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>> Leslie Cottrell: Thank you, everyone. Let us know, use the chat. Remember, we have a chat 
function if you want to ask any questions along the way. Feel free to do that and I'll try to 
incorporate those. 

The other thing, too, remember to keep your phone on mute. I'll do what I can on my end 
to mute people but if you go to ask a question, particularly at the end, just check to unmute your 
box. 

Other than that, just the housekeeping pieces. Let me introduce Dr. Latimer. She's one 
of our own. I'm excited to say I've had a chance to work with her in a few different ways 
throughout the years. So she's going to talk to us particularly about the WVU ADVANCE 
project. We did send her bio with the invite. So I encourage everyone to take a look at that. She 
has far more than ADVANCE Center. The ADVANCE Center is to approve large scale 
organizational change.  

Here at the Center we've talked a lot about our efforts. This ADVANCE Center is doing 
that at the university level and beyond. So I'm hoping that there would be connections along the 
way. Dr. Latimer's research particularly looks at quality in the labor market, in terms of welfare 
and how it interacts with programs.  

 So as a function of our center, we serve population that her research might be 
very pertinent to us to know a little bit about. The bio spoke to a lot of grant funding, as well as 



her colleagues so, again, please refer back to that for specifics but for sake of time, 
 Dr. Latimer, I'll turn it over to you. 
>> Melissa Latimer: Thank you. Thanks for the invitation. I appreciate the opportunity to speak 
with you today. Just as a couple of questions for me. Is the volume ok in terms of coming at 
you? And the second thing is if people are typing questions, will I be able to see it or will you be 
able to see it and are you in charge of that, Leslie? 
>> Leslie Cottrell: I think there's some background noise. And I'm not sure if it's your sound or 
not. Maybe it's on your computer or your phone. I'm not sure. But in terms of the chat, I don't 
think you'll see it because you'll have your slides up. And I'm happy to interject or wait until the 
end.  

Ok. Whatever prefer. 
>> Melissa Latimer: So I don't have a phone on. I'm just using my computer so I'm not sure 
what's causing the background noise. And it's one of the reasons I'm using the headset. Should 
I take the plugs off and see if it makes it better?  
>> Leslie Cottrell: If that's helpful to you, just go ahead and keep them on and I'll try manage it 
from my perspective. 
>> Melissa Latimer: I appreciate it. Thank you. 

Ok. Let me go ahead and get started. I want to talk to you about the ADVANCE Center. 
Again, acknowledging the life that I had before I became the Director of the ADVANCE Center, I 
am trained as a sociologist. I came to the university in 1994. I'm a Professor of Sociology. I was 
also the chair of my department for five years. And so I do study labor market and equality. And 
the first 15 years of my career I studied welfare reform and the impact on economically 
disadvantaged families, specifically in Appalachia and in West Virginia. So I can talk about that 
research if you want. But that's -- that background essentially set me up for the work that I'm 
currently doing as a Director of the ADVANCE Center. 

As you can see on the front, we're just acknowledging the National Science Foundation 
in terms of the funding for this grant. 

So the first thing I want to do is tell you a little about the team that I put together. We 
submitted a grant funding in 2009. So we have been meeting weekly since 2009 this team has 
been meeting weekly since 2009. So this is a longstanding working group. Now, some of these 
people that I have listed here are new to ADVANCE. Some of them have been there from the 
very beginning. 

One of the things I just want to point out is that there is a variety of diversity in terms of 
the ranks that people are at. We have at least three colleges represented. And we have 
someone from DEI who is also part of our team. People are in different types of positions. And 
all of the original people on the grant have been promoted once and some of them will have 
been promoted twice like within a year or so. So the team themselves have been very active 
and very successful. 

Leslie, you just disappeared but I'm assuming everything is ok. 
>> Leslie Cottrell: I'm still here. Sorry. 
>> Melissa Latimer: Ok. I wanted to tell you the type of grant that we had. We actually finished 
our funding from the National Science Foundation at the end of September of this year. The 
grant is called an Advanced Institutional Transformation Grant. They're called IT grants. These 
are the largest advance grants that you can get. They have smaller ones that are like $750,000. 
These are grants for a whole institution with the intention, essentially, removing the barriers to 
recruitment, retention, promotion, and leadership for women, other underrepresented faculty, 



and STEM. 
So, again, this particular funding for the National Science Foundation is focusing on 

faculty and diversifying. There are other initiatives that focus on drawing people into STEM as 
early as elementary school. There are NSF grants that focus on post ops, people in college. But 
this particular one focuses on faculty. So as such the ADVANCE Center, as originally 
formulated and still today, focuses on faculty. So it's not that we don't care about students. It's 
just that what we're focusing on is what are the barriers to drawing more women and faculty of 
color to WVU and then once they get here keeping them here and ensuring that they are 
moving through promotions in the tenure process. 

So those are the original goals of the ADVANCE grant. We put this grant together in 
2009 and we basically had to do a comprehensive analysis of our whole institution and say like 
what are the problems we have here, where are the problems. Right? And then we had to pitch 
to NSF what is it we're going to do that we think -- what is the five-year plan for removing -- the 
funding should have ended in 2015 but I was able to do matching funds and stuff, extend the 
grant always to 2018. But the institution must be in a better place at the end of it. And at the end 
of the grant the institution is responsible for taking those efforts to the next level. 

So the first level of funding is to launch it and the work comes for the National Science 
Foundation. And these were our original three project aims. And I can tell you more about those 
but I think what's more important is what did we actually do. Because a lot of this language 
probably doesn't make sense in context.  

So let me just focus on. I use data to understand, essentially, use data to understand 
what's happening in West Virginia with welfare reform. I do that for everything that I study. We 
just didn't have regular systematic data collection. So we didn't really understand what was 
going on at the institution. We knew there were problems. We knew that we were losing some 
groups of people, mostly faculty of color, faster than other faculty. But we didn't really 
understand why. 

So what I basically said is, you know, do we have an exit survey? And people were like, 
no, we don't have exit surveys for faculty or for staff. So I initiated in 2009 exit surveys for 
faculty and staff. I convinced the institutions that they needed to participate in the coach survey, 
which is a faculty satisfaction survey, that is run out of Harvard. We participate in that now every 
three to five years. 

There were no regular culture surveys happening nor was there any attempt to 
essentially look at salary assessment and make adjustments. So one of the things that we were 
able to achieve with ADVANCE is create -- change the culture around data collection -- not just 
collecting it and sharing it with the higher ups but sharing it with campus. I think one of the 
earlier times I met Leslie was with the faculty welfare committee or with faculty Senate sharing 
some of the data that we had gotten based on a coach survey and sharing with them like what 
does this mean in terms of what's happening on our campus and then what do we need to do 
based on these data. 

So I started this practice of more systematic data collection, sharing it with the campus, 
and then essentially moving -- using data to inform our decision making. So we didn't have a lot 
of money, and that's pretty much every single year, then we have an extra amount of money, 
how should we use that money to improve recruitment, retention, promotion of faculty if I'm 
given some of that funding? I like to do that based on a variety of data sources so we now have 
that culture.  

You're asked on a regular basis if your faculty participants in the survey. We had these 



culture surveys that HR now calls talent and culture have been doing regularly. And we 
received raises this fall based on long-term pressure by ADVANCE and other people 
participating in that process saying, you know, we need to regularly look at our faculty's salary. 
It is the number one issue raised by faculty in every single survey. And that's one of the things 
affecting their satisfaction. So look at our salaries, look at them relative to our big 12 peers or 
other peers and make regular changes in salary to try to remove some of the discrepancies. 
And we've started that process. 

So let me move to another project outcome. One of the things that I'm most proud of is 
changes and policy. 

[Captions paused to assist WVU with caption output in webcast] 
They accrue leave. And so what they have available to them is the ability to use sick 

leave and their recruit leave to support. What we have found is that they were playing an odds 
game for years trying to get pregnant so that the baby was born right at the edge of the 
Christmas holidays or summer time. And that was just unacceptable. It's incredibly stressful for 
those families.  

And so what we have is, like I said, it's parental leave for people who do not accrue 
leave. And it's done without salary misdemeanor fiction, which means that there's no decrease 
in salary. This is for birth, adoption, or guardianship of the child. But we also expanded that to 
cover any type of caring for families. So if you're ill yourself, if your partner is sick or ill, caring for 
a parent because we know that certain generations are also dealing with parents and we know 
among them it's disproportionately in women.  

So we know in the early part of the life cycle which is dealing with the addition of children, 
we have it more in the middle part of the life cycle that could deal with aging and care for 
parents as well as anything that could happen to someone including the family member. And 
what that does is immediately remove the assignment. I can talk more about that later but I just 
wanted to let you know that that's what it is. 

With the change from policies to rules, we went ahead and moved from a procedure and 
made it an official rule and it's now called Modified Duty. And those things are put together to 
accommodate any significant personal circumstance. 

And this was one of our most significant accomplishments. We now have anytime a 
faculty member utilizes the modified duties policy and they are untenured, there is an automatic 
extension of the tenure clock for that utilization. Before this year, faculty members first had to 
apply for the parental leave. And then they had to apply for an extension to the tenure clock. 

So they had two different sets of papers that had to be filled out and had to go up through 
the system. We now have an opt-out policy where we automatically extend the tenure clock 
unless it's their critical year. And a faculty member could actually choose not to opt out. I mean, 
they could choose to opt out of the extension but it's automatically in unless they choose to opt 
out. And what we think that does is it normalizes it. And basically we give people the option of 
re-establishing their original tenured clock if they want to or they can have up to three 
extensions of that clock given the timing and the circumstances that they experience. 

We've also added family travel funds of up to $800 per fiscal year to cover care given 
expenses. We've ensured that this is not just for faculty but post-Doc scholars. We're trying to 
push it to graduate students as well but we don't have the funding for it. But we're encouraging 
the department to especially do something similar or some modified version of it. 

Essentially anybody that has -- that their ability to go to a conference to present their 
research to stay fully engaged is affected by substantial dependent care responsibilities, we 



actually provide funding to cover the costs, bring in the partners to care for the child, bring in a 
family member for someone to stay in the town where you're going, paying for childcare at the 
conference some. Conferences actually provide that. So it's about $800 to help pay for their 
expenses. And we find that a large number of people are utilizing that. We got a grant to start 
with. And then the university began paying for it. So now the university pays for that. And it's just 
part of when you fill out your faculty travel funds you can click a button and also do it for family 
travel expenses. 

Another thing we did is we found out that the dual career program when it first started, 
was just covering non-academic job placement. And what we know about women in academia 
is that they're significantly more likely to have an academic partner. So we had a dual career 
program but it was disproportionately essentially not helping women who had academic 
partners.  

So what I encouraged them to do is extend those benefits to cover academic job 
placement. And now we're part of a regional system, an institution so that that academic job 
placement might not just be at WVU. It could be at some of our surrounding schools that we 
have partnerships with. And I also found out that there was the creating -- resentment because 
the focus on dual career was just four people that -- for people we were trying to recruit. We 
weren't focusing on it in terms of retention. So those people who were hired about the dual 
career program started didn't benefit from it. So what I suggested is that they also expand it. 
And when they have the resources to do that, they expand and cover partners of existing 
employees. 

One of the other things that we focused on is essentially how do we recruit. And we 
spent a lot of time training people on implicit bias what is it, how aware of it, how to intervene in 
the process. We've tried to carry some of that same information over into the promotion and 
tenure process. The types of biases that effect how we evaluate potential colleagues when 
we're trying to hire them also affect the way we assess those colleagues on an annual basis as 
well as for promotion and tenure.  

We've designed an innovative training that deals with awareness and intervention. And 
we spent a lot of time focusing on changes in the depend tour guidelines. And it was all about 
expanding those guidelines so that they don't just focus on tenure track faculty but they also 
focus on all types of faculty appointments. So there has been a lot of changes and information 
about service professors, originally called clinical professors on this side of campus. On RAP, 
Research Assistant Professors, Teaching Assistant Associate and Professors.  

So there's more information in the guidelines. There's a lot of information about the rights 
that those faculty have and that they are equivalent to the rights of tenured track faculty and that 
they can hold any position on our campus. And that was really important, particularly in the 
STEM units and the [Indiscernible] college and Statler College, which is where most of STEM 
are located. A lot of women in STEM are actually in teaching positions, are teaching professors. 
So they were being blocked out of voting in some departments.  

So a lot of our work was done to sort of expand the guidelines and to pull more people 
into the process so that they see themselves in that guideline and that everybody is giving more 
clear guidance about evaluating and the right of those faculty members regardless of whether 
or not they're tenured track. 

We've also expanded the path to professor for tenured associate professors. So it used 
to be essentially that to be promoted from assistant to associate you had to have significant 
contribution in research and teaching. That's still true for tenured track faculty. But it used to be 



that to get to professor, you had to have the same exact thing, certificate, contributions, and 
teaching and research to get to the rank of professor. What that does is it locks people in to a 
certain distribution of effort and it doesn't necessarily track their strengths or their areas of 
genius and the place where they really do well or changes in careers. And changes in interests 
that sometimes happen. 

So what we've done is we've opened up the opportunities for people, associate 
professors, who are tenured that if they do extend an administrative search, service, such as 
being a department chair, I would argue even being chair of the faculty Senate, that for 
extraordinary and extended administrative service it's possible for them to be promoted to the 
rank of professor. And then we made it possible for people with outstanding contributions in any 
one mission area such as teaching to be promoted to professor. 

So those are some of the significant outcomes in terms of recruitment and evaluation 
that attributed to events. We also know that some of the issues raised by our faculty is that 
there's just not enough mentoring. It came up in every single survey, mentoring and 
sponsorship of faculty. Everybody, assistant professors, associate professors, even full 
professors. 

So one of the things we were able to do with ADVANCE is create -- we've created -- we 
convinced the institution to buy an institutional membership with the National Center for Faculty 
Development and Diversity. And that membership has been ongoing since, I don't know, 2012, 
2013. And that is not just for faculty. It's also for post-Doc and graduate students. And what they 
focus on is increasing writing productivity. They focus on the fact that most people don't finish 
their Ph.D. at the dissertation stage.  

Graduate students focus on writing activity and how to write. And they did the same for 
faculty members. They have different writing boot camps for graduate students and for faculty 
members. I think about 130 of our faculty have begun to the writing boot camps. And over 90% 
of the faculty said it was outstanding, increased their writing productivity, and they would 
completely recommend it for another faculty member. They've basically said why don't we just 
build in the cost of the boot camp into people's offer letters as start of their start-up packages 
that's how effective. And that's how I'm able to get the institution to pay for that. Once you pay 
for institutional membership, everybody that's an alumni of that boot camp program gets to 
continue in that boot camp program for free. So it's actually cheaper to do that institutional 
membership than to keep buying those boot camps for those individuals. 

So that's an external sponsorship program that folk focuses on writing productivity, 
writing and research productivity, but they also focus on [Indiscernible] integration and balance. 
It was designed by a sociologist who is a faculty of color. And so it comes from -- designed by 
somebody who in the margins of academia, who is incredibly successful, who is trying to help 
people on the outskirts of academia sometimes, who don't have those mentors to teach them 
the formal and informal rules so that they can do better navigating and be more successful. And 
we really like that external mentoring program. And until we find something better, we will 
continue to renew our membership. 

ADVANCE also created an external sponsorship program for faculty members. 
Essentially, in a nutshell, this is what it is. It's now institutionalized where it's built into the 
start-up packages for all faculty in Statler as well as the Eberly College of Arts and Sciences. 
The way we did it was ADVANCE. They don't do it exactly like us. But they had to apply for the 
funding. Faculty member had to reach out to a prominent person in the field who would achieve 
the thing that they were trying to achieve. So if they needed to get an NSF career award in 



chemistry, they needed to be working with somebody who got a career award in chemistry. 
Especially helpful if you're in the field that they were studying. If they needed to get two or three 
articles in top journals as part of their promotion in ten tour process, then they work with 
someone who has been successful in doing. That and they had to ask that person to be a 
sponsor for a year. And I've got some data from the people who participated in our sponsorship 
program that I want to share with you. 

So the first thing -- let me just tell you. There are a lot of ways you can get this data. We 
asked them to do quarterly reports. And then we asked them to do -- that ended up being too 
many reports. We did the same thing to them. So we modified it. So at midpoint of the year they 
would give us a report and then they would give us a final report. 

So one way of getting this data is to look at the final report. We decided we wanted a 
longer view approach. So about two months ago I reached out to everyone who had received a 
sponsorship grant from us at ADVANCE and we said we need you to look at your vita and tell 
us every funding award, everything, article, book that you attribute to the sponsorship work that 
you did over the time that we funneled to you. And just cut and paste it and drop it and give it to 
us. 

So instead of us taking credit for something that we -- we just didn't know, right? We 
asked them to tell us how this sponsorship affected your publications, your grant funding. So I 
took all of that and put it together. And what I didn't put on here is there were four books. People 
on average published two peer review publications just with that one year of support. They used 
to train their students. For example, we had, like -- I think it was a couple of dissertations there, 
Master's students that were trained. 

On average, they brought in another $380,000. So remember, we only gave 
them $15,000 and on average, per person, it was about $380,000. So, some people 
got $2 million, some people got $50,000. But what mattered was did they get the money or the 
grant they needed as outlined in their [Indiscernible] document or in their offer letters? So for 
some people, in some disciplines $50,000 is a lot of funding, for example, over an extension. 
But in some parts, engineering you had to get two NSF grants in order to be promoted and 
tenured. So on average, $380,000 for a $15,000 investment. 

We had a woman over in education receive the first NSF career award in the history of 
that college for $15,000, support from us. They told us that it helped them build their national 
and international reputation which is incredibly important not just for us but for our institutions 
and at the time that we ask them, 79% had been promoted and/or tenured. Some of them were 
associate professor, moved on to professor, some were assistant professors, some of them 
were -- told us essentially that not yet, which means in the next year or two based on the timing 
of it they expected to be promote order tenured. So we saw this as really an effective program. 
And that's how we were able to convince the institution to institutional trivialize. 

We still would like them to model it closer to the way we did it. There's a reason why we 
designed it the way we did it. We think it's a better way of doing it. It's more money. It also 
requires more oversight. I think that's part of the issue right now, trying to figure out how can we 
do that for this whole campus given the number of faculty that would want to take advantage of 
it? It always gets back to human power. 

So leadership development was one of the things that came up when we looked at the 
data in 2009. We didn't have very many women in leadership. Part of that problem was 
attributed to fact that they were at the rank of assistant professor. So we needed to get them to 
associate and to the rank of professor. But we also needed to provide systematic training for 



them. 
But the women aren't the only ones who needed the support. The current leaders 

needed to understand that it was their responsibility to change the culture in the unit so that 
every faculty member felt included, integrated in and felt supported. So we worked on two 
things, a Women's Leadership Initiative that was specifically for faculty and staff. So you'll 
notice sometimes we do things just for faculty and sometimes we do things for faculty, staff, and 
together, and sometimes we do it for faculty post-Doc and graduate students. And it has to do 
with where the funding comes from. If the funding came from the university, we always went 
further than what NSF allowed us to do. So we always expanded it. 

So the leadership initiative that's been in place for many years -- for at least since 2012, I 
believe, provided training, development opportunities, professional networks for approximately 
160 faculty and staff members on our campus. We can only handle about 20 to 30 each year. 
The lead initiative is under the ADVANCE Center because we try to give individual professional 
development over the course of the year. We could be doing this forever. Once you start look at 
staff positions and faculty position, there are a number of people all over this campus who are 
looking for this opportunity. 

So we had the Women's Leadership Initiative. And then for the other faculty who are 
leaders, we created a chair's protocol document. Up until two years ago there was no 
standardized document outlining what it meant to be a chair or a unit leader and what that 
assignment -- you know what are your responsibilities? How do you get evaluated? What are 
essentially your rights and responsibilities? How do you get evaluated? And then how do we 
build a series of workshops and trainings to ensure that your development? 

And what we've been doing is especially asking these leaders -- essentially if we asked 
them anything at all, to reflect on their successes. But we weren't conducting any formalized 
reviews until like the fifth year and only by appointment. So we started a 360 review process. 
And what we'd like to be do is do it annually. So it's just part of the evaluation process for 
leaders. 

What that means, then, is that you normalize it. You don't just do it when people get into 
trouble or are being re-appointed. And you give them faster feedback from anyone that reports 
to them. That works with them, that includes people that report to them at their level and people 
higher than them. So they're getting feedback from all around. And they can figure out from the 
360 review where the green areas are, where they're doing really well, and where there's some 
like red areas that need help. And then you can talk about like what are you going to do over the 
next year. What types of training might help you get passed some of these problem areas and 
work through them? We want to support and develop our leaders. 

Most of us -- if you look at the data, I think 5% to 10% of us actually received some type 
of training before we moved into some type of leadership position. Of all the people who were 
running institutions, who are chairs, like 5% to 10% and most of them were already in business 
and got it as part of their standard training in their field. If that makes sense. So we're really 
proud of that as well. We continue to work with talent and culture so that we have parallel 
systems for staff as we do for faculty training. 

Can I just check to see if anybody has any questions before I move on?  
[No Audible Response] 
I can't hear you. Be sure to unmute if you do.  

>> Leslie Cottrell: I have a comment but I can wait on that until later. 
>> Melissa Latimer: Go ahead. 



>> Leslie Cottrell: For those for kind of a connective comment, I think a lot of the things that 
you've been looking at, that the center has been looking at for faculty and then also staff are 
things that we've tried to do at the center or are starting to do. 

I did have a question about, you know, for us we look at obviously individuals with 
disabilities. So one of the biggest factors that we know or facts that we know is that we are a 
state that has the highest [Indiscernible: Multi-voice overlap] the highest unemployment rate. So 
do you all focus or do you think that the center would focus, again, for faculty, staff, whatever 
level for the university on those individuals with one or more types of disabilities who could 
easily fill those spots? Or do you already look at things like that? Like hiring practices, some of 
the same outcomes? 
>> Melissa Latimer: Let me answer it from an ADVANCE -- an NSF ADVANCE perspective 
first. So when it first started, it was launched in 2001, it was focusing on female faculty. Right? 
As if all female faculty are exactly the same. Right? So ignore things like race and ethnicity, 
sexual orientation, socioeconomic status in terms of whether or not we were first generation 
faculty or first generation collegegoers and then how does that effect our experience as faculty 
members. So now when you look at -- and then when we started to focus on race and ethnicity, 
we tended to focus on African Americans and we tend to ignore tribal colleges and institutions 
and Latinos-serving institutions. So ADVANCE has expanded beyond female to include all of 
those categories, including sexual orientation and including women with disabilities. So you 
could have an institution that applied for an IT grant that its primary focus was on recruiting 
more people with disabilities into faculty roles.  
 So for us it's about diversifying faculty. So that includes faculty with disabilities. So we 
don't hire people but we oversee hires -- I'm sorry, we don't oversee hires. We oversee or we 
work with search committees to get them to think about things that they are doing -- well, how 
do you advertise, where do you advertise, what's the messaging in the ad, how do you signal to 
people that you want all people to know about this position and to apply for it not just for people 
who look and act just like you. So we look at their messaging. We look at where they are 
sending it. And then we talk to them about ranking the candidates and how they might be ruling 
people out. 

So those are the types of things that we do. We're not hiring people but we work with 
departments who are hiring. And we work with talent and culture for the piece that they oversee 
with affirmative action. 

So, for example, I'm overseeing searches in Statler College right now; all the faculty 
searches I'm working with them on it. But I'm also working with their HR representative, two of 
them. So we do it as like a three-person group, trying to get them to advertise differently, to 
evaluate and to find ways to include people. Use phone interviews as an opportunity to learn 
more about person -- about people before you rule them out. Right? And I believe disability 
status, whether or not they are a veteran, all of that is part of that data that we collect. Right? 
>> Leslie Cottrell: Right. 
>> Melissa Latimer: And we know that on a weekly basis I ask them to get me a report every 
week on each search. And then I go back and say your pool is not diverse enough and you're 
not going to be allowed to move forward unless this pool diversifies and here's what I think you 
can do to diversify it. 
>> Leslie Cottrell: Nice. I see a lot of what you're talking about overlaps with -- we have a 
Diversity and Inclusion Committee. I'll let them speak about that. But you mentioned the implicit 
bias. And just becoming aware of those skills and things that we might not even realize we're 



doing. I think those are some aspects where we could reach out and learn from what you 
gathered as a center. So then as you branch out, we're constantly trying to increase our 
diversity. 
>> Melissa Latimer: It looks like Wanda might have a question or comment? 
>> No. I'm ok. 
>> Melissa Latimer: Should I move on then? 
>> Leslie Cottrell: Yes, please. 
>> Melissa Latimer: And I will talk about a class that we've designed for faculty and staff that 
deals with implicit bias. I'm going to talk about that when I get closer to the end. That's 
something we're doing right now. We're doing it in the spring. So you might be interested in 
sending somebody from your center to it. 
>> Leslie Cottrell: Great. 
>> Melissa Latimer: So you don't have to worry about that. 

So one of the things that we focused on, we basically said we've got to change the way 
people operate in their work groups. And we were particularly concerned about faculty 
meetings and the reason we were concerned about faculty meetings is because we had been 
to so many of them and had watched a chair just report things out. We had watched two or 
three other faculty sort of control the direction of decision making and people being silent. 
Because we had been silenced ourselves. Right? So we had been in what we thought were 
some of the worst faculty meetings we ever experienced and so we decided that we had to go 
at the core of that which was how they made decisions so we designed something called 
Dialogue which is built around essentially participatory democracy and inclusive decision 
making. That was the background. And what we were really interested in is shifting their group 
dynamics so that everyone came to the table, were treated fairly, equally, and participated fully 
in the conversation. 

So it really wasn't a hierarchy but it was a group of collectives that were working together 
to create a vision, a mission, and moving forward on that. So through trial and error we had 
facilitated in my department when I was chair and we knew some things that worked and we 
worked so far with 18 departments on our campus. We worked with two departments at North 
Dakota state which seems crazy but we have a partnership with them. We go every year and 
work with a new department in the summer. We worked with the library system. And we have all 
kinds of publications and data showing that here's where the departmental dynamics were 
before we worked with them.  

And then after we worked with them, over the course two of to three months, faculty 
reported significantly lower levels of conflict, higher levels -- lower levels of dependence and 
higher levels of what we call interdependence [Inaudible; off mic] which is believing in the ability 
of their group to work together and relying on others to meet their goals. Particularly we asked 
them about meeting gender equity goals because up until that point they felt they couldn't meet 
any goals around gender equity; it was beyond them in terms of what they were able to do. 

So what we've done is create something that WVU is trademarked -- it's what we're 
known for. It's cost effective. It's a facilitation process. And you're able to actually take it to other 
places. It can be operationalized -- it works not just at WVU, not just in sociology. It was very, 
very effective in Statler. It was almost equally as effective in the STEM units at Eberly and what 
we found is it's effective at other institutions. We have trained people at North Dakota State, 
Montana State, Oklahoma State University and University of Nevada at Las Vegas. We've also 
done [Indiscernible] trainings, trainings for the Women's Leadership Initiative. We've done all 



kinds of things. 
So what we've done is try to train people on our campus in this process of dialogue. We 

don't just facilitate for them. We try to train them so that they can facilitate when we leave, they 
can keep it going. And we've trained people at other institutions and we are essentially at the 
center of a pretty extensive network of institutions. 

This is one of the things that WVU is known for in terms of ADVANCE community. Is this 
really intensive department-level work. No other institution has done what we have done. 

So did it make a difference? Yes. So I'm looking -- I'm giving you data just from the two 
colleges that we were specifically focusing on which is where the majority of STEM were 
located which is Eberly College and Statler College. So we know for STEM, science technology 
engineering and math, the number of women increased from 39 to 49 in the time period under 
the grant. That's a 48% increase. Women -- it's a higher rate of increase than just the average 
number of people being hired. So we did significant increases in the number of women. The 
percent of women at the rank of Associate Professor moved from 19% to 28%. We have almost 
100% success rate in terms of promotion and tenure. Once we started watching it and they 
were aware that we were watching it, we had -- like I said, it's a pretty high success rate for 
these women in STEM. 

We moved from having 0.8, that's right, that number is correct, women at the rank of 
professor in STEM to 7.69%. And for some departments it's the first time in their history that a 
woman made it to the rank of professor. I am the first female in the Department of Sociology 
and Anthropology to make it to the ranks of professor. So it wasn't just for STEM but also for 
social and behavioral sciences. 

Let me give you the data for social behavioral sciences in general. 
Questions?  
[No Audible Response] 

>> Leslie Cottrell: I think that might be an echo. 
>> Melissa Latimer: Ok. We have fewer women in the social behavioral sciences but we have a 
large percentage of them, of the total if that makes sense. 

So we increased from 23 to 31 during the time period of the grant. And that is a 35% 
increase. And they moved from 45% of associate professors to crossing over finally to over half 
to 62%. And we over doubled the number of female professors from 21% to 47%. 

So we know -- so part of this is when you put time and energy and resources and you 
had an accountability, you'll start to see these shifts. Right? And if you have the legitimacy of 
NSF and the funding from NSF, it really does help make a difference. But we had to have the 
president, provost, dean on board. So we did a lot of work to get them on board and to make 
this happen. 

Now these women, because they're at the rank of associate and professor, they are 
positioned for professional leadership. In some colleges you have to be at the rank of professor 
to be a chair or to be a dean, right? So what we've done by moving them up is now we have 
more women than ever before who are ready for leadership in their department college or even 
in those disciplines.  

So now that we're fully funded by the Office of the Provost has anything changed? Well, 
yeah. We're expanded to cover all faculty. So not just STEM faculty. So we always from the 
very beginning tried to expand the scope beyond what NSF wanted. So we are a research, a 
practice unit for a faculty equity. And we're interdisciplinary. We stay that way and will continue 
to stay that way. So, again, the scope and the mission is much broader. 



Let me tell you some of the things -- just tell you some results that show in terms of our 
research. One of the things -- for some reason I didn't put this on there. We have about, to date, 
an additional $400,000 funding and we are in the process of working on some collaborations for 
some other grants to see if we can't get additional fund for the center. We've published over 28 
peer reviewed articles and/or conference proceedings. Peer review conference proceedings 
are pretty common in STEM. So we're going to their conferences. We're not just going to our 
conferences we're going to their conferences and doing presentations and getting published in 
their proceedings. We've done over 40 conference presentations. We have to date 15 invited 
workshops or presentations and two dissertations which was unexpected. 

In addition, we created a new index of disagreement. Because we focus so much on 
group dynamics and not just -- we don't just focus on an individual and their psychological -- so 
their self -- there's self-efficacy and group efficacy, collective efficacy. We focus on measuring 
the degree to which a group agrees or disagrees when you ask them a question. And what we 
did is create a new measure of our index of disagreement. It's called Phi. And we're the first 
ones to do this. And we did it for a 5-point Likert scale. We're working on 7 and 9. People are 
already following up on it. So it's a pretty neat thing. 

We created the first, that I know of, academic change agent course. Again, focusing on 
implicit bias awareness and intervention. It's a primer course for academics and members of 
academic communities who are interested in engaging and transforming their institutions. We 
offered it last fall for the first time. There are approximately 30 people for faculty and staff. We're 
offering it again in the spring. 

Leslie, is there somebody from your unit you would like to send? Let me know. We're 
almost full. I think we have 25 people already.  

And it's once a month. And we have the dates for that but I can put you in touch -- we 
have two people who are ADVANCE facilitators who facilitate the class. it's a two-hour course 
once a month. You have a small amount of reading. It's designed for people who are already 
working 60 hours a week who can only read a three to five-page thing not a 35-page academic 
article, who can watch a five-minute YouTube video on understanding the privileges of 
whiteness. What does it mean to be an ally or an advocate for underrepresented people. That's 
how the class is designed. 

It was very effective. It was so effective that we actually ran a workshop in August and 
invited faculty from four institutions to become trained. And they are running a class at the same 
time on their campus in 2019. And we have a pretty elaborate research project to be approved 
for measuring the impact of the class on the class participants as well as the class facilitators 
across four different institutions. 

So we have a pretty elaborate institutional research project that we're managing right 
now including getting the IRB approved across four institutions. And if you think it is difficult at 
WVU to get IRB approval, you should try getting it at UNLV or Oklahoma State University. So I 
thought we were the most difficult. We are not.  
>> Leslie Cottrell: Yay. 
>> Melissa Latimer: I know. It's hard to believe. So that's one of the things that we're working 
on. We continue to move our research forward. 

When we identify -- something that we think would work, we try it. We pilot it in a small 
format and then we start expanding it. And then when we think we have it right, we teach other 
people to do it. And then we measure it and collect a lot of data and then write about it and then 
get it out there. So that's that whole research and practice. 



We see failure as a data point. It's an opportunity to learn. So every time something goes 
south we sort of hate it when it happens but get excited about what it's going to teach us and 
how we might modify and adjust what it is we're doing. So that's how we approach everything in 
ADVANCE Center. Let's try it and see what people tell us and then modify. It's an iterative 
process over and over and over again. 

We've had two facilitations over the fall semester. One started in August and just 
completed in December. It's the national endowment for the humanities. Our humanities center 
got an NEH grant about preparing humanities students for alternative careers besides 
becoming a professor. And they needed help facilitating like 40 people once a month over, like, 
six months. So we've been helping with that. We just completed that. We also helped with the 
American History Association Grant doing the same thing. And that was a one-time thing. 

We are overseeing Statler College faculty searches, like I said, watching the numbers, 
meeting with chairs, meeting with the full faculty, meeting with search committees and 
explaining to them what the new rules are and how things are going to be different and what we 
expect of them but also how we're going to support them. 

We are also helping the Provost Office with university strategic planning. We've been 
doing that since August. And you'll start to see some of the facilitation work coming in the spring 
by ADVANCE. We're going to be training department chairs to run a strategic planning session 
in their unit. So instead of us running the facilitation, we're going to train chairs and other unit 
leaders to run a facilitation. We're going to give them a facilitation guide, give them training, 
worksheets. We're going to ask them to run strategic planning exercise and to feed that 
information back up to the Provost Office. And then ADVANCE will look at those things and 
feed that up to the Provost.  

So those are just some of the things that we are working on. Just in terms of we will 
continue to:  

Engage in anything that promotes a more inclusive, equitable, academic community. 
That's just who we are. It's what we want to do. 

We want to grow as many people and institutions as possible who are trained in the 
Dialogues network and process. We want integrate them into our research project and learn 
from them. 

Something that works at WVU and doesn't work at Oklahoma state, we want to 
understand why and we want to figure out what that tells us. What are the exercises they come 
up with that work or that are more effective? 

Our partners are very creative, have already come up with some interesting things and 
are using them. So we're working on a facilitation handbook. That's one of the things we're 
working on. It doesn't sound very exciting but when you're trying to learn facilitation, because 
you want your group dynamics to be different, you'll see that there really aren't very many 
handbooks out there that are really applied and effective. And that's one of the things that we're 
doing. 

You'll see that they're not designed by academics for academics either. That's another 
thing. This comes from Higher Education, for Higher Education, but can be expanded 
elsewhere. 

So, again, we'll continue to try new things, assess them, and focus on ways of enhancing 
organizational capacity. 

Are they asleep? Are they ok?  
>> Leslie Cottrell: I think they're still there. I'm going to unmute everyone. Does anyone have 



any questions?  
[No Audible Response] 

 I think everyone's unmuted. 
>> Melissa Latimer: Isn't the rule there has to be five questions before they're allowed to go? 
>> Leslie Cottrell: Oh, Lord. I don't know. 
>> Melissa Latimer: [Laughter] That's the rule. Five questions or you're not allowed to hang up. 
We can tell. She can see you. Come on. Start me off. Let's go.  
>> This is one. I don't have a question. I just would like to make a statement. I didn't get in on 
the first part because I couldn't get connected correctly. But anyway, just listening to the latter 
part of your presentation makes me much more interested in research. Research was never 
something that I really thought I would enjoy or would like. But just the second half of the 
presentation. I'm like, wow. This is interesting. 

[Phone ringing] 
>> Melissa Latimer: I'm not sure whose phone that is. It's not mine. 
>> It's mine. [Laughter] 
>> Melissa Latimer: I think -- we have a research component so that it is data driven. So it was 
like we're going to try something, test it evaluate it, and we were going to have data so that 
when people ask us how do you know this works, it's well, we were there, we experienced it. 
That's not enough. We have qualitative and quantitative data. So it pushed us in ways we 
haven't thought about. What are all the different ways we can measure impact? Our post test 
survey is a very narrow way of measuring the impact. But it's quantitative and people really 
respond to quantitative data. We started looking at just artifacts of facilitation. So when we 
worked with the group and we took photos of the work they produced, we went back and looked 
at some of those products to assess the impact. 

We did something called data drops where at the end of the facilitation, the facilitators 
would wait until everyone left and then they would use the phone or recorder and just reflect five 
to 10 minutes on what went well in the facilitation, what worked and what didn't, who was 
participating, and something we might do differently. We -- as a way of keeping track of the 
facilitation, we didn't want to be confused, those data drops became qualitative tests for us. We 
had to do a retroactive IRB to get approval to use them. Right?  

So everything became -- told us something about what we were doing. So it's really 
broadened the way that we think about doing research. We don't just do it to publish in 
academic journals. We do it -- we try to make the information accessible to people. And now, 
again, expanding the research across multiple institutions we never would have imagined that 
when we first started. 
>> Leslie Cottrell: It makes me happy to hear you say that, Wanda, and probably Valerie, too. 
I'm sure. 
>> Melissa Latimer: Any more questions?  
>> Valerie: This is Valerie. So I have a question about has there been any indication of 
exporting this kind of strategy or the adoption of this kind of process in industry or business so 
that -- 
>> Melissa Latimer: Yeah. So we were trained -- so we were not trained as facilitators to start 
with. Right? We are just regular faculty members. So we had a connection to a woman who had 
done community organizing who also worked in the chemistry industry. Right? So she was 
working with STEM scientists and she was a facilitator. So she imported what she had learned 
and what worked well, brought it to us. We talked it through and figured out what was more 



likely to work in academia and then tried some of the things and modified it. So how we were 
trained was trained by essentially facilitators from industry. But what we found is when we had 
her try to facilitate, she was less affected because she didn't really understand Higher 
Education. So when we facilitated our colleagues, not our own departments but colleagues, 
they said Senate Bill 547, we knew exactly what they were talking about. When we knew about 
state appropriations and the freeze on faculty hires or that the faculty hadn't had raises in five 
years, we knew what they were talking about because we were all part of this larger collective. 
>> Valerie: Thanks. That makes sense. 
>> Melissa Latimer: Sure.  
>> Leslie Cottrell: I do need to cut us for sake of time but I do intend to follow up with the group. 
I think we would be interested in learning a little bit more -- is it Phi? Or -- your assessment. 
>> Melissa Latimer: I always -- it's Phi. He calls it phee for some reason. 
>> Leslie Cottrell: I would probably slip and call it phee.  
 And then, of course, the academic change sounds fascinating. I'll get with everyone who 
was on here and see if there's interest. I know you said pretty quickly we need to get back to 
you. There's going to be some swapping of materials I imagine. 
>> Melissa Latimer: Absolutely. 
>> Leslie Cottrell: All right. Thank you so much. It's nice -- we're all right here on the same 
campus but we rarely get the chance to learn more about one another and this has been great. 
So thank you for sharing your time with us. 
>> Melissa Latimer: Absolutely. Thank you. 
>> Leslie Cottrell: We'll follow-up soon. 
>> Melissa Latimer: Ok. Take care. Bye-bye. 
>> Leslie Cottrell: Bye, everyone. Thank you for joining us. 


