
HAVERFORD COLLEGE FACULTY MEETING

4:15pm. Sept. 4, 1997

Regular Meeting
Anne McGuire, Clerk

Moment of silence

• -

r

Clerk Anne McGuire urged new faculty to r-consult "The Friends' Method of Doing Business as Adapted for
Haverford College," found in the Faculty Handbook, Appendix I. This is our general reference regarding the
conduct of faculty meeting. She particularly noted that our consensus procedure depends upon general
participation and freely spoken comments by concerned members of the group. She encouraged all faculty to
speak openly, to listen carefully, and to join in the discussions.

Actibn I. The minutes of the meeting of May 15, 1997, were approved as circulated.

Minute I. Introduction of new faculty and administrators. 

Chairs of departments and administrators introduced and welcomed new persons. (Annex)

Minute II. Report of the President. 

(1) President Tom Tritton is working to learn in detail about the functioning of the individual faculty members
in their departdiits. These visitations have covered about half of the departments so far and have elicited one
general faculty concern regarding the diverse and extensive demands on faculty time for activities outside of the
formal teaching and research expectations.

(2) A brief review was presented of the planning for the Natural Sciences facilities along with the formation of• the Natural Sciences Facilities (NSF) Committee. Initial concerns regarding the needs of the Chemistry and
Physics programs grew to include interdisciplinary concerns and efforts to integrate the disciplines. The
architect selection process was reviewed, and the firm of Ayers Saint Gross is now engaged in planning for
schematic designs in collaboration with the individual departments and the NSF committee. NSF Steering
Committee involves key science faculty and non-science faculty. Lessons from this planning process will also
have value to areas outside of the sciences.

(3) The decennial College reaccreditation effort, with the Middle States Association as our accreditation agency,
is starting this year. This centers around a comprehensive self study which we must generate over the next
eighteen months. This will involve a College-wide steering committee. We will be pressing ourselves to
answer questions regarding our educational mission and realistic institutional goals. We must ask how we can
and will use our technological resources to achieve these goals. This strategic curricular planning process is
now timely. Can we both envision a successfully diverse community and also realize this vision here? These
are some of the issues which must be faced in this self study.

Minute III. The Academic Council proposed that the Social Science alternate serve in the coming second term as
a temporary replacement for the elected representative who will be on leave for that semester. It was pointed
out that the proposal did not reflect previous practice. The matter was referred back to Council and the
faculty for further consideration.

Action III: Laurie Hart was elected as second faculty alternate representative to the Board of Managers.

Minute IV. Report of the Provost. 

(1) Provost Elaine Hansen thanked all participants for their work in advising the first year students.• (2) Course information should be put on-line; we are not doing so well as we did last year. This is useful in the
advising process. Faculty are advised to see their departmental resource persons or Carol Wilkinson.



(3) Martha Wintner is in charge of the Writing Center. She urged faculty to have needy students consult this
facility when problems/insecurities arise.

(4) Plaudits were given to the following faculty members for the following external grants and fellowships:

Koffi Anyinefa received a Humboldt Research Fellowship.

Ashok Gangadean received a grant from the ACLS for the development of a class under their new
Contemplative Practie Fellowship Program.

Anita Isaacs received a United States Institute of Peace Research Grant.

•

Rob Mortimer received a Fulbright award to direct West African Research Association in Dakar.

Wendy Sternberg received an NSF-RUI grant for her research on "sex, hormonal, and age-related
factors in endogenous pain inhibition".

Willie Williams received a Pew fellowship in the Arts. An article on his photography has appeared in a
recent issue of the Chronicle of Higher Education.

Charles Miller received Dreyfus Foundation startup grant, one of ten awarded in the country to
beginning college science faculty.

Minute V. Report of Honor Council. Honor Council Chair Morgan Lloyd called attention to material in
Faculty Handbook regarding the Honor Code and procedures to be followed when possible violations occur.
Faculty should first talk with individual student to determine if violation was likely. Faculty must not rake
matters into their own hands in determining penalties if both parties agree that a violation occurred. A likely or
disputed violation must then be reported to the Honor Council by the confronted student. Attention was called
to the discussions and guidelines in the Faculty Handbook regarding plagiarism, its definition, and the need for
clarity in classroom assignments. Expectations regarding collaboration and consultation should be explicitly 	 •
stated for every written assignment. Issues regarding proofreading of papers by others and multiple
submissions of one piece of work in different courses are some common problem areas.

Adjournment: 5:55	 pm	 Respectfully submitted

John P. Chesick, Secretary to the Faculty



Eligible Candidates for

• Faculty Representatives to the Board of Managers

•

Humanities

Stephen Boughn
Israel Burshatin
Roberto Castillo-Sandoval
John Davison
David Dawson
Stephen Finley
Ashok Gangadean
Ramon Garcia-Castro
Heidi Jacob
Karl Johnson
Shizhe Huang
Duane Kight
Yoko Koike
Thomas Lloyd
Anne McGuire
Joseph Russo
Debora Sherman
Ute Striker
William Williams
Martha Wintner
Kathleen Wright
Elisabeth Young-Bruehl
Christina Zwarg

Natural Science

Suzanne Amador
Lois Banta
Frances Blase
Stephen Boughn
Lynne Butler
John Chesick
Julio de Paula
Kaye Edwards
Karl Johnson
Steven Lindell
Philip Meneely
Terry Lynn Newirth
Judith Owen
Bruce Partridge
Jennifer Punt
Robert Scarrow
Walter Smith
Jeffrey Tecosky-Feldman
David Wonnacott

Social Science

Richard Ball
Marilyn Boltz
Linda Gerstein
Harvey Glickman
Mark Gould
Lisa Graham
Laurie Kain Hart
William Hohenstein
Paul Jefferson
Vladimir Kontorovich
James Krippner-Martinez
Roger Lane
Sidney Perloe
Sara Shumer
Paul Smith
Wendy Sternberg
Sidney Waldman

Elections for:

--Second Alternate Faculty Representative to the Board of Managers.
Term: One year.

Office of the Provost
September, 1997

•



Faculty Eligible to Vote

"Eligibility to vote for representatives is governed by the following rule: All members of the faculty in categories 1
through 3 of Section II.A. are eligible to vote for faculty representatives to the Board, for Clerk, and in their
respective divisions, for divisional representatives to the Academic Council."

Excerpt from the March, 1997 edition of
Information for Members of the Faculty.

•

Suzanne Amador
Koffi Anyinefa
Richard Ball
Lois Banta
Linda Bell
Kimberly Benston
Frances Blase
Marilyn Boltz
Stephen Boughn
Israel Burshatin
Lynne Butler
Curt Cacioppo
Christopher Cairns
Roberto Castillo-Sandoval
John Chesick
Douglas Davis
John Davison
David Dawson
Julio de Paula
Vernon Dixon
Kaye Edwards
Robert Fairman
Stephen Finley
Richard Freedman
Ashok Gangadean

' Ramon Garcia-Castro
Linda Gerstein
Maris Gillette
Daniel Gillis
Harvey Glickman
Jerry Gollub
Mark Gould
Lisa Graham
Curtis Greene
Elaine Hansen

Laurie Kain Hart
William Hohenstein
Shizhe Huang
Tracey Hucks
Joanne Hutchinson
Anita Isaacs-Kitroeff
Paul Jefferson
Heidi Jacob
Saleha Jilani
Karl Johnson
Duane Kight
Yoko Koike
Kenneth Koltun-Fromm
Naomi Koltun-Fromm
Vladimir Kontorovich
Aryeh Kosman
James Krippner-Martinez
Roger Lane
Emma Lapsansky
Jacques-Jude Lepine
Steven Lindell
Thomas Lloyd
Danielle Macbeth
Wyatt MacGaffey
Elisabetta Manduchi
Slavica Matacic
Anne McGuire
Maud McInerney
Philip Meneely
Graciela Michelotti
Charles Miller
Matthew Mizenko
Rajeswari Mohan
Robert Mortimer
Terry Newirth

Lucius Outlaw
Judith Owen
Bruce Partridge
Sidney Perloe
Jennifer Punt
James Ransom
Deborah Roberts
Lyle Roelofs
Joseph Russo
Robert Scarrow
David Schaffer
Ulrich SchOnherr
Michael Sells
Debora Sherman
Sara Shumer
Stephanie Singer
Paul Smith
Walter Smith
Gustavus Stadler
Charles Stegeman
Wendy Sternberg
Ute Striker
Susan Stuard
Yung-sheng Tai
Jeffrey Tecosky Feldman
Thomas Tritton
Sidney Waldman
William Williams
Martha Wintner
David Wonnacott
Kathleen Wright
Elisabeth Young-Bruehl
Christina Zwarg

HD Lists	 Office of the Provost
September, 1997

•
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Academic Council Memberships

1983-84-1996-97

Year Humanities Social Sciences Natural Sciences Board Reps.

1996-97 James Ransom Anita Isaacs Jerry Gollub Julia Epstein
Slavica Matacic

1995-96 Joanne Hutchinson Anita Isaacs Jerry Gollub Julia Epstein
Curtis Greene

1994-95 Joanne Hutchinson Paul Smith Claude Wintner Lynne Butler
Israel Burshatin

1993-94 Joanne Hutchinson Paul Smith Claude Wintner Kimberly Benston
Lynne Butler

1992-93 Elaine Hansen Paul Smith Claude Wintner Slavica Matacic
Kimberly Benston

1991-92 Elaine Hansen Douglas Davis Lyle Roelofs Lucius Outlaw
Slavica Matacic

1990-91 Elaine Hansen Douglas Davis Lyle Roelofs Judith Owen
Lucius Outlaw

1989-90 Deborah Roberts Douglas Davis Lyle Roelofs Israel Burshatin
Judith Owen

1988-89 Deborah Roberts Harvey Glickman Claude Wintner Kimberly Benston
Israel Burshatin

1987-88 Deborah Roberts Harvey Glickman Chris Goff Kimberly Benston
Kathleen Wright

1986-87 Aryeh Kosman Sidney Waldman Chris Goff Deborah Roberts
Elaine Hansen

1985-86 Aryeh Kosman Sidney Waldman Chris Goff Deborah Roberts
Wyatt MacGaffey

1984-85 Aryeh Kosman Linda Gerstein John Chesick Marcel Gutwirth
Ronald Thiemann

1st sem.
Michael Weinstein

2nd sem.

1983-84 James Ransom Linda Gerstein Colin MacKay Ronald Thiemann
Michael Weinstein

Office of the Provost
September, 1997



PROFESSIONALS AND FACULTY

NEWADMINISTRATORS/PROFESSIONALS:

Liza Bernard will introduce Brian Girard '96, Recruiting Coordinator, Career Planning.

Pam Sheridan will introduce John Douglas, Sports Information Director.

Randy Milden will introduce Zackery First '97, Student Activities Coordinator, Deans Office;
Ramien Pierre '92, Assistant Dean and Director of the Office of Multicultural Affairs.

Jan Richard will introduce Todd Berreth, Bradley Gano and Barbara Mindell, Academic
Computing Consultants.

NEW FACULTY:

Anthropology: Laurie Hart will introduce Maris Boyd Gillette, Assistant Professor of
Anthropology.

Astronomy: Bruce Partridge will introduce Deborah Haarsma, Postdoctoral Researcher and
Visiting Assistant Professor of Astronomy.

Biology: Judy Owen will introduce Robert Fairman, Assistant Professor of Biology.

Chemistry: Julio de Paula will introduce Charles Miller, Assistant Professor of Chemistry;
Eddie Luzik, Visiting Assistant Professor of Chemistry.

Classics: Joseph Russo will introduce Elizabeth Block, Visiting Associate Professor of
Classics; Elizabeth Kennedy-Klaassen, Visiting Instructor in Classics.

East Asian Studies: Elaine Hansen will introduce Yuko Nakajima, Visiting Lecturer in
Japanese.

English: Steve Finley will introduce Gustavus Stadler, Assistant Professor of English;
Joseph Dimuro, Visiting Instructor in English; Michelle Friedman, Visiting Instructor in
English (unable to attend Faculty Meeting); Theresa Tensuan, Visiting Lecturer in English.

Fine Arts: Willie Williams will introduce Ying Li, Visiting Assistant Professor of Fine Arts.

French: Catherine Lafarge will introduce Jeanine Alesch, Visiting Assistant Professor of
French and mention Anne-Marie Obajtek-Kirkwood, Visiting Assistant Professor of French
(Anne-Marie is unable to attend Faculty Meeting).

General Programs: Richard Freedman will introduce Krystyna Warchol, Visiting Assistant
Professor of General Programs. Richard will mention Johannes Botes.

German: Azade Seyhan will introduce John Baker, Visiting Assistant Professor of German;
David Kenosian, Visiting Assistant Professor of German.

Philosophy: Ashok Gangadean will introduce Kevin Miles, Visiting Instructor in Philosophy;
Abraham Sesshu Roth, Visiting Assistant Professor of Philosophy.



Political Science: Harvey Glickman will introduce Gerard Huiskamp, Visiting Assistant
Professor of Political Science.

Religion: David Dawson will introduce Tracey Hucks, Assistant Professor of Religion;
Kenneth and Naomi Koltun-Fromm, Assistant Professors of Religion.

Spanish: Ramon Garcia-Castro will introduce Ayde Perez, Visiting Instructor in Spanish;
Beatriz Urraca, Visiting Assistant Professor of Spanish.

•

•



HAVERFORD COLLEGE FACULTY MEETING
4:15pm. Oct. 16, 1997

Regular Meeting
Anne McGuire, Clerk

Moment of silence

Action I. The minutes of the meeting of Sept. 4, 1997, were approved as circulated.

Minute I. Report of the President. 

(1) President Tom Tritton alerts us that the self-study effort for the Middles States evaluation
comes to fore the coming weeks. We should focus on catalog statement of purpose and use this
current statement as start for discussion.

(2) A capsule history and status report was presented regarding planning for an integrated
natural science facility. We were reminded that in 1993 faculty in Stokes projected space needs
for years beyond 2000. Crowding of facilities, particularly in Chemistry, and serious
environmental problems provided the impetus. In 1994 the Board of Managers approved
further planning with authorization of an architectural study to define more precisely the
institutional needs for the Chemistry, Physics, Mathematics, and Computer Science programs
currently housed in Stokes. In 1994-1995 the firm of Ellensweig & Associates in conjunction
with these departments carried out such a planning study which defined space needs, with
citing either in the neighborhood of Stokes or between Sharpless and the Fieldhouse. Planning
continued through 1996-1997 using the Ellenzeig report as a basis, but also with the hope of
including all science departments in an integrated facility. In 1997 the Board of Managers
accepted that new facilities would have to be built to meet space and environmental needs and
authorized the selection of the architectural firm of Ayers Saint Gross to proceed with
conceptual design and accompanying cost estimates for such an integrated science facility.

A steering committee was formed with members of the directly concerned departments,
administration, and representatives of non-science divisions. A smaller executive committee
was also defined. The following is a list of some continuing issues, concerns, and
requirements:

(a) Aesthetics - the scale of the project combined and the character of available sites require
much care to preserve vistas and to avoid creation of a giant "eyesore".

(b) Integration - the integrated science facility should provide both necessary proximities for
persons working within well defined disciplines in our programs and also "fuzzy boundaries"
between departments and individual faculty members sharing interests and some common
spaces, library holdings, and equipment.

(c) The facility should be both perceptually and in reality welcoming and useful to students
and faculty outside of the sciences whd can and should be expected to make use of common
areas, meeting and lounge spaces, class and seminar rooms, and library spaces.

• (d) Flexibility - spaces should be designed to be maximally flexible over the expected lifetime of
the buildings in regard to probable changes in staff and changes in the disciplines.

•

•



(e) We cannot afford to plan for much excess capacity considering the current commitment to a
no-growth model for the size of the institution. Both available money and available space place
severe limitations on the size of the facility. •
(f) Phasing - all moves and construction must also allow for continued operation of our
programs. This is a particularly severe requirement for lower level science courses with large
laboratory enrollments.

(g) Future of Stokes - even after moving the operations expected to be displaced from Hilles
into Stokes, there should be a lot of newly available space which requires planning and
attention for its disposition and renovation.

(h) Cost - this will be the largest project the campus has seen. The total capital cost for the
desired integrated facility appears to be about $35 million, and growing. The budgetary impact
of operation of the facility, utilities and service, will also be large. We will have difficulty in
raising this money, and also responsibilities to all other parts of our programs.

(1) Involvement- all should have chance to have their say in this planning effort.

In response to questions from the floor, Tom Tritton made the following additional comments
which are here summarized.

We do not yet have enough information regarding both the costs for different parts of the
project and our fund raising capabilties to give a long term financial impact statement. This
information should be in hand in time for December Board of Managers meeting. Our self-
study ( see item (1) will also help us in considering priorities.

We must recognize that the College (Board of Managers action) has committed us to
construction of some badly needed facilities for the Science Division; only the scope and the
execution of the project have to be determined.

A design is sought which will promote human interactions. The location of facilities
contiguous to Sharpless will shift center of gravity of the campus down towards direction of the
Campus Center. The new facility must encourage, not discourage, traffic in, through, and
around it. Relocation of the physical plant facility can and will take into account the
preservation of environmental values in its new site.

Minute II. Report of the Provost. 

(1) Provost Elaine Hansen called attention the faculty research talk of Koffi Anyinefa on
Thursday, November 20.

(2) Requests for leave for the coming (1997-1998) academic year are due in the Provost's office by
November 21.

•

(3) Faculty are reminded that Monday and Tuesday evenings are times for scheduled classes;
faculty should not normally schedule public lectures or other events during regular class times
which include Monday and Tuesday evenings from 7:30-10 pm. •



(4) Course evaluations should be done on a regular basis. As stipulated in the Faculty
Handbook (III.B.4.c), student evaluations from at least one course per semester should be
delivered to the Provost's office, in the form in which they were received, as part of the yearly
Professional Activities Form. The Provost routinely sends a variety of sample evaluation
forms to new and visiting faculty members; anyone else who wishes to see the sample forms is
welcome to request a packet from Sue Waddington.•
Minute III. Report of the Academic Council.

Social science division representative Robert Mortimer presented a proposal for procedure for
replacement of a divisional representative who goes on leave in the second semester of a term
of office. The Faculty Handbook does not provide procedure for this case. The Social Science
division and the Academic Council concur that the Social Science division should hold an
election for new representative whose term of office should be 2 1/2 years. This corresponds to
the remainder of the term of a representative who was elected to serve starting in the beginning
of the academic year.

The Academic Council was strongly urged to provide a rewording of the Faculty Handbook to
deal with this situation in the future.

Minute IV. Report of Educational Policy Committee.

(1) Educational Policy Committee (EPC) Chair David Dawson reported that the EPC will
provide tables of course enrollments for last five years to department chairs as an aid to course
planning and possible changes in type and frequency of course offerings. This also should be

•	 useful in considering the issues involved in setting course enrollment limits. The EPC will
also send a form to department chairs for them to list courses and known or probable requests
for course enrollment limits for the coming year.

(2) The EPC chair and department chairs will be meeting regarding the course enrollment limit
issues and implications for individual departments.

(3) The EPC has been discussing policy for operation of lotteries for limited enrollment courses.

(4) David Dawson reminded the faculty that he and Laurie Hart are the non-science reps. on
the Integrated Natural Science facilities steering committee and that he is also on the executive
committees. He observed that all of the concerns voiced in the faculty meeting have also been
raised in these committees. He stated that concerns about esthetics and campus circulation
patterns are being well addressed. Faculty are also urged to communicate concerns to these
representatives on these committees.

Action II. The course Anthropology 110b, "The Anthropology of Food and Eating" was given
permanent approval as proposed by the EPC .

Adjournment: 5:45 pm	 Respectfully submitted

•	 John P. Chesick, Secretary to the Faculty



HAVERFORD COLLEGE FACULTY MEETING, 4:15pm. Nov. 20, 1997
Regular Meeting
Anne McGuire, Clerk

• Moment of silence

Action I. The minutes of the meeting of Oct. 16, 1997, were approved with corrections of
spelling, otherwise as circulated.

Minute I. Report of the President. 

(1) President Tom Tritton announced appointment of Israel Burshatin as the next Wm R.
Kenan Professor. This chair will now be his for the five year period of tenancy. The faculty was
pleased to approve with applause.

(2) Planning for the integrated science is going at speed consonant with consultation and
consideration of options as developed in collaboration with the architects. We are informed of
an anonymous challenge grant of fifteen million dollars; this grant is to be matched by funds
from other donors. This is the largest gift from any single donor, and brings a welcome sense
of immediacy and possibility to the project.

Minute II. Report of the Provost. Provost Elaine Hansen announced events and deadlines
preceding the distribution of these minutes.

Minute III. Greg Kannerstein, solicits suggestions and nominations for consideration by the• dean search committee. Both external and internal candidates are being considered.

Minute IV. President Tom Tritton initiated a discussion of the Mission Statement of the
College, found on p6 of the current College catalog. He pointed out that this discussion was not
for the immediate purpose of changing this statement, but rather should serve as part of the
self-study effort. Such a mission statement should show the distinctive character of the
institution, and ideally should reflect practise. The self study exercise may eventually result in
some revision of this statement, which dates from the beginning of John R. Coleman's
presidency.

The ensuing discussion was somewhat free-form, and raised a number of issues and concerns
which may or may not be properly reflected in the Mission Statement of the College, or which
are attendent matters which deserve special institutional attention. Some of these points are
itemized or summarized here:

Are central educational concers of scholarship, and attendent student and faculty creativity.
understated in the Statement?

How do we perform regular evaluation of the effectiveness of our educational program?
This may be more difficult than the evaluation of individual faculty as teachers within a
given curriculum.

• Have we evaluated the extent to which local innovations in program are mirrored at other
instittutions? Some examples are the concentration structure, and attempts at joining the
departmental interests in some interdisciplinary programs.



How regularly have we garnered feedback from recent alumni regarding preparation for
professional schools and other post-graduate activities?

The professional excellence of individual faculty members was held to be central to the
success of all curricular forms, and the success of individual programs was thought likely to
follow if these standards of excellence were upheld.

We should more deeply and regularly examine the profile of the student body we recruit
and matriculate, and compare this to both our institutional goals and to the available
institutional resources.

By both our expectations of academic performance and by our available resources we are
constrained to serve a small slice of the American population. This has been our past and is
likely to be our future. With these constraints we have not seen a student body which is
very diverse in either class or ethnic background. The real concern may be with the
question of how well do we deal with the diversity we have.

There is no consideration of the role of Bryn Mawr College in our educational program in
connection with the Mission Statement.

How committed are we to honest (really diverse) views on controversial matters?

It seems necessary to define specific issues for further collective discussion. The self-study
committees associated with the reaccreditation process can be the foci for efforts of individual
concerned faculty. These committees should be encouraged to bring particular concerns for
discussion by general faculty.

Action II. The following additions to the Faculty Handbook were approved as proposed by the
Academic Council representative Robert Mortimer:

(a) The sentence under Section II.D.2.b., Time off Election (p 5) should be expanded to read:

"The election occurs annually at the regular April meeting of the faculty - or whenever a
vacancy occurs."

(b)The following sentence is to be added to Section II.D.2, paragraph 1 (Procedure for Election of
Divisional Representatives to the Academic Council, on p 6):

"Should leave, retirement, or resignation occur during the academic year, the division will
elect a new representative whose term will run for the remainder of that year and the two
succeeding years."

Minute V. A concern was expressed that current plans for new facilities for the science division
make likely the demolition of the house at 6 College Circle, a structure of some historic interest.
There is also a general concern for potential loss of proximate faculty housing.

•

Adjournment:	 5:28 pm	 Respectfully submitted

John P. Chesick, Secretary to the Faculty
•



•	 To: Members of the Faculty

A• enda or the Facult Meetin o Thursda November 20 1997

4:15 p.m., Common Room

Anne McGuire presiding.

A. Minutes of the Faculty Meeting of Thursday, October 16, 1997.

B. Report of the President.

C. Report of the Provost.

D. Discussion of Haverford College mission.

• E. Announcements and Reports:

1. Academic Council (Faculty Action Requested)

Re: addition to Faculty Handbook - see attached document.

Robert Mortimer

2. Daniel Gillis Re: future of 6 College Circle.

* * * * * * * * * * *

Elaine Hansen
November 18, 1997

•



Thomas Tritton,11/17/97 9:02 AM -0500,Discussion of College Mission 	 1

Date: Mon, 17 Nov 1997 09:02:11 -0500 (EST)
Reply-To: ttritton@haverford.edu
Originator: f acuity @ haverford.edu
Sender: faculty @haverford.edu
Precedence: bulk
From: ttritton@haverford.edu (Thomas Tritton)
To: swadding@haverford.edu
Subject: Discussion of College Mission
X-Comment: Haverford College Faculty

Hello All Members of the Faculty:

I would like to devote my segment of the next faculty meeting (11/20/97) to
a discussion of the Haverford College mission. This is an outgrowth of the
reaccreditation self-study and our realization that a clear understanding
of mission is fundamental to thinking about the future. Accordingly, the
self-study steering committee developed the following set of queries to
help launch the working groups. These queries, plus the Statement of
Purpose in the catalog, can serve as the starting point for a faculty wide
discussion on mission.

Queries for All Working Groups

The self study steering committee recommends a consideration of the mission
of the College as central to the deliberations of all the working groups.
The Statement of Purpose found as the first page of the Haverford catalog
is our current mission statement. It is not our intention to rewrite this
statement, or to deconstruct it in detail, but to use the mission of the
College as a guide in our deliberations. To assist the process the steering
committee offers a set of queries which derived from considered discussion
of this mission statement. We suggest that you think about how the aspects
of the College that your working group is analyzing support and/or
participate in each of these purposes that is relevant to your charge:

1. A liberal arts curriculum is at the center of our mission. How do we
define, evolve, and measure the quality of our curriculum?

2. The co-curricular experience and a concern for personal growth are
emphasized in the Statement of Purpose. How do Haverford students encounter
their education in this regard?

3. How is the stated commitment to diversity manifest in the curriculum, in
the environment, and in the actions of the College community? The mission
statement implies that we seek both a diverse and a close community. Are we
successful?

4. We value a challenging and rigorous educational experience while
simultaneously stating that we are flexible and lacking in formal rules and
supervision. Can all of these be achieved simultaneously?

5. There is considerable emphasis placed on integrity, honesty, concern for
others, and the Quaker heritage. In what ways do we teach, demonstrate, and

Printed for Sue Waddington <swadding@haverford.edu>	 1



Thomas Tritton,11/17/97 9:02 AM -0500,Discussion of College Mission
live by such values?

6. Are there aspects of our purpose that are not contained in the mission
statement? The steering committee, for example, listed leadership, critical
thinking, the arts, the environment, information technology, research, and
an international perspective as important to Haverford, but not directly
foregrounded in the Statement of Purpose.

Printed for Sue Waddington <swadding@haverford.edu>
	 2



HAVERFORD COLLEGE

To: Faculty
	 •

From: Academic Council

Re:	 Addition to Handbook

Date: November 5, 1997

I.	 Council proposes that the sentence in boldface be added to Section II.D.2
(Procedure for Election of Divisional Representatives to the Academic Council) (p. 6):

The election of divisional representatives to the Academic Council occurs in April at
divisional faculty caucuses held after the election of faculty representatives to the Board of
Managers. The same election procedure is used (see Section II.D.1c). A new divisional
representative must be elected if the three-year term of the current representative has
expired, if by the following September the current representative will be on leave, retired,
or resigned, or if the current representative has been elected a faculty representative to the
Board of Managers. Should leave, retirement, or resignation occur during the
academic year, the division will elect a new representative whose term will
run for the remainder of that year and the two succeeding years.

•

PROVOST'S OFRCE

NOV - 6 1997

HAVERFORD COLLEGE



HAVERFORD COLLEGE

II.

The "Procedure for Election of Faculty Representatives to the Board of
Managers..." (II. D.1 a) already states that in cases of "leave, resignation or some other
cause," a new representative will be elected to serve "the unexpired portion of the [two-
year] term."

If the faculty wishes to legislate for the possibility of departures during the
academic year, the following boldface addition would be in order under lb:

Time of Election.

The election occurs annually at the regular April meeting of the faculty - or
whenever a vacancy occurs.

•

•



HAVERFORD COLLEGE FACULTY MEETING
4:15pm. December 18, 1997

Regular Meeting
Anne McGuire, Clerk

Moment of silence

Action I. The minutes of the meeting of November 20, 1997, were approved as circulated, with
the correction that Action II (a) of that meeting should refer to Section II.D. Lb of the Faculty
Handbook.

Minute I. Report of the President.

(1) President Tom Tritton alerted faculty to a forthcoming memo from the Provost relating to
Teaching with Technology Grants.	 Details will be in the memo; interested persons should note
the January 30, 1998, deadline for submission of proposals.

(2) The following comprise a summary of topics, concerns, and planning steps presented as part
of a summary of the Natural Science Facilities (NSF) planning process to date.

The timetable for the planning process has been stretched; this has been forced by planning
complexities and budget limitations. We must take the time to do a proper job. A query from the
Board of Managers asks about the damage this slowdown will cause to the program. We do
recognize that our program suffers incrementally as we fail to meet needs, some more immediate
than others.

There are of course general anxieties regarding capital requirements and operating costs for
any major facility construction.	 One planning route is to decide in advance what resources will
be spent, and then plan the facilities to maximize program benefits for this amount of mony. The
other route is to plan the optimum facilities for all parts of the program, see what the cost is, and
then see what we can bear and what compromises must be accepted as a result of these cost
estimates. This latter route is the one we have followed.

$40 million seems to be the limit for this project. 	 $30 million could be raised relatively rapidly
(pledges are in hand for $20 million) and we could borrow another $10 million if necessary.	 We
need $10 million to endow operating costs for the facility. $10 million endowment is desired for
carrying costs if a loan is needed. 	 We are now putting together a volunteer leadership group
and development time table for this NSF project.

What about other priorities? We have recognized other priorities which also must be met. The
self-study groups are foci for these . Financial aid, faculty development, humanities
integration, technology costs, and finances to support diversity all are major needs. 	 The College
endowment also needs general augmentation. The totality of needs for both the NSF program and
these other requirements point to a $100 million campaign for the millenium.

Our architects have been sensitive to environmental issues in the broadest sense.	 They have
been concerned with views along corridors, traffic patterns within buildings, views from inside
the buildings, as well as with human and vehicular traffic, and views and vistas from many
directions outside of the buildings.	 There are many constraints originating in the large size of
the total program. We have building height limits regulated by zoning and also by visual
concerns. The presence of the field house and cricket field coupled with space needs for even a
minimal version of the NSF project virtually require moving the adjacent road with the
elimination of the house at 6 College Circle. This would require the replacement of this house
with another house near, if not on, the campus. We face the same problem with regards to the
Sharpless House if a major addition is made to the north side of Stokes. It is not expected that
additional incursion on faculty housing will occur in the immediate or long term future.

•

•

•



,...A-
;̀-John P. Chesick, Secretary to the Faculty

A brief summary of the NSF project cost estimates and implications for some options follows.

(i) Full integration of all science departments in new space, and a much revised Hilles, gives $56
million as a total project cost, including necessary renovation for Stokes. 	 This corresponds
roughly to the "optimum plan" for all of the science departments. 	 Unfortunately the price is too
high.
(ii) A more limited version of an integrated science facility with a smaller science library and
more limited revision of Hilles also gave too large a cost estimate, as did a variant with a much
more limited science library.
(iii) Construction of new space which would house only the Chemistry Department, leaving
Physics, Mathematics, and Computer Science in expanded and renovated space in Stokes (the old
Ellensweig Plan 4) is financially feasible, but reduces the possibility of integration of the
science programs and still leaves us with a major split in the science library.

We must now join imaginative planning with hard choices regarding our priorities.

There are policy issues regarding the value of inter-disciplinary concerns and trade-offs with
other needs.

There are also cost vs time questions ;	 Fund raising schedules are linked to planning and
construction schedules. 	 The February planning deadline may not be achievable. 	 However, we
must have a convincing case for our program of choice, with good cost estimates, in hand for the
April Board meeting.

There was strong faculty support for more general information regarding the NSF program
needs and planning options. 	 It seemed that a special faculty meeting would be appropriate for
the discussion of the project.	 Information transfer and general discussion of the merits of an
integrated facility seem to require more time than is usually available in one of the regular
monthly faculty meetings.

Minute II. Report of the Administrative Advisory Committee.

( I) Administrative Advisory Committee (AAC) chair Tina Zwarg highlighted and summarize the
AAC reported which had been circulated. (Annex). She noted the immediate job of the AAC as
the budget creation for next fiscal year, which also includes the problem of increasing financial
aid requirements.

This year our financial aid expenditure is in excess of 24% of incoming tuition fees, and we are
required now to examine our financial aid policy. 	 Faculty are encouraged to talk to AAC
members, and also talk to members of the Middle-states steering committee which is considering
financial aid policy.

We must balance student fees, physical plant expenditures, faculty/staff compensation, and our
financial aid policy. The AAC is a critical committee in providing advice and insight on policy
and budget matters. We are again faced with the need to consider our long range priorities.

Adjournment: 5:52 pm	 Respectfully submitted



HAVERFORD COLLEGE FACULTY MEETING
4:15pm. January 22, 1998

di Regular Meeting
• Anne McGuire, Clerk

Moment of silence

Action I. The minutes of the meeting of December 18, 1998, were approved as circulated.

Minute I. Introduction of new faculty. 
Four new faculty for this semester were introduced and welcomed. (Annex)

Minute II. Report of the President. 

President Tom Tritton voiced a general institutional concern regarding emerging patterns of
student drinking. Binge drinking is becoming a major problem at Haverford as well as at other
institutions across the country. Deaths from alcohol poisoning have result at variety of other
institutions. In previous years we have had one or two students per term treated for alcohol
poisoning. The most recent terms have resulted in a four to five fold increase in such cases.
Some of these cases have had blood alcohol levels which could have been fatal without prompt
treatment. Other unacceptable social behavior has also resulted from heavy alcohol intake.

What can we do, and what must we do to deal with this problem? Some steps are being taken.

• (1) Effective education is needed; many stu;dents are ignorant of real effects of such alcohol
intake. They are unaware of the fatal implications, of the effects of dosage and of time, and
they are unaware of symptoms of incipient poisoning and steps to be taken in such cases.

(2)Social activities and settings must be supported by the College which would minimize
the social pressures for binge drinking.

(3)Student organizations must take ownership of this problem; the education must be
student centered. We need more student leadership in the educational effort.

Aside from extracurricular social problems and the potentiality for fatalities, this drinking
behaviour strongly affects the quality of the academic work. Students who have indulged in
such routinely heavy drinking over "weekends" which may run from Thursday evening
through Sunday evening are mentally, if not also physically, absent for their academic work.

The following is a summary of commentary provided by Dean Randy Milden, who elaborated
on the student behavior patterns and work which the administration has been doing to
understand and to counter these destructive behavior patterns.

The more severe cases of binge drinking with resulting alcohol poisoning seemed to involve
more women than men, and tended to involve more younger (first and second year) students• than juniors and seniors, although this pattern may change with time to include all four years.

IF Hard liquor, not beer, is used for maximum effect; the desire seems to be to get drunk as quickly
as possible. Most of problems seem to occur in the drinking in small groups of students,
frequently either before or after larger campus events. Problem drinking in previous years



seemed to involve students who had not been "drinkers" before coming to Haverford.drunk
before. We now see students coming to Haverford with established binge drinking patterns.
We also see the enhanced effects of the combination of alcohol with other drugs, sometimes
prescribed (e.g. Prozac). Students in some of these cases are unaware of the enhanced effects of
the alcohol-drug combination.

•
Last fall a student-faculty-administration alcohol task force recommended a bicollege oversight
committee as a mechanism to work on acquiring ideas and methods for an effective response to
this problem. Student self government must be the center of effort. "enforcement" seems not
to be the answer. Other campuses face similar problems. We must work to change the student
culture of acceptance and practise of this behavior. This behavior is destructive for the student
dringers, it creates a poor environment for other students, and it is harmful to the educational
environment. Faculty members should make known their concerns to students in their
classes and in the context of their advisory and mentoring roles.

Minute III. Report of the Provost.

(1)Provost Elaine Hansen reported on a Dec. 18. '97, Mellon Foundation meeting with college
deans and provosts regarding the "health" of college faculties. The need to maintain faculty
teaching and research performance levels through the years of professional life is a concern of
administrators in all institutions. "Time" is the key four letter word for all faculty persons.

(2) A segment of a recent MLA meeting discussed and decried a crisis in the academic job
market which seemed to arise through increasing institutional use of adjuncts and part time
faculty in place of full time tenure track positions. PhD programs were blamed for not training
most graduate students for the jobs that most of them will be doing. A major (continuing)
concern at the meeting was management of the balance between research and teaching in
academic careers. The MLA report seemed to widen and reinforce this gap between teaching
and research.

(3) Faculty are encouraged to attend faculty research talks this term by Steve Boughn and Linda
Bell. These talks are always intended for a general faculty audience and provide a way of seeing
the work of our colleagues in its disciplinary context.

Action II. Paul Jefferson was elected as First Alternate Faculty Representative to the Board of
Managers for the balance of this semester.

Minute IV. Report of theHonor Council.
Honor Council co-chairs William Dawe and Laura McTighe reviewed some aspects of the
Honor Code. The faculty member should communicates directly with the student as the first
step in any case when an Honor Code violation is suspected. The second response, if the
concern continues, is communication with the Honor Council. Older faculty are encouraged to
discuss the Code and its procedures with newer faculty. Faculty should work to clarify rules
regarding collaboration on all assignments. Citation forms and other details should also be
exemplified and clarified by faculty.

Faculty are encouraged to participate in talking to students about the alcohol problem and to
show their concerns for student welfare and behavior.

•

•



• Adjournment 5:58 pm

Respectfully submitted

John P. Chesick, Secretary to the Faculty

Minute V. Report of the Administrative Advisory Committee. 

Administrative Advisory Committee (AAC) chair Tina Zwarg called attention to a summary
Ai of budget parameter and budget history (annex) and to the real concern regarding financial aid

and the fraction of the budget which should be devoted to this item.

The budget for 98-99 show financial aid as 26% of tuition, but this percentage cannot continue in
the future without policy decisions.

We should note the high fraction of our income which comes from tuition and fees. The
suggest increase of 4.9% in student charges, (breaking the $30K barrier) limits the salary pool
increase to 4%.

There was a strongly voiced concern that budget creation and balance of allocations to different
budget categories was difficult in the absence of a current College long range plan; we do not
have a current statement of institutional priorities to guide us in resource allocation.

Minute VI. Report of theEducational Policy Commitee.

Educational Policy Committee (EPC) chair David Dawson called attention to a report (annex)
giving procedures, worked out with the Registar, which will be employed for lotteries for
limited enrollment courses. Preregistration lotteries are a new feature which should facilitate
student planning and reduce enrollment uncertainties.

•



• HAVERFORD
INTEROFFICE MEMO

January 19, 1998

To: The faculty
From: EPC
Re: New Pre-registration and Lottery Procedures

The following new preregistration and lottery procedures have been developed by EPC, the
Haverford and Bryn Mawr Registrars, the Director of International Programs, and the Study
Abroad Advisory Board. The procedures will go into effect with the Spring 1998 preregistration.

•

•
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I. Pre-registration Lotteries

Lotteries for limited enrollment classes will now be conducted between preregistration and the first
class meeting, as described below.

Please note: The following steps are illustrated in the example provided on page two.

Step I: Pre-registration. Students on campus will, as now, preregister for classes. Students
away from campus (Study Abroad, Dean's Leave, etc.) will be encouraged (but not required) to
preregister electronically. These two groups comprise Group A. In consultation with the Study
Abroad Office both at Haverford and Bryn Mawr, the Haverford Registrar will provide study
abroad students with a list of limited enrollment classes as soon as possible and, in general, will
create procedures to enable as many study abroad students to register as possible, and to do so as
easily as possible.

In the example, 15 students preregister for the class; three of those students are currently
studying abroad or on Dean's leave (SA). The course is over-subscribed.

Step II: Group A Lottery. Immediately upon completion of preregistration, this lottery is
held for those in Group A, with slots held back for Study Abroad, Dean's leave, etc. students (SA)
who were unable to preregister and (in the case of preregistration for the fall semester) for
incoming freshmen (if they are permitted to take the course). Together these two groups comprise
Group B. The number of slots set aside will be proportionate to the number of study abroad
students who have not preregistered and (in the fall semester) the number of incoming freshman.
The intent of proportional set-aside slots is to ensure insofar as possible that students unable to
preregister are not unfairly disadvantaged in the lottery procedures. A wait list will be created as a
result of this lottery (wait list A)

In the example, the Group A lottery removes students 4,6, 8, 11, 12, 14 and 15 (who are
placed on wait list A), leaving 8 slots filled with two slots set aside.

Step III: Group B Lottery. This lottery is held for those in Group B who have registered for
the course to fill slots held back for Study Abroad students and Freshmen in the initial lottery for
Group A. Another wait list will be created as a result of this lottery (wait list B)

In the example, Group B, (consisting of 16, 17, 18, and 19), undergoes a lottery that adds
student 16 (a freshman) and student 17 (a study abroad student who was unable to preregister).
Students 18 and 19 are placed on wait list B)

Step IV. First Class Sign-in. Students present in person at the first class sign their own
names to the class attendance list. If there are slots remaining due to no-shows, those slots are
filled from the wait lists: first, any available Group A slots will be filled from the Group A wait
list; then, any available Group B slots will be filled from the Group B wait list.

In the example, 16 students who have pre-registered show up on the first day of class.
7 of these students have already made it through the pre-registration lotteries and are
enrolled in the class. 9 students have been placed on wait lists (7 on wait list A, 2 on
wait list B). This means that three slots remain to be filled (those now vacated because
students did not attend the first class--see rule #3 below). Those slots are then filled
from computer-generated and randomly ordered wait lists--two slots from wait list A
and one slot from wait list B.

•



1 shows
2 shows
3 no show: open slot

5 shows

7 shows

9 no show: open slot
10 shows

13 (SA) shows

16 (Fresh) shows

17 no show:open slot 

4 shows
6 shows
8 shows
11 shows
12 shows
14 shows
15 shows

18 shows
19 shows     

II. Example: A class limited to 10 students, fall semester

Pre-registration lottery (Steps I-V)

(I) students who
preregister (Group A) 	 then, (II) Group A Lottery (for 8 slots; two held back, one

for freshman, one for SA who could not register (Group B)

....then (III) Group B Lottery (among
Group B, for 2 remaining slots)

..then, (IV) First Class Sign-
in

V

1 1 in 1
2 2 in 2
3 3 in 3
4 4 out
5 5 in 5
6 6 out
7 7 in 7
8 8	 out
9 9 in	 9
10 10 in	 10
11 11 out
12 12 out
13 (SA) 13 (SA) in	 13 (SA)
14 (SA) 14 (SA) out
15 (SA) 15 (SA) out

16 (Fresh)
/ 5 8	 I

wait list A:	 17 (SA)
4,6,8,11,12 /0
14,15

wait list B:
18, 19

16 total

There are now three available spots (vacated by 3, 9, 17). Two of these slots are filled
from wait list A, one slot from wait list B = final class enrollment of 10.

•



•
III. Clarification of Preregistration/Lottery Rules

1. Beginning with the next preregistration (April 16/17, 1998), no student will be allowed
to preregister (or ultimately register) for more than one course meeting at the same time
(e.g., two courses meeting on TTh @ 10:00) without written approval from the student's
Dean.

2. In any pre-registration, a student will be limited to a maximum of 5.0 course credits, the
normal maximum he/she may carry, unless approved in writing for an overload by his/her
Dean.

3. Given the new lottery system to be implemented with the April '98 preregistration, in
order for any student to be considered for any limited enrollment class, his/her first priority
is to attend the first class and sign the attendance sheet. If he/she fails to attend the first
class in person, under no circumstances will he/she be considered for a spot in the class
(unless, of course, spots remain available after classes begin).

4. Insofar as is possible, the Bryn Mawr College Registrar has agreed to cooperate fully
with Haverford College's new pre-registration/lottery system. With Bryn Mawr Faculty
cooperation, lotteries at Bryn Mawr, as at Haverford, will be held long before classes begin
in order for both students and Faculty to have a better sense of class membership--or
eligibility for membership--before the start of the semester.

IV. Review

After the first use of this new pre-registration/lottery procedure (for registration for the fall
1998 semester), evaluations of its effectiveness will be provided to EPC by the Director of
International Academic Programs, the Registrar, and the Study Abroad Advisory Board.

Questions about the administrative details of these new procedures should be directed to the
Haverford Registrar.

•
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INTRODUCTION OF NEW FACULTY, SEMESTER II, 1997-98

English: Stephen Finley to introduce Michael Magee, Visiting Instructor in English.

Fine Arts: Willie Williams to introduce Deidre Swords, Visiting Assistant Professor
of Fine Arts.

French: Catherine Lafarge to introduce Soraya Tiatli, Visiting Assistant Professor of
French.

Mathematics: Curtis Greene to introduce Frank Miller Maley, Visiting Assistant
Professor of Mathematics.

Political Science: Harvey Glickman to introduce William O'Neill, Visiting Professor•	 of Political Science.

Office of the Provost
January 19, 1998



Eligible Candidates for

Faculty Representatives to the Board of Managers

Humanitiea

Stephen Boughn
Israel Burshatin
Roberto Castillo-Sandoval
John Davison
David Dawson
Stephen Finley
Richard Freedman
Ashok Gangadean
Ramon Garcia-Castro
Daniel Gillis
Heidi Jacob
Karl Johnson
Shizhe Huang
Joanne Hutchinson
Duane Kight
Yoko Koike
Jude Lepine
Thomas Lloyd
Danielle Macbeth
Anne McGuire
Rajewswari Mohan
Joseph Russo
Debora Sherman
Ute Striker
William Williams
Martha Wintner
Kathleen Wright
Elisabeth Young-Bruehl
Christina Zwarg

Natural Science

Suzanne Amador
Lois Banta
Frances Blase
Stephen Boughn
Lynne Butler
John Chesick
Julio de Paula
Kaye Edwards
Curtis Greene
Karl Johnson
Steven Lindell
Philip Meneely
Terry Lynn Newirth
Judith Owen
Bruce Partridge
Jennifer Punt
Robert Scarrow
Walter Smith
Jeffrey Tecosky-Feldman
David Wonnacott

Social Science

Richard Ball
Marilyn Boltz
Douglas Davis
Vernon Dixon
Linda Gerstein
Harvey Glickman
Mark Gould
Lisa Graham
Laurie Kain Hart
William Hohenstein
Paul Jefferson
Vladimir Kontorovich
James Krippner-Martinez
Roger Lane
Sidney Perloe
Sara Shumer
Paul Smith
Wendy Sternberg
Sidney Waldman

Elections for:

--First Alternate Facutly Representative to the Board of Managers.
Term: Second semester of the 1997-98 academic year.

Office of the Provost
January, 1998

•



Faculty Eligible to Vote

• "Eligibility to vote for representatives is governed by the following rule: All members of the faculty in categories 1
through 3 of Section II.A. are eligible to vote for faculty representatives to the Board, for Clerk, and in their
respective divisions, for divisional representatives to the Academic Council."

Excerpt from the March, 1997 edition of
Information for Members of the Faculty.

•

Suzanne Amador
Koffi Anyinefa
Richard Ball
Lois Banta
Linda Bell
Kimberly Benston
Frances Blase
Marilyn Boltz
Stephen Boughn
Israel Burshatin
Lynne Butler
Curt Ca.cioppo
Christopher Cairns
Roberto Castillo-Sandoval
John Chesick
Douglas Davis
John Davison
David Dawson
Julio de Paula
Vernon Dixon
Kaye Edwards
Robert Fairman
Stephen Finley
Richard Freedman
Ashok Gangadean
Ramon Garcia-Castro
Linda Gerstein
Maris Gillette
Daniel Gillis
Harvey Glickman
Jerry Gollub
Mark Gould
Lisa Graham
Curtis Greene
Elaine Hansen

Laurie Kain Hart
William Hohenstein
Shizhe Huang
Tracey Hucks
Joanne Hutchinson
Anita Isaacs-Kitroeff
Paul Jefferson
Heidi Jacob
Saleha Jilani
Karl Johnson
Duane Kight
Yoko Koike
Kenneth Koltun-Fromm
Naomi Koltun-Fromm
Vladimir Kontorovich
Aryeh Kosman
James Krippner-Martinez
Roger Lane
Emma Lapsansky
Jacques-Jude L6pine
Steven Lindell
Thomas Lloyd
Danielle Macbeth
Wyatt MacGaffey
Elisabetta Manduchi
Slavica Matacic
Anne McGuire
Maud McInerney
Philip Meneely
Graciela Michelotti
Charles Miller
Matthew Mizenko
Rajeswari Mohan
Robert Mortimer
Terry Newirth

Lucius Outlaw
Judith Owen
Bruce Partridge
Sidney Perloe
Jennifer Punt
James Ransom
Deborah Roberts
Lyle Roelofs
Joseph Russo
Robert Scarrow
David Schaffer
Ulrich SchOnherr
Michael Sells
Debora Sherman
Sara Shumer
Stephanie Singer
Paul Smith
Walter Smith
Gustavus Stadler
Charles Stegeman
Wendy Sternberg
Ute Striker
Susan Stuard
Yung-sheng Tai
Jeffrey Tecosky Feldman
Thomas Tritton
Sidney Waldman
William Williams
Martha Wintner
David Wonnacott
Kathleen Wright
Elisabeth Young-Bruehl
Christina Zwarg

HD Lists	 Office of the Provost
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Academic Council Memberships

1983-84-1997-98

Year Humanities Social Sciences Natural Sciences Board Reps.

1997-98 James Ransom Robert Mortimer, Sem I Lyle Roelofs Slavica Matacic
Linda Bell, Sem II Kimberly Benston

1996-97 James Ransom Anita Isaacs Jerry Gollub Julia Epstein
Slavica Matacic

1995-96 Joanne Hutchinson Anita Isaacs Jerry Gollub Julia Epstein
Curtis Greene

1994-95 Joanne Hutchinson Paul Smith Claude Wintner Lynne Butler
Israel Burshatin

1993-94 Joanne Hutchinson Paul Smith Claude Wintner Kimberly Benston
Lynne Butler

1992-93 Elaine Hansen Paul Smith Claude Wintner Slavica Matacic
Kimberly Benston

1991-92 Elaine Hansen Douglas Davis Lyle Roelofs Lucius Outlaw
Slavica Matacic

1990-91 Elaine Hansen Douglas Davis Lyle Roelofs Judith Owen
Lucius Outlaw

1989-90 Deborah Roberts Douglas Davis Lyle Roelofs Israel Burshatin
Judith Owen

1988-89 Deborah Roberts Harvey Glickman Claude Wintner Kimberly Benston
Israel Burshatin

1987-88 Deborah Roberts Harvey Glickman Chris Goff Kimberly Benston
Kathleen Wright

1986-87 Aryeh Kosman Sidney Waldman Chris Goff Deborah Roberts
Elaine Hansen

1985-86 Aryeh Kosman Sidney Waldman Chris Goff Deborah Roberts
Wyatt MacGaffey

1984-85 Aryeh Kosman Linda Gerstein John Chesick Marcel Gutwirth
Ronald Thiemann

1st sem.
Michael Weinstein

2nd sem.

1983-84 James Ransom Linda Gerstein Colin MacKay Ronald Thiemann
Michael Weinstein

Office of the Provost
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HAVERFORD COLLEGE SPECIAL FACULTY MEETING

4:15pm. February 4, 1998

Special Faculty Meeting
Anne McGuire, Clerk

Moment of silence

The Clerk reminded us that this special meeting was in response to faculty requests for such an
opportunity to discuss the rationale and plans for the Integrated Natural Science Facility (INSF)
project. Attention was called to the report (Annex) from the INSF steering committee which
was circulated in preparation for this meeting.

Minute I. Report of the President. 
President Tom Tritton commented on the need for new facilities. He noted the tremendous
amount of time spent in discussion of needs and possible solutions within the LNSF steering
committee. This meeting is primarily to talk about what is meant by "integration". Why? ans:
we have to do something. Stokes is inadequate, antiquated, too small. A bare minimum
solution to remediate problems with existing facilities, essentially a patchup of Stokes, would
not be cheap, costing about $10-15 million. This also would not address pressing needs for
additional space needed for the programs of Chemistry, Physics, Mathematics, and Computer
Science. Colleges and universities in our peer group have made or are in the process of
making comparable modernization and expansion of their facilities. We are always in
competition with this group of institutions for students and faculty. It is essential that we
continue to recruit the best people in sciences and in other areas. Many very strong students
are attracted to Haverford College by the strength of the science programs, discover other
interests here, and end up as major contributors to social science and humanities programs.

We should also always try to be the best, to provide the best opporunities for our students and
faculty. This requires that students actively participate with faculty in research. This sense that
student research participation is an essential part of modern quality undergraduate education
drives institutional support for faculty in the joint faculty-student research effort. This is viev
extends beyond the sciences. This model can serve as example to other divisions. We see this
as relevant and important to all parts of our operation.

Our plan of choice currently has an estimated cost of $44 million. All participants have made
heroic efforts to get to this figure, without cutting into the core of the project.

What are the next steps? We must first work out the financial picture, the limits and time scale
for raising of capital, borrowing of necessary funds, and the continual funding of operation and
debt service for the facilility. The next few weeks will see the completion of a significant
fraction of this necessary planning.

We must also elucidate other priorities, and set up this specific list, with cost estimates and
timetable. We do not yet have this, but planning is well underway through the Middle States
self study.

We can meet the combined additional space needs of the Chemistry-Physics-Mathematics-
Computer Science operations by construction of a new Chemistry facility at the Sharpless site,



with renovation of all Stokes space for the remaining departments there, saving approximately
$10 million, but losing opportunities for interdisciplinary work, cooperation, and flexibility in
space utilization as the boundaries between the disciplines change in the coming decades. •
Minute H. Report of the INSF Steering Committee. 

INSF Steering Committee member Lyle Roelofs highlighted issues which had dominated
planning efforts this last semester: What would be the center of this project? What should be
the nature of the library? What part of the physical structure and the organization of its spaces
would bring people together? What sort of social spaces would be used and useful?
Disciplinary boundaries between departments should be made "fuzzy"; how is this achieved in
practise? Where are the interdisciplinary opportunities? What should be the essential
laboratory adjacencies? A unified science computational facility was seen as a key element,
which would also reduce costs. It was concluded that many or most of the considered elements
were necessary in some form. This led to a $56 million facility of daunting financial and
physical scale.

Work proceeded in deleting portions of the project, while working to save the core facilities.
The removal of all or major parts of the science library to Magill would accelerate the filling of
Magill, and would have the effect of shifting costs to the library. Movement of the Psychology
Department to Stokes would not save major amounts of money and would cause problems in
meeting needs for animal facilities by both the Psychology and Biology departments. Attempts
were made to reduce departmental programs, without loss of basic facilities. Initial plans for
the library were too grand, separate computer facilities were merged, and social spaces were to a
large extent merged. The current INSF plan with its $44 million cost estimate seems to be OK •
to achieve goals. Further cuts seem to lead to significant losses of desired results or to give
inadequate facilities for individual programs.

INSF Steering Committee member Julio DePaula commented that the $35 million facilities
option should be seen as a major loss in future program operation, and backward looking in its
loss of opportunities for integration. Facilities should be structured to match general views of
future work in the sciences. The tools of the (hitherto fragmented) disciplines are now
combined in most problem areas. Students see this fuzziness in boundaries in their senior
work. Chemistry, for example, is increasingly reaching out to areas that previously (particularly
at the time Stokes was planned) were thought to be outside of the domain of the "discipline" of
Chemistry. $10 million is the price tag for this integration in the current facilities planning.
The higher cost option makes possible the sharing of hardware, and provides for the casual
informal interactions between participating students and faculty. The junior labs of Chemistry,
Biology, and Physics are essential introductions to research for these disciplines, and are notably
adjacent in the planned INSF.

The sharing of research spaces becomes much more practical if they are proximate. Shared labs
become possible, and are built into the plan. A common computational facility for the specialty
work of th science participants is part of the program.

Minute III. Summary highlights of remarks from the floor. 

We ask about philosophy, but the issue seems to be a really about money and alternative uses of•
money, alternative costs for other alternatives. We need to know more about financial impact
before discussions of philosophy of planning.



An alternative view is that we should put philosphy first, and then set out to solve the
financial problems. A discussion of mission should be the key element. We should combine• academic excellence with moral context and values. What might be consequences in other
parts of our program, would they suffer "disintegration"??

What are needs for the library in the current mode, given hope/expectation of on-line libraries.
Is proximity needed for cooperation, seeing the separation of research facilities in major
universities?

Proximity is important for universities, as well as for colleges. The bipolar (two major
separated sites) science facility model has problems. Specifically, physics is historically the
weakest of the sciences in liberal arts colleges in America. Physics is lifeless as a discipline in
many colleges. Three physicists have not in general created a viable experimental program in
physical isolation in colleges. Physics seems in this era not to be able to function except in
conjunction with contiguous sciences. Biology, chemistry, and materials science provide the
active problem areas for many or perhaps most physicists. About half of students entering
Haverford are at least tentatively interested in medicine. The connectedness of Physics to
Chemistry and Biology seems to be essential for continuing activity in Physics. Admissions is
always central to success of student body. We compete with universities for strong students.
Financial aid is clearly also a major concern in this recruitment. However, the vision and
quality of our science facilities relate strongly to admissions. The bipolar model (lower capital
cost) is seen as reducing the options, and the future attractiveness of our offerings.

We may not know what the general effects will be of this realignment of our science facilities• until we have the facility. The splitting where the students eat (Dining Center) from where
group congregates (Campus Center) seems to have been a mistake. A major facility nearer to
Campus Center should make this latter facility more useful.

We should build for the future, We can expect that programs will change over the decades of
usage for the new facilities, whatever is built. A central facility will give more chance for
flexibility in use, will accommodate shifts in student interests, changes in programs, and will
provide new foci of effort. We should not build in structural strictures which handicap efforts
to realign programs as they evolve in future decades.

We are considering a project with a variety of choices. BMC campus is fragmented, except for
their science center. All of the sciences (except for Pschology) are together in one facility. The
social ecology of BMC campus seems not to have been diminished by the centralization of the
science facilities. If costs of the INSF facility seem to be possible, we should do it. A less than
satisfactory science center seems not worth the while. We as an institution and family
economies in general continually make choices for large expenditures because they seem
necessary for their programs. We cannot evaluate all long range contingencies, and we cannot
evaluate or simply compare opportunity costs for other options. The science community
seems to feel that the INSF facility is essential; we should make it happen if at all possible.

Budget, money availability, and cost estimates will be made. If these, in the judgement of
President, and Board, in consultation with the faculty, are doable, then we should go ahead.

• The reality is that social sciences and humanities are cheaper than the sciences. Deprivation for
other subjects is not seen as likely, if the responsible authorities decide that the INSF project is
feasible. Terribly severe opportunity costs are not envisaged for the preferable major project.



Respectfully submitted

Extent of collaborative publication in sciences seems to be general. Collaborative effort seems to
be universal in the sciences. We see this while participating in ad hoc science hiring
committees. Needs are different, needs for integration in the spatial sense seem not as severe ire
the Social Sciences (and probably also in the humanities).

Complete deletion of a library in the INSF did not save a huge amount in the planning process,
and it seems that some library facility is necessary. journals may be on line, but the way we use
the use the library is different in the sciences- multiple short term trips. The lack of a separate
science library in the INSF would have a huge serious (negative) impact on Magill.

There is a concern (AAC experience) for effects of this facility on the budget. The AAC should
have some chance for seeing effects of long term planning and budgeting on the operations.

Integration in university research labs takes place through the hiring of postdoctoral research
assistants, information transfer takes place , cross fertilization takes place without such close
physical proximaty of the research spaces between different departments. The individual
research groups can be as large as or larger than our whole science faculty. Students exposed to
good school science must be attracted here, and many of these become our strongest students in
humanities and social science when exposed to our teaching in these subjects.

Effects of science facilities on student recruitment have been mentioned. The effects on our
efforts to hire excellent science faculty are even more direct and known.
The Clerk sensed that the process will continue with further discussions focussed by more
precise information regarding the financial impact of NSF options. •
Adjournment 5:55 pm

John P. Chesick, Secretary to the Faculty

•



• To:	 The Faculty

From: The Steering Committee* for the Integrated Natural Sciences Facility Project

Date:	 February 2, 1998

We have written this memo to prepare for the special Faculty meeting concerning the Integrated
Natural Sciences Facility (LNSF) scheduled for Wednesday, Feb. 4 at 4:15 pm in the Common
Room. We outline briefly the three-year process that brings us to this point; describe the options
presently under consideration; and recapitulate the benefits for the Natural Science Division and the
College of constructing an integrated science facility. It is not the purpose of this document to
discuss the relationship of this project to overall College priorities, nor was that part of the
Committee's charge.

Brief History 

In '95-'96 the science departments located in Stokes (Astronomy, Chemistry, Computer Science,
Mathematics and Physics) began working with the architectural firm, Ellenzweig Associates (EZA)
to plan a renovation of Stokes. This process was initiated after members of the Chemistry
Department had pointed out that their instructional facilities in Stokes, especially the number and
efficiency of fume hoods, no longer met OSHA standards and that the resulting exposure of
students, faculty and staff to laboratory chemicals could have adverse health consequences. A case
had also been made at that time that the facilities in general in Stokes Hall needed to be expanded
and improved. The building had been designed and built (more than 30 years ago) for a total
College enrollment of 700 and smaller and fewer departments, with the result that space for
laboratory instruction and faculty research was no longer sufficient or of adequate quality.

Working with EZA the departments began in August of 1995 by defining their needs for
teaching and research space. This first round of planning envisioned new construction attaching to
Stokes allowing replacement of the chemistry labs and expansion of other facilities. During the
Fall of '95 the departments worked to refine and reduce the original space assessments. This still
resulted in a project whose estimated cost was judged to be too expensive by the Administration
(then led by Tom Kessinger) and Board. A second planning round then followed in which the
departments succeeded in scaling back their needs by an additional 10%. EZA developed several
possible siting plans for the new construction, including for the first time consideration of placing
the new construction in the vicinity of Sharpless, due to site constraints near Stokes.

Before any decisions on the site or whether to proceed were taken, Tom Kessinger
departed and Bob Gavin arrived to serve as interim president. Gavin, having been instructed by
the Board to continuing the planning process, did so. Throughout '96-'97 discussion continued
(some of it occurring in faculty meeting), but with consideration now, since the possibility of a
Sharpless site had been broached, of building there an integrated facility for all the natural science
departments. These deliberations culminated with a proposal to the Board of Managers that such a
complex, combining Hilles and Sharpless with new construction, be planned. To make room
Physical Plant would be removed to the vicinity of the new greenhouse. Psychology and all the
inhabitants of Hilles were to be moved to Stokes. Astronomy it was assumed, would remain,
except for some research facilities, in the Observatory. The cost of this project was estimated by
consultants to be in the range $29 - $34 million. The Board approved proceeding with planning at
its May, 1997 meeting and was involved in the selection of a new architectural fiTui, Ayers Saint
Gross (ASG).

Over the summer, during which Tom Tritton arrived and assumed leadership of the
process, our Committee was constituted and charged to work with ASG on designing an integrated
science facility to be built in the vicinity of Sharpless and Hilles. Proceeding from the earlier EZA
study we worked on designs throughout the Fall, grappling intensively with various issues,
including: which departments should be included; how to best realize the goals of integration and
interdisciplinary cooperation; the constraints of the site; and intensive efforts to improve design



efficiency when financial concerns arose. (Our first design which fully implemented the EZA
program resulted in a project cost of $56 million.) The Committee concluded its discussion of
these issues last month, having settled on two alternative plans which differ significantly in project
cost, degree of integration achieved, and building layout.

•
The Alternatives

After considering a series of options the Steering Committee recommends choosing between two
plans.

• Option 5C represents the most efficient and economical fully-integrated facility that we have
been able to plan. The estimated project cost is $44.1 million (including generous contingency
budgets) and a detailed design has been prepared. All the NS departments along with
Psychology are accommodated in the facility, which also includes a science library (combining
holdings presently located in Sharpless and Stokes), classroom space and social spaces that
will serve both departments and college functions generally. Stokes will be partially renovated
for the LLC, the Business Office, the Computing Centers, Economics and to provide additional
classrooms.

It had become clear by mid-Fall that the cost of a fully-integrated facility would represent a major
challenge to the College. At that time the Committee was advised by the liN1SF Executive
Committee, chaired by the President, to consider also ways of reducing the project cost by
eliminating or locating elsewhere various components of the program. While refining the fully-
integrated option, we therefore worked in parallel to consider various compromise plans.

• Option 4 represents the least damaging compromise to full integration that saves a significant
amount of money. This plan is not fully designed, but a $35 million cost estimate is probably
conservative. This plan envisions two science centers with Psychology, Chemistry and
Biology being housed at Sharpless, while Mathematics, CS, Physics and Astronomy would
continue in Stokes. This configuration does sever many desirable interdisciplinary links, but
has the important virtue of costing much less than Option 5C. It also avoids isolating any
single department, but there do remain serious concerns about maintaining the viability of
experimental physics teaching and research without proximity to the other experimental
sciences.

The Steering Committee, in addition to developing these plans, has worked hard to delineate their
pros and cons. We feel, however, that deciding between them needs to happen at another level,
involving certainly the administration and the Board. We hope that this faculty meeting will
encourage discussion of the alternatives and result in useful advice to the ultimate decision makers.

Why Integrate the Sciences?

Although the decision to proceed with an integrated facility was taken already last year, our process
involved much discussion of specifics including: what integration means and how it interacts with
design; which proximities are crucial for integration; which facilities can and should be shared;
how to maintain departmental identity while facilitating interdisciplinary initiatives; and other
related issues. It seems appropriate to note some aspects of this dialog.

The modern context of academic science is well articulated in Bob Gavin's report to the
Board last year.

The major science disciplines are evolving in ways that blur the distinctions between them. Increasingly,
the most challenging scientific problems are those that cannot be addressed adequately using the traditional
tools of chemistry or biology or physics alone. Furthermore, we know that most Haverford science
graduates will have careers that are not centered on any one of these disciplines. This implies that most
of our students will be best served by programs that combine the elements of several science disciplines.
Of course most science majors already take courses in two or three science departments. The question is
whether we can offer something far better.

This blurring of the boundaries is evident in nearly all the recent hires in the sciences and
mathematics at the College, and the pattern is anticipated to continue with future appointments.



• Courses and curricular offerings have followed faculty interest. There are new courses either
existing or planned in biophysics, biochemistry, mathematical physics as well as the Hughes
interdisciplinary seminar combining biology, chemistry and physics. The overlap and sharing of

iexperiments in the upper-level laboratories in biology, chemistry and physics is already underway,
although it is much impeded by physical separation. The successful Concentration in Biochemistry
and Biophysics is an example of how firmly cemented in the curriculum interdisciplinary science is
becoming. Further development of the Concentration and the creation of new areas of study in the
sciences (such as biopsychology, materials science, and mathematical biology) also depend on
physical integration.

Interestingly enough, although one might expect small colleges like Haverford to be well
behind universities in following disciplinary evolution, integrating science departments is actually

ieasier n smaller institutions for several reasons. In a place of our size interdependence of
programs is a necessity and there is much more personal contact. Both lower the institutional
barriers between departments that are all but insurmountable in many research universities.
Furthermore we have already been successful with another sort of integration, that of combining
undergraduate teaching and research in training our students, a theme that will be further enhanced
in either new plan. It is no coincidence that several other small colleges with strong science
programs--Williams, Macalester, Kenyon and Swarthmore, among others--are moving in this
direction or have already done so.

Do successful interdisciplinary programs depend on proximity and to what extent? It turns
out that they do, and to a considerable degree in the sciences. The necessity in some cases of
sharing equipment, and the requirement of close, hands-on supervision (by faculty members from
more than one department in multidisciplinary research projects) when collaborating with students
in research render proximity a necessity rather than simply a convenience.

Finally, informal, serendipitous contact plays a very significant role in interdisciplinary
work. The integrated option will bring people together via shared secretarial services, social .
spaces that should also serve faculty members and students outside the sciences, a single scientific
library, a shared computational facility that will support both teaching and research activities
throughout the division, and purposeful intermingling of offices and laboratories.

We look forward to your comments on these goals and our effort to implement them.

Marilyn Boltz
David Dawson
Julio de Paula
Curtis Greene
Laurie Hart
Phil Meneely
Lyle Roelofs
Wendy Wasman

•
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HAVERFORD COLLEGE FACULTY MEETING
4:15pm. February 19, 1998

Regular Meeting
Joanne Hutchinson, Clerk pro tern

Moment of silence

Action I. The minutes of the meeting of January 22, 1998, were approved as circulated.

The minutes of the special faculty meeting of February 4, 1998, were approved as circulated,
with errors of grammar, typography and other carelessness to be corrected for the archival
version of the minutes.

Minute I. Report of the President. 

(1) President Tom Tritton announced that the INSF plans and options had been presented to
the Board of Managers at the recent meeting, and that further action was awaiting the
forthcoming results of more detailed financial analysis.

(2) Honorary degree recipients will be Terry Gross, Staughton Lind, Wynton Marsalis, and
Sakako Ogata.

(3) An overview was given of a recent report released by the National Commission on Cost of
Higher Education. This reported emerged January 21, '98, and provided a good overview of
costs and value in a variety of colleges and universities.

Minute II. Report of the Provost. 

(1) Provost Elaine Hansen announced that the Board of Managers had approved all faculty
leave requests and budgets for the 98-99 academic year. Notification will come to all
individuals and departments.

(2) Among a group of eleven (11) peer institutions with which we compare ourselves, the most
recent survey shows that we are second (2nd) from the top in compensation for assistant
professors, third (3rd) from the top in compensation for associate professors, and seventh (7th)
from the top in compensation for full professors. We now have a relatively large fraction of
our faculty (compared to the others in this comparison group) in the lower ranks. We rank
lower in average salary than we do in compensation.

(3) The failing fortunes of the Apple corporation make our situation as a "Mac campus"
problematic. In earlier years we elected to support Mac computers and to make the Mac the
computer of choice for faculty and staff offices and for purchase by incoming students. The PC
wave is growing, and there are pressures for support of PC's and possibly switching from Macs
to PC's. This will of course raise problems of finance and staff support for any such transition.
This will be a topic of concern for the Academic Computing Committee and two of the Middle
States Self-Study working groups. Faculty are urged to express comments and concerns on this
matter by email to Tina Wagner (twagner).

(4) The professional activities forms will be coming out soon. Please return these by the April 3
deadline.



Minute III. Report of the Educational Policy Committee. 

(1) Educational Policy Committee (EPC) chair David Dawson noted the passage of the Feb. 18
deadline for submission of requests for new courses and for additions or replacements of
departmental staffing. EPC's response to last semester's departmental requests for course
enrollment limits will be coming soon.
(2) Should a BMC minor be recorded on the transcript of a HC student? We do not now do
this; and the matter has come to the attention of the EPC. In the ensuing faculty discussion, the
following points were mentioned:

•

Some bi-college departments may be in difficulty in this matter, but this also seems to be
conjoined with other cooperation issues.

We may have to revisit the issue of minors at HC, and EPC should again discuss the issue of
minors, not just the matter of recording a BMC minor on the HC transcript.

Minors might help enrollments in smaller departments, but discussions in EPC in previous
year(s) suggested that minors might undercut the Areas of Concentration, which seem to have
been of considerable value here.

David Dawson suggested that EPC discussion of this issue should be driven by faculty requests
for minors, and that it would not be a topic for the EPC in the absence of some faculty interest
and initiative.

The Clerk concluded that faculty opinion regarding this issue of minors should be sent in
writing to the EPC.	 411
(a) David Dawson also invited the faculty to express to EPC any concerns or suggestions it
might have regarding present scheduling of classes and use of the five-day week for teaching.
This matter has arisen in the context of concerns relating to other aspects of college life,
enrollment patterns, and cross registrations with BMC.

Minute IV. Report of the Committee on Student Standings and Programs.

Committee on Student Standings and Programs (CSSP) chair Terry Newirth alerted faculty to
the need to send midterm warnings of deficiencies to students and deans in the near future.
Faculty should watch for a memo from the CSSP. Responses will be needed by the end of the
week following spring break.

Minute V. The Clerk transmitted a student request for a Staff Appreciation Day; interested
persons should contact Rebefolh Cook-Mack. Faculty were also requested to support, through a
T-shirt sale, the Quaker Action and Awareness Committee (QUAAC) in its efforts to send
students to the Cherokee Indian Reservation in North Carolina.

Adjournment: 5:15 pm

Respectfully submitted
7

?/111P. Chesick, Secretary to the Faculty



HAVERFORD COLLEGE FACULTY MEETING
4:15pm. March 19, 1998

Regular Meeting
• Anne McGuire, Clerk

Moment of silence

Action I. The minutes of the meeting of February 19, 1998, were approved as circulated.

Minute I. Report of the President. 

President Tom Tritton at previous faculty meetings discussed educational philosophy and some
of the financial aspects of two major options for the proposed Integrated Natural Science Facility
(INSF). We did not have clear projections for both capital funding and for the continued
operational costs of the proposal at the time of the previous discussions. We continue to ask
questions about opportunity costs, the alternative projects or funding categories which must be
reduced to support the INSF. We will certainly have to pass up some other chances, as we have
in the past for all previous projects. We must make certain that we can still carry out other
essential parts of our educational mission.

We had two major options: One option, now discarded, was the "bipolar model", placing
Chemistry in a new structure contiguous with Biology and Psychology at the Sharpless site, and
leaving Physics, Mathematics, and Computer Science in a refurbished Stokes. This left us with a
significant split in the location of our science programs, which denies us flexibility in meeting• future changes in curricula and student interests and other opportunities for interdisciplinary
support in the future.

The second option, the one recommended, involves the phased construction of needed new
space at the Sharpless site in conjuntion with reworking Hilles to bring together the operations of
the Biology, Psychology, Chemistry, Physics, Mathematics, and Computer Science departments.
Stokes would have an overhaul of its mechanical systems, and space renovated as needed to
house the departments displaced from Hilles. The incremental cost of this chosen option is
estimated to be about $8 million; the advantages of the conjunction of the listed programs seem
to be well worth this cost increment over the "bipolar model".

Annex I (circulated) provides detailed summaries of timetables for estimated cash outflows,
estimated cash inflows, sources of funding, and implications for the operating budget.

Vice President for Finance Dick Wynn gave summaries of the material in this Annex and made
some comments on the assumptions and pointed out the nature of assumptions used in this
modeling. He was cautiously optimistic that we would be able to raise the needed $44 million
over the next seven years. This amount includes $34 million for construction costs and an
additional $10 million for endowment for the project. We are off to a good start; we already have
$20 million pledged. $7 million of this amount is already in hand. Board Members seem to be
very supportive of the INSF project. Dick Wynn felt comfortable with the capital funding aspects
of the project. He noted that earlier estimates for impact on the operating budget were too high.• The more precise current estimates are that the INSF facility will add $500,000/year to thew operating budget. His judgement was that this amount would be managable. The chief financial
uncertainties are the time scale for the completion of the capital funding, containment of the



project cost, and unforeseen contingencies. We assume no disastrous happening in the stock
market, and reasonable stability in the financial aid requirements.

The following are responses relevant to various questions from the faculty:

We have some stopping or pause points in the phased execution of the INSF project plans,
should there be significant difficulties in meeting our financial income schedules.

In the event of a steep stock market decline, procedures already utilized will smooth our
response and give us time to adjust. Reasonable blips in the cash flow picture can be
accommodated.

All budget projections were made attempting to steer a middle course in budget projections
between a set of most positive and an alternative set of most negative contingencies.

No single part of the budget should be expected to bear the brunt of significantly large future
cash flow problems.

Minute II. Report of the Provost. 

(1) Provost Elaine Hansen congratulated Rob Fairman and Wendy Sternberg for having received
significant external resarch grants.

(2) The issue of Mac computers v s PCs still under discussion.

(3) A survey of students has indicated an improvement in their opinion of our new (distributed)
advisory system.

Action I. Report of the Educational Policy Committee. 

The list of courses (Annex II) presented by Educational Policy Committee (EPC) chair David
Dawson was
approved by the faculty, with the following two exceptions:

(1) Approval for EDUC 310a and 311b is on hold pending corrections and verifications of the
course descriptions and prerequisites.

(2) The request for approval of SOCL 245b has been deleted.

Minute III. Student's council Co - Presidents Eleanor Brown and Richard Zito brought the
second plenary for Honor Code ratification to the attention of the faculty. Faculty are encouraged
to support plenary process and ratification process. Suggestions regarding the Honor Code and its
management should be directed to them.

Minute W. Re ort of the Committee on Student Standin • s and Pro rams.
Committee on Student Standings and Programs (CSSP) chair Terry Newirth urged that reports of
student deficiency in course work should be sent to CSSP as soon as possible.

Minute V. Report of the Faculty and Staff Policy Committee of the Board of Managers. 
Faculty Board of Managers representative Kim Benston presented a report (Annex III)
summarizing deliberations of this Board committee regarding the College requirement that a



minimum of 70% of each employee's TIAA-CREF accumulation be annuitized, with 30% set as 
3/3

the maximum part of each individual's accumulation which could be used for alternatives to
annuitization. The report summarized the history of this 70% annuitization requirement, and
gave brief arguments both for and against liberalization of this restriction.

In the ensuing discussion the following points were made by various faculty persons:

The individual TIAA-CREF pension funds were created using compensation for work done
and are the property of the individual employees; the College describes this 12% annual
contribution to the pension fund as "compensation" in all discussions . Each individual
should have the right to decide on the appropriate mode of withdrawal and usage of of his or
her pension accumulation.

Whereas there is general agreement by retirement planners, certainly supported by TIAA-
CREF, that the building of this retirement fund by the regular institutional contribution (the
12%/year compensation contribution) is essential during each employee's working years, the
TIAA-CREF literature points out that "For some people, using a life annuity is not the best
way to draw down their retirement savings." The TIAA-CREF literature provides several
other "income options" which make sense for some people as alternatives to annuities.

We would like to see the College, in conjunction with TIAA-CREF, provide more education
and counseling to faculty and staff about retirement planning and investing.

Although no official "sense of the meeting" was requested or taken, all faculty who spoke
supported the removal of the College imposed requirement for annuitization of 70% of each
individual's TIAA-CREF pension fund.

A senior member of the administration provided the strong contrary view that the 70%
annuitization requirement was necessary to prevent some individuals from squandering their
TIAA-CREF accumulation, leaving the College with some responsibility for retirement support.

Faculty are alerted to the Board Meeting on April 24; a decision will be made then regarding
retention or relaxation of the College limit of 30% for alternatives to annuitization of the
individual TIAA-CREF accumulations.

Opinions regarding this issue should be sent to Kim Benston well before April 24.

Minute VI. Re ort of the Committee on Colle • e Honors Fellowshi s and Prizes

Committee on College Honors, Fellowships, and Prizes chair Sara Shumer strongly urged faculty
to provide her committee with information regarding students being considered for College
Honors, particularly for work taken outside of the students' majors, by March 30 at the latest.

Minute VII. Faculty Marshall Lyle Roelofs called attention to coming Graduation festivities, and
urged all persons to note the particular events and to attend them.

Adjournment: 6:00 pm
Respectfully submitted

John P. Chesick, Secretary to the Faculty



•	 Financial Dimensions of the Proposed
Integrated Natural Science Facility

Culminating several years of planning, a faculty Steering Committee
and the architectural firm Ayers Saint Gross have worked intensively
for the past six months to design a building complex adjacent to
Sharpless and Hilles that integrates the teaching and research of
Haverford's entire natural science division. The proposed Integrated
Natural Science Facility (INSF) project also includes relocation of the
existing Physical Plant Building and selective renovations to Stokes
Hall. At its April 24-25 meeting the Board of Managers will be asked
to approve the expenditure of an estimated $44.1 million for all
phases of the INSF project.

The INSF will provide curricular enrichment and competitive
advantages for the College which have been described in other
documents. This report focuses on the financial needs and
consequences of the proposed project.•

Estimated Cash Outflows

Norm Ricker is the principal source of the estimated timing of the
cash outflow of $44.1 million detailed in Table 1. The first phase
(middle of Table 1) is the construction of a new Physical Plant
Building to the west of the South Parking Lot. Given Board approval,
we would expect to break ground in the early fall of 1998, with this
phase completed by the summer of 1999. The location of this
building should minimize the problems its construction causes; even
the nearby faculty swimming pool should experience only minor
disruption because most of the work will occur during the winter
months. The total cost of $2.5 million includes $150,000 for
demolition of the existing building.

While the Physical Plant Building is being erected, Ayers Saint Gross
will be engaged in the detailed design of the new science facility and
also the renovation of Stokes. By the summer of 1999 ground will be•	 broken for the first wing of the new complex that runs south from



Table 1. Estimated Cash Outflows, INSF Project

July-Dec.
1997

Jan.-June
1998

July-Dec.
1998

Jan.-June
1999

July-Dec.
1999

Jan.-June
2000

July-Dec.
2000

Jan.-June
2001

July-Dec.
2001

Jan.-June
2002

July-Dec.
2002 TOTAL

ac .04:60$01
Design - ASG 341,000 259,000 960,000 820,000 120,000 120,000 120,000 0 80,000 80,000 0 2,900,000
Construction, Phase I 0 0 0 600,000 7,100,000 9,600,000 5,800,000 0 0 0 0 23,100,000
Move-In 0 0 0 0 0 0 150,000 150,000 0 0 0 300,000
Construction, Phase II 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,900,000 4,400,000 0 8,300,000
Move-In 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100,000 0 100,000
FFE* 0 0 0 0 0 0 300,000 0 0 300,000 0 600,000

Total 341,000 259,000 960,000 1,420,000 7,220,000 9,720,000 6,370,000 150,000 3,980,000 4,880,000 0 35,300,000

#0004re.
Design - S-F 15,000 109,000 24,000 12,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 160,000
Construction 0 100,000 1,500,000 400,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,000,000
Move-In 0 0 100,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100,000
Demolition 0 0 150,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 150,000
FFE* 0 0 0 90,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 90,000

Total 15,000 209,000 1,524,000 752,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,500,000

Design - ASG 0 98,000 370,000 260,000 0 0 0 30,000 6,000 6,000 30,000 800,000

Phase I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,500,000 100,000 0 0 1,600,000

Network 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 400,000 0 0 0 400,000

Move-In 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100,000 0 0 100,000
Phase II 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 300,000 2,800,000 3,100,000

Move-In 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100,000 100,000

FFE* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100,000 0 0 100,000 200,000
Total 0 98,000 370,000 260,000 0 0 0 2,030,000 206,000 306,000 3,030,000 6,300,000

tftAt 356,000 566,000 2,854,000 2,432,000 7,220,000 9,720,000 6,370,000 2,180,000 4,186,000 5,186,000 3,030,000 od.abd

Cumulative 356,000 922,000 3,776,000 6,208,000 13,428,000 23,148,000 29,518,000 31,698,000 35,884,000 41,070,000 44,100,000

"FFE = Furniture, Furnishings, Equipment These are extremely rough projections.   



Sharpless and involves modest relocation of Coursey Road. This is by
far the largest single construction phase of the INSF project and will
take two years to complete. If the timetable is roughly accurate, we
may face an interesting question about when we should move into
the new building, over the winter break of 2000 or during the
summer of 2001 (the latter is more likely because of any number of
factors which could delay this schedule).

We will then move the Chemistry Department from Stokes into the
new building and immediately begin renovating part of Stokes to
house the current residents of Hilles (the two computing centers,
Language Learning Center, the Business Office and the Economics
Department).	 The Stokes renovation will occupy at least the first
half of 2001, after which Hilles will be renovated and an addition
constructed replacing the biology labs and classrooms at the rear of
the building. This second phase of construction at the Sharpless site
will complete the new complex by the summer of 2002, and
additional renovations then will be made in Stokes Hall.

Three important caveats:

• The construction schedules in Table 1 are based on the earliest
possible completion dates; these various projects may take longer
to complete than described here. This can have the beneficial
effect of allowing more time to raise funds for the project. A
negative consequence is that cost inflation resulting from delays
could add to the estimated $44.1 million price tag of the INSF
project.

• Every effort will be made to minimize the disruption caused by
these various construction projects. However, occupants of all the
buildings involved in the INSF project should expect that there
will be periods when construction is an irritating and inconvenient
nuisance.

• Most of the attention of the Steering Committee and Ayers Saint
Gross has been focused on the new facilities at the Sharpless site.
Work is only beginning on developing the design and costs of
renovations to Stokes. The funds budgeted for renovating Stokes
within the $44.1 million provide for a complete overhaul of the
mechanical and electrical systems throughout the building, but
renovation of somewhat less than half of the building (including•	 the auditorium) for new occupants. There are no funds included



for renovating the remainder of the building, nor moving into
Stokes any campus activities other than those now occupying
Hilles. Any new uses of Stokes will require additional funding.

Estimated Cash Inflows

Hogie Hansen and others in the Advancement office have developed
the estimated cash inflow of gifts for buildings (described at the top
of Table 2) and for endowment (bottom of Table 2). Projecting the
cash outflows for the INSF project is relatively easy compared to
projecting the cash inflows. Once we enter the construction phase,
the question is not if we will spend the money but rather when (our
timing estimates may be off slightly). Hogie faced the more
complicated task of estimating not just how much we can raise but
also when the cash will be received, an especially key factor once
construction is underway. The estimated cash outflows are likely to
prove to be firmer numbers than the estimated cash inflows, because
it is extremely difficult to project donations to the college with
certainty.

Note also that Table 2 extends two full years beyond the end of
construction projected in Table 1. We anticipate completing the
building phases of this complex of projects a full year (December,
2002) before we receive all the cash gifts pledged for the buildings
(December, 2003), and two years before all pledges for an
endowment to support debt service are projected to be in hand
(December, 2004). This will create some awkward but manageable
cash flow problems in the later years of the project.

Thanks to the payment last fall of the first third of the magnificent
$15 million anonymous pledge toward the INSF, plus the receipt of
other early commitments, we expect to have $7.5 million of cash in
hand by June 30, 1998. The first row in Table 2 reveals that in
addition to this $7.5 million, we already have pledges of another
$12,660,000, with large payments expected in the fall of 1998 and
1999. Of the $34 million we need to raise for the building projects,
over $20 million has been pledged, leaving $13,840,000 to be raised
over the five and one-half years between June, 1998 and December,
2003.
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12,660,000
13,840,000

4000 000

2,225,000
1,062,000 

328.1,000!:

37,287,000
44,100 000

-6,813,000

10O000
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Table 2. Estimated Cash Inflows, INSF Project

80

In Hand,
June, 1998

July-Dec.
1998

Jan.-June
1999

July-Dec.
1999

Jan.-June
2000

July-Dec.
2000

Jan.-June
2001

July-Dec.
2001

Jan.-June

2002
July-Dec.

2002
Jan.-June

2003
July-Dec.

2003
Jam-June

2004
July-Dec.

2004

Already Pledged 5,000,000 400,000 4,500,000 900,000 215,000 215,000 715,000 715,000 0 0 0
To Be Raised 550,000 550,000 1,050,000 1 050,000 2,035,000 2,035,000 1,035 000 1 035,000 1,750,000 1 750 000 1,000 000

Cash Gifts 7,500,000 5,550,000 950,000 5,550,000 1,950,000 2,250,000 2,250,000 1,750,000 1,750,000 1,750,000 1,750,000 1,000,000

Cumulative 7,500,000 13,050,000 14,000,000 19,550,000 21,500,000 23,750,000 26,000,000 27,750,000 29,500,000 31,250,000 33,000,000 34,000,000

Add. Allocations 725,000 0 200,000 0 250,000 0 300,000 0 350,000 0 400,000 0
Interest 275,000 189,000 262,000 236,000 100,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Subtotal 1,000,000 189,000 462,000 236,000 350,000 0 300,000 0 350,000 0 400,000 0

Inflows 8,500,000 5,739,000 1,412,000 5,786,000 2,300,000 2,250,000 2,550,000 1,750,000 2,100,000 1,750,000 2,150,000 1,000,000
Outflows -922,000 -2,854,000 -2,432,000 -7,220,000 -9,720,000 -6,370,000 -2,180,000 -4,186,000 -5,186,000 -3,030,000 0 0

0•Mon
Cash 7,578,000 2,885,000 -1,020,000 -1,434,000 -7,420,000 -4,120,000 370,000 -2,436,000 -3,086,000 -1,280,000 2,150,000 1,000,000

irolectp401
p.fat Endow*

10,463,000 9,443,000 8,009,000 589,000 -3,531,000 -3,161,000 -5,597,000 -8,683,000 -9,963,000 -7,813,000 -6,813,000

To Be Raised 500,000 500,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

Cumulative 500,000 1,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,000,000 5,000,000 6,000,000 7,000,000 8,000,000 9,000,000 10,000,000
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There are other much smaller but important cash inflows for the
INSF project. We have been assigning part of Additional Allocations
(generated by budget surpluses) to the project over the past several
years, which by the end of this fiscal year should total $725,000. We
do not intend to assign the bulk of Additional Allocations to the INSF
in the years ahead, instead leaving flexibility for other projects
(which this year also include networking and other computing needs,
startup funds for newly-hired faculty, work in the Dining Center and
on the fire alarm system). But incremental increases over the next
five years could produce a total of $2,225,000 of "internal funding"
for this project.

Early payment of pledges has provided us with investible cash for
the past year; we expect to have earned interest totaling $275,000 on
these early gifts by June 30, 1998. This pattern will continue for
several years until construction costs finally draw down all available
funds sometime in the summer of 2000. Interest income earned
should provide more than $1 million for the INSF; combined with
funds assigned from Additional Allocations, we expect to generate
nearly $3.3 million internally (see the subtotal for "Other Cash
Inflows" in Table 2).

Net Cash Flow for the INSF

Projected cash inflows and outflows are combined under "Total Cash
Flow" in the middle of Table 2. The favorable cash position which
generates the interest income described above can be seen in the
"Cumulative Net Cash Flow" row. Borrowing is likely to be part of
this project, and these projections indicate that debt will have to be
issued by the summer of 2000. The amount and structuring of that
debt will be addressed below.

Finally, Table 2 provides estimates of gifts for a special endowment
that will initially be used to cover the debt service resulting from
borrowing for the INSF (it also can be thought of as supporting the
operating costs of the new building). This component of the fund-
raising effort is designed to attract donors who prefer to give to
endowment rather than buildings, and those who might wish to
support the academic programs of the departments moving into the
renovated part of Stokes. There is likely to be a considerable delay
between the time debt is incurred and when sufficient endowment
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• income is available to meet the entire annual debt service burden on
the operating budget. The effects on the operating budget of this
temporary imbalance will be discussed below.

While Advancement believes it is within Haverford's reach to raise
the $44 million over the next six plus years, Hogie's memorandum
accompanying these projections also stated, "The estimated cash
inflow on the INSF chart is very ambitious for the size and capacity
of our constituency". This point has two key implications:

• We have in recent years received significant additions to our
endowment from gifts to the last campaign, which among other
things have helped us to hold down increases in student charges
and provide salary increases well in excess of inflation. Cash from
pledges to this earlier campaign will continue to flow into the
endowment for the next several years, but in diminishing
amounts. Given the scope of the fund-raising effort for the INSF
project and its special endowment, and the fact that we must raise
over $2.5 million each year in annual giving and restricted gifts
for the operating budget, it is unlikely that there will be

(-----substantial new gifts to the general endowment. Consequently,
major budget increments should not be expected from endowment
income during this period.

• We are in the midst of a planning effort wrapped into the
accreditation process for Middle States. A number of worthy
programmatic ideas are likely to emerge from that process, in
areas such as technology, support for various curricular initiatives,
and financial aid. Even as we undertake the fund-raising for the
INSF, we will continue apace our efforts to raise specific funds for
non-INSF purposes, as we are doing today in proposals submitted
to the Luce, Mellon, and Hewlett Foundations. But given the
magnitude of need for the INSF, it may prove difficult to provide
extensive funding from the operating budget for such purposes in
the years immediately ahead.

Borrowing for the INSF

The projections in Table 2 suggest that it will be possible to raise $44
million for the INSF project in the next six to seven years. $10
million will go to the endowment, leaving $34 million available to•



pay the costs of construction. Table 2 also indicates that by the
summer of 2000 we will need to borrow to pay construction costs.
How much? The "Cumulative Net Cash Flow" total indicates that
$6,813,000 will be needed to complete all construction. But note the
effect of differences in the timing of cash inflows and outflows. When
we first borrow in the second half of 2000, our immediate needs will
be only some $3.5 million. This will grow until by late 2002 we will
need nearly $10 million to pay our contractors.

This suggests a possibility that will be discussed with the Finance
and Investment Committees of the Board. We could "size up" our
borrowing to $10 million in the summer of 2000, using two practices
which we followed when we issued debt in 1990. First, we could
capitalize interest, that is, borrow more than the projected
$6,813,000 and use some of the proceeds to pay debt service for the
first several years after borrowing. This has the advantage of
postponing the day when the debt service costs become part of the
operating budget, and provides more time to raise cash for both
construction and the endowment (precisely our strategy in 1990).

Second, to the extent that capitalizing interest does not by itself
increase our borrowing needs to a full $10 million, we can reimburse
ourselves for institutional funds already expended on construction
(the Board passed the enabling resolution last September in
anticipation of such an approach). The funds reimbursed can be
added to our endowment, the income from which will provide some
modest budget relief when the debt service comes due (again, the
same strategy followed in 1990). As we shall see below, the most
problematic part of financing this INSF project is the potential effect
on the operating budget, and these actions can provide relief during
the period when the College will be most vulnerable to financial
stringency.

(N.B. The foregoing comments have been limited to suggesting ways
to issue debt for the roughly $6.8 million of construction costs we do
not expect to raise in cash gifts. But it is possible to structure tax-
exempt borrowing in ways that may suggest to the Finance and
Investment Committees that we should borrow in excess of $10
million for the INSF project. If this occurs, members of the campus
community should not necessarily interpret it as a failure to raise
sufficient funds for INSF; rather, it could represent a more efficient
way to structure the borrowing and endowment-building of the
College.)
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Additional Costs for the Operating Budget

There will be three types of additions to the College's annual budget
resulting from the INSF project. The first is operating expenditures.
By far the largest cost increase will be for utilities, which could
approach $600,000 annually for the new science facilities. This
figure will be reduced by an estimated $120,000 of lower utility
costs in Stokes, assuming we do not add new high-tech functions to
the building which are major users of utilities. In addition, for the
past several years we have been paying debt service on the
emergency generators installed in 1995 from utility savings. The
repayment was scheduled such that the loan will be paid off by
FY00, freeing some $180,000 which can be applied to INSF utility
costs and reducing the net additional utility costs to about $300,000.

We also will need to add five Physical Plant department staff, one to
the HVAC crew and four housekeepers (this will be the most
complicated and costly building to maintain on the campus), and
there will be increases for cleaning and other supplies. When the
INSF project is completed, we expect that net utilities, staffing, and

-9 supplies expenditures will total some $500,000, most of it being
incorporated into the budget in fiscal year 2001-02.

********************

The second major addition to the budget will be debt service. Here
the budget impact may be more in the timing than the amount of
debt service costs. For example, assume that the $6,813,000 shortfall
from Table 2 is borrowed in the summer of 2000; at current tax-
exempt borrowing rates the annual debt service on a 30-year bond
issue would be some $465,000. Further assume that the endowment
for debt service projected in Table 2 is invested to generate a 7%
cash return. Not until fiscal year 2003-04 will the endowment
produce enough annual income to cover the debt service payment;
the impact on the operating budget could be as much as $250,000 in
FY01, then declining steadily to zero in FY04. (Note that borrowing
in the summer of 2000 will in turn enable the College to invest
short-term those gifts that continue to flow in for building purposes,
adding modest amounts of interest income to offset the long-term
debt service costs.)



Another approach suggested earlier would be to capitalize interest,
postponing for several years the date when the debt service hits the
operating budget and providing additional time to raise endowment
funds. Assume that $10 million is borrowed in the summer of 2000,
with some of the increase used to capitalize interest, and some
reimbursing prior expenditures and thus being available for
endowment-building. Annual debt service rises to $680,000, but
does not affect the operating budget for another two years. By that
time the combination of additional endowment fund-raising, income
from endowment developed through reimbursement, and the short-
term investment of construction gifts could lower the impact on the
FY03 budget to less than $50,000.

The Finance and Investment Committees will consider these and
other possibilities for structuring the debt service on the INSF project
such that it may have a relatively small impact on the College's
annual budget. The key to minimizing this impact is the timely
receipt of the cash gifts for construction and endowment described in
Table 2.	 If gifts for construction lag so that additional borrowing is
required, or gifts for the debt service endowment fall behind
schedule so that income is not available to pay debt service already
assumed by the College, there would be negative consequences borne
by the annual budget.

********************

The third addition to the College's annual budget involves conceptual
and practical issues which may be controversial. More than a decade
ago Haverford embarked on a program to replenish its physical plant
and equipment capital in a fashion similar to that of many of its
wealthier competitors. Specifically, the goal was to build gradually
toward an operating budget that includes sufficient annual funding
to provide for the appropriate maintenance and replacement of what
are now facilities and equipment worth over $140 million.

Facilities experts recommend that 3% of the replacement value of
plant and equipment should be budgeted annually for this purpose
(the 3% figure is being pressured upward as short-lived computing
equipment becomes an increasingly larger part of the capital base of
institutions of higher education). In Haverford's case 3% would be
$4.2 million annually. We have tried to meet this target through (1)
Renewals and Replacements (R&R), a $1,850,000 line in the FY99
budget, (2) capital equipment lines scattered across various
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departmental budgets which total $983,000 in FY99, and (3)
Additional Allocations, the assignment of budget surpluses which
vary widely year-to-year but could be $900,000 or more in FY98.
Taken together, these three sources of capital funds are approaching
but will fall a bit short of the $4.2 million target in FY99.

Now introduce more than $40 million of new plant and equipment
capital in the INSF project by the year 2002. Applying 3% would
have us add more than $1.2 million to the capital portion of the
operating budget by early in the next century. Is this realistic? Or
even appropriate? One could argue that in the first few years after a
new building is opened, there should be minimal call for major
renewal and replacement expenditures. On the other hand,
disproportionately large expenditures will be required in the later
stages of the life cycle of the building. A few institutions have dealt
with this rhythm by sequestering operating funds in plant reserves
early in the life cycle of a new building, availing themselves of those
reserves as needed later. Haverford and most of higher education
have not been in a financial position to take this approach.

It is the scale of the INSF, by a factor of more than four the largest
project undertaken in the history of the College, which creates a
problem. The most recent major plant addition was the Whitehead
Campus Center. It cost around $8 million, and we did not attempt to
add $240,000 (3%) to the operating budget when it came on line in
1993. However, we have been adding $100,000 annually to the R&R
line in the budget, and within a few years we may have increased
our funding for capital resources sufficiently to meet the long-term
needs of that additional building. $1.2 million in a single year is an
entirely different matter. While it is impractical to add such an
amount immediately to our capital budgeting, perhaps we should
consider raising the annual supplement to the R&R line to $200,000
or even $300,000 once the INSF is in operation.

(There is another factor affecting the calculation of the fixed capital
cost base of the College. We are planning to add more than 110,000
square feet to our campus facilities, but we are not currently
planning to "de-accession" those parts of Stokes and the Observatory
which will no longer be needed by the sciences nor the current
residents of Hilles. If we did so, there would be a partial offset to the
expansion of our capital cost base.)

•



Projected Impact on the Operating Budget

The first substantial impact of the INSF on the annual budget of the
College is likely to be in fiscal year 2000-01, with smaller effects in
the following several years as different construction phases are
completed. A "best case" scenario projects that as much as $550,000
would have to be added to the FY01 budget to handle operating, R&R,
and debt service expenditures; a "worst case" scenario would be
around $850,000 (both scenarios assume an additional $100,000 will
be added to R&R).

How difficult will it be to handle expenditure increases of this
magnitude in the operating budget? This question can be addressed
by reviewing revenue and expenditure increments to recent budgets.
Table 3 reveals that we have been adding a bit more than $2 million
annually to our operating budgets, with the figure growing to over
$2.4 million in FY99. The primary source of additional revenue has
been from students (tuition, room, board). We also have enjoyed
very significant growth in endowment revenue (nearly 14%
compounded the past six years), thanks to the capital campaign and
surging security markets. On the expenditure side, by far the largest
increases have been in employee compensation.

Some rough orders of budget magnitudes are discussed at the bottom
of Table 3. For example, ceteris paribus, increasing student . charges
1% produces net revenues of some $230,000, and a 1% increase in
salaries adds about $240,000 to expenditures. The FY99 budget
provides a useful example of the ebb and flow of these increments.
Much-discussed problems led to a $508,000 jump in financial aid in
FY99 compared to FY98 (a $260,000 increment in FY98 rose to
$768,000 in FY99). This was accommodated in the budget primarily
by increasing student charges by 4.9% in FY99 compared to 4.0% in
FY98, and by reducing the salary pool increase from 5% in FY98 to
4% in FY99.

How, then, might the FY01 budget absorb as much as an additional
$550,000 to $850,000 of new expenditures? On the revenue side, we
may be able to increase student charges a bit more rapidly than
usual to generate larger net revenues. But we are already charging
more than $30,000 in FY99, and market and public pressures are
unlikely to allow us to price our way out of this situation. By FY01
most of the pledges to the last campaign will have been received, and
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TABLE 3. SOURCES/USES OF BUDGET INCREMENTS, FY95-FY99
(Change from one FY to the next FY)

REVENUES
FY95

to
96

FY96
to

FY97

FY97
to

FY98

FY98
to

FY99

Student-generated 1,136,000 1,120,000 1,117,000 1,407,000 +4.9%
Endowment 525,000 894,000 691,000 788,000 Formula
Gifts 134,000 45,000 20,000 36,000
All Other 392,000 102,000 380,000 211,000

Total 2,187,000 2,161,000 2,208,000 2,442,000

EXPENDITURES=

Compensation 1,156,000 971,000 1,302,000 984,000 +4.2%
Financial Aid 245,000 201,000 260,000 768,000 26.0% of T.

Operating 244,000 284,000 307,000 332,000 +5.3%
Utilities 66,000 33,000 90,000 61,000 +3.6%
Capital Equipment 45,000 60,000 82,000 65,000 +7.1%

Bkst. Cost Goods 42,000 -28,000 56,000 13,000
Student Wages 37,000 41,000 41,000 38,000 +6.4%
Food 36,000 38,000 27,000 37,000 +3.2%
Library Materials 33,000 45,000 42,000 61,000 +8.1%

Debt Service 192,000 416,000 1,000 -1,000 Scheduled

Renewals & Repl. 75,000 100,000 0 100,000 Scheduled

Other 16,000 0 0 -16,000

Total 2,187,000 2,161,000 2,208,000 2,442,000

There are a number of "quarter-million dollar pieces" in the Haverford budget. Here are some
rough orders of magnitude to keep in mind when considering choices among alternative
revenue and expenditure strategies:

* Increasing salaries by 1% increases costs by around $240,000.

* Increasing student charges by 1% increases net revenues (tuition revenue after deduction of
financial aid discounts) by some $230,000+.

* Every 1% by which financial aid exceeds 24% of tuition. revenue (the "24% Rule") increases
the income foregone by roughly $240,000.

* Operating expenses (basic programmatic support) have been increasing between $250,000
and $300,000 annually (an unusual increase of $332,000 in FY99 is due to new Americans
with Disabilities Act requirements).

* Capital expenditures for R&R, equipment, and library materials have been increasing a bit
less than $250,000 annually.

*Another $200,000 to $250,000 has been going to inflationary increases in utilities, food,
student wages, insurance and other expenses.
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with our development efforts concentrated on raising the $44 million
detailed in Table 2, we cannot rely on major increases in gifts to
endowment, which in turn increase available income. Nor are
security markets likely to grow as rapidly in the next decade as in
the last.

Examining the expenditure side of the budget leads to a dilemma not
unlike that which faces those who would cut the federal government
budget. Once entitlements in that budget are protected, as they
usually are, there is not much left to cut. In Haverford's case, we
wish to maintain above-inflation increases in salaries for our
employees and meet the full need financial needs of our students.
Where then to cut? Buy fewer books for the library? Reduce capital
spending on R&R and equipment at the same time we are making a
major capital addition to the campus? Turn out lights to save on our
utility bill? There are few good answers. And the financial aid line
is especially unpredictable; it is entirely possible that by the time we
reach FY01 we will have moved well beyond the 26% discount rate
built into the FY99 budget.

At best, constructing the FY01 budget could involve the sort of
unpleasant but necessary trade-offs made in the FY99 budget;
student charges were increased somewhat more rapidly, and the
salary pool increased somewhat less rapidly, than would have been
the case in the absence of the change in financial aid patterns. At
worst, the FY01 and following budgets could temporarily halt or
reverse the progress Haverford has made in recent years in meeting
several critical long-term financial goals: increasing the real wages
of its employees, providing adequate funding for its expanding
facilities and equipment capital base, increasing the size of its
endowment per student relative to peer institutions. Of course, these
risks must be balanced against the risks of failing to construct
facilities that will enhance the academic strength of the College.

Summary Comments

The 1980s and 1990s have witnessed Haverford College overcome its
financial difficulties of the two prior decades. The legacy of those
difficulties is that Haverford is not as wealthy as some of its
competitors, but the College today is in generally excellent financial
condition. It is thus from a position of strength that it prepares to

11



• tackle the largest financial commitment in its history. There are
large-scale, long-term educational benefits to be gained by
completing the INSF. But in the short term the College's financial
maneuverability is likely to be constrained, and it will be more
vulnerable to such unpredictable events as changing financial aid
patterns or gyrations in the securities markets. Once the next five or
six years are traversed successfully, Haverford College will be a
much stronger institution, positioned to continue its leadership
among liberal arts colleges in the 21st century.

G. Richard Wynn
March 16, 1998

•

•
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EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE

To:	 The Faculty
From: David Dawson
Re:	 Faculty Meeting
Date: 17 March 1998

Enclosed for your review: 

1. New Course Proposals
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EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE

HAVERFORD COLLEGE

NEW COURSE PROPOSALS FOR THE 1998-99 ACADEMIC YEAR
(SJ=SATISFIES SOCIAL JUSTICE REQUIREMENT; WI=WRITING INTENSIVE; LE=LLMITED ENROLLMENT)

Department
& #

Course Title Instructor Perm/
Temp

Diva
Code

WI,
sJ, (V
LE

Priorities for the lottery Prerequisites Description

ANTE 2596 Ethnography of
Islam

M.
Gillette

Penn SO One course in
Anthropology or one
course on Islam or the
Middle East.

Comparative ethnographies of Muslim societies.
Islam as a field of anthropological inquiry and
theorizing. Ethnographic representation and the
construction of ethnographic authority. Islam in
the western imagination.

BIOL 359e Molecular Oncology

•

T. Tritton Temp NA LE, 15 Priority given to Biology,
BioChem & BioPhysics
majors—

This seminar will be a discussion of current
concepts and literature on the molecular and
cellular basis of cancer. To the physician cancer is
a broad spectrum of dozens of different diseases.
On the molecular level, by contrast, the outlines of
a unifying genetic explanation for neoplasia are
becoming clear. The seminar will explore the basis
for this genetic paradigm of cancer and what it
portends for future management of the disease.
Topics will include: the mechanism of neoplastic
transformation; the role of proto-oncogenes in
normal and cancer cells; the tumor suppressor
genes; the molecular and genetic pathogenesis of
cancer, molecular genetics in diagnosis and
treatment of cancer.

e

CHEM 304b Physical Chemistry I Penn NA Adjustment in lab requirements

Spring, 1998 I



CHEM 342 Molecular
Spectroscopy

C. Miller Penn NA Q
LE, 10

Priority given to
Haverford and Bryn
Mawr Chemistry majors,
secondary priority by
year of graduation. Bryn
Mawr College graduate
students in Chemistry
and/or Physics will not
count toward total class
enrollment and will be
accepted upon consent of
the instructor.

CHEM 305 (or
equivalent) or the
consent of the instructor;
familiarity with
Quantum Mechanics,
Mathematica, linear
algebra, and differential
equations recommended

This course will present an introduction to high
resolution molecular spectroscopy. Emphasis will
be placed on the evaluation of accurate
spectroscopic constants from spectral data and the
relationship of these parameters to fundamental
molecular properties. Topics will evolve out of a
problem oriented approach to the subject matter
and broaden to include more exacting levels of
theory as the degree of experimental information
dictates. The detailed study of molecular energy
level structure will culminate with each student
performing a complete spectral characterization
from literature data. This course is especially
targeted for students concentrating in the area of
chemical physics and intending to perform
research with the instructor or attend graduate
school.

EAST 266b Japan and the War:
The Politics of

M.
Mizenko

Penn HU SJ The atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki,
and	 Japanese	 wartime atrocities--including	 the

Memory and
Apology

•

"comfort women," the "rape of Nanking," and
medical experimentation on prisoners--and the
accompanying discourses of victimization, survival,
memory and responsibility in textual and visual
representations, including museum exhibitions.

Spring, 1998 2
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EDUC 310a Defining A. Penn LE, 20 This course is open only EDUC 200: Critical The purpose of this seminar is to create a space to

Educational Practice Lesnick to students completing
the Area of	 --raDUG-3tOrilefining
Concentration in
Educational Studies at

Issues in Education

"Fadaoatieftel-Practice

try out ideas, perspectives, and different ways of
understanding what each person experiences and
observes at his/her site. Talking across diverse
contexts (from Special Education to English as a

Haverford or the Minor
in Education at Bryn
Mawr. It has a field
component (8 hours per
week in an educational
setting), and the readings
and assignments in the
seminar build on and
contribute to the field
work.

Second Language, classrooms to research
organizations and social service agencies,
kindergarten to high school) will provide multiple
contexts for reflection. My goal is that together
we create opportunities to raise questions and risk
interpretations as a collaborative process of
thinking aloud — rather than a process of making
conclusive, definitive statements. One of our
challenges in this seminar is to be patient	 with
each other, with frustrating contexts, with complex
problems, and with the limits of our knowledge
and to recognize that clarity and decisiveness are
necessary but not sufficient to reflective practice.

At each class meeting, we will discuss the
observations, questions, experiences, and analyses
each of you brings from your placement site,
enriched by course readings and your own writing.
Course assignments are designed to help you
extend and deepen the understanding you gain
from the field placement experience, and to
culminate in a final portfolio to represent that
experience as well as your learning over the course
of your participation in the Education Program.
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EDUC 311b Field Work Seminar A.

Lesnick
Penn LE, 20 This course is open only

to students completing
the Area of
Concentration in
Educational Studies at
Haverford or the Minor
in Education at Bryn
Mawr. It has a field
component (8 hours per
week in an educational
setting), and the readings
and assignments in the
seminar build on and
contribute to the field
work.

EDUC 200: Critical
Issues in Education
EDUC 310: Defining
Educational Practice

- The purpose of this seminar is to create a space to
try out ideas, perspectives, and different ways of
understanding what each person experiences and
observes at his/her site. Talking across diverse
contexts (from Special Education to English as a
Second Language, classrooms to research
organizations and social service agencies,
kindergarten to high school) will provide multiple
contexts for reflection. My goal is that together
we create opportunities to raise questions and risk
interpretations as a collaborative process of
thinking aloud -- rather than a process of making
conclusive, definitive statements. One of our
challenges in this seminar is to be patient 	 with
each other, with frustrating contexts, with complex
problems, and with the limits of our knowledge
and to recognize that clarity and decisiveness are
necessary but not sufficient to reflective practice.

At each class meeting, we will discuss the
observations, questions, experiences, and analyses
each of you brings from your placement site,
enriched by course readings and your own writing.
Course assignments are designed to help you
extend and deepen the understanding you gain
from the field placement experience, and to
culminate in a final portfolio to represent that
experience as well as your learning over the course
of your participation in the Education Program.

ENGL 284b Sex/Gender/Represe
ntation: An
Introduction to
Theories of
Sexualities

G. Stadler Penn HU SJ, LE,
30

Open lottery none This class will investigate how cultural theory,
philosophy, literary theory, and literature itself
have evaluated and questioned the categories by
which we understand sexualities. Among the
questions it will ask: What is "a" sexuality? A set
of acts and behaviors? An identity? How and why
has it recently (100 years ago) become known as
a category of identity with two poles, homo- and
hetero-? How coherent are these identities? How
have they influenced and been inflected by
societal and cultural conceptions of gender? What
challenges do sexualities pose to representation,
especially literary narrative? How have modern
conceptions of sexuality shaped what issues we
think of as public and private, open and secret?
We will pay special attention to the concept of
"queerness" and the work of queer theory in
defamiliarizing everyday assumptions about
sexuality and sexual identity, gay and straight
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GNPR 277 One Hundred Years

of Psychoanalysis
E.
Young-
Bruehl

Penn HU LE, 75 A history of Freudian psychoanalysis from 1900
to the present. Freud's work will be selectively
reviewed, with attention to those who dissented
from it, like Jung, Adler, Reich. Then the main
developments in theory, technique, and application
within the various Freudian camps will be surveyed
against the background of the Freudian
institutional history.

GNPR/COML
269a

Israeli and
Palestinian
Literature in
Translation:	 1948
to the Present

R. Potok Temp HU What constitutes Israeli identity? How are gender
roles structured in Israeli society? In Palestinian
society? What is the effect of the Holocaust on
contemporary Israeli life? What is the position of
the Arab inside Israel today? What is the role of
nostalgia in the construction of Palestinian national
identity? These questions and others like them will
be the focus of this course, which will examine
Israeli and Palestinian literature from the founding
of the State of Israel up to the present moment.
Readings will include novels, short stories, and
poems by Amos Oz, David Grossman, Yehudah
Amichai, Orly Castel-Bloom, Yehudit Katzir, A. B.
Yehoshua, Mahmound Darwish, Ghassan Kanafani,
Liana Badr, and Emile Habiby. We will also view
two or three films by Arab and Israeli artists.

Requirements are: active participation in class
discussions, two short papers, and one final term
paper.

HIST 220b Women and Gender
in Medieval Europe

S Stuard Penn SO

-

HIST 111-112, or
HIST 114

This course investigates women and gender in
Europe from 500 to 1500 c.e., taking into full
account the extraordinary array of newly edited
and translated sources on women and gender from
the medieval era, as well as the last two decades of
historical analysis of medieval women's lives and
the social construction of gender. Recently gender
studies of masculinity as well as femininity have
appeared in the literature, so the course will
investigate the issue of gender in the general
context of the construction of social roles. The
course will examine women's writing, political,
social, and economic roles of women in relation to
men, and to the emergence of Europe as a
complex society.
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HIST/SPAN Latin America and Krippner Temp HU SJ An interdisciplinary exploration of the relations
298a the American

Empire
Castillo - between Latin America and the United States, with

a focus on the genesis and development of patterns
of cultural contact, political conflict and responses
to economic and political domination and
intervention. The Spanish colonial legacy will be
used as backdrop for comparison and contrast with
the rise of US hegemony in the hemisphere after
1898. Latin American traditional elite notions of
cultural nationalism, pro- or anti-Americanism,
historical destiny, nation-building, etc., will be
examined along with the discourse of historical
and cultural identity articulated more recently by
non-elite groups at the national and continental
level. US presence in particular cases (Cuba and
Puerto Rico, Mexico, Chile, Nicaragua, El Salvador,
Guatemala, Colombia) will be documented
through essays, fiction, film and other forms of
popular culture, and analyzed with the aid of
scholarship produced by US and Latin American
authors.

POLS 233a Contemporary T. White Temp SO This course examines the political economy of
China and the World

-

.

China's development in the late twentieth century,
and its role as a rising world power. Three sets of
questions will serve to organize the class: 1) How
did the Deng Xiaoping regime succeed in
reforming China's economy and promoting rapid
development, and what are the prospects for
continued success? 2) How has the regime survived
pressures for liberalization and democratization,
mcluding the Tiananmen protests of 1989? What
are the prospects for, and obstacles to, political
reform? 3) How has China's rise to world power
status affected the balance of power in East Asia
and Sino-American relations? Why does China
worry the United States so much? In addition to
these questions, we will place China in comparative
perspective by considering how its development
and its impact on the world in the late twentieth
century echoes the development and impact of
Japan a century earlier.

RELG 120a Introduction to
Jewish Thought

K.
Koltun-
Fromm

Penn HU LE, 35 Random An introduction to selected thinkers in Jewish
history who are both critical and constructive in
their interpretations of Jewish texts and traditions.
The course examines how readings of the Hebrew
Bible generate normative claims about belief,
commandment, tradition and identity. Readings
may include the Hebrew Bible, Rashi, Maimonides,
Spinoza, Heschel, and Plaskow.
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RELG 121a Varieties of Judaism

in the Ancient World
N.
Koltun-
Fromm

Perm HU LE, 35 Random From Abraham to Rabbi Judah the Prince, Judaism
has been transformed from a local ethnic religious
cult to a broad-based, diverse religion. Many
outside cultures and civilizations, from the ancient
Persians to the Imperial Romans, influenced the
Jews and Judaism through language, culture and
political contacts. Absorbing and adapting these
various and often opposing influences, the
Israelite, and then Jewish, community re-invented
itself, often fragmenting into several versions at
once. After the destruction of the temple, in 70 CE,
one group, the rabbis, gradually came to dominate
Jewish life. Why? This course will study those
changes and developments which brought about
these radical transformations. Through the critical
study of historical and religious texts and
documents, we will delve into the complexities of
this era.

RELG 125b Introduction to the T. Hucks Penn HU LE, 35 Random This course will examine the history of religion in
History of Religion
in America •

America as it spans several centuries. Each week
lectures, readings, and discussions will explore the
varieties of religious experiences as they occur in
the United States over space and time. The goal is
to introduce students to American religious
diversity as well as its impact on the shaping of
larger historical and social relationships within the
United States. This study of American religion is
not meant to be exhaustive and will cover select
traditions.

RELG 2036 Hebrew Bible and its
Interpretations

N.
Koltun-
Fromm

Penn HU In this course we will critically study selected
passages from the Hebrew Bible (in translation)
and a collection of Jewish (and some Christian)
commentaries in order to understand how texts of
the Hebrew Bible have been read, interpreted and
explained throughout the centuries. Students will
also learn to analyze the texts themselves in order
to formulate their own readings and
interpretations.
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RELG 204b Women and Judaism N.

Koltun-
Fromm

Penn HU SJ,
Temp-
LE/20

Random Women's roles in Judaism and Jewish life have
been defined by the religious precepts and civil
laws described in the bible and interpreted by the
rabbis in a patriarchal age. These interpretations
have led to an institutionalized hierarchy within the
religion, which has limited women's access to
religious ritual and education. Nevertheless,
throughout the ages, women have carved out areas
for themselves within the Jewish religious, social
and political systems as well as fulfilled the roles
prescribed to them. In the modern era, however,
many women have challenged the institutions that
define these roles. This course will study the
development of these institutions and the women
of Jewish history who have participated in and
shaped Jewish religious, social and cultural life.

RELG 242a African American
Religions in North
America

T. Hucks Penn HU This course will investigate various religious
traditions of the African American experience in
North America from slavery to the present.
Specifically, we will examine the diversity of slave
religion, vodun, Gullah religion, African American
Yoruba belief, and Santeria. We will explore how
African American religious expressions are
intricately connected to American social history as
well as how these religious expressions have
adopted and recreated new meaning over space
and time.

RELG 281a

.

Modern Jewish
Thought

K.
Koltun-
Fromm

Penn HU

.

This course will focus on Jewish responses to
modern philosophy and science that challenge
traditional Jewish religious expression and
thought. We will examine how Jewish thinkers
engage modern debates on historical inquiry,
biblical criticism, existentialism, ethics, and
feminism. Our goal will be to assess those
responses, and determine how these thinkers
construct and defend modern Jewish identity in the
face of competing options. Readings may include
Spinoza, Mendelssohn, Cohen, Rosenzweig,
Heschel, Buber, and Adler.

RELG 282b Contemporary
Jewish Thought

K.
Koltun-
Fromm

Penn HU An examination of selected interpretations of the
Jewish tradition in order to understand the
concerns and conflicts that engage contemporary
Jewish religious thinkers. Texts will reflect
mystical, feminist, philosophical, hermeneutical
and anthropological approaches to Jewish history
and tradition. Readings may include Green,
Plaskow, Yerushalmi, Boyarin, and Eilberg-
Schwartz.
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RELG 3006 Artistic and Literary

Perspectives on
Black Women's
Religion

T. Hucks Penn HU This course will examine the religious experiences
of African American women in the United States.
Through historical and literary works, we will
unearth the diversity of African American
women's religiosity. Throu*hout the course, we
will also discuss the various issues that impact the
lives of African American in the United States. In
these discussions we will analyze the ways in which
social conditions such as slavery, migration, racial
segregation, class discrimination and political
disenfranchisement influenced the ways in which
African American women found meaning in their
religious lives.

RELG 330
a,b

Seminar in the
Religious History of
African American
Women

T. Hucks HU ST,
Temp-
LE/20

Preference Religion
majors

Examination of the historical diversity of African
American women's religious experiences. Using
primary and secondary texts from the 19th to the
20th centuries, this course examines the various
denominations, sects, and religious movements that
have historically intersected with the lives of
African American women.

RELG 349
a/b

Seminar in Modern
Jewish Thought

K.
Koltun-
Fromm

Penn HU Consent of the instructor
(requires some
background in either
religion, philosophy, or
Jewish thought)

Advanced study of a specific topic in modern
Jewish thought, to be decided by the instructor.
May be repeated for credit with change of content

SOCL 1147 Sociology and
Philosophy

M. Gould -Temp SO

.

Sociology and Philosophy: This course will utilize
contemporary Sociological theory to examine
selected philosophical problems. We will explore
the relationship between normative and empirical
analyses, endeavoring to determine what
contributions the latter can make to the resolution
of the normative questions. A central topic for Fall,
1998, will be the adequacy "consent" in
justifying sexual activities and most particularly
sexual activities between employees and students at
colleges and universities.

SOCL 225a Comparative
Transitions to
Capitalism: Post-
Socialist Societies,
China and Latin
America

lbSuava

2b)

...cah

Penn SO An examination of Post-socialist transitions in
Eastern European societies after the 1989
"negotiated revolutions". 	 A focus on historical
processes of economic and social continuity and
discontinuity in these societies' post-socialist and
state-socialist ems will lead to an examination of
the emergence of East European capitalism. The
rise of East European capitalism will be juxtaposed
against contemporary socioeconomic changes in
China and selected Latin American societies.



•	 •
SOCL 245b Political Sociology S. Suava Penn SO An examination of the states as historically rooted

institutions and their interactions with their
respective economic foundations. We will examine
the role of states in past and present capitalist
transformations, the socioeconomic involvement of
states in reproducing advanced industrial capitalist
democracies, and relations between state structure
and capacity. State-society relations, particularly
those that link state and entrepreneurial elites will
be a primary focus of our work.
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• INTEROFFICE MEMO

TO:
	

The Haverford Faculty
FROM:
	

Kim Benston and G. Richard Wynn

SUBJECT: Report from the Faculty & Staff Policies Committee

DATE:
	

March 16, 1998

The Faculty & Staff Policies Committee of the Board of Managers has been reviewing
the College's staff benefits, with particular focus this past year on the retirement
program. At our February meeting we invited Gina Golson, our local TIAA-CREF
representative, to discuss with the committee all phases of the TIAA-CREF program,
from the initial assignment of premium dollars at sign-up to various options
available at retirement. Gina's presentation was very educational, and suggested to
us that it would be useful for members of the Committee to inform participants
about specific issues involved in the College's retirement program.

One of these issues is "cashability", that part of each individual's retirement
accumulation which, at the time of retirement, can be taken as cash or in some
form other than a lifetime annuity (e.g., via systematic withdrawals, fixed period
annuities, or rollover IRAs). The Board committee is currently examining the
College's policy on cashability, so we will focus on that topic in this brief report.
(We intend to make future reports in the attempt to assist faculty in becoming
better informed and more involved in their own retirement planning.)

For many years TIAA-CREF allowed only one "cash-out" option, that of taking
10% of the dollars accumulated for retirement in cash. The remaining 90% had to
be "annuitized", that is, converted into an insurance-like contract that pays the
annuitant a regular income for the rest of his/her life, with a number of payment
options available. This 10% cash-out for traditional TIAA accounts remains in
effect for all participants, but about a decade ago CREF allowed its participating
institutions to offer cash-out options up to 100% (cash-out of TIAA accumulations
is possible but with greater restrictions).

Each institution was allowed to offer only a single cash-out option, thus imposing
a "one size fits all" constraint rather than permitting the flexibility that could
address different family situations of Haverford employees. In 1987, a committee
composed of Alan Crosman, Howard Teaf, Michael Weinstein, and Dick Wynn
discussed this issue. Holding views ranging from zero to 100% cash-out, they
achieved consensus on a recommendation which the Board approved to permit as
much as 30% of the total retirement accumulation (including TIAA) to be cashed
out, while the remaining 70% had to be annuitized. (N.B. Cash-out restrictions
apply only to accumulations on the 12% contribution the College makes to your
retirement. There are no institutionally-imposed cash-out restrictions on
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contributions you make to a Supplemental Retirement Annuity, although the IRS
does im• e me regulations.)

Why wa 0% • osen? Begin with a "replacement ratio," the annual income a
person wi l ave available upon retirement expressed as a percentage of the
income level of the last year of employment before retirement (e.g., a person
making $60,000 in his/her last year of work who has a retirement income of
$45,000 has a replacement ratio of 75%). Research indicates that a 75-80%
replacement ratio during retirement, when costs tend to be lower, provides
roughly the same standard of living as during the last year of work.

Haverford has adopted this 75-80% target, based on the combination of Social
Security and retirement income received through TIAA-CREF (and for those who
use its services, Fidelity). If money taken through the 30% cash-out should be
expended or lost through mismanagement during a retiree's lifetime, having 70%
annuitized would provide a replacement ratio of somewhat more than 50%,
which would provide an adequate if far from lavish retirement.

Why place any limitation on cash-out? From an institutional perspective, a
major goal of making retirement contributions for employees is to provide a
retirement income that cannot be outlived. Annuitization insures that lifetime
income will be available, thus affording the College an effective guardianship of
its retirement program participants. (N.B. should the participant move to another

) institution, under current policy Haverford's restrictions would continue to apply
on funds accumulated during time spent at the College.)

(Why ease or remove the limitation? Limitation on cashability restricts flexibility and
individual choice. An individual's preference for increased flexibility might be

, prompted by such variables as health, marital status, time of retirement, availability
\,of other income sources, levels of accumulation, tax planning, and estate planning.

The Board's Faculty & Staff Policies Committee will be considering at its April
24th meeting whether this 30% ceiling should be retained or raised to some higher
figure, including 100%. In preparation for this meeting, Kim will solicit the
faculty's views at the March 19 faculty meeting; in addition, please feel free to
xpress your thoughts about this issue to Kim in person or via e-mail (kbenston).

A closing thought: Gina Golson helped us understand the many and often
complicated income options that are available to a retiree. There are one and two-
life annuities, guaranteed payment periods, minimum distributions, rollovers
and more. We highly recommend that those of you approaching retirement (and
that includes everyone, properly considered!) take advantage of the services of
Gina and her TIAA-CREF colleagues to learn how you can plan for a more
financially comfortable retirement. In addition to scheduled visits of TIAA-CREF
personnel to the campus each fall, Alan Crosman in the Personnel Office can
make arrangements for individual consultations; further, Kim is happy to arrange
with Gina group meetings should enough faculty so desire.

•



HAVERFORD COLLEGE FACULTY MEETING
4:15prrt 'April 16, 1998_• Regular Meeting

Anne McGuire, Clerk

Moment of silence

tav - 4 1:-zd

Action I. The minutes of the meeting of March 19, 1998, were approved as circulated.

Action II. Elections.
Anne McGuire was elected Clerk of the Faculty for academic year 1998-99.

Steve Boughn was elected as Faculty Representative to the Board of Managers for a two year
term.

Lucius Outlaw was elected as first alternate Faculty Representative to the Board of Managers
for a one year term.

Curtis Greene was elected as second alternate Faculty Representative to the Board of
Managers for a one year term.

Richard Freedman was elected as alternate Humanities Division Representative to the
Academic Council for a one year term.• Terry Newireth was elected as alternate Natural Science Division Representative to the
Academic Council for a one year term.

Marilyn Boltz was elected as alternate Social Science Division Representative to the
Academic Council for a one year term.

Terry Newirth was elected as representative to the Panel for Review of Cases of Racial and
Sexual Harassment and Discrimination for a two year term.

Minute I. Report of the President.

President Tom Tritton reported on the progress of the Middle States study. Working group
reports will be collected for discussion next fall. Middle States visiting team will then come
in spring, 1999. The following working groups were mentioned along with a few highlights
of their efforts:

Steering Committee includes seventeen members from all parts of College.

Governance Committee.

Communications Committee, concerned with how we present ourselves to the outside
world. There is a general sense that Haverford should be more publicly visible.

• Academic Support Committee finds that low-tech and no-tech matters seem to be
reasonably well supported. Classrooms limitations seem to arise more from scheduling



problems than from fundamentally inadequate facilities. Computing facilities are in
relatively good shape; one external survey included Haverford as one of 100 "most wired"
campuses in the country. However availability and utilization of these facilities may not be
at the level we would desire.

Educational Outcomes Committee surveyed faculty, alumni, students. At the heart of
"outcomes" is "change". Central concerns involve evaluating how departments meet their
diverse missions. It was noted that there may be some disjunction between what we would
call "successful" educational outcomes and perceived student satisfaction with their
particular programs. The committee has recognized the important connection between
research and scholarship and success in teaching. Other concerns include writing and
speaking requirements.

Financial and Operational Resources Committee.

Capital Needs Committee. Aside from the current planning efforts for the Integrated
Natural Science Facilities, (INSF), this committee is looking ahead to Humanities Division
and performing arts needs. The utilization of space in Stokes which should be available on
completion of the INSF project is part of the work of this committee

Student Services Committee. Primary concerns are problems of alcohol policy, student
orientation, diversity issues. The committee is engaging in a survey of all of Student
Services and ways to institute a systtuatic reviews of these services.

In conclusion, in response to a faculty query, it was noted that a discussion of the College
Mission, its Mission Statement will come in the context of the discussions of the reports of
the individual study committees and the overall report prepared for the Middle States
evaluation.

Minute IL Report of the Provost.

(1) Provost Elaine Hansen announced that there would be increased support for PC
computers starting in the coming term. Attention is called to memo from Jan Richard on
this topic, to be discussed later.

(2) Faculty persons interested in a summer loan of a laptop computer loan program should
send email requests to cwilkins or swadding. These requests should include the precise
dates for the loan period.

(3) There was a request for comments on the workings of the policy regarding general
faculty email circulation. Faculty commentary seemed to indicate general satisfaction of the
filter mechanism applied to date.

(4) Jenni Punt was congratulated for receipt of a significan research grant from the NSF.
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r
(5) Attention was called to the following events connected with retirements from teaching
at the College:

• The symposium honoring Wyatt MacGaffey on Saturday, April 18.

A retirement party honoring John Chesick on Tuesday, May 5, 4-6:30 pm.

A retirement party honoring Joanne Hutchinson on Tuesday, May 12, 4-6:30 pm.

Minute III. Other Announcements 

(1) Sara Shumer, on behalf of the Committee for Honors , Fellowships, and Prizes, thanked
the faculty for their responses regarding candidates.

(2) Gus Stadler called attention to round table discussion on "Beyond Black and White:
Critical Perspectives on Reading Literature, Theory, and Race" taking place on April 23.

Minute IV. Academic Computing. 

Academic Computing director Jan Richard provided commentary to accompany her April
13 report (Annex) relating to increased support for PC-Windows computers. The presence
and increasing importance of PC-Windows systems has become a big issue with current
students. Not only has Apple lost its market share, but the level of support offered by Apple
has seriously deteriorated. This drives the decision to support PC-Windows usage. We still
must decide in the future whether we are to continue as a dual platform campus or whether

• we will switch (to PC's) or revert (back to Mac's) to being a single platform campus. The
future of Apple in this market is not yet decided.

Strong faculty appreciation was expressed to Jan Richard and the Academic Computer
center staff for their report and work. Other faculty commentary showed the split between
desire to continue using Macs and the sense that the world had already chosen PCs. The
costs of supporting (for now) a dual platform environment were seen as necessary for now.

Adjournment: 5:36 pm

Respectfully submitted

John P. Chesick, Secretary to the Faculty



Faculty Eligible to Vote

"Eligibility to vote for representatives is governed by the following rule: All members of the faculty in categories I
through 3 of Section II.A. are eligible to vote for faculty representatives to the Board, for Clerk, and in their
respective divisions, for divisional representatives to the Academic Council."

Excerpt from the December, 1997 edition of
Information for Members of the Faculty.

Suzanne Amador
Koffi Anyinefa
Richard Ball
Lois Banta
Linda Bell
Kimberly Benston
Frances Blase
Marilyn Boltz
Stephen Boughn
Israel Burshatin
Lynne Butler
Curt Cacioppo
Christopher Cairns
Roberto Castillo-Sandoval
John Chesick
Douglas Davis
John Davison
David Dawson
Julio de Paula
Vernon Dixon
Kaye Edwards
Julia Epstein
Robert Fairman
Stephen Finley
Richard Freedman
Ashok Gangadean
Ramon Garcia-Castro
Linda Gerstein
Maris Gillette
Daniel Gillis
Harvey Glickman
Jerry Gollub
Mark Gould
Lisa Graham
Curtis Greene

Elaine Hansen
Laurie Kain Hart
William Hohenstein
Shizhe Huang
Tracey Hucks
Joanne Hutchinson
Anita Isaacs-Kitroeff
Paul Jefferson
Heidi Jacob
Saleha Jilani
Karl Johnson
Duane Kight
Yoko Koike
Kenneth Koltun-Fromm
Naomi Koltun-Fromm
Vladimir Kontorovich
Aryeh Kosman
James Krippner-Martinez
Roger Lane
Emma Lapsansky
Jacques-Jude L6pine
Steven Lindell
Thomas Lloyd
Danielle Macbeth
Wyatt MacGaffey
Elisabetta Manduchi
Slavica Matacic
Anne McGuire
Maud McInerney
Philip Meneely
Graciela Michelotti
Charles Miller
Matthew Mizenko
Rajeswari Mohan
Robert Mortimer

Terry Lynn Newirth
Lucius Outlaw
Judith Owen
Bruce Partridge
Sidney Perloe
Jennifer Punt
James Ransom
Deborah Roberts
Lyle Roelofs
Joseph Russo
Robert Scarrow
David Schaffer
Ulrich SchOnherr
Michael Sells
Debora Sherman
Sara Shumer
Stephanie Singer
Paul Smith
Walter Smith
Gustavus Stadler
Charles Stegeman
Wendy Sternberg
Ute Striker
Susan Stuard
Yung-sheng Tai
Jeffrey Tecosky Feldman
Thomas Tritton
Sidney Waldman
William Williams
Martha Wintner
David Wonnacott
Kathleen Wright
Elisabeth Young-Bruehl
Christina Zwarg

Office of the Provost
April, 1998



Faculty Elections

Eligible Candidates for
Clerk of the Faculty•	 Term: One year, 1998-99

•

Koffi Anyinefa
Richard Ball
Lois Banta
Kimberly Benston
Marilyn Boltz
Stephen Boughn
Israel Burshatin
Lynne Butler
Curt Cacioppo
Christopher Cairns
Douglas Davis
John Davison
David Dawson
Julio de Paula
Vernon Dixon
Kaye Edwards
Robert Fairman
Richard Freedman
Ramon Garcia-Castro
Mans Gillette
Daniel Gillis
Harvey Glickman
Jerry Gollub
Mark Gould
Curtis Greene
William Hohenstein
Shizhe Huang
Tracey Hucks
Heidi Jacob
Paul Jefferson
Karl Johnson
Duane Kight
Kenneth Koltun-Fromm
Naomi Koltun-Fromm
Aryeh Kosman
James Krippner-Martinez

Roger Lane
Emma Lapsansky
Steven Lindell
Thomas Lloyd
Danielle Macbeth
Slavica Matacic
Anne McGuire
Philip Meneely
Graciela Michelotti
Charles Miller
Matthew Mizenko
Robert Mortimer
Terry Lynn Newirth
Lucius Outlaw
Sidney Perloe
Jennifer Punt
James Ransom
Deborah Roberts
Lyle Roelofs
Joseph Russo
Robert Scarrow
Ulrich SchOnherr
Michael Sells
Debora Sherman
Sara Shumer
Paul Smith
Walter Smith
Gustavus Stadler
Ute Striker
Susan Stuard
Yung-sheng Tai
Jeffrey Tecosky Feldman
Kathleen Wright
Elisabeth Young-Bruehl

•	 Office of the Provost
April, 1998



Faculty Elections

Eligible Candidates for

Faculty Representatives to the Board of Managers

Humanities

Koffi Anyinefa
Israel Burshatin
Curt Cacioppo
Christopher Cairns
John Davison
David Dawson
Richard Freedman
Ramon Garcia-Castro
Daniel Gillis
Shizhe Huang
Tracey Hucks
Heidi Jacob
Duane Kight
Kenneth Koltun-Fromm
Naomi Koltun-Fromm
Aryeh Kosman
Thomas Lloyd
Danielle Macbeth
Anne McGuire
Graciela Michelotti
Matthew Mizenko
Lucius Outlaw
James Ransom
Deborah Roberts
Joseph Russo
Ulrich SchOnherr
Michael Sells
Debora Sherman
Gustavus Stadler
Ute Striker
Kathleen Wright
Elisabeth Young-Bruehl

Natural Science

Lois Banta
Stephen Boughn
Lynne Butler
Julio de Paula
Kaye Edwards
Robert Fairman
Jerry Gollub
Curtis Greene
Karl Johnson
Steven Lindell
Philip Meneely
Charles Miller
Terry Lynn Newirth
Jennifer Punt
Lyle Roelofs
Robert Scarrow
Walter Smith
Yung-sheng Tai
Jeffrey Tecosky Feldman

Social Science

Richard Ball
Linda Bell
Marilyn Boltz
Douglas Davis
Vernon Dixon
Maris Gillette
Harvey Glickman
Mark Gould
William Hohenstein
Paul Jefferson
James Krippner-Martinez
Roger Lane
Emma Lapsansky
Robert Mortimer
Sidney Perloe
Sara Shumer
Paul Smith
Susan Stuard

•
Elections for:

-- One Faculty Representative to the Board of Managers
Term: Two years (replacement for Slavica Matacic whose term expires.)

-- Two Alternates
Term: One year.

Office of the Provost
April, 1998



Faculty Elections

Eligible Candidates for

Divisional Representatives to Academic Council

Humanities 

Koffi Anyinefa
Israel Burshatin
Curt Cacioppo
Christopher Cairns
John Davison
David Dawson
Richard Freedman
Ramon Garcia-Castro
Daniel Gillis
Shizhe Huang
Tracey Hucks
Heidi Jacob
Duane Kight
Kenneth Koltun-Fromm
Naomi Koltun-Fromm
Aryeh Kosman
Thomas Lloyd
Danielle Macbeth
Anne McGuire
Graciela Michelotti
Matthew Mizenko
Lucius Outlaw
Deborah Roberts
Joseph Russo
Ulrich SchOnherr
Michael Sells
Debora Sherman
Gustavus Stadler
Ute Striker
Kathleen Wright
Elisabeth Young-Bruehl

Natural Science

Lois Banta
Stephen Boughn
Lynne Butler
Julio de Paula
Kaye Edwards
Robert Fairman
Jerry Gollub
Curtis Greene
Karl Johnson
Steven Lindell
Philip Meneely
Charles Miller
Terry Lynn Newirth
Jennifer Punt
Robert Scarrow
Walter Smith
Yung-sheng Tai
Jeffrey Tecosky Feldman

Social Science

Richard Ball
Marilyn Boltz
Douglas Davis
Vernon Dixon
Maris Gillette
Harvey Glickman
Mark Gould
William Hohenstein
Paul Jefferson
James Krippner-Martinez
Roger Lane
Emma Lapsansky
Robert Mortimer
Sidney Perloe
Sara Shumer
Paul Smith
Susan Stuard

• Elections for:

-- Alternates from all three divisions
Term: One year.

Office of the Provost
April, 1998



•

•

•

Academic Council Memberships

1983-84-1997-98

1°1
Humanities Social Sciences Natural Sciences Board Reps,

1997-98 James Ransom Robert Mortimer, Sem I Lyle Roelofs Slavica Matacic
Linda Bell, Sem II Kimberly Benston

1996-97 James Ransom Anita Isaacs Jerry Gollub Julia Epstein
Slavica Matacic

1995-96 Joanne Hutchinson Anita Isaacs Jerry Gollub Julia Epstein
Curtis Greene

1994-95 Joanne Hutchinson Paul Smith Claude Wintner Lynne Butler
Israel Burshatin

1993-94 Joanne Hutchinson Paul Smith Claude Wintner Kimberly Benston
Lynne Butler

1992-93 Elaine Hansen Paul Smith Claude Wintner Slavica Matacic
Kimberly Benston

1991-92 Elaine Hansen Douglas Davis Lyle Roelofs Lucius Outlaw
Slavica Matacic

1990-91 Elaine Hansen Douglas Davis Lyle Roelofs Judith Owen
Lucius Outlaw

1989-90 Deborah Roberts Douglas Davis Lyle Roelofs Israel Burshatin
Judith Owen

1988-89 Deborah Roberts Harvey Glickman Claude Wintner Kimberly Benston
Israel Burshatin

1987-88 Deborah Roberts Harvey Glickman Chris Goff Kimberly Benston
Kathleen Wright

1986-87 Aryeh Kosman Sidney Waldman Chris Goff Deborah Roberts
Elaine Hansen

1985-86 Aryeh Kosman Sidney Waldman Chris Goff Deborah Roberts
Wyatt MacGaffey

1984-85 Aryeh Kosman Linda Gerstein John Chesick Marcel Gutwirth
Ronald Thiemann

1st sem.
Michael Weinstein

2nd sem.

1983-84 James Ransom Linda Gerstein Colin MacKay Ronald Thiemann
Michael Weinstein
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Faculty Elections

Eligible Candidates for
Faculty Representatives to Panel for Review of

Cases of Sexual and Racial Harassment and Discrimination
(See attached document)

Koffi Anyinefa
Richard Ball
Lois Banta
Kimberly Benston
Marilyn Boltz
Stephen Boughn
Lynne Butler
Curt Cacioppo
Christopher Cairns
Douglas Davis
John Davison
David Dawson
Julio de Paula
Vernon Dixon
Kaye Edwards
Robert Fairman
Richard Freedman

Ramon Garcia-Castro
Maris Gillette
Daniel Gillis
Harvey Glickman
Jerry Gollub
Mark Gould
Curtis Greene
William Hohenstein
Shizhe Huang
Tracey Hucks
Heidi Jacob
Paul Jefferson
Karl Johnson
Duane Kight
Kenneth Koltun-Fromm
Naomi Koltun-Fromm
Aryeh Kosman
James Krippner-Martinez

Roger Lane
Emma Lapsansky
Steven Lindell
Thomas Lloyd
Danielle Macbeth
Slavica Matacic
Anne McGuire
Philip Meneely
Graciela Michelotti
Charles Miller
Matthew Mizenko
Robert Mortimer
Terry Lynn Newirth
Lucius Outlaw
Sidney Perloe
Jennifer Punt
James Ransom
Deborah Roberts
Lyle Roelofs
Joseph Russo
Robert Scarrow
Ulrich SchOnherr
Michael Sells
Debora Sherman
Sara Shumer
Paul Smith
Walter Smith
Gustavus Stadler
Ute Striker
Susan Stuard
Yung-sheng Tai
Jeffrey Tecosky Feldman
Kathleen Wright
Elisabeth Young-Bruehl

Elections for:
One Faculty Representative:

-- One two-year term. (Replacement for Kaye Edwards whose term expires.)

1997-98 Racial & Sexual Harassment Committee:

Representatives elected by the Faculty:
1. Kaye Edwards (one-year term)
2. Israel Burshatin (two-year term)•

Office of the Provost
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{Excerpt from the December, 1997 version of the Faculty Handbook - please note:
the handbook is currently under revision]

5.	 Procedures for Cases of Sexual and Racial Harassment and
Discrimination

[additional material to follow - under discussion]

The College has also adopted the following policies concerning harassment or
discrimination on the basis of race, sex, sexual orientation, or religion. These procedures
are designed to deal with cases where a community member lodges a complaint of sexual or
racial discrimination or harassment against a member of the faculty. (Allegations of sexual
or racial discrimination against Academic Council are dealt with under the procedures
described in Section J.1.).

The College encourages persons with complaints of discriminatory behavior or
harassment to file charges, but it must also protect the reputation of its students, staff,
faculty, and administration. Primary responsibility for preventing and remedying
discrimination and harassment is in the hands of the Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO)
Officers.

In cases involving an individual complaint, every effort should be made to settle the
case informally and confidentially among the concerned parties and an Equal Opportunity
Officer of the College, and if that fails, among these and the Provost. The following
procedures are designed for cases that resist such informal settlement, either because one of
these parties is unsatisfied, or because the EEO or the Provost considers the resolution
unsatisfactory, and a presidential solution is invoked.

When a dispute has been placed in the hands of the President, a panel will be
convened to consider the facts and to make a recommendation to the President. The panel
will consist of five persons chosen from a pool of fifteen representing the four segments of
the community from which a complaint could arise. The pool will include five members of
the faculty, five students, three members of the Staff Association, and two members of the
administration. Two of the faculty representatives are to be elected by the faculty for two
year terms, which will be staggered, and three are to be appointed by Academic Council.

The President will ask each of the parties to the case to choose one person from this
group to participate on the panel. After receiving these two choices, the President will
choose three other persons from the pool, and appoint one of these three to serve as chair
for the panel.

The major functions of the panel are fact finding, attempting to achieve a mediated
resolution of the incident, and making the reports described below. Its proceedings will be
private, and lawyers will not be present. It is expected that both parties will have the right
to hear all testimony and will be able to respond to testimony in the presence of those
giving it; the panel will be expected to question witnesses in the light of such response.
When, however, a witness or either of the parties is unwilling or judged by the panel to be
unable to present statements in the presence of others, the panel may decide that the
interests of justice require admission of their statements in private. In such cases, the panel
will disclose the statements to both parties, identify their authors, and provide for other
means of response and questioning.



• A summary of the case and the recommendations of the panel will be made in
writing to the President, excepting a recommendation for major penalties, such as removal
of tenure, termination of a regular appointment to the faculty, or suspension of a faculty
member from service for a stated period. In such cases the recommendation must be made
in writing to the elected members of the Academic Council who will perform the tasks
described in Section J.2 above. In either situation, copies of the report will be given to
both parties.

The case is taken to the President or to Academic Council by the panel acting for the
institution and not by the complainant. The chair of the panel should represent the
institution if a hearing is necessary. The President may order the temporary suspension of
the faculty member until the hearing is concluded only if immediate harm to the faculty
member or others would be threatened.

•
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To:	 Faculty
From:	 Jan Richard
Re:	 Increasing Windows support on campus
Date:	 April 13, 1998

As you are aware, Haverford is planning to increase support for Windows PCs on campus
beginning Fall 1998. While this may have come as a surprise to some of you, it is not a
decision that was made in haste or without consideration of all of the implications.
Academic and Administrative Computing, along with Senior Staff and the Academic
Computing Committee, have been tracking Apple's status as well as the needs of students,
faculty and staff for several years. Haverford began buying Macintoshes for faculty offices
and student labs about ten years ago, and quickly became a predominantly Macintosh
campus. Macs were easier to learn and use than the old DOS-based PCs that some faculty
had used, but for many faculty, the Mac was their first computer.. Understandably, some
faculty are concerned about what it will mean to themselves and to the College as a whole
when we begin to welcome more Windows-based computers into our current computing
environment. Other faculty are looking forward to the new choices that will become
available in terms of instructional and other software that is only offered for Windows.

In this memo, I hope to explain some of the reasons that we are looking to increase support
for Windows on campus, and how this might affect you. I would also like to solicit your
input on how we might make this transition happen in the most positive way for you,
maximizing the potential benefits and keeping the inconveniences to a minimum.

Why Windows?

The primary reasons Haverford needs to begin supporting Windows PCs more fully are:

• Apple's financial future continues to be uncertain. Apple's cost-cutting measures
have led to diminishing support that makes it difficult for us to provide for the needs
of our users. Also, frequently-changing technical directions designed to return the
company to financial health have made it difficult for us to do technical planning.
More and more, new technologies that Apple has committed to are later dropped in
order to streamline their business.

• Students, particularly new students and their parents, are increasingly disturbed by,
and vocal about, our limited support for Windows PCs given the reality of the
marketplace. Despite our mailings to incoming students which emphasizes the
limited support and services available to Windows users at Haverford, about 20% of
all student-owned computers are PCs, with a higher percentage in the younger
classes. In addition, some students and parents grudgingly buy Macs, but let us know
they are disappointed with Haverford's position on PCs.

• Some faculty and staff are using Windows computers on campus to run applications
that are only available for Windows. Others would prefer to move to Windows, but
have Macs because of our current support policy. The demand for Windows support
among faculty and staff, though, is not nearly as strong as among students, and
faculty/staff are generally more aware of the costs and difficulties involved in
changing the support policy.

• Because of Apple's financial situation, many software developers are hesitating to
begin development or upgrades of their software on the Macintosh platform until
they see significant signs of recovery. While a few years ago we could truthfully say
that most people could do whatever they needed to do on a Mac, this is no longer the
case. It is increasingly difficult to find specialized software, in particular, on the Mac,
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and functions that were once almost exclusively the province of the Mac — e.g.,
multimedia development and desktop publishing — are now frequently done on
Windows.

• Most of our peer institutions are supporting Windows. In January, I sent out a
survey to the institutional representatives of the 50 or so CLAC (Consortium of
Liberal Arts Colleges) schools regarding the support policy for Windows and
Macintoshes on their campuses. Of the 41 respondents, only one campus plans to
remain Mac-only.

In order to continue serving the needs of students, faculty and staff, and to remain
competitive with our peers, we must recognize the need to support Windows PCs at a level
similar to our current support of Macintoshes.

•

•

What are other campuses doing about Windows?

Of the 41 schools responding to the CLAC survey, 9 (22%) identify themselves as
predominantly Macintosh, 5 (12%) as predominantly Windows and 27 (67%) as mixed
platform environments. When asked about their future plans, 33 (81%) said they plan to
remain or move toward a mixed environment, while 7 (17%) plan to have a Windows-only
policy in the future and only 1 (2%) a Macintosh-only policy. While a large majority plan to
be a mixed environment for the foreseeable future, those who have recently begun offering
a Windows option to students and faculty are seeing a substantial shift toward Windows.
Although the survey did not ask about this, several schools who offer Macs and PCs for sale
to students said that 75% - 80% are choosing Windows PCs.

What are our students doing?

Our letter to incoming students each year has strongly recommended Macs over PCs because
of the limited support and services available to PC owners. Despite this, about 20% of our
students who own computers have PCs. The percentage has increased with each incoming
class. When we offer both a Mac and Windows option to new students next fall, we expect
to see them choose Windows PCs over Macs at a rate similar to what other colleges have
reported anecdotally, about 3:1.

How will the campus network change with PCs on it?

We already have about 170 student-owned Windows PCs on the network, as well as several
belonging to faculty and staff and in public labs. What will change is the level of support
given to PC owners and the services that will be made available to them on the network.
Also, the need for Mac and PC users to be able to share files and resources, like printers, on
the network will increase.

Macintosh and PC networking is philosophically somewhat different, so finding ways for
them to communicate is challenging. When Macintoshes are connected to a network, they
communicate directly with one another, asking what other computers, printers and other
devices are out there. When you open the Chooser on your Macintosh, other computers
and printers appear there automatically. This is all built into the networking protocol,
AppleTalk, that Macintoshes use. Windows PCs connected to a large network rely more
heavily on central servers to keep track of available devices and to act as the gatekeepers to
those resources.

The contrast between the Macintosh's open, distributed approach to network access and
Windows' more centralized approach, along with differences in the way each controls access
to files and folders, creates complications when the two coexist. Making sure both Windows
and Mac users can access the same documents and share printers on the network is a high

2



priority for September. For example, we will make the Faculty Server accessible to PC users.
We also expect to make automated backup available to faculty with Windows PCs in
September, as well as access to keyserved software like Filemaker Pro and Claris Home Page.• All Internet-based services, like email, the Web, Tripod and newsgroups, are already
available to PC users on the campus network.

What will the computing environment at Haverford look like in five years?

This is difficult to predict, and beyond our control to some degree. In the 1998-99 academic
year, we plan to offer both Macintosh and Windows options for faculty who are due for new
computers. We also plan to offer both options to students. New computers bought for
administrative offices will all be Windows PCs, and administrative users will be converted
by department. Administrative Computing recently converted the Admissions department
to Windows successfully.

How long we continue to purchase Macintoshes for faculty and offer them to students
should be reevaluated each year. The decision should be based on the viability of Apple as a
company and its ability to offer innovative and useful products; the ability of users to
function effectively in a mixed environment; the availability of parts to repair older
Macintoshes; the availability of software and peripherals that faculty and students need; the
current mix of Macintosh and Windows PCs on campus; and the availability of resources at
Haverford to support both platforms.

Whether Haverford continues as a mixed platform environment indefinitely, or at some
point decides to move toward a predominantly Windows environment and stop buying
new Macintoshes, every computer purchased by the College will continue to be supported fully until
it reaches the end of its life cycle (currently five years) or is replaced.

What are the pros and cons of moving to a Windows only environment vs. remaining a
mixed platform environment indefinitely?

In an ideal world, every student, faculty and staff member could choose whatever computer
and software he or she preferred, would receive an equally high level of support and would
be able to communicate easily with anyone else on campus. In practice, with limited funds,
this is difficult to achieve. As in other areas of the College, we need to focus on doing a few
things well, or we risk doing everything poorly.

One example of how we have chosen to standardize is the use of Microsoft Word as the
supported word processor. While some people might prefer a different word processor for
any number of reasons (less complicated, faster, handles non-Western alphabets better,
don't want to support Bill Gates), standardizing on Word has meant that users can
communicate with one another more easily and receive a higher level of support than
would be available had we not standardized.

A similar principle applies to the choice of a standard computer. Our experience, as well as
several business studies, has shown that the cost of supporting Windows PCs is higher than
Macintoshes. But the cost of support in a mixed environment is highest because of the need
to maintain expertise on two systems as well as deal with cross-platform compatibility
issues. These costs are both in staff time and in systems and software needed to support
communication between the two systems. There is also a cost in convenience and lost
productivity for users who must learn to use systems designed to allow them to share
documents and resources. Users may also occasionally need to use a different type of
computer than the one they are familiar with, for example, when a faculty member uses a
secretary's computer to print a document, or uses a laptop attached to a projection system in
a classroom.

•
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Increasing support for Windows next fall means that we will inevitably have a dual
platform computing environment for at least some period of time. Whether this is a
limited transition period or a permanent situation will depend on how we, as a
community, weigh the costs and benefits of the freedom of choice in a mixed computing
environment against the greater cost of support and the greater complexity for both users
and support staff.

While standardizing on the Macintosh has made life easier for users and support people
alike, we are in a good position with regard to software to extend support to PCs. Most
software programs we use at Haverford — Microsoft Word and Excel, Eudora, Netscape,
Claris Home Page, Filemaker Pro — have Windows versions that are almost identical to the
Macintosh versions. People will not need to relearn how to use the programs they use most
often, and it will be easier on users who need to go back and forth between systems.

One likely outcome if we continue as a mixed platform environment where students and
faculty choose the type of computer they prefer is that students will move much more
quickly to PCs than faculty. This difference may present some challenges as technology use
in the classroom increases.

What versions of Windows will be supported? •
We plan to support Windows 95 next fall, as well as Windows 98 soon after it is introduced.
We do not plan to support Windows 3.1 and earlier versions. We do not plan to support
Windows NT Workstation in its current form, but Microsoft has announced that Windows
95/98 and NT will be merged in a future release.

What brand of PCs will we buy?

We have looked at a number of brands, and surveyed our peers about their experiences
with different vendors. While the decision has not been finalized yet, we will most likely
go with Gateway 2000 computers. Academic Computing has been purchasing Gateway
computers for the public labs and our offices for several years, and the Admissions Office
has just received new Gateway 2000s. Gateway offers good technical support, warranty
coverage, sales arrangements, configuration options and consistently receives good reviews.

Won't we save money since PCs cost less than Macs?

While this may have been true at one time, it is not the case for the kind of computer we
need on campus today. A few years ago when all Macs included multimedia, networking
and other capabilities we require at Haverford, most PCs only had these features as an
option. Now, more PCs are including these capabilities, and Apple has lowered their prices
to be more competitive. While very low-priced PCs are available, these are not adequate for
a networked environment where computers must be capable of serving faculty needs for
their full five-year life cycle. Also, going with a good brand name that uses consistent and
reliable parts is more expensive, but reduces support costs and user inconvenience. A PC
that will serve the needs of a faculty member for five years, including networking
capabilities, Microsoft Office and an extended warranty is in the $2000 - $2200 range, about
what we have been spending for faculty office Macintoshes for several years.

One option that the Academic Computing Committee has considered is buying less
expensive, less powerful computers and shortening the computer replacement cycle to three
or four years. One question is whether this could be done in a budget-neutral way and still
provide users with computers powerful enough to take advantage of new technologies.
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If I'm due for a new computer in the next year, should I get a Mac or a Windows PC?

There are many factors that may affect your decision. While we plan to have the most
critical services available to Windows users by September and a basic level of support, we
will not be able to provide the same level of expertise and resources to PC users next year
that we have developed for Macintoshes over ten years. Support and documentation will
be a bit rough around the edges during the first year, and fewer people in your building will
be able to answer your questions. Therefore, if you do not feel comfortable learning new
computer skills, you may want to opt for a Macintosh. Also, if you plan to retire in the next
few years, it might not be worth your effort to learn a new system.

If, on the other hand, you are aware of software available in your discipline only for
Windows, or most of your colleagues here or elsewhere use Windows, it might make sense
for you to think about making a switch now. If you learn new computer skills quickly and
are willing to act as a resource for other faculty in your building, you might want to be a
pioneer. If you use technology with your students frequently — receive documents
electronically, use special software, have a course web site — you may want a Windows PC
so you are more familiar with the system that an increasing number of them will have.

I encourage you to consult with a member of Academic Computing for help in deciding
whether to get a Mac or Windows computer.

If I have a Mac at home and a PC at work, will I be able to bring documents back and
forth?

There are two aspects to being able to read the same documents on both systems: the format
of the disk you use to exchange documents and the format of the document files
themselves. Newer Macintoshes come with software that allow them to read a PC
formatted disk. If you have a newer Mac, you can exchange files by bringing a PC disk back
and forth. Older Macs and most PCs can usually be made to read disks from the other
system with a software package for about $100 that includes this capability, as well as file
format translation software.

The other part of file exchange involves the format of the file itself rather than the disk it is
on. Word, Excel, Claris Home Page and many other programs we use at Haverford can
generally read files created by the same program on the other platform. In addition,
programs like Word can translate files created by several other popular programs. If you
have the same program on both computers, but different versions, you may need to be
careful to save the document in the lower version in order to exchange documents between
the two. Sometimes the lower version can be made to read the higher version's files with a
free add-on program.

If I get a Windows computer next year, what should I expect?

When Haverford began buying Macintoshes ten years ago, there was a huge difference
between the DOS-based IBM PCs we had and the graphical user interface available on the
Mac. PC users at the time were used to entering text commands on the PC rather than
selecting menu items with a mouse on the Mac — a substantial and, in most cases, welcome
change. Today, the Macintosh and Windows systems are very similar. The desktops look
alike, and the menus have similar commands. Once in Word, Excel or Netscape, you can
barely tell the difference between the two systems. Probably the biggest adjustment for new
Windows users is learning to use the second mouse button. So the transition may not be as
difficult as some anticipate.
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We plan to offer both one-on-one and group training opportunities for new Windows
users. We will also provide you with staff and/or student help to move your files over• from your Mac to your new PC.

Beginning May 1, there will be a new position in Academic Computing focusing on PC
integration and support. All of our current staff are being trained to support Windows, and
new staff will be hired with consideration of their background in Windows support. While
we can't promise the same level of knowledge, documentation and expertise you are used to
with Macintoshes next year, we will be improving our ability to support you over the next
few years.

How can I keep informed about what is happening with PCs?

Academic Computing is developing a web site that will provide answers to frequently asked
questions, a discussion forum for you to ask questions and give us feedback, and
information about new services available to Windows users and how to access them. The
web site will be located at http://www2.haverford.edu/acc/windows and will be linked from the
Academic Computing home page. I also encourage you to send questions and comments
directly to me or my staff.

Summary

Below are recommendations made by the Computing Centers regarding the support of PCs
on campus and some of the concerns we have.

Recommendations:

• Increase support for Windows computers beginning Fall 1998, moving toward full
support over several years

• Offer both a Windows and Macintosh option to students, faculty and academic staff
beginning Fall 1998, advising those who are most eager to switch to Windows first

• Purchase only Windows computers beginning Fall 1998 for administrative users,
shuffling around existing Macs in order to be able to convert departments as units

• Make a commitment to support Macs bought through the College fully for their full
life cycle (four years for students; five years, or until the computer is replaced, for
faculty/staff office computers)

• Keep the community informed about these changes and involve them as much as
possible in the decision-making process

• Continue to review the policy of offering Mac options for new purchases for
faculty/students each year based on Apple's status and our ability to support them
effectively

• Continue to establish and maintain strong hardware (brands and models) and
software standards on campus to enable us to offer the maximum level of support to
all users

• Continue to increase technology infrastructure for Windows and for cross-platform
file/print sharing

• Consider shortening the hardware replacement cycle to four years, or purchasing
lower-end systems and shortening it to three years

• Reduce Academic Computing's involvement in computer resale while retaining as
much control over configuration as possible to decrease support costs•
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Concerns:

• Increased staffing requirements
• Increased costs of providing cross-platform file sharing, software on both platforms

and redundant hardware for training and curricular use
• Increased complexity for users sharing files or computers, and for faculty and students

requiring technology use in the classroom
• Decreased level of support overall because of increased demands on staff to support

both platforms
• Reduced productivity of new Windows users while learning new skills
• User training and documentation effort and costs to begin supporting Windows and

to maintain a dual-platform environment
• Difficulty of retraining current computing staff quickly to support both platforms

effectively
• Added complexity, time and cost involved in upgrading services and adding new

ones in a mixed networked environment
• Reduced revenue from resale to support services to computer owners and offset costs

of resale operation

A great deal of thought and research has gone into planning for the support of Windows
PCs. We hope that this effort will result in a smooth transition to a mixed environment
and excellent support and services for both Macintosh and Windows users. While many of
us, users and support staff alike, are apprehensive about the change, we believe that
everyone will benefit from the new opportunities.

•
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