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Haverford College Faculty Meeting Minutes  

 

May 14, 2009 

9:05 a.m.       Anne McGuire, Clerk  

 

Moment of silence. 

 

Action I.  Approval of the minutes of April 22, 2009, with the following 

correction: The search firm for the CIO hiring process is Witt -Kieffer. 

 

Minute I. Report of the President. 

 

Thanks for all the help during a very d ifficult year. Despite the challenges, our 

students d id  very well, with a higher graduate rate and  a higher number of 

awards than in many recent years. {In response to questions}: The final data on 

our Admissions process for the class of 2013, while still not complete until mid -

summer, seems to show us as doing well; however, not surprisingly, there were 

indeed  an unusually high number of “regrets for financial reasons”  of the ones 

who turned  us down.  

 

Minute II. Report of the Provost 

 

1. The Middle States self-study is winding down; the report will be written  

during the summer (check the Blackboard  site); we will continue to work on it 

during June (working groups’ reports will be posted  on Blackboard  in early 

June), and  we welcome faculty input then; and  there will be a NON -brown bag 

(i.e., food-provided) lunch to d iscuss it all in late June. The final version will be 

posted  in early September, and  there will be a special meeting of the Faculty to 

d iscuss its recommendations in early September. 

 

2. The Mellon 23 Workshop grants (“The Life Cycle of the Student 

Scholar”: for collaborative scholarship with students at the pre-senior thesis 

level) resulted  in three awards: to Iruka Okeke (Biology), Craig Borowiak 

(Political Science), and  Bret Mulligan (Classics).  Their projects all involve a form 

of public communication of the d isciplinary scholarship.  We will continue this 

initiative next year, hoping that these three innovative approaches by Haverford  

faculty will inspire other faculty when we solicit nominations and  self-

nominations for next year. 

 

3. Reappointments and  Promotions: 1) Re-appointment for three year 

terms as Assistant Professor: Peter Love (Physics), Bret Mulligan (Classics), 
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Casey Londergan (Chemistry) and  Rachel Hoang (Biology); 2) Promotion to 

(Full) Professor: Walter Smith (Physics) and  Ying Li (Fine Arts.) 

 

4. New appointments this year as Assistant Professor:  Andrew Friedman 

(History), Helen White (Chemistry), Anat Yom-Tov (Sociology), Jill Stauffer 

(Philosophy, and  also to serve as Director of the Peace, Justice, and  Human 

Rights Concentration.)  

 

5. The Christian and  Mary Lindback award  for outstanding teaching goes 

to Peter Love (Physics.) 

 

6. And then… “I now seek the Faculty’s approval for the granting of the 

degree of… to all students who have...”  

  

Action II:  …and the faculty so approved. 

 

Minute III. Announcements and Reports 

 

1. Committee on Honors, Fellowships, and  Prizes: Anne McGuire.  

 

The list of candidates for College Honors and  the Cope Fellowship was 

presented . 

 

COMMENT: The faculty reminds itself that we had  suggested  to 

ourselves that we notify our majors about their impending awards 

sometime this afternoon. 

 

       On the subject of graduating seniors: Chris Mills (Communications) 

informed us that, as of this morning, only about 1/ 3 of the seniors had  submitted  

abstracts of their theses for the Admissions book. (Please urge your seniors to do 

this.)] 

 

2. FCAE: Gus Stadler 

 

a. The Board  accepted  our Blueprint transition update (as presented  to the 

April 22 faculty meeting) with enthusiasm on April 23; the Board  expressed  

thanks to the FCAE for keeping the Blueprint alive under hard  financial 

conditions. 

 

We urge departments to begin working out the transition to 2/ 2; we 

recognize that d ifferent departments have d ifferent needs. 

 

b. As for the plan to streamline committee assignments, we have received  

various reactions from the faculty. We have recommended to the Provost that 
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the Chairs of Music and  Fine Arts be added to the Arts Committee. However, 

for the moment, we are asking for approval only for moving the Distinguished  

Visitors Committee (DVC) to the Provost’s office; we imagine that the Provost 

would  consult in due course with departments about d epartmental visitor 

requests. 

 

COMMENT: I am opposed  to this. The existence of the DVC with faculty 

membership encouraged observation of the priority that  visitor funds be 

allocated  to more strictly “academic” visitors, and  that visits would  last for at 

least two days to facilitate wide exposure to the community through several 

venues (e.g. lectures, class visits, workshops.) There were SEVERAL 

SUPPORTING COMMENTS. 

 

COMMENT: BUT ALSO: We should  not be too rigid  about longer visits; 

sometimes a target of opportunity for a visitor necessitates a single-day visit. 

 

COMMENT: If such a move of DVC to the Provost should  happen, there 

should  be Guidelines drawn up. ANOTHER COMMENT: There should  be 

more advanced  planning for expenses for such visits.  

 

(Provost’s Response: Centralization of planning in the Provost’s office would  

indeed  facilitate coordination of such advanced  planning. As a matter of fact, 

the DVC budget has been under-spent the last two years; this move to the 

Provost’s office might be able to enhance the visitor’s program.) 

 

SUGGESTION: How about we move DVC functions to the Provost’s Office 

for a trial year but maintain DVC for a year also, to facilitate the transition 

and  work out these suggestions for guidelines.  

 

COMMENT: NO: This would  not further the goal to the reduce faculty 

committee assignments!  REVISED SUGGESTION : A MOVE TO THE 

PROVOST’S OFFICE FOR A TRIAL YEAR WHILE KEEPING THE 

EXPRESSED CONCERNS IN MIND. 

 

COMMENT: I am still against this; there are serious issues to be addressed , 

and  this is a faculty issue. This should  not be passed  on to an Administrative 

office, but should  be kept within the faculty. 

 

COMMENT: On the other hand, we should  remember that the landscape for 

visitors has changed; now both CPGC and the President’s Office h ave funds 

for inviting the more “non -academic” visitors; so there should  not be such 

“non-academic” pressure levied  on DVC funds. 
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COMMENT: I agree; there should  be flexibility about how we use funds, and  

we have to recognize that there will be d isagreemen ts about these issues; and  

also, one must note that the Provost’s Office embodies faculty interests. 

 

Action III:  the faculty approved the d issolution of DVC, and  the move of its 

functions to the Provost’s Office, *WITH THE UNDERSTANDING THAT 

FLEXIBLE GUIDELINES WILL BE WRITTEN , AND THAT THERE WILL BE 

ATTENTION PAID TO REPORTS ABOUT HOW THE FUNDS WERE USED, 

(perhaps at  the end of the year?)* 

 

      c. Item for d iscussion: The future of FCAE. We are committed  to a smooth 

transition to the Blueprint and  to the resolution of items still on our agenda. We 

suggest maintaining FCAE for an additional final year, 2009-2010.  

 

COMMENT: As expressed  earlier in respect to maintaining DVC , we do 

not need  another committee; those specific tasks listed  could  be re-assigned  to 

existing venues such as EPC, Middle States report, departments, Institutional 

Advancement. As for Assessment: I say NO. 

 

RESPONSE: Not all the tasks can be re-assigned . For instance, the issue of 

how senior work is equitably credited  for faculty teaching-load  cannot be 

handled  by individual departments; it needs a more comprehensive cross-

departmental purview. FCAE would  indeed  be working with these other 

existing venues; but we need  more time to Move Forward  in a centralized  way. 

We do not want to ask EPC to take on even MORE tasks next year; they already 

have too much on the table. 

 

ANOTHER RESPONSE:  1) This is the faculty’s Blueprint; we ourselves 

have to collaborate with Institutional Advancement about how to fund it. 2) We 

have no choice about d oing Assessment: and  we have to find  a way in which we 

can feel comfortable with it. 

 

            COMMENT:  1) I agree that there are natural existing homes for most of 

these tasks. 2) The first task of FCAE, should  it continue, should  be to determine 

how FCAE will work with EPC. And this should  be done as soon as possible, by 

December of 2009.  (RESPONSE OF FCAE: we agree.)  3) But why was the 

faculty not asked  for our opinions about this earlier? The issue of TIMING is 

everything: FACE didn’t have time to  present it to us last month, we d idn’t have 

the time to respond, and  the d iscussion d id  not take place. 

 

            REPLY:  We felt that we had  a mandate from the faculty to move ahead  

after our open meeting in the fall, when we presented  a 5-year plan; this is a 

more conservative 3-year version mandated  by the economic crisis which became 
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manifestly obvious later on. We have to work with departments one-by-one next 

year. This was the best we could  do under the circumstances. 

 

RESPONSE/COMMENT: But what you have written in this new 

document is that FCAE will develop a uniform standard  for faculty credit for 

senior work.  This document is d ifferent from what I have seen before. There is 

no clarity about what FCAE is doing; but decisions have clearly been made.  

ANOTHER COMMENT: Where d id  these “tasks” come from? Detailed  plan 

and  models don’t make sense. 

 

COMMENT/REPLY:   “Here we go again…” (Or; The Return of The 

Repressed .) The relationship between EPC and FCAE has been vexed all along; 

but I think we have made progress on this relationship this year. The issue of 

crediting faculty work with seniors was raised  to address the perceived  issue of 

“special deals” that departments had  struck with the Provost, a model which d id  

not serve the whole faculty well.  

 

RESPONSE OF FCAE:  Yes, of course, each department has to figure out 

its own scheme for senior work as well as for teaching loads; FCAE is not taking 

this power away. We want to help out departments which provide NO credit for 

its faculty for advising senior work: that is what we mean by a Minimum 

Standard  for crediting faculty for senior work. RESPONSE OF EPC:  EPC does 

NOT have the ability to take on further tasks. We need  the guidance of FCAE; 

FCAE’s Blueprint embodies our hopes; hence we want  it to continue in existence 

next year. RESPONSE (FROM THE MIDDLE STATES CURRICULUM 

COMMITTEE): The Middle States Steering Committee have been d iscussing 

ways to re-structure committees, along with EPC and FCAE; we are also 

considering ways which would  liberate EPC so that it could  do more of these 

tasks. 

 

COMMENT: Academic Council has to staff committees right now, in 

May; there is no clarity about what FCAE and EPC are each doing. [COMMENT:  

This document seems to me to be a duplication of effort on the subject of hiring. 

REPLY: We are doing a d ifferent kind  of hiring than what we had  been doing 

before. And the Blueprint is just a blueprint; there is more work to be done on it.] 

The President: EPC and FCAE should  meet NOW to work out a minimum 

division of labor so that Academic Council can properly staff both committees 

for 2009-2010. 

 

COMMENTS (SEVERAL): This is a good time to consider redefining 

EPC’s tasks. And although we need  some redefining of “the tasks” which FCAE 

has identified , we need  another year to do it.  
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The Clerk summarized: FCAE has asked  1) to be continued  next year, and  2) to 

take on certain tasks. Is there general support for this? There are some concerns 

about certain of these tasks: could  this be d iscussed  at an open meeting with 

FCAE in September?  FCAE should  come back to the faculty, perhaps at the 

second faculty meeting in September.. 

 

Action IV: * THE FACULTY AGREED TO THIS: YES. * 

 

[At 10:30 a.m., the faulty agreed  to go beyond the scheduled  11 a.m. ending] 

  

3. EPC: Roberto Castillo-Sandoval 

 

a. New Searches in 2009-2010: another search funded by the Mellon grant 

in Environmental Studies (Biology or Anthropology have been invited  

to apply for this) (and  there will probably be a third  search in 2010-

2011}; and  a replacement hire for Political Science 

 

b. A firm proposal about Freshman Writing will come next year; we are 

asking for your input. 

 

c. IS there interest in the faculty for re-opening the issue of general 

faculty access to all student transcripts? (Last year we had  closed  it 

down, and  mandated  that access would  be provided  only upon 

student request, or for need -to-know in special circumstances.) 

[Apparently YES: because the d iscussion then ensued , at length.] 

 

COMMENT: I agree that student transcripts should  be private. But could  

there be an exception made for when the Honors Committee asks us for letters 

about particular student candidates, (in cases where the student does not know 

about being considered  by the Honors Committee and  hence cannot give 

permission)? 

 

[NOTE: It is already the case that the Honors Committee reads all student 

transcripts for the purpose of choosing candidates for College Honors; and  the 

departments read  all student majors’ transcripts for the purpose of awarding 

departmental honors; and  the Phi Beta Kappa chapter also reads all transcripts of 

high-grade-achieving students for the purpose of induction into Phi Beta Kappa.] 

 

COMMENT:  Although I don’t need  to know how a student has done in 

other courses when I am writing a letter about how that student has performed 

in MY courses, I nevertheless sometimes find  it useful when I am trying to figure 

out how to help a student. OTHER COMMENTS: I also sometimes find  it useful 

in this case; or in general when I am trying to figure out how, and  why, a student 
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is doing such excellent work in my courses also, so that I can better enrich that 

student’s experience in my course. 

 

COMMENT:  I understand  the “privacy” issue; but as teachers we are 

professionals, and  I think we can be trusted  to behave ethically with such 

“private” information. 

 

COMMENT: I think the privacy issue is critical; we can always ask a student 

to release the transcript to us if we feel we need  it, and  leave that to the student’s 

d iscretion. (The student must know that we are reading the student’s transcript.) 

 

After more comments on both sides, the faculty agreed  that it was merely 

recapitulating last year’s d iscussion and  that we had  not gotten any further with 

it. So the practice stands.  

 

d . Social Justice. In eliminating the SJ requirement, we challenged 

ourselves to 

creating a curriculum which better expresses our commitment to this issue 

of “otherness,” (that is: better than a SJ requirement with SJ-coded 

courses.)  

 

We focused  our d iscussion on the study of “foreign” languages and  

cultural immersion to enhance ed ucation in a global world . We propose 

enhancing the language requirement: among other things, by eliminating 

the possibility of “testing out” by simply demonstrating one year’s worth 

of college-level proficiency. We are considering other measures. 

Comments? 

 

COMMENT:  I like this idea a lot.  I can imagine a requirement that all 

graduates be bi-lingual. The Centers can help this goal by offering 

immersion learning in Internships, and  Study-Abroad also does this.  

Certain majors could  mandate a language proficiency as necessary for the 

major. 

 

AND BY THE WAY, I THINK THIS IS A GOOD TIME TO BE RE-

THINKING OUR COLLEGE REQUIREMEMNTS IN GENERAL.*  

(This concern surfaced several times in the ensuing discussion, along 

with the idea that we also use flexibility in the mandating the meeting 

our requirements.) 

 

COMMENT: I think we have to cautious in how we frame this: language 

proficiency is not necessarily THE “Social Justice” issue; “social justice” 

has other aspects which must be confronted  more d irectly. OTHER 

SUPPORTING COMMENTS:  Language study is good, yes; but the 
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Social Justice issue is about “injustice,” really. ANOTHER COMMENT: 

Language proficiency and  SJ overlap, yes; but they are very d ifferent; and  

cultural literacy can also lead  to Social In -justice.” ANOTHER 

COMMENT: After all, the Imperialist Mind/ “Orientalism” has been the 

historical modular case for this.  

 

COMMENT: This initiative from Literature departments to think about 

how their d iscipline relates to Social Justice is a good inspiration for all of 

us: we should  all think about how our d isciplines might interact with 

concerns for Social Justice. 

 

COMMENTS (several): It would  be a mistake to make a heightened  

language requirement into a college requirement, although it could  be an 

option for some students for doing SJ learning. It would  certainly be a 

burden for Natural Science students.   

 

COMMENT: I want to caution against thinking too much about 

global/ “foreign” “otherness” in approaching Social Justice; I want to 

remind us of domestic “otherness” as an SJ issue. Also, to frame it as “us 

accepting other cultures” misses the issue of “us receiving other cultures.” 

 

REPLY:  EPC has also been looking at  Heritage-speakers language courses 

as Second-Language Acquisition (SLA.) [The Secretary’s comment: Yes, 

the Bryn Mawr Russian department has been offering such courses for 

several years to accommodate the new Russian immigration wave of the 

1990s; “heritage-speakers language courses” are the latest issue in SLA 

language pedagogy.] 

 

4. Faculty Representatives to the Board: Rob Manning, Ken Koltun-Fromm 

 

We already issued  out report on changes to the medical plan; but we want 

to highlight the following: 

 

1) The three-month period  for the option of up -ing from the base POS 

plan to Blue Cross/ Personal Choice.  (No doubt fees will go up in 

October.)  

  

2) The appeals process for “medical necessity” if you are on Keystone. 

 

3) The need  to talk about the future: this year was an emergency 

response to save $ in the immediate budget. Even if there is a 

financial recovery of sorts, the Board  will probably resist 

restoration of the previous benefit plan, (given the benefits 

practices of our peers.) Is there some intermediate stage for 
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restoration of some of the benefits?  Or would  a salary increase be 

the way in the future? 

 

COMMENT: 1) Let us recognize that this is indeed  a pay-cut. 2) Why is 

the “medical necessity” policy (that is, an appeals process) handled  

differently from the sabbatical-leave, three-month out of town, issue 

(automatic restoration)? 3) What about coverage of children who are away 

at college? 

 

REPLY:  1) Yes, I agree.  2) We don’t know what will happen in necessity -

appeals cases; but we see it as at least some way that the college can step 

in to remedy a heavy burden; it will no doubt be a rare case. However, the 

sabbatical-leave policy is a regular procedure which applies to everyone. 

3) There is indeed  a mechanism for handling a college-student who is out 

of town; but it has its problems too. 

 

Adjourned  at 11:55 a.m.   

 

      Linda Gerstein, Secretary to the Faculty 
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