2019-20 Annual Report for the fourth meeting of the CNY Humanities Corridor Advisory Board

The Corridor is supported by endowment awards from the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation to
Syracuse University, Cornell University, and the University of Rochester.
This report discusses Central New York Humanities Corridor activities and administration from
July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020. Based on a review of all 2019-20 working group activities,
end-of-year summaries, Advisory Board feedback, our Corridor-wide survey, and other
documentation, this report includes:
Introduction .......................................................................................................................... 2
Progress ................................................................................................................................ 3
Growth and Inclusivity .................................................................................................................6
Operations ...................................................................................................................................9
Corridor Advisory Board ........................................................................................................... 11
Responding to CAB and Working Group Input ......................................................................... 11
Raising Awareness and Publicity ........................................................................................... 11
Increasing Transparency ....................................................................................................... 12
Challenges ........................................................................................................................... 13
COVID-19 ................................................................................................................................... 13
Shifting to Digital or Remote Collaboration .............................................................................. 14
The Outlook for Humanities Funding........................................................................................ 14
Communications ....................................................................................................................... 15
Goals ................................................................................................................................... 16
Evaluations: Corridor-Wide Spring 2020 Survey .................................................................... 17
Response Rate........................................................................................................................... 17
Survey Themes .......................................................................................................................... 19
Scholarship ............................................................................................................................ 19
Intellectual Neighborhoods .................................................................................................. 21
Student Engagement ............................................................................................................ 23
Future of the Humanities ...................................................................................................... 24
Public Engagement ............................................................................................................... 25
Summary ............................................................................................................................. 25

1

Introduction
As a regional consortium, the CNY Humanities Corridor supports countless collaborative
research activities each year, from intimate partnerships to broad, public-facing activities. We
cross the boundaries of 11 institutions, operate across 3 separate endowments, bridge
academic disciplines, and connect with wider publics. While we have clear regional boundaries
and origins, our reach is national and international, and our impact can be felt in both
traditional research contexts and in public-facing humanities partnerships. This year alone, for
example, Corridor Working Groups reported partnering with 84 organizations/entities outside
of our 11 member institutions. We are proud to support so many diverse activities, and to
continue to find ways to expand our reach and impact.
It is also the case, however, that the nature of our work cannot be fully captured by numerically
summarizing activity levels. It’s important that the Corridor be understood as a humanities
“neighborhood”: our structures and work provide a wider sense of belonging and a broader
web of relationships for the region’s humanists. The community we foster, and the seed
funding we provide, offer participants the real advantage of stepping outside the usual sets of
expectations, circles of colleagues, and also pressures they may face at their home institutions.
Inhabiting a collaborative humanities “neighborhood” also requires us to consider who’s
missing from the conversation, even when one has, as we do, an open, flexible, democratic
structure. Thus, we continue to consider questions of disparities and inequities amongst us, and
to be mindful about different forms of precarity in our midst: we must think about power
asymmetries between persons as well as institutions and organizations. As the Corridor evolves,
we strive to strike a balance between constancy and innovation. We want to provide a solid
foundation for humanities researchers and educators from year to year, and, at the same time,
explore new ways to support collaborative research as the times, faculty needs, and the
broader humanities landscape shift.
The times definitely changed quickly this year with the cascading shutdowns that started
overseas in January and closed down New York state by mid-March. The preliminary impacts of
the COVID-related economic and public health crisis are beginning to be felt across the
academy and in the humanities in particular. COVID repercussions are having a negative impact
on research momentum for some groups more than others: early reports1 show women faculty
and faculty of color experiencing greater impediments on research momentum, including
submitting grants, articles, and book proposals. A variety of factors feed into this, including
issues of child/household care, schooling, higher risk categories and communities, and more. At
Syracuse University, this issue has led to “listening sessions” with the Provost and VP for
Research to ascertain if new support may be needed. We are weighing such questions, too, and
COVID means we may need to try new things, while remaining true to our bottom-up, facultydriven roots.
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Flaherty, Colleen. “Something’s Got To Give.” Inside Higher Ed, August 20, 2020.
www.insidehighered.com/news/2020/08/20/womens-journal-submission-rates-continue-fall
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In short, the racial justice, social justice, public health, and educational landscapes are shifting
around all of us and affecting every aspect of our lives. We approach this report as offering a
chance to reflect on and celebrate the Corridor’s successes over the past year and to look to
various challenges that lie before us.

Progress
The Corridor’s biggest strength is in providing mechanisms and seed funding to help build and
maintain a variety of scholarly relationships and projects. The Corridor: offers connection, new
networks, and a sense of community; allows for mentoring between colleagues and also
intergenerational mentoring and collaborations with graduate and undergraduate students;
provides a refuge or outlet for those who may be isolated in their own departments or
institutions; and helps individuals build different scholarly trajectories, discover new publication
pipelines, and explore new lines of inquiry.
Since most humanists are still trained in (and rewarded for) solo research, humanities faculty
and academic staff may not be familiar with collaborative work, may not feel at ease in their
home institutions doing collaborative work, or, simply, may not readily find collaborators at
their home institution. The Corridor offers a place to find like-minded collaborators in a noncompetitive, collegial intellectual environment that fosters innovation. We provide a way to
participate in different conversations than one might have on one’s own campus or only within
one’s area of expertise/field. Importantly, at least when we are not in the midst of a pandemic,
the opportunities for getting people together face-to-face also have a big impact. In short, the
Corridor serves as a powerful resource and is a sustaining, low-pressure source of funding and
research support.
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As the pie chart above illustrates, Syracuse University continues to have the highest award
totals in relationship to their larger endowment, covering seven additional institutions (the NY6
schools plus Le Moyne), while Cornell and the University of Rochester have each funded about
one-third of the award total this year.
For the 2019-20 academic year, the Corridor awarded $196,370 in support of 58 working
groups organizing 126 activities across eight of the 11 Corridor campuses (Syracuse, Cornell,
Rochester, Colgate, Hamilton, Hobart and William Smith, Le Moyne, and Union). (Skidmore, St.
Lawrence, and RIT did not host any Corridor activities this past year but continue to engage
with the Corridor in other ways.)
Budgeted Awards for Working Group Activities in Fall 2019 & Spring 2020
Total: $196,370 to 58 working groups
Corridor Endowment/
Number of Research
Target Budget Allotment
2019-20 Awards
Activity Location
Activities
Syracuse University, NY6, and
Le Moyne

$60,000 (60%)

$82,925 (42%)

66 (52%)

Cornell University

$25,000 (25%)

$56,215 (29%)

36 (29%)

University of Rochester and
RIT

$15,000 (15%)

$57,230 (29%)

24 (19%)

TOTAL

$100,000

$196,370

126

* Due to New York’s state-wide COVID-related closures, 39 working group activities
totaling $68,460 were canceled or postponed in Spring 2020. Only 3 groups were able to
transition to an online-only format while preserving the integrity of their planned events,
often at a lesser expense. (24 activities for $51,785 are anticipated to be rescheduled
during the 2020-21 academic year.)
In addition, awarding at or beyond the target budgets for each endowment (as delineated in
the chart, above) is based on several years of data showing how working groups tend to underspend on their awards. Some groups don’t spend the full award amount while others, for a
variety of reasons, need to cancel their activities. Thus, the Corridor is often short of its
anticipated expenses for working groups, as the graph below illustrates. (Note: final FY20
expenses for the CU and UR endowments are still being calculated).
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Anticipating that this pattern (of a disparity between award level vs. actual spending) may well
continue, we have increased working group awards beyond our original targets, to expand
Corridor participation and to support some larger Signature Event opportunities. We may be at
the point where the Directors could consider recalculating each endowment’s annual target
working group award allocations. However, at the same time, given the uncertainties of COVID
on the long-term health of institutional endowments and investments, faculty and staff at
Corridor institutions may not have access to other additional funds in ways that they are used
to--which could lead Working Groups to actually spend their awards in full. As always, we will
be cautious with funding projections and, simultaneously, find ways to maximize our
humanities research support to meet the needs of our participants/communities.
2019-20 Activities by Research Cluster
From its start, the Corridor has had a research “cluster” structure, but--as we will discuss in
more detail later in this report--over time, we have been moving toward a framework that
highlights the Working Groups and their activities, to encourage more breadth, depth, and
engagement across the diverse and often interdisciplinary nature of collaboration. While
financial and working group targets no longer directly align with research clusters, we still
include this data, below, for the historical record and for comparison over time. Literature,
Language, and Culture became a catch-all for various working groups who could not find a
home in other clusters. With the recent addition of three new clusters--Historical Studies,
Inequality & Social Difference, and Humanities Futures--we anticipate that, in time, Working
Group activity levels and funding rates by cluster will become more evenly distributed.
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Research Cluster

Total Awards

No. Working
Groups

No. Activities

Median Budget per
Activity

Archives and Media

$1,500

1

1

$1,500

Digital Humanities

$15,800

3

7

$2,300

Historical Studies

$18,880

8

15

$1,250

Humanities Futures

n/a

0

0

$0

Inequality & Social Difference

n/a

0

0

$0

Linguistics

$9,700

5

8

$750

Literature, Language, and Culture

$64,350

20

40

$1,500

Musicology/Performance Studies

$39,070

8

23

$1,000

Philosophy/Critical Theory

$33,900

7

15

$1,500

Visual Arts and Cultures

$13,170

6

17

$400

TOTAL

$196,370

58

126

$1,275 (avg.)

Growth and Inclusivity
As the chart and graph, below, illustrate, the Corridor continues to demonstrate annual growth
in the number of proposals received, the number of actively engaged working groups, and the
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number of Corridor-funded activities. Of the 50 annual reports submitted this year, working
groups reported collaborations with 84 different institutions or community organizations
external to the Corridor. Many of those activities and collaborations extended far beyond the
bounds of Central New York, nationally and internationally, illustrating, again, the Corridor’s
broad community and expansive “neighborhood” boundaries. Some activities are hyper-local in
nature—others go well beyond the region. Our regional consortium has grown into a
multifaceted and layered community with varied scales and types of work going on. Our wide
reach is even more clear in the results from the Corridor’s survey, which covers a longer period
of time (and, it bears noting, collaborative scholarly outcomes take time to mature). The survey
is discussed in more detail in the next section of the report.
CNY Humanities Corridor Growth by Year

Calendar Year

Proposals
Received

Active Working Groups

Collaborative Research
Activities

2015

22

28

49

2016

29

32

52

2017

29

33

55

2018

42

34

59

2019

55

55

106

2020

58

67

105*

*removes COVID cancellations/postponements from Spring 2020 but includes the Fall 2020 projections

Notably, proposal submissions for the Spring CFP remained robust, though the deadline
coincided with COVID’s rise and the sudden switch to remote teaching across all 11 Corridor
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campuses. We extended our proposal deadline by several days to accommodate those needing
more time to submit proposals.
While we continue to strive for broad engagement across the Corridor, one drawback of growth
(from participants’ perspective) is that the Corridor has had to become more selective in the
proposal review process. In addition, Working Group funding award levels have generally not
increased, as the growth in participants and number of activities has outpaced growth of our
endowments, for example. However, we now provide access to additional funding via the IntraCorridor Travel Supplement. This Supplement supports convening Working Group members
and traveling to attend/participate in Corridor activities: such costs used to be embedded in
Activity Budgets, but no longer need to (or should) be.
With increased applications, and resulting selectivity, the review process has inevitably become
more thorough. Certainly, working groups now receive more individualized feedback on their
activities and budgets, with concrete suggestions for future rounds: however, some groups are
being funded at a lower level than requested, while others are not being funded (but are
encouraged to reapply in future cycles, and given feedback to help them succeed in future
rounds). The primary reason for proposals being declined has been that groups are not
proposing the kinds of meaningful cross-institutional collaborations that the Corridor is built
upon.
This year, the Directors from the endowment campuses (SU, CU, UR) also wanted to explore
whether Director-driven initiatives might have an important role to play in our role (and our
responsibilities) as a “neighborhood.” Our working assumption was that such activities could
help to bring people together in new ways, offer different ways to network, and might provide
offerings that could help mitigate significant institutional obstacles or headwinds.
Initial efforts suggest centrally-organized opportunities can foster intellectual community,
directly support humanities research, and significantly diversify the fields and groups of faculty
and staff supported by the Corridor. In previous years, the Corridor Directors ran a working
group entitled the Digital Humanities Speaker Series (DH8). Pivoting this year, the Directors
reconvened under the new Humanities Futures research cluster with the Corridor Futures &
Initiatives (HF4) working group. Centrally-organized initiatives (such as the scheduled-thenpostponed writing retreat at the Minnowbrook conference center with Michelle Boyd of
InkWell Writing Retreats, as well as a ½-day online writing retreat also run by InkWell, this
summer) have spurred increased interest in the Corridor, as we engaged people who had not
previously participated in Corridor activities or working groups.
For example, consider the applicant pool demographics for the Minnowbrook summer writing
retreat, below. This opportunity was intentionally focused on reaching out to marginalized
groups in academia, as a means of offering some pivotal research support, sparking
community-building and networking, and also diversifying the Corridor’s membership with
targeted outreach programs. As the graph shows, the applicant pool was comprised of:
● Person of Color - 34%
8

●
●
●
●

LGBTQ - 21%
First generation - 36%
Woman - 70%
Untenured - 25%

We were happy to find that occasional, centrally-organized activities, which mix up our
offerings, can offer different points of entry into the Corridor, and can help welcome new and
different research communities into the fold. We hope to develop more of these opportunities
in the future with the goal of continuing to diversify the Corridor and creating new pathways for
participation.
That being said, we want to be clear that, at this time, when we mention expanded
opportunities, we mean so within our current institutional membership parameters. While
expansion beyond our 11 institutions remains untenable, financially and logistically, institutions
do express interest in joining Corridor. This year: Monroe Community College; SUNY-Cortland;
Ithaca College. Previously: University at Albany, University at Buffalo, Binghamton University,
Elmira College, SUNY-ESF, SUNY-Upstate Medical University.

Operations
Where appropriate and necessary, we have been making significant progress in furthering
operational collaborations, by working more closely across the three endowment institutions,
as Directors and with key administrative staff at Syracuse and Cornell. From its origins, the
Corridor has pushed against some of the academy’s intellectual constraints and institutional
bounds. Resource-sharing between universities, for example, is not the norm--operational and
fiscal silos are, rather, more usual. However, research collaborations and organizational
partnerships often require different kinds of structures, practices, and mindsets. With this in
mind, and building from our depth of experience in fostering collaboration, we’ve been intently
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focused over the past year on some internal work, deepening our collaborative leadership
practices and operating structures to further align our theory and operational practices.
To this end, we have engaged in quite a lot of thoughtful cross-consultation amongst the
Directors and administrative staff on a variety of matters, crafting a shared vision about
everything from Working Group guidelines, internal policy, and behind-the-scenes fiscal
matters, to conveying a more robust public-facing Corridor ethos and sharing ideas with one
another about future directions, needs, and responsiveness. To support this work, we held a
greater number of Director meetings and discussions across the year, consulted with each
other regularly, actively engaged in shared decision-making, and innovated in how we work
together. For example, we devised new ways to cost-share from across our endowments to
support Director-driven Corridor-wide initiatives.
In addition to the Directors’ increased collaborations, the Corridor’s Program Manager,
Syracuse’s Budget Administrator, and Cornell’s Budget Manager regularly correspond,
strategize, and participate in cross-Corridor leadership meetings. We encouraged
administrators at each campus hosting activities in any given semester to be more engaged and
ask questions, to facilitate timely accounting across institutions. The new Humanities Center
Budget Administrator at SU (hired August 2019) played a significant role in streamlining
financial processes with participating campuses. She also standardized outreach according to
each institution’s specific needs. (Since each Corridor institution has their own way of dealing
with Corridor funding, each institution needs a slightly different setup to follow their own
institutional policies as well as the Corridor’s). As a collaborative entity, the Corridor requires
regular care and attention. The Corridor’s Program Manager thus makes a concerted effort to
support working groups, whether by helping to brainstorm possibilities, offering examples,
answering budget and event planning questions, and more: such behind-the-scenes work
fosters connection and community across our 11 institutions, and this kind of invisible but
invaluable labor has only increased with so much uncertainty facing Working Groups and their
collaborators during the pandemic.
We continually strive to be responsive and to anticipate working group, individual, and
institutional needs. Thus, in addition to the care we take to be as flexible and supportive as
possible, in the context of the pandemic, it is also the case that, as we mature, our endowment
operations continue to evolve. For instance, as a direct result of our cross-institutional
collaboration, we established “Intra-Corridor Travel Fund Guidelines” to set shared
expectations and parameters for reimbursing Intra-Corridor travel expenses. We see these
guidelines as a key aspect of our long-term fiscal stewardship: they also provide transparency
and clear parameters from which to work and plan, for working groups and budget
administrators alike. In addition, providing some “Models/Best Practices for Working Group
Activities” has been an ongoing effort, with input from the three endowment campus
administrators as to how best to advise/guide working groups to think about, propose, and plan
for their Corridor activities. In the context of COVID-19, models for how to shift gears and
collaborate digitally are another pressing need which such efforts can help support.
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Corridor Advisory Board
Lively discussions during the September 2019 meeting of the Corridor Advisory Board (CAB)
underscored the value of having experienced working group participants from across the
Corridor serve as engaged board members. The meeting generated key feedback for future
planning and long-term goals, which take longer to fully implement. However, the CAB meeting
also generated several suggestions that we were able to implement over the course of the past
year, as we discuss below (e.g., developing clear guidelines about travel funding, describing
various working group activities in the CFP and on the website to help new participants imagine
what’s possible, revamping and expanding our research clusters while also foregrounding that
working groups, and their activities, are the lifeblood of the Corridor, and more).
Due to CAB term limits, several seats were set to turnover at the close of the 2019-2020
academic year. This presented an opportunity to further diversify our board membership, to
invite working group organizers with a depth of Corridor experience to sit on the board, and to
include representation of a wider variety of faculty roles, academic staff, and interdisciplinary
fields. We also sought to expand the Board’s institutional representation and reached out to
both Hobart and William Smith Colleges and the Rochester Institute of Technology for new
board members, as these institutions have had rising levels of Corridor activity and
engagement. In 2020-2021, the CAB will have expanded from 13 to 15 members, and will have
more representation from interdisciplinary fields, academic staff, tenure-line junior faculty as
well as contingent faculty.

Responding to CAB and Working Group Input
Each year, in our interactions with CAB members and with Working Groups, via the annual
reporting process, we actively solicit feedback to learn more about how we’re doing, about how
we’re operating, and about participants’ needs and wishes. In this section, we discuss two
broad areas of input: Raising Awareness and Publicity and Increasing Transparency. Later in the
report, in the “Evaluations” section, we discuss input from our Corridor-wide Spring 2020
survey.

Raising Awareness and Publicity
During the September 2019 CAB meeting, CAB members urged us to increase awareness of
Corridor funding opportunities and to encourage a broader, more diverse range of participants.
In response, we leveraged our networks at each of our 11 participating campuses to cast a wide
net for our Fall and Spring CFP periods. We specifically tried to reach out to individuals who had
not previously engaged with the Corridor and to encourage junior faculty to apply for funding
and build a network of regional collaborators. In addition, we worked to raise awareness about
the tremendous variety of collaborative activities taking place across the Corridor, and about
the range of working groups and approaches they use, by experimenting with visual
“snapshots” of Corridor activity listings for each semester.
We, too, would like to further highlight activities across the Corridor, but gathering confirmed
activity and event details in a timely manner remains a perennial challenge, given differing
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institutional cultures as well as the nature of collaboration across several institutions. However,
we continue to try to raise general awareness about what’s possible. Each institution’s
Humanities Center (for those that have one) as well as individual working group networks
continue to take the lead in public event publicity, which helps drive attendance and
awareness, as does personalized outreach by Working Group members to their own regional
and institutional networks.
Currently, the Corridor’s strength lies in publicizing our funding cycles and, now, creating
awareness about occasional corridor-wide opportunities. In the coming year, we may explore
new or additional ways to engage in Corridor-wide outreach, e.g., via an occasional newsletter
sharing information and updates, so that Corridor participants feel more connected to one
another, in terms of the larger whole, and can hear from us about how we’ve been responding
to and thinking about their input as participants. To help those new to the Corridor understand
the Corridor’s exciting potential, and to encourage engagement, we also implemented
improvements to our website. For example:
● We revamped our “About the Corridor” messaging to try to address the feedback that
the Corridor can be confounding to potential new participants--its wide-open
possibilities can overwhelm new users, at times.
● We experimented with different ways to highlight the events by campus (rather than by
working group or by cluster) so as to give more visibility to the breadth of activities.
● We developed shared, centralized “Travel Guidelines for Intra-Corridor Travel” and
these are now featured on the website.
● COVID-related policies by campus are now located on a designated Corridor web page
to allow for our disparate working groups to keep tabs on what the ever-changing rules
are on other campuses where they might be engaged.
● While we anticipate a major website redesign in the coming year, we have begun to
tweak and improve the site navigation, accessibility, design, usability, and content when
and where we can in the interim.

Increasing Transparency
Increasing transparency and improving clarity about how the Corridor works characterizes
another discussion and feedback thread that emerged from the Fall 2019 Advisory Board
meeting. We have made a concerted effort to act on this input whenever possible. We outline
various policy and communication improvements throughout this report but would like to
highlight some of them here. The new Intra-Corridor Travel Guidelines (addressed earlier in the
“Operations” section of this report) are one example. We have also added, to the Call for
Proposals, more examples of different kinds of working group activities, to encourage idea
generation and show the heterogenous possibilities. We made a concerted effort to clarify the
wording in our proposal form so that prospective working groups (especially those new to the
Corridor) can more easily make sense of what is required to apply. We’ve also recently added a
section to our website providing models of how to run various types of working group activities,
and we hope to continue re-envisioning and streamlining our website to support our
transparency goals.
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Not unexpectedly, some of the Corridor’s behind-the-scenes financial mechanisms continue to
be a point of confusion for working groups: collaborative financials drive how we operate, but
they are not the norm in higher education. If all things go according to plan, and working groups
conduct their activity as outlined and as awarded, then they never have to think much about
the behind-the-scenes machinations. But, when there is a change--of campus, budget, or
semester--working groups may feel mystified by processes and paperwork, and can at times
express frustration or confusion as to why initiating these changes isn’t simpler. The
(unexciting) but honest answer is that our collaborative administration and financial accounting
require standardized processes across institutions. Furthermore, though we collaborate, and
share resources and operate from a common vision, we draw from distinct endowments, rather
than one “pot” of money—which means that monies don’t “move” from one endowment to
another (if they want to change location/host institution, for instance). Thus, we’ve been trying
to better communicate these challenges so that working groups can better understand some of
the reasons underlying our guidelines and policies.
Working Group Organizers, Clusters, and Nests
In response to CAB feedback, we also revamped how we describe several aspects of how
working groups are structured. For instance, Working Group Organizers had been referred to as
“Coordinators,” but to avoid any potential confusion with staff Coordinator roles/positions at
various institutions, we changed the name to “Organizers.” Since the Corridor is driven by
working groups, the CAB suggested we shift our public-facing language to emphasize working
groups and their activities, over “clusters.” By reversing this order, CAB members suggested the
research clusters could be better understood to function like interdisciplinary “nests” from
which one’s work is fostered and is launched, rather than quasi-disciplinary “umbrellas” under
which one’s work must neatly fit.
In addition, we revamped all existing cluster descriptions, so as to encourage collaborations
beyond disciplinary boundaries and to try to ensure that anyone in the humanities--regardless
of field--would be able to locate themselves, and their potential work/activities, within the
clusters. To this end, we modified some existing research cluster names to reflect a broader
intellectual scope and also created two new clusters to reach areas of academic inquiry that
were not readily apparent in our existing structure: Humanities Futures (HF) and Inequality &
Social Difference (ISD). There are now 10 research clusters offering structural “nests” for a
swath of diverse working groups to develop out of.

Challenges
COVID-19
Obviously, the novel coronavirus has presented a host of challenges for everyone this year. In
mid-March, last-minute cancellations and arrangements had to be made for 39 scheduled
activities across the Corridor. After ensuring that we could support carry-forward of funding
across the three endowments (a fiscal challenge we resolved), all Working Groups had the
opportunity to request an extension of their Spring 2020 awards into the 2020-21 academic
year. Twenty-four COVID-postponed activities are being rescheduled with plans for the
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upcoming academic year, while 15 of them ended up being canceled outright. Post-COVID
campus closures, only three of our working groups were able to pivot their plans into
successful, online activities in Spring 2020. One of these groups--AI and Human Values (DH11)-hosted an incredibly successful Corridor event online: what would have been a small 15-person
seminar in Rochester turned out to be a 90-person conference with engaged participants
spanning from California to New York to South Korea.

Shifting to Digital or Remote Collaboration
Working groups remain the Corridor’s foundation and shall continue to play an important role
in the ground-up model of how the Corridor fundamentally functions. However, in the face of
COVID, new challenges have emerged which the Directors are discussing and will be seeking
Board input on in AY21. For instance, how might we, in the digital age, think about ways for
people to still foster the important, but somewhat intangible, casual interactions and more
intimate discussions that occur more naturally with in-person activities? Without the ability to
travel (due to university guidelines), at least for the near-term, are there ways to ensure we
don’t lose the social aspect, and networking potential, that Corridor collaborations and working
group activities help foster? In addition, we may need to more fully rethink traditional ways of
collaborating in person, and how working groups (can) work. What might that look like? That is,
how can we think expansively about the “work” of working groups (what they do, how they do
it, whom they benefit, what they build toward)? Is there a way to encourage working groups to
think beyond CNY? What are we trying to encourage people to do, exactly, and how can we
incentivize them to do it?
The coronavirus curtails in-person collaboration and networking, two ways of working that
Corridor groups describe as incredibly important. As the questions above underscore, the
inability to gather/work together in person presents some existential dilemmas--about how to
define and conceive of collaboration, how to foster meaningful relationships and casual
interactions, or even how to think about a “host campus” or location for Working Group
activities (since locale drives how our funding is awarded). On the other hand, groups are also
discovering potential for wider impact and collaboration via digital platforms. Moreover, our
carbon imprint in terms of travel across the Corridor (and flying in experts and collaborators
from across the nation and internationally) has certainly lessened, too--COVID quickly made the
Corridor environmentally “greener” in terms of its operations.
It is too early to tell what kinds of short- and long-term changes the pandemic will have on how
we work as humanists, and on how we collaborate and form partnerships. However, we can see
that, in addition to challenges, there have been some positive impacts already emerging in the
face of so much upheaval.

The Outlook for Humanities Funding
At this time, there is an uncertain horizon for humanities research funding regionally, across
Corridor institutions, as well as nationally, given the many fiscal/budgetary constraints
universities confront in the face of COVID-19. There is also uncertainty in financial markets,
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which could impact endowment returns and payouts: projected payouts that we work from
may change, for instance. These contexts could lead to even higher demand on Corridor
funding opportunities, and our proposal/funding demand is already high. As it is, for example,
our application CFP cycles have become more competitive and our review/award process more
selective. Before the pandemic, we were already nearing our award ceilings in our
endowments2: our success and growth had already brought challenges.
Above all, we must be good stewards of the Corridor for the long term. Operationally,
therefore, we are thinking through several fiscal questions, as we anticipate increased demand
on our resources alongside wider fiscal uncertainties in higher education, particularly in the
humanities. How might we best continue to support a wide range of activities, foster a
welcoming ethos, and enhance efforts to diversify the Corridor’s range of participants and foci
in the face of increasing demands on our funding (and dwindling funding in other areas)? How
might we best communicate some of these realities and complexities to our members? From
their standpoint, for instance, higher award levels could lead to more meaningful/larger
projects. But from our standpoint, doing so could further increase competition and lead to even
fewer overall awards--which, in turn, could negatively impact our openness and breadth as a
consortium. In short, it boils down to a (seemingly) simple question: how to best balance
innovation with prudence?

Communications
The Corridor is truly open-ended, and what Working Groups can do is nearly boundless (as long
as it is collaborative and adheres to some basic structural requirements/budget parameters). As
a community, we are, in many ways, an abstraction that only comes into being via tangible
working group activities. But, those are so varied that capturing the Corridor’s many dimensions
and possibilities can be daunting. Simply telling people that “almost anything is possible” can
overwhelm. We continually ask ourselves, are there simpler ways to explain a consortium that is
so heterogeneous and wide-ranging in terms of possibilities and what's actually happening on
the ground? Our breadth can seem confounding even if, at the same time, it offers a freeing
collaborative environment, something the Corridor does well, as illustrated in our survey results
and working group reports.
Having people feel like they belong to something greater than their particular group, i.e., that
they are part of the Corridor at large, as a broader community, is another communications
challenge. In addition, we are operationally and fiscally complex--and while we try to shield our
participants from the administrative complexities inherent to an 11-institution consortium, our
complexity can seem confusing or daunting. So, we aim to balance transparency, openness, and
inclusiveness with the necessary structures and policies that help sustain our consortium in fair
and equitable ways.
In reviewing the home departments and fields working group members have tended to draw
from most, we found that some areas of inquiry seem under-represented in the Corridor (e.g.,
2

Refer to the “Progress” section on page 4 of this report.
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interdisciplinary studies--Ethnic Studies, Queer Studies, Black/African American Studies,
Latinx/Latin-American Studies, Indigenous/Native American Studies, Asian/Asian American
Studies, Feminist/Women's/Gender Studies, and more). So, another challenge we have been
tackling and will continue to address is how to communicate/do outreach that makes our
opportunities welcoming to and better "speak" to all who could benefit from what we have to
offer and could support.
A somewhat unexpected communications challenge for us has been stemming from the NY6
Consortium--in that the NY6 also has begun to support working groups and offer seed funding.
While the Corridor has a long history as a model for other developing consortia, and imitation is
certainly a form of flattery, we have noticed some confusion beginning to emerge from some of
our working groups. For instance, NY6 now offers “faculty seed grants” modeled after Corridor
working groups: some of our working group organizers seem confused as to whether they are
participating in NY6 groups or in Corridor groups (or both), and individual faculty are not always
distinguishing between the two. While we are certainly happy that humanities faculty are
finding multiple funding sources for their activities, we need to improve our communications
and branding to help distinguish the two entities.

Goals
At our core, we strive to be responsive, approach our work with an open mind, serve the needs
of our 11 institutions, and further collaboration across the humanities, arts, and wider publics,
broadly defined. As much as we have made substantial progress on many of the issues
discussed, we aim to improve wherever possible. For example, we will continue refining
Corridor fiscal policies to enhance transparency but also to better support accessibility and
inclusion across the Corridor. Another central, ongoing goal is to effectively raise awareness
across all corners of the Corridor and to let people know about our funding opportunities for
humanities research activities and collaborations.
In addition, we will continue refining our policies and clarify our proposal process and working
group parameters, to broaden and deepen Corridor engagement. For instance, we are
considering how we might target different kinds of structural hindrances or obstacles in higher
education, from associate professors who may feel ‘stuck’ just shy of promotion, untenured
faculty (junior tenure-stream and contingent) who may benefit from increased networking and
mentorship from colleagues across Corridor institutions, and faculty who are marginalized in
other ways (faculty of color, in particular) or those with heavy service loads.
Furthermore, over the next year, we will be working with a website developer to rebuild and
redesign our website, to improve our visibility and to provide a user-friendly platform to
highlight our funding opportunities and application processes. We are also thinking about how
the website could more robustly provide a tangible “place” where our participants might be
able to further develop and deepen their sense of belonging and connection: to this end, for
example, we are exploring whether message boards, or user-driven events calendars, or
working group searches by key words might be viable (and whether we currently have the data
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sets and information we’d need to help build such capacity). And, of course, clarity in and
diversification of our communications approaches remains another ongoing, continuous goal.

Evaluations: Corridor-Wide Spring 2020 Survey
In Spring 2020, the Corridor solicited wide-ranging feedback with a qualitative survey. We
conducted our last survey in 2015, so this moment allows us to reflect on how far the Corridor
has come since it first began in 2009, what successes working groups have experienced, what
impacts and outcomes Corridor collaborations have led to, and what people’s needs, wants,
and expectations are for the future. Those results are summarized below.

Response Rate
We received 96 responses from all 11 Corridor institutions. Participants included faculty across
all ranks (from visitors to full professors), librarians, administrators, and academic staff. People
new to the Corridor responded as well as people who have been involved since its inception in
2009.
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Home Institution of All Survey Respondents
Institution
Responses
Syracuse University

24

University of Rochester

22

Cornell University

14

Colgate University

11

Hobart and William Smith Colleges

9

Hamilton College

4

Rochester Institute of Technology

3

St. Lawrence University

3

Union College

3

Skidmore College

2

Le Moyne College

1

Total

96

Of the 96 total respondents, 88 identified as faculty, 2 as librarians/archivists, and 6 as
academic staff or administrators. Notably, the faculty breakdown was fairly evenly distributed
across ranks, as follows:
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Self-Identified Faculty Role

Count

Assistant Professor

24

Associate Professor

28

Full Professor

27

Full-time Lecturer/non-TT

7

Research Professor

1

Part-time Faculty

0

Total

87

Survey Themes
Securing data and learning about outcomes from working groups has proved challenging over
the years. And, we try to balance our internal accounting and reporting needs with faculty
perceptions of seemingly undue “paperwork” required for Corridor participation/funding.
Annual WG reports are very useful to us (if not always a beloved activity/responsibility for our
participants), but outcomes take time and can be hard to capture within any one year. Also,
when humanists hear the word “outcomes,” they may feel put upon by neoliberal assessment
expectations, and/or tend to think primarily about “big” results--books published/completed,
grants won, journal issues produced. As it turns out, there are, indeed, many significant highimpact or “bigger” outcomes tied to Corridor support, over time, but we also want our
participants to think of other kinds of impacts, like networks formed, curricular or pedagogical
changes, writing groups formed, etc. as “outcomes”.
What is abundantly clear throughout the survey results is that there are many rich stories to be
told from the Corridor’s working groups. The numerous impacts over time, the varied kinds of
work being done, the range of relationships and networks formed, and the diverse examples of
inward- and outward-looking work being done are inspiring. We came away from the survey
data with a richer understanding of the Corridor’s many dimensions. Looking ahead, we think it
will be important to share some of these insights and find ways to tell the Corridor’s “story”
more fully.
After reviewing 25 pages of survey results, we identify five themes (the first two, Scholarship
and Intellectual Neighborhoods, comprise the largest areas of discussion across responses):
● Scholarship
● Intellectual neighborhoods (relationships, mentoring, networks)
● Student engagement
● Future of the humanities, and
● Public engagement.

Scholarship
Our survey underscores, in no uncertain terms, how humanities collaboration leads to a wide
range of scholarly outcomes--some more tangible and conventional (e.g., publications,
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performances, exhibits, podcasts, colloquia, conferences), others more intangible but still
invaluable (e.g., relationships and a sense of belonging). Half of our respondents, for instance,
either already engage in publication or are planning to do so, based on their Working Group
activities. Respondents point to a truly diverse range of impacts emerging from their Corridor
collaborations: co-authored grants and articles, single-authored articles and chapters, special
issues of journals, co-edited collections/books, research partnerships with students, audio and
performance recordings, and participation in regional, national, and international workshops or
colloquia that might not otherwise have happened.
● Our workshops devoted to works-in-progress have really enriched my scholarly life at
[my home institution]. It is often difficult for junior people in my area to find a good
venue to present complete works-in-progress to other specialists for sustained
discussion. I can't stress enough how valuable it has been for me and others to present
and discuss a work-in-progress with 10-15 experts for 1.5 to 2 hours. Our invitees from
outside the Corridor think these workshops are a great institution, and many have said
that they wish they had something like them.
● Writing retreats! They have been deeply useful for jump-starting my own research
project and learning about other people's methodologies.
● Flashtalk presentation was useful for thinking about research activities. Discussing
classes has been useful too.
● We had a working group meeting at Oneida that allowed us to tour and discuss utopian
movements in the state. We also visited the Gerrit Smith House, a historical site and stop
on the Underground Railroad that I would like to incorporate into my graduate teaching
on black activism.
To illustrate the degree to which the Corridor is an engine for scholarship, see the pie chart,
below, created from answers to the question: Please explain what publications, exhibitions,
recordings, or performances have been linked to your working group.
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Many respondents also remarked on how peer collaboration offers pathways to deepen
knowledge in new areas (continued learning/professional development often is not available to
faculty--there are few chances to re-tool and dig deep with others in a new theoretical debate
or immerse in another field). Finally, it bears noting that the first two threads identified here,
“Scholarship” and “Intellectual Neighborhoods,” are often addressed simultaneously—in part
because the scholarly productivity and outcomes are tied to the affinities and relationships
fostered by collaboration.
This can be seen in answers to the question, Please explain how your approaches to your work
have shifted. Respondents point to how the Corridor widens scholarly horizons and offers
opportunities to engage in new genres, immerse in multi-lingual contexts, enact multidisciplinary thinking, and take up cross-border and transnational frameworks. In addition, the
responses illustrate how a deep-felt interdisciplinary shift often happens with Corridor
collaborations (e.g., breadth within one's field but also the chance to think/learn beyond the
bounds and methods of one's area of expertise).
● Meeting with colleagues in the Corridor help[ed] me broaden my research views, meet
new people in the field, and continue being intellectually active.
● Thanks to the Corridor workshops I got to know a number of faculty at nearby
institutions, and received valuable feedback on works-in-progress.
● I have started to consult colleagues at surrounding institutions when developing new
active learning strategies.
● It has made my work more collaborative.
● I have included new sources and references in my teaching, and our debates have
opened up new areas of inquiry for my work.
● I learned a lot about a methodology in a related field, and that has affected several
journal articles and the way I framed my last book project.
● More collaborative research and publishing in a language other than English
● I have begun to feel much more comfortable sharing/engaging with works in progress
through WG events, and seeing others' projects in these phases has been fantastic
● Even more collaboration and investment in humanities and interdisciplinarity. Feels
validating!
● Talking across theoretical trenches; expanding thinking into other subfields, increased
interdisciplinarity
● I have been pushed to think about impact more when deciding what kinds of events and
research to get involved with.

Intellectual Neighborhoods
As we began to discuss in the “Scholarship” section, above, time and again, respondents
describe important relationships formed, mentoring opportunities developed, and the value
added of feeling part of a larger community of knowers (regionally, nationally, and
internationally) than they have access to at their home institutions. Some also point to the
value of learning about nuts and bolts issues, e.g., creative ways to cost-share and work
together that might not otherwise have happened without the Corridor’s structures for
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collaboration. In a variety of ways, respondents emphasize the value of the Corridor’s
collaborative “neighborhood”:
● I have been able to apply new intellectual frameworks to my research and teaching, I
have adopted new tools, and have a new pool of resources (colleagues) to draw on for
advice and feedback.
● I have been in several different working groups and each have both enhanced my
scholarship and exposed me to interconnections across different topics. I have taken new
feminist methods to my work, I have begun more work on decarceration and in relation
to prison education, I have added different comparative angles to my work in Rwanda,
all based on various working groups.
● I’ve shifted into more creative forms of writing and research.
● The requirement to work across institutions has enabled me to make new connections at
CNY institutions and other universities in upstate NY and to strengthen bonds with my
collaborators
● I have benefitted so much from my participation in the Corridor in thinking about my
own research projects and teaching pedagogy, especially in how to incorporate critical
lenses such as postcolonial approaches and critical race studies in researching and/or
teaching about digital media and cultures.
● Corridor participation has greatly bolstered the transnational dimensions of my teaching
and research.
● I have started to consult colleagues at surrounding institutions when developing new
active learning strategies.
● It has made my work more collaborative.
● I have included new sources and references in my teaching, and our debates have
opened up new areas of inquiry for my work.
● Even more collaboration and investment in humanities and interdisciplinarity. Feels
validating!
For a visual illustrating how the Corridor helps foster and sustain participants’ collaborative
work, see the word cloud, below, created from responses to the question: Please explain how
your Corridor participation has led to increased collaboration.
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Respondents also value the varied opportunities and diverse genres of participation
(ensembles, exhibits, discussions, retreats, conferences, writing groups, etc.), available in the
Corridor, and appreciate forming community and visiting and working with/on other campuses,
as seen in response to the question, Describe some of the most impactful or innovative Corridor
activities you've participated in. “Creating a sustainable network of scholars who understand
living and thriving in the upstate corridor” is reported as a significant impact, for example.
Another remarks, “Sustained work with a faculty member at another institution has led to plans
for a joint research project. Our work has taken many forms: planning local conferences, guest
lectures, pedagogical workshops, a writing retreat, and Q&A with faculty doing innovative work.
Not all of these events have been impactful, but the opportunity to do multiple things has
allowed us to feel out what we need. This is especially important as junior faculty member.”
Another respondent emphasizes how “Working with colleagues from surrounding universities
opened my eyes to the wide range of research that is going on in the area and possibilities for
future collaboration.”

Student Engagement
Notably, undergraduate and graduate students are widely engaged in Corridor working group
activities: two-thirds of survey respondents outlined their engagement with students, and the
types of activities involving students included attending and presenting at colloquia and
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conferences and engaging in manuscript workshops, performances, art critiques, and more.
Undergraduate students participate primarily through event attendance and class engagement,
and in some instances, classroom engagements have incorporated students from multiple
Corridor campuses. Other working groups involve undergraduates in their research and help
them with their presentation skills. Graduate students participate as active working group
members, organizing and planning events, but also play a role in mentoring undergraduate
students. Graduate students also partake in intellectual dialogues and co-author papers via
their working group networks and connections. Graduate students are gaining valuable,
practical experience and skill sets for their careers in academia but also beyond the academy,
e.g., in non-profit organizations or other parts of the public sector.
Several participants also describe significant shifts in ways of reaching (and expanding) their
audience, not only in terms of their writing/research, but also teaching/pedagogy. As one
respondent remarks, “Interdisciplinary teaching is its own kind of pedagogy--we're just starting
to think about specific best practices for bringing disciplines together in the classroom.”
Corridor working groups are forming pedagogy workshops, developing and diversifying
curriculum, expanding the canon, sharing syllabi across disciplines, inviting visitors to their
classrooms to expose students to different forms of pedagogy, and bringing research and “lab”
work into humanities coursework.

Future of the Humanities
Many respondents take up the question of the humanities’ future(s) in the information they
shared in the survey. Some responses are field-specific. For example, we learned of a website
hosting papers for shared reading/access for those interested in questions raised by Future of
German Studies participants. The activities examined the future of the field but also secured,
for future access, a site to share resources. A different angle on the response thread tied to
questions about the “future” emerges in curriculum and pedagogy impacts/responses.
Participants discuss how their Corridor work, and the funding to support it, has made them
more aware of new lenses and frameworks, and of the need to re-think given assumptions and
frames in their fields (including nation-based language frameworks, mono-lingual knowledge
bases, particularly ones that privilege English and also first-world mindsets, and more).
Financial prospects for the arts and humanities in higher education have been an ongoing
concern, and those concerns have only been magnified during the COVID impacts on
institutional budgets. Funds that had been previously available to arts and humanities scholars
are being curtailed, and most--if not all--Corridor institutions have eliminated funding for
events and research and conference travel. As such, we anticipate the Corridor being one of the
few sources of funding for arts and humanities activities across the region for the next year if
not beyond. These concerns were readily apparent in our survey responses with respondents
indicating an increased need for funding and requests for the Corridor to increase the
maximum dollar amount allowed to working groups.
Respondents also requested more professional development opportunities (such as the recent
online writing retreat). While working groups remain the Corridor’s foundation, we will
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certainly be exploring other methods of helping arts and humanities scholars in areas where it
would be useful. Such professional development opportunities could potentially include
workshops on writing (for the public, grants, or research), on teaching (showcasing models of
collaborative teaching or syllabus diversification), or on how to do collaborative research.
Relatedly, survey respondents indicated a wish for mentoring workshops for junior faculty and
faculty of color and for more social and scholarly networking opportunities.

Public Engagement
More than a third of all respondents reported on public-facing work that they are doing as part
of their Corridor working groups. Defining the scope and magnitude of this work is something
we hope to capture in more detail in the future. Many Corridor working groups are doing
socially relevant and social justice-oriented projects, including exploring barriers to health care,
transforming online reference content to be more inclusive, engaging local activists in their
events. Other groups are collaborating with different cultural and community groups (such as
Indigenous, refugee, immigrant, retirement, youth communities, and K-12 teachers) and
partnering with regional institutions (such as libraries, galleries, museums, and archives). There
has also been an increase in working group awareness about making their events and activities
open to the public to help dissolve the town/gown divide in our various institutional cities,
towns, and villages.
Some respondents encouraged the Corridor to more overtly acknowledge our public role and
responsibility, in terms of the region’s complex histories and, specifically, the Indigenous lands
on which our institutions sit. As one respondent remarked, “As a scholar focused on Indigenous
history and cultural, and because the ‘Corridor’ is in Haudenosaunee (Iroquois) territory, I
would like to see a decolonial action and acknowledgement by way of recognition of territory in
materials and an effort to always support an Indigenous project.” Since location is central to the
Central New York Humanities Corridor’s identity--in name and in practice, and since we are
interested in addressing exclusionary frameworks or assumptions in how we do our work as a
consortium, we will be adding a long overdue land acknowledgement to our website and to our
official communications.

Summary
The Corridor serves as a powerful resource and is a sustaining, low-pressure source of funding
and research support. Notably, we continue to demonstrate growth each year in the number of
proposals received, the number of actively engaged working groups, and the number of
Corridor-funded activities. As we continue to evolve, we aim to maintain a balance between
constancy and innovation. It is important that we provide a solid foundation for humanities
researchers and educators from year to year, and, at the same time, explore new ways to
support collaborative research as the times, faculty needs, and the broader humanities
landscape shift.
To this end, this year, we deepened our operational collaboration and worked more closely
across the three endowment institutions, an effort that will continue in the coming year. We
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will also continue to explore possibilities via the Directors’ Corridor Futures & Initiatives (HF4)
working group, to continue to assess how Director-driven offerings may play an important role
in helping to bring people together for shared opportunities, to network, and to help mitigate
significant institutional obstacles or headwinds.
As good stewards of the Corridor for the long term, we will continue to increase awareness of
Corridor funding opportunities and encourage a broader, more diverse range of participants. At
the same time, we are examining our operations carefully, particularly in the face of anticipated
increased demand on our resources and wider fiscal uncertainties in higher education,
particularly in the humanities. Furthermore, we are exploring new ways we might tell the
Corridor’s “story” and even further raise awareness of all that’s possible, via humanities
collaborations, regionally, nationally, and internationally, with the Corridor’s modest seed
funding but robust structures and community.
We thank you for your support of and engagement with the Central New York Humanities
Corridor, and look forward to the year ahead.
Sincerely,

Vivian M. May
Principal Investigator, CNY Humanities Corridor
Director, Humanities Center and Professor, Women’s & Gender Studies, Syracuse University
This report was prepared by Aimee Germain, the Central New York Humanities Corridor
Program Manager, and Vivian May in July/August 2020.
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