
 

 

To: “Faculty-Only” Meeting  

From: Philip A. Glotzbach, President 

Date: 23 September 2005 

Re: Community, Consultation, and Collaboration 

 
A. Introduction. 
 

I appreciate the opportunity to offer some comments this afternoon.  And I will concentrate 
on issues of process, which – as I understand – are to be our primary focus.  We have come 
together to talk about administrative changes in the Dean of Studies Office – specifically the 
move of that Office from Student Affairs (where it had long resided) to Academic Affairs and 
the splitting of responsibilities – a split that leaves some of those responsibilities in Student 
Affairs.  This move and, more importantly, the way it was accomplished have generated, to 
various degrees, confusion and consternation in the minds of some members of the faculty. 

 
Following my statement, we will hear from Chuck Joseph and then Pat Oles, and they will 
speak more to the details.   After that, we can have some conversation if that is the will of the 
group. 

 
But I would like to begin with just a few contextualizing remarks: 

 
B. Importance of community – and things that can undermine it: mistrust, misuse of 

resources. 
 

At our opening Faculty Meeting, I concluded with some remarks about the fragility of 
community.  Let me here acknowledge two potent forces that can undermine community: 
mistrust and the misallocation of resources. 
 

1. Critical discourse and the attitude of healthy skepticism are important values that 
we cultivate in liberal education.   It is especially important that an academic 
community bring its critical powers to bear on important matters – that we 
interrogate issues significant to our community with the same rigor that we apply 
to questions within our disciplines.  Within such a context, reasonable persons 
can disagree – sometimes passionately and profoundly.  Ideally, that 
disagreement can be overcome, or at least tolerated, as necessary decisions are 
made. 

 
But mistrust is something different altogether.  Mistrust is the sense that the 
person one is dealing with has some fundamentally opposing agenda – perhaps 
an unspoken one.  That the other cannot be counted upon to play fair.  That the 
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other must be watched lest he pull something funny.  Mistrust is so destructive 
because it divides a community into us and them – those who are privileged 
(whose beliefs and actions are evaluated by one set of standards) and those others 
(whose beliefs and actions are suspect from the start). 

2. The value of community is also sensitive to the distribution and stewardship of 
resources because if resources are badly allocated or simply wasted, people will 
not be supported in doing the community’s business.  The resulting strains and 
conflicts can pull a community apart at the seams.  

 
And one of our most important resources is time.  

 
I want to acknowledge that administrators have a primary obligation – something central 
to what we do – to promote trust and to take care that our precious resources are well 
used.  Faculty leaders take on a similar responsibility when they assume their positions 
within shared governance or in a department or program.  When we administrators and 
faculty leaders act in ways that increase mistrust or waste our precious time, then we have 
failed our community. 
 
This is all by way of saying that nothing makes me angrier or more frustrated than to do 
something that increases mistrust or leads to time being badly used.  And, unfortunately, 
the way we handled the Dean of Studies situation last year did just that. 

 
C. Let me express two specific regrets: 
 

1. I regret that we were not more attentive and aggressive when we brought this 
matter to CEPP – to ensure that that body gave a reasonable measure of 
consideration to the changes in the DOS position.   In fairness to CEPP, their 
agenda was full, and they were not inclined to regard this matter as significant as 
some members of the faculty subsequently have seen it to be.   

 
I regret even more that we in the administration were not more aggressive in 
bringing this matter to a public forum where the substantive issues involved – 
both the reasons for moving as we have and the concerns that some people have 
expressed  – could have been subject to a thorough discussion.  (There were 
reasons why we did not do so, and no one has yet asked publicly what those 
reasons were.  I would be happy to discuss them if anyone is interested.) 

 
Let me add that Chuck Joseph has received what I consider some very unjustified 
criticism  for his role in all this.  Throughout last year he went to CAPT, CFG, and 
CEPP with these matters, and he expressed some concerns to me at various 
points – concerns to which, in retrospect, I might have given more weight.  Chuck 
may say more about all this.  But I want to acknowledge my ultimate 
responsibility in approving the recommendation to make the changes that have 
been put into effect. 
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2. I very much regret a brief remark I made at last May’s Faculty Meeting.  Most of 

you probably have forgotten it, but it clearly made an impression with some.  In 
an impromptu response to the Committee on Committees’ report, I wanted to 
indicate that we in the administration had heard various concerns that had been 
expressed regarding the DOS position and that we were putting a hold on further 
developments until we could have more conversation with faculty – specifically 
through CEPP and in other appropriate venues.  I was not thinking of the 
structural shifts that I already had approved.  But what I said – under an entirely 
reasonable interpretation – was that we were not going to make any changes.   

 
As member of the academy and as a philosopher, I am deeply committed to 
truthfulness and precision in the use of language.  So I can only apologize for 
having been so muddle-headed on that occasion. 

 
  

D. Let me follow these regrets with three commitments: 
 

1. I have been a proponent of shared governance and genuine collaboration since long 
before I joined this community.  I renew that commitment now.   Specifically, I commit 
to working effectively with FEC to ensure that conversations of important issues occur 
when and where they should and that issues relating to academic policy or structure 
receive a proper hearing at CEPP.  This process is already under way. 

 
2. My expectation, as we go forward, is that we will ensure that remaining questions 

regarding the academic support of students will be considered by CEPP, and that the 
Office of Student Affairs and the Academic Affairs Office will collaborate effectively and 
reach consensus as we move forward to address issues of policy, process, structure, and 
staffing. 

 
In the event that administrative consensus cannot be achieved in some particular 
instance regarding the academic support of students – specifically: if the Dean of Student 
Affairs and the Dean of the Faculty cannot reach agreement – then the matter will go to 
the VPAA.  It is important to say that after working with Pat Oles for two years and 
knowing what I know of Muriel Poston, I do not expect this ever to occur.  But I believe 
it may relieve some anxiety for me to make this commitment. 

 
It is appropriate that the Chief Academic Officer should be the ultimate arbiter of 
administrative questions that relate to academic support.  I reserve the right to overrule 
someone who reports to me, but I have full confidence in Chuck’s wisdom and find it 
very difficult to imagine that I would override such a decision that he might make. 

 
3. It is important that I get out of this conversation.  It really is a matter for the faculty to 

discuss with Academic Affairs and Student Affairs.  I really was not much of a 
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participant last year – and should have simply kept my mouth shut at the May faculty 
meeting – and I want to say to you here that I am fully confident that Chuck Joseph, 
Sarah Goodwin, (and soon Muriel Poston), and Pat Oles are up to it.  So I will be leaving 
this meeting at some point, and if there is further conversation – today or on other 
occasions – I expect not to be a participant. 

 
E. Why should anyone believe my statements of concern about the values of trust 

commitment to effective collaboration?  Let me simply remind us of a small portion of last 
year’s record: 

 
1. Last year, we completed 6 senior administrative searches [CFO, Dean, Dean, IT, 

Tang, AD]  and one senior review with full faculty participation. 
  
2. We reorganized the Office of Academic Affairs, with an appropriate level of 

collaboration with appropriate committees. 
 

3. We completed work on a Strategic Plan in full collaboration with IPC, and with the 
involvement of CEPP, individual faculty members, and many others both inside 
and outside of this campus community.  On my computer are 46 iterations of that 
document – each one containing changes (in many cases, significant ones) 
prompted by such discussions of earlier drafts. 

 
 
F. Why should Student Affairs have a role in the academic support of students at all?   

 
I would begin by pointing out, once again, that the DoS office was entirely within the 
division of Student Affairs until this year, with only a dotted-line report to Academic Affairs.   
The DoS is specifically charged to function as “a bridge between issues traditionally 
associated with student life and those linked with academic affairs.” 
 
But the larger issues is the educational mission of the College.   As a residential liberal arts 
college, we are committed to engaged learning not just in classes but in all areas of student 
life – including athletics, residential life, and other co-curricular areas.  Unless we want 
Student Affairs simply to run the dorms and dining hall and keep students from drinking 
too much, we need to embrace their role in the educational enterprise.  We are wise to 
understand the contributions that Student Affairs can make to our mission, to acknowledge 
the specific skills and expertise that reside there, to encourage the development of those skills 
and areas of expertise, and to make full use of them. 

 
 

G. Finally, I would hope that today we are enlarging a conversation not entering a debate.  
Discussions are about learning, investigating issues, resolving disputes, and creating 
consensus.  Debates are about winning points.  Let’s continue the conversation. 
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