for a future that continues to evolve very 
quickly. Our closest competitors for students have been somewhat more strategically focused than UMass Amherst. Boston 
University dropped football, but was recently invited to join the AAU. Northeastern dropped football, but now has the 
largest applicant pool in the country. UConn made the most of its lavish supply of state dollars by rising above UMass 
Amherst in the U.S. News and World Report rankings and making a big success of its athletic program. Our campus is still 
the largest, most comprehensive and overall the best public university in New England, but we are not as strategically 
focused as our competitors. At the next Senate meeting, there will be an update from the Joint Task Force on Strategic 
Planning.  
 
I. QUESTION PERIOD (10-Minute Limit) 
 
Senator Curt Conner acknowledged the recent election. The unions on campus decided to run an illegal phone bank 
supporting a single candidate in the recent U.S. Senate race. Fortunately, a discussion was held at the Provost’s Office 
looking into it. Senator Conner was part of this discussion. He believes that the University needs some assurance that no 
University facilities were employed for this illegal activity, including Hampshire House and phone services and/or email 
addresses. It is illegal in Massachusetts to use those facilities to support a single candidate. Senator Conner is glad that 
some action was taken, but would like to have on record the fact that the administration opposes such illegal uses of state 
facilities.  
 
Provost Staros stated that the Provost’s Office has had a discussion with the union leadership. 
 
Presiding Officer O’Connor stated that he, personally, was shocked when he read about these actions. He has been at the 
University a long time and has never heard of this happening. It slipped under somebody’s radar. 
 
Senator Conner stated that we have to come down against such activity as a University or else there will be, in particular, 
trouble raising money in the future. 
 
Provost Staros noted that this sort of activity could put the University in trouble with the legislature. The University has to 
strictly oppose this. 
 
Senator MJ Peterson reminded the Senate that this issue is not just about future fundraising; it is a violation of state law.  
 
The 721st Regular Meeting of the Faculty Senate stood adjourned at 5:50 p.m. on November 15, 2012. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Ernest D. May 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate 
 
 



UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST   
OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE 

 
From the 721st Meeting of the Faculty Senate held on November 15, 2012 

 
PANEL DISCUSSION: 
 
"Reclaiming and Maintaining Excellence in a Changing World:  Diversity, Equity and Inclusion at the University of 
Massachusetts Amherst" 
 

 MODERATOR:   
 AMILCAR SHABAZZ, PROFESSOR OF AFRO-AMERICAN STUDIES  
  
 PANELISTS:   
 NILANJANA DASGUPTA, PROFESSOR OF PSYCHOLOGY (4 Min.) 
 DÉBORA FERREIRA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AND DIVERSITY OFFICE (4 Min.) 
 MZAMO MANGALISO, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF MANAGEMENT (4 Min.) 
 JOEL MARTIN, VICE PROVOST FOR ACADEMIC PERSONNEL AND DEAN OF THE FACULTY (4 Min.) 

XIMENA ZÚÑIGA, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR, DEPARTMENT OF STUDENT DEVELOPMENT, SOCIAL 
JUSTICE EDUCATION, SCHOOL OF EDUCATION (4 Min.) 
 
Senator Amilcar Shabazz noted that today’s panel discussion emerges in the context of the recent arrival of our new 
Chancellor and our preparing to celebrate the University’s 150th anniversary next year. Chancellor Subbaswamy 
has observed, "While much has changed over 150 years, perhaps more remains the same. We are still defined by 
our original core principles of teaching, research and engagement. And we remain strongly committed to that once 
radical vision that every deserving citizen should have the opportunity to attend college." Our effort here is an 
expression of the strong commitment of which he speaks. 

The University faculty members and administrators participating in this forum will outline key ideas about the 
work to recruit and retain a gender-balanced and diverse faculty at UMass Amherst as a key part of developing 
sustainable inclusive excellence at the University. This is but a part of a larger, ongoing mission to reclaim and 
to permaculture, if you will, a reality of inclusive excellence at UMass Amherst. The larger project is a major cross-
cutting element in the strategic planning process that is getting underway. As  Co-Chair of the Joint Task Force on 
Strategic Oversight, Senator Shabazz invited the Senate to help inform and infuse the work of the four committees 
that are setting out a process to look at where we are as an institution of higher learning, our strengths and our 
weaknesses, the opportunities before us as well as the threats of fiscal cliffs and other factors that challenge the 
realization of our "radical vision" as never before in our history.  

The order of the panelists follows: 

Joel W. Martin is Vice Provost for Academic Personnel and Dean of the Faculty. At UMass's annual academic 
leadership retreat at the beginning of the year he presented an overview of some gender and diversity trends and 
challenges in the UMass faculty. He will share a part of that presentation with us today. A Distinguished Professor 
of History at UMASS, Joel has written books and received major grants to direct research and educational projects 
on Native America, held the Costo Endowed Chair in American Indian Affairs at the University of California 
Riverside, served as Dean of UCR's largest college, and as Dean of the College of Humanities and Fine Arts at 
UMass. 

Débora D. Ferreira was born in Cape Verde Islands, West Africa and raised in New Bedford, MA.  She graduated 
from UMass Amherst with a double major in Legal Studies and African-American Studies.  She then graduated 
from Boston College Law School in 1996 with a Juris Doctorate.  From 1996 to 2002, she continued working in the 
civil rights arena including working with the Attorney General’s Office for the State of Maine directing their 
school’s civil rights program and she also had her own diversity consulting firm called The Harriet Project.  Then in 
2002, she began working at UMass Amherst as the Associate Director for the Office of Equal Opportunity and  
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Diversity (EO&D).  Since 2006, she has been the Executive Director for EO&D that includes Disability Services and 
then, in 2009, became the Chief Diversity Officer for UMass Amherst.  She is also the Title IX and ADA 
Coordinator for the University.  

Mzamo Mangaliso is the co-chair of the Faculty Senate’s Status of Diversity Council. He is a former Director of 
MBA Programs at the Isenberg School of Management where he teaches courses in business strategy, international 
leadership and management, and corporate social responsibility. He is the winner of several teaching awards, 
including the 1999 University-wide Distinguished Teaching Award. His research outputs include two books and 
several scholarly articles one of which won the 2010 CEBC Halloran Prize in the History of Corporate 
Responsibility from the Academy of Management. In 2006-2008, he served as President and CEO of the National 
Research Foundation in South Africa. The NRF is an organization that provides major funding for all the research 
conducted at the country’s institutions of higher education and also manages the country’s large-scale research 
facilities in Astronomy, Particle Acceleration, Geosciences, and Earth Observation. 

Ximena Zúñiga, Associate Professor in the Department of Student Development in our School of Education, teaches 
and writes about social justice education theories, research, and practices, and is a national leader of diversity 
education and intergroup dialogue in higher education.  Her current research activities include assessing the impact 
of an intergroup dialogue initiative in the Five Colleges involving faculty and staff in Western MA., and the impact 
of undergraduate intergroup dialogues on college students in nine institutions for which she served as a Co-PI. She 
has served as faculty associate of the Center for Teaching and is currently affiliated with our Center for Latin 
American, Caribbean and Latino Studies and the Women Gender Sexuality Studies Department. 

Psychology professor (Nilanjana) Buju Dasgupta focuses on prejudice, stereotyping, and the self-concept, with 
special emphasis on the ways in which societal expectations unconsciously or implicitly influence people's attitudes 
and behavior toward others and, in the case of disadvantaged groups, influence their self-concept and life decisions. 
She has examined these issues in relation to race and ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, age, and nationality. She 
is particularly interested in identifying how changing the structure of local environments might reduce implicit bias. 
She recently gave a research talk at the White House as part of a mini-conference on finding effective ways to 
increase the participation of underrepresented youth and the overall numbers of technology innovators & 
entrepreneurs in the U.S.  
 
Amilcar Shabazz has been at UMass since 1997, entering as Chair of the W.E.B. Du Bois Department of Afro-
American Studies. That department has been at the leading edge of diversity work at this campus since its founding 
in 1970, and even in its pre-department experiences in the 1960s.  
 
This presentation includes “reclaiming” and “maintaining” in its title because UMass has been a real leader in 
terms of diversity, inclusion, access, and equity. The University may have strayed from that mission at certain times, 
and there have been problems along the way, but since the very first African-American that we know of graduated 
from UMass in 1901—when many institutions wouldn’t let African Americans on campus except to serve as 
janitors—UMass has been an advocate for diversity. UMass was out there in the early 1970s, when Chancellor 
Randolf Bromery, an African-American, headed the University. UMass was out there in the founding of the Du Bois 
Department. There is much for the University to look at in its experience and in the work it has done. But to really 
permaculture this work, it must be analyzed strategically to make sure that it informs and infuses the work that is 
to be done over the next few months in the realm of strategic planning.  
 
Joel W. Martin, Vice Provost for Academic Personnel and Dean of the Faculty, thanked the Senate, Senator Shabazz, 
and Marilyn Blaustein, who helped Dean Martin prepare the charts that present an overview of where the 
University stands collectively in terms of faculty diversity. Dean Martin likes Senator Shabazz’s metaphor of 
permaculture. Permaculture cannot succeed without good soil, good conditions, good grassroots. It is essential that 
the University focus on its roots: the faculty that make decisions about how the University works. It is important 
that the University be invested in this project together, doing everything it can to make the most sustainable 
commitment and achieve the best outcomes in terms of diversity and inclusion.  
 
The first set of charts shows a distribution of faculty by rank. This includes lecturers, who are 17% of faculty. The 
University is very committed to its tenure stream faculty. The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill has a 
lecturer rate of 25%. UConn has 22%. UMass has a large number of full professors. Seventy five percent of those 
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full professors are male. This is not an anomalous figure, as it reflects the academy over the last few generations. If 
you look at where UMass is hiring in terms of assistant professor faculty, it is equally divided by gender. Many 
narratives could be constructed by comparing these charts. It shows the epic shift that is occurring in the academy 
towards gender equality—a shift the entire University is participating in and a shift the entire University has a role 
in helping to facilitate. Last year, UMass actually hired significantly more new assistant professor female faculty 
than male faculty. This reflects the trend of the University becoming an institution with a gender-balanced faculty. 
In the assistant rank, the University has achieved gender parity; it is moving toward parity in the associate rank; 
but it is not leveling out as quickly at the full professor rank. Débora D. Ferreira in OEOD has prepared a chart 
addressing the STEM disciplines. It compares the number of earned doctorates and utilization availability by 
gender. Many departments are under-utilized in terms of gender equity and availability. The chart is discipline 
specific, based on the number of candidates that have earned doctorates and are on the job market. It does not 
conform to some cookie cutter rule across departments; the goals are based entirely on the available candidate pool. 
There is a lot of work to be done here. There is also much good work being done. Some departments are doing 
exceptional jobs in hiring and mentoring female faculty.  
 
Shifting to race and ethnicity, there has been incremental progress, from 7% underrepresented minority faculty to 
10% recently. There is much work that needs to be done, many issues to be discussed, and many innovations that 
different deans and departments have tried. Dean Martin always singles out Psychology for the great way that 
department has built a pipeline for hiring minority faculty. That department does an excellent job in its searches—
so much so that the University made that process a model that it shares with every department that is active in a 
faculty search. It is now part of the University’s search process to ask departments to show how they are building 
the pipeline to bring in the most diverse, gender-balanced pool possible. There are many best practices on this 
campus to help build the permaclulture Senator Shabazz mentioned. Overall in terms of diversity, UMass has 32% 
Asian and underrepresented minority in the most recent hiring cycle. That is good, but the number of 
underrepresented minority is only 8%. It is important to increase that figure for UMass to build the most diverse, 
best faculty possible.  
 
The University saw a drop in hiring during the global economic meltdown that also affected diversity. Hiring will 
hopefully increase this year, and with it, the diversity of the University. 
 
Débora D. Ferreira, Executive Director of the Office of Equal Opportunity and Diversity, noted her honor for being 
part of such a distinguished panel. As Dean Martin noted, UMass is incrementally and slowly progressing in terms 
of diversity. We can still do more and we can still do better. Director Ferreira’s office is focused on using search 
committees and search charges to increase diversity. The office wants to make sure that search committees 
understand their roles. They are the ones on the ground, day in and day out, figuring out how to oversee the search 
processes and making sure that the University’s recruitment search is flawless. OEOD lets search committees know 
about the laws relating to their searches, and lets them know that what they are doing is an integral part of the 
University’s function. It is not taking them away from their research; it is not taking them away from their 
teaching; it is part of their duties and responsibilities to the campus. OEOD has doubled the amount of search 
charges that they have been working on over the years. For the past three years, OEOD was involved in 50% of 
search charges, now it is at 80%. These charges make sure that search committees understand that it is very 
important for them to focus on their work. OEOD sends a message to search committees telling them that their role 
is extremely important for the University to increase diversity. The goal is to hire qualified, experienced faculty who 
can also be from underrepresented groups. When OEOD meets with search committees, it reviews the entire search 
process, making sure that they understand affirmative action and equal opportunity as well as search procedures in 
place. The Office reviews the advertising plan, making sure the search committees understand that outreach is key 
to having a robust, healthy, diverse pool. For the University to augment diversity, it must do outreach. UMass has to 
go out to colleges and universities where underrepresented groups are at. It has to go to the pipeline programs. If 
qualified, diverse candidates don’t know about the positions at UMass, how are they going to apply for them? We 
want a qualified, experienced faculty, but, if possible, we also want a faculty that can be from underrepresented 
groups. That is what OEOD is really trying to explain to search committees. When OEOD reviews the recruitment 
process, it wants to make sure that the committees understand that goal and can work towards it fully. As Dean 
Martin stated, working with the Provost’s Office, OEOD focuses the committees on evaluations. When OEOD 
works with the Provost’s Office, reviewing candidates, it is working at both the interview stage and the office stage. 
At each point, OEOD makes sure that the search committee has evaluated each candidate fairly and given each 
candidate due consideration. If that has not happened, and there is no diversity at each point, OEOD will go back to 
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the search committees to have them review their selections again. Searches can be delayed or failed if they do not 
comply with OEOD’s search procedures in terms of a fair process. This process goes right along with the University 
message of having a diversity plan, diversity website, diversity committee, and diversity mission statement. UMass is 
sending the message that diversity, equity, and inclusion are parts of excellence. It is not separate; it is integral to 
the University. For an institution to be excellent, it must be diverse, it must be inclusive, and it must be equitable. It 
is important that the faculty connect to that message. It impacts every population at the University. Looking at the 
student population, the faculty is out there in front of the classrooms preparing students for a future that is going to 
be more and more diverse. Global mentalities will be essential for the generation now at our University, as will 
cultural competencies, as future workers engage with an international workforce. The faculty are the ones 
connecting with the students, making sure they understand that. OEOD hopes that the faculty is sharing with the 
students ways to be allies, ways to intervene, how to report situations around such incidences as sexual harassment 
and sexual assault. Students need to know the resources. OEOD wants faculty to help students broaden their 
horizons. Many students come to the University after having experienced a narrow worldview for 18 years. The 
faculty need to make sure that they understand issues like bias and targeting based on race, gender, sexual 
orientation, ethnicity, disability, or any other civil rights status. OEOD is also relying on faculty in terms of 
accommodating students with disabilities. We need technology to be accessible. We need to implement universal 
design for all students. Faculty are needed to help reintegrate veterans of military campaigns back into the academy 
seamlessly. Many of these veterans are maimed, seriously injured or disabled, and the faculty need to have an 
inclusive mentality in order to integrate these veterans. Regarding the faculty itself, retention is essential. Faculty 
come to OEOD confidentially in order to address the fact that they feel they are being discriminated against, 
because of their gender—more specifically because they are women—or because of their race/ethnicity, most often 
African Americans and Latinos. These faculty members come to the OEOD aggrieved, at their wit’s end, saying 
that they are miserable because when they put forth their cases for promotion or for tenure, they are not taken 
seriously, because obstacles and undue challenges are put in front of them, because they are not able to be judged 
based on their teaching, research, and scholarship. They are being judged on their gender or race/ethnicity. It is 
heartbreaking. When they are at the point that OEOD can no longer help, those faculty members are leaving. These 
are some reasons why we want to increase faculty diversity and gender equity and have an inclusive model. UMass 
wants to recruit to make sure the faculty is robust in order to deal with some issues among the student population, 
and it also wants to retain diverse faculty. The University cannot retain a diverse faculty if some of the University’s 
employees are going to OEOD saying that they are miserable and will be leaving. OEOD wants to affirm that the 
University is an equal playing field. The University needs to do better and it needs to do more, and it has to be done 
together. This goal must be a real priority and commitment. OEOD often hears faculty members ask why they are 
serving on search committees. It’s because that is an important task and the University must work together in order 
to become more diverse. 
 
 
Mzamo Mangaliso, Professor of Management and Co-Chair of the Status of Diversity Council, stated he is happy and 
proud to be part of a University that celebrates diversity the way that UMass does. UMass has taken diversity as a 
central principle of its operation. He is very glad that the Faculty Senate set aside time to have a conversation on 
diversity. He is also aware, as many are, that diversity has taken many setbacks and challenges over time. The most 
recent of these setbacks is the Supreme Court case Fisher v. University of Texas. As they always say, the struggle 
continues. Many people have asked how Professor Mangaliso became involved in the School of Management. He 
was in charge of the South African National Research Foundation, the South African equivalent of the NSF, 
overseeing many large-scale laboratories. His background is in physics and he is not particularly comfortable 
talking about social issues, but, as he was thrust into the co-chairmanship of the SODC, he is forced to address it. 
The charge of the Status of Diversity Council is “to make recommendations on matters affecting the status of 
diverse and underrepresented communities on campus, including such matters as the recruitment, retention, 
promotion and salaries of faculty, librarians and staff; the recruitment, admission and retention of undergraduate 
and graduate minority students; granting of financial aid; and the development of programs to reflect the needs of 
our diverse community.” This is a broad mandate that the Council is trying to stick to. At the end of the year, the 
Council will present a report. This whole conversation begins by restating the conviction about the centrality of 
diversity as a key ingredient at the institution. Students will benefit immensely from an education that takes place in 
diverse settings. Diversity should be one of the factors taken into consideration among the various factors used in 
the University’s various policy decisions across the campus.  
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There are three arguments for diversity. The first is the correctional argument, noting the fact that there has been 
historical discrimination. Diversity refers to the various ways we are and speak and look, et cetera, but because of 
historical discrimination, some groups have been on the receiving end of the stick of discrimination, of being 
excluded, of being treated unequally. Diversity really focuses attention on addressing issues that relate to those 
individuals and those groups. The most prominent of these issues concern gender and race/ethnicity. Status issues 
are also there. Among other issues are sexual orientation, religion, and other things. The second argument for 
diversity is competitive advantage. It has been proven through studies that groups that are diverse actually 
outperform groups that are not diverse, everything else being equal. In some cases, less capable groups that are 
diverse tend to outperform high-powered groups that are not diverse. Diversity trumps homogeneity. On a related 
note, diversity fuels innovation. Chancellor Subbaswamy was in a forum called “Immigration Nation.” A speaker at 
that forum discussed how diversity adds to innovation. Innovation is very important. Diversity accelerates our 
ability to think outside the box. The final argument relates to Ben & Jerry’s Ice Cream. At the height of their 
power, they popularized a program called the One Percent for Peace Plan, in which every corporation was invited 
to take one percent of their profits and donate it to a fund that would allow people to spend a year or so in another 
country. The idea was that by getting to know people in other countries, individuals would be much more reluctant 
to send bombs into those countries. 
 
As Professor Shabazz has mentioned, UMass has been at the forefront of diversity over the years. William Bromery 
was the first black chancellor of a major university in this country. The Afro-American Studies Department here at 
UMass started a wave of similar programs opening up around the country. The associated Ph.D. program allowed 
UMass to graduate doctoral candidates in that field long before other universities. There have been giants in the 
performing arts from diverse backgrounds at UMass—people like Archie Shepp, Billy Taylor, Max Roach, Yusef 
Lateef, and others. Chinau Achebe has been a visitor at the University, and other highly prominent individuals have 
come to UMass to talk, such as Archbishop Desmond Tutu, who came in 1992, and Nadine Gardimer—both Nobel 
Laureates. Recently, Eddie Daniels came to the University. Mr. Daniels spent time on Robben Island with Nelson 
Mandela and was hosted at UMass by Provost Staros. Also recently, Fatima Shama was invited by a group 
consisting of Jewish student leaders and Muslim student leaders. She works for Mayor Bloomberg in New York 
City, and spoke of how diversity is the way of the future. The Chancellor was present at this forum and indicated 
the importance of diversity in innovation.  
 
The Status of Diversity Council is asking how the University, as a system, can function with diversity as its central 
point. Diversity is a driving force of the University—it’s in the University’s DNA. Diversity has a moral virtue that 
drives decision making and becomes a foundation of that decision making. Diversity could be called the University’s 
summum bonum—the highest value it has. Diversity drives strategies and missions. A vision driven by diversity is 
more likely to be embraced by people than one that is not. The importance of diversity must be articulated by the 
highest offices at the University. Diversity has to be integrated in the processes, such as selection, recruitment, et 
cetera. It must be in the protocols. The topic for today connects diversity and excellence. The strategic oversight 
group discusses the particular who’s and where’s regarding diversity. Diversity must be measurable and attainable. 
If we say that we want to have 50% representation by gender, we should go for it. The University needs to bring 
diverse students into classrooms. The Ph.D. Project, which promotes people of color coming to universities to 
pursue doctorates, has a motto that goes, “Diversity in the classroom begins with diversity in front of the 
classroom.” You can talk all you want about diversity, but if the professors are all, primarily, white males, you will 
be bashing your head on the rock for a long time. The SODC is sitting in the position of strategizing. The Council 
will take the lead from the Chancellor and Provost moving forward, and will work with the Joint Task Force on 
Strategic Oversight, the Chancellor’s Advisory Committee, OEOD, and other stakeholders. The SODC hopes to 
collect information on best practices at UMass. There is much good work being done across campus, but much of it 
is being kept within departments, away from the campus at large. The SODC also wants to study the leading 
institutions on diversity, such as the Universities of California, Texas and Michigan. Finally, the SODC will look at 
UMass’ peer institutions before making recommendations to the Faculty Senate.  
 
It is necessary to acknowledge where you have done well, but there is a fundamental notion in high-performance 
systems that says they are self-critical. They do less patting on the back when they talk to one another. Professor 
Mangaliso asked the University to raise the bar for itself and not pat itself on the back yet. Vigilance is needed on 
diversity in the recruitment and retention of faculty of color; in the applications and admissions of minority 
students. Maintaining a welcoming campus community is very important. Finally, the University must reinforce the 
rights of each of its members so they feel like they belong on campus.  
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Ximena Zúñiga, Associate Professor in the School of Education, stated that the key question is how to engage 
diversity in the classroom and the workplace with faculty, staff and students. It is not easy but possible. The 
question of engagement has driven the arguments to support affirmative action cases in Michigan and Texas. 
Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day O’Connor supported the Michigan case because it was argued that diversity 
benefits the education of students. Professor Zúñiga’s work has been mostly with students. UMass has been a leader 
in educational diversity for over 20 years. Professor Zúñiga went to the University of Michigan. In the 1980s, when 
things got difficult at Michigan, that University looked to UMass and brought many people in from UMass to help 
develop a stronger campus that could deal with issues surrounding diversity in the classrooms and residence halls. 
UMass has a legacy. Michigan learned a lot from UMass in the 1980s. Professor Zúñiga came to UMass for its Social 
Justice Education Program. She was looking for a place where she could use what she had learned in Michigan with 
the support of a campus that was invested in the issues. The Chancellor of UMass at the time was an engineer and 
had a global vision. He saw the value of diversity from an engineering point of view. He positioned the campus to 
perform innovatively. It is interesting that the wisdom came from an engineer and not a history professor.  
 
For the last four years, Professor Zúñiga has been involved with helping the Five Colleges develop a program for 
faculty and staff using a process that has been used with students for 20 years called Intergroup Dialogue. This 
technology helps support difficult conversations in a facilitated environment. In the Five Colleges, days of dialogue 
and sustained efforts of dialogue have been put in place to invite faculty and staff about class and rank, race, and 
gender. Most faculty and staff are more interested in talking about class and rank than race or gender. These 
efforts have brought people together in groups that meet for six weeks. These groups attempt to help people connect 
to the issues. They attempt to affirm to faculty and staff that these issues are worth investing in on campus. They 
attempt to show why and how these issues matter. The data suggests that the power of conversation across 
differences—especially sustained conversation—across race, class and gender, really has an impact. Sixty people 
were surveyed; 27% were men, 53% were white, and more staff than faculty participated in the experience and 
responded to the survey. Participants were asked about activities in the workplace following their diversity 
experience. All respondents took some step related to diversity. Ninety three percent had talked to co-workers about 
the topic of their dialogue (rank, class or gender). Many joined a committee at work related to the topic. This is 
important, as many faculty joined search committees in part because of stories they heard in the dialogue. Sixty one 
percent spoke against injustice at work. Many continued to read about the topic discussed. Sixty seven percent 
participated in a social event with people that were a part of their dialogue group. Some of these groups continued 
to connect for at least a year. The power of conversation is that people connect, engage and develop networks. The 
next data set shows that 38% of people networked with people across the five campuses. It was very important for 
faculty of color to meet other faculty of color from other campuses. Sometimes it is safer to talk to someone from a 
different campus than your own, especially at small colleges. Sixty one percent networked on their own campuses. 
Fifty four percent initiated a conversation with a co-worker regarding the issues discussed in the dialogues. Many 
agreed to facilitate dialogues with their peers. These experiences are demanding. It requires time and energy to 
coach and train the faculty leaders across the campuses. But the impact these dialogues have had across the 
campuses is astounding. About 25 people who participated were interviewed, and it is clear that these processes 
break isolation and help people develop a capacity to engage in difficult conversations. Compared with a one-day 
dialogue, the perception of a sustained dialogue is much higher, partly because participants are able to develop 
more skills, more confidence, and the capacity to support and create a safer work environment.  
 
So what are the implications? This process increases participants’ ability to become engaged in diversity issues. It 
also has an impact on the campus culture, as it creates a positive environment for minority groups. It also supports 
faculty and Student Affairs personnel to work with these issues in classrooms and residence halls. For many, it 
became a professional development experience. Finally, faculty reported feeling more empowered. This was 
especially true for faculty of color. Professor Zúñiga spoke to many faculty members from all the campuses, some of 
whom said that, without these empowering experiences, they would have left the valley. These experiences helped 
them learn how to navigate the institutions. They felt validated and recognized, they developed relationships with 
people that struggle with similar questions, and formed friendships. It is not easy to survive and navigate these 
issues, and friendships and relationships make a difference. We have to develop connections to change the systems 
that marginalize individuals. It is about hard understanding and skills. A certain faculty member that participated 
at a small college was elected to run that college’s Faculty Senate. She spoke highly about how the experience really 
changed how she approached her colleagues. For two years, she couldn’t speak with her colleagues. This process 
helped her navigate faculty and department meetings and ask for the things that she needed.  
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Buju Dasgupta, Professor of Psychology, discussed the ways that faculty make decisions and judgments about hiring, 
promotion, and related topics. We often assume that decisions like these are conscious, deliberate and well thought-
out, but there is much data in the mind sciences that reveals that much human judgment and decision making is 
quick, automatic and happening without awareness. Professor Dasgupta calls these processes mind bugs. A large 
portion of human thinking and decision making happens unconsciously and automatically, much like a computer’s 
operating system running silently in the background of our mind while our conscious thoughts are similar to 
applications running in the foreground. Mental processes like memory, perception and learned associations 
comprise this unconscious system, and this system guides our judgments and decisions, often without our 
awareness. Typically, this unconscious system is very adaptive and efficient. It allows us to process huge amounts of 
information in very little time. But sometimes, there are glitches in the system. Sometimes, this automatic system 
leads to errors in perception, mind bugs. A few images can reveal the power of mind bugs. Professor Dasgupta 
showed two images of the Mona Lisa, one of which was grossly distorted, but which, when turned upside down, 
appears to be the correct image, because our visual system registers the image it was expecting to see. Humans are 
expert face processors. We have pre-conceived expectations of what we should be seeing, and this expectation guides 
our perception of reality. Similarly, Professor Dasgupta showed an image where parallel lines look crooked because 
of the way the light contrasts and the way the black tiles are arranged. Even though it can be proven that the lines 
are parallel, subjective experience still holds that the lines are crooked. This illustrates another important quality of 
mind bugs: that some errors of perception are difficult to control simply by telling yourself not to do something. The 
way we process things in the social world is often full of errors. We may feel confident about what we see, but 
confidence doesn’t correlate very well with accuracy. There is a lot of research in social psychology and cognitive 
science that proves this. Mind bugs also illustrate that what we already know affects what we see. Perception and 
preconceived expectations affect our current judgments. These errors in perceptions, or mind bugs, are ordinary, or 
normal. They are ordinary in three senses of the word. They are ordinary because they are by-products of normal 
mental processes that we need. They are ordinary because all of us are prone to these biases—none of us are exempt 
from them. Finally, they are ordinary because they are unintentional; they happen without awareness.  
 
So what does this have to do with diversity and inclusion? There is another kind of mind bug that gets at these 
concepts very closely. Briefly, the idea is that some concepts automatically go together in our mind because we have 
learned that association by being absorbed in a larger society, and simply by observation. If you were asked to think 
of a scientist or engineer, who comes to mind? Probably, someone who is male, mostly white, sometimes Asian, 
“brainy,” “nerdy,” “geeky,” et cetera. Now think of the quintessential successful person in humanities and arts. A 
very different demographic of people come to mind here. Here, our learned association is that the ideal, 
quintessential humanist or artist is someone who is often female, white, sometimes black or Latina, artistic, creative 
and intuitive. These learned associations of what is representative or prototypical of our disciplines or any one of 
our departments is what can be called an error in perception. The reason it is an error is because it goes beyond the 
one most important quality that matters, talent. It makes a big overgeneralization about the specific narrow 
demographic or narrow personality type someone has to be in order to be the most likely bet. These learned 
associations, these automatic associations that come to mind, are known as implicit bias or implicit stereotype. 
These implicit stereotypes are not just random initial thoughts that pop into mind. There is a huge amount of data 
from the last 15 years showing the real world effects of implicit stereotypes on three things Professor Dasgupta 
briefly mentioned: hiring, promotion, and recommendation letters. It turns out that in hiring decisions, there is 
often a quintessential idea of who the hiring committee is looking for. This perception, this prototype, guides who is 
projected to be successful and who the committee will therefore take a chance on. There are many studies citing 
this. In one, a pair of economists sent out résumés to a huge number of real jobs in two major cities, Chicago and 
Boston. Each résumé had a large amount of the regular information: education, work experience, et cetera. The 
only thing that varied in each pair of résumés was the name of the candidate. The name was either someone who 
sounded African-American, for instance, LaKeesha Washington or Jamaal Jones, or someone who sounded white, 
such as Emily Baker or Greg Walsh. The economists were interested in who would get called back for an on-site job 
interview. They found a huge disparity in the call backs. Candidates who sounded white were 50% more likely to 
get called back for an on-site interview than candidates who sounded African-American. These were real jobs with 
real HR professionals and other individuals making the evaluations. Similar effects have been found for gender. 
Simply changing the name of the person on a CV affects who is seen as more competent and hirable, and whose 
research record is seen as superior. There was a great study published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of 

Science a few months ago showing how faculty in STEM disciplines are particularly prone to this sort of implicit 
gender bias because there is a much stronger stereotype of who the ideal scientist is. Another interesting fact is that 
both male and female faculty fell prey to the same bias. Implicit bias is an equal opportunity virus that all are prone 
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to because we have all seen the same successful exemplar. Implicit stereotypes likewise affect promotion decisions, 
and the best evidence for this comes in terms of gender. The idea is that there is a strong but unspoken expectation 
for women to be interpersonally warm and likeable. That expectation is not there for men. There are many studies 
both in lab and in the field that show when it comes to likeability, women who are more aloof and less warm are less 
likely to be promoted or less likely to get professional rewards, even once they are in the job. Identically performing 
male colleagues may not be evaluated in the same way. For women to be successful, they must be equal in terms of 
confidence and superior in terms of warmth and likeability. Finally, concerning recommendation letters, there has 
been much research, typically at medical schools, looking at faculty hiring and the types of recommendations 
written for faculty applying to be research faculty. The data consistently shows that letter writers emphasize 
research more in writing letters for male applicants, and emphasize teaching more in writing recommendations for 
female applicants, holding constant the candidates objective qualifications. In these situations, you have candidates 
who look very different because their letters sound very different, even though by objective standards they might be 
quite similar.  
 
On a more positive note, there are four known ways to reduce implicit bias. All of these are data driven. First, 
whenever possible, evaluate job applications after masking the candidate’s race or gender. Knowing that 
information introduces—completely unintentionally—assumptions about the candidate’s future trajectory that 
wouldn’t be triggered without that information. Second, implicit bias is erased if evaluators, before they review 
applications, create a list of the top merit criteria they are looking for. Importantly, those merit criteria should be 
ranked in order of importance. This simple intervention, identifying the criteria being looked for and ranking it, 
wipes out bias. What often happens in searches, implicit bias influences which criterion is emphasized and which is 
deemphasized. There are real experiments showing this. Third, implicit bias is least likely when people are not in a 
rush and are not distracted. The more that time pressure is increased, the more people are distracted or multi-
tasking, the more likely it is that these preconceived expectations fill in the gaps in our information processing 
system. Finally, structured interviews are more successful at minimizing implicit bias than free-flowing 
conversations are. When candidates have the same questions that they are responding to, the data show that there is 
less likely to be bias in the interview process.  
 
Senator Richard Bogartz expressed his appreciation to all the presenters, and extended special thanks to Professor 
Dasgupta, who cast the light of science into the picture. Senator Bogartz stated that there is no doubt that ideation is 
occurring in people’s heads about race and bias. Some of it they are aware of and some of it they are not. Racism is 
a reality. The lack of diversity is a reality. But there is another reality for Senator Bogartz: the reality—that we’ve 
known about since at least the human genome project, and, actually, since it was mentioned by Immanual Kant—
that race is not a reality. There is no biological evidence for race. That portion of the light of science should also be 
introduced into this. Best practices have a struggle with innovation and leadership. When you look at the best 
practices at other universities, there is no innovation or an attempt to originate something new. It might be new to 
try to introduce the fact that race is a fiction, and cast that into the leadership and excellence the University is trying 
to produce by dealing with this. In a certain sense, at the bottom of the problem that we are dealing with, is that 
race is a reality for the minds of some people. In many ways, an unfortunate state of affairs results from that mental 
reality.  
 
Veronica Quiles, Undergraduate Student, noted that she is part of a student organization, Student Bridges, that 
works with underrepresented students. She recently spoke to Professor Shabazz about how faculty can work with 
students more regarding diversity, particularly in terms of admission. Diversity in faculty is very important to 
create an environment in which underrepresented students feel like they belong once they are in the classroom, but 
what support or what next steps could there be to get more underrepresented students into the University? 
 
Michele Klingbeil, Professor of Microbiology, noted that she had had great discussions with Professor Dasgupta. 
Professor Klingbeil feels that her department is following the criteria laid out at the end of Professor Dasgupta’s 
presentation. However, it is nearly impossible to mask the candidate’s identity. This is because in the sciences, 
hiring committees look at where candidates did their studies. Committees comment on the candidates based on such 
criteria as whose laboratory they did their post-doctoral work in. 
 
Professor Dasgupta noted that that criterion was the hardest to adhere to, but that the best data is also related to 
that criterion. She recently gave a long version of this talk at Michigan State, and the same issue came up. We often 
use CVs and personal statements that include initials instead of full names, which can mask gender and race. 
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Gender and race—especially gender—come through in letters of recommendation. If the name of the person is 
masked, even in the first half of the search, when you narrow the search down from the full applicant pool to a long 
short list. If that happens, what is being evaluated is the impact of publications, authorship, quality of work, vision, 
programming and such. When the short list is determined, then letters can be scrutinized and the identity of the 
candidate can be made apparent. If you could do it in the first cut, it is effective. The bias is often more apparent in 
the negative, when you deny rather than accept a candidate to remain in the hunt. It is interesting to do two initial 
cuts, one blind and the other not, to see if a different applicant pool is formed. Names of individuals are redacted 
routinely when candidates get letters back for tenure or promotion. The idea of masking names is something that is 
part of the academy’s process. It is just not in the general norms of evaluation for search committees.  
 
Director Ferreira, added that, in OEOD, they notice that there are other ways than names that candidates’ identities 
can be determined. If time is taken off to raise children, if there are gaps in work that could relate to a disability, if 
a candidate attended an accessible college or university, then certain conceptions may be inferred and an unfair 
evaluation can occur. When OEOD does search charges, these complex issues are addressed. There are aspects 
other than a candidate’s name that committees must be mindful of. 
 
Professor Dasgupta added that, whatever the search committees’ procedures are, if those procedures are discussed 
and the committee comes to a consensus concerning how important some of these issues are, that discussion makes 
explicit something that may otherwise not be acknowledge. This relates to the idea of identifying the qualifiers and 
disqualifiers and ranking them by importance. Procedure matters more than the demographics of the people 
serving on the committee. Many studies show that these biases occur regardless of who the candidate is or who is on 
the search committee.  
 
Professor Zúñiga stated that the challenge is in being thoughtful and mindful. Individuals and committees alike 
often rush to conclusions. If they were mindful, these biases could be interrupted. 
 
Director Ferreira stated that OEOD often gets complaints from departments and the Provost’s Office that they are 
taking too long in reviewing cases. OEOD takes its time to avoid these implicit biases. The Office looks at 
everything, double checks it, goes back to search committees and asks them thoughtful questions. Process and 
procedure are very important. A criticism of affirmative action is that qualified individuals are not being hired. 
That’s wrong: qualified candidates are being hired, but they may also be from underrepresented groups. 
 
Professor Zúñiga thanked Ms. Quiles for inviting the faculty to join the admissions process. Faculty involvement in 
admissions is something that was discussed at the Chancellor’s meeting. It is something that UMass used to do, and 
something that could be done in the future. There have to be ways to support faculty as they attempt to bring 
minority students to UMass.  
 
Director Ferreira added that increased diversity in faculty includes an increase in the size of the faculty in general so 
that they can be active in the classroom and in admissions, as well as serving as mentors and role models. It is all 
connected. As we increase the number of faculty, everyone will have a little more time to be involved in other 
campus issues. 
 
Professor Zúñiga believes that CMASS needs to be better linked with admissions, as was done in the past. There are 
structural issues that need to be addressed.  
 
Senator Ralph Whitehead asked about the charges OEOD presents to search committees. He wondered if there was 
anything that would prevent OEOD from presenting the suggestions offered by Professor Dasgupta at the end of 
her presentation in the content of search committee charges. 
 
Director Ferreira stated that structured interviews in which the same questions are asked of all candidates are 
already part of OEOD’s charges to committees. She noted that all of the criteria could likely be included, possibly 
with some minor changes.  
 
Professor Shabazz stated that there will be more to this University conversation on diversity. MSP President 
Spencer is looking to organize a more extensive diversity conversation with the Faculty Senate next year. Many 
initiatives are underway across the campus, among both faculty and students, as this is all about the students. This 



10 

campus has had a long history of diversity work. There was a great panel put on by students recently, titled 
“Mission Unaccomplished,” including a four-to five-hour teach-in. The Chelsea Compact is simply not working, and 
there will be much more concerning how to move the University forward.   
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