
WHEATON COLLEGE 
Norton, Massachusetts 

January 27, 1981 

TO: 

FROM: 

~J;t:;~ Librarians 
Ruth Schmidt, FIPSE Project Director and 

~ti~_I,~ 
Bonnie Spa~, Project Associate 

RE: FIPSE Curriculum Development Proposals: Second Round 

The FIPSE Project Advisory Committee is now calling for the second round of 
proposals for curriculum development under the auspices of the three-year project, 
"Toward a Balanced Curriculum: Integrating the Study of Women into the Liberal Arts." 

As you know, the purpose of the project is to integrate relevant research on 
women into Wheaton's introductory curriculum. Proposals may involve, but are not 
limited to: a) faculty released time or summer stipend and related support for cur 
riculum development, b) on-campus self-assessment and information gathering (lectures, 
workshops, meetings, etc.), c) short-or long-term visiting faculty, and d) off- 
campus projects (such as conferences, courses, workshops, visits to related programs 
at other colleges). Please refer to the appended report of the results of the com 
mittee's decisions in the first round of proposals. 

Deadline. The deadline for proposals is February 25, 1981. Proposals may be 
considered before that date, if necessary (for example, to permit scheduling outside 
consultants for on-campus visits early in the semester). Decisions concerning 
funding will be made within six weeks of submission. The committee will act rapidly 
on those proposals with time constraints for activities during the spring semester. 

Since Year II is the cr;i.tical year for curriculum revision, it is important 
that departments utilize the summer for group planning. Although there will be 
subsequent deadlines for Year II projects, we hope that as many departments as 
possible will meet the February 25 deadline. 

Proposal Submission. Each proposal should provide: a) the specific goals and 
significance of the project, b) the specific plan for achieving those goals, including 
evaluation, c) the time schedule of the project and d) the budget, in as much detail 
as possible. 

It should be clear in the proposal: a) how the activities relate to curriculum 
development on the introductory level, b) how many and which faculty members will be 
involved, and c) what means will be used to coordinate their activities. Proposals 
which are organized along departmental, disciplinary, or college-wide lines and 
which focus on introductory curriculum will be given the highest priority. 

Please feel free to consult with either one of us as you develop proposals. 
Bonnie Spanier will be available in the Mellon-FIPSE Office in Knapton 001 (ex. 314). 
Susan Cornaglia, the secretary for the Mellon and FIPSE projects, can be contacted 
in Knapton 023, across from the Mellon-FIPSE Office or in the Provost's Office at 
extension 212. 

Proposals sent to Bonnie Spanier, Mellon-FIPSE Office, will then be forwarded 
to the members of the FIPSE Project Advisory Committee for consideration. 

BS/sc 
Mellon-FIPSE Office 



WHEATON COLLEGE 
Norton, Massachusetts 

January 27, 1981 

TO: 

FROM: 

T~ ~1°.//ommi1 ty 
Ru~~h~E Project Director and Associate 

RE: Progress Report of FIPSE Project: Funding of First Round of Proposals 

In the first six months of Wheaton's curriculum development project, "Toward 
a Balanced Curriculum: Integrating the Study of Women into the Liberal Arts," the 
initial steps were taken to launch the three-year project as described in the 
original proposal to the Fund for the Improvement of Post-secondary Education (FIPSE). 
The following is a summary of the activities resulting in the first round of support 
for faculty proposals. 

1) A Project Associate, Dr. Bonnie Spanier, was appointed to administer the 
day-to-day activities associated with the project and to monitor both the project's 
progress and the evaluation process as stated in the original proposal. A FIPSE 
project office was established with appropriate secretarial help. The office serves 
as a center for running the activities of the project, including collecting materials 
for the case study and meeting informally with faculty. 

2) The Educational Policy Committee appointed a sub-committee known as the 
FIPSE Project Advisory Committee: Sheila Shaw, Chair (Professor of English). 
Alex Bloom (Assistant Professor of History), Bojan Jennings (Professor and Chair 
of Chemistry), Hilda Kahne (Professor and Chair of Economics), Vaino Kola (Professor 
and Chair of Art), Paul Sprosty (Professor of Psychology), Sue Homma (class of '82), 
Carol Isenberg (class of '81~, and Rebecca McGrail (class of '82). Ex officio 
non-voting members of the committee are Sherrie Bergman (College Librarian), 
Bonnie Spanier (Project Associate), and Ruth Schmidt (Project Director and Provost). 
Called the FIPSE-PAC for short, this committee has developed the mechanisms for 
discussing relevant policy issues and also for selecting faculty proposals to fund. 
The work of the Project Associate and the committee's deliberations on the first 
round of proposals have initiated the generation and implementation of different 
strategies on the part of the faculty for self-assessment and curriculum development. 

The committee worked extremely well in translating the purposes of the original 
grant proposal into guidelines for faculty projects which address the first stage, 
self assessment, and lead into the second stage, curriculum revision. The process 
itself of considering the first round of proposals allowed the committee to formulate 
and clarify the guidelines for a range of activities appropriate for support by the 
FIPSE project. At the same time, the committee has remained open-minded about in 
novative strategies for implementing the goals of the FIPSE project. 

3) The FIPSE Project Advisory Committee solicited proposals from the faculty, 
setting the first deadline for November 12. The committee recommended for immediate 
funding those proposals which addressed the purpose of the FIPSE project (that is, 
integrating the new research about women into introductory-level courses) and which 
were fully developed along the guidelines of the original proposal and its inter 
pretation by the committee members (particularly, involving a group of faculty in 
the same or related disciplines rather than a single individual). The committee 



-2- 

responded to a number of proposals with suggestions for clarification or modification 
and a request for resubmission. Applicants were notified of the decisions on 
December 16, 1980. 

In the first round of considerations, thirteen proposals were submitted to the 
FIPSE-PAC. Six were funded and four more were returned with a request to modify and 
resubmit. The following proposals were funded: 

a) Vaino Kola (Art) and Tom Osborne (Sociology/Anthropology) proposed a dinner 
for male faculty and a discussion led by Joseph Pleck (a consultant at the Newport 
Conference) on the current and future roles of the male faculty at Wheaton. This 
follow-up to the Newport Conference took place on November 14, 1980, and was con 
sidered a significant opportunity for those present to explore these issues. 

b) Kathleen Adams and John Burton (Sociology/Anthropology) invited 
Professor Eleanor Leacock of CCNY, an outstanding scholar in the new research on 
women in the field of anthropology, to spend two days at Wheaton in the spring, 
giving lectures and meeting with students and faculty to discuss the topic of 
women and anthropology. Professor Leacock overrode her decision not to travel 
this year and agreed to come to Wheaton because of her enthusiasm for the FIPSE 
project. 

c) Nancy Norton, Chair of the History Department requested that two historians, 
Alex Bloom (American History) and. Paul Helmreich (European History), attend a con 
ference at Indiana University, March 22-24, 1981, on integrating women's materials 
into history courses. By specifically addressing the use of curricular materials 
now available for American and European history courses, the conference seemed 
tailor-made to the purposes of Wheaton's FIPSE project. 

d) Marilyn Rands and J6dy Rosenblith, on behalf of the entire Psychology 
Department (which had discussed the project at length), proposed a cooperative 
departmental program to review the scholarship on women in the different areas in 
the field of psychology, to collect and evaluate relevant materials, and to develop 
a program for integrating these materials into the introductory curriculum in the 
Psychology Department. This proposal was cited by the committee as highly commendable 
for its range of interest, degree of development (it projected into years II and III 
for curriculum revision and subsequent evaluation), and the involvement of all the 
members of the department, as well as the focus on introductory courses. Marilyn 
Rands will be supported one-third time in the second semester to coordinate the 
collection and assessment of materials. The department members will continue to 
meet on a regular basis and plan a conference during the summer to evaluate and 
share the results of the semester's progress and discuss curricular revision. 

e) Janet Letts and Jeanne Whitaker (French) proposed to review and assess the 
scholarship by and about women in relation to curriculum in the French Department. 
The initial stage of this project was funded for outside consultants and a review 
of available materials while the proposal is being developed further. 

f) A subcommittee of PAC: Bonnie Spanier, Alex Bloom, Hilda Kahne, Carol 
Isenberg, and Vaino Kola, developed the Faculty Workshop, Introductic·1 to the New 
Scholarship about Women, as a unique educational opportunity for faculty to delve 
into the new research in different disciplines with the guidance of outside scholars 
and knowledgeable members of the Wheaton Community. This represents a shared 
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educational experience in women's studies for a portion of the Wheaton faculty. 
This workshop is being held January 26-30, 1981, during the January break. 
The reading assignments and tapes of the lectures will be made available to 
faculty who could not attend. 

Four otheF proposals were returned to the applicants with suggestions for 
modifications and subsequent resubmission. In addition, the committee met in 
late January to recommend action on three more proposals, two of which were new 
applications. As a result of that meeting: 

a) Janet Letts (French) was funded for one-third released time in the spring 
semester to investigate the new research about women in French literature and 
criticism and its application to undergraduate curriculum, and 

b) france~ Shirley (English) was funded for one-third released time in 
the fall of 1981 to investigate feminist perspectives on Shakespeare and the 
new research about women in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries for 
curriculµm development in those areas in the English Department. This will affect 
a course required of all English majors as well as introductory-level courses. 

The projects which have been funded in this initial round of applications 
reflect a range of strategies developed by the faculty for self-assessment (stage I 
of the FirsE project) which will lead to curriculum revision (stage II). These 
projects may serve, then as models for the next round of proposals (February 25 
deadline), but the committee encourages the development of additional strategies 
for achieving the goals of the FIPSE project. 

BS/sc 
Mellon-FirsE Office 



February 22, 1981 

TO: Faculty Members and Librarians 

FROM: Bonnie Spanier, FIPSE Project Associate 

RE: Progress of FIPSE Project 

Report on FIPSE Project to Date 

Wheaton's FIPSE Project started the second half of its initial year by sub 
mitting a progress report to FIPSE and a request for continued funding for the 
second year. The 20-page report plus appendices is available in the Provost's 
Office and in the FIPSE-Mellon Office. 

The Faculty Workshop, Introduction to the New Research about Women, took 
place as planned from January 26-30, 1981. About fifty faculty members attended, 
twenty-five as "regular participants" (4 or 5 days). The participants rated the 
experience very highly .. I believe that the workshop successfully met the objec 
tives of acquainting faculty with some of the new research about women and its 
relationship to traditional and innovative scholarship. We plan to send all fac 
ulty members a summary of the workshop proceedings with bibliographic information. 
Regular participants have been informed that each will be reimbursed for relevant 
books up to a total of $75. If you attended four or five days of the workshop and 
have not received a "Reimbursement Form" and instructions, please let me know so 
that I can correct the omission. 

Requ€st for Suggestions - Workshop on 
Methods of Curriculum Integration 

By the end of the workshop, several people voiced the need to address specif 
ically ideas and methods for integrating the new material into curriculum, partic 
ularly at the introductory level. During the workshop, a panel of Wheaton faculty 
shared their experiences in this endeavor, although the focus of the workshop was 
on the scholarship itself. I would like to know if the faculty wants to plan a 
workshop or workshops on methods of integration of the new research into curriculum. 
Faculty members could share with colleagues their experiences, questions, suggestions, 
etc., about classroom activities. Outside scholars with experience in curriculum 
revision in this area could contribute to the discussions. If you are interested 
in such meetings, when would they be most effective and useful to you: at the end 
of the summer, over a week-end? Please indicate your interest, needs, suggestions, 
appropriate timing, etc., on the appended sheet and return it to me as soon as 
possible. · 

Meetings 
The response to the "Scholars and Women," conference, March 13-15, 1981, has 

been very good. We anticipate that eight or nine people from Wheaton, including 
Ruth Schmidt and President Emerson, will attend. Five faculty members submitted 
papers for presentation. 
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I would like to bring to your attention (please see attached notice) the 
1981 Summer Institute in Women's Studies, July 12 to August 1, 1981, for researchers 
in women's studies. The institute is concerned with developing the teaching of 
women's studies in existing curriculum and to faculty, as well as in separate 
courses. The FIPSE Project Advisory Committee will be considering a proposal to 
send people including myself, from Wheaton. If you want to attend please submit 
a brief proposal to this effect (describing your involvement in women's studies 
research and your interest in the institute relative to curriculum revision) to 
the FIPSE-PAC through my office as soon as possible. Please note that the dead 
line for applying to the institute is March 10, 1981. 

Proposal Deadline Extended to March 4, 1981 

The deadline for the second round of proposals has been extended to March 4. 
The FIPSE-PAC will consider proposals requiring immediate attention at its 
February 25 meeting. 

Request for Suggestions - Visiting Faculty 

In the first round of proposals, the FIPSE-PAC funded a variety of faculty 
projects· as described in my January 27 memo, including the dinner-discussion 
follow-up to Newport; visiting consultants such as Eleanor Leacock, outstanding 
scholar in anthropology and women, who will be on campus March 12-13; the 
January Workshop; faculty released time to investigate the new scholarship about 
women, relate it to curriculum development, and share the relevant information 
with departmental colleagues. 

,> 

One budget category which has not yet been utilized is that of visiting 
faculty for longer periods (semester or year) of on-campus consultation or teach 
ing. Such a visiting scholar could be a stimulating resource for the Wheaton 
community. Please share your ideas on this subject with me or the other members 
of the committee: Ruth Schmidt, Sheila Shaw, Chair, Bojan Jennings, Vaino Kola, 
Hilda Kahne, Alex Bloom, Paul Sprosty, Sherrie Bergman, Rebecca McGrail, Sue Homma, 
and Carol Isenberg. 

Were there any consultants at the January Workshop or Newport Conference whom 
you would like to have on campus in some capacity next year? Please indicate your 
suggestions on the appended sheet. 

Project Associate's Schedule 

This semester, my hours will be: 

Tuesday 2:00-5:00 
Wednesday - 10:00-5:00 
Friday - 10:00-5:00 

I can usually be reached in the FIPSE-Mellon Office in Knapton 001 at extension 314. 
Susan Cornaglia, the secretary for the FIPSE and Mellon projects, will take messages for 
me at extension 314 or 212. 



INFORMATION REQUESTED 

Name 
Date ----------------- 

Department _ 

I. Workshop on Methods of Curriculum Revision 

1. Are you interested in participating in a workshop? 

___ yes 

no --- 
2. When would you want it to be held? 

3. Please give any suggestions about structure, content, etc., for such a 
workshop: 

4. Are you interested in helping to plan a workshop? 

___ yes 

no --- 

II. Visiting Faculty for 1981-82 

1. Please give any suggestions (specific names, more general ideas, etc.) 
concerning on-campus scholars: 

2. Were there any consultants from the Newport Conference or the January 
Workshop whom you would like to see on campus as a resource in 1981-82? 

Please return to the FIPSE-Mellon Office as soon as possible. 

BS/sc 
February 22, 1981 
FIPSE-Mellon Office 



... WI-IBA.TON COLLEGE 
Norton, Massachusetts 

May 21, 1981 

TO: All Me.mbers of the Faculty 

FROM: The FIPSE P:-oject Advisory Committee: 
Sheila Shaw (chair), Alex Bloom. Dojan J~nninga, Hilda Kahne, Vaino Kola, 
Paul Sprosty~ Sue Homma '82, Carol Isenberg '81, Rebecca McGrail '82, 
Sher~-ie Bergman (non-voting), Ruth Schmidt (non-voting), and Bonnie Spanier 
(non-voting). 

RE: Background of Proposal of Interdepa:ctmental 299a and b, ''The Ne-w Scholat.·ship 
on Homen." 

The following is an account of the steps considered and taken by the FIPSE Project 
Advisory Committee (FIPSE-PAC) leading to the proposal to the Committee on Educational 
Policy for approval of two courses, Interdepartmental 299a and b, to be taught pr:ime.ri.ly 
by Kathleen Adams. As the members of the FIPSE PAC, we are seriously concerned about; 
the I0.6nY issues rafaed about the Committed on Educational Policy's (Ed Pol.) decision 
of April 24, 1981, to approve the two courses fer the fall nnd opring of 1981-82. 
We were----a.nd are----sensitive to the differences o~ opinion and interpretation 
concerning appropr1ate procedure for the unusual case under conside~ation. We are 
providing the following information with our assurances that we believed we were 
proceeding consfote.nt with current practice. 

After serious and prolonged debates over the several issues concemed, we acted 
according to our best judgments and in accordance with the charge of the Faculty 
at their April ll~ 1980, meeting approving the original FIPSE grant npplication with 
the proviso (among others) that: 

.> 
•••• the academic ramifications of any program developed will be 
under the supervision of the Committee on Educational Policy. 

When we submitted the courses to Ed Pol with tha signature of the FIPSB-PAC chair 
and not a department chair, we expected that, if our actions were judged inapprop~iate 
by Ed Pol, we would be so informed and would have the opportunity to resolve any 
procedural difficulties. 

From the April 24 meeting, we understood that the decision of the Comm:f.ttee 
on Educational Policy to approve both the procedure we used in tnis case and the 
content of the courses was a seriously considered one; it validated our view of the 
procedural question as well as the value and 1u1iqueness of these particular inter 
disciplinary courses. 

In her report to the Faculty, "P;:ogress of FIPSE Project," dated February 22, 19al, 
the Project Associate requested suggestions for visiting faculty for next year. 
Unlike the 'consultants' category, the 'visiting faculty' category in the FIPSE 
grant was intended to bring outside scholars to lllieatnn for a semester or year (or 
portions thereof) to act as consultants in relation to the FIPSE project and/or 
to teach appropriate courses. 
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In February, several faculty members suggested to the Project Associate that 
Kathleen Adams, then visiting associate professor in Sociology/,Anthropology, would 
be an excellent consultant to the F!PSE project next year. Ms. Adams had given 
several colloquia at the college first semester and had given a talk on anthropology 
and the new scholarship about women in the January Workshop. 

Based on these recommendations, the Project Associate and Project Director presented 
a "Preliminary Proposal'' to the FIPSE-PAC to fund Kathleen Adams as a part-time visiting 
faculty member for 1981-1982, 0in women's studies with special duties appropriate to the 
goals of the FIPSE project." The proposers thought that, in addition to,Ms. Adams' - 
unusual and cross-disciplinary perspective on the new research about women. she offered 
the advantages of: 

1. having been selected for her current position of visiting associate 
professor of Anthropology at Wheaton through a normal departmental 
search £or faculty and 

2. being familiar with the Wheaton community from her current position. 

The Project Associate consulted with Ms. Adams' current department about the possibility 
of her being retained 1-.ext·.year in a new capacity appropriate to the FIPSE project and 
not in a regular faculty position in that department. There appeared to be no objection 
to the draft of the preliminary proposal. 

The Preliminary Proposal included three kinds of activities: 

a. teaching one course a semester (not a regular anthropology course, but an 
advanced semina,r on the implications of the new research about women and 
the liberal arts curriculum) involving interested faculty in different 
disciplines. 

b. working with the Project Associate as a coordinator evaluating the impact 
of the FIPSE project on Wheaton students, and 

c. functioning as a campus resource in women's studies and its relation to 
ongoing activities in the college c01lll1I.Un1ty. 

The proposal was specifically termed "preliminary" to encourage the FIPSE-PAC to decide 
whether it wanted to support the proposal and. if so, to develop the particulars as it 
saw fit. 

The FIPSE-PAC first considered this preliminary proposal at the meeting of March 18, 
when several significant issues were delineated and discussed> including the impact 
of a faculty position outside departmental structures and the nature of the courses 
proposed. On March 31, the proposers submitted an addendum to the committee clarifying 
the teaching part of the proposal, outlining the courses envisioned by Ms. Adams, "13.c 
stating that the courses would be submitted as Interdepartmental 299's to Ed Pol fo~ 
approval. On April first, the FIPSE-PAC discussed the expanded proposal and voted 
~~animously to fund Ms. Adam.s as a part-time visiting echoler (minimum of one-third time) 
fiext year, with the precise nature of her time commitment and teaching responsibilities 
to be clarified as soon as possible. An informal meeting was ar~anged for all availabl~ 
connnittee members and Ms. Adams. 
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F:f.ve comm1. ttee members and l'JS., Adams met on Apr:U 3 to discuss the teaching component 
of the proposal and the best use of the visiting scholar positiono As a result, these 
FIPSE-PAC members prese~ted their recommendations to the whole conmdttee at the April 8 
me~ting, and the following motion was passed unanimouslyg 

to appoint Kathleen Adams to a one-half time position 
with these duties: 

ao to teach one course each semester, 
bo to help evaluate the impact of the FIPSE 

project on students, 
c. to fun~tion as a campus resource person in wcmen's studies 

for the faculty, students, administration, and libraryo 

The FiiSE-PAC, in approvin~ Mso Adams' courses and submitting them to Ed Pol for 
approval with the committee's signature, acted with the understanding that the procedures 
for ~pproval of interdisciplinary and nondepartmental courses were not clearly specified 
but that a sin1ilar situation (a one-time appointment w1.th nondepartmental funds) had 
been acted on and approved by Ed Pol (a cour.se given by a visiting professor of feminist 
thought)o The committee believed that the procedural issue fell in the province of Ed Pol, 
and we awaited its decision and any directive to us for further actiono 

Sheila Shaw, as chair of FIPSE-PAC and a member of Ed Pol, submitted the course descrip 
tions to Ed Pol and provided Ed Pol with specific information about the syllabi of the 
courses under consideration at their meeting of April ~4o Ed Pol discussed both the 
complex procedural issues and the content of the proposed courses and approved the 
cou4ses with no request for modificationo 

i'he FIPSE-PAC members considered the procedural issues concerning the two inter 
departmental courses to be settled. However, since procedural matte~s of substance 
have been raised since then, the FIPSE·-PAC recognizes the importance of the clarification 
of procedures relating to interdepartmental courses, to the satisfaction of the Faculty • 

...... . .11-.,.,.. 
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May 26, 198.t 

TO: 

RE: 

The Wheaton Communit.y 

:Bonnie Spanier, FIPSE Project Assoc1.;,.te ~ , ~~ 

"Toward a Balanced Curriculum", Spring, 1981, Report~· .. 

1 .. Funding for 1981-1982 from FIPSE 

ll'IPSB Program Officer Leslie Hornig, following a visit to Hheaten on March 30►
1981, has assured us of FIPSE's support for the second year of Uheaton's 
project "Toward a Balanced Curriculum". We anticipate funding of approximately 
$72,000 for 1981-1982 .. 

I would like to express my thanks to those of you "rue prjrticipated in 
Ms. Hornig' s day at Wheaton (pa:rticularly since I was ill that week and 
unable to attend) and to share with all of you her reaction to that visit: 

The opportunity to meet and ulk with involved faculty 
was really invaluable to my understanding of the project. 
The overall level of enthusiast1i on campus by the faculty 
was especially evident and imp1:'essive, and contributes 
not a little to my happiness ~ith the project's progress 
and my optimism for continued success. You are doing a 
super job; keep it up! 

II. cue Study of tbe F!PSE Pri:>ject 

As part of the original proposal to FIPSE, Wheaton ag:reed to prepare a ease 
study or history of the process of curri~ulum integration. The case study 
is to be the central docmuent useif at. a dissemination confe;.ence scheduled 
for the spring of 1983. The con.ference, hosted by Wheaton, end involving 
50-100 representative from other inatitt.1tions ~ will allow Wheaton to share 
with others its pioneering and complex experience of incorporating the new 
research about women into the liberal arts curriculum. 

Martha Tolpin, who has taught a numb~-r of courses L.1 the Wheaton llistoey 
Department, was named in the grant proposal as a consultant in preparing 
the case study. Martha is Associate Director of Higher Education Resource 
Services (HER.~) and bas worked w1th various academic institutions in 
evaluation and case study preparation, i.s well a& in women's histoey. 
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Proposers 

4. History Department 

Projects 

5. Bojan .Teno:fngs, 
Chemistry Dept. 

6. Richard Pearce, 
English Dept. 

7. 'Mery lyn Re.ads and Trudy Vil lartt. 
I,aiychology Dept. 

8. Charles Rathbone, 
E,fu-cati.cm Dept. 

g. Rutn ScbmiC:::, 
Pt·ov-ost 

.> 

JO. Ann Seara, 
Music Dept. 

11. Bonnie Spanier, 
Project Associate 

12. Bonnie Spanier ,md 
Ruth Schmidt 

13. .Jack Teahan, 
Religion Dept, 

14. Jeanne irbitaker, 
French Dept. 

15. Jeanne Whltakei:, 
)!'r,mch De!pt. 

Consult with Martha Tolp!n about 
curriculum revision in European 
history. 

Investigate contributions of 
women to thf! development of chemistry; 
8Unlller support. 

Co-sponsor series on women in film. 

Attend Association for Women in 
Psychology Meeting in Boatcm. , 

Confer with new colleague 
1n department for one weeb,over summer 
about eur~iculum development relating 
to sexism in schools. Bring consultants 
on this topic to campus in fall. 

Co-sponsor. part1.cipat1on of seven 
faculty members and two admini&trntora 
1n Scholars and Women Conference • 

Investigate new research on wor:1en in 
music, coordinat@ ~ith Music Department 
members, and plan workshop for fall; 
aummer support. 

Participate in Swruner Inl!ltltute in 
T~omen' s Studies, ,.Feminist Transformation 
of the Cutticulum''. 

Retain Kathleen Adams as coMultant 
ond v1.a1ting scholar at Wheaton. 

Investigate new literature about 
women ln the field of Teligious studie.s. 

Inve11tigate nel'7 research and materials 
on women in French literuture and 
Society; sunnrer support. 

Attend International Symposium 
on Women Writers., at Wellesley College. 

At t'he start o: the fisll semester, the faculty will recei,7e a full report of 
prop.lss.18 funded by Fl'PSE-PAC in 1980-1981 and a -m,,re deta:Hed announeoncnt; 
about the Septeuiher 23 deadline for ne• proponals. 
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lV. Reminder 

r would like to brtng t.o your attention the article in the Spring 1981 
Alumnae Magazine about the FlPSE project and the Faculty Wo:dtJ,hop, 
"lntrod.ucd.on to 1:be Nev Ruea1:'cb about Women'!~ held last. Jan'Qaxy. t bope 
that tne exc.a'X"pt8 f'l'<llm the workshop will atimulate ym1r interest in t:he 
recordings of the preaentat10118. TbesG cas6~tt~ tapes can bl'!- bo,:-row~d 
from my office. Copie,a of the reading 1:1.et for t.he woruho~ t;re ~b" 
ffailable as 1.'ell as a 11st of suggetJted sebolat"a 1n. aJ.l di~ciplines 
related. to womtm.1,t studies, comp1b:d dU'.d.ng tbe pluning 11t;ige. 



TO: Wheaton Community 

FROM: Ruth Schmidt and Bonnie Spanier, Director and Associate Director of the 
FIPSE Project for Curriculum Development 

Report on the Fall Faculty Conference at Newport 
September 5-6, 1980 

Sixty-three full-time and approximately twenty part-time faculty members attended 
the Wheaton Faculty Conference held at Salve Regina College in Newport, Rhode Island 
from late Friday afternoon, September 5, through Saturday, September 6, 1980. 

Following cocktails and dinner Friday evening at Ochre Court on the Cliff Walk, 
President Alice Emerson welcomed the group. Provost Ruth Schmidt introduced 
Dr. Catharine Stimpson, who gave the keynote address on "The New Thinking About 
Women." One of the key figures in the establishment of women's studies as a 
scholarly field, Dr. Stimpson was the founding director of the Barnard Women's Center 
and the founding editor of Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society. She is 
currently Professor of English at Douglass College, Rutgers. 

Dr. Stimpson's presentation centered on the new scholarship (also referred to 
as the new thinking) about women, a development in academic consciousness which she. 
believes will change culture itself. She reviewed the growth of this new scholarship 
over its ten-year hiscory and outlined its complex historical, political, and 
intellectual contexts. The attached article by Dr. Stimpson, "The New Scholarship 
About Women: The State of the Art" (Annals of Scholarship 1 (2): 2-14, Spring 1980), 
is an earlier published outline of the ideas expressed in her address to the Wheaton 
faculty. Questions and discussion followed the address. The evening session was 
recorded, and the tapes are available from the Mellon/FIPSE Grants Office, Knapton 001 . 

.> 

Saturday morning four concurrent meetings took place, each representing a major 
curriculum area at Wheaton: 

Literature and the Arts 

Moderator: 
Discussants: 
Consultant: 

Curtis Dahl 
Ann Murray, Sheila Shaw 
Catharine Stimpson 

Studies in Perspective 

Moderator: 
Discussant: 
Consultant: 

Jennifer Roberts 
Nancy Norton 
Elizabeth Pleck 

Social and Behavioral Sciences 

Moderator: 
Discussants: 
Consultant: 

Thomas Osborne 
John Burton, Nancy Heer 
Joseph Pleck 
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Natural Sciences and Mathematics 

Moderator: 
Discussant: 
Consultant: 

Bojan Jennings 
John Kricher 
Evelyn Fox Keller 

Summaries of the major points discussed in each meeting are appended to this report. 

The men faculty then met with Joseph Pleck to discuss their concerns as men 
teaching at a women's college and their relationship to the FIPSE curriculum project. 
At Elizabeth Pleck's suggestion, the women faculty divided into two groups for dis 
cussions at the same hour. At lunch, the men and women exchanged information about 
the single-sex discussions. 

After reports on the meetings were presented, Alison Bernstein, Program Officer 
at the Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education spoke briefly to the 
group and said that she was very pleased that Wheaton's project had been funded by 
FIPSE. She praised Wheaton College for being among the first to develop the idea 
of integrating the research on women into the introductory curriculum on a college 
wide basis. Ms. Bernstein expressed the view that there was a great need for this 
innovative project at this time. She also assured the group that, because of the 
pioneering nature of the program, FIPSE would allow some flexibility in the use of 
the fund. 

Opportunities for recreation and exploration of Newport were enjoyed by many 
Conference participants in the afternoon. The event concluded with a clamboil 
given by President Emerson. 



Report on the Literature and Arts session at Newport 

Professor Curtis Dahl chaired the session on art and literature, presiding over a 
panel made up of Anne Murray, Sheila Shaw, and Catharine Stimpson. Three questions were 
postulated: where are we now?, what ought we to do?, and what can we do? Presentations 
from the panelists provided a starting point for discussion from the faculty members at 
tending the session. 

The most specific presentation came from Ms. Shaw, who described the three courses 
she has taught, at three different levels, during the past few years. A traditional 
"images of women" course has provided material for papers and discussion in English 101. 
A course combining the "images" aspect with material on the writers themselves was given 
last year at the 299 level, and introduced students to "The Epic Age of Women Writers." 
A senior seminar ori feminist literature and criticism opened up to students much of the 
work that has been done since 1970, and aroused excitement in students who were exploring 
a kind of criticism they had never worked with before. 

Ms. Shaw had doubts about the need for the "images" course, whd.ch could make women's 
literature a sort of "Jane Crow" subject, tucked off by itself. Questions were raised 
about the problems of the teacher whose period included virtually no women writers who 
could be included in the syllabus. Should time be spent explaining why there were none? 
It was a problem that beset historians of music and art as well, and discussion returned 
to it more broadly later in the hour. 

Meanwhile, other problems were touched on. How could one reconcile one's own fem 
inism with the "repelently patronizing" attitudes some earlier critics and writers had 
toward women? How do we show the stereotypes in criticism, and break the conventional 
molds? Should we change the canon and perhaps at the sametdme change the standard of 
what we bring into our already crowded courses? Should we teach more from the historic 
or the political point of view? Mr. Dahl asked the last two questions in response to 
Ms. Shaw's statement that we needed more than "women writers" or "images of women" courses, 
and must work to balance and integrate the curriculum. 

More questions and musings grew spontaneously from this presentation. One must be 
careful not to preach. Women could be feminists and scholars--a feminist's mind need 
not be "angry mush." "Political" was a very broad word. There was a sense of assurance, 
too, that one could build on the traditional women's courses. Strategies used there 
could be integrated into other courses. The bibliographics, reading lists, and knowledge 
of available materials are essential for the integrated as well as the specialized courses. 

Anne Murray surveyed the changing situation in art--the past decade has produced 
'masses of resource material, as well as an increasing number of women artists, and such 
works as Art and Sexual Politics. Some of the problems are those of the teacher of 
literature: how can women artists be fitted into an already jammed syllabus in Art 101? 
Must the canon be changed, because women often produced untraditional works such as 
quilts and embroidery? How can one deal with the paucity of works and information from 
centuries before the nineteenth? 

Style is obviously a major point. The recognized women of any period had styles 
that were similar to those of their male contemporaries, even though the subject might 
be different. How should one deal with women who painted in another style? Connnents 
from the audience suggested that it was impossible to tell an artist's sex from the 
style of the work. Again and again the question turned to the canon. Were there works 
of art being overlooked because women, denied access to the traditional channels of 
artistic production, had turned their talents to other forms? 
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A series of suggestions were made, some by Ms. Murray and some from the floor. 
Certainly students should be made aware of the conditions of creativity under which 
women labored. They should be told, too, of women's role as patrons. They should be 
led to examine the images of women one sees in art. Or should they? Perhaps students 
should be taught to respond as women. Certainly we should be wary of projecting our 
own attitudes back into history. And certainly a little "ghetto" of women and art at 
the end of a survey course should be avoided. Students should learn to compare criticism 
by men and by women of the same works. 

Finally the question was raised of how to cope with all the problems that has been 
noted. Should there be a curriculum revision? Should there be a new course that examined 
the problems? Should there be a careful exploration of the ways students respond as 
women? New materials should be incorporated, backgrounds should be explored, student 
creativity should be encouraged and taken seriously, and there should be a measure of 
re-education for the faculty. None of these suggestions were regarded as so radical 
that they couldn't be followed even by a person who is not a passionate feminist. 

There were caveats, however. We must be sure that the faculty get good enough 
with these new issues so that students are as well taught as they are in more conventional 
materials. We must beware of doing too much changing of the curriculum when students 
yearn for stability. On the other hand, we must not try to settle on some fixed feminist 
curriculum. And finally, those who were better informed reminded some of the other, we 
must be wary of conflating "feminine", "female", and "feminist", as they were different 
conditions with different aesthetics attached to each. 

Mr. Dahl turned to Ms. Stimpson for a final few words. She admitted that not all 
the answers were known, but was glad that we were at least trying to get at the questions. 
She noted various books that might be helpful, suggesting that we tell students of their 
reception as well as the contents. She re-emphasized her own hope that sound scholarship 
and feminism should not be r~garded as mutually exclusive, pointed again to the wide 
range of opportunities for women, and encouraged the faculty members to continue wrestling 
with the problems for which even the experts had no absolute answers. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Frances Shirley 
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To: Ruth Schmidt, Provost 
From: Jennifer Roberts 
Re: Studies in Perspective Session at Newport Conference 

The Studies in Perspective group drew about fifteen people; the 
department of history accounted for the largest number of these, and most 
of our discussion focused on the teaching of history, although I tried to 
steer it into areas which would be of more interest to those faculty who 
represented departments such as philosophy and religion. Our guest, 
Elizabeth Fleck, spoke about models which have been developed for intro 
ducing more of the new research on women into the curricula of survey 
courses in American History and Western Civilization and gave me an 
address to which to write to obtain these, to wit: 

Rachel Fuchs 
Office of Women's Affairs 
Indiana University 
Bloomington, Indiana 

Our discussion focused on a number of concerns. First, several faculty 
expressed interest in finding ways to integrate more research on women 
into presently existing courses Hi thout losing too much time to devote 
to other importa.~t/topics already in the syllabus. Second, several 
people reported negative experience in presenting social history to 
their students in courses whose main focus was not on social history; 
they sometimes found that the "soft" social history segments appealed 
to weaker students while alienating the stronger students, who wanted 
more "hard" political and diplomatic history. I stressed the fact that 
incorporating more material on women into the history curriculum seemed 
to me inevitably to entail a basic shift to social history and suggested 
that the reservations some people were expressing stemmed more from ambi 
valence about this shift of focus than from any ambivalence a1:out the 
new research on women per se. I also reported that I had redesigned my 
Roman history course this semester so as to shift the focus to social 
history and that I was eager to see how this would work ou t . ai.ncec my :/ 
training is chiefly in political and diplomatic history. 

'·le also raised the q_uestion of how much we wanted to change the cur 
riculum by a few large changes in the syllabi and how much we wanted to 
change it by a consistently different perspective in teaching the same 

.materials in the classroom. Alison Bernstein, who had by this time joined 
our group, provided what I thought were very helpful insights here. I 
raised some of the issues that were treated by Catharine Stimpson in her 
keynote address. How are we to deal with the peculiar overlap of life 
philosophy and research interests which characterizes"women' s studies" 
(and I use that phrase in both senses of the word)? While no logic die- 
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tates that people who are doing the new research on women should share a 
fairly unified set of values about women's roles in society, nonetheless 
there is in most cases a pattern: feminists are far more likely to be 
doing this research than anti-feminists. Most Wheaton faculty (male and 
female) are feminists; most of us think it is our job to teach values, in 
some sense; but where does enlightenment stop and indoctrination begin? 
Finally, many faculty present reflected ambivalence about the real pur 
pose of Lnco rpo ra.t.i.ng more research on women into the curriculum. How 
much of this is based on a (perfectly legitimate) concern that our students 
should know more al::out women in history than they do because they~ 
women, and how much is based on sincere feelings that the present cur 
riculum is, objectively speaking, unbalanced? How much of what we are 
planning to do, in other words, would we do just the same if we were 
teaching men students? 

~-/hile the individual concerns I have cited here may seem to suggest 
a fundamentally negative attitude on the part of the faculty members pre 
sent, this was not my overall sense of the session at all. It is my feel 
ing that participants as a whole left the meeting with an enthusiastic 
commitment to broa~en our curriculum in order to incorporate more of the 
new research on women. We are simply concerned about finding the most 
honest and effective way to do this. 
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TO: Bonnie Spanier, Director, FIPSE 

FROM: Thomas Osborne, Sociology with John Miller, Economics 

RE: Report from the Session on Social Science: FIPSE conference September 6th, 
1980, Newport, R.1. 

A significant caveat must be made before the report is presented. The report 
is a compendium of impressions from several people as to what happened at the meeting. 
We hope that there are not too many gross omissions. If persons who were there 
have changes to make or additions that should be included please do not hesitate to 
send them to us: then, a final, more polished report can be compiled. 

Nuances of discussion, the rather rapid nature of exchanges at all levels were 
impossible to record. However, it was our impression that the session was very active; 
it pursued a number of crucial problems in approaching the topic of self assessment 
and curriculum adjustment. We pelieve most persons came away with the conclusion 
that some groundwork was laid for considerable further thinking about the implications 
of subjects discussed. 

Participants: Joseph Pleck, Wellesley College, Consultant 
Torn Osborne, Moderator 
John Miller,>Assisting in Report 
Nancy Heer, Presenter 
John Burton, Presenter 

General Issues Proposed for Discussion at the Meeting: 

Since the goal of the grant is two-fold both aspects of the proposal were used 
as the basis for discussion: 1) to undertake a self assessment to determine where 
we think our fields are at in research on women and .Lnco ope r a t Lon of research on 
women into Wheaton· curricula 2) what changes might be unde r t aken to maximize use of 
the material now available on women in Wheaton's Social Science Curricula. 

Presentations: Nancy Heer; 

Ms. Heer discussed Soviet Politics and the problems encountered in the inclusion 
of material on Soviet Women into the course on Soviet Politics. She pointed out that. 
although literature on women exists one must spend time "to dig it out." She noted 
that although many women appear to hold positions of high status and some power the 
real power remains in the hands of male decision makers; For example, although there 
is a high percentage of women in the medical profession in the Soviet Union, the pro 
fession itself does not have the status it does in the USA. 

She stated that incorporating new research on women into her course did not 
change the basic mission of the course; to enab Le students to develop a comparative 
perspective with which they can assess the world around them whether this be the 
world of men, or of women or of both. 
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John Burton; 

Mr. Burton discussed the role of the Anthropologist in the field as a data 
collector and therefore an . "outside observer" in a society. His work done Ln " 
Africa showed that being an outsider came first as far as status in the society was 
concerned so that whether or not he was a female or male made little difference. 
It did not appreciable interfere with his ability to ask about the role of the 
family. However, he did note that in East Africa he was unable to ask women how 
many children they had. Only a woman could ask that question. 

He suggested that this raised several questions for the discussion group; to 
what extent are men who study women in our own society "outside observers"? How does 
this status, if it is the case, affect men's ability to do research on women and 
present the results? 

General Discussion: 

In the general discussion which followed these presentations a number of issues 
were raised on which considerable debate was centered. We have grouped the issues 
into several categories for clarity. 

1) Why do a number of students react with alarm and some opposition to the 
new research on women? 

It was suggested that students are less threatened by Marxism than Feminism 
possibly because their own perceptions of themselves more traditional than those in 
keeping with new research; that many students find the new research of systematic 
dtscrimination threatening to their more traditional plans for the future which 
are seen as unr ea Lf.s t Lc com_pared to new definitions. New research on women bring 
long held beliefs into question and inject uncertainty into student's lives. Mr. 
Fleck commented in this regard that 'if you can't rely on sex roles what can you rely on.' 
It was concluded that alternative views of sex roles was important to connnunicate 
and that a survey of where the students are at would be most important. 

2) The college needs to examine the total environment of the students in 
conjunction with curriculum analysis. 

A view was expressed that the total environment should be closely related to 
the curriculum so that it can support the social and political changes implied by 
the new research. 

Considerable discussion related to the interface between career and family 
ioals for students. The institutions of work and family present conflicts of which 
many students are aware, but they are not sure how they will deal with them. The 

·administration is dedicated to making changes that support employees who are attempting 
to balance family life with their careers. There seemed little question that these 
concerns~ family and career are salient for most students. 

It was pointed out that there is a class bias in career-family orientations. 
Where most students see their work as a career, non-college, lower socio-economic 
women work outside the home in a job rather than a career; as a need to supplement 
and increase family income rather than a matter of fulfillment of identity needs. 
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3) Is Social Science Value-Free? 

Although the discussion made it clear that the various disciplines represented 
at the meeting see their areas in various stages of awareness of bias a major question 
was, what bias? Is the new research on women value-free? It was concluded that 
such research is no more value laden than any other research. In addition it was 
thought that many areas have been male dominated in terms of research as well as 
presentation. Numerous examples of this were given. For example, women's work in 
the home is ignored in economic statistics. Although Sociology and Anthropology 
have had strong emphases on women's research it was observed that the large amount of 
material has had strong male biases for years. 

4) What kind of changes should and could be made in our various programs? 

It seemed quite clear that much material regardless of field has not been 
interpreted from women's perspectives. For example, Locke's justification for 
the laws of the ·state (the protection of private property). from a women's perspective 
was that the justification does not apply to women since they were not allowed to 
hold private property, and it follows that women were then under little obligation 
to observe the laws of the state. In Sociology heads of households as a variable 
has been almost exlusively male. The perspectives of women need to be better 
emphasized in dealing with most general topical areas. In order to do this faculty 
should become better acquainted with research in their areas and incorporate such 
in their various courses. 

It was observed that this was already being done; in Psychology in particular, 
as well as other behavioral sciences. The question was raised as to a natural 
progression of more material or abrupt readjustments and reactions of the students 
to the latter. .> 

It was concluded that departments should form internal committees to evaluate 
area curricula, and that partial release from teaching time might expedite analysis 
and restructuring of curriculas. 

It was also agreed that there is a necessity to present the broadest implications 
of the new research on women; that the problems are not merely field or area problems 
b_ut gender problems! who sees what and from what perspective and what should be done 
about it? 

Conclusions 

There seemed little doubt of the need for curricula improvement with respect to 
new research on women; that formalization of an already strong commitment to change 

a . d be undertaken; that there is need to understand what the faculty can o and where 
the students are at in trYing to implement policies; that this particular group was 
aware of many in field and general problems and issues; that creative research may 
result from some efforts; that Wheaton is already doing a great deal in focusing 
its attention on the needc for changes; and that this particular discussion group 
as a whole-had no reservations as to the importance of affecting needed changes. 
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To: Ruth Schmidt, Provost 

From: Sharon Boudreau and Bojan H. Jennings 

Re: Natural Sciences and Mathematics Curriculum 
Newport Conference 

The Natural Sciences and Mathematics curriculum group was chaired by 
Moderator, Bojan Jennings; Discussant, John Kricher; and Consultant, Evelyn 
Fox Keller, of the Division of Natural Sciences at SUNY Purchase currently 
Visiting Fellow, MIT, Prog. of Science, Technology and Society. 

At the onset of the meeting, group members expressed some puzzlement 
about integration of the new scholarship of women into the science cur 
riculum. Dr. Keller agreed that incorporation in the sciences is difficult 
due to the involvement with the teaching of the scientific method. She out 
lined a spectrum of feminist criticisms of the sciences. Included in this 
spectrum were the observations that both the history of science and the 
current working scientific community are male dominated. Why aren't more 
students enrolling in mathematics and science courses? Why is scientific 
history so dominated by males? In answer to these questions, she pointed 
out the tremendous anxiety associated with our curriculums. Studentsmust 
be shown that they can succeed if they want to. A simple mathematical proor, 

.> 
which the student can carry out on her own, gives her the confidence she needs 
to tackle more difficult problems. Wheaton faculty mentioned the detraumatiza 
tion that currently takes place on the first meeting of an introductory 
biology course. 

In the scientific literature, women in the past have been given in 
adequate credit. The convention of using one's first initials in publication 
is also a diservice to women. Dr. Keller suggested that faculty members try 
to open up their disciplines and talk about the scientific founders. Don't 
try to rectify history, but involve one's students with current researchers 
in the field; both men and women. 

Floor discussions included concerns as to teaching the myth about sci 
ence or the truth. The life outside the student's ivory tower is very 
competitive, but just how much of that reality should we teach? Will the 
beginning student be scared away even before she has studied the discipline? 
Dr. Keller pointed out that women tend to go through college by book learning 
and are very naive. Men, on the other hand, have set up a series of networks 
which helps them deal with the competitive nature of society. Maybe what is 
needed are special programs to train and educate women in this area. Herb 
Ellison mentioned the current assertive training programs available on the 
Wheaton campus. 

Also discussed were questions on the feasibility of a successful career 
and marriage. Can a woman have the best of both worlds? Is it a tough road 
to follow? Women may think of themselves as self-sufficient intellectually, 
but not necessarily economically. Workshops in career planning may be help 
ful. 
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Re: Studies in Perspective Session at Newport Conference 

The Studies in Perspective group drew about fifteen people; the 
department of history accounted. for the largest number of these, and most 
of our discussion focused on the teaching of history, although I tried to 
steer it into areas which would be of more interest to those faculty who 
represented. departments such as philosophy and religion. Our guest, 
Elizabeth Fleck, spoke about mod.els which have been developed for intro 
ducing more of the new research on women into the curricula of survey 
courses in American History and Western Civilization and gave me an 
address to which to write to obtain these, to wit: 

Hachel Fuchs 
Office of Homen' s /.ff airs 
Indiana University 
Bloomington, Indiana 

Our discussion focused on a number of concerns. fi'irst, several faculty 
expressed. interest in finding ways to integrate more research on women 
into presently existing courses without losing too much time to devote 
to other important topics already in the syll~bus. Second, several . 
people reported. negative experience in presenting social history to 
their students in courses whose main focus was not on social history; 
they sometimes found that the "soft" social history .segments appealed. 
to weaker students while alienating the stronger students, who wanted 
more "hard" political and diplomatic history. I stressed. the fact that 
incorporating more material on uornen :tnto the history c ur-r i.c u Lum seemed 

. to me inevitably to entail a basic shift to social history and suggested. 
that the reservations some people were expressing stemmed more from ambi 
valence about this shift of focus than from any ambivalence about the 
new research on women per se. I also reported that I had. redesigned my 
Roman history course this semester so as to shift the focus to social 
history and t.hat I was eager to see how this would work out. sihce'.my .. 
trr1.ininG is chiefly in political and diplomatic history. 

1•/e also raised the question of how much we wr1nted to change the cur 
riculum by a few large changes j_n the syllabi and how much we wanted to 
change it by a consistently different perspective in teaching the same 
materials in the classroom. Alison Bernstein, who had by this time joined 
our group, provided what I thoue;ht were very helpful insights here. I 
raised some of the issues that were treated by Catharine Stimpson in her 
keynote address. How are we to deal with the peculiar overlap of life 
philosophy and research interests which characterizes"women' s studies" 
(and I use that phrase in both senses o f the word)? While no logic die- 
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tates that people who are doing the new research on women should share a 
fairly unified set of values about women's roles in society, nonetheless 
there is in most cases a pattern: feminists are far more likely to be 
doing this research than anti-feminists. Most .Ihea ton faculty (male and 
female) are feminists; most of us think it is our job to teach values, in 
some sense; but where does enlightenment stop and indoctrination ·begin? 
Finally, many faculty present reflected. ambivalence about the real pur 
pose of Lnco rpo rat.Lng mo:r;e research on women :i.nto the curriculum. How 
much of this is based on a (perfectly ler.;i tima te) concern that our students 
should know more about women in history than they do because they ~ 
women, and how much is based on sincere feelings that the present cur 
riculum is, objectively speaking, unbalanced? How much of what we are 
planning to do, in other words, would we do just the same if we were 
teachine; men students? 

:/hile the individual concerns I have ci tcd here may seem to suggest 
a. fundamentally negcttive attitude on the part of the faculty members pre 
sent, this was not my overall sen3e of the session at all. It is my feel 
ing that participants as a whole left the meeting with an enthusiastic 
commi trnent to broad.en our curriculum in order to incorporate more of the 
new research on Homen. We ar e simply concerned abou L finding the most 
honest and effective way to do this. 


