
 1 

 

 

Haverford College Faculty Meeting Minutes  

 

November 19, 2009       Deborah Roberts, 

Clerk 

4:20 p.m.         

 

Moment of silence. 

 

Action I.  Approval of the minutes of October 22, 2009. 

 

I. Report of the Provost 

 

1. The Middle States Report: Cappy Hill (Chair of the  Middle States team and 

Vassar College President) visited  the campus yesterday and  met with the 

Steering Committee and  representatives of various working groups about the 

current version. She found the Report to be “coherent, ambitious, and  

compelling” and  “beautifully composed .”  

 

2. The Board  of Managers will be meeting on campus on Dec.4-5. This is the 

trad itional time for Faculty-Board  d inners on Friday night, and  we urge 

you to participate. 

 

3. The next Faculty Research Talk will be on Wednesday Dec. 9: Mark Gould  

(Sociology).  

 

4. The Brown-Bag lunch to d iscuss the writing program has been re-

scheduled  for Dec. 3, 12-1:30. 

 

5. The FCAE Open Meeting to d iscuss compensation for Department Chairs 

will be held  on Tuesday Dec. 15 at 4:15. 

 

6. Members of the faculty have received  the following recognition: 

 

The Cambridge History of China Vol. 5, Part 1, co-edited  by Paul 

Smith (History), has made Choice magazine’s list of outstanding 

academic titles for 2009. 

 

Richard  Freedman (Music) has been named to a month -long 

visiting fellowship at the Universite de Tours for summer 2010 in 

connection with work on his NEH -sponsored  d igital Humanities 

project. 
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Ying Li has been selected  by Swarthmore College to be the 2010 

Donald  Jay Gordon Visiting Artist and  Lecturer; there will be an 

exhibition of her work at Swarthmore’s List Gallery, January 21- 

February 28, 2010. 

 

II. Announcements and Reports 

 

1. Middle States Report: Wendy Sternberg 

 

As Linda Bell announced, Cappy Hill was very impressed  with the 

Middle States Report in its current form.  She emphasized  the 

importance of Assessment, especially in respect to assessment of 

student learning. She noted  the importance of our use of the Senior 

Thesis as an assessment tool; and  she suggested  that we should  

strengthen notice of this in the final version of our Report. We should  

also look for other tools to describe student learning. 

 

I now solicit comments from you about the version handed out last 

week, and  especially Chapter 18: Recommendations and  

Implementation: 

 

(Several) QUESTIONS: What will be the composition of the GRC 

(Governance Review Committee?) (Recommendation #15.) Who will 

determine the membership of that group? And what should  be its 

charge? How does its charge relate to Recommendation #16 (FCAE 

and EPC), #17 (Faculty Council), #18 (faculty hiring committees.)  

 

It  w as agreed that  this issue needs more discussion. Where, in the 

“boxes” on p. 105-106, does the GRC belong?  It was agreed  that 

Academic Council should  probably create and  staff the GRC and that 

d iscussions of decisions that relate to faculty business would  likely 

take place in Faculty Meeting. 

 

COMMENT: On the subject of Assessment and its relationship to 

senior theses: assessment should  not be of the thesis end -product itself, 

but of the quality of the experience of writing the thesis. We do not 

want to create a “normative standard” for a thesis that has the 

unintended consequence of producing theses that conform to the 

formula. 

 

On the subject of Assessment through use of student course 

evaluations: we do not want to create a system that encourages 

mediocre teaching which will produce positive course evaluations. 
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QUESTION: What is the source for this new push for Assessment?  

Does it reflect d istrust of our individual grades? Is it about suspicion of 

grade inflation? RESPONSE: It reflects a more general interest in the 

efficacy of teaching, and  a question about whether we actually do what 

we seek to do: in other words, it is about “outcomes.”  

 

2. Educational Policy Committee: Richard  Freedman (The Writing 

Program) 

 

                  In various communications to EPC, the faculty has affirmed the 

importance of the centrality of a Freshman Writing program. However, we seem 

to be unable, as a faculty, to actually handle the responsibility of teaching it. How 

can we help this situation? We are assuming that we will continue to be able to 

count on 10 or 11 freshman writing sections from tenure-track faculty, but not 

more. 

 

We have to de a better job of supporting students who really need  help 

in writing. 

 

Can we find  ways to foreground writing at the sophomore and  junior 

level, in preparation for the writing of senior theses? 

 

In our current d iscussions, we are NOT thinking of any new 

Requirement concerning writing for students. 

 

We find  the idea of “Writing Fellows” very interesting; can we create a 

Writing Center with a Director, a Center that would  be a real 

intellectual center; could  we offer three-year appointments, with 

faculty benefits, so that we would  have some sense of continuity?  

 

QUESTION (in several versions): How could  we “incentive-ize” (sic) 

the manifestation of more than 10 or 11 sections from tenure-track 

faculty?  

 

RESPONSE: The existence of a vibrant Writing Center could  do this; 

on the other hand, the phasing-in of a 2/ 2 teaching load  sets limits to 

it.  COMMENT (BUT):  it is also possible that we will actually have 

MORE courses on hand when the full FCAE Blueprint hiring kicks in, 

so that perhaps more than 10 or 11 sections would  be forth -coming. 

COMMENT (BUT): The phase-in process of FCAE is stretched  out 

quite far down the time-line; it does not help us in the creation of a 

new plan now. 

 



 4 

QUESTION: Do THAT many of our entering freshmen (more than 

previously) really need  writing help? 

 

QUESTION: How can we (re-)invigorate writing in our sophomore 

and  junior courses?  

 

RESPONSE: We hope that a prestigious Writing Center would  raise 

the visibility (prestige; status) of “writing” on campus. We hope that 

the opportunity of a long-term appointment (a three-year 

appointment) would  provide more opportunity for intellectual 

development on the part of writing fellows, and  more opportunity for 

making their connection to departments. We see an analogy to what 

has been possible for Post-Doc Fellows in the Humanities and  the  

KINSC. 

 

(Several) COMMENTS: Aren’t “writing fellows” just another name 

for what we already do now? Writing fellows would  be only teaching 

writing; it is essentially a dead -end position for them. The analogy 

with Center Post-Docs is faulty, because Center Post-Docs have a 

departmental d isciplinary framework and  do work in their d isciplines; 

moreover, they only teach a few courses at any one time. They have 

on-going projects with regular members of the faculty; they are not 

marginalized , (whereas placing Writing Fellows in a separate Center 

would  marginalize them.) 

 

((Several) COMMENTS: Could  an incentive for keeping tenure-line 

faculty in the writing program be LE (limited  enrollment size) in such 

courses (despite the costs of such an incentive)?  Could  an incentive be 

(and/ or) the routine hiring of rep lacements for such  course-releases?  

 

(RELATED) COMMENT: If we START by focusing only on Writing 

Fellows, and  emphasize that focus, then it is probable that the 

inclusion of regular tenure-track faculty in the program will d ie out.  

We should  START by creating a Whole Program which incorporates 

regular members of the faculty from the beginning. 

 

RESPONSE: A course-release replacement for a tenure-line faculty 

member means more interim part-time faculty teaching courses, 

something we wish to minimize; the three-year Writing Fellows would  

be concentrated  in one place and  for a longer time (thus, provid ing 

continuity.) 

 

RESPONSE: A Writing Center could  be a place of innovation in 

teaching, one which refers back to the teaching of writing within 
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departmental courses; it would  not just be a “Holding Center” for 

freshman writing. 

 

COMMENT: I would urge that we consider dropping the Freshman 

Writing requirement, and then we would be able to commit our 

energies to our other courses, for other forms of writing 

improvement and teaching. [This comment got lost in the d iscussion; 

there was no response to it when it surfaced  in the middle of the 

d iscussion about how to manage the freshman writing course.] 

 

3. FCAE: Rob Manning 

  

1. A departmental survey is coming about out abou t faculty research 

and  its engagement with students; please respond quickly. 

 

2. The issue of compensation for Department Chairs: 

 

We are about to make a proposal (hoping for a 2010-2011 onset), 

and  hope to d iscuss it first at an open meeting and  then at the next 

faculty meeting in December. In normal circumstances, the plan 

might apply to each year of a Chair’s three-year term, but under 

current economic circumstances, perhaps only compensation for 

one or two (out of the average of three years of a Chair’s term) is 

possible. 

 

The proposal is for a choice of one out of three options: a) a course-

release (to be replaced  if the department thinks it is necessary); b) a 

$5000 research fund; c) credit toward  a future leave. 

 

This is essentially an Administrative decision; but the Provost 

wishes to hear what the faculty thinks. 

 

The particular duties of the Chair should  be d iscussed  on the 

Chair’s Professional Activities Form (PAF) each year. There should  

also be an opportunity for the rest of the department to commen t 

on the Chair’s activities. 

[Secretary’s note:  see the communication from FCAE to the faculty 

on Nov. 25, with details of the proposal.] 

 

COMMENT:   Can we look at the research stipend more broadly, 

maybe provid ing for its application in the year after the 

Chairmanship ends, and  maybe including Travel Funds?  

RESPONSE: Yes.  
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QUESTION:  Will the Chair be freed  from other onerous College 

services? RESPONSE:  We hadn’t thought about that; that is not 

likely… or not any more likely than in our current practice.  

COMMENT:  Well, I agree with the intent of the previous question; 

especially in very small departments, where course-release is 

nearly impossible, service-release could  be very important. 

 

Adjourned  at 6:00 p.m.   

 

      Linda Gerstein, Secretary to the Faculty 
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