FACULTY MEETING AGENDA
February 8, 2017
Griffin 3 – 4:00 p.m.
1.

Call to order and remarks

2.

Balloting for Nomination to the Faculty Steering Committee
(see attached list)

3.

Introduction of New Faculty
(see attached list)

Dean Buell
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Brief Follow-up Remarks from December Meeting

Dean Buell
Assoc. Dean Munemo

5.

Discussion of the Revised Proposal to Replace the
EDI Requirement
(see attached)

Professor Kittleson

6.

Report from the Curricular Planning Committee
(see attached)

Professor Newman

7.

Questions and Announcements

President Falk

ACTIONS TAKEN AT THE DECEMBER 14, 2016 FACULTY MEETING
As a result of voting:
Elected to the Curricular Planning Committee
(3 year term with minimum required 2 years)
Div. I Full Professor – Christopher Nugent
Div. I Associate/Assistant Professor – Amy Holzapfel
Div. II Associate/Assistant Professor – Jeff Israel
Div. III Full Professor – Andrea Danyluk
Elected to the Committee on Educational Affairs (2 year term)
Div. 1 Tenured – Soledad Fox
Elected to the Faculty Compensation Committee (2 year term)
Div. II Non-tenured – Matt Chao
The motion to adopt an opt-out process for nominations to standing committees passed.
The motion to adopt online balloting for standing committees passed.

NOTE: FACULTY WITH CHILDREN AT THE COLLEGE’S CENTER WHO WISH TO MAKE
USE OF THE 6:30 P.M. PICKUP OPTION MUST SIGN UP AT THE CENTER BY THE
MONDAY PRIOR TO THE MEETING. WE ALSO WANT TO REMIND YOU THAT THE
COLLEGE NOW HAS ARRANGEMENTS WITH THE WILLIAMSTOWN YOUTH CENTER
AND PINE COBBLE SCHOOL FOR CHILDCARE DURING THESE MEETINGS. IF YOUR
CHILD DOES NOT ATTEND ONE OF THESE AFTERSCHOOL PROGRAMS AND YOU
WOULD LIKE CHILDCARE DURING THE MEETING, PLEASE CONTACT ASSISTANT
DEAN OF THE FACULTY MEGAN KONIECZNY (mtk2@williams.edu) BY FRIDAY.

Faculty Eligible for Nomination to the Faculty Steering Committee - February 8, 2017
Both are two year terms beginning July 2017

Division III
Nontenured
one slot available

Division III
Tenured
one slot available

Blackwood, Julie C.

Aalberts, Daniel P.

Carter, Matt E.

Adams, Colin C.

Chen, Pei-Wen

Bailey, Duane A.

Constantine, José A.

Cook, Mea S.

Harris, Pamela E.

Cox, Ronadh

Heggeseth, Brianna C.

Dethier, David P.

Kealhofer, Catherine

Edwards, Joan

Morrison, Ralph E.

Garrity, Thomas A.

Singh, Swati

Gehring, Amy

Tupper, Laurie L.

Goh, Christopher

Turek, Daniel B.

Goh, Sarah L.
Johnson, Stewart D.
Jones, Kevin M.
Kaplan, Lawrence J.
Karabinos, Paul M.
Klingenberg, Bernhard
Kwitter, Karen B.
Lebestky, Tim
Lenhart, William J.
Loepp, Susan R.
Lovett Jr., Charles M.
Majumder, Protik K.
Maroja, Luana S.
Miller, Steven J.
Morales, Manuel A.
Murtagh, Thomas P.
Pasachoff, Jay M.
Richardson, David P.
Savage, Robert M.
Silva, Cesar E.
Stoiciu, Mihai
Strauch, Frederick W.
Swoap, Steven J.
Thoman Jr., John W.
Tucker-Smith, David R.
Wobus, Bud

New Faculty for the Spring Semester of 2016-2017

Natalia Almada

W. Ford Schumann Visiting Professor in Democratic Studies

Sarah Bassette

Croghan Bicentennial Professor in Biblical and Early Christian
Studies

Chris Gibson

Visiting Professor of Leadership Studies

Steffani Jemison

Arthur Levitt, Jr. '52 Artist-in-Residence in English and Art

Basil Kreimendahl

Visiting Lecturer in Theatre

Lisa Koryushkina

Visiting Assistant Professor of Sociology

Sarah Raymond

Visiting Lecturer in Physical Education and Head Women's Soccer
Coach

Mirta Suquet

Visiting Assistant Professor of Spanish

Yabin Wang

Visiting Assistant Professor of Economics

Vincent Wimbush

Croghan Bicentennial Professor in Biblical and Early Christian
Studies

Exploring Diversity Committee
Roger Kittleson, Director
Gail Newman
Li Yu
Kathryn Dix, ’18
Allegra Simon, ’18
Motion
To replace the Exploring Diversity Initiative (EDI) requirement with a Difference,
Power, and Equity (DPE) requirement.
Requirement elements
Difference, Power, and Equity (DPE) courses enable students to analyze critically
the shaping of social differences—including especially race, class, ethnicity, gender,
sexuality, and religion—with attention to dynamics of unequal power and the
possibilities for positive change. Employing a variety of pedagogical approaches and
perspectives, DPE courses focus on these inequalities within specific historical
contexts, experiences, and theoretical literatures.
Students will be required to take one DPE course.
Administration of the DPE requirement, like that of the Writing Intensive and
Quantitative and Formal Reasoning requirements, will be the responsibility of the
Committee on Educational Affairs (CEA). The CEA will oversee courses with DPE
designation in the same manner that it oversees Writing Intensive and
Quantitative/Formal Reasoning courses.
Faculty who want DPE designation for a course should consult with the chair of
their program or department. They should also include an explanation of how their
course fulfills DPE criteria in the course description and syllabus. We hope that
faculty in all units will meet to discuss DPE and other curricular requirements.
To support and encourage faculty to formulate DPE courses, the CEA will organize
faculty workshops on pedagogical strategies. These will build on discussions that
have been taking place on campus, such as the “Why Liberal Arts” series, the
pedagogy discussion groups at the Davis Center, and the EDI Speaker Series.
Faculty who teach courses in which instructors rotate will have the option of
maintaining or dropping the DPE designation. This will also be the case for visitors
teaching a course that fulfills the DPE requirement. As part of the Course Package
process, unit chairs are responsible for communicating with the CEA regarding
changes in the course designation due to such rotation or inheritance.
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The requirement can be fulfilled with a course taken away from campus, but
students will have to petition the CEA with an explanation of how the course taken
away from Williams meets the definition of the new requirement.
Timeline
Workshops and related events for faculty interested in teaching DPE courses will
take place in AY 2017-18.
The new requirement will go into effect in Fall 2018, so that the Class of 2022 will
be the first for which DPE would be a degree requirement.
Rationale
The College has long maintained a commitment to the teaching of “diversity” as part
of its overall mission. (See Appendix A: College Mission.) We live in a globalizing
world that tends toward the redrawing of lines of identity and power, and we also
constitute a campus community that has by many measures become significantly
more diverse in the past few decades. In this context, a liberal arts education that
critically examines the mechanisms, histories, and practices behind social, political,
and philosophical structures of difference and power becomes urgently necessary.
Thus far, the college has shaped an education oriented towards the liberal arts
mission through the institution of four curricular requirements. One, the
divisional requirement, fosters intellectual breadth. The other three enable
students to develop key skills in specially focused course settings. The Writing
Intensive requirement is dedicated to the critical and practical development of
communication over diverse fields towards developing varied, multi-disciplinary
methods of transmitting and exchanging knowledge. The Quantitative/Formal
Reasoning requirement enables students to generate formal methods of analysis
to be applied across multiple scenarios. Finally, the Difference, Power, and
Equity requirement will give students the opportunity to develop their own
critical perspectives about evolving social questions from past to present,
thoroughly grounded in information about and theories of difference. In this
respect, it represents a necessary part of a curricular triad that helps students
develop the ability to understand not only their place in the world but also that
of their peers. (See Appendix B: The Williams Curricular Triad.)
This is an opportunity for Williams to position itself as a leader in innovative
approaches to issues like inequality, bias, and equity, all of which are central to U.S.
and global political discussions. (See Appendix C on comparable requirements at
other institutions.) At the same time, we can also address questions that directly
affect the health of our campus community, making it more equitable as it becomes
more diverse.
Notes on Process
Since the start of the current EDI committee’s investigations, we have sought a
change that might spark the sort of excitement among faculty and students that the
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well-funded and widely publicized tutorial program has done. This is certainly a
lofty goal; no requirement is likely to inspire such enthusiasm. Members of our
community have, however, consistently voiced support for a requirement with more
transparent, more focused, and more rigorous criteria. (See Appendix D: Current
EDI Catalog Language.) DPE aims to provide these more specific criteria without
disregarding other productive ways of addressing the issues of diversity. “Difference”
is, of course, no more of an inherently limiting term than “diversity” or
“multiculturalism.” By linking it to “power” and “equity”—and by reviving the
pedagogical focus that the original EDI promised—we hope to bring more clarity
and coherence to an important college-wide requirement. As a faculty educating
citizens and as members of a changing community, we need to foster difficult but
carefully framed conversations about how difference works and has worked, how
identities and power relationships have been grounded in lived experience, and how
we might most productively approach the question of difference and power.
When the Exploring Diversity requirement was approved by faculty vote in May
2006, the motion included a call for a review of the initiative by the Director of EDI
together with the student members of the now-defunct Committee on Educational
Policy. The CEP was then to make recommendations based on the findings of this
group. Although there is a widespread feeling that EDI has never been properly
reviewed, the program has in fact been thoroughly and thoughtfully studied by
multiple committees. Once EDI was up and running (in 2008-09), its Directors
produced annual reports. Moreover, the CEP worked with the Director to produce
an interim review in 2012-13, and the Director of EDI and her subcommittee
produced another substantial report in 2013-14. These reports drew in part on a
survey of graduating seniors in 2012 (created by that year’s CEP) and on two
surveys of faculty and one of students in late 2012 and early 2013. In addition, the
student group Students Against Silence wrote a lengthy study of EDI in 2011-12.
In our work over the past year we have drawn on the information gathered in these
reports as well as the suggestions they contain for changes to the requirement. We
have also reached out to various constituencies on campus, through discussions
with student groups, meetings with College committees, and open faculty forums. In
addition, we have investigated similar requirements on other campuses and brought
a series of speakers to campus to address the challenges of diversity and the
teaching of diversity for colleges and universities.
One of the strongest messages to emerge from our reading and conversations has
been a simple one, with complex implications: The notion of “diversity” has
undergone profound changes since the College originally adopted the Peoples and
Cultures requirement (in 1989) and since the subsequent creation of the Exploring
Diversity Initiative (in 2006). We believe that the College can better shape
thoughtful citizens by embracing new approaches to “diversity” that go beyond
exposure to the variety of human experiences. The requirement we propose will
instead foster critical engagement with the practice and experience of difference in
our world, especially as it relates to the power dynamics that structure difference.
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We have considered many alternative visions for addressing difference in this new
way, some derived from programs at other institutions but most suggested by
faculty, students, and staff at Williams. These ideas present, unsurprisingly, great
variety, but they fall into five general categories. Below, we address each of these
and what we feel to be their limitations:
Specific required courses: Recommendations in this category include a single
first-year seminar or a set of first-year seminars dealing with contemporary
issues of inequality and bias, perhaps with a Critical Race Studies or Critical
Gender Studies approach, or a mandatory Winter Study course with a shared
syllabus (perhaps linked to Williams Reads). While we are attracted to the
content and methodology of such courses, we feel strongly that to introduce
a General Education-style requirement would represent a major change in
the curricular culture of Williams, a change that would have to be discussed
and voted on as a concept in its own right. At a minimum, this would have
potentially wide-reaching effects on the teaching commitments of much of
our faculty. Furthermore, making the only specific required course in the
curriculum a “diversity” or social justice course would have the effect of
stigmatizing it, which would be thoroughly counterproductive to the goals of
the requirement.
Expansion: Some feel that one course does not provide sufficient opportunity
for engagement with the experiences of others, nor to the theories developed
around difference. This is undoubtedly true, but: a) we feel the first priority
must be to sharpen the requirement, before we think about expanding it; b)
on the logistical side of things, we are concerned about being able to field
enough courses for a two-course requirement; and c) we feel that a multicourse requirement would likely be burdensome and generate resentment,
especially to students with double majors.
However, if there is enough enthusiasm and commitment from the faculty to
design courses for this requirement, it will still be possible to consider a
future expansion.
Student-designated requirement: Passionate arguments have been made that
those charged with supervising the curriculum (academic units, the CEA, the
CPC) should not be the ones who dictate to students how they learn about
difference. Rather, students could be required to craft arguments about
which courses (or, potentially, co- or extra-curricular experiences) have
fostered their own learning about the world of difference and power. While it
is appealing to encourage students to think hard about these crucial issues
on their own, we saw two problems with this approach: First, it would
require the development of criteria for judging students’ experiences; and
second, the need to evaluate individual proposals would place an extreme
burden on faculty, making the requirement onerous to implement.
Ultimately, we came to the conclusion that locating a requirement firmly
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inside the main curriculum sends a powerful symbolic message about what
Williams values.
Extra-curricular requirement: Some faculty and students have raised the
possibility of fulfilling the requirement through WSP courses, WSP 99,
regular courses with experiential elements, or extracurricular experiences.
We feel that by shifting the ground to address the DPE issues from the
curriculum to the extracurricular spaces is an act of marginalizing this
requirement. The College curriculum is a crucial space where we carry out
the mission of this educational institution. Students and faculty need and
want to have dialogues about these important issues in the classroom, where
they can engage in in-depth conversations and critical analysis. We had some
worries that not enough opportunities could be provided for each student to
complete such an extracurricular requirement before graduating. More
seriously, we feared that it would be difficult to assess the equivalence of
such experiences, and that supervision and evaluation of experiential
projects would produce significantly increased and imbalanced workload on
faculty.
Abolition: Arguments have been made that a requirement like EDI or DPE
should be removed from the curriculum, with the rationale that many of the
faculty are, or will be, doing this type of teaching anyway. We deem this view
to be too optimistic. Given the persistence of issues of inequality, we think it
advisable that the College curriculum include a set of courses designed to
deal with such issues intentionally and self-consciously—not as the only
courses that take on difference, bias, equity, and related questions, certainly,
but as courses that put these matters at the very core of their pedagogical
mission. Moreover, we assert unapologetically that the elimination of a
curricular commitment to difference and power would send a terrible signal
to our community and beyond.
The intent of the proposed new version of the requirement is to bring to bear the
faculty’s own multiplicity of methodological and pedagogical approaches on the
production of courses that foster a habit of reflection on one's own position in a
diverse world, as well as on the lived experience of others.
Further Considerations
Range of courses. We need to ensure a sufficient number of DPE courses for
students to have a range of choices. (See Appendix E for historical EDI course
offerings by year, division, and unit, and Appendix F for historical enrollments in
EDI courses by year and division.) It is extremely difficult to estimate the number of
current EDI courses that could and would be refashioned as DPE courses; course
descriptions, as summary texts, do not always reveal much about how central
matters of difference and equity, say, are to the pedagogical strategies or
methodologies that instructors employ. We hope also that workshops and other
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initiatives organized by the CEA and supported by the Dean of the Faculty’s office
will help faculty generate new courses and rethink existing courses as DPE courses.
A curricular commitment. Some faculty and students alike have made clear their
reservations about, and frustrations with, a requirement based on the completion of
a regular course. These community members raise many valid points, though we
also note that all of our requirements engender similar observations. Grounding the
requirement in the curriculum, moreover, carries tremendous symbolic weight; it
signals that the study of difference and inequality is a core concern at Williams.
Furthermore, although both EDI course offerings and enrollments have been robust
(Appendices E and F), a significant portion of our seniors graduate (about 31% of
the Class of ’16) having taken only a single course carrying the EDI designation
(Appendix G).
Distribution of DPE labor. Faculty often note the unequal distribution of courses
between Divisions. As Appendix E shows, EDI courses have been taught almost
entirely in Divisions I and II. Although it would be wonderful to have more Division
III courses fulfilling the requirement, we do not find the existing distribution to be
inherently problematic.
We do, however, worry about another distribution question. The 2014 EDI
Committee Report noted that younger faculty, visiting faculty, faculty of color, and
women faculty were overrepresented among EDI course instructors. At the same
time, that 2014 Report observed that this pattern was not significantly different
from what was happening with Writing Intensive instruction. In any case, this
representational pattern is clearly a matter worth tracking, so that these colleagues
do not carry an unfair “burden.” Indeed, as mentioned above, the possibility of a
workload disparity was a major reason for rejecting alternative plans that relied on
co- and extra-curricular activities.
Enhanced focus on pedagogy. This harkens back to the original discussions of EDI in
2005-6, and is something that we feel needs to be at the center of the new
requirement. Building on the EDI course planning and development workshops that
have been offered periodically, the CEA or the office of the Dean of Faculty would
conduct sessions with Williams faculty and perhaps with help from outside
facilitators, to conceive and implement active and inclusive teaching strategies. Such
training has been a key recommendation in previous reports; it will now be more
useful than ever.
Establishing and maintaining coherence of DPE. There is no way to guarantee that
the new requirement would resist dilution of the sort that EDI suffered. The best we
can do is to set up coherent criteria and provide solid structures of governance and
communication. Later reviews of the new requirement will give us the opportunity
to assess the state of DPE. Moreover, academic fields, as well as the composition and
interests of all parts of our community, will inevitably change. Discussion of DPE
and other central parts of the curriculum is something that we must do regularly.
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Appendix A. Mission and Purposes of the College
(http://archives.williams.edu/mission-and-purposes-2007.php) (excerpt)
Williams seeks to provide the finest possible liberal arts education by nurturing in
students the academic and civic virtues, and their related traits of character.
Academic virtues include the capacities to explore widely and deeply, think
critically, reason empirically, express clearly, and connect ideas creatively. Civic
virtues include commitment to engage both the broad public realm and community
life, and the skills to do so effectively. These virtues, in turn, have associated traits of
character. For example, free inquiry requires open-mindedness, and commitment to
community draws on concern for others.
...
No one can pretend to more than guess at what students now entering college will
be called upon to comprehend in the decades ahead. No training in fixed techniques,
no finite knowledge now at hand, no rigid formula can solve problems whose shape
we cannot yet define. The most versatile, the most durable, in an ultimate sense, the
most practical knowledge and intellectual resources that we can offer students are
the openness, creativity, flexibility, and power of education in the liberal arts.
Toward that end we extend a curriculum that offers wide opportunities for learning,
ensures close attention of faculty to students but also encourages students to learn
independently, and reflects the complexity and diversity of the world. We seek to do
this in an atmosphere that nurtures the simple joy of learning as a lifelong habit and
commitment.
...
To serve well our students and the world, Williams embraces core values such as
welcoming and supporting in the College community people from all segments of
our increasingly diverse society and ensuring that College operations are
environmentally sustainable.
...
Approved by the Board of Trustees
April 14, 2007
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Appendix B: The Williams Curricular Triad

The Williams
Curriculum

The curriculum is composed of three main requirement components—WI, DPE, and
QFR—each of which contributes unique skills to a student’s education.

Writing Intensive
(COMMUNICATION)

Difference, Power & Equity
(CRITICAL PERSPECTIVES)

Quantitative Reasoning
(FORMAL ANALYSIS)
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Appendix C: EDI Comparison Programs
Institution
Title
No. req.
Bowdoin
Exploring Social
1
Difference

Macalester

Internationalism/US
Identities and
Differences
Dynamics of
Difference and
Power

2

Wellesley
Colby

Multicultural
Diversity

1
2

Middlebury

Cultures and
Civilizations

Colgate

Global Engagements

Carlton

Global Citizenship
Requirement

Pomona

0
(encouraged
but not
required)

Salient Definitions
develop awareness, understanding, and
skills of analysis for examining differences
such as those in class, environmental
resources, ethnicity, gender, race, religion,
and sexual orientation across and within
societies and the ways that these are
reflected in and shaped by historical,
cultural, social, political, and economic
processes

A DDP course is one that uses class,
ethnicity, gender, race, religion and/or
sexuality as categories of analysis and that
examines power at the interpersonal, local,
national and/or international levels.

centrally concerned with: the structures,
workings, and consequences of; and/or
efforts at political and cultural change
directed against; and/or progress in
overcoming prejudice, privilege,
oppression, inequality, and injustice.
4
broad educational exposure to the variety
of the world's cultures and civilizations,
where these terms are broadly understood
to intersect with geography, history,
ethnicity, gender and other factors. Issues
pertaining to culture are thus integral to
most of the academic disciplines
represented in the curriculum.
1 (1 of 5courses provide students with an
class core)
opportunity to analyze and debate the
conditions and consequences of
intercultural interaction, both in the U.S.
and in the broader world, so that they will
be prepared to confront responsibly the
challenges of the 21st century.
6 credit hrs the university; all inquire into the ways
Int St; 6 in
that people respond to and seek meaning
Intercultural in multicultural national and international
Domestic St. contexts.
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Dartmouth

World Culture

plus lang
req
3

Trinity

Global Engagement

1

Davidson

Cultural Diversity

1

Oberlin

Cultural Diversity

3 (in 3
distinct
units)

Bard

Rethinking
Difference

1

one course in each of three areas: Western
Cultures, Non-Western Cultures, Culture
and Identity
course with a “global” focus or participate
in a study-abroad program
all students should have the experience of
studying societies or cultures that differ
from the majority cultures of the United
States or Europe
Courses must fall into at least one of the
following categories: 1) Courses whose
primary focus of inquiry is on a
disenfranchised group (or groups) in the
United States; 2) Courses whose primary
focus of inquiry concerns national and/or
transnational cultures outside the United
States; 3) Courses whose focus of inquiry
includes substantial attention to methods
of inquiry analyzing and interpreting
cultural differences; 4) Courses taught in a
language other than English
focus on the study of difference in the
context of larger social dynamics; they may
consider the contexts of globalization,
nationalism, and social justice, as well as
differences of race, religion, ethnicity,
class, gender, and/or sexuality
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Appendix D: Current Catalog language on EDI (Revised December 2014)
Courses designated “(D)” in the College Bulletin are a part of the College’s Exploring
Diversity Initiative (EDI); they represent our dedication to study groups, cultures,
and societies as they interact with, and challenge, each other. Through such courses,
students and faculty also consider the multiple approaches that engage these issues.
Rather than simply focus on the study of specific peoples, cultures, or regions of the
world, in the past or present, however, courses fulfilling the requirement actively
promote a self-conscious and critical engagement with diversity. They urge students
to consider the operations of difference in the world and provide them with the
tools to do so. The ultimate aim of the requirement is to lay the groundwork for a
life-long engagement with the diverse cultures, societies, and histories of the United
States and the rest of the world.
Courses that comprise the Exploring Diversity Initiative may fall under a variety of
categories, including (but not limited to) the following:
•

•

•

•

Comparative Study of Cultures and Societies. These courses focus on the
differences and similarities between cultures and societies, and/or on the ways in
which cultures, peoples, and societies have interacted and responded to one another
in the past.
Empathetic Understanding. These courses explore diverse human feelings,
thoughts, and actions by recreating the social, political, cultural, and historical
context of a group in order to imagine why within that context, those beliefs,
experiences, and actions of the group emerged.
Power and Privilege. These courses link issues of diversity to economic and
political power relations, investigating how cultural interaction is influenced by
various structures, institutions, or practices that enable, maintain, or mitigate
inequality among different groups.
Critical Theorization. These courses focus on ways scholars theorize the
possibilities of cross-cultural understanding and interaction; they investigate the
ways that disciplines and paradigms of knowledge both constitute “difference” and
are reconfigured by the study of diversity-related questions.

All students are required to complete ONE course that is part of the Exploring Diversity
Initiative. Although this course, which may be counted toward the divisional distribution
requirement, may be completed any semester before graduation, students are urged to
complete the course by the end of the sophomore year.
By immersing students in foreign cultures, and often by furthering language acquisition,
study abroad programs can offer a robust way to study cultural diversity. Students wishing
to fulfill the EDI requirement via the completion of a study abroad program must submit a
petition before departure proposing EDI credit for a particular course on their program, for
particular experiences (such as independent research or a homestay), or for a specific
language training program they will undertake while abroad. The petition will require
students to describe how they believe their proposed study abroad experience will meet
one or more of the goals of the Exploring Diversity Initiative; it will be considered by the
Director of the Exploring Diversity Initiative working in concert with the Committee on
Academic Standing.
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Appendix E: Exploring Diversity Courses Offered
(Secondary cross-listed courses not counted)

College

2009
47

2010
70

2011
77

2012
82

Division 2009
D1
28
D2
18
D3
1
D6
0

2010
34
35
1
0

2011
38
38
1
0

2012
44
36
0
2

Dept./Subject
AFR
AFR
AMST AMST
ANSO ANTH
SOC
ARAB ARAB
ART
ARTH
ARTS
ASST CHIN
JAPN
BIOL
BIOL
CLAS CLAS
COMP COMP
DANC DANC
ECON ECON
ENGL ENGL
ENVI ENVI
GERM GERM
HIST
HIST
INST
INST
ISP
ISP
LATS LATS
MUS
MUS
PHIL
PHIL

2009
0
4
3
0
0
1
0
9
8
1
0
2
0
1
1
0
0
5
0
0
1
1
0

2010
0
3
2
0
1
2
1
10
9
1
0
0
0
1
6
0
0
17
0
0
4
1
2

2011
4
3
3
0
1
4
0
10
10
1
1
1
0
1
5
1
0
15
0
0
4
2
1

2013
95

2014
106

2013
40
53
2
0

2012
6
4
1
0
0
3
1
10
11
0
0
1
0
1
6
2
0
13
0
0
5
6
1

2013
6
3
4
0
1
1
1
9
10
2
0
1
0
3
6
1
1
15
1
0
5
6
2

2015
109

2014
51
53
1
1
2014
1
2
5
2
1
5
0
8
10
1
1
4
0
0
13
2
0
14
2
2
10
3
2

2015
52
57
0
0
2015
5
4
4
1
0
3
1
8
8
0
2
2
0
1
13
2
1
14
0
2
12
7
1

2016
121

2016
62
58
1
0
2016
4
5
4
2
0
13
1
9
10
1
1
2
1
1
8
1
1
22
0
1
9
6
0

13

PSCI
PSYC
REL
RLAN
RUSS
THEA
WGSS
WGST

PSCI
PSYC
REL
RLFR
RLSP
RUSS
THEA
WGSS
WGST

0
0
3
1
3
0
2
0
1

1
1
2
2
0
0
2
0
2

0
1
4
0
2
0
1
0
2

0
0
2
3
0
1
3
2
0

2
1
3
0
2
0
2
7
0

1
2
4
2
1
1
2
5
0

0
0
3
1
3
1
2
8
0

0
0
4
1
2
7
0
5
0
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Appendix F: Exploring Diversity Course Enrollments
College 2009
967
Division 2009
D1
399
D2
472
D3
96
D6
-

2010
1,339

2011
1,476

2012
1,494

2013
1,646

2014
1,681

2015
1,459

2016
1,650

2010
469
808
62
-

2011
513
897
66
-

2012
578
884
32

2013
587
970
89
-

2014
667
940
62
12

2015
648
811
-

2016
722
1,038
90
-
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Appendix G: Number of courses taken to fulfill EDI requirement
Class
12
13
14
15
16

1
194
183
172
165
168

2
108
116
129
116
121

3
64
59
69
79
88

4
34
43
58
53
56

5
26
35
27
39
23

6
16
19
18
17
16

7
14
19
12
20
18

8
11
15
17
7
14

9
4
1
4
8
8

10
1
2
5
3
6

11 12 13
1
2 2 1
3 1
3 2 1
1 1 1

14 15 17 No. Graduates
2
475
497
515
1 1 1 516
1
522

Note: Includes P&C courses for those who grandfathered, but the entering class of
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Introduction
At the December 2014 Faculty Meeting, the Williams faculty voted to replace the Committee on
Educational Policy (CEP) with two Committees, the Committee on Educational Affairs (CEA) and the
Curricular Planning Committee (CPC). The CPC’s mandate reads as follows:
The Curricular Planning Committee analyzes the college-wide curriculum, investigating
changes over time and exploring questions about its future. The CPC coordinates
conversations among academic units as they make curricular plans and staffing requests. It
assesses all new curricular initiatives for their long-term curricular and staffing
implications and communicates its views to the CEA before they are brought to the faculty
for discussion and a vote. The CPC makes its analysis of the curriculum available for faculty
discussion. In light of its analysis and faculty input, the CPC makes recommendations to the
CAP on the allocation of faculty positions to departments and programs; a summary of these
recommendations is made available to the faculty. After the CAP completes its allocation of
faculty positions, the CPC and CAP analyze the staffing decisions for the faculty.
The report you have before you contains the initial analysis of the inaugural CPC. While we tried to
be as comprehensive in our exploration of the curriculum as possible, we had to make some choices
about focus and method for the sake of achieving as much precision as possible. The report below
represents our attempt to provide an overview of the curriculum in the last ten years, and also
more fine-grained analysis of some specific dimensions of the curriculum. We include in the report
data that illuminate some of the ways in which student behavior interfaces with curriculum, as well.
In addition to regularizing examination of the curriculum as a whole—something the CEP often did
not have time for—increasing transparency was another important rationale for forming the CPC.
This takes the form of collecting input from faculty and incorporating it into our reports, informing
the faculty of the committee’s recommendations to the CAP on staffing requests, and providing
analysis of the CAP’s decisions on staffing requests. Hence we welcome any and all suggestions for
revisions and additions to the report below, so that we have the most accurate information at hand
when we consult with the CAP in March.
In its work, the committee has had the invaluable help of Courtney Wade, Director of Institutional
Research; Barbara Casey, Registrar, and Mary Morrison, Associate Registrar, the Dean of the
Faculty’s office, and you the faculty, who have provided information and insight without which it
would not have been possible to compile this analysis.
The CPC’s evaluation of staffing requests submitted to the CAP will be grounded in the information
we have gathered in this report, in concert with the questions generated by the CEP in the past
(included in our conclusion). We encourage departments and programs to consult this report as
they prepare their staffing requests. We hope that the report will also be useful for departmental
and program self-studies and other faculty reflections on the curriculum.

PART I:
DESCRIPTION OF THE CURRICULUM
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Part Ia
Academic units, their interconnection, and their evolution

ACADEMIC UNITS AT THE COLLEGE, 1995-96, 2005-06, 2015-16
The curriculum at Williams is offered primarily by two kinds of academic units, departments and
programs. Led by faculty chairs, these units are distinguished by mode of governance: departments
are self-governing, although faculty affiliates from other units participate fully in curricular matters,
and programs are governed by advisory committees consisting of faculty with FTE in the program
as well as faculty appointed in other units. (An “FTE” is a “full-time equivalent employee”). In
addition, programs do not necessarily have dedicated faculty appointments, although many do.
Finally, faculty sometimes organize curricular content into clusters that do not constitute either a
department or program but rendering these visible in the catalog enables students to explore these
areas (e.g., performance studies).
With only one exception in the current academic year, departments organize their curriculum so
that students may major in that department. Programs may offer either a major or a concentration.
All students must complete at major at Williams to fulfill the college’s overall academic
requirements. Concentrations are optional and, in most cases, offer a slightly more curtailed
exposure to an interdepartmental or interdisciplinary field than does a major. In addition, students
may also pursue certificates in some foreign languages at the college, which is short of the
requirements for a major but signifies extensive training in that language.
Key points and analysis of unit-level changes
a) We have seen big growth in the number of interdisciplinary programs, mostly in Division II, and
mostly between 1995-96 and 2005-06:
10 in 1995-96
15 in 2005-06
16 in 2015-16
b) There has also been an increase in the number of majors and concentrations offered at the
College; according to the 2015-16 catalog, there were 36 majors and 13 concentrations, not
including contract major, available that year.
c) There has been stability in the number of departments, with only Dance added.
d) Four additional majors had been added by 2005-06 relative to 1995-96 , COMP, CHIN, JAPN,
WGSS (as well as the History and Practice track within Art). Seven new concentrations were added
in 2005-06 relative to 1995-06 (COGS, INTL, JWST, LATS, LEAD, LGST, MAST; offset by the loss of
the African and Middle Eastern Studies concentration and the WGSS concentration).
e) Between 2005-06 and 2015-16 four new majors were added (ARAB, ENVI policy, ENVI science,
STATS; offset by the conversion of Literary Studies from a major to a track within COMP), as well as
one new concentration in 2015-16 relative to 2005-06 (PHLH, four other concentrations having
been changed and renamed).
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The following tables list the departments and programs in each division in 1995-96 and the
changes in departments and programs in the two decades following that year.
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In addition to the academic units listed in the above tables, there are other curricular elements not
associated with any division. The Interdepartmental Program for Experimental and CrossDisciplinary Studies was part of the curriculum in 1995-96 and 2005-06 and continues now with
the name Interdisciplinary Studies. Latin American Studies in 1995-96 was a cluster of courses
outside the three divisions, as Performance Studies is currently.
Implications of the changes
The increase in the number of programs in the last twenty years carries with it some important
implications for the curriculum. One basic observation is that the overwhelming majority of the
growth in new units at the college has occurred in Division II. Although there is real stability in the
number of departments over time, across divisions, the majority of the new programs created at the
college have been classified as Division II, despite the fact that the training of a good many of the
faculty in these programs is in what would broadly be called the humanities. This raises some
questions about the impact on divisional distribution requirements for students.
As we detail in the next section, we also observe a general trend toward intellectual
interconnections. Programs were initially an interdisciplinary (or “interdepartmental,” as they were
called) alternative to departments that were assumed to be primarily organized more or less
around a single discipline. Over time, the borders of many disciplines have themselves become
more permeable, making the distinction between departments and programs somewhat less clear,
at least in some cases. Along the same lines, in the last ten years, the College has begun to hire some
faculty directly into programs, as well as continuing the practice of asking departments to consider
possible contributions to programs when making their own hiring requests. From one perspective,
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in the context of constraints on the size of the faculty, the rise in the number of units at the College
could be regarded as increasing competition among units for faculty positions; on the other hand, it
offers units more creative opportunities to collaborate in crafting positions that will serve more
curricular needs.

THE INTERCONNECTEDNESS OF THE CURRICULUM
The curricular units of the College are by no means entirely independent. Every major offered by
the College, and every concentration, accepts at least one course whose primary course prefix is in
another unit, and certain majors and concentrations are in fact strongly dependent on other units.
This interdependence can be taken as an indication of coherence within the curriculum—and of
efficiency—in that the parts work together and reinforce each other.
In order to get a sense of the specific interconnections we see at Williams, and how they have
changed in recent years, the CPC has gone through the catalogs for the years 2005-06 and 2016-17,
looking specifically at the requirements for majors and concentrations. For each course prefix A,
and each major or concentration B, we have tried to extract three numbers:
(i) the number of specific courses in A that are required for B, (ii) the maximum number of courses
in A that an individual student would normally be allowed to count toward his or her major or
concentration in B, and (iii) the number of courses in A listed in the catalog that would normally be
accepted toward B. The numbers we have obtained are presented in tabular form in Appendix A,
along with an explanation of the various choices we have made in the definitions of the three
quantities.
We admit that it is not always possible to extract exact numbers from the catalog descriptions.
Moreover, the numbers that we do extract depend to some extent on features of the catalog that
have no curricular relevance, such as the arbitrary choice of the “primary” prefix for an
interdisciplinary team-taught course. Nevertheless, we believe the tables offer a reasonable picture
of the overall structure of the curriculum. We could get more precise numbers if we were looking,
for example, at correlations in the curricular choices of students. However, in this section we are
interested not so much in the behavior of students but rather in the curricular options the College
offers. For this purpose the catalog is a reliable guide. (We consider aspects of student behavior
later in this report.)
We have converted some of the data in the tables into diagrams, so that one can more easily see
how the units are interconnected in our sense. Here is the key to the diagrams:
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Thus a diagram encodes items (i) and (ii) mentioned above but not item (iii).
The diagrams are constructed division by division, and we have found it helpful to break Division II
into two subdivisions, simply because Division II is so large. Division IIb consists of the social
sciences and those units that are closely associated with the natural sciences, such as
Environmental Studies, Public Health, and Science and Technology Studies. The other Division II
units—humanities disciplines not in Division I—constitute Division IIa.
Here are the diagrams for Division I, for the two academic years we are considering.

In order to make the diagrams more readable, we have not included arrows associated with the fact
that the English major accepts one course in the literature of a foreign language (this rule applies
equally to both years).
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One notices that there are more connections within Division I in the current year than there were a
decade earlier. On the other hand, a few arrows have been lost with the loss of Linguistics, which,
in addition to the three Division I majors indicated above, also contributed to four majors and
concentrations in Division II: Anthropology, Asian Studies, Cognitive Science, and Philosophy. One
also notices that in Division I there are no red arrows: in no case is a specific course from one unit
required for the major or concentration in another unit.
The overall growth in the number of connections is seen also in Division II, as the following
diagrams show. First, Division IIa:

Division IIa, 2005-2006

Division IIa, 2016-2017

And now Division IIb:

Division IIb, 2005-2006

Division IIb, 2016-2017

In Division IIa, one sees that the current Africana Studies program brings together many more units
than the African-American Studies program did in 2005-06. Similarly, the current Justice and Law
program relies on more disciplines than the former Legal Studies program. In Division IIb, the
addition of Public Health is notable in that it draws on almost all the social sciences. The Public
Health concentration also accepts courses from eleven other units, representing all the other
divisions (Appendix A).
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In Division III, the differences between 2005-06 and 2016-17 are less pronounced, the most
obvious change being the addition of the Statistics major.

With regard to the connections among units, what is most notable about the Division III diagrams is
the greater number of red arrows. For example, five distinct majors in Division III (besides MATH)
all require one or more specific course in mathematics.
Of course there are also connections from one division to another. We present here just one
example, exhibiting a particularly notable change between 2005-06 and 2016-17: contributions of
units in Division II to units in Division I. We begin with contributions from Division IIa.
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Once again the Africana Studies program plays an important role, and the WGSS and AMST
programs have also emerged since 2005 as contributors to the majors and concentrations of
Division I.
Here are the diagrams showing contributions from Division IIb to Division I.
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Anthropology and Sociology stand out as disciplines whose courses have come to be used by a
number of majors in Division I. And Comparative Literature is now accepting courses from many
more Division II disciplines than it did in 2005-06.
At least a couple of other features of the data in Appendix A are worth noting. (i) There are a few
examples of specific courses in one division required for a major or concentration in another
division; e.g., Mathematics 130 is required for Economics, Geosciences 104 is required for Maritime
Studies, and Psychology 101 is required for Neuroscience. (ii) There are only a handful of
connections between Division III and Division IIa (though there are many between Division III and
Division IIb), and exactly one connection between Division III and Division I—in the 2016-17
catalog, a CSCI course in game design accepted toward the major in Art.
Implications of the interconnectedness of the curriculum
Regarding the whole set of diagrams and tables, it is worth thinking about the extent to which the
overall increase in the number of connections (of this kind we are considering) can be regarded as a
positive development for the College. In the many cases where it makes disciplinary sense to make
use of courses from other departments and programs, there are obvious and substantial benefits to
doing so. A program in Comparative Literature would not be possible at Williams without courses
from many departments. The Computer Science major is richer because of Biology’s cross-listed
integrative course in bioinformatics, genomics and proteomics. Moreover, the partial sharing of
major programs—even in the form of a single cross-listing—ideally provides an occasion for
intellectual interaction among faculty across units and thereby encourages the integration of the
College’s curriculum.
At the same time, it is important to be faithful to the intention behind the College’s requirement that
every student complete a major. We want each student not only to be broadly educated but also to
have the experience of disciplined and cumulative study in an important field. In some cases, the
nature of a particular discipline will make it difficult to accept many outside courses without
significantly weakening the major. (No department other than MATH/STATS systematically
teaches students how to write rigorous mathematical proofs, for example.) So we would not want
to argue that a continuing growth in the number of courses accepted from other units is something
uniformly to be desired. It is worth noting, by the way, that departments that do strongly limit the
number of outside courses accepted toward the major have often chosen to include, in their catalog
entries, specific recommendations for study in departments and programs beyond the major.
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The interconnectivity among the academic units bears on the way we understand the allocation of
faculty positions, as well. We may tend to think of this allocation process as almost a zero-sum
game, since there are strong constraints on the rate of growth of the faculty. But no academic unit
is an island. A new hire in one unit will often affect other units, and it is standard practice at
Williams to consider such cross-disciplinary impacts when deciding on new faculty positions.

CHANGES OVER TIME IN STAFFING AND NUMBER AND TYPES OF COURSES FOR THE COLLEGE
AS A WHOLE
Staffing
Our ability to provide a well-taught and diverse curriculum obviously depends on staffing. As we
will demonstrate below, the number of faculty at the college has increased significantly since 2001,
and this has enabled us to increase the number of courses that are taught, and to shift the
distribution of enrollments towards smaller classes (at least on average for the college as a whole).
The graph below illustrates the number of “teaching FTE” by type at the college, and how it changed
between the 2000-2001 and 2015-2016 academic years. A teaching FTE is one full-time equivalent
employee teaching a full course load for one year; it does not include faculty time released from
teaching for sabbatical, unpaid leave, or administrative work. So for example, a tenure-track
professor teaching a 2-course load in the fall semester and then on sabbatical in the spring
semester would count as 0.5 teaching FTE that academic year. We also exclude certain teaching FTE
associated with non-academic activities such as physical education and athletics here and
throughout the report. In this graph and other graphs included in this report, unless otherwise
noted, data are reported on an academic year basis, and as a shorthand each academic year is
named after the year in which the academic year ends -- so for example, the 2015-2016 academic
year is referred to as 2016 in the graphs and the discussion of them in the text. The blue line in the
graph shows the number of tenured teaching FTEs; the red line shows the combined number of
tenured and tenure-track teaching FTEs; the green line shows the sum of tenured, tenure-track, and
visiting teaching FTEs; and the purple line shows the overall number of teaching FTEs (with the
difference between the purple and green lines representing all other teaching FTE, including, for
example, lecturers and instructors).
As the graph shows, between 2001 and 2016, the total number of teaching FTEs increased from 175
to 271, or by about 55 percent. There was a particularly large increase in the early 2000s, so that
we could continue to offer a rich curriculum while reducing the standard teaching load. After brief
pause during the years following the financial crisis that began in 2008, modest growth has
resumed since 2011. Between 2011 and 2016 the total number of teaching FTE increased by 28, or
about 12 percent. The combined number of tenured and tenure-track teaching FTE increased
significantly from 138 in 2001 to a peak of 192 in 2011, and has fluctuated in a narrow range
without any steady growth since then, leaving us with 187 tenured and tenure-track teaching FTE
in 2016. By contrast, the number of visiting teaching FTE only increased from 26 to 29 between
2001 and 2011, but then increased rapidly to 54 by 2016, accounting for most of the growth in
overall teaching FTE since 2011. Teaching FTE from other non-tenure track faculty such as
lecturers and instructors increased from 11 in 2011 to 22 in 2011, and then to 30 by 2016.
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There are several reasons why the number of visitors has increased over time. To begin, note that
there are three main categories of visiting faculty: "postdocs," "special," and "regular." In 2003, our
visiting post-docs consisted of two Bolin Fellows. By 2016, the Bolin program had doubled in size,
and we also added several grant-funded postdoc positions, including 3 FTE of Mellon C3 Fellows
and 2 FTE of other Mellon-funded postdocs. Special visitors, also known as "distinguished visitors,"
include positions like the "Robert Sterling Clark Visiting Professor of Art History." These visitors
have increased from 2.9 FTE in 2003 to 8 FTE in 2016. Regular visitors account for the rest. These
visitors help fill in for faculty who are on research, parental, or medical leave, who are on phased
retirement, or who step into temporary administrative positions. Regular visitors increased from
26 FTE in 2003 to 34 FTE in 2016, reflecting the increase in faculty on phased retirement, due to
the early-retirement program, as well as an increase in the number of faculty serving in
administrative roles.
The story behind changes over time in other non-tenure-track faculty is less straightforward than
that for visitors. A substantial share of the increase over time in the number of teaching FTE in this
non-visitor, non-tenure-track category can be accounted for by an increase of about 5 FTE in our
artists-in-residence, and an increase of 1 FTE from the insourcing of the Mystic program.
Courses
The next graph depicts the total number of regular semester course sections taught at the college
between 2001 and 2016. It demonstrates that despite the course-load reduction implemented back
in 2004, the total number of course sections taught at the college has increased robustly over time.
The blue line in the graph below shows that the total number of regular-semester lectures,
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seminars, reading classes (RDG), and studios per year increased from 690 in 2001 to 903 in 2016.
On top of this, the number of tutorials taught per year increased from 22 in 2001 to 72 by 2016.
Putting the two together, the total number of lecture, seminar, reading class, studio, and tutorial
sections taught per year, depicted in the red line, increased from 712 in 2001 to 975 in 2016, a 37
percent increase. As noted above, the number of teaching FTE increased by a larger proportion than
this, by 55 percent, over this period. The percentage increase in course sections was smaller than
the percentage increase in teaching FTE partly because of the 2004 course load reduction, which
lowered the number of regular-semester (i.e., not counting winter study) course sections associated
with one full FTE from 4.5 to 4, or by about 11 percent. The number of honors and independent
study sections per year increased by 16 percent, and the number of lab and conference sections per
year increased by 18 percent, between 2001 and 2016.

The next graph below depicts the total number of enrollments in all courses at the college as a
whole, and the distribution of enrollments across courses of different sizes, along with how these
have changed between 2001 and 2016. For purposes of this and many other analyses in this report,
we adjust enrollments to reflect that an enrollment in a conference, lab, or lesson is usually not
equivalent to an enrollment in a “regular” and potentially graded course such as a lecture, seminar,
studio, reading class, or tutorial in terms of commitment of time and other resources for either the
faculty or the students. We treat an enrollment in a lab as equivalent to ½ of an enrollment in a
regular course, an enrollment in a conference as 1/3rd of an enrollment, and an enrollment in a
music lesson as 1/4th of an enrollment. This is partly meant to approximate the amount of teaching
credit that faculty get for teaching such courses – for example, a typical but not universal approach
in the sciences would be for a faculty member to meet the obligations of a four-course load with
three regular course sections plus two lab sections. For purposes of the graph below, we do not
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adjust enrollments in this way in the course size categories. So for example a student in lab with 12
students in it would be treated as ½ of an enrollment in a course with 11 to 20 students in it. We
exclude winter study courses here and throughout the report, except for winter study courses that
are taken for a letter grade (since letter-graded winter study courses are much more equivalent to a
regular-semester course).

Between 2001 and 2016, the total number of (adjusted) enrollments at the college increased by 13
percent, from 16,937 to 19,152. Enrollments in smaller courses have grown dramatically, and there
has been a decline in the number of enrollments in classes with 21 to 30 students and greater than
40 students. Enrollments in courses with 10 students or fewer increased by 53 percent, from 1,993
to 3,051, between 2001 and 2016. Much of this was undoubtedly driven by the expansion of the
tutorial program. Enrollments in courses with 11 to 20 students and 31 to 40 students also
increased robustly, by 31 percent and 43 percent, respectively, between 2001 and 2016. By
contrast, enrollments in classes with 21 to 30 students declined by 13 percent, and enrollments in
classes with more than 40 students declined by 14 percent, over this same period. The bottom line
is that there has been a significant increase in opportunities to take smaller courses at Williams and
students have taken advantage of this, although data we present later in this study suggest that
changes in these opportunities have probably not been uniformly distributed across the
curriculum.

TRENDS IN HIRING AND LARGE CURRICULAR INITIATIVES OVER TIME
In a fundamental way, our faculty are the curriculum. Although it is important to track the creation
or dissolution of departments, programs, majors, and concentrations, it is only by looking more
closely at the kinds of curricular areas offered by our faculty that we can best see the changes in
what we are offering to our students. These shifts correlate to the arrivals and departures of
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specific faculty members as well as to the ways that continuing faculty develop new curriculum
over time.
In this section, we address first changes that are visible at the level of academic unit or
major/concentration and then turn to highlight curricular shifts linked to the curriculum offered by
the faculty we have hired during the past decade, curriculum that provides a more nuanced sense of
curricular trends (whether produced intentionally or accidentally).
The overarching trends might be summarized as follows: In Divisions I and II, the curriculum has
expanded its scope to encompass greater attention to contexts and cultures outside of the US, North
America, and Europe even as it has also increased attention to the internal diversity of perspectives
within the US. We have also hired more faculty whose approaches to their fields are
interdisciplinary or draw upon multiple methodologies, making even those appointed in
departments often well-suited to contributing to interdepartmental programs. In Division III, the
increase in enrollments as well as in majors has led to increased staffing in Mathematics and
Statistics, and projected increases in Computer Science. Faculty hired into Division III also include
many with interdisciplinary training and commitments, especially to Environmental Studies and
Public Health.
Over the course of the past decade, Williams Faculty voted to create two new academic units:
● Dance, created as an academic department (moved from Athletics)
● Public Health, created as a program
Over the course of the past decade, Williams faculty voted into existence three new majors and one
new concentration:
● majors: Arabic Studies, Environmental Studies, and Statistics
● concentration: Public Health
Corresponding to these curricular shifts and new commitments, the CAP has allocated 8 new
tenure-line FTE into all of these units except for Public Health.
● Dance (1 tenure-line FTE)
● Arabic Studies (3 tenure-line FTE [2 currently filled, 1 to be filled 17-18])
● Environmental Studies (2 tenure-line FTE, one in policy, one in humanities)
● Statistics (2 additional FTE)
Although no tenure-lines have been allocated to Public Health, the following tenure-line faculty
members hired within the last 10 years offer curriculum for the program: James Manigault-Bryant,
Amie Hane, Kate Stroud, Julie Blackwood, Susan Godlonton, Matthew Gibson, Damian Turner, Man
He.
In addition, the CAP has authorized 13 FTE to the following units and/or curricular areas that
represent expansion in these areas (not just replacement):
● Africana Studies, 2 positions
● American Studies, 2 positions, one in Asian American Studies, one in Native American
Studies
● Classics, 1 position in material culture
● Computer Science, 2 positions
● Latina/o Studies/Religion, 1 joint position
● Leadership Studies, 1 joint position, shared first with History now with Political Science
● Linguistics, 1 position (hired but now departed and not replaced)
● Math, 1 position
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●

Women's, Gender, and Sexuality Studies, 2 positions

We can observe which curricular areas have increased, based on the interests of faculty hired in
past decade and/or deliberate shifts in area focus by hiring unit.
Increase in focus on environment-related topics, in addition to 2 lines in ENVI already noted
above (Pia Kohler and Nick Howe):
● Africana Studies: James Manigault-Bryant
● Computer Science: Jeannie Albrecht
● Math/Stats: Julie Blackwood
● Economics: Matthew Gibson, Sarah Jacobson
● Religion: Jackie Hidalgo
Complementing curriculum offered by faculty in Biology, Geosciences [including recent hires],
History
Increased expertise in performance/performance studies:
● Africana Studies: Rashida Braggs
● Asian Studies: Man He
● Dance: Joanna Dee Das (now departed, line has been re-authorized)
● WGSS: Greg Mitchell
Increased expertise on South Asia:
● Art History: search in process
● English: Anjuli Raza Kolb
● History: Aparna Kapadia
Complementing curriculum offered in other units including Religion and Anthropology
Increased expertise on Africa:
● Art History: Michelle Apotsos
joining existing expertise offered in other units including History, Political Science, Music, and
Dance
Increased expertise on Latin America:
● Music: Corinna Campbell
joining existing expertise offered by faculty in Arabic Studies, History, Spanish, and Political Science
Increased expertise on Islam:
● Art History: Michelle Apotsos
● Arabic Studies: Amal Eqeiq, Lama Nassif
● History: Aparna Kapadia
● Religion: Zaid Adhami
joining expertise offered by faculty in History, Religion, and Art History
Increased expertise and curriculum in media studies/social media/film:
● Africana Studies: VaNatta Ford, Rhon Manigault-Bryant
● Latina/o Studies: Maria Elena Cepeda
● Bojana Mladenovic: Philosophy
joining expertise offered by faculty in Art, English, and Computer Science
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Increased expertise and shifting curricular interests in Science and Technology Studies (STS):
● Political Science: Laura Ephraim
● Environmental Studies: Pia Kohler
● Religion/WGSS: Denise Buell
There are some areas of retraction in the curriculum as well. These appear in cases in which a
departing faculty member's expertise has not been replaced, either by decision of
department/program to redirect the curricular area or by decision of the CAP to repurpose the line.
Of course, these areas may be ones for future hiring requests:
History of Science (Don Beaver retirement)
Linguistics (Nathan Sanders departure)
Medieval English (Sherron Knopp retirement)
Early American literature (Theo Davis departure)
Afro-Caribbean studies (Devyn Spence Benson)
Native American Studies (Guillaume Aubert departure, Michael Brown retirement)
Early American history (Bob Dalzell retirement, Patrick Spero departure)
2nd Russian historian (Anna Fishzon departure)
Modern European art history (Eva Grudin retirement)
Latin American performance (Berta Jottar departure)

CURRICULAR PATTERNS AND TRENDS
A reading of the curriculum-related portions of the 20 departmental and program self- studies
submitted to the CAP in the last 10 years,1together with the answers to the survey questions fielded
by the CPC in 2015-16,2reveals some interesting curricular trends, reinforcing some points already
noted above. In what follows, we detail these trends, focusing on changes or foci that cut across
individual units.
Interconnectedness
Over the last ten years, more and more departments and programs have recognized and embraced
various forms of connection within and beyond their own units. Individual departments and
programs have collectively—whether intentionally or not—crafted a network of intellectually
linked courses in their own curriculum, and together with others. The evidence of this linkage
appears in several specific forms in the documents we studied:
- More collaborative or shared introductory courses, for example in Art History (joining
other units that had already used this model, such as Women’s, Gender, and Sexuality
Studies or Psychology).
- A focus within courses and within major curricula on connectedness between historical
periods, across geographical regions, or across disciplines, for example in Art History,
American Studies, Astronomy, and Africana Studies
- Related to this, a move away from single entities (e.g., nation states, religions, historical
periods) as the focus of a course, via the adoption of thematic, often comparative
1

AFR, AMST, ANSO, ART, CSCI, ENGL, GEOS, GERM, HIST, JWST, LATS, Maritime Studies, MUS,
PHIL, PHYS, REL, RL, RUSS, THEA, Mystic
2
Received from nearly all units.
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approaches. Examples include History, Religion, German, Art History, English, French,
Spanish, and Theater.

Quantitative and computational methods
We also see an increasing interest in training students in various quantitative and computational
methods. Examples include Biology, which cites a need for computational biology and biostatistics,
and Physics, which looks to develop new courses in computational science and advanced
mathematical methods. Quantitative Methods also shows up as a desideratum in the Political
Science description of courses it would like to add.
Related to this is a wish in some Division I and Division II courses for a closer connection to
Division III, expressed for example by Africana Studies and WGSS as a general desire, and more
specifically by Music for more sound studies and work in music recording technology.
Finally, Physics and Computer Science both describe a need for more courses that apply their
theoretical work to real life, in the form of new or more courses in artificial intelligence, robotics,
databases, computational linguistics, media arts and bioinformatics for CSCI, and electronics in
PHYS.
Relationship of major and non-major curriculum
As a college dedicated to the liberal arts, Williams is committed to providing a curriculum that
includes opportunities for both some degree of specialization and also exposure to a broad range of
topics and disciplines. In that context, all units teach courses both for majors/concentrators and
potential majors/concentrators and for those who will not major or concentrate. Different units
take different approaches to the proportionality and the timing of the two types of courses.
Philosophy, American Studies, and Religion, for example, prefer to have 100-level non-major
courses (in the case of PHIL and AMST, more have been added in recent years); others, such as
History and Art History, place more non-major courses at a higher level. Some units have chosen to
require no prerequisite for nearly all of their courses (e.g., History, Religion, and Theater).
In some cases, the relationship between the curriculum for those who will major or concentrate (or
quasi-required curriculum) and all other students has become fraught, either because of
philosophical differences within a unit, or because of enrollment pressures. The latter have affected
many of the Div III departments more acutely; some have even felt it necessary to cut back on or
even eliminate their non-major courses in order to meet demand from majors and pre-med
students.
Interest in the middle portion of students’ trajectory through majors
A number of departments and programs reflected thoughtfully on what they perceive to be a need
for more structure between the gateway and the capstone. Several either have added or wish to add
a course or courses to the requirements, for example:
- Philosophy added distribution requirements
- American Studies now has a junior seminar
- Comparative Literature and Leadership Studies both feel the need for a mid-level theory or
methodology course
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- Dance would like more 300-level courses
Other units have added the requirement that students craft and justify a concentration within their
discipline and present it for approval to a set of advisors, e.g., in History and in Religion (the latter
allows the chosen specialization courses to come from inside or outside the department). The
English Department also feels it necessary to add more buttressing to their major at the mid-level,
but is still deliberating on how best to accomplish this.
Gaps in the curriculum
Several gaps in the curriculum have emerged in the course of our year-long examination. Some
appear by virtue of their having been cited by multiple units in their self-studies and questionnaire
responses:
- The absence of more offerings in linguistics was bemoaned by a significant number of
units. Not surprisingly, some were language departments (Asian Studies, Arabic, German,
Russian), but others were units in which linguistics forms an important part of the
discipline (Computer Science, Sociology, Philosophy, Psychology).
- Performance Studies also appeared as a cutting-edge field that belongs at a liberal arts
college, as described by Art, Dance, Comparative Literature, and Theater. Ditto media, new
media, cross-media studies (ART, COMP, RLSP)
- Multiple units lament an absence or diminution of pre-modern material in their own
curricula or in the college-wide curriculum, notably Comparative Literature, English,
Philosophy, and French.
The CPC also has become aware of other gaps in the curriculum through conversations at forums
(sponsored by us and by others), and meetings with individuals and units:
- With the retirement of Don Beaver, the sole faculty member in History of Science, a
number of students and faculty are concerned about the future of the Science and
Technology Studies concentration.
- There has been a push for more offerings in Asian-American Studies among students and
among some faculty.
- Film and Media Studies has been cited by faculty and students from several disciplines as a
desideratum for the curriculum.
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Part Ib
Specific dimensions of the curriculum

TYPES OF CURRICULUM PER UNIT
The Williams curriculum is characterized by a variety of approaches to the major, though all units’
majors require between 9 and 11 courses. But these various approaches can be grouped into three
general categories, based on the degree to which the curriculum proceeds in a stepped manner, and
the number of specific required courses.
MAJORS
Stepped and highly prescribed
Chinese (11 course major)
● 9 fixed courses (8 semesters of language; 1 semester classical)
● 2 more distribution requirements
Japanese (11 course major)
● 9 fixed courses (9 semesters of language, including one advanced level)
● 2 more distribution requirements
Astrophysics (11 course major)
● 8 courses essentially prescribed (4 fixed, 4 more with single option)
● 3 courses from limited upper-level menu
Physics (10 course major)
● 7 courses in Physics (with a couple of variations) and 1 course in Math (of 2 course options)
Stats (10 course major)
● 7 courses prescribed with bit of variability (Math, CS, and Stats)
Political Economy (11 course major)
● 7 required courses
● distribution requirements for electives (including experiential course)
Music (10 course major)
● 7 essentially prescribed; one other category for 8th course with more options
Computer Science (9 course major or 10 with more Math or Stats courses)
● 6 fixed (one variation) within CS; 1 in Math
● colloquium requirement
Classics (language track) (9 course major)
● 6 language courses in either Greek or Latin (including level requirements
● 3 additional approved electives
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●

colloquium requirements

Theatre (9 course major)
● 6 prescribed (2 options in some cases)
German (10 course major)
● 6 fixed courses (unless arriving with language proficiency)
● distribution requirements (by level)
Economics (9 course major)
● 5 required Econ courses;
● 1 Math (130) and 1 Stats (101 or 201) as prereqs for some of these required courses--on
top of 9 courses in major
● remaining electives at specified levels
Art History (9 course major)
● 4 fixed courses (with an option between two courses for one of these)
● then distribution requirements (studio, temporality, and level)
● only one "true" elective (any course, any level)
Stepped and Relatively Prescribed
Art History and Practice (11 course major--by application only)
● 5 courses essentially prescribed (with a bit of variation built in)
● additional distribution requirements
Mathematics (9 course major)
● 5 prescribed with additional options within some levels
● colloquium requirement
Astronomy (9 course major)
● 5 pretty much prescribed (some options within the prescriptions)
Chemistry (9 course major or 10 with BIOL courses)
● 4 fixed, sequential courses (some level variations for intro),
● further suggestions depending on interests and goals
Philosophy (9 course major)
● 4 fixed courses
● 5 electives structured by distribution requirements
Arabic Studies (9 course major)
● 4 fixed, sequential courses in Arabic language
● 5 electives with some distribution requirements
Asian Studies major (11 course major)
● 4 semesters of either Chinese or Japanese language
● 1 course that compares at least 2 Asian cultures
● 3 course, stepped, specialization cluster in one Asian culture
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●

3 additional electives

Anthropology and Sociology (9 course majors)
● 4 fixed, sequential courses (different intro for each major, then 3 shared fixed courses)
● STATS 101 highly recommended (not required)
● Area studies concentration recommended
Biology (9 course major or 10 with CHEM courses)
● 3 fixed courses
● clearly stepped additional requirements (e.g., 2 300 levels with labs; 1 400 level)
Psychology (9 course major)
● 3 fixed courses
● additional distribution requirements (3 200-levels, 3 300-levels; lab requirement)
Environmental Studies (11 course major)
● 3 fixed (101, 102, senior sem)
● 3 courses to fulfill distribution requirements
● 5 electives linked to an area of specialization
Studio Arts (9 course major)
● 2 fixed courses
● many distribution requirements (1 art history, 3 media in studio, level)
Spanish (10 course major)
● 1 fixed course: senior seminar
● 9 courses in Spanish above the Spanish 102 level
Russian (10 course major)
● 6 courses in Russian language, including 2 300-level and 1 400-level
● may take up to 4 courses from other departments on topic related to Russia
Few or no fixed requirements; major organized more by distribution requirements and pathways
French (10 course major)
● 1 fixed course: Senior seminar
● 3 French language courses at level above French 102 (presumes stepping in language
proficiency)
● must take courses from 3 departments outside ROM related to France/Francophone world
American Studies (11 course major)
● 3 fixed courses, including senior seminar;
● must pick a "specialization" to cluster some electives
Religion (9 course major)
● 2 fixed courses
● distribution requirements (by level and by specialization and breadth)
Comparative Literature (11 course major)
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●
●
●

2 fixed courses (gateway and senior sem)
track 1: 3 language courses, 3 comp lit "core courses" (options vary each yr), 3 theory or
focus on lit in languages other than specialization language
track 2: 4 comp lit "core courses", 5 theory/lit courses that address at least 3 languages (in
translation)

Classics (civilization track) (9 course major)
● 2 fixed courses (chosen within two limited group of courses)
● 3-4 language courses, 3 hist/lit/culture courses, usually an independent study
● colloquium requirement
WGSS (9 course major)
● 2 fixed courses (101 and junior/senior seminar)
● distribution requirements (theory; racial/sexual/cultural diversity; thematic cluster, but
also divisional distribution and attention to course level)
History (9 course major)
● 1 fixed course (301)
● distribution requirements (by region [7 courses in at least 3 of 7 clusters], by course level [1
400-level, and temporality [1 pre-modern])
Political Science (9 course major)
● Flexible with distribution requirements that pay attention to specialization, breadth, and
level
● Two tracks possible (one of 4 subfields of dept or design your own concentration)
English (9 course major)
● Stepped but flexible within levels
● some distribution requirements too
Geosciences (9 course major)
● Stepped but flexible within levels
CONCENTRATIONS
Stepped and highly prescribed
Biochem/Molecular Biology (12 course concentration)
all required courses
Stepped and Relatively Prescribed
Maritime Studies (7 course concentration)
highly prescribed (2 required, and requires study away program at Williams-Mystic; 1
elective)
Neuroscience (7 course concentration)
4 required and 3 electives
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Environmental Studies (6 course concentration)
3 required and 3 electives that fulfill three distribution areas
Public Health (6 course concentration, by application only)
3 required courses; 3 electives; experiential requirement
Fewer requirements and/or organized more by tracks
Leadership Studies (6 course concentration)
two tracks: 1) 5 courses and a WS course: 3 required courses and 2 core electives; 2) 6
courses; 3 required and 3 core electives
Science and Technology Studies (6 course concentration)
6 courses; 2 required; 3 electives, and one additional semester of a lab or field science
Africana Studies (5 course concentration)
2 required, remaining 3 core electives must be taken with faculty in the program
Global Studies (5 course concentration)
1 required intro; students select a “track” within the program and take 3 courses within that
track; a senior exercise and attendance at Global Studies colloquium series also required.
Latina/o Studies (5 course concentration)
1 required intro; one 400-level seminar; 3 electives.
Cognitive Science (6 course concentration)
6 courses; 2 required, 4 electives
Jewish Studies (5 course concentration)
1 gateway (two choices) and one capstone course, two core courses and one elective.
Justice and Law (6 course concentration)
1 introductory courses and 1 capstone; 4 electives.

COURSES FILLING COLLEGE REQUIREMENTS: EDI, WI, QFR
The following graphs show the average enrollments by academic unit per academic year for EDI,
WI, and QFR courses from Fall 2012 - Spring 2016. The colors of the bars indicate which division
the unit is in, with green, blue, and purple representing Divisions I, II, and III, respectively. The
values above the bars indicate the total average enrollments for each unit. Note: Enrollments are
“credited” to academic units by virtue of where the instructor’s FTE resides, regardless of which
unit has the primary course prefixes or how the students registered for the courses. This has some
side effects that we hope to address in the future. For example, Mathematics and Statistics
enrollments are all counted as Mathematics enrollments in these graphs.
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Not surprisingly, the majority of EDI enrollments come from Divisions I and II, with History and
English courses accounting for the most average enrollments per year.

Courses in Divisions I and II also have the most WI enrollments, with English providing more than
twice as many enrollments as any other unit.
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This graph shows that the majority of QFR enrollments come from Divisions II and III, with
Mathematics/Statistics and Economics contributing the most enrollments on average.

TUTORIALS
The College has made a serious and sustained commitment to making tutorial courses available to
our students. They are widely regarded as an effective, valuable, rewarding form of teaching and
learning. Every year, the faculty is strongly encouraged both to offer tutorials, and particularly to
offer tutorial courses that will be accessible to students at the beginning and intermediate levels.
Both offerings and enrollments in tutorials have remained healthy since the advent of the program.
Specifically in the last ten years, offerings have hovered around 60 per year, and registrations
between 450 and 650, with an average of 530. In addition to the robust overall numbers, another
indication of the ongoing health of the tutorial program is the fact that more and more new faculty
and, more recently, post-doctoral fellows are teaching them, in part because of a focus on these
colleagues in the awarding of stipends.
The CPC has examined three single years (2005-06, 2010-11, 2015-16) spaced at five-year intervals
simply to see which units have supplied tutorials to the College curriculum in those years. From our
perspective, which is evaluation of the total College curriculum, it's more important to see how
much a given unit contributes to the total sum of tutorial courses, rather than what percentage of a
unit's courses are tutorials. So, for instance, in 2005-06, when there were 54 tutorials in all, with
faculty from 20 units participating, Economics offered two. But in 2010-11, when 60 tutorials were
offered, and faculty from 27 units participated, Economics offered eight. In 2015-16, there were 67
total tutorials offered, faculty from 24 units participated, and Economics offered seven. From the
vantage point of a faculty member located in Economics, seven courses may seem like a small
number of tutorial courses, set against the number of courses offered in Economics overall. Yet on
the other hand, and more importantly for the CPC, given its task of analyzing the college-wide
curriculum, those seven courses provided ten percent of all tutorials offered throughout the College
in that year.
For purposes of comparison, we can look at Philosophy, which is a markedly smaller department
than Economics as measured by FTE (approx. 8.5 vs. 24 continuing FTE), but which has long been
committed to offering a larger than typical number of their courses as tutorials. In 2015-16,
Philosophy offered five tutorials. This represents a larger share of total courses originating in their
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unit than the eight tutorials offered by Economics does in their unit (Philosophy originated thirtyfour courses in 2015-16; Economics originated around sixty-three, counting courses with multiple
sections only once). But nonetheless, there were fewer seats in Philosophy tutorials in 2015-16
than in Economics tutorials.
A few additional remarks follow this table.
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3

(Courses are located by
primary prefix)3

2005-06
Number of
tutorials
(54 total)

2010-11
Number of
tutorials
(71 total)

2015-16
Number of
tutorials (67
total)

African-American
Studies/Africana Studies
American Studies
Anthropology and Sociology
Art History and Studio
Asian Studies
Astronomy/Astrophys
Biology
Chemistry
Chinese
Classics
Comparative Literature
Computer Science
Economics
English
Environmental Studies
French
International Studies/Global
Studies
Geosciences
German
History
Interdisciplinary Studies
(INTR)
Japanese
LATS
Leadership Studies
Mathematics
Music
Philosophy
Physics
Political Science
Psychology
Religion
Russian
Spanish
Statistics
Theater
WGSS
Williams in New York

0

0

1

0
2
4
0
1
2
0
0
0
0
2
2
5
1
1
0

0
3
4
0
0
4
2
1
1
0
2
8
7
0
0
0

2
3
4
0
0
2
1
1
0
2
7
7
3
1
0
0

4
0
7
0

2
2
7
1

2
1
7
1

0
0
0
6
3
4
1
4
1
1
0
1
1
0
0
1

0
0
0
4
4
6
4
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 (NA)

1
1
0
2
4
5
5
4
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
0 (NA)

If we were unable to determine the primary prefix, the course is listed under the home unit of its instructor.
When we could determine from the catalog that a course had been cancelled, we did not count it. We did not
include Maritime Studies courses available only at Mystic.
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You are likely to notice right away that many programs that rely on curriculum contributed by
faculty whose FTE home is in a department show up on this table with zeros all the way across.
That may only mean that all the tutorials in that program were taught as cross-listed courses with a
prefix also in the faculty member's home department. It is also important to recognize that this
table only records what happened, not intentions. Departments who are routinely stretched thin for
FTE to cover their essential curriculum may not have been able to contribute tutorials in these
years in spite of a deep desire to do so.
Below are two graphs showing total tutorial enrollments, and tutorial enrollments per FTE
averaged over the last four years. As in the previous section, enrollments are “credited” to
academic units by virtue of where the instructor has FTE, regardless of course prefixes or how the
students registered for the courses. The colors of the bars indicate which division the unit is in,
with green, blue, and purple representing Divisions I, II, and III, respectively. The values above the
bars indicate the total average enrollments for each unit.:
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Implications and issues regarding tutorials
There has been some concern in very recent years that some students are more likely to avail
themselves of these courses than others. To give an idea of the demographics of tutorial
enrollments, here is the breakdown for 2015-16:
Percentage_____Nat Amer ___ As-Amer__Black_____Latina/o_____Non-US_____White
College
.8%
15.9%
10.9%
10.3%
9.2%
52.9%
______________________________________________________________________________________________
Tutorials
.001%
17%
8%
10%
7%
56%
The CPC would like to understand the origins and implications of this tendency better. Resources
for research into the curricular dimensions of tutorial demographics for future CPCs will include
the Diversity Action Research Team (DART) and the current and former Directors of the tutorial
program.
The prominence of tutorials in the Williams curriculum brings with it some challenges, as well as
the great value it adds to our students’ intellectual experience. In order to commit to offering
tutorials, units must make difficult decisions about what they will need to give up in their curricula,
whether it is another section of an in-demand introductory course, a subfield that serves majors, or
another senior seminar option.

NUMBER AND LOCATION OF COURSES ON PRE-MODERN MATERIAL
The following chart shows the number of courses with a substantial focus on pre-modern content
that were offered at the college in 2005-06, 2010-11, 2015-16, along with four additional
characteristics.4 The first two of these, namely, the division of courses into those offered at the 100200 level versus those offered at the 300 level or above, are given as a rough measure to indicate
how courses on the pre-modern tend to cluster at the beginning/intermediate level of the
curriculum, collegewide. The second two characteristics concern only courses in Classics, Chinese,
and Romance languages, where the aim of language learning may take precedence over other kinds
of intellectual inquiry. In these courses, too, there is a natural division between introductory and
low intermediate courses where language learning must take center stage, and advanced courses, in
which historical and cultural inquiry may become a more direct focus.

4

See Appendix B for details, including course titles and instructors.

34
Characteristics of pre-modern courses offered in 2005-06, 2010-11, 2015-16
100 or 200 level
minus language

300 or above
level minus lang

language as
main aim

lang plus lit or
culture

2005-06,
51 courses

ARTH 202, 210, 211,
224, CHIN 224
CLAS 101, 103, 224
COMP 257, ENGL
105, 137, 201, 211,
235, 237, HIST 124,
212, 223, 225, MUS
207, PHIL 101
REL 201, 206, 209

ARTH 312, 422, 531,
ENGL 302, 305, 312,
315, 316, 320
HIST 327, 328
PHIL 301

CHIN 412,
CLGR 101-102, 201
CLLA 101-102, 201,
202, RLFR 109

CLGR 402, 403
CLLA 402, 404
RLFR 208, RLSP 217

Total

24

12

19

6

2010-11,
51 courses

AFR 248,
ARTH 238, 247
CHIN 228, JAPN 276
CHEM 262T, CLAS
101, 102, 226, 240,
258, ENGL 201A,
201B, HIST 127, 212,
222, MUS 207
PHIL 114, 201
PSCI 231, REL 205,
207, 208, 230

ARTH 300T, 306T,
402, 407, 522, 535
CLAS 320T, ENGL
302, 303, 310, 311,
315, 316, 414
PSCI 345T

CHIN 412, 413
CLGR 101-2, 201
CLLA 101-102, 201

CLGR 407,
CLLA 302, 405, 409

Total

24

15

8

4

2015-16,
55 courses

ANTH 103, 214,
216T, ARTH 101,
232, 236, 244
CLAS 102, 222, 224,
258, COMP 216, 219,
235, 237, ENGL 228
HIST 115, 220
MUS 231, 261
PHIL 201, PSCI 231
REL 203, 218, 220,
243, 283

ANTH 334
ARTH 302T, 433,
537, CLAS 340
ENGL 303, 304, 305,
315, 319
HIST 391, 415
HSCI 320
PHIL 306

CHIN 412
CLGR 101-2, 201
CLLA 101-102, 201

CHIN 413
CLGR 401, 407
CLLA 302, 406, 407
RLFR 304

Total

27

14

7

7

A couple of remarks on this chart are in order, particularly regarding two large units whose premodern offerings have diminished: In English, the loss of Sherron Knopp and Lynda Bundtzen
makes itself felt in the arena of early courses, and in History, it is worth noting that in 2005-06
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most of the offerings were in European history, but in 2010-11 of three courses total, one course
each dealt with medieval European, Chinese, and ancient history. In 2015-16, all pre-modern
History courses dealt with various parts of Asia. Documenting these three years does not account
for the faculty who regularly offer courses with pre-modern content who did not do so in these
years, whether because of a leave, College service, or other curricular commitments. Additionally,
the sample of these three years does not show a decline in the overall number of courses offered
with pre-modern content, but this number may nonetheless be proportionally smaller as a share of
the the total number of courses offered at the College.
Finally, a note on methods: In general, for this survey, "pre-modern" means "emphasizing or dealing
extensively with material generated before 1700.” When in doubt,we tried to err on the side of
counting more courses, rather than excluding, but when we were uncertain whether a course
should be included and chronological descriptors were notably absent from the course description,
we did not count it (Some examples include ARTH 274, "Chinese Calligraphy: Theory and Practice"
and REL 255, "Buddhism in Society"). When courses surveyed a vast period of time, we tried to use
internal departmental designations to supplement our own judgment (e.g. the group G requirement
in History), added to a careful reading of the course description to determine where the course's
curricular center of gravity lay. Inevitably,other readers would come up with slightly different
results.
For the "total" column, we tried to count the total number of courses originating in the department
(or program) for the year. This is the number of course numbers, not the number of sections. When
a course was cross-listed, we tried to count it only once, assigning it to a department either by its
main prefix (e.g. HIST 222 rather than CLAS 222 in the 2010-11 catalog, because that's where the
full course description is listed, though that course is regularly taught by a Classics faculty member)
or assigning it to the department (or program) in which the faculty member teaching it resides (e.g.
a course cross-listed in Theatre and English taught by Rob Baker-White would be assigned to
English, unless its full description occurred in English and not in Theatre). Changes over time to the
layout of the course catalog made it harder to be consistent on this score, but we trust that a
reasonably accurate overview still emerges.
The total number of pre-modern courses offered in each of the years under examination is small
enough to list individually, so we have done so in Appendix B. We invite the faculty to read these
lists in order to gain a clearer idea, for example, of how retirements or departures and subsequent
hires have affected the pre-modern curriculum of the College in recent years, and to provide a basis
for forecasting how anticipated retirements may affect this aspect of the curriculum going forward.
We have also noted the number of pre-modern courses offered by visiting faculty, in response to
some concern that this aspect of the curriculum has been disproportionately assigned to visitors in
recent years.
In summary, here are the numbers of faculty teaching pre-modern courses in the sampled years
who have departed and those who remain at Williams:
For 2005-06: Twenty-nine faculty taught fifty-one pre-modern courses. Five tenured or
tenure-track faculty have since departed for reasons other than retirement, four have
retired, and fifteen remain. Five of these faculty were visitors.
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For 2010-11: Thirty faculty members taught fifty-one pre-modern courses. Of those thirty,
twenty remain at Williams as tenured faculty or long-term lecturers, two left Williams as
assistant professors, five have retired, and three were visitors.
For 2015-16: Thirty-one faculty taught fifty-five pre-modern courses. Nineteen were
tenured professors (18) or continuing lecturers (2), five were assistant tenure-stream
professors, and five were visitors. One faculty member departed at the end of the 2015-16
year, at the rank of assistant professor. Of these thirty-one faculty members, 26 or 27 are
still at Williams as of Fall 2016 (including two visitors).

REGIONS OF THE WORLD REPRESENTED IN THE CURRICULUM
There has been a good deal of conversation college-wide about the international dimensions of our
curriculum and our co-curriculum, both existing and possible. The work of the ad hoc Committee on
International Programs, convened by President Schapiro, culminated in a 2012 report which
concluded that “the notion of international access can be part of all aspects of College life from the
time of admission to life beyond Williams.” The report highlighted several aspects of international
access through the curriculum—foreign languages, the International (now Global) Studies program,
and the Stanley Kaplan Program in American Foreign Policy. As a way of continuing that
conversation, the CPC wanted to understand more fully how our course offerings are distributed
across the world.
This question turned out to be more difficult to answer than we anticipated. We began by trying to
track the geographic coverage and focus of courses offered in our three snapshot years, by listing
courses that focused on the following eight geographic categories: Africa; Asia; Europe and Russia;
England/Great Britain; Latin America and the Caribbean; the Middle East; United States & Canada;
Asian-American;5 and Comparative. We recognized from the outset that these categories can
obscure as much as they reveal, and can prescribe a particular way of organizing things that might
be better understood as unorganizable, but we hoped that this approach would give us a
preliminary understanding of the patterns of regional coverage in the curriculum as a whole. In the
few cases where units categorize courses by region, we used those categories; in most cases, we
used course titles. It quickly became clear that disciplinary differences regarding pedagogical and
methodological approaches, combined with the range of styles used to title courses, made an
accurate and comprehensive understanding of the geographic breadth of our curriculum
impossible. For example, some units offer courses that teach skills, methods, and techniques
through particular geographic case studies, but do not make those places the central subject of the
course. There was a range of opinions within the committee about how to count those kinds of
courses. We realized that the limits of our methodology and the data available to us (course titles
and descriptions rather than syllabi, for example) limited significantly our ability to understand
with any real clarity patterns of geographic coverage.
Nonetheless, our less than precise counts, combined with our investigation of shifts in the
curriculum via hiring and curricular initiatives over time, do reveal some patterns. It appears that
the geographical breadth of the curriculum has increased in the last ten years, with more courses
focusing on Africa and Asia to Latin America and the Middle East. The interconnectedness we noted
5

We decided to include the category “Asian-American” in our process, even though it is not specifically a geographical
category, merely so that we could get a count of the offerings in this area.
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in the curriculum as a whole is reflected in a general increase in the number of comparativelyfocused courses, including those in English, History, Music, Philosophy, and Political Science. At the
same time, there seems to have been a significant increase in the number of courses focused on the
United States, notably in English and Political Science, but a closer look at the English Department’s
offerings reveals that many of these treat under-represented dimensions of American literature
(African-American, Latina/o, Asian-American) and/or employ innovative and critical multidisciplinary approaches. Nonetheless, some internationally-oriented curricula remain precarious,
located as they are in only a handful of units. This applies particularly to Africa and Latin
America/the Caribbean. Finally, it became quite clear that the curriculum has a notably low number
of courses in Asian-American studies.
We urge future CPCs to seek a reliable method of tracking of the regions of the world covered in our
curriculum.

CURRICULAR IMPACT OF STUDENTS STUDYING AWAY6
Statistics from the class of 2007 through the class of 2017 suggest a basic stability in the numbers of
students studying away, the majors of those students, and the places they chose to study. There is a
certain amount of variation in those three categories, but patterns of continuity are more
noteworthy than the patterns of change.
The class of 2007 saw the highest number of students studying away (291) in 2005-2006. The class
of 2017 saw the lowest number (230) in 2015-2016. Within that spread, the numbers vary year-byyear within that spread, sometimes going up and sometimes going down. The average annual
number of students studying from 2005-2006 through 2015-2016 is 267.5.
Most students who study away do so for a semester. The numbers of students studying away for
the entire year have shown a more distinct pattern of decline, with 52 students from class of 2007
studying away for the entire year and 34 students from the class of 2017 studying away for the
entire year. Given that approximately 26 of those students are WEPO, the numbers of non-WEPO
students studying away for the year has declined more steeply than those studying for one
semester.
The top five majors of students studying away have remained fairly stable. In 2005-2006, the top
five majors of students studying away were, in order of popularity: Economics, Art, Foreign
Languages, English, and Political Science. In 2010-2011, History replaced Art, but the other four
remained the same, making the top five majors of students studying away, in order of popularity:
Foreign Languages, Economics, History, English, and Political Science. In 2015-2016; Psychology
replaced History, making the five most popular majors of students studying away, in order of
popularity: Economics, Foreign Languages, Political Science, English, and Psychology. Within this
pattern, the percentage of students studying away who majored in one of the top five majors
increased very slightly from 68% in the class of 2007, to 70% in the class of 2017. Other trends in
the majors of students studying away are the continuing underrepresentation of large Division III
majors with highly articulated majors, particularly Chemistry and Biology.
6

This chart calculates the countries and the majors only for the three years for which we did the closest analysis of the curriculum, 20052006; 2010-2011; and 2015-2016.
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The top five places that students have studied remained the same over this period of time. England
was the first choice of students every year, followed by – in changing order of – Spain, France, Italy,
and the United States. But while the most popular locations remained the same, it is also true that a
higher percentage of students are studying at places outside of those top five. In the class of 2007,
54% of students who studied away studied at one of those top five places; whereas, in the class of
2017, 49% of students who studied away studied at one of those top five places. This is not a
dramatic change, but it does suggest that students are increasingly choosing to study in a greater
range of countries. The total number of different countries is also stable: 39 for the class of 2007;
36 for the class of 2012; and 40 for the class of 2017.
The basic stability in numbers of students studying away and in the majors of those students,
combined with the variable ways that departments give major credit for courses taken away, make
it difficult to measure the impact on the curriculum of students studying away. It seems likely that
the departments of foreign languages are most directly affected, in two ways: first, because a
relatively high proportion of their relatively small majors study away, diminishing the numbers of
majors on campus; and second because so many students not majoring in a foreign language most
likely take some foreign language classes in order to prepare for their studying away experience.
The language departments must deal with the smaller number of majors available to take upper
level electives, and larger numbers of students wanting to take introductory level language classes.
In terms of other departments and programs with high numbers of majors who study away, the
impact might mean that majors take fewer electives at Williams because they fulfill their
requirements while studying away; and/or it might mean that majors have to cram their
requirements into fewer semesters. Given the variation of the ways that departments and programs
give credit for study away courses, and given the variation in the ways students use those courses,
it is most likely that study away impacts some students in the first way (taking fewer electives in
their major at Williams), some in the second way (compressing the number of semesters they have
to fulfill their major requirements), and some in both ways.
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It may be worthwhile in the future to examine the percentage of students’ major requirements that
are fulfilled abroad. For now, here is a graph summarizing the numbers of students studying away
over the last 10 years, the top destinations, and the majors from which most students came.

GRADUATING CLASS
2007 (Studied Away 05-06)

SEMESTER/YEAR
One Semester: 239 (107/132)
Full Year: 52
Total: 291

2008 (Studied Away 06-07)

One Semester: 226 (115/111)
Full: 49
Total: 275
One Semester: 224 (104/120)
Full: 52
Total: 276
One Semester: 230 (123/107)
Full: 45
Total: 275
One Semester: 199 (87/112)
Full: 49
Total: 248
One Semester: 223 (130/93)
Full Year: 47
Total: 280

2009 (Studied Away 07-08)
2010 (Studied Away 08-09)
2011 (Studied Away 09-10)
2012 (Studied Away 10-11)

2013 (Studied Away 11-12)
2014 (Studied Away 12-13)
2015 (Studied Away 13-14)
2016 (Studied Away 14-15)
2017 (Studied Away 15-16)

One Semester: 231 (109/122)
Full Year: 48
Total: 279
One Semester: 236 (104/132)
Full Year: 50
Total: 286
One Semester: 224 (99/125)
Full Year: 33
Total: 257
One Semester: 212 (109/103)
Full Year: 44
Total: 246
One Semester: 196 (89/107)
Full Year: 34
Total: 230

TOP 5 COUNTRIES
England (50)
Spain (32)
U.S. (32)
Italy (23)
France (20)
Total: 157 (54%)
39 different Countries

TOP 5 MAJORS7
ECON (55)
ART (36)
F-LANG (36)
ENGL (38)
PSCI (34)
Total: 199 (68%)
(Double Majors: 86)

England (56)
Spain (27)
U.S. (22)
Italy (18)
France (15)
Total: 138 (49%)
36 different countries

F-LANG (47)
ECON (52)
HIST (50)
ENGL(33)
PSCI (28)
Total: 210 (75%)
(Double Majors: 115)

England (42)
France (21)
U.S. (18)
Italy (15)
Spain (17)
Total: 113 (49%)
40 different countries

ECON (40)
FLANG (35)
PSCI (33)
ENGL(30)
PSYCH (24)
Total: 162 (70%)
(Double Majors: 107)

7
The registrar’s data is for majors, so concentrations are not counted here. This chart counts Classics majors at Foreign Language majors
because Classics majors most frequently were studying in countries and programs that depended upon and expanded their language
training. The numbers of Classics majors mean that even if they were not counted in the Foreign Language category, the basic trend of
top five majors would not change.
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PART II:
DATA LINKING CURRICULUM AND ENROLLMENT

41
IIa. ENROLLMENT TRENDS
The graphs in this section represent current enrollment statistics and trends over time. The goal of
this work was to gain an understanding of what enrollments look like today, and also how enrollments
have changed.
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The preceding graph quantifies the average number of enrollments per academic unit per academic
year from Fall 2012 through Spring 2016. The colors of the bars indicate which division the unit is
in, with green, blue, and purple representing Divisions I, II, and III, respectively. The values above
the bars indicate the total enrollments for each academic unit.
Enrollments in the graph above are counted by primary course prefix in PeopleSoft, regardless of
how the students registered for the courses or cross-listings. Similar to enrollment statistics
reported earlier and later in this report, lab enrollments are counted as ½ of an enrollment,
conferences as ⅓, and music lessons as ¼. We recognize that these numbers may not be an
accurate valuation for labs and lessons in all units. We are continuing to explore better ways to
more precisely quantify enrollments in these settings, although we think it is important to use a
uniform rule of thumb for this across academic units, to facilitate comparability. The enrollment
figures do not include Winter Study enrollments (except that they do include Winter Study courses
taken for a letter grade). The percentage of overall enrollments per division is 26%, 41%, and 33%
for Divisions I, II, and III, respectively.
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To better understand how enrollments have changed over time, the preceding two graphs study 4year enrollment totals across units for students who graduated in 2000, 2005, 2010, and 2015.
Each bar in the two graphs above represents the percentage of courses taken in a specific unit out
of all courses taken by students in the selected graduating class. For example, consider the largest
blue bar in the top graph that quantifies enrollment totals in English courses for students who
graduated in 2000. This bar indicates that 10.7% of all courses taken by students in the class of
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2000 during their time at Williams were English courses. Note that unlike many of our other
enrollment statistics, the totals in these two particular graphs above, and the next two graphs
below, do not include enrollments in labs, conferences, lessons, or letter-graded Winter Study
courses, and are based on the primary course prefix in PeopleSoft.
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Rather than quantifying the total number of courses taken in each unit as the previous graphs did,
the above two graphs show the percentage of students in the specified class year that took at least
one course in the unit indicated during their time at Williams. The values are based on the primary
course prefix in PeopleSoft. For example, consider again the largest blue bar for the English
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department in the top graph. This bar indicates that 91% of students in the class of 2000 took at
least one course whose primary department was English.
All four of the preceding graphs show that the five units with the largest percentages of overall
enrollments were English, Psychology, Economics, Math, and History. Art would have similarly
large enrollments if we combined Studio Art and Art History, as we do in some graphs we present
later. However, all of the total percentages for these units decreased from 2000 to 2015 (except for
Economics in the case of the first of the four graphs above). One likely reason for this is the
addition of several new units during this time.

IIb. TEACHING FTE ALLOCATIONS
In this section we explore how teaching FTEs are allocated across academic units, using annual
averages from Fall 2013 through Spring 2017. The colors of the bars indicate which division the
unit is in, with green, blue, and purple representing Divisions I, II, and III respectively.

This graph shows the average teaching FTE per unit per academic year from Fall 2014 through
Spring 2017. The values above the bars indicate the average teaching FTE per year (rounded to
nearest integer) for each unit. The percentage of teaching FTE per division is 37%, 40%, and 23%
for Divisions I, II, and III respectively.
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Related to the previous graph, the graph above shows the average percentage of teaching FTE per
unit per academic year who were tenured or tenure-track from Fall 2013 through Spring 2017. The
values above the bars indicate the average percentage, and the number of FTEs (in parentheses).
This graph shows that units in Division III generally have fewer visitors and other non-tenure-track
faculty than units in Division I overall, while units in Division II exhibit wider variation using this
metric.

IIc. ENROLLMENTS AND FTE
In this section we evaluate the relationships between enrollments and FTE for all academic units.
As in previous sections, the colors of the bars indicate which division the unit is in, with green, blue,
and purple representing Divisions I, II, and III respectively.
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The graph above shows the average annual total enrollments per FTE for each unit from Fall 2012
through Spring 2016. The value at the top of each bar indicates the average total enrollments per
FTE for that unit. It is important to note that the enrollment totals are computed based on each
instructor’s home academic unit. Enrollments in courses that have multiple instructors in different
units are split accordingly. Lab enrollments are counted as ½ of an enrollment, conferences as ⅓,
and music lessons as ¼. Winter Study courses aside from those with letter grades are excluded.
(Note: The Dean/Faculty Office and Public Health bars are derived from instructors with 0.25 FTE
who taught courses with 45-50 students.)
As is shown in the graph, units in Division III have higher overall enrollments per FTE than
Divisions I and II, on average. This is probably due to the existence of large introductory level
courses. Units in Division I tend to have the lowest enrollments per FTE. This is likely caused by
small, discussion based classes and seminars, particularly in foreign languages.
The next graph below illustrates a useful way to visualize how enrollments, teaching FTE, and
student demand are distributed across academic units, how these compare to each other, and how
these all changed over time from 2001 through 2016, for a few example academic units. These
graphs and the reasoning behind them require some explanation, but it’s worth the effort, as they
manage to pack lots of useful information in a small space.
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The preceding graph shows the percentage of teaching FTE, enrollments, enrollments plus
involuntary drops, and preregistration enrollments for Computer Science, English, and Psychology
from 2001 to 2016. The data includes all undergraduate and graduate enrollments. FTE and
enrollments are assigned based on the home academic unit of the instructor for human resources
purposes. Enrollments in team-taught classes are split between the instructors' units. Lab
enrollments count as ½ of an enrollment, conferences count as ⅓, music lessons count as ¼, and all
other course enrollments count as 1. This data excludes Winter Study enrollments (except those
with letter grades). Graduate students do not pre-register, so pre-registration enrollment for
graduate classes is set equal to the final enrollment. . In Appendix C, we include a complete set of
such graphs for each academic unit at the college, sorted in descending order by average
enrollment per year in the academic unit (so that units of similar sizes are easier to compare). We
will also discuss some interesting lessons from the appendix graphs in the text below. A complete
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set of such graphs, with one academic unit per page, will also be made available on our committee’s
website.
The orange line in each panel of the graph shown above and those in Appendix C represents the
percentage of all teaching FTE in the college that are allocated to that panel’s academic unit. The
blue line in each panel of these graphs represents the percentage of all enrollments at the college
that are in the academic unit represented in the panel. Teaching FTE and enrollments are defined
and allocated to units in a manner identical to the approach used in the graph before this one. The
green line in each panel depicts actual final enrollments in the unit plus students dropped
involuntarily from courses in that particular unit, all expressed as a percentage of all final
enrollments in the college. Finally, the purple line in each panel of the graphs represents the unit’s
total preregistration enrollments as a percentage of all final enrollments at the college. Recovering
historical data to construct the purple line is very labor-intensive for the registrar’s office, so we are
limited to showing it for 2014, 2015, and 2016. Before discussing the patterns in these lines and
what we can learn from them for particular academic units, some discussion of the purpose of the
various lines, and some thoughts on how to interpret them is in order.
If teaching faculty resources were allocated across academic units in proportion to enrollments,
those orange and blue lines would be right on top of each other. When an academic unit gets a
larger share of the college’s teaching FTE resources than its share of enrollments, the orange line
will be above the blue line, and when an academic unit gets less of a share of the college’s teaching
FTE than its share of enrollments, the orange line will be below the blue line. When the orange and
blue lines start diverging from each other or converging to each other in a persistent way in the
graphs above, it helps us understand something about how demand for those units’ courses is
changing relative to its allocation of teaching FTE, and it may help us forecast what may happen in
the future and plan accordingly.
There are, of course, many good reasons why the levels of the orange and blue lines should not
necessarily coincide. For example, as the graphs in Appendix C show, many academic units with low
enrollments not surprisingly tend to have higher shares of the college’s teaching FTE than their
share of the college’s enrollments. One good justification for this is that every academic unit needs a
critical mass of faculty in order to have a viable unit, for instance because a sufficiently large
number or faculty and diverse enough array of specializations within the unit’s discipline are
needed to mount a major. Given this, we’d expect smaller departments to tend to have a large share
of faculty relative to their share of enrollments. This has important benefits in terms of enabling the
college to sustain an intellectually diverse curriculum. Differences in pedagogical methods across
academic units may also justify differences between share of faculty and share of enrollments. For
example, some courses are better taught in writing-intensive format and/or with lots of class
discussion, both of which require small enrollments to work well or even be feasible, whereas some
other courses might work well in a large lecture format, and these different sorts of courses are
unevenly distributed across the disciplines. Still, the promise of Williams is that students pursuing
all of the different academic disciplines will have some opportunities within their discipline for
small classes, perhaps with lots of writing and discussion and student-professor interaction, and
units with very large enrollments relative to teaching FTE will have difficulty providing many such
opportunities. So it is worth checking to see how enrollments relate to teaching FTEs across the
various academic units, and reflecting on the reasons for those patterns and the tradeoffs that are
involved. If the blue share of enrollments line is significantly below the orange share of teaching
FTE line for some departments, that necessarily means the blue line has to be above the orange line
by a similar percentage somewhere else, divided up in some way across other academic units. If the
blue enrollments line is rising up and away above a flat orange teaching FTE line, that will
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eventually mean that Williams students either be rationed out of courses in that unit, or may
experience some costs in terms of quality of education due to excessively large classes.
The green line in the graphs above and in Appendix C, representing the sum of enrollments and
involuntary drops in a unit expressed as a percentage of all enrollments at the college, is meant to
provide some indication of student demand, which may exceed actual enrollments when students
are dropped from overenrolled courses. When the green line is significantly above the blue line, it
means that many students who preregistered for the unit’s courses were dropped due to overenrollment, in which case comparing the green line with the orange line could be informative about
how demand for the unit’s curriculum compares to the allocation of faculty to that curriculum. That
could indicate that demand for the unit’s offerings exceed actual final enrollments. However, this
green line should be interpreted with caution as an indicator of demand for the unit’s offerings as a
whole. When the green line is higher than the blue line, it can partly reflect students who were
dropped from particularly popular courses within that unit’s offerings, but who were able to find a
spot in another course offered by the same unit. That might reflect some particularly popular
instructors or courses within the unit rather than insufficient resources for the unit as a whole, and
could also reflect high demand for courses taught at convenient times and low demand for courses
taught at inconvenient times. In addition, the degree to which when the green line is higher than the
blue line depends in part on the caps on enrollment that have been set on particular courses in that
unit. The justification for where the cap is set may be stronger or weaker depending on the case in
question. But when the green line is significantly above the blue line it at least suggests a pattern
that may be worth investigating further.
The purple line in the graphs above and in Appendix C, representing preregistration enrollments in
the unit as a share of final enrollments for the college as a whole, is meant to address some of the
shortcomings of the green line as an indicator of demand. The advantage of the purple line as an
indicator of excess demand is that if the purple line (representing preregistration enrollments) is
above the blue line (representing final enrollments), it means that number of students proportional
to the amount by which the purple line exceeds the blue line who were dropped from courses in
that unit for over-enrollment were not able to find spots in other courses in that unit. That suggests
that demand for courses exceeded the number of available spots in courses for the unit taken as
whole, or at least that demand for spots in courses at some particular level (e.g. introductory level)
exceeded supply in that unit.
On the other hand, when the purple line is below the blue line, it should not be taken to mean that
the blue line overstates demand for that unit’s course offerings. When students anticipate that there
is a low probability of failing to get into a course due to over-enrollment if they do not preregister
for it, because typical enrollments in that course are well below the enrollment cap, then they are
often well-advised to strategically pre-register for other courses that they might want to take but
where the probability of being dropped for over-enrollment is higher. That way, they increase their
odds of getting into at least some of the over-enrolled courses and can still get into the course that
they did not preregister for because they anticipated would have plenty of room. So it is best to
focus on the purple line only when it is at or above the blue line, which would indicate that the
courses in that unit are close to capacity or are experiencing excess demand.
With that background to help us interpret the graphs out of the way, let’s turn to the specific
examples shown in the graphs above.
For Computer Science, in the mid-2000s, its share of the college’s enrollments and its share of the
college’s teaching FTEs were about the same, which is fairly typical for academic units of its size,
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which one can verify by browsing through Appendix C. However, between 2012 and 2016,
Computer Science’s share of the college’s enrolments has increased sharply relative to its share of
teaching FTE. Between 2012 and 2016, its share of the college’s enrollments rose from 2.6 percent
to 3.8 percent, while its share of college’s teaching FTE stayed steady at 2.6 percent. Partly as a
result, the green and purple lines demonstrate that many students are being rationed out of
Computer Science courses. In 2016, Computer Science’s preregistration enrollments, at 4.8 percent
of the college’s final enrollments, was nearly double their 2.6 percent share of the college’s teaching
FTE, and exceeded their share of actual enrollments by 1 percentage point, suggesting that a large
share of students who wanted to enroll in Computer Science courses could not. The fact that the
green line has been steadily rising further and further above the blue line for Computer Science is
also indicative of large numbers of students being rationed out of Computer Science classes. The
fact that the divergence of enrollments and demand from teaching FTE has persisted and grown
steadily worse for four years might suggest that the trend, or at least the level of the divergence,
may persist into the future. On the other hand, the graph also shows a sharp drop in Computer
Science’s share of the college’s enrollments from 3.6 percent in 2001 to 1.7 percent in 2003
(coinciding with the collapse of the tech bubble of the late 1990s), followed by only a gradual
recovery of enrollments until an upward inflection point starting in 2012. That suggests reason for
caution in forecasting. It can be difficult to distinguish a persistent trend from a cyclical fluctuation
in advance. Granting a new tenure-track line to an academic unit has long-run implications, as it can
be hard to reverse for many years if the surge in enrollments turns out to be transitory. On the
other hand, this must be weighed against the costs of rationing students who may be paying in
excess of $60,000 per year out of the courses they want to take, the potential costs in terms of
educational quality from teaching courses that are too large or teaching them with visitors instead
of tenure-track faculty. In any events, graphs like this can help illustrate what is going on and help
us think about these issues in a better-informed way.
The panel in the graph above for the English department also illustrates some interesting points.
English has experienced a gradual decline in its share of the college’s enrollments over time, from
9.6 percent in 2001 to 7.2 percent by 2016. This may partly reflect the growth in options as other
academic units have been introduced, including some offering overlapping subject matter, such as
Comparative Literature and the literature courses in Africana Studies. Williams is also not immune
to whatever societal trends have been causing a nationwide decline in enrollments in humanities
courses relative to other subjects such as the STEM fields. (It could be useful for a future CPC to
investigate how enrollment trends in various academic units at Williams compare to those at peer
institutions, and to consider what we can learn from that.) It also partly reflects that even constant
enrollments over time would show up as a gradual decline in the share of enrollments, because as
we showed earlier in the report the total number of enrollments at the college increased by 13
percent between 2001 and 2016. The graph also shows that the decline in English’s share of
enrollments has been tracked pretty closely by a decline in its share of the college’s teaching FTE,
which fell from 9.8 percent in 2001 to 7.4 percent in 2016. So there has not been a persistent
divergence between the blue and orange lines for English.
Comparing the levels of the orange and blue lines for English, and contrasting this to other
academic units of similar size shown in Appendix C, is also interesting. Most of the largest academic
units have shares of teaching FTE (the orange line) that are persistently below their shares of
enrollments (the blue line). This partly reflects the fact that there are so many small academic units
where the orange lines are above the blue lines because they need a critical mass of faculty or for
pedagogical reasons, so that larger departments must on average have a smaller share of teaching
FTE than enrollments. English, by contrast, is one of the few large academic units with an orange
teaching FTE line above the blue enrollments line. There are clearly some good reasons behind this.
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For example, analysis earlier in our report shows that English not surprisingly shoulders a
disproportionate share of the responsibility of teaching writing-intensive courses at the college, and
this requires small courses. On the other hand, there are other big departments that would
probably like to offer more writing intensive courses but find it difficult to do so because of high
enrollments relative to teaching FTE. Our purpose here is not to pass judgment on any of this, but to
help illustrate what is going on and to illuminate the tradeoffs involved.
The panel for the English department in the graph above also helps illustrate what the green and
purple lines in these graphs might tell us. For English, the green line of enrollments plus
involuntary drops as a share of the college’s total enrollments is persistently above the blue line
representing English’s share of the college’s final enrollments. This means lots of students get
dropped from English courses for over-enrollment. However, the purple line, representing the
English department’s preregistration enrollments as a share of the college’s final enrollments, is
very close to the blue line for English’s share the college’s final enrollments. This suggests either
that many of the students who preregister for English classes and are dropped for over-enrollment
probably find spaces in other English classes (this seems likely to be true to some extent the case of
introductory-level writing intensive courses, for example), or that some of English’s classes are
over-enrolled while others are under-enrolled, which might suggest reallocating some courses. The
persistence of the gap between the green and blue lines, however, suggest that the former
explanation is much more likely, since if it were an issue of reallocating the types of courses within
the unit to meet demand, that probably would have been figured out by now.
The panel in the graph above for Psychology also illustrates some interesting facts. Like English,
Psychology has experienced a gradual decline in its share of the college’s enrollments, as illustrated
by the blue line, which fell from 8.4 percent in 2001 to 5.2 percent by 2016. Unlike English,
Psychology’s orange share of teaching FTE line started out in 2001 at only 6.4 percent well below
its blue share of enrollments line, and the two have gradually converged over time, so that by 2016
Psychology’s share of teaching FTE, at 5.1 percent, is almost equal to its share of enrollments.
If one browses through Appendix C, one can see all sorts of other interesting patterns. For example,
we can see the rapid growth of many small academic units, between 2001 and 2016, including for
example Africana Studies, Comparative Literature, Leadership Studies, WGSS, and Statistics
(separated out from Math). This undoubtedly partly contributes to the relative shrinkage of some of
the larger academic units, especially in the humanities. We can also see that some of the big science
departments (e.g., Biology, Chemistry, and Physics) and Mathematics have experienced a significant
divergence between the orange and blue lines, with share of enrollments gradually growing relative
to share of teaching FTE over time. Economics experienced a large surge in enrollments relative to
teaching FTE in the early 2000s which diminished when it upped the rigor of its major, but
enrollments in the past several years have again begun to rise significantly relative to teaching FTE.
A thorough analysis of all of these patterns is outside of the scope of this initial CPC report, but
graphs like these will be handy in the future as the CPC seeks to inform and advise the CAP. With
that said, we are very cognizant that enrollments and student demand are only one among many
important criteria to consider when evaluating hiring requests. We return to the criteria that ought
to guide hiring decisions, and what role the kinds of information we are presenting in this report
ought to play, in the conclusion of this report.
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IId. MAJORS AND CONCENTRATIONS
In this section we evaluate the number of majors, certificates, and concentrations. awarded by
academic units. We also include data on double majors and trends over time. As before, the colors
of the bars in the graphs indicate which division the unit is in, with green, blue, and purple
representing Divisions I, II, and III respectively.

The graph above shows the average number of majors per unit over the past four years (classes of
2013 through 2016). Overall, the percentage of total majors per division is 24%, 46%, and 30 %
for Divisions I, II, and III, respectively.

The graph above shows the average number of concentrations and certificates awarded in each unit
over the past four years.
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To evaluate our previous hypotheses regarding the relationship between class sizes and
enrollments per FTE, this graph quantifies the average class size for each major for all students who
graduated in 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016. The values above the bars indicate the average class size
taken within the major for majors in each unit. The data only includes courses of type RDG, LEC,
SEM, STU, and TUT where the primary course prefix in Peoplesoft matches the major code exactly.
Tutorials are treated as a class of size 2. There are some notable exceptions to this that were taken
into account. For example, the major code for Art is ART, but all of the course prefixes are ARTH
and ARTS.
This graph shows that classes in Division III are larger, on average, than classes in the other
divisions. Note that we did not include LAB courses in our tallies. If we did, we expect that the class
sizes in Division III would decrease in most cases. Classes in Division I are, on average, the smallest.
Additional data on average class sizes for each unit each year since 1986 can be found in Appendix
D.
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IIe. DOUBLE MAJORS

The graph above shows the average percent of majors that are double (or triple) majors for each
unit over the past four years. The values to the left of the bars indicates the average number of
majors in each unit. The values to the right of the bars indicate the percentage of majors that are
double or triple majors in each unit. From this graph, we see that majors in Division I tend to
double major more than majors in other divisions on average.

58

The graph above shows the percentage of students who graduate with more than one major each
year. The overall trend of this line is increasing, indicating that the number of students with
multiple majors has increased from only 16% in 1986 to 42% in 2016. The specific side effects of
this trend are unknown, but we hope to explore the impact of this trend more in the future.

The graph above shows the most common double majors, and the average number of these double
majors per year (value to the right of the bars), over the past four years.
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CONCLUSION
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The CPC emerges from its study of the Williams curriculum thoroughly impressed with the variety
of course offerings and pedagogies, the creativity and care with which units’ specific curricula are
crafted, and the collaborative spirit that informs connections among units’ curricula. We are
grateful to our colleagues for their thoughtful responses to our calls for information and reflection,
and impressed by the documents prepared for self-studies and catalog copy.
The data provided generously by the Registrar’s Office, the Office of Institutional Research, the
Diversity Action Research Team, and others provided us with a rich source of information about
students’ experience of the curriculum, as evidenced by their enrollment patterns, and about units’
priorities.
It is clear that the college’s curriculum is thriving by any measure. At the same time, the very nature
of the modern curriculum at a small liberal arts college presents some interesting challenges.
Meeting our basic goal of providing a broad general education together with a more specialized
major is already a formidable undertaking; add to that the exigencies of external social, economic,
and political factors and the evolution of the academy as a whole and we have a daunting task.
In addition, the administration and board of trustees at the college believe that the financial
sustainability of the college requires that the total number of teaching FTE, and especially the
number of tenured and tenure-track faculty, cannot increase significantly in the future. In this
context, the faculty, administration, and trustees will need to think carefully about the tradeoffs that
are involved in decisions about hiring and allocating faculty to different parts of the curriculum.
In what follows, we detail our sense of some of the specific challenges we face in the near and
longer term, followed by a preliminary guide for future CPCs. We conclude the report with a
description of how it will be used to guide our assessment of staffing requests, in conjunction with
the questions generated by the CEP.
Challenges
While each unit at the college has a unique profile, with both aspirations and limitations that are
determined by their respective disciplines, the committee was able to detect some challenges that
cut across units. These reveal the dense connections among curriculum, pedagogy, and staffing. We
derived our understanding of the challenges from close reading of self-studies and the responses to
our questionnaire, from forums and meetings with various groups of faculty, and from
conversations with individuals.
1) A significant number of units describe difficulties staffing their core curriculum. These are
primarily small units, both departments and programs, especially those that rely heavily on other
units for their curricula. Another factor that can play a role in the precariousness of units’ curricula
is the need to staff a fixed set of service courses. Any combination of these three factors leads to a
situation in which departments or programs feel they have too little control over the shape of their
curriculum year to year.
2) Strong enrollment pressures are a concern for some units at the college. In some cases, the
pressure appears in the introductory or early courses in the curriculum, but it can also occur in
upper-level major courses and/or in laboratory sections. High demand for particular courses leads
to pedagogical challenges, particularly in the Williams liberal arts context, where students expect
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more individual attention than can be given in a large class. In extreme situations, instructors and
units are faced with turning away majors or potential majors from courses; more often, instructors
must decide whether to compromise students’ learning or to disappoint them altogether by
dropping them from the course.
3) On the other hand, some units expressed concern about declining enrollments, and exploring the
degree to which this is based on uncontrollable developments external to the college, or on factors
that the units themselves might address via curricular changes or hiring practices.
4) Many units expressed frustration at not being able to cover important subfields in their major
sequence because of staffing limitations. As noted above, in some cases there are patterns across
the college about which kinds of courses are lacking, but often the gaps are discipline-specific.
5) What seems to be a reduction of units’ ability to serve students beyond their own major or field
can be associated either with enrollment pressures or low FTE, or both.
6) There has been an increase in demand for independent research, fieldwork, and laboratory work
among students across a range of departments and programs, but all of the units experiencing this
higher demand say that they are unable to meet it because of other commitments.
7) Finally, the committee feels it is worth mentioning that a significant number of units described
curricular and enrollment effects associated with scheduling. The fact that nearly all Division III
courses plus all language courses are scheduled in the morning leads to consistent conflicts. In
addition, it seems that more and more units are using the longer once-a-week slots on Wednesday
afternoons and in the evening for seminars; if students have more than one major or concentration
that requires, for example, a senior seminar in the same semester, this can be a problem.
Ideas for curricular analysis by future CPCs
1) In the course of our work for this report, it became clear to us that the line between departments
and programs has become less clear over time. Initially, departments had FTE and offered majors,
and programs developed the curriculum for their concentrations with faculty from departments.
Some programs have long offered a major, but hiring traditionally was done within departments. In
the more recent past, programs started to have FTE, both on their own and in joint appointments
with departments. The “Interconnections” section of our report shows the extent to which all of
these units’ curricula are intertwined; the staffing dimensions of this fact are more implicit. We urge
future CPCs to look more closely at the distinctions, and also the relationships, between
departments and programs, especially with regard to hiring practices. It is quite possible that the
most prudent path is to continue deciding on a case-by-case basis whether staffing requests should
be made from within individual units or between them, but it is worth thinking about whether the
CPC might be able to provide some guidelines for units making decisions about how to structure
their requests.
2) As our data show, double majoring has increased steadily over the last years; we suspect that the
same can be said for students’ addition of pre-professional tracks to their major or majors, plus,
often, a concentration. This trend has implications for the curriculum as a whole and on the unit
level, and consequently for staffing as well, notably with regard to the mandate of ensuring both
viable majors and sufficient courses for a general liberal arts education. Together with the CEA,
which “evaluates and implements changes in the curriculum of the College,” future CPCs might
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consider examining these specific dimensions of the relationship between the major and the nonmajor curriculum:
- The distribution of non-major courses across units. That is, which units are able to offer
both a solid major and courses that serve the wider college community, which are not? How
are non-major courses distributed across the curriculum? The goal would be to find out
which majors are or would be threatened when non-major courses are offered, and also in
which disciplinary areas non-major choices are limited.
- The distribution of courses meeting college requirements across units. All students have to
take two Writing Intensive courses, one Quantitative Skills course, and one Exploring
Diversity Initiative course over their four years at the college. Are certain units carrying a
disproportionate percentage of these courses? If so, does that negatively affect their ability
to offer their major or concentration?
3) There are wide variations in policies and practices across units regarding class size and class
capping, although some situations are fixed, notably tutorials (capped at 10) and Writing Intensive
courses (capped at 19). These policies and practices have a significant effect on both curriculum
and staffing: Some units must constantly assess whether they can afford to offer tutorials or writing
intensive courses, others are completely precluded from doing so by virtue of the enrollment
pressures they face. In addition, if some individuals or units cap their own classes for pedagogical
reasons, however legitimate, it produces a ripple effect that can in turn over-fill the courses of
instructors who have equally legitimate pedagogical needs, but who have not capped their classes.
4) During several stages of our work, the committee bumped up against what has become a
sometimes arbitrary distinction between Division I and Division II. Some have always found it odd
that disciplines such as History, Religion, and Philosophy, traditionally aligned with the Humanities,
are designated as Division II units. But now that a number of faculty (especially in some of the
newer programs, but also in some departments) combine the Humanities and the Social Sciences in
their training and methodology, it seems time to take a look at the divisional system, together with
the CEA. That committee might want to think about whether the goals of the distribution
requirement could be better met by specifying the types of contents and disciplines we want
students to be exposed to, while the CPC could explore the extent to which the current divisional
distinctions foster the best hiring and curricular practices.
The process of evaluation staffing requests
Before it was replaced by the CEA and the CPC, the CEP (Committee on Educational Policy)
generated a series of questions that would help it weigh requests for tenure-track FTE. The CPC’s
analysis helps provide context within which these excellent questions can be addressed for each
request. We invite the faculty to suggest amendments to the questions before we begin our
evaluations in March of 2017.
1) How essential is the position for enabling students to pursue and complete their major
program and program concentrations?
2) How essential is the position for enabling students to complete College-level requirements?
3) How would not filling a position affect the viability of a departmental or interdepartmental
program? What is the capacity of a department or program to adjust to a position not being
replaced? How efficiently is a department making use of its faculty resources?
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4) How broad will the potential contributions of a position to the departmental or program and
the College curricula be? To what other departments and programs will the position potentially
contribute?
5) How critical is the position for maintaining and enhancing the quality of a department’s or
program’s curriculum?
6) To what extent will the position contribute to the achievement of key College curricular and
other objectives, e.g. the diversification of the faculty and curriculum, internationalization, and
curricular initiatives such as the tutorial program, the writing or quantitative reasoning
requirements, EDI, interdisciplinary study, and student research opportunities?
7) How important is the position for enabling students to acquire the background and preparation
necessary for further study, e.g. in medical or graduate school?
8) Are there any faculty retention considerations?
9) What are the implications for enrollment per FTE/class size/class and educational experience
of students and for considerations of workload balance and equity among faculty?
10) What is the level of student interest/demand in the proposed field?
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Appendix A: Contributions of units to the majors and concentrations of
other units
The tables on the following pages present data on the applicability of courses in one unit toward
majors and concentrations in other units. We extracted this data from the college catalogs of 200506 and 2016-17 (in some cases checking with department and program chairs for clarification). In
these tables, each row represents a major or concentration, and each three-fold column represents
a prefix whose courses might be applied to the major or concentration. For the prefix A and the
major or concentration B, the table shows three numbers (with a blank representing zero); these
are, from left to right, (i) (in pink) the number of specific courses in A that are required for B, (ii) (in
blue) the maximum number of courses in A that an individual student would normally be allowed
to apply toward B, and (iii) (in orange) the number of courses in A listed in the catalog that would
be accepted toward B. In all three cases, we count a course as having the prefix A only if A is the
primary prefix. (This distinction is clear in both the 2005-06 catalog and the 2016-17 catalog,
though we understand that in some cases it is also arbitrary.)
Example: In the table for the year 2016-17, consider the row JWST and the three-fold column HIST.
(i) The concentration in Jewish Studies, as described in the 2016-17 catalog, requires a specific
HIST course (it is the capstone course this year), so the number in the first of the three columns (in
pink) is 1. (ii) A student could satisfy the requirements for the JWST concentration with 4 HIST
courses and 1 REL course, but not with 5 HIST courses; so 4 is the maximum number of HIST
courses that would be allowed, and the second column (in blue) therefore reads 4.
(iii) Finally, 14 HIST courses are listed in the catalog that could contribute to the concentration. So
the number in the third column (in orange) is 14. (We count courses whether or not they are being
taught in the given year.)
Notes on the pink category:
1. We count a requirement as being in this category even if there are as many as three courses
with the same prefix from which a student can choose. (E.g., one of the requirements for the
BIMO concentration is CHEM 151 or 153 or 155. We count this as a “specific required
course” even though it is not a single course.)
2. Prerequisites that must be taken to complete a major or concentration count as required,
regardless of whether they will be listed among the courses the student has taken toward
the major. (Example: A student cannot major in Economics without taking or placing out of
MATH 130, but that course will not appear in the list of courses the student has taken to
fulfill the major.) For this reason, it is possible for the pink number to be larger than the
blue number.
Notes on the blue category:
1. We use the symbols △ and ■ to indicate that we have not been able to extract a definite
number from the catalog. The former symbol means “at least one” and the latter means “at
least four.” We use the symbol ■ also in any case where the number of courses allowed
exceeds 4.
2. In a couple of cases, an option is described in the catalog in terms of a large category of units
rather than in terms of individual units. (English allows a course in the literature of a
foreign language to substitute for an English elective. Physics allows, with departmental
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approval, a pair of Division III courses outside of physics to substitute for a physics
elective.) In these cases we have placed the symbol “x” under each relevant prefix.
Note on the orange category:
1. The symbols △ and ■ have the same meanings as above: “at least one” and “at least four.”
The symbol ■ carries the further implication that the four or more courses that are accepted
do not need special approval from the department.
2. The symbol “x” is used as in the blue category.
Other notes:
1. In the 2015-2016 tables and the associated diagrams included in our report, “ENVI” refers
either to the course prefix or to the major in Environmental Studies, not the concentration.
2. The tables distinguish between the prefixes ARTH and ARTS, but for the sake of simplicity
these two have been merged in the diagrams, since Art is a single major (comprising three
routes).
3. There are certainly other kinds of connection among academic units besides the kind we
consider here. In particular, there are interdisciplinary areas of study listed in the catalog
that will not appear in our tables, simply because they are not associated with a major or
concentration or a course prefix. These areas are: Asian American Studies; Bioinformatics,
Genomics, and Proteomics; Materials Science Studies; and Performance Studies.
4. We have not included in the tables the prefixes EXPR and INTR, which are not associated
with any particular discipline.
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Contributions from Division I, 2016-2017
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Contributions from Division IIa, 2016-2017
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Contributions from Division IIb, 2016-2017
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Contributions from Division III, 2016-2017
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Contributions from Division I, 2005-2006
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Contributions from Division IIa, 2005-2006
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Contributions from Division IIb, 2005-2006
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Contributions from Division III, 2005-2006
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Appendix B: Pre-modern course offerings in 2005-06, 2010-11, 2015-16
2005-06
Listed by primary prefix only, determined by what unit includes the course's full description.
ARTH 202, "Reading the Renaissance: Interpreting Italian Renaissance Art and History" Solum
ARTH 210, "The Age of Caravaggio and Bernini" McGrath (visiting assistant prof)
ARTH 211, "The Art of Renaissance Venice" McGrath (visiting assistant prof)
ARTH 224, "Romanesque and Gothic Art and Architecture: The Medieval Church in Context" Low
ARTH 312, "Distant Encounters: East Meets West in the Art of the European Middle Ages" Low
ARTH 422, "Making the Stones Speak: The Emergence and Development of the Romanesque
Sculpted Portal," Low
ARTH 531 "Renaissance Linear Perspective: How one Small, Lost Fifteenth-century Painting…"
Edgerton (now emeritus)
CHIN 224, "Cultural Foundations: The Literature and History of Early China" Nugent
CHIN 412, "Introduction to Classical Chinese" Nugent
CLAS 101, "Greek Literature" Hoppin
CLAS 103, "Greek and Roman Drama: Renewal and Transformation" Porter (visitor)
CLAS 224, "Helen, Desire, and Language" Hoppin
CLGR 101 and 102, "Introduction to Greek" (two semester hyphenated course) Porter, Hoppin
CLGR 201, "Intermediate Greek" Hoppin
CLGR 402, "Homer: The Iliad" Porter
CLGR 403, "Poetry and Revolution in Archaic Greece" Christensen
CLLA 101 and 102, "Introduction to Latin" (two semester hyphenated course) Nesholm (visitor)
CLLA 201, "Intermediate Latin I: The Late Republic" Nesholm
CLLA 202, "Intermediate Latin II: The Early Empire" Dekel
CLLA 402, "Roman Letters" Nesholm
CLLA 404, "Virgil's Aeneid" Dekel
COMP 257, "Baghdad" Vargas
ENGL 105, "Poetry and Magic" Knopp
ENGL 137, "Shakespeare's Warriors and Politicians" Bundtzen
ENGL 201, "Shakespeare's Major Plays" (offered both fall and spring) De Gooyer and Raab,
Bundtzen
ENGL 211, "British Literature: Middle Ages through the Renaissance," Knopp
ENGL 235, "Comedy/Tragedy" Kleiner
ENGL 237, "Gender and Desire: 1200-1600" Knopp
ENGL 302, "Philosophy and Poetry: Ancient Quarrels and Modern Questions" Rhie
ENGL 305, "Chaucer" Knopp
ENGL 312, "Early Modern Women Writers and the Art of Renaissance Self-Fashioning" I. Bell
ENGL 315, "Milton" Thorne
ENGL 316, "The Art of Courtship" I. Bell
ENGL 320, "Marlowe and Shakespeare" Kleiner
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HIST 124, "The Vikings" Goldberg
HIST 212, "Transforming the 'Middle Kingdom': China 2000 BCE – 1600 A. Reinhardt
HIST 223, "Roman History" Christensen
HIST 225, "The Middle Ages" Goldberg
HIST 327, "Knighthood and Chivalry" Goldberg
HIST 328, "Medieval Empires" Goldberg
MUS 207, "Music in History I: Antiquity-1750" Bloxam
PHIL 101, "Introduction to Moral and Political Philosophy" (offered fall and spring) Barry and
Clarke (assistant professor); Barry, Clarke, Dudley
PHIL 301, "Plato's Socrates and the Sophists" Muench (visiting lecturer)
REL 201, "The Hebrew Bible" Dekel
REL 206, "The Book of Job and Joban Literature" Dekel
REL 209, "Slavery and Women in Early Christianity and Ancient Judaism" Brooten (visiting)
RLFR 109, "Introduction to French Literature: Laughter and Despair" Norton
RLFR 208, "Fatal Passions and Happy Fools: French Theater in the Age of Louis XIV" Norton
RLSP 217, "Love in the Spanish Golden Age" Rouhi
2010-2011
AFR 248, "History of the Caribbean: Race, Nation, Politics" Benson
ARTH 238, "The Image of God in Greek Art" Hedreen.
ARTH 247, "Flemish Art: Breugel to Rubens" Filipczak
ARTH 300T, "Rembrandt Tutorial: Case Studies of Individual Works and Controversial Issues."
Filipczak.
ARTH 306T, "Inventing Christian Art." Low
ARTH 402, "Monuments and the Art of Memorial." McGowan
ARTH 407, "A New Look at the Cappella Palatina." Beat Brenk (Croghan Professor)
ARTH 522, "Envisioning the Sacred: A Global Perspective." Low
ARTH 535, "The Strange World of Albrecht Dürer: Art and Historiography." Clarke
CHIN 228, "Traditional Chinese Poetry." Nugent
CHIN 412, "Introduction to Classical Chinese." Nugent
CHIN 413, "Intermediate Classical Chinese: Ideas of Authority in Classical Chinese Literature."
Nugent
JAPN 276, "Pre-modern Japanese Literature and Performance." Kagaya
CHEM 262T, "Applying the Scientific Method to Archaeology and Paleoanthropology."Skinner
CLAS 101, "The Trojan War." Hoppin
CLAS 102, "Roman Literature: Foundations and Empire." Wilcox
CLAS 226, "The Ancient Novel." Wilcox
CLAS 240, "Roman Cities in the Near East." Rubin
CLAS 258, "Divine Kingship in the Ancient Mediterranean." Rubin
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CLAS 320T, "Enchantment and the Origins of Poetry."Dekel
CLGR 101, "Introduction to Greek," Christensen
CLGR 102, "Introduction to Greek," Hoppin
CLGR 201, "Intermediate Greek," Wilcox
CLGR 407, "Rhetoric and Democracy: the Greek Orators," Christensen
CLLA 101, "Introduction to Latin," Hoppin
CLLA 102, "Introduction to Latin," Rubin
CLLA 201, "Intermediate Latin: The Late Republic," Rubin
CLLA 302, "Vergil's Aeneid." Dekel
CLLA 405, "Livy and Tacitus: Myth, Scandal, and Morality in Ancient Rome." Christensen
CLLA 409, "Seneca and the Self," Wilcox
ENGL 201A, "Shakespeare: Illusion and Reality." Knopp
ENGL 201B, "Shakespeare on the Edge." Bell
ENGL 302, "Shakespeare and Freud." Bundtzen
ENGL 303, "Medieval Encounters: East and West." Knopp
ENGL 310, "Seventeenth-century Poetry and Culture." De Gooyer
ENGL 311, "Theorizing Shakespeare." Pye
ENGL 315, "Milton." Griffin (Margaret Bundy Scott Visiting Professor)
ENGL 316. “The Art of Courtship." I Bell
ENGL 414, "Poetry and Prose of John Donne." I Bell
HIST 127, "The Expansion of Europe." Wood
HIST 212, "Transforming the 'Middle Kingdom': China, 2000 BCE – 1600." Reinhardt
HIST 222, "Greek History." Christensen
MUS 207, "Music in History I: Antiquity-1750." Bloxam
PHIL 114, "Plato, With Footnotes." White
PHIL 201, "History of Ancient Greek Philosophy." White
PSCI 231, "Ancient Political Thought." Reinhardt
PSCI 345T, "Cosmology and Rulership in Ancient Chinese Political Thought." Crane
REL 205, "Ancient Wisdom Literature." Dekel
REL 207, "From Adam to Noah: Literary Imagination and the Primeval History in Genesis." Dekel
REL 208, "'Thus says YHWH!' Introduction to Prophetic Literature of the Hebrew Bible." Scheuer
(STINT Fellow)
REL 230, "Reading Reading: An Introduction to the Qur'an and Islam." Darrow
2015-16
Nb: No longer possible to discern from catalog entry what is the primary prefix.
ANTH 103, "Pyramids, Bones, and Sherds: What is Archaeology?" Foias
ANTH 214, "The Rise and Fall of Civilizations" Foias
ANTH 216T, "Urbanism in the Ancient World" Foias
ANTH 334, "Imagining Joseph" Just
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ARTH 101, "Art Through Time" Low, McGowan, Solum
ARTH 232, "The Visual Culture of Renaissance Rome," Solum
ARTH 236, "Demigods: Nature, Social Theory, and Visual Imagination in Art and Literature, Ancient
to Modern," Hedreen
ARTH 244, "City, Anti-City, and Utopia: Town Planning from 1500 to 1800," Lewis
ARTH 302T, "Architecture in Venice," Johnson
ARTH 433, "Michelangelo: Biography, Mythology, and the History of Art," Solum
ARTH 537, "Renaissance Matter," Heuer
CHIN 412, " Introduction to Classical Chinese," Nugent
CHIN 413, "Intermediate Classical Chinese: Ideas of Authority in Classical Chinese Literature,"
Nugent
CLAS 102, "Roman Literature: Foundations and Empire," Wilcox
CLAS 222, "Greek History," Christensen (in earlier catalogs, fully described under History 222)
CLAS 224, "Roman Archaeology and Material Culture," Rubin
CLAS 258, "Divine Kingship in the Ancient Mediterranean," Rubin
CLAS 340, "Roman Cities in the Near East," Rubin
CLGR 101, "Introduction to Greek," Christensen
CLGR 102, "Introduction to Greek," Christensen (second part of a hyphenated course)
CLGR 201, "Intermediate Greek," Hoppin
CLGR 401, "Homer: The Iliad," Hoppin
CLGR 407, "Rhetoric and Democracy: the Greek Orators," Christensen
CLLA 101-102, "Introduction to Latin," Hoppin, Rubin
CLLA 201, "Intermediate Latin: the Late Republic," Wilcox
CLLA 302, "Vergil's Aeneid," Wilcox
CLLA 406, "Horace, Odes 1-3," Hoppin
CLLA 407, "Caesar and Cicero," Wilcox
COMP 216, "Folk and Fairy Tales in Literature and Beyond," Allen
COMP 219, "The Monkey King: Transformation of a Legend," Allen
COMP 235, "The Qur'an and Literature," Friedman
COMP 237, "Love, Desire, and Longing in Classical Arabic Poetry," Friedman
ENGL 228, "The Renaissance in England and the European Continent: Self and World," Vasiliauskas
ENGL 303, "Shakespeare and Jonson: Renaissance Rivals," Vasiliauskas
ENGL 304, "Dante," Kleiner
ENGL 305, "The Canterbury Tales," Kleiner
ENGL 315, "Poetry of Milton," De Gooyer
ENGL 319, "The Literary Afterlife," Vasiliauskas
HIST 115, "The World of the Mongol Empire," Reinhardt
HIST 220, "History and Society in India and South Asia: c. 2000 to 1700s CE," Kapadia
HIST 391, "When India was the World: Trade, Travel and History in the Indian Ocean," Kapadia
HIST 415, "Gods and Kings: Historical Narratives from India," Kapadia
HSCI 320 "History of Medicine," Beaver
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MUS 231, "Music in History I: Antiquity – 1750," Bloxam
MUS 261, "The Saint and the Countess: Lost Voices of Medieval Woman," Bloxam
PHIL 201, "History of Ancient Greek Philosophy," McPartland
PHIL 306, "The Good Life in Greek and Roman Ethics," McPartland
PSCI 231, "Ancient Political Thought," Reinhardt
REL 203, "Judaism: Before the Law," Israel
REL 218, "Gnosis, Gnostics, Gnosticism," Brakke
REL 220, "Paul and his Influence in Early Christianity," Harrill
REL 243, "Islamic Law: Past and Present," Yacoob
REL 283, "Medieval Islamic Medicine," Alvarez Millan
RLFR 304, "Stars and Constellations: Science, Politics, and Literature in 17th-Century France,"
Balguerie
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Appendix C: Percentage of all enrollments and teaching FTE, by academic
unit, 2001-2016
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Appendix D: Data on mean classes sizes within major by unit per year from
1986 through 2016
The x-axis values indicate year, where 2012, for example, corresponds to Fall 2011 - Spring 2012. The
y-axis indicates average class size; note that the increments are different for each division. The data
only includes courses of type RDG, LEC, SEM, STU, and TUT where the primary course prefix in
Peoplesoft matches the major code exactly. Academic units are sorted by division, and then listed
alphabetically within each division.
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Faculty Meetings
Once each month during the academic year, faculty meetings take place at 4:00 p.m. in Room 3 of
Griffin Hall. The President and the Faculty Steering Committee convene the meetings and work
together to set the agenda. Faculty meetings include reports from the President, other administrative
officers, and from faculty committees with active business. Those in attendance include faculty,
representatives of several administrative offices, student representatives of the College Council, The
Williams Record, and student members of those committees on the agenda for that meeting.
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1. Point of Order

✓
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Voting Procedures
Please Note:
i.

On October 6, 2010, faculty approved the motion replacing voice votes and votes by
show of hands at faculty meetings with votes by electronic voting devices.

ii.

On May 11, 2011, faculty voted to determine the results of votes on motions at faculty
meetings by the majority of those voting. An abstention is not a vote and is not counted
as a vote.

Voting Membership
The voting membership of the faculty consists of all Professors, Associate Professors, Assistant
professors, and Senior Lecturers, as well as those Lecturers and Instructors who hold full-time
appointments. Faculty holding part-time appointments may vote only if they have been notified by
the Dean of the Faculty that they have met the requirements to be voting members (see Policies
Governing Part-time Faculty). Faculty holding appointments called “Visiting” do not vote. All voting
members in the professorial ranks who do not hold major administrative appointments are eligible to
be elected to those standing committees with elected faculty membership, according to the rank and
divisional categories prescribed for those committees. [Faculty Handbook, Section I: B]

