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Haverford College Faculty Meeting Minutes 

 

December 15, 2011    Deborah Roberts, Clerk 

4:20 p.m. 

 

Moment of silence. 

 

Action I. Approval of the minutes of November 17, 2011. 

 

I. Report of the President. 
 

I am pleased to report Academic Council decisions on three faculty 

appointment recommendations (which I have accepted and will present 

officially at the April 2012 Board of Managers meeting): 

 

Graciella Michelotti as continuing Associate Professor of Spanish; 

Markus Baenziger, as a now-tenured Associate Professor of Fine Arts; 

Peter Love, promotion and tenure as Associate Professor of Physics. 

 

II. Report of the Provost. 

 

1. Faculty Research Funds Requests: due in on January 23. 

2. Faculty Support Request are due on January 6. 

3. Upcoming Brown Bag Lunches (cold buffet provided): 

 

 Friday, January 20: with Jeff Tecosky-Feldman presenting 

the Chesick Scholars Committee plan. (That committee 

consists of Professors Jeff Tecosky-Feldman, Saleha Jilani, 

Andrea Morris, Terrence Johnson, Deans Teresa Tensuan, 

and Jess Lord, and the Provost.) 

 

4. Terry Snyder: we have a new Digital Research and Scholarship 

Librarian: Mike Zarafonetis  

 

5. The East Coast premiere of Curt Cacioppo’s new piece will take place 

at the Philadelphia Chamber Music Society concert (played by the 

Borromeo String Quartet) on December 18. 

 

6. Maris Gillette has received a “Courage in Media” award from the 

Philadelphia Council on American Islamic Relations for co-directing 

“Music Voices of Philadelphia.” 

 

7. The College will be receiving an Asia-Network grant for next year, so we 

will be having a visiting fellow who will teach three courses. 
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III. Announcements, Reports, Items for Action, Items for Discussion 

 

 

1. Michael Kiefer for Institutional Advancement 

 

Michael gave us a general understanding of name-gifts: how to honor particular 

professors, what named-professorships look like, how we think about brass 

plaques honoring spaces for particular people, and so on. We want a considered  

and thoughtful policy.  We recognize the key role that faculty service and 

philanthropic giving play in shaping this campus community, intellectually and 

also spatially. 

 

QUESTION:  In the last Campaign, the faculty was recruited to play some role 

as philanthropic givers; will we do this again?  REPLY: The Board recognizes 

that the financial constraints of the present time have an effect on all philanthropic 

giving, especially for the faculty; but the Board  would very much wish that the 

faculty express their support of Haverford by giving; it is the % level of faculty 

giving, more than the $ amounts, that matters. And it should be in a manner that is 

not only voluntary, but discreet. Michael and the IA staff will work with the 

faculty to organize this effort at an appropriate moment in the campaign. 

 

Several new gifts were announced at the last Board meeting: 

  

The Elizabeth and Hunter Rawlings ’66: $500,00 to the Annual Fund and to 

establish the Rawlings Family Scholarship Fund, which will be awarded with 

preference to students majoring in the Humanities. 

 

Aleta and Paul Zoidis ‘81:  $1,500,000 to the Annual Fund and to add to the 

Zoidis Family Scholarship, which is awarded with preference to students from 

Latin America and Asia. 

 

(Elizabeth) Carter and Chris Norton ’80: $3,000,000 to the Annual Fund and to 

establish the Norton Family Professorship in Music. 

 

2. Maris Gillette and David Sedley, Faculty Reps. to the Board, reporting on the last 

Board meeting 

 

There was a report to the Board from its Finance Committee: something may have 

to give. On the matter of our financial aid policy; the “No Loan” principle will 

probably need some more thought. The Board has asked us to address the faculty: 

What are the Faculty’s thoughts about this? [See later QUESTIONS and 

COMMENTS about this at the end of this report.] 

 

Our Faculty Housing policy needs to be “rationalized,” among other issues that 

the benefit be more equally distributed across the faculty. One Board member 
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proposed a new “model” which is being slowly (n.b., under slow discussion) 

discussed now. Peter Love will be presenting this model to us at the January 19, 

2012 faculty meeting; then we will have a separate open meeting to discuss it. 

What does the Faculty think about this?  
 

Our Health Care benefit: An outside consultant has reported that our policy is 5% 

more generous than that of most of our peers. 

 

The Educational Affairs Committee has noted that there appears to be a 

bottleneck at the Associate Professor level. This is a problem when careers stop at 

this point.  

 

The Investment Committee: We gained about 16% last year, lower than some of 

our peers. On the other hand, we gained liquidity, which we needed. Perhaps we 

will improve our results with our new investment program (one more common to 

that of our peers.)  

 

There was general talk about bringing our procedures more in line with those of 

our peers, for instance by instituting an annual review of the performance of the 

President’s office. 

 

The Corporation is reaching out to us, to try to find a way in which our Quaker 

heritage can be better represented on campus. QUESTION: Just what is the 

Corporation? RESPONSE: A short excursus on this topic… 

 

COMMENT: There has certainly been an increased impact of Quakerism on 

campus, with the Quaker Affairs Committee; we as a community need to discuss 

this. An important question is: should Quakerism affect Admissions? 

 

General comment from Board Reps: At the last two Board meetings we have 

gotten the sense of an “expanded” role for the Faculty Reps, perhaps, a 

“presence” at the meeting; we are being addressed more often. It was even 

suggested that they might attend Corporation meetings, but they would not want 

to set a precedent for future Board Reps who might not want this expanded role. 

 

QUESTION: What efforts are being made to assess the effect of the No-Loan 

policy on the quality of our students? REPLY: The policy hasn’t been around for 

long; another year of data should be very helpful. COMMENT: What is the 

opportunity cost? No-Loan benefits everyone on financial aid, rather than the 

previous policy of just a “$60,000 means-test.”  COMMENT: The No-Loan 

policy means that our students graduate with less debt, and they are freer to 

choose a future course no based on the need to repay debt. 

 

3. Anne McGuire, for the Educational Policy Committee 

 

a. The Language Requirement Proposal (attached document)  
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In response to last month’s discussion, we have produced a more equitable 

system, by which all students take two semesters of language study. 

 

In respect to #3: it is hard to create exemptions for students for whom English 

is not a first language. 

 

This policy would start with the September 2012 incoming class. 

 

COMMENT: It doesn’t make sense to require this of non-English students 

who now have to use English for four years of college work. REPLY:  It is 

very hard to assess English-language competence. The language requirement 

is not about language-speaking per se but about being exposed to the study of 

language at a college-level of intellectuality. We help students who are 

struggling with English and we address remedial English needs; this is not the 

same issue as “the language requirement.” 

 

QUESTION: What are the staffing consequences? REPLY:  (#6) Not much, 

the numbers will be small: maybe 20 or 30 students a year, another section or 

two if at the beginning level; if at the advanced level, our current courses can 

absorb them easily. 

 

(SEVERAL) COMMENTS; I AM IN FAVOR OF THIS PROPOSAL. 

 

COMMNT:  I am not in favor. We should not be doing this aside from 

considering the general issue of Requirements. The opportunity-cost of a 

language requirement for each student is two courses, that is very high.  And 

why require language-study rather than other fields? And why should we be 

seeking “equity” among students? (We should recognize the differences 

between students, and celebrate it.) And why should we discriminate against 

non-native-English students, who are now having a profound experience with 

the English language?  

 

(SEVERAL) COMMENTS: Yes. All of our students have experience in 

English; they need experience in another language.  

  

The Clerk:  I hear broad support for this proposal. I hear concern for non-

native-English speakers among out students, of whom we have more than we 

used to have and whose English proficiency varies; perhaps we can do 

something better for them as we pursue this policy. Can we come to consensus 

on this? CONCLUSION: Yes, with two people standing outside the 

consensus. 

 

Action II.  The EPC Language Proposal is adopted.  (Comment: Can we perhaps view 

these things as not so much “requirements” but rather as something which helps 

students?) 
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4. Gus Stadler for FAPC & Curtis Greene (for Academic Council, standing in for 

Laurie Hart) (attached document), presenting the  Appeals Procedure: a 

preliminary discussion of a second,  revised, proposal 

  

Curtis Greene laid out the changes, underlying several issues: The Appeals 

Committee is now an elected Standing Committee for 2 years. (Many of our peers have 

this.) The procedures for Recusals: the details are now spelled out. 

 

COMMENT: In #2 (Appeals committee): the phrase “have previously served on 

Council” should be omitted. Let the faculty elect freely as they so choose, except that 

(YES) they should elect only already-tenured faculty. 

 

(SEVERAL) REPONSES: The Alternate Council should consist of people who 

have already served on Council beforehand and have had the experience of adjudicating 

these issues and can bring context and nuance to it.  

 

(SEVERAL) RESPONSES:  No, the introduction of new voices, and especially 

the voices of people of color who have not yet served on Council, can be especially 

useful. 

 

COMMENT: The faculty should be free to make their own choices when 

electing an Alternate Council. ANOTHER SUPPORTING COMMENT: Since this 

Alternate Council is making a judgment about Procedure, which is not like a regular 

Council judgment. ANOTHER: We go to the same people again and again; it is nice to 

open it up to other voices. 

 

5. David Sedley (FAPC) & Deborah Roberts (Clerk): discussion of faculty meeting 

process 

 

The consensus procedure for decision-making came in when Gilbert White was President 

in the 1950s, when voting and Robert’s Rules of Order seemed to misfunction for us.  

The Haverford faculty, not being itself a Society of Friends which is used to using 

consensus in everyday business, has always had some problems using it. It has always 

been true that some people speak up, (and sometimes some speak a lot), whereas some 

people are always quiet; and those who don’t feel comfortable speaking out may feel 

invisible or disenfranchised when they are not represented at least in the numerical form 

of a vote. It sometimes happens that minor points hold us up. There has never been “a 

golden age of the faculty meeting,” but all in all it had seemed that the advantages 

outweigh the disadvantages. 

 

However, in the last decade, there has been some skepticism about whether consensus 

works.  Whatever its advantages, it won‘t work if people don’t believe it works. There is 

lower attendance at faculty meetings than there used to be. We have even tried to avoid 

faculty meeting as a procedure in order to avoid the consensus problem (e.g., the creation 

of FAPC.) This erodes the effectiveness of Faculty Meeting as an institution and 
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threatens to undercut the faculty role in governance. We have made “incremental” 

changes to remedy defects, but that hasn’t seemed to make a real difference. 

 

FAPC’s first step, last year, was to do nothing (“a can of worms.”) But now we think that 

maybe we can make a move in thinking about this, because we now have a body (FAPC) 

with a clear mandate for substantial change. We will have a survey! Some of the 

questions will be: 1) Would there be (some sort of?) (a?) role for voting? Could we 

institute “rules of discourse?” Could there be time-limits (for speaking?  For decision-

making?) Could there be rules that “you only speak once?” 

 

Adjourned at 6:00 p.m.    

     Linda Gerstein, Secretary to the Faculty 

 

 

 

 


