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Haverford College Faculty Meeting Minutes  

 

January 21, 2010       Deborah Roberts, 

Clerk 

4:20 p.m.         

 

Moment of silence. 

 

       I. Introductions of new Faculty and Staff appointments. 

 

Action I.  Approval of the minutes of December 17, 2009, with the following 

additions:  

To the Provost’s report:  David  Sedley is also on the Library Faculty Working 

Group. To the  FCAE report about Chair Compensation: at the end  of the 

d iscussion, the Clerk noted  the absence of objections and  evidence of widespread  

support. 

 

In addition, the Clerk now made the following supplementary comment: the 

proposal will now undergo further consideration in the Provost’s Office and  in 

the AAC. 

 

II. Report of the President 

 

1. The President outlined  the Haverford  efforts for support to  Haitian relief. 

 

2. We are requesting suggestions for next year’s roster of Social Justice 

speakers. 

 

3.   An update on our pre-pre-Campaign: we started  with soliciting support 

for new faculty appointments in the FCAE plan, and  so far have secured  

funding for almost 8 of our intended 27 new positions. The President re-

iterated  that we have had  no prioritization in our search for funding; we are 

taking the support for positions as they come in. 

 

III. Report of the Provost 

 

1. New staffing request approvals will be fin ished  within the next two 

weeks. N.B.: We are still in hard  economic times. 

 

2. The ACLS is sponsoring a program of New Faculty Fellows in the 

Humanities (new PhDs), with subsid ized  salaries at certain institutions, of 

which Haverford  is one.  Such appointments will be for a year, with the 
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teaching of three courses in 2010-2011, with a possible renewal for a 

second year.  ACLS has already chosen 54 fellows, and  now their 

placement begins. We ask that you consider such fellows for your 

replacement needs next year (once such replacement has been approved.) 

Please respond quickly once the names are released  after January 25. 

 

3. Faculty Research proposals are due January 29. 

 

4. The next 3-D event will be on February 24, with details TBA. 

 

5. The Middle States report is almost ready and  will be up on the web by 

February 1, for submission  to Middle States on February 8. 

 

6. The Library feasibility study (from Marble-Fairbanks Architects) is now 

complete; the faculty working group will respond at the February Board  

Meeting.  Fran Blase, representing the Natural Sciences, has been added to 

the group. 

 

7. The Salzburg Global Seminar (CPGC) application deadline is January 24. 

 

8. Graphic artist Hee Sook Kim (Fine Arts) has been awarded  a Helene 

Wurlitzer Residency in Taos, New Mexico, for January- March 2010. She 

then has a solo exhibit in the Abbei Gallery in Pulheim Germany in 

connection with the International Festival of New Music in April, and  

then a solo show in the Dam Gallery in Korea. 

 

9. The Provosts of Haverford  and  Bryn Mawr have been d iscussing Registrar 

cooperation issues:  

 

a. We are in the process of putting into place a Cross-campus 

Authentication procedure for consulting student records. This 

semester the BMC and HC registrars will have access to the records 

of the other campus. (This should  facilitate grade sharing.) Next 

year, the faculties will have access, (presumably under the 

limitations of each campus’s policy on such consultation of student 

records.) 

 

b. The problems of Class Scheduling: Although Monday-Wednesday 

classes are in sync, with 30-minute intervals  most of the day, thus 

making student movement from campus to campus possible, the 

Tuesday-Thursday schedule is not in sync because the slots overlap 

without an interval.  25% of classes are on Tuesday.There are 

several options for correcting this situation, none of them “perfect 

fixes.”  We are requesting a little d iscussion today about this…. 



 3 

 

1) We could  move the Tues-Thurs. slots up 15 minutes on 

ONE campus, thus provid ing an interval for student traffic 

(hence: changing to 8:15-9:45 on one campus, with 

preserving 8:30-10:00 on the other campus; 9:45-11:15; 

11:15-12:45; 12:45-2:15; 2:15-3:45…) 

 

2) We could  remove one slot on Tues-Thurs and  stagger the 

other slots by 30 minutes: 8:30-10, 10:30-12; 12:30-2; 2:30-

4:00. But this would  mean that we lose a slot on these days, 

which are very busy days. 

 

3) There are three other less pleasant options… 

 

Discussion raised  several issues:  

 

1) There exists that Haverford   “4-6p.m. protected  hours” for 

athletics and  other extracurricular activities, which is not always 

a Bryn Mawr practice. (Bryn Mawr often has labs 3-5 p.m., or 

classes which move de facto to 3-5 and  even 4-6, usually when 

all the enrolled  students are available at those hours) 

 

2) There are no 1½ hour slots on Monday-Wednesday mornings. 

 

3) Some beginning and  intermediate language classes which use 

MWF morning hours already conflict with science and  math 

courses at those hours; moving even more courses to MW 

morning would  be problematic.. 

 

4) We could  use the Wednesday-Friday slot more often; we could  

restore Friday to a normal teaching day, and  discourage the 

practice of the “Thursday-evening start to the weekend.”  

 

5) Starting at 8:15 a.m. is impossible for people with school-age 

children at home; if we do this, we could  at least alternate the 

8:15 option from campus to campus each year. 

 

6) Removing a Tuesday-Thursday slot and  staggering the slots by 

30 minutes would  make it more reasonable to teach two courses 

back-to-back for those who would  wish to do that. 

 

7) This d iscussion assumes that it  is desirable to have more Bryn 

Mawr students in Haverford  classes and  more Haverford  

students in Bryn Mawr classes; perhaps we should  have a 
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d iscussion which examines that premise. (The Provost 

commented  that both colleges do indeed  value the 

complementary role that our two d ifferent curricula play in 

enriching the opportunities that our students have.) 

 

IV. Announcements and Reports 

 

1. The Admissions Committee: Fran Blase and  Jess Lord  

 

a) We have been d iscussing the continuation of publishing the 

beautiful Viewbook, which is very expensive; is it worth it? Students 

seem to live in the virtual electronic world ; but the parents seem to 

read  the Viewbook.  

 

b) We have been talking about the gender imbalance in admissions: 

we are 58% female in the class of 2013, which reflects the national 

average for college applications (i.e.: that many more females than 

males apply to college.)  Colleges fear hitting a 60/ 40% figure, 

worrying about the deleterious affect on admissions if a college 

appears to be “not really co-ed .”; and  some members of our Board  are 

worried  about this, especially with our close relationship to an all-

female Bryn Mawr which skews the gender balance in the bi-college 

community even more.  

 

In response to questions: Yes, there has been an upward  trend , rising 

from 53% to 58% in recent years. The 58% reflects the applicant pool 

but it does NOT reflect the admitted  group: a slightly higher 

percentage of men are admitted  than who apply, but for the class of 

2013 there was a lower yield  on men than on women. In comparing 

Haverford’s gender imbalance against many of our peers, one factor 

that has always affected  the % of male/ female students is the absence 

of Football and  Engineering programs at Haverford , (but this does not 

explain the change in gender balance we have seen in the past five 

years.) 

 

Comments: Some faculty members seemed to be also concerned  about 

an increasingly female student body in classes, and  some faculty 

members were not at all concerned  about this. 

 

 c) We have been talking about admissions-decision deadlines: 

Apparently, some of our peer institutions do not respect the (agreed -

upon) March 31/ April 1 date for announcing whom we have 

admitted . (i.e:  when the “You have been admitted” letters go out.) 

This creates a national pool of “especially desired  applicants” who get 
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notified  earlier on, even in early February, and  a residual pool of 

anxious applicants who get admitted  “only” on April 1. This practice 

also encourages luxurious “wooing rites”: paid  trips to campus, phone 

calls and  letters, inducements of every kind .  Do these practices have a 

payoff? Apparently yes for athletes, and  apparently not much for other 

students. We think this is a bad  idea, on ethical grounds, and  we 

respect the March 31/ April 1 date. 

 

2. Rob Manning: the FCAE proposal for the creation of a FAPC  

(document attached): a new Faculty Affairs and  Planning 

Committee 

 

The intent of this proposal is to create a successor to FCAE, one which 

would  facilitate communication and  planning between college 

committees on a more regular basis. 

 

In reply to a question about the proposal: committee composition 

would  include 2 untenured  faculty, which means both “not-yet-

tenured”(rank) and  continuing non -tenure-track faculty (any rank.) 

 

Question: Could  one of the charges to FAPC be to set the agenda at 

Faculty Meetings, so that the faculty meeting would  really be a 

“Faculty” meeting?  

Clerk’s comment: In fact, no one performs this function today; anyone 

can request to be put on the agenda; so this would  be a new function. 

(Would  the Clerk of the faculty sit on the FAPC, or merely come to the 

first meeting of the year for agenda-setting?) 

 

Question: Why four faculty members to the Board?  Reply: We wanted  

to have the Board  reps also sit on FAPC but recognized  that the 

proposed  election procedure for FAPC is inconsistent with serving on 

Academic Council, so we created  two additional Board  reps; this 

would  also have the advantage of d ivid ing the work of the faculty 

reps. to the Board; two reps. could  sit on the Board  Faculty and  Staff 

Benefits Committee, all four reps. could  sit on the Board  Educational 

Affairs Committee. 

 

The “standing for election” aspect of the proposal: why this special 

concern for making a defined  statement of purpose, rather than the 

presumed “faculty service motivation” of normal faculty committee 

service?  Or, on the other hand, why should  this not also be the 

procedure for elections to Academic Council? 
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Reply: Academic Council has a very specific purpose in giving 

personnel advice on promotions and  tenure; FAPC wou ld  be 

concerned  with general academic priorities, and  we see the FAPC 

election procedure as the beginning of that conversation. 

 

Comment:  I am uncomfortable with 1) the multiplication of (more) 

committees; and  2) the “electioneering” aspect of the procedu res for 

electing FAPC members; we already know how (poorly) it works in 

national political elections and  in high school elections.  Response: 

Well, we do in fact do caucusing and  campaigning in our elections, 

even if informally. Another comment: I think it is a bad  analogy; but I 

also think that some people will not want to do it. 

 

Question: To w hom does FAPC report? That  is, w hat  is it s charge? Is it 

just “to d iscuss?” Other committees have the charge of offering advice 

to the Administration, or of reporting to the faculty meeting. 

 

Question: What is the d ivision of labor between EPC, AAC, and  

FAPC?  The proposal made by the Governance sub-committee for the 

Middle States Report had  the Chairs of EPC and AAC on the proposed  

“Faculty Affairs Committee,” not just having occasional meetings with 

it. 

 

Question: What is the relationship between FAPC and the proposed  

new Governance Review Committee? 

 

Reply: The FAPC would  convene the Committee Chairs twice a year; 

this would  perform the function of “communication.”  The FAPC 

would  not take on the tasks of EPC and AAC; this is a liaison 

committee. 

 

Comment:  I think this is a very good idea. There needs to be a place 

where the faculty can meet to have open expressions of faculty views 

about issues. The election proced ure described  allows those faculty 

members who really want to do this to participate and  assume 

responsibility for such participation. 

 

Comment: I agree; I have no problem with “electioneering,” and  I 

think we need  such a group of Faculty Advocates; Academ ic Council 

has another kind  of concern. 

 

Adjourned  at 6:00 p.m.   

 

      Linda Gerstein, Secretary to the Faculty 
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