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That’s it.
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Brent and Clarence

Clarence was sixty-two years old and respected as a senior statesman in his department.  Twenty-five years earlier he had single-authored a celebrated paper that was still appreciated as a brilliant breakthrough in the profession.  Fifteen years ago he had been awarded the college’s outstanding-teacher-of-the-year award.  Over the past several years his productivity had declined however and it had been five years since he had published anything.  His teaching scores had been below the department average for the past three years.

Brent was the department chair.  He had been in the department almost as long as Clarence; they were friends and sometimes golfed together.  For Clarence’s annual performance interview Brent had prepared a summary of Clarence’s record and tactfully confronted him about his obvious decline.  

Clarence affably asked Brent to be reasonable.  “You know my discipline,” he said.  “It can take years to gather enough data to put together a solid piece of scholarship.  And you’ve seen how ill-prepared the students are these days; they expect to receive an A just for showing up.  Of course they don’t like it when I give them poor grades.”  

It was Clarence’s next comment that seemed to reveal his true posture: “And hey, come on, after all I’ve done for this place over the years, don’t you think it owes me something?  Don’t you think I deserve a little breathing space?”



Tony and Blaine

Tony had hired Blaine from a university satellite research center that been closed.  Blaine had never taught but had a PhD and a reputation for getting grants and publishing.  Tony had never handled a within-the-institution transfer and his offer letter was sort of a friendly shot from the hip to a professional colleague who had been around for years and who was out of a job.  The letter omitted the standard boiler plate language but did explain that Blaine would start from scratch and go through the regular tenure process including third-year and sixth-year reviews. 

For two years Blaine’s performance was stellar; he received the department’s outstanding teaching award and landed a sizeable new external grant.  Tony was troubled however by reports of Blaine being Boorish at times – offending female students with jokes and in-class comments.  He considered bringing it up during annual reviews but decided to let it go unless there were recurrences.  As Tony was assembling materials for Blaine’s third-year review, reports surfaced of peculiar social interactions and comments.  Tony invited Blaine to his office and shared his concern about the reports.  Blaine bristled and inflated himself noticeably as he challenged the reports as nonsense, and said he had “little tolerance for incompetent administrators who perpetrated rumors and gossip.”  Tony was upset by the interaction and by the way Blaine could intimidate.

Blaine received unanimous support from the faculty for his third-year review and Tony wrote a supportive letter.  Over the next year Tony received several specific complaints in writing about Blaine from women students; he shared them with the Human Resources officer.  HR conducted a thorough investigation and concluded that in at least two instances Blaine’s conduct constituted sexual harassment.  To Tony’s surprise Both HR and the legal office had other complaints in their files from Blaine’s days in the research center.  After several consultations with the dean and senior administrators, it was decided that Blaine’s contract would not be renewed at the end of his fifth year.  Blaine sued for wrongful dismissal maintaining among other things that Tony’s letter promised him a sixth-year review.



Charlie and Paulo
Charlie was the new chair of the Biology Department.  Paulo was a full professor and had been in the department longer than anyone.  He dressed impeccably and his speech and manners were refined.  Charlie had just stepped into Paulo’s office; it was going to be their first real conversation; they had previously only exchanged greetings or spoken briefly to each other in faculty meetings.  Charlie had avoided Paulo over the years feeling that the little man was a bit of an oddball, but as chair he was concerned about a decline that he had noted in Paulo’s productivity over the past three years.  Paulo seemed to be even more reclusive, and there was a report that he had recently sworn at a visiting post doc who had been using the microtome in his lab.  It seemed so uncharacteristic.
  Their conversation was polite but shallow as Charlie showed interest in the collection of lichens Paulo had on his shelves.  When they sat down Charlie wasn’t sure how to transition into the subject of Paulo’s productivity, and almost without thinking said “So, what was the deal about Arthur and the microtome?” 
Paulo immediately stood up and pointed his finger at Charlie.  “I knew that was what this was about,” he said.  “You come in here pretending to be paying a friendly visit.  You get out of my office,” he hissed.  “Get out now do you hear?”  He moved from behind his desk and walked toward the door.
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