TO: All Faculty

FROM: Fields of Study/Thematic Planning Design Group: Stephen Beck, Dylan 

  Fischer, Amy Gould, David McAvity, Paul Przybylowicz, Sam Schrager

  (convener), Sean Williams 

SUBJECT: Recommendations

DATE: September 2007

This report offers design recommendations for the Fields of Study and Thematic Planning Group initiatives endorsed by the Curricular Visions DTF this spring. It also notes how these initiatives can strengthen Evergreen’s character as a public, interdisciplinary liberal arts college. Our design group was struck by how well the two initiatives complement each other. Fields of Study help anchor learning in enduring subject areas; Thematic Planning Groups promote cross-divisional collaboration on great issues of the times. Both will hopefully become dynamic centers for academic life at Evergreen. 

FIELDS OF STUDY

This initiative speaks to the need to make Evergreen’s curriculum more intelligible to students. It centers on creating web pages for the liberal arts subjects that students can count on being able to study here. Finding these subjects, the faculty who teach them, and their locations in the curriculum matters a lot to both prospective and enrolled students.(  

In developing web pages, the college will not (and must not) move in the direction of departments and majors. The pages, rather, will make the presence of fields more visible and show close links between them and broader interdisciplinary studies—show, in other words, what is distinctive about studying these fields at Evergreen. 

The purpose, then, is to depict fields of study in ways that are most useful for students. Prospective students should be able to quickly grasp whether they can study subjects that interest them—often a key point in recruitment efforts. Newly enrolled and continuing students should be able to plan how they might pursue particular subjects over the course of their education and to identify faculty they might wish to consult and study with. Faculty and academic advisors should be able to use the pages as a tool for advising. 

Faculty themselves, of course, will create the main content for the web pages. The group affiliated with each field writes a brief description of it, chooses other pertinent information to include on the page, and updates the material as needed. All of this will take relatively little effort, especially after the initial setup. The faculty also shares their teaching plans so that they know where and how the field appears within the curriculum. For many fields, this kind of coordination already takes place. For others it introduces a reason to talk occasionally as a group about the field.  

The Fields of Study initiative does not ask faculty to alter what or how they teach. Each faculty member decides the field/s for which he or she takes responsibility. Beyond agreements that faculty choose to make with one another, there are no presumptions about what it means to teach a particular field. Coverage is an important consideration in some areas and for some faculty; for others, it isn’t. As at any liberal arts college, the field as offered reflects the evolving interests and approaches of those who teach it.  

While the effort required to make fields of study more visible is modest, their potential as sites for fruitful conversation is high. For example, when faculty who teach philosophy sat down as a group for the first time, in a two-day institute this summer, they discovered surprising things about how their colleagues think about the discipline, what each other actually teaches, and how they might collaborate on lectures. Similarly, mathematics faculty meeting in summer institutes have gained important knowledge about teaching strategies. Gathering in fields of study can deepen faculty’s work in the fields. These groups won’t rigidify the curriculum. On the contrary, faculty can learn much from their colleagues’ practices of moving across and against disciplinary boundaries. The college’s interdisciplinary thrust encourages faculty to look critically at current states of academic fields and to respond to their shortcomings with inventive teaching and research.                     

Here are our recommendations for the design of Fields of Study:

Web page content. (1) Give an inviting description, no more than 100 words, of the field at Evergreen, including distinctive features as well as connections to other fields and to broad themes. (2) List offerings in the field (full-time programs, half-time programs, and courses) for the current academic year, the next year, and the previous year, linked to catalogue descriptions. (3) List faculty affiliated with the field, including adjuncts and visitors, with a short enumeration of special interests for each, and links to faculty web pages. (4) Include a news section where faculty who wish to do so can announce student and faculty accomplishments and events of interest, and a discussion section where students can post questions and comments and faculty can reply. (5) Note on-campus resources that support the field and some links to professional resources in the field: associations, journals, and lists of career and work opportunities. (See Appendix A for examples of what some of the above might look like for philosophy and mathematics.)

The web pages should be designed so that all faculty affiliated with a field can edit the page at will, and offerings will be updated automatically to match the online catalogue. In addition to the material supplied by faculty, College Relations plans to create brief profiles of alumni and students with examples of work done by those who’ve studied the field at Evergreen.      

Criteria for fields.  To appear as a field of study with a web page, the subject should be offered in programs at lower and upper division—that is, introductory and more advanced levels—yearly. With this degree of availability, the college honors students’ expectations to be able to study a field in breadth and depth. The substantive and frequent presence of the subject in program contexts (rather than largely through independent study and courses) means that interested students will have the chance to pursue it at different points in their education, even if they’re here only a couple of years. 

A range of four to twelve faculty seems about the right number for constituting a field of study. Too few would likely find it burdensome to offer the subject yearly at both intro and advanced levels; too many suggests mega-subjects that would be better configured as distinct, linked fields. As a starting point for faculty to sort out what the fields are and what they should be called, the design group has compiled a rough list based on the areas of interest faculty frequently select for catalogue copy (see Appendix B). There are, of course, subjects that are offered regularly in the curriculum but not annually—or, if annually, by one or two folks. There should be a separate list of these subjects, linked to larger fields of study of which they are part. (French, for example, can be noted as a distinct area and linked to a field with a name such as Languages and Cultures; likewise, botany with Ecology.) By mapping the subject areas that Evergreen offers, the Fields of Study initiative also reveals others that are absent—absences that the faculty may or may not know of and that Hiring Priorities may wish to take into account.          

Affiliating with fields. In deciding which field(s) to associate with, ask: What do you see yourself as responsible for teaching? You might contribute at various times to the curriculum in half a dozen subject areas, but what matters for this purpose are primary commitments, whether rooted in academic training or subsequent learning. The design group advises that faculty affiliate with from one to three fields of study—the main subject areas that you teach regularly (though not necessarily every year). 


Each field of study group has a small set of obligations: to compose an initial web page, review it annually, consult with colleagues to see that the field is dependably available to students, and (optional for each group) maintain a news and discussion section on the page. The groups do not have chairs: no departmentalization! Members share tasks. Every field needs a core of faculty for whom it’s of primary importance. Hopefully, all faculty will participate actively in at least one group. Faculty can choose, if they like, to go to meetings of just one group but belong to another as well. (The web pages are meant, after all, to enable students to identify all faculty committed to teaching the field.) The groups neither screen nor approve curriculum. Faculty who teach a field occasionally can list such offerings on the web page without being part of the group. Membership is not to be a burden, but a means for convivial collegial interchange.

Institutional support. To get the initiative rolling in 2007-08, part of the Curriculum Planning retreat should be devoted to initial organizing, and there should be one meeting in fall and spring quarters (also in winter, if needed), in lieu of planning unit meetings, for field of study discussions and web page preparation. Starting in 2008-09, governance time should be set aside twice or thrice yearly for fields of study to meet; several annual meetings will allow faculty to take part regularly in discussions in more than one field. Faculty development funds should be made available for fields of study to hold summer institutes, in which others interested in the field (but not part of the group) are welcome to participate. Faculty will depend on support from College Relations staff to carry out the web work efficiently.

THEMATIC PLANNING GROUPS

This initiative speaks to the need to reinvigorate Evergreen’s curricular structures. It invites faculty to form broadly interdisciplinary groups to explore topics and issues of high interest. Faculty will create and join groups on themes they genuinely want to teach students and study with colleagues over a sustained period of time. 

Among the many ideas for change aired in the 2005-06 Governance Group discussions, this one generated perhaps the most enthusiasm. It opens a way to move beyond the limitations of Planning Units, which often have the effect of channeling curricular planning into conventional categories and channeling faculty towards a small pool of teaching partners. Thematic Planning Groups offer a counterweight to disciplinary specialization and the relatively short duration of individual programs. Keyed to matters of public significance, revisable on a regular basis, drawing together faculty from across the college who share common interests but might never realize it otherwise, these groups signal a fertile new direction in Evergreen’s life as an interdisciplinary institution.   

The initiative holds much promise to increase the college’s involvement in national conversations on compelling issues. By focusing on such issues in wide-ranging interdisciplinary ways, thematic groups can create excellent conditions to learn about them in complexity and depth. Students and faculty alike will gain new opportunities to engage in meaningful research, presentation, publication, action, and the like.              

For thematic planning groups to succeed, faculty must experiment. Themes will be proposed. Faculty will cluster around ones that stir excitement. They will discuss the theme, play with it, develop it in relation to one another’s teaching and research interests. They will also decide the terms of their collaboration as a group. These dialogues need to unfold over time. Institutional support of two kinds will be required. First, existing governance time must be freed up so faculty can undertake a series of meetings, and resources provided to help groups flourish after they get started. Second, the groups must be trusted to figure out their own design, including agreements about members’ responsibilities. There should be no imposition of one-size-fits-all rules. Much will be learned about a variety of good approaches through the experiences of the groups that form in the early stages of the initiative.          

The Sustainability/Justice group, which began to organize in a series of meetings in 2006-07, is the first (so far, the only) thematic planning group. The theme has attracted a large number of faculty from a wide range of subject areas: arts, ecology, design, history, agriculture, community development, Native American studies, business, anthropology, environmental health, Middle East studies, geography, writing and communication, labor, philosophy, and media. While its structure is still in formation, the group is looking at possibilities of a cohort model. The participating faculty would commit to contributing to a multiyear curriculum for students, who would thus be able to construct their education as members of a learning community that has continuity over several years. 

Another model for thematic planning has been imagined along the lines of a think-tank, Evergreen-style. The emphasis would be on an ongoing inquiry into the theme by the group through seminars on pertinent readings, presentations of members’ current research projects, joint attendance at conferences, and shared cross-program activities. Faculty would commit to infusing the theme into many of their programs, but there would be no student cohort. Members of the group would be free to teach together or with others. (This model bears resemblances to the Wilderness study group, composed of faculty from a wide range of disciplinary backgrounds who met monthly in the 1980s.)      

More models will likely emerge once thematic planning groups gestate. The experience to date of the Sustainability/Justice group shows the considerable effort required to create the space for the process to develop. In light of the challenges of embarking from the ground up on this new form of association, the design group offers these recommendations to support the Thematic Planning Group initiative:  

Needed time. A chunk of this fall’s faculty retreat should be spent in preliminary conversations exploring themes. Further meetings should substitute for one faculty meeting in winter and spring quarters 2008. Since these groups will need regular opportunities for discussion and planning in order to be vital, starting in 2008-09 one governance slot each quarter should be for thematic group meetings.

Needed resources. Thematic planning groups should receive funding to hold a summer institute to help launch their work. Support from the Fund for Innovation should be given to members of groups, based on submitted proposals, so they can participate in events and organizations devoted to study of the theme—for example, attending conferences and consulting with institutes elsewhere in the U.S. Money should also go to bring speakers and practitioners to campus, and for innovative projects in conjunction with the theme. Student participation in conferences and projects should be funded as well.

Membership. A group needs enough members to sustain good dialogue among diverse faculty, but not so many that it proves awkward to collaborate as a group. It’s crucial to the thematic approach that faculty from across the curriculum become part of the mix in each group. Thus, whatever the sources of the proposed theme, serious effort should be made to attract colleagues from every planning unit to early conversations, so they can have an integral part in shaping the scope of the enterprise. There is no expectation that a group will continue indefinitely. Four or five years seem an appropriate threshold of commitment to a group’s existence. It can go longer, of course, if members choose. As with fields of study, sharing responsibilities seems wiser than appointing coordinators. Each group should agree on a covenant. While it will be desirable for faculty to find or form a thematic group, whether or not to belong to one must be a voluntary choice.

Catalogue presence. Each thematic planning group should have a short space in the catalogue to describe what students can learn through study of the theme and to list its curricular offerings. Information in expanded form, including affiliated faculty and the group’s activities, should be posted in a series of Thematic Planning Groups web pages.         

APPENDIX A:

EXAMPLES OF FIELD OF STUDY WEB PAGE CONTENT

Here are rough, partial, initial drafts for two fields of study—philosophy and mathematics—to illustrate the kind of information faculty would include on web pages. College Relations will design the pages and add additional material on students and alumni who’ve studied the field.

PHILOSOPHY AT EVERGREEN—draft 

Description
Through studying philosophy, you will enter into an ongoing conversation across centuries about fundamental questions of reality, knowledge, and value. To engage in this conversation, you will learn how to closely read and interpret philosophical texts, to do conceptual analysis, and to construct strong arguments. But the ongoing philosophical conversation is interconnected with historical and social circumstances, as well as with advances in other fields of inquiry. So, at Evergreen you will study philosophy in close relation to many other fields — some of the most prominent are psychology, history, literature, computer science, biology, linguistics, and the visual arts. Particular strengths of philosophy at Evergreen are ethical, social and political philosophy; philosophy of math and science; and history of philosophy. 

Current Programs (07/08):

Full-time

Knowing Nature (FWS, 48 credits)

Illuminations (FWS, 48 credits)

Practice of Community (FWS, 48 credits)

Mathematical Systems (FWS, 48 credits)

Awakening the Dreamer, Pursuing the Dream (FWS, 48 credits)

Christian Roots (FW, 32 credits)

Marxist Theory (F, 16 credits)

Power and Limitations of Dialogue (W, 16 credits)

Half-time
“Liberty and Justice for All” (F, 8 credits)

Religion and Society (WS, 16 credits)

Courses

Questions of Philosophy (F, 4 credits)

Critical Thinking in Eastern Philosophy (F, 4 credits)

Rights, Goods and Virtues (W, 4 credits)

Upcoming Programs (08/09):

Full-time

TBA

Half-time
TBA

Courses

TBA

Past Programs (06/07) 

Full-time

Mind and the World (FWS, 48 credits)

Four Philosophers (FW, 32 credits)

Pillars of Fire (FW, 32 credits)

Prolegomena to a Future Poetics (FW, 32 credits)

Innovation and Leadership in American Business (FW, 32 credits)

Turning Eastward (FW, 32 credits)

Postmodernity and Postmodernism (F, 16 credits)

Art After ‘The End of Art’ (S, 16 credits)

The Ethical Entrepreneur (S, 16 credits)

Half-time

Environmental Action on Global Warming (F, 8-12 credits)

Good and Evil (WS, 16 credits)

Mind and Brain (S, 8 credits)

Matters of Life and Death (WS, 16 credits)

Courses

Critical Reasoning (F, 4 credits)

Philosophy as a Form of Life (F, 4 credits)

Mind and Emotion (W, 4 credits)

Philosophy of Religion (W, 4 credits)

Political Philosophy (W, 4 credits)

Ethics at Work (S, 4 credits)

Faculty: 

Stephen Beck (Ethics, Social and Political Philosophy, Environmental Philosophy, History of Philosophy: Ancient and Early Modern)

Kathleen Eamon (Social and Political Philosophy, German Idealism, Marxism, Psychoanalysis, Aesthetics and Philosophy of Art)
Kevin Francis (History and Philosophy of Science, Bioethics and Environmental Ethics)
Charles Pailthorp (Metaphysics and Epistemology, including Ancient, Early Modern, Rationalism and Empiricism, Kant and Contemporary Kantian Studies, Hegel; Aesthetics and Philosophy of Music; Writing and Rhetoric)
Joe Tougas (History of Philosophy: Ancient, Early Modern, 19th and 20th Century European; Philosophy of Language; Ethics; Philosophy of Pluralism)
(more to be added)

Resources:
American Philosophical Association

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy

Philosophy Pages

(more to be added)

MATHEMATICS AT EVERGREEN—draft
Description

Mathematics is an essential component of a liberal arts education, forms a foundation for more advanced work in the sciences and is a discipline in its own right. We teach mathematics across the curriculum, at all levels, in integrated programs and in standalone courses on a regular basis. 


Faculty

Rachel Hasting 

David McAvity (applied math, physics, mathematical biology)

Brian Walter 
Neal Nelson
Sherri Shulman
Mario Gadea

Allen Mauney

Vauhn Foster-Grahler

Academic Offerings 

What follows is a list of programs and courses that include mathematics as a significant component. In programs math is taught in an integrated way with other disciplines. We are committed to offering programs that include math at beginning, intermediate and advanced levels every year. Follow the program description links for information about the level of math in each program.

Current Offerings (07/08)

· Programs

Calculated Fictions (FW)
Introduction to Natural Science  (FWS)
Data and Information (WS)

Models of Motion (FWS)
Mathematical Systems (FWS)

· Evening/Weekend and Summer Courses



	Fall
	Winter
	Spring
	Summer

	Precalculus 1
Calculus 1

Discrete Math
	Precalculus 2

Calculus 1
	Calculus I
Calculus II
	Calculus I&II
TBA



· Other modes of study – Contracts and Undergraduate Research

Future Offerings (08/09)

· Programs

Introduction to Natural Science 

Data and Information
Models of Motion
Computability
Methods of Mathematical Physics
Past Offerings (06/07)—TBA  
Resources

· On campus Resources

QUASR

CAL

Library

· Off campus Resources

MAA, Math Career sites, Journal sites

APPENDIX B:
A STARTING POINT FOR A LIST OF FIELDS OF STUDY

This rough list is based on recent versions of main subject areas that faculty check off when submitting catalogue copy. The design group suggests that “fields of study” web pages be created for the subjects taught yearly in programs at both introductory and more advanced levels. Subjects taught regularly but less often should be noted as a separate list, linked to the larger fields (see pp. 2-3). 

NOTE: (1) This list is intended only to help faculty sort out fields. Some of the names will no doubt change or disappear, and subjects that aren’t listed may materialize as fields.  


(2) The letter “N” is noted for subjects where we wonder if there’s a large enough number of faculty and offerings to constitute a field of study. If not, some of these subjects will likely find a presence within more encompassing fields of study.


(3) Fields are listed here according to the planning unit with which they are—or may be—most strongly associated. This breakdown is to make it easier for faculty to locate fields at a glance. Many fields, of course, cut across the planning units.

CTL

American Studies

Anthropology

Consciousness Studies (N)

Cultural Studies  

Gender and Women’s Studies 

History

Languages and Cultures 

Literature

Philosophy

Religious Studies (N)

Writing 

EA

Dance (N)

Moving Image

Music

Performance Arts

Visual Arts

ES

Agriculture (N)

Earth Science

Ecology (or: Natural History)

Environmental Planning and Policy

Geography

Marine Science (N)

Zoology

NAWIPS

Native American Studies

SI

Biology

Chemistry

Computer Science

Physics

Mathematics

SPBC

Business and Management 

Communications (N)

Community Studies

Economics

Education (N)

Health 

International Studies 

Law and Public Policy (N)

Political Science

Psychology

Sociology (N)

( In the 2005 New Student Survey, for example, 53% of entering first-time, first-year students and 76.6% of transfers said that they intended to study in a particular discipline or field. Of those who started out uncertain whether they would have such a focus, 89.7% of the first-timers and 96% of the transfers had decided on a field or fields by spring 2006. (Data from Institutional Research and Assessment)
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