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Haverford College Faculty Meeting Minutes 

 

May 10, 2012      Deborah Roberts, Clerk 

9:00 a.m. 

 

Moment of silence. 

 

Action I. Approval of the minutes of April 19, 2012. 

 

I. Report of the President. 
 

Joanne took note of the change in Board leadership: we now have two co-

Chairs and two vice-Chairs. 

 

As we continue with strategic planning, we will be reconsidering our 

campaign priorities: which “capital projects” should come first, what are the 

trade-offs in priorities? We must create an appropriate blend of Ambition and 

Realism. 

 

The following personnel decisions have been made, as of today: re-

appointments as Assistant Professor: Andrew Friedman, Aurelia Gomez 

Unamuno, Helen White, Jill Stauffer; promotion to Associate Professor and 

tenure: Darin Hayton, Jesse Shipley; promotion to Full Professor: Rebecca 

Compton 

 

A faculty member voiced the faculty’s thanks to Joanne for her role this year 

in restating our principles of values and leadership. 

 

II. Report of the Provost 

 

1. The deadline for book funds and travel grant requests is June 15.  

 

2. “I now seek the faculty’s approval for the awarding of degrees…” 

 

Action II. Approved. 

 

3. I am pleased to announce the following awards: 

 

To Kofi Anyinefa: a summer grant from the Friedrich-Naumman 

Foundation for work on a book in Berlin at the Humboldt University. 

 

To Carol Solomon: a Fulbright Award for research on contemporary art in 

Morocco and Tunisia. 

 

To Rebecca Compton (Psychology): The Christian R. and Mary F. 

Lindback Award from Haverford College for 2011-2012. 
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4. My thanks to Wendy Sternberg, as my superb Associate Provost. And to 

my Senior Staff colleagues; and to Joanne Creighton for her leadership 

and mentorship this year in guiding and partnering with me. 

 

5.  And to each of you on the faculty for the honor of serving as your provost. 

 

III. Announcements, Reports, Items for Action, Items for Discussion 

 

1. Bethel Saler: Honors, Fellowships, and Prizes 

 

Presentation of the Honors list. 

 

2. FAPC: Maris Gillette 

  

a. Proposal about the composition of FAPC: (att. doc.) 

This is an ad hoc arrangement, for this year (in view of the absence of 

candidates): that there be no mandated # of junior faculty representatives  

 

b. Proposal that we use the “instant run off” method for elections (att. doc.) 

for FAPC and for Fac. Rep. To Board, for this semester. [FAPC will take 

up the question of how to improve our election procedures in the fall.] 

 

We experimented with the straw vote “clicker” procedure. There were no 

comments, and a straw vote revealed 57 in favor and 3 opposed, with one 

person pressing a third unassigned button. The Clerk asked if anyone opposed 

wished to address the issue. No one spoke. The Clerk suggested that, under 

the circumstances, we could presume that those who opposed were willing to 

stand outside the consensus. 

 

COMMENT: It would be a problem if we acted as fast on straw votes as a 

general rule. (CLERK) RESPONSE: Yes, as a rule we can expect more 

discussion before and after straw votes. This is presumably an unusual case, 

since no one spoke against the proposal at any point. 

 

The Clerk: Do we have a consensus on both these proposals?  

  

Action III:  YES. 

 

3. FAPC and Faculty Athletics Representative (Jen Lilgendahl, Casey 

Londergan): proposed Guidelines (att. doc.) and recommendation for revised 

definition of the Faculty Athletics Representative (i.e., that it be a senior 

member of the faculty) 

 

COMMENT: There are three issues which concern me in this document: 1) the 

“4-6”, or is it “4-7?”, reserved time for athletics which take students out of intellectual 
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activities; 2) the early morning exercise time which creates exhausted students in early-

morning classes; 3) social stratification for athletes: the way in which the social focus for 

athletes seems to be “The Team”: is that a good idea? 

 

REPLY:  It is hard to write guidelines for these things; students’ autonomy over 

their own time must be respected; however, the Faculty Athletics Representative (FAR) 

can keep an eye on these issues and be a good intermediary point for particular issues as 

they come up (that is, this can be on the FAR “To-Do List”); and we will certainly look 

more closely at Customs Week, when the later social stratification of students seems to 

commence. (That is, to be also on the FAR To-Do List.) As for early morning hours: the 

section on “Choosing classes” tries to speak to that concern. 

 

COMMENT: The Faculty Handbook now says “4-7.”  COMMENTS: 1) Well, 

it is actually more like 4:15 or 4:30, and then practice time is too short. 2) And if athletes 

have a 7:30 class, there is no time for dinner. 3) Incumbent FAR (Casey):  Most of our 

peer schools envy us, because they don’t even have any reserved 4-6, or 4-7, time.) 4) I 

prefer 4-6, as it used to be. 5) Could we state: “normally, or typically, 4-6:30”? which 

recognizes that different times of the season will present different time-challenges? 

 

COMMENTS: 1) As for social stratification, I think that we cannot affect how 

students group themselves; certainly for some, “the Team” is a comfort, and that’s fine.  

2) I do not want to micro-manage my students’ time; I don’t care how they socialize.  

 

COMMENT: I think we should look at this as a challenge to create “student 

communities” around intellectual activities.  

 

COMMENT:  Many of these questions also apply to student musicians and to 

students in other extra-curricular activities.  

 

COMMENT (Jen): This document is partly directed at the Coaches, setting 

limits, so that students can feel comfortable asking coaches for time out from practice for 

classes AND FOR OTHER INTELLECTUAL EVENTS.  

 

We took two straw polls at different points in the discussion; the first showed 52 in favor 

of the guidelines and 6 opposed (with one person pressing the third unassigned button), 

and the second showed 44 in favor and 11 opposed (with 2 pressing the unassigned third 

button.) Thus, although a substantial majority favored the proposal in the initial poll, the 

number opposed had increased in the second poll. The Clerk concluded that there were 

too many opposed to be asked to stand outside the consensus, and that we would need to 

return to this item. Faculty were asked to convey their thoughts on the guidelines to 

Jen and Casey. 
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4. FAPC and Academic Council: Gus Stadler and Laurie Hart (promotion cases) 

 

a. Specific dates. 

We cannot make a decision now; there are too many diverse views. 

PLEASE VOICE YOUR CONSTRUCTIVE OBJECTIONS TO 

FAPC. 
        

b. Outside letters and who reads them and when. 

 

COMMENT (Joanne): All my previous experience has been that tenured 

members of the department have access to these letters; it seems odd to 

exclude them from it. A department, as an entity, has to see how its 

members are viewed in the outside world. 

 

COMMENT: The issue, for me, is when and when in relation to when 

they write their own letters. We need to protect our junior faculty (those 

coming up for promotion/tenure) from our senior faculty; the two-letter 

procedure does that. SUPPORTING COMMENT: I agree; abuse of 

power within departments is a real issue, we cannot cover it up. 

 

COMMENT (former member of Council):  I am in favor of this because 

it will provide more effective mentoring and it will give more expert 

professional information to Council.  

 

COMMENT: I also think we don’t want to micromanage our senior 

faculty; we can trust our own departments. 

 

COMMENT: Two letters from each senior faculty member is a bad idea. 

We do (or should) read each other’s scholarly work; and we can do that 

with outside letters too.  

 

COMMENT: We could invite senior faculty to write and note whether or 

not they have read the outside letters.  

 

COMMENT:  Many peer institutions also have some sort of 

“departmental conversation” (Bryn Mawr’s procedure) about a case; 

perhaps we need that? 

 

COMMENT:  There is great value is making a decision and moving 

ahead! This proposal removes the “monopoly” which the Glossator has in 

the present system. To force senior faculty to deal with the outside letters 

is important. 

 

COMMENT: I will repeat what I said last time (I am just recently 

tenured): I want my senior colleagues to read my outside letters.  
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FAPC requested a straw vote on the general question of whether senior 

colleagues should read the outside letters. In calling for this vote, the Clerk 

made clear that those voting “yes” should not be understood as voting for 

any particular form of the proposal, but only as favoring the general 

principle. 

 

This straw vote, with 55 in favor and 7 opposed, revealed a substantial 

majority in favor of the general principle of access to outside letters for 

senior colleagues. Discussion will continue in the fall, and faculty should 

convey their views on this issue to Gus and Laurie. 

 

 

 

5. AAC: Mark Gould, Alex Norquist. (Att. doc.) 

Discussion of the document prepared by AAC subcommittee for possible 

presentation to the Board. 

 

COMMENT: This is an idiosyncratic document and not very helpful for 

its purported purpose: this is the wrong way to go about it, and it was 

submitted to the faculty for discussion very much at the last minute. 

 

COMMENT: But there were some interesting ideas in it also, so we 

shouldn’t lose the value of that. The relentless focus on the budget, and the 

proposal of only one salary pool, is eccentric; what would be the economic 

consequences of that? 

 

COMMENT: I appreciated the “no loans” proposal, and the defense of 

our academic work as a faculty. But the document lumps together minor 

and major issues; and it ignores one very major economic issue (faculty 

housing.) 

 

REPLY: We did this because we thought that the Board was on the verge 

of cutting the budget by $4-5,000,000 in December 2012 and that there 

was a need for a faculty voice to be expressed now. And we thought that 

the Board has made the decision to postpone the Blueprint in favor of 

“maintaining ourselves.” And we thought that the Board seems to 

emphasize students over faculty, whereas WE think that “faculty health” = 

“student health.”  

 

COMMENT (the President): The Board has not yet made any decisions. 

(There is no “collective Board” view at the moment.) We should indeed 

recommend things to the Board. We will have a Faculty-Board retreat in 

October to discuss; and we need the whole of next year to collectively 

negotiate through the issues. 
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COMMENT: This document made “blithe judgments” without 

collaborative consultation with other parts of the college.   

 

COMMENT: One must observe that there is no “collective unity” in 

faculty opinion either. 

 

COMMENT (Humanities Center): I appreciate that you did circulate 

some of the faculty response to the document, but not (for instance) my 

detailed letter. Your figures were inaccurate. There is a difference between 

“course release” and actual “course replacement.” Mellon post-docs each 

add two courses a year, (and hence replace 4 released courses every year.) 

In the document, the facts were wrong and your proposals were wrong; 

what the document gives us is a harmful model mixed in with some very 

good ideas. 

 

REPLY: We apologize for the errors. But the situation is that we are 

asking the Board to fund a 2/2 teaching load so that we can devote 

ourselves more to our own scholarly research. There is no “extra” course 

releases for some of us; we need across-the-board course releases. 

 

COMMENT:  This document makes no mention of the situation for long-

term continuing non-tenure-track faculty. 

 

COMMENT: There was no consultation with people who are involved 

with the MMUF (Mellon-Mays) Program. 

 

The Clerk: We have to cut the discussion now. This will continue. 

 

 

6. Clerk and FAPC (Deborah Roberts, David Sedley): Faculty Meeting 

procedure 

 

(As the preceding item just showed), We need more time for discussion: we 

propose ending faculty meetings at 6:15 p.m., OR another scheduled faculty 

meeting each semester (starting in fall 2012.) 

 

COMMENT: Open discussion-boards could enhance quality of discussion. 

 

COMMENT: It would be good if we could submit proposals in writing in 

advance AND if we could submit responses in writing in advance. 

 

COMMENT: More single-topic faculty meetings would be useful. 

 

The Clerk: ***We need feedback. And we need some alternate proposals.*** 
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7. EPC: Anne McGuire 

 

a. Please give us comments on the Dishonesty statement, about which 

discussion will continue. 

 

b. There will be two new time-slots for the spring of 2013: MW 9-10:30, 

MW 10:30-12. 

 

      COMMENT:  I note this conflicts with many language and science MWF 

classes.  

 

c. The two colleges are working on improving many of our registration and 

advising procedures through the use of new technologies. There will be 

several surveys coming to you about Registration procedure, in particular 

at the moment the SEADS (Seamless Administrative Services) Team 

survey about your experience with Limited Enrollment classes coming to 

you in mid-May.  

 

Adjourned at 11:15 a.m.    

     Linda Gerstein, Secretary to the Faculty 

 

 

 

 


