
One Year After: Balancing the Curriculum 

Final Report to Wheaton College 

for Wheaton's FIPSE - funded 

Project on Balancing the Curriculum 

) 

Submitted by 

~~ c:y,;:- ~ 
~a ~t\:; To l pin 
June 29, 1984 



One Year After: 

Balancing the Curriculum 

This report adds a one-year-after postscript to the 

paper delivered at the Balanced Curriculum Conference at 

Wheaton College in June, 1983, "Wheaton's Assessment 

Process: A Case Study and Its Lessons.111 The book in which 

the paper appears is, nf cnurse, based on the Wheaton 

College Conference. Together, that paper and this report 

cnnstitute the final report tn Wheaton en its Balancing the 

Currculum project, the three-year project by which Wheaton 

sought to integrate research on women into introuductory 

courses across the curriculum, funded by the Fund for the 

Improvement for Post-Secondary Education (FIPSE) from 1980 

to 1983. > 

The remarks which appear below should be read in 

conjunction with the earlier 1983 paper as an update on the 

question I then posed: will Wheaton continue to work on 

balancing the curriculum, or institutionalizing its work on 

integrating material on women into its (introductory) 

courses, once the funding has run out? This question was 

asked in my earlier paper and has been of particular 

interest to me and to some of the persons I interviewed 

while preparing the case study to which this paper 

constitutes a postscript. This question of 

institutionalization is certainly of major concern both to 

Wheaton College and to the Fund for the Improvement of 

Post-Secondary Education.2 The-question of 

I 
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"institutionalization" or "termination" of the project will 

be considered after: 1)the case study of which this report 

is part is explained and put in context, 2) the political 

processes of curriculum innovation in higher education, 

generally, and Wheaton in particular, are briefly discussed 

and 3) some interview material from the case study is 

summarized and utilized to describe the political process at 

Wheaton and then to eluciate, 4) the question: will this 

project have a future at Wheaton? 

The Case Study 

The case study was to examine the three-year project, a 

thumbnail sketch of which is given in the June, 1983 paper 

referred to above. 

of the reader: 

It is repeated here for the convenience 

In the summer of 1980, Wheaton received 
a grant from FIPSE to balance the 
curriculum. The emphasis was to be on 
introductory courses. It was stressed 
in the grant proposal that participation 
was to be voluntary, and a "retreat" for 
all interested faculty was to be held 
just prior to the beginning of the 
1980-81 academic year. Funds were to be 
made available to faculty as individuals 
or departments (in other words, for 
faculty development), and administered 
by a committee made up of faculty, 
students and administrators. It was 
clear from the beginning that the 
project had the strong support of the 
President and the Provost, and the 
Provost was to be the director of the 
project during the first year. The 
entire faculty debated and voted on 
whether this grant proposal should be 
submitted, thus originating the 
tradition of a major crisis every 
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spring. (The faculty eventually voted 
unanimously to support the proposal.) 
Nevertheless, the grant proposal raised 
interest as well as discomfort and the 
Newport retreat generated "the Spirit of 
Newport" which many people still talk 
about nostalgically. 

Then what? The Provost, as 
director, and the committee as managers 
had to generate proposals for the use of 
available funds. The Associate 
Director, Bonnie Spanier, was hired by 
then, and she had the idea of organizing 
a five-day college-wide workshop during 
the January break which would introduce 
faculty to ongoing work on women in the 
disciplines. Thus commenced the January 
workshop tradition, each with a 
different emphasis, the last one dealing 
with pedagogy. 

Proposals started to come in for a 
variety of activities; a brief listing 
and description of those funded takes 
about three pages. They included 
individual research projects, attendance 
at conferences, self-generated seminars, 
attendance at special courses, visiting 
consultants or professors, etc. These 
myriad acti~ities plus new or revised 
courses and course syllabi constitute 
the micro-events, any one of which 
merits study and assessment. Taken all 
together, and added to the all-college 
events culminating in this conference, 
they constitute

3
the project to balance 

the curriculum. 

A brief description of what was intended by the case 

study appears in Wheaton's original grant application to 

FIPSE and is amplified in an exchange of memos between the 

evaluator (Tolpin) and the Provost, Ruth Schmidt. A memo 

suggested that the case study method be used to evaluate the 

process of change in Wheaton's 3-year curriculum change 

project, by using three techniques: 1) by allowing a 

participant-observer at all major events critical to the 
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project, 2) by undertaking interviews with appropriate 

faculty and administrators and 3) by reviewing documents 

such as minutes, committee reports, etc., relevant to the 

project. 

Perhaps a sense of both the expectations and realities 

revealed about the change process by the case study are best 

suggested by the several unused titles for the June, 1983 

report on the Wheaton experiment: "How to. Keep Your Balance 

While Balancing the Curriculum," or "How to Lose Your 

Balance While Balancing the Curriculum", or "Integration: 

Passions, Pleasures, Pitfalls and Punishments." 

Participant/observation took place at the three January 

workshops and several open meetings about the project (e.g., 

at which the Psychology Department explained its project to 

all interested faculty and the open meeting at which the 

first Feminist Theory Group explained its activities to all 

interest faculty). In addition, the principal investigator 

was able to act as participant in running three History 

Department workshops, and informally, as 

participant-observer, at lunch, etc., having been a 

part-time member of the History faculty for some time before 

the case study began. The June, 1983 conference was the 

last major participant-observer experience for this case 

study. 

Interviews took place with both faculty and 

administrators over a three-year period. Before anyone was 

approached for an interview, the Program Director of the 

Balanced Curriculum Project sent out a memo as part of a 

-- 
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general newsletter, advising faculty of the role of the 

principal investigator and assuring interviewees of 

confidentiality.4 Thirteen faculty were interviewed, using a 

formal interview protocol (see Appendix A) and two 

additional faculty were interviewed in "year after" 

conversations during 1983-84. Seven of the original 

thirteen faculty interviewed were reinterviewed in June, 

1984, told their original responses to the question "What do 

you predict will be the result (success? future?) of this 

project?" and asked to comment again on the same question. 

Interviews were conducted with six administrators, some 

2 to 4 times. Both the President and Provost were 

interviewed, and the original Program Director, interim 

Coordinator (83-4) and new Coordinator ('84-5) were also 

interviewed. The new>Provost ('83-4) was also interviewed. 

The formal administrative interview protocol was employed 

only three times. 

No one refused to be interviewed and several persons 

asked to be interviewed (sometimes quite clearly to record 

negative views). Not all requests to be interviewed could 

by honored, because of time and cost constraints. However, 

informal comments and conversations became additional 

legitimate materials for the total case study. 

Also, in order to minimize costs, the use of 

particpant-observation and review of documents was maximized 

and use of interviews was minimized. Therefore, the 

interviews were used to gain individual insights, seek out 

issues which should be investigated further, and to confirm 

I 
-- - ---------------------- 
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or bring into question tentative conclusions based on other 

evidence. The small number of interviews prohibits their 

use for correlations, as originally envisaged, of field, 

rank, years-at-Wheaton, and gender on the one hand and 

effects of, or attitudes toward, various aspects of the 

three year curriculum change project on the other hand. 

However, when the interviews are taken in conjunction with 

other materials and impressions, a suggestive, if not 

statistically significant body of material appears to have 

been generated. 

Documents for a case study are notoriously voluminous, 

and the study of Wheaton's curriculum integration project is 

no exception to the rule. Memos, minutes of general faculty 

and committee meetings, reports, evaluations of individual 

projects, reports of the outside advisory committee and 

outside visitors all contribute to the suitcase of materials 

which backed up the 1983 paper and also contribute to this 

report. Access to materials of all kinds was available to 

the principal investigator. 

Nature of the case study: concept and technique 

The role of participant-observer was compared in the 

1983 paper to that of an historian or even literary critic, 

who lends herself to the materials and experiences and pays 

attention to tone and affect.5 Feminist theory has 

suggested new ways of thinking about the subject - object 

split which make the participant-observer role uniquely 

congenial to the investigation of a project such as 
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Wheaton's.6 

The Political Process of Curricular Change 

What has emerged from this case study research is a 

strong sense of the political and organizational nature of 

the pressures and constraints which pushed and pulled the 

Wheaton project once it got started--and even before it got 

started.7 Thumbnail Sketch II, of the political process of 

change, in the earlier (1983) report, is suggestive of this 

political view of the process: 

(1) President and Provost find out about 
available funds for women's equity at a 
meeting in D.C. and decide, given their 
convictions, to "go for it." They 
discuss how to handle the "politics of 
integration" on campus. 
(2) Grants-person in development office 
and sympathetic faculty are invited to 
discuss a grant proposal. 
(3) Proposal is written; preproposal is 
passed by funding agency. 
(4) Crisis I (Spring '80):Should we do 
this? ask the faculty. - - 
Solution: Faculty meeting passes 
resolution to go forward unanimously 
with 5 provisos-including that 
participation be entirely voluntary, 
that all scholarship, not only new 
scholarship on women be include0:-that 
curricular decisions be controlled by 
the Educational Policy Committee of the 
faculty. 
(5) Mini-crisis I: Will there be 
stipends for the first January workshop? 
(1981) 
(6) Crisis II (Spring '81): Can we have 
people teaching who are not in a 
department? Can we have courses taught 
that do not originate as departmental 
suggestions and proposals? 
Solution: Get a department, or several, 
to sponsor these courses. 
(7) Crisis III (AY 1982-83) (or 
mini-crisis II, depending on your point 

I 
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of view): What is the relationship 
between a possible core curriculum and 
teaching about women? 
No clear resolution, no core curriculum, 
many memos. 
(8) Crisis IV (or mini-crisis III). 
Department X,proposal asks students to 
evaluate Department Y's teaching in its 
"balance the curriculum" proposal. No 
resolution. Department X says this is 
an incorrect view of its proposal. 
(9) Spring '83. Core group of dedicated 
faculty brace themselves for Crisis V: 
How to deal with resistance to new NEH 
proposal to integrate upper-level 
courses and deal with pedagogy. 
Resolution: No crisis\' Submit proposal. 
Have this comerence. 

The Interviews: How They Amplify 

Other Material on the Change Process 

The interviews with both administrators and faculty 

suggest amplification and even alteration of the 
> 

above-stated political view of the three-year project. 

Before the Project Wheaton had already demonstrated a 

strong sense of community and a remarkably low level of 

internecine strife. Thus, although the introduction of the 

Balanced Curriculum project was bound to stir up some 

resistance, it was being introduced under relatively good 

conditions. 

The politics of the actual introduction of the project 

were of some consequence in the resistance produced to it. 

However, to put the conclusion before the discussion, it is 

questionable whether any other politics might have produced 

less resistance on the one hand or been as successful in 

achieving the stated goals of the project, on the other. 
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What were these ''politics?" They only seem political, 

and possibly political errors, rather than routine 

operations of a college, by hindsight. Thus, though various 

and even numerous faculty were invited to participate in 

writing the grant proposal, the need for quick action if the 

grant proposal was to be written and submitted in a timely 

fashion, and the commitment of top administrators to an 

all-college project to benefit women, led the administration 

to more directly and efficaciously, but without overlong 

consultation via departments or the college governance 

structure. Thus, there was grist for the resistance mill in 

the first major crisis of the three-year grant (see above, 

Crisis I). Interviews revealed that some of the major 

faculty actors were genuinely motivated by issues of process 

in resisting acceptancft of the project and memos confirm 

this view. Further, some faculty, who were eager to 

investigate and incorporate material on women into their 

curricula, and were excited about the prospect of an 

all-college experiment, were nevertheless torn in the crisis 

between their loyalty to faculty autonomy over curriculum 

and choice of research and respect for the faculty 

governance system, versus the exciting new possibilities 

available via the grant from FIPSE. Interviews further 

revealed that this ambivalence continued for some over a 

two-to three year period, and joined with the intellectual 

and ideological resistance which also existed toward the 

FIPSE-funded project~ 

Both the President and Provost, when interviewed, said 
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that though they jointly planned to "go for it" (ie, the 

grant; see above), th~ idea of a specific curriculum project 

was quite naturally the Provost's, and that they both 

understood and agreed that the Provost would probably be in 

a most vulnerable position; indeed, she would act as a 

lightening rod for the political static generated by the 

proposal. This proved to be the case, and Crisis I ("Should 

we do this?") also represented a critical point in the 

career of the Provost. (This latter is the judgment of the 

principal investigator and not necessarily the view of the 

Provost, President or any of the principal actors in the 

drama.) The meeting at which the faculty voted, 

unanimously, to agree to the FIPSE proposal, with important 

provisos, was apparently impassioned and acrimonious at 

times and hinged large~y on concerns about faculty autonomy 

in the intellectual arena. In private interviews, as well 

as public statements, senior faculty tended to be more 

concerned than junior faculty about issues of autonomy or 

"academic freedom." 

One additional factor was significant from the start, 

played some role in Crisis I, and emerged with particular 

vehemence in Crisis II: "Can we have people teaching who are 

not in ~ department?" This issue dated back to the first 

discussions among interested faculty, the Provost and the 

appropriate grants officer about the way in which funds 

might be distributed within the college, once the grant was 

received for curriculum integration. There was some concern 

expressed at that pre-FIPSE time that departments, and not 

,~ - - -- ----------------- 
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just individual faculty should, perhaps, be the conduits for 

curriculum~change proposals. Subsequently, both the Provost 

and the seemingly most vocal opponent of the project voiced 

the opinion that the Provost questioned the value of extreme 

separation among departments, though opinions obviously 

differed between the two as to just what this meant in 

relation to the curriculum integration project, academic 

freedom, interdisciplinary work, etc. The politics of the 

situation were such, however, that when two women's studies 

courses were proposed, without prior departmental consent 

(since they were proposed by the Balanced Curriculum 

Committee which was a special committee to distribute the 

grant money among faculty--and not by any particular 

department) the various issues about academic freedom, 

departmental autonomy>etc., were joined in the second major 

crisis of the three-year project. 

Naturally, many faculty and some administrators saw 

some of the resistance to the curriculum change project on 

the grounds of intellectual integrity and autonomy simply as 

a smoke-screen for resistance on the basis of fear, anxiety 

or intellectual narrowness. The corresponding view of the 

"other side," fevealed in memos and interviews, was that 

"curriculum balance was a particular kind of imbalance, a 

brand of feminism, a political view which was being imposed 

as an ideological straightjacket on the college--with money, 

research leaves and tenure potentially being awarded 

accordingly. 

Resistance to change always exists, of course. 
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Procedures or administrative style (in relation to the 

culture of the community) can either generate or defuse such 

resistance, or charge through it. All political or 

administrative approaches have some cost, and perhaps taking 

the greatest risk, "charging through," also presents the 

greatest potential gain or loss, resulting in a great 

success or a colossal flop for the change envisioned. 

Wheaton took a great risk and seems to have had a great 

success. 

At no point, in interviews or in other ways, did anyone 

doubt the genuine commitment of the principal actors in the 

drama--to values and ideas; no one was accused of duplicity. 

The good community feeling at Wheaton and respect 

individuals have demonstrated toward each other in the past 

continued, despite angers and frustrations, from start to 

finish. 

Will the Project be Institutionalized or Terminated: 

Report from One Year After, June '84 

The conference of June '83 indicated that the political 

crises had not overwhelmed the intellectual stuff of which 

any curriculum change must be the result. Faculty 

development projects had clearly had varying effects and 

though some faculty still felt hesitant about integrating 

material on women, a faculty committee had worked hard to 

produce a conference that was a success by any standard. 

Wheaton's name, in the public eye since the inception of the 

project in ·1980, was made more prominent, nationally, by the 

I 
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the well-attended conference. A much larger group of 

Wheaton faculty took part in preparing for and running that 

conference than had been involved at the beginning of the 

curriculum project. They felt justifiably pleased with 

their acheivements and with the intellectual affirmation 

that was a by-product of the conference whose audience 

consisted of faculty and administrators who were not 

uniformly in women's studies. If one participant remarked, 

somewhat cynically (or enviously?), that Wheaton did know 

how to do a good PR job, another said, at the end of the 

first session, that he had been all prepared to hear about 

values, but, to his surprise and delight, he was learning 

about a core of important scholarship. The large role that 

Wheaton faculty took in facilitating workshops and in 

presentations about research and theory constitutes 

excellent evidence of the intellectual transformation that 

has happened for at least a substantial portion of the 

faculty. Interviews in June 184 confirm this view. 

About half of the original interviewees were asked in 

June '84 what they would now say about the result, success 

or failure of the three-year curriculum change project. All 

but two respondents, including several with ambivalent 

attitudes at the outset, felt that the project had been an 

excellent thing and imagined that its effects would be 

long-lasting. One had changed his position substantially to 

an affirmative view of the enterprise. All suggested that 

no place could undergo a total transformation in three (or 

four) years. In general, there was agreement that the 

I 
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atmosphere at the college had changed, that materials, 

syllabi questions and individual faculty research that might 

seem odd or unusual at other institutions seemed natural and 

normal at Wheaton and several commented on the increasingly 

positive student response to new syllabi they had developed. 

Obviously, some faculty had been waiting for the 

funding to end and the project to die. As of June '83, 

however, the evidence was that the purpose of the project 

had in part been accomplished. Two theory seminars had 

clearly made inroads into some faculty thinking about the 

relationship of epistemology to the new research on women, 

and even more faculty had been influenced to change their 

teaching materials or techniques. One faculty member 

expressed his sense of cultural shock every time he 

discussed certain kind,s of ideas with colleagues outside of 

Wheaton, so axiomatic had the new awareness about women 

become in the Wheaton community. 

In the academic year 1982-3, the Lightening Rod.had 

left the campus, projects were still funded, and the Project 

Director did not seem to have the political power to draw 

the same .fire as- the -now depart-ed Provost. An-Acting 

Provost from the faculty (82-83) allowed the 

faculty-composed Balanced Curriculum Committee to continue 

its work and drew no political heat himself. A core of 

committed faculty (on the Balanced Curriculum Committee) 

dispensed remaining funds and planned the dissemination 

conference of June '83. Perhaps this confluence of events 

permitted politics to recede and intellectual activity to 

l 
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come to the fore. 

In 1983-84, the funding was officially over, a new 

Provost was on campus, the Program Director became a 

one-fifth time consultant to the Balancing Curriculum 

project, and was invited to teach a course in her former 

department (Biology) on Women in Science. 

One year after the conference, in June of '84, there is 

strong evidence that the end of official FIPSE funding does 

not suggest the end of curriculum-integration activities or 

thinking at Wheaton. In terms of the question raised by my 

earlier paper (June, '83), as to whether the innovation 

would be institutionalized or terminated, the answer derived 

both from interviews and actual organizational changes, is 

"institutionalized," at least for some years and for 

considerable numbers ~f faculty at Wheaton. What is more, 

new questions about class and race and how they intersect 

with gender are being raised by students, faculty, and 

administration. 

In June '84, organizational indications of 

institutionalization for the year 1983-1984 include: 

(1) Additional courses on women in departments (eg Women in 

Science, in the Biology Department.) 

(2) A well-attended advanced course, a senior seminar on 

feminist theory, in 1983-4, team-taught and funded by 

Venture funds (for which there were competitive bids.) 

(3) A revitalized Women's Studies minor with increased 

visibility. 

(4) Active cooperation with black students to enlarge the 

[- 
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experience of Wheaton students and faculty. 

(5) Submission of new proposals to foundations (Ford) to 

elaborate the curriculum balancing to include additional 

groups (e.g., blacks.) 

(6) Ongoing faculty study groups, including two in feminist 

theory and one in literature, now continuing without 

funding. 

(7) The inclusion as one, among many questions, asked of 

departments in the currently ongoing curriculum review, 

inquiring how departmental courses reflect new scholarship 

on women. 

(8) A planned faculty workshop for summer, 1984, discussing 

the integration of class, culture and gender. 

(9) A January workshop, attended by 38 faculty in 1984, a 

post-FIPSE-funding year, about what steps to take next 

(which led to the 1/2-time Coordinator for 1984-5). 

(10) The now Wheaton-funded half-time Coordinator for the 

Curriculum Balancing projected, requested by a 

faculty-committee and supported by the new Provost. This 

includes an office, resource-center and network-maintenance 

with schools outside Wheaton. 

By all measures, by their self-reports and self-esteem, 

by the excitement about new research projects and by student 

(senior) responses to questionnaires, by the judgment of new 

administrators and outside faculty, Wheaton has accomplished 

an extraordinary feat. In addition, the Wheaton community 

seems to have been strengthened and enhanced. These people 
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obviously like and respect each other. A good fight doesn't 

scare them; they seem to emerge the better for it. 

Amazingly, no one seems to have lost face--or even power--in 

the process. 

> 
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Notes 

1Martha Tolpin, "Wheaton's Assessment Process: A Case 
Study and Its Lessons, "Toward a Balanced Curriculum: A 
Sourcebook for Initiating Gender Integration Projects, 
Bonnie Spanier, Alexander Bloom, Darlene Boroviak, eds. 
(Cambridge, Mass, Schenkman, 1984), pp. 173-187, hereafter 
referred to as "Wheaton's ..• "Balanced." 

2"Wheaton's ..• ," Balanced, pp. 179-181, for a discussion 
of the stages of curriculum change and the issue of 
institutionalization or termination of a curriculum 
innovation. That text in turn refers the reader to Arthur 
Levine, Why Innovation Fails (Albany, SUNY Press, 1980), pp. 
4-6,7. -- 

3 " Wh e a to n ' s . . . , " Ba 1 a n c e d , p p . 1 7 4 -5 . 

4see Appendix A, which contains four documents: a notice 
about confidentiality of interviews, sent to all faculty; 
the faculty interview form, asking for demographic data; the 
faculty interview protocol; the administrative interview 
protocol. 

5Wheaton's .•. ," Balanced, p.183. 

6see Darlene Borovia>k's remarks, "The Social Sciences: 
Establishing Gender as a Category," in Toward a Balanced 
Curriculum (Cambridge, Mass. Schenkman, 1984): pp. 42-48. 

7see Graham T. Allison Essence of Decision: Explaining the 
Cuban Missile Crisis (Boston, Little Brown, 1971), pp. 4--7- 
and 11. This book has, surprisingly, become a kind of 
handbook for some case study educational researchers. It 
suggests three models which, taken together, render a full, 

· complex understanding of processes such as governmental 
decision-making: I. The Rational Actor; II. Organizational 
Process; III. Governmental Politics. 

Bsee "Wheaton's ••• ," Balanced, pp. 175-6. 
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Balancing the Curriculum: Wheaton College 
Notice about confider.tiality of interviews 

Tolpin 

CASE STUDY OF FIPSE PROJECT 

As part of the proposal to FIPSE, Wheaton agreed to prepare over the next 

two years, a case study, or a history of the "curriculum integration11 process. 

The case study is to be used at a dissemination conference scheduled for the 

Spring of 1983. The consultant named in the grant proposal is a former part 

time member of the Wheaton History Department, Martha Tolpin. Martha is 

Associate Director of Higher Education Resource Services and has worked with 

various academic institutions in evaluation and case study preparation, as 

well as in women's history. 

In order to examine the institutional processes involved in integrating 

material on women into the introductory courses, Martha has asked to interview 
> 

some faculty and administrators over the next two years. We have agreed that 

the interviews will be completely confidential, that no tape will be made of 

them, that the notes taken during the interviews will remain in Martha's 

possession and will be destroyed after the case study has been written. 

Individuals may both request to be interviewed and/or refuse to be inter 

viewed. Individuals may also feel free to make a record of the interviews for 

their own use. In the final report, no quotation or paraphrase will be attri 

buted to a specific individual or an easily identifiable individual without 

prior consent by that individual. 
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WHEATON: "BALANCING THE CURRICULUM" PROJECT Tolpin 

Interview Form 

Please fill out this form so that I may code responses to the interview 
questions according to field, rank, etc. DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON THIS FORM. 
Your answers will be kept by Martha Tolpin and will not be put on file at 
Wheaton. 

1. Department _ 

2. Title (Instructor, Professor, etc.) ----------------- 
3. Number of years full-time at Wheaton? _ 

4. Number of years full-time college/university teaching before Wheaton 

posit ion? ----- 
5. What is your highest degree? _ From which university? 

6. Your gender: M --- 
7a. Your field(s): 1. ) ---'----------- 

F _ 

2. ----------- 
b. Your subfields: 1. ----------- 

2. ----------- 
3. _ 

8. Does your Department offer an introductory course? 

9. Do you teach an introductory course? 

l 
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WHEATON: "BALANCING THE CURRICULUMH PROJECT Tolpin 

Interview Questions: Faculty Interviews: 

1. How and when did you first hear about the FIPSE curriculum project? 

2. Did you become involved with any of the following activities related to 
the project? · 

a) Writing the proposal? 

b) Planning or attending the faculty retreat (September 1980)? 

c) The January Workshop? 81? 82? 83? 

d) Other? 

3. Have you been affected by the activities related to the FIPSE Project in 
any of the following ways? 

a) Personally? 

b) In your teaching (content or methods)? 

c) In your research (interests or methods)? 
> 

d) Specifically, by changing your courses? 

4. Do you see this project as affecting: 

a) Students? 

b) Your department? How? 

c) The faculty as a whole? 

d) The college as a whole? 

5. What do you predict will be the result (success? future?) of this 
project? 

6. Open: Is there anything about the project you would like to tell me which 
we have not touched on in the interview? 
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WHEATON: ADMINISTRATIVE INTERVIEW PROTOCOL Tolpin 

COMMITMENT? 

1. What is your interest in this project? Personal? Institutional? 
· Initiator? Inherited a program? 

CHRONOLOGY? 

2. What are the major events - institutionwide - that have brought the pro 
ject forward? 
How successful/unsuccessful has each one been? 

CRISES? 

l. Have there been any major crises in the process of instituting this 
change? How have they been resolved? Have they derailed or pushed the 
project forward? Have they had personal consequences? Have they affected 
other or institutional processes? 

CONNECTIONS? 

4. a. What bases of support have you found within the college? 
Did you look for>them? How did they form? 

b. What bases of support did you find outside the college? 
Personally? (Intellectually?) From other institutions? 

c. (or 3b.) What bases of resistance did you find ••• ? 
Did you ever consider using techniques (management techniques) to turn 
these around? 

CONTINUATION? 

5. What prospects do you see for the continuation of this project after extra 
funding is no longer available? 


