
STATEMENT for Jan. 30, 2012 Senate meeting by Joyce Tolliver 

I’d like to provide some context for our discussion of Item SC 12.10, and to draw your attention to 

the important documentation provided in that statement. I speak now as an individual Senator, and 

not on behalf of SEC. I ask for your forbearance as I read this statement, which is longer than the 

standard two minutes. 

The case of the fraudulent emails first came to light when a member of the University Senates 

Conference discovered that the messages sent by the pseudonymous “AboutUI-Integrity” were first 

composed on a Word application that appeared to be registered to Lisa Troyer, Dr. Hogan’s Chief 

of Staff. He alerted his colleagues on the Senates Conference and informed them he had already 

contacted the university’s IT Security office, who began their investigation almost immediately. 

When the university Ethics Office was later contacted, they began to work with IT staff to 

investigate the incident. 

It was not until December 22—ten days after the incident—that the University engaged an outside 

firm, Jones-Day, to do its own forensic analysis. As the Report specifies, Jones-Day in turn engaged 

a second firm, Duff & Phelps. They issued a joint report on January 13, 2012. 

• Dr. Hogan and his spokespeople have said that the Investigative Report clears him of any 

involvement in this incident. That’s not true. The Investigative Report in fact shows that he was 

involved, in a wider sense, in a pattern of what SEC calls “surveillance and intrusion into legitimate 

faculty governance deliberations,” of which the production of the anonymous emails was simply one 

manifestation. This wider pattern of activity posed a direct assault on the independence and integrity 

of shared governance at this university. The IR documents a peculiar three-sided relationship among 

Dr. Hogan, Dr. Troyer, and Dr. Tih-Fen Ting, the UI-Springfield representative on the University 

Senates Conference who was leaking information to them.1 

•At last week’s meeting of the Senate Executive Committee, Dr. Hogan was asked to 

respond to the observation that receiving confidential documents was just as unethical as the action 



of leaking them. His response was that it didn’t matter because 1) the draft forwarded to him was 

subject to the Freedom of Information Act and therefore “not secret;” and 2) he never acted on that 

information. Neither of these statements is true. 

First, the Illinois Freedom of Information Act protects draft documents from public distribution.2 

The USC report that Dr. Hogan received was clearly marked as a draft and was not intended for 

distribution beyond the group charged with approving it. 

Second, he did act on the leaked information that he received, in at least two instances. Upon 

receiving the leaked Senates Conference draft, on December 9, he called Senates Conference Chair 

Don Chambers, and in terms that Prof. Chambers describes as “irate,” attempted to pressure him to 

change the recommendations. This was a clear effort to direct and intimidate the Senates 

Conference leadership, in a phone call that the President then tried to keep confidential. 

This effort was echoed in the email message that Dr. Hogan drafted for Chairman Kennedy to send, 

stating that it would be unfortunate if Senates Conference were to find itself in disaccord with the 

Board. 

As the Investigative Report documents, Dr. Hogan also forwarded at least one leaked email that we 

know of to Chairman of the Board of Trustees Chris Kennedy, stating that he had received it 

“anonymously.” In that message, he represented our campus Senate report on enrollment 

management as “nearly completely oppositional.” As all of you who have read and supported the 

UIUC report know, that’s not true. 

In introducing the leaked email to Chairman Kennedy, Dr. Hogan also told the Chairman that the 

Senates Conference draft response was being produced under “pressure” from the Urbana 

contingent “with the aim of forcing a confrontation.” That is emphatically not true. And not only is 

it not true, it is a misrepresentation of the intentions and accomplishments of Michael Biehl, who 

chaired the Urbana senate task force, and of the other members of the Urbana Senate and Senates 

Conference task forces, who were actively trying to avoid an unnecessary confrontation by adopting a 

conciliatory stance on most of the enrollment management recommendations. 



In that same message, Dr. Hogan also suggested to Chairman Kennedy that the three Senates were 

hopelessly divided over the issue, and that the Senates Conference’s statutory role, under such 

circumstances, was simply to report those differences. Again, neither of these is true. 

First, the Statutes specify that the role of the Senates Conference is to "promote agreement and 

consistency" among the Senates.3 

Second, in the end the Conference did successfully produce a consensus report. If the Conference 

was hopelessly divided, as Dr. Hogan reported to Chairman Kennedy, it is difficult to explain the 

fact that its consensus report was approved by an overwhelming 13-2 vote. 

• The anonymous emails that triggered the investigation emphasized many of the same 

themes that Dr. Hogan expressed in his communications to Chairman Kennedy. The email 

messages from “About UI-integrity” were clearly trying to divide the campus senates from each 

other in order to impede them from cooperating on a consensus report. Dr. Hogan may not have 

been directly involved in the composition of those two email messages. But as the SEC statement 

documents in detail, he was involved in repeated efforts to divide and interfere with the deliberations of  

faculty governance in order to block a report that was unfavorable to some of his enrollment  

management proposals-- a strategy of which the anonymous emails were simply one part. 

• Most of you have heard about the President’s “apology” for this matter. But an attentive 

reading of that statement shows that it is not an apology at all. He says that he is “sorry,” and regrets 

the incident – but he nowhere admits any personal responsibility or blame for what happened. As 

one senator said in the SEC meeting last week, where this statement was first delivered, it's like 

saying you are “sorry” that it is raining. 

He says in his statement that he is “responsible,” but at no point does he suggest that he is 

responsible, in any way, for the actions outlined in the Investigative Report. Instead, he says he is 

responsible for “articulating high standards” and “acting swiftly when they are violated.” Rather than 

admit any misjudgments or wrongdoing, he turns this “apology” into yet another assertion that he is 



the ethical guardian for the institution. 

He does not explain how an ethical guardian can oversee an investigation when his own actions are 

implicated in it. 

He says that he “commissioned an internal review” of the matter. That is misleading. In fact, the 

original investigation was triggered by faculty interventions. 

Dr. Hogan says that he “decided to hire two external firms.”4 But because the university ethics 

officer, IT security staff, and university legal counsel all report to him, this decision to hire 

independent investigators was absolutely necessary – and it shows the problems of such a 

centralized system when the President’s own actions fall under a cloud of ethical suspicion. 

Finally, he says that his job is articulating and holding “the highest ethical standards.” Yet in last 

Monday's comments to the SEC he defended the actions of Dr. Ting in leaking the materials in the 

first place. In view of the fact that just last Friday her own campus Senate found her actions 

“unprofessional and unethical,” calling for her resignation as Senate chair, it raises the question of 

whether Dr. Hogan’s ethical bar is set too low when it comes to people who have been working to 

help him. 

• In the aspect of this scandal that has sparked perhaps the greatest outrage, Dr. Hogan 

announced, at the time of her resignation, that his former Chief of Staff would be taking up a 

tenured faculty position on our campus—without having consulted the Provost. Later, he told 

reporters that he “calls” Dr. Troyer “from time to time to check up on her,” since she is an old 

friend.5  The fact that he sees no conflict of interest in pursuing a faculty position for the one person 

whose silence protects him from any further disclosures suggests an ethical standard far below what 

common sense would dictate. The very fact that she is a “good friend” reinforces this concern. 

In summary, the SEC statement we are voting on today documents Dr. Hogan’s involvement in 

pressuring the Senates Conference, in making repeated false or misleading statements, in receiving 

and acting upon information leaked from internal Conference deliberations, and seeking over and 



over again to prevent it from issuing a report in any way critical of his enrollment management 

proposals. He has also issued a supposed “apology” that in fact takes no responsibility for any of 

these events, and he has led the effort to secure a campus position for his disgraced Chief of Staff. 

All of these actions fall far short of our ideal of ethical leadership, and violate both the spirit and the 

letter of shared governance. 

  

NOTES 

1 The authors of the Investigative Report conclude that Dr. Troyer "was keenly interested in, and 

motivated to, advance the President's and Board's agenda with respect to the enrollment 

management proposal, as a key member of the University's leadership team and someone deeply 

loyal to Hogan" (28). 

2 http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ilcs/ilcs3.asp?ActID=85&ChapterID=2Section 7.1.f:  

3 Statutes, Article II, Section 2b: "If two or more senates have acted differently on a subject, the 

conference shall attempt to promote agreement or consistency. " 

4 "This appears to be an incident where somebody acted alone," Hardy said. "He was quick to tell 

Dr. Troyer that she should notify the appropriate parties to look into what she suspected was a 

hacking. He was quick to support the engagement of external independent counsel to conduct a very 

thorough inquiry." 

http://www.news-gazette.com/news/education/2012-01-14/report-troyer-acted-alone-anonymousemails.html  

5 "Asked if he has talked to Troyer since the investigation, Hogan said, 'I call her from time to time 

to check up on her. ... I've been a good friend of hers for many years.'" 

http://www.news-gazette.com/news/education/2012-01-20/faculty-blasts-ui-leaders-overanonymous-emails.html  
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