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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Before I built a wall I'd ask to know 
What I was walling in or walling out, 
And to whom I was like to give offence. 1 

Robert Frost 

Background of the Problem 

Since World War II, there have been very few success-

ful 1nterd1sc1plinary programs undertaken by American col-

leges and universities. On the other hand, research con-

ducted by different authors clearly indicated that many 

1nstitut1ons of higher education considered it highly 

desirable. 

A major legacy of World War II was the end of the 

Industrial Revolution and introduct1on of the present era 

of Technocracy. As a result, it was necessary for American 

inst1tutions of higher education to broaden the scope of 

traditional academic curricula by including explanandum 

from complementary courses. 

It was found that the shift of resources from informa-

tion gather1ng to information process1ng was accompanied by 

requests for broader, more integrative forms of higher edu-

cation. Gard1ner (1985) wrote: 
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Collaboration is needed to build bridges between 
and among large pools of discipl1nary information 
on the one hand and society's increasingly com­
plex problems on the other. 2 

An historical review of interdisciplinary higher 

educat1on programs, and examinat1on of the ava1lable liter-

ature, yielded contradictory conclus1ons. For example, the 

l1terature suggested a need for broad, far-reaching 

interdisciplinary programs in higher education; also, an 

end to decades of specialization that inhibited deempha-

s1zed 1ntegrated learning. 

A crisis exists in university education, if 
a cr1sis may be defined as a time of sharp but 
uncertain changes in the critical components. 
Students, faculty, administration, curriculum, 
campuses, finances--all are changing more rapidly 
and uncertainly than ever before. This crisis 
may be seen as a threat to established values or 
as an opportunity for creative reform. 3 r 4 

Gardiner (1987) described the problem as one where, 

"The creation of technological knowledge, a process which 

is the heart of modern economic growth, requires the use of 

1nterdiscipl1nary teams. 115 Another aspect of the problem 

of interdisciplinary teaching was discussed by Cleveland 

(1985) who concluded that: 

Collegial, not command, structures become the 
more natural basis for organization. Conferring 
and networking, not command and control, become 
the mandatory modes for getting things done. 6 

The general and specific problems of interdisciplinary edu-

cation at American institutions, along with suggested reso-

lutions, were addressed by Abt (1970) who conducted a major 

study: "Interdisciplinarity in Universities: One Descrip-

tive and One Ideal Model and Implications for University 
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Organization for General, Professional, and Lifelong Educa­

tion and Research." 7 The findings of Abt's research pro­

vided a broad base of information concerning interdisci­

plinary activities at 76 American universities and col­

leges. Abt's study demonstrated most American colleges and 

universities failed to employ the principles of interdisci­

plinarities even though they were desired by administra­

tors, department heads, and faculty members. Conversely, 

Abt showed that the same principles were heartily employed 

by business, industry and government. 

After analyzing the dilemma, Abt emphasized the need 

to establish the interdisciplinary model of teaching in 

colleges and universities throughout the world. Neverthe­

less, Abt learned that most institutions of higher educa­

tion had encountered major resistance toward the develop­

ment and implementation of interdisciplinary programs from 

every type of collegial unit. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to conduct ex-post facto 

research that described and identified interdisciplinary 

programs at a systematically selected group of American 

colleges and universities distributed between different 

regions of the United States during 1988 and 1989. 

In add1tion, it was a purpose to conduct research 

which updated some information of the Abt (1970) study by 

employing the list of colleges and universities, and col-
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lect1ng the selt-reported responses of selected indiv1duals 

currently employed by those colleges and universities. 

Statement of the Problem 

The study addressed the conflicting issues surrounding 

interdisciplinarity as "an opportunity for reform" 8 at 

institutions of higher education in the United States. The 

problem cons1sted of collecting data to assess and evaluate 

the current status of interdisciplinary programs at 

selected colleges and universities. 

Research Questions 

The research was designed to address five questions: 

1. What problem areas are being addressed today 

through interdisciplinarity in higher education? 

2. What are the efforts being undertaken by different 

part1cipant institutions to resolve problems conventionally 

assoc1ated with interdisciplinary education? 

3. What are the major obstacles, as differentiated 

from problems, to interd1sciplinary education? 

4. What are the remedial efforts necessary to over­

come the obstacles of interdisciplinary education? 

5. What are the future roles of interdisciplinarity 

1n h1gher education? 

4 



Need for the Study 

The study is important because it collected self­

reported observations of involved 'university officials con­

cerning current interdisciplinary programs in place, the 

perceived obstacles and the remedial measures to overcome 

obstacles, and observations concerning the future role of 

interdisciplinary education at the institution. 

The study also contributed to the growing body of 

available literature and studies concerning the principles 

of interdisciplinarity, interdisciplinary programs at 

selected colleges and universities, and provided new 

~nsights for professional educators who are concerned with 

establishing or expanding interdisciplinary education at 

their similar institutions. 

The primary and secondary source information is impor­

tant, because it yields data for other authors and 

researchers to use in future research that explores, 

describes, and analyzes the conditions of interdisciplinary 

education. 

Rationale 

The rationale, or theoretical framework of the study, 

conforms with the investigative approach set forth and 

described by Abt (1970) to research the characteristics and 

attr~butes of interdisciplinarity in accordance with two 

models (see Figure 1): Ideal and Descriptive. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

IDEAL MODEL 

Demand Generation 

Resources Mobilization 

Temporary 
Institut1onalization 

Deepening and Broadening 
Continuous Adaptation 

Continuous Adaptation 

Repl1cation 

Reconstitution Into 
Other Disciplines As 
Needed 

Dissolution When No 
Longer Useful 

DESCRIPTIVE MODEL 

Demand Generation Imperfectly 
Communicated 

Resources Mobilization Inhib­
ited by Competing Disciplines 

Institutionalization 

Deepening and Broadening 

Stabilization 

Replication 

Decline Into Formalism 

Dissolution Involuntarily 
Long After All Utility Is 
Lost 

Figure 1. Abt's comparisons of the ideal and descriptive 
models of interdisciplinarity. 

Source: Clark C. Abt, Interdisciplinarity in Universities: 
One Descriptive and One Ideal Model and Implica­
tions for University Organization for General, 
Professional, and Lifelong Education and 
Research (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Abt Publi­
cations, 1970), p. 12. 

In theory, according to Abt, interdisciplinarity con-

sists of a dynamic process that creates, bridges, and dis-

solves disciplinary boundaries that require the formulation 

of any type model for the explanation, prediction, and 
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efficient planning of act1vities. The interdisciplinary 

activ1t1es, as Abt (1970) theor1zed are, 

The principal adaptive mechan1sm by means of 
wh1ch un1versity curricula and researchers were 
continually conducted as a response to the chang­
ing needs of the present society and its future 
possibil1ties expected in basic research 1nter­
ests of some scholars.9 

Commonalties of the Two Models 

Both the descriptive and ideal model, respectively, 

mutually contain specif1c parameters that outline certain 

ongoing activ1t1es at colleges and universities, such as: 

classroom, library, research laboratory, and studies of 

professors and at dormitory desks of the students. The 

essence of the model was based on a belief that the activi-

ties always involved the interaction of two or more disci-

plines that ranged between simple communication across dis-

cipl1nary l1nes to the mutual integration of concepts, 

methodology, procedures, terms, and data. 

Ideal Model 

The "ideal" model of 1nterdisciplinar1ty creates, 

defines, limits, applies, and dissolves a knowledge-produc-

ing and transferring activity contributing to current or 

future societal needs with efficient application of schol-

arly and other resources. In other words, it is that inde­

pendent new discipline arising out of interdisciplinary 

experiments, that was actually devoted to intellectual duty 

as needed and ready to dissolve 1nto oblivion when its role 

7 



had been played in the cont1nuing modulations of knowledge 

creation. It employs the activity as a perfect communica-

tion and organizational device between the needs of the 

present, the past, the future, and between the interests of 

the soc1ety currently expressed in the demand for solutions 

to practical social and technological problems; also, to 

the needs of the future society for problem-solving knowl-

edge that cannot yet be imagined except by a few scholars 

whose interests are solely for the sake of knowledge. 11 
I 

Descriptive Model 

The "descriptive" model of interdisciplinarity 

reflects the imperfect characteristics and attributes of 

formal academic organizations to communicate. The model 

accepts the tendencies of resistance to change, bureau-

cratic procedures, sociopolitical and legal constraints, 

and general sluggishness to respond to projected needs. 

Beginning as a pioneering function, the descriptive 

model incorporates the.iteration of error due to the lack 

of tested methodologies. As a result, the adherence to 

formalism was perceived as a fUndamental attribute of the 

model since overall demand-needs of the institution chiefly 

respond to internal and external socioeconomic and politi-

cal constraints. 
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Summary 

The rat1onale for the research conforms with the con­

straints and determinants of Abt's (1970) two models of 

"Ideal" and "Descriptive" interdisciplinarity, and the com­

par1son chiefly illustrated the natural competition between 

d1sciplinary departments and "any new absorber of 

resources. 1112 Theoretically, the ideal model indicates the 

movement of interdi'sciplinarity from demand to dissolution, 

w1th the intervening developments of institutionalization, 

expansion, adaptation, replication, restructuring, and 

eventual dissolution. In the descriptive model, demand for 

1nnovat1on or change is 1mperfectly communicated; generates 

confl1ct while compet1ng for resources; experiences early 

institutionalization; and expands, stabilizes, and repli­

cates attributes of other disciplines with a resulting 

decline into formalism. According to Abt's theory, the 

dissolution of interdiscipli~arity occurs "long after all 

utility was lost."l3 

Variables 

Interdisciplinarity is best described as a function of 

the opportunity for reform of academic curriculum to accom­

modate relational knowledge, and information and data of 

parallel disciplines into a new synthesis that provides an 

1mproved learning experience for students. Conversely, 

research variables were the awareness and authoritarian 

perceptions of demand needs for integration of characteris-

9 



tics and attr1butes of 1solated disciplines, identifiable 

problems and resolutions, obstacles and remedies, and the 

future role of 1nterdisciplinarity in higher education. 

The ex-post facto, descriptive-exploratory research 

was loosely based upon the survey and data collecting per-

tions of the Abt study; therefore, a general hypothesis for 

the study may be stated in the following manner: 

A current study of interdisciplinarity uti­
lizing Abt's list of selected colleges and uni­
versities developed during the late 1960s 
described interdisciplinary programs in place, 
the awareness about the value of interdisci­
pllnary education, and officials at institutions 
identif1ed obstacles and remedial measures per­
ceived needed to overcome obstacles while pre­
dicting a positive future role for interdisci­
plinary education at the institution. 

, Assumptions 

The research developed three assumptions. 

It was one assumption that the Abt (1970) study was 

complete and conducted according to conventionally accepted 

pr1nc1ples for scientific research, and that the find1ngs 

and conclusions were developed from reliable and valid 

data. 

A second assumption was based on the firm belief that 

the population of college and university officials will-

ingly volunteered to participate in the research as respon-

dents in the current survey, and that they occupied identi-

cal or similar positions of authority noted in the Abt 

study. The researcher made telephone contact with each 

10 



institution to ascertain the person currently serving in 

the role indicated in the 1970 list. 

Third, it was another assumpt1on that the volunteer­

part1cipants provided "truthful" observations to statements 

in the instrumentation, and their written responses 

reflected minimal personal biases. 

Limitations 

A limitation which must be considered is the change in 

personnel, programs, and institutions over a twenty year 

per1od. Although the current study grew out of the Abt 

list, there have been personnel changes at all of the 

1nstitutions and some colleges have closed or changed sig­

nificantly. 

The location of the researcher was in Southern 

California during 1987-1988, but the target population of 

the colleges and the universities were widely distributed 

among different regions in the United States; therefore, 

the condition necessitated use of the U.S. mail to conduct 

the survey. 

The study was limited by certain other constraints 

beyond the control of the researcher. For example, the 

college and university officials were systematically 

selected on the basis of the positions of authority desig­

nated in the Abt (1970) study. Furthermore, participation 

in the survey and research was voluntary; however, it was 

11 



presumed to be likely that officials not choosing to volun­

teer for the research could have 1nfluenced the outcomes. 

In addit1on, the survey and research were purposely 

and exclusively limited only to the colleges and universi­

t1es designated in the Abt (1970) study; therefore, the 

results of the study must be viewed with caution when 

applied to similar institutions of higher education in 

other geographic regions of the United States. 

Definitions of Terms 

General Education: General education may be defined 

as one that provides a broad general view of the world and 

its problems, and the major response~ to those problems 

that Man has thus far attempted. 14 

Interdisciplinary Education: Interdisciplinary educa­

tion may be defined as the function of combining all or 

some courses from two or,more distinct, parallel, or 

related disciplines. 15 

Interdisciplinarity: Interdisciplinarity may be 

def1ned as the synthesis of two or more disciplines which 

established a new level of discourse characterized by a new 

language of descriptions. 16 

12 



O~ganization 

The study is organized into five chapters. 

Chapter I presents and describes the purpose, problem, 

research questions, rationale, variables, hypothesis, 

assumpt1ons, limitations and definitions of terms. 

Chapter II is a review of the available literature, 

and it describes the ideas, notions and theories of differ­

ent authors regarding the characteristics and attributes of 

interdiaciplinarity and interdisciplinary education in the 

United States. 

Chapter III sets forth and describes a methodology 

w1th a design to conduct research. In addition, it con­

tains procedures to conduct a survey and collect pri~ary 

source data from a list of authorized officials at the same 

institutions designated in the Abt study. 

Chapter IV presents and describes the results of the 

survey, and analyses of the volunteer-respondents' outcomes 

to statements in the instrumentation. 

Chapter V presents and describes the research findings 

of the investigation that formed the basis for the study 

conclusion, analyses of the collected data, and one or more 

generalizations about interdisciplinarity and conditional­

ity of interdisciplinary education in America. In addi­

tion, the chapter descr1bes the recommendations for further 

research, followed by a section of concluding thoughts. 

13 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The purpose of Chapter II is to present and describe 

the ideas, notions and theories of different authors in the 

available literature regarding the characteristics and 

attributes of interdisciplinary programs developed by 

inst1tutions of higher education in the United States. 

The chapter describes the interdisciplinary nature of 

the world. In addition, the chapter includes information 

developed by the authors concerning different aspects of 

interdisciplinary programs, such as: conceptual parame­

ters, problems with implementation, and a summary of dif­

ferent efforts. 

Nature of the World of 

Interdisciplinarity 

Conventional wisdom accepted a premise, that, there 

was a lack of a positive relationship between the 

"tradit1onal," academic method of teaching, and workplace 

requirements in the "real world." In other words, it 

appeared that most colleges and universities were too 

firmly entrenched in their trad1tional systems of education 

15 



to incorporate new developments in the external world into 

the1r exist1ng curricula. Although each department within 

most 1nstitutions separately upgraded curricula to accommo­

date new knowledge gained in the external world, it was 

held as course-exclusive data unavailable to students with 

parallel maJors or simply those desirous of ga1ning enrich­

ment. 

Cleveland (1985a) pointed out that the different prob­

lems of modern society could be largely attributed to the 

lack of shared information between different disciplines. 

Cleveland wrote that the solutions to most problems were 

"interdepartmental, interprofessional, interdependent and 

interactive. 111 The observation led Cleveland to believe 

that a new core curriculum should be developed that 

reflected the view that education was integrative brain 

work. Cleveland concluded that the capacity to synthesize 

information was the new competency which should be demanded 

of college students. 

Prior to Cleveland (1985), Simon (1973) observed that 

in the service sector of society, organizational patterns 

needed to be revised to recognize the output that dealt 

w1th the processing of information. Simon recommended the 

principles of interdisciplinarity as the basis to form a 

new framework in the workplace that focused precisely on 

the flow of data and subsequent transformation of informa­

tion for decision making. Simon summarily concluded that 

there existed a growing capacity to consider organization 

16 



1nteractions as embedded fragments of comprehensive 

models. 2 

Kockelmans (1979) advanced specific endorsement of 

1nterd1sc1plinary education and identified three major 

advantages, as follows: (1) integration of knowledge, (2) 

freedom of 1nqu1ry, and (3) innovation. 

Kockelmans wrote: 

Through interdisciplinary education the 
learner ga1ns a closer knowledge of the unity of 
the world view than is available in traditional 
organ1zation modes ... because 3 student is encour­
aged to range over several fields, he or she 
gains a greater freedom of inquiry. These fea­
tures help the student to become free of tradi­
tlonal l1mitations and gain orig1nal insights. 3 

Jantsch (1980) was another author who endorsed inter-

d1sciplinary education. Jantsch suggested that there was 

nothing in reality that favored the traditional breaking-up 

of empirical knowledge into isolated disciplines. Jantsch 

bel1eved that many great discoveries of Western culture 

were ach1eved by 1nvest1gators who correlated and employed 

broad knowledge found in the tradit1onal disc1pl1nary 

models. Jantsch suggested that the dissection of informa-

tion 1nto disc1plines was possible only by sacrificing 

relationships between knowledge-acquiring systems and the 

environment, and by stopping "mental metabol1sm. 11 

In describing the problem of academic- and curricula-

trad1tionalism, Jantsch wrote: 

To deal with the broken-up disciplinary sec­
tors of knowledge about such a hol1st1c reality 
amounts to freezing the world and digging deep 
and narrow holes into the frozen ground 1nstead 
of looking at the stream of life with its pro-
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cesses and interactions, turbulent patterns and 
emerging and vanishing vortices. Interdisci­
plinarity is an approach to partially unfreezi 
the world and interlink disciplinary 'holes.' 

Levine and Volberg (1980) also supported the princi-

ples of interdisciplinary education. The authors observed 

that a pos1tive feature and benefit of the production of 

knowledge was building on existing information. Levine and 

Volberg found that researchers should be able to easily 

locate, evaluate, and advance the findings of colleagues 

and others. A major result, according to the authors, was 

the fact that society could employ the products of learning 

along with the fruits of knowledge as a means to improve 

the quality of life and recoup its investments. 5 

Boyer and Lev1ne (1981) referred to the traditional 

structure of departments within colleges and universities 

as "historical artifacts," and suggested that they failed 

to exhaust the totality of human experiences or universal 

knowledge \Jithin the existing parameters. In addition, 

Boyer and Levine pointed out that scholars were separated 

from one another and from students. As a result, tradi-

tionalism had the affect of encouraging a view o~ the world 

of learning as chopped-up and fragmented. 6 

A broader view of the issue reflected by the available 

literature was provided by Cross (1970) who wrote: 

If improving student learning were to become 
the major mission of colleges, dramatic, yea, 
truly revolutionary change would have t9 occur in 
the traditional practices of education. 
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Cross, along with others, apparently supported the 

earlier op1nions of Piaget (1970), as follows: 

The essential ingredient in disciplines and 
their subject matters can be brought out by 
uncovering their basic or underlying structures. 
These structures cut across intra- and inter­
disciplinary lines of division. Within disci­
pl1nes certain structures are invariants of the 
different ways in which a discipline may 
describe, or relate to its subject matter, and 
therefore they capture its essence. Across dis­
cipl1nes such structures allow us to relate dis­
cipl1nes to one another and create structuralis­
tic metad1sciplines. 8 

Dressel, Johnson, and Marcus (1970) also described 

some negatives of traditional, departmentalized education 

that produced serious problems within the university, such 

as: 1solation of professors, inhibition of new fields of 

knowledge, and narrow specialization of courses and 

research. 9 Similarly, McHenry (1977) observed that the 

disc1pl1nary department was not necessarily accepted as the 

best of all possible styles for the academic organization. 

The major criticism was that conventional departments fos-

tered a specialization that considerably narrowed the hori­

zons of both the learner and the professor. 10 

The same ideas were expressed earlier by Van Doren 

(1943), who wrote: 

The connectedness of things is what the edu­
cator contemplates to the limit of his capacity. 
No human capacity is great enough to permit a 
vision of the world as simple, but if the educa­
tor does not aim at the vision, no one else wil!i 
and the consequences are dire when no one does. 

Commenting on the interdisciplinary nature of business 

and 1ndustry, Jantsch (1980) agreed with the observations 
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of other authors and pointed to the differences between 

academic organ1zation and the non-academic world. Jantsch 

viewed the situation in the university as significantly 

different because, although in non-academic research there 

appeared to be a form of disciplinary structure, it only 

served as an adm1nistrative skeleton. Jantsch referred to 

businesses that employed physicists and chemists, and noted 

that processes in the workplace were ad hoc interdisci­

pl1nary; however, administration (salary, benefits, etc.) 

was structured according to principles for operating the 

formal organization.12 

Kockelmans (1979) illustrated another positive support 

for applying interdisciplinary principles to traditional 

discipline departments. For example, Kockelmans observed 

that some departments duplicated, extended or overlapped 

learning functions and knowledge in other disciplines. 

Kockelmans believed that many departments were inadver­

tently employing interdisciplinary principles, to a large 

or small degree; also, some institutions already possessed 

that capab1l1ty. 13 McHenry (1977) agreed, and suggested 

that problem-solving was not necessarily restricted to dis­

ciplinary boundaries, because some problems were naturally 

composed of a variety of features that crossed the tradi­

tional boundaries of entrenched academic departments. 14 
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Conceptual Parameters of Interdisciplinary 

Programs 

The prevailing organizational mode of most universi­

ties and colleges in the United States was traditional aca­

demic departments. On the other hand, a review of the 

available literature indicated a growing awareness among 

academicians to employ the principles of interdisciplinary 

education as a means to achieve specific goals. 

In "Three Thousand Futures," a study for the Carnegie 

Council of Policy Studies in Higher Education, it was 

reported that isolation resulting from departmental con­

trols was a serious problem confronting research and schol­

arship. Levine and Volberg, who conducted the study, 

observed that researchers and scholars were too often 

closed off from each other in the colleges and the univer­

sities by disciplinary walls erected by the departments. 

As a result, according to the authors, the institutions 

suffered from duplication of effort, neglect of important 

subjects, and isolation because critical, researchable 

questions failed to fit comfortably or adequately into the 

framework of a single department or discipline. 15 

Levine and Volberg (1980) concluded that, "Colleges 

and universities needed to encourage interdisciplinary 

scholarship and teaching, and the federal government should 

provide increased support to such work. 1116 

Mayhew (1979) reviewed the work of different authors, 

and cited further support for crossing disciplinary lines. 
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Mayhew recommended periodic combinations and recombinations 

of different elements in the curricula, more experimenta-

tion with various teaching techniques, and wrote that 

interdisc1plinary "activities help create an atmosphere of 

life and vitality.n17 

Kockelmans (1979) justified interdisciplinary 

approaches to education on the ground that they promoted 

integration of knowledge, freedom of inquiry, and educa-

tional curiosity. The three elements highlighted the con-

ceptual des1rability of interdisciplinary education be-

cause, according to Kockelmans, "They contained within them 

the promise of humanism. 11 1 8 

Hart (1874) foretold the desirability of inter-

disciplinary concepts: 

Our undergraduates (in German universities) 
have at the present day too many studies, and are 
hurried through difficult,and disconnected sub­
jects at too rapid a rate. New professors in the 
natural sciences and the new professors in the 
classics threaten to tear the youth asunder 
between them. 19 

Boyer (1985) reported that colleges and universities 

should ensure that graduates were conversant with the best 

that had been thought and written about the human condi-

tion. In addition, that institutions should ensure that 

graduates were broadly educated in fields of knowledge 

other than their primary field, able to ask and answer 

questions of wide significance, and conduct field- or labo-

ratory-intensive research. Boyer also noted that special-
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izat1on should be balanced with broad undergraduate educa­

tion.20 

The study "Involvement in Learning" (1984) was similar 

to the one conducted by Boyer (1985), and the results 

demonstrated a need to integrate knowledge from different 

disciplines. The study also recommended that undergraduate 

requirements should be expanded and reinvigorated to ensure 

that content was directly addressed not only to the disci­

pline in which it was found, but also to the development of 

the capacities of analysis, problem-solving, communication, 

and synthesis.21 

Thornburn and Blackburn (1986) conducted a survey of 

the faculty members at three private universities in the 

Midwest. The study findings indicated that most professors 

desired some form of interdisciplinary programs. The 

authors found, that, not only were the faculty already 

involved with interdisciplinary education, they reported 

that students experienced increased vitality, higher intel­

lectual stimulation, and gained more respect for other dis­

ciplines. Moreover, application of interdisciplinary prin­

ciples in the university setting developed a greater sense 

of "collegiality" between faculty members across different 

disciplines. 22 

Boyer and Levine (1981) described efforts at the Uni­

versity of Chicago undertaken by Robert Hutchins to demon­

strate the conceptual desirability of interdisciplinarity 

in h1gher education. Boyer and Levine described Hutchins' 
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program as a radical approach to general education that was 

dist1ngu1shed by the use of a "Great Books Program," inter-

d1sc1pl1nary courses, early college admissions, comprehen-

s1ve examinations, and a four-year required course of 

study. Boyer and Levine noted that the strength of the 

1nterdiscipl1nary program was credited to the prestige of 

the University of Chicago, and the charisma of Robert 

Hutchins. Later, according to Boyer and Levine, parts of 

Hutchlns' interdiscipl1nary program were replicated in dif-

ferent colleges throughout the country, and some are still 

1n place w1th reduced emphasis. 23 

Boyer and Levine (1981) reported that the main advan-

tage of Hutchins' approach was its ability to broaden the 

educational experience. The authors observed that when 

general education was forced into departmental constraints 

it tended to lose its purpose, and wrote: 

The focus was too narrow and connections are 
not made. Little thought is g1ven to how the 
separate disciplines might actually contribute to 
a truly general education. If anything, the 
question is often posed the other way: How can 
general educat1on contr1buted to the disci­
pllnes.24 

As a result, Boyer and Levine concluded that departments 

should be encouraged to employ interdisciplinary principles 

as allies of common learning, not its end. In addition, 

the authors firmly supported interdisciplinary programs as 

useful approaches to learning. 25 

Boyer and Levine (1981) reviewed a report by the 

Southern Regional Education Board. The findings indicated 
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that there was a positive need for colleges to broaden 

educational perspectives. In addition, according to Boyer 

and Levine, the report noted that more co~rses should be 

required from a variety of disciplines outside the major. 

Furthermore, it was also reported that undergraduates 

should be directed to develop better ways to organize, 

understand, and present knowledge across traditional 

departmental lines.2 6 

In a study aimed at efficiency in teaching methods, 

Bowen and Douglass (1971) pointed to the conceptual desir­

ab1lity of interdisciplinary techniques based on budgetary 

considerations and improved 1nstruct1on. Rather than rigid 

traditional approaches, they suggested a mixture of educa­

tional methods. 27 

Implementation Problems of 

Interd1scipl1nary Programs 

Dressel, Johnson and Marcus (1970) traced the 100-year 

development and entrenchment of single discipline education 

in American colleges and universities, and observed that 
, 

most departments adhered to one discipline and functioned 

mainly along traditional lines. The authors noted that 

Harvard, Yale, Columbia, and Princeton established 

autonomous departments by the 1890s, and they remained 

firmly entrenched throughout the 20th century. According 

to Dressel et al. (1971), the traditional system of 

departmentalizing the educational process led to increased 
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specialization, more isolation, and convent1onal wisdom 

accepted it as the status quo. 28 

Lev1ne and Weingart (1973) observed that the major 

objection to interdisciplinary education was both faculty 

reluctance, and the resistance and the apathy of students 

to 1nnovat1on. After completing a study that included 

Florida Presbyterian College, Florida Atlantic Un1versity, 

University of Wisconsin at Green Bay, Metro State College 

in Minnesota, and the University of California at Santa 

Clara, the authors reported that some highly visible cur­

ricula reforms of the 1960s were well planned educational 

programs, but they failed to attract the amount of fore­

casted students for whom the special programs were devel­

oped.29 

The literature indicated that another problem with the 

development and 1mplementation of 1nterdisciplinary pro­

grams was faulty assumptions by faculty members. For exam­

ple, as the involved principals in higher education, it was 

one assumption that inst1tutions could easily adapt 

interdisciplinary programs to ex1st1ng curriculum. Jantsch 

(1980) reported that it was a mistake to expect disci­

plinary-oriented universities to quickly restructure pro­

grams or become leaders 1n interdisciplinary education. 

Jantsch pointed out that the university's structure 

directly reflected the perceptions, interests, skills, 

beliefs and ambitions of the faculty. As a result, accord­

lng to Jantsch, any changes perceived as external were con-
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s1dered a threat to the department's structural integrity 

and met w1th resistance and antagonism. 30 

Stivers (1986) suggested that administrative assump­

tions concerning the need for interdisciplinary programs 

generally failed to account for de facto interdisciplinary. 

teach1ng. Stivers reported that interdisciplinarity was a 

reality in many traditional departments of the humanities 

and arts. As a result, Stivers observed that departmental 

boundaries did not necessarily inhibit implementation of 

interdisciplinary programs. On the other hand, Stivers 

noted that tenured faculty members generally failed to sup­

port new programs when the structure of the departmental 

organization was challenged by administrative edict. 31 

The views of Kockelmans (1979) supported those of 

other authors (Stivers, 1986; Jantsch, 1980; Levine & 

Weingart, 1973, and others), and suggested that the problem 

of 1mplementing change was based on two factors. For exam­

ple, Kockelmans bel1eved that reluctance to change was 

derived from the nature of departmental autonomy. The 

departmental ob]ect1ons to change, according to Kockelmans, 

were based on the pragmatic consideration to focus total 

support on the central discipline to maintain growth. In 

addition, Kockelmans pointed out that the supremacy of dis­

ciplinary autonomy and integrity over administrative 

authority was the fundamental cause of resistance to inter­

disciplinary programs. Moreover, Kockelmans (1979) noted 

that the factor of "entrenched resistance" interacted 
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d1rectly with the normative 'administrative compet1tion' 

between departments for status, fund and other benefits. 32 

There appeared to be another problem with the factor 

of 1nst1tutional change that confronted efforts to develop 

and implement interdisciplinary programs in colleges and 

un1versities. Jantsch (1980) reported that personality 

tra1ts, prejudices, limited teacher-training, and plain 

narrow-mindedness, were other variables that determined 

whether or not institutions entertained notions for change. 

Jantsch (1980) wrote: 

There is an academic proletariat of narrow­
mlnded, highly specialized, and frightened fac­
ulty members who are overly concerned with their 
static security. The result of these concerns is 
a reluctance to take UD the challenge of new 
visions and synthesis. 3 3 

The views of Jantsch (1980) were supported by Kockel-

mans (1979) who stated: "MaJor educational reforms are 

increasingly difficult to achieve, largely because the 

greatest opposition generally comes from within the fac­

ulty.1134 Kockelmans (1979) agreed, and summarized the 

problem. Kockelmans emphasized that interdisciplinarity 

could not be successful if it was perceived as a threat to 

the 1ntegrity of the department or discipline, or to their 

"raison d'etre." Kockelmans added that psychological and 

conceptual disciplinary entrenchment were common features 

of traditional educational systems, and any attempt to 

develop interdisciplinary programs was taken as a threat by 

involved principals. Kockelmans concluded that the major 

problem with 1mplementation of interdisciplinary efforts 

28 



were the failures to preserve the unique outlook and sub­

stantive concerns of the disciplines, respectively. 35 

Abt (1970) described three major forces working toward 

interdisciplinarity, and, conversely, the major force work-

ing against it. 

According to Abt (1970), the three forces working 

towards interdisciplinarity are as follows: 

1. Areas of concern where the discipline-defining 

forces have shifted from the currently defined 

discipline boundaries to new groupings of several 

already established disciplines, but in combina-

tion with each other. 

2. Areas of scholarly or social interest to which 

already established disciplines can individually 

make partial contributions, although one group of 

any number of them fully satisfies the substantive 

and methodological knowledge needs of the problem. 

3. The mutual support--intellectual, social, politi-

cal, or, interpersonal and emotional--that disci-

plines operating in a given academic setting may 

offer each other.36 

Abt presented a comprehensive description of the 

singular force working against interdisciplinarity that 

included information already provided by the other authors, 

as follows: 

All those university administrative arrange­
ments creating disincentives and penalties 
through physical, economic, or sociopolitical 
means to the free flow of information, data, and 
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students as well as scholars--specific department 
course requirements for degrees allowing few 
substitutions from other departments, lack of 
mutual physical access, social and hierarchical 
distinctions, unique technical languages, highly 
politicized academic activities, and in general 
all those things that tend to separate rather 
than to bring 7ogether people interested in solv­
ing problems. 3 

Student apathy toward new programs was another area 

addressed by different authors in the literature (Levine & 

Weingart, 1973; Jantsch, 1980). For example, several 

undergraduate colleges in the United States developed 

1nterdisciplinary themes, but they were not entirely 

successful. 

For example, Kockelmans (1979) found that a crucial 

element in the failures of interdisciplinary programs 

appeared to be a lack of enthusiastic support from stu-

dents. On the other hand, many curricula changes were 

des1gned to provide the "relevance" demanded by students in 

the 1960s, but their interest quickly waned and swung back 

towards the traditional paths of learning. Kockelmans 

(1979), along with others, found that the students' goal 

for higher education was competition for lucrative jobs 

after graduation.38 

Kockelmans' (1979) observations were supported earlier 

by Levine and Weingart (1973). The two authors found that 

the reform policies of the University of California at 

Santa Cruz, to implement interdisciplinary courses, seri-

ously jeopardized enrollment in the mid-1970s due to apathy 

on the part of the student body. As a result, it was nee-
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essary for the university to reinstate traditional 

programs. 39 

Grant and Reisman (1981) dealt with the importance of 

student support as a critical function for lasting changes 

in the curriculum, they studied different reforms and 

experiments undertaken by various colleges and universities 

1n the United States. The authors found three important 

factors had to be present for any reform to be successful, 

as follows: (1) support of the student population, (2) 

contact with changes in students' attitudes, and (3) new 

programs had to reflect attitudinal changes of the students 

and environment. 40 

The literature indicated that conventional wisdom 

accepted as a caveat the paradox of trying to follow 

changes in student interests, and to provide a solid educa­

tional experience. Boyer and Levine (1981) admitted that 

curriculum change was a necessary reality of higher educa­

tion. In addition, the authors also observed that most 

faculty members and deans affirmed that "tinkering" with 

curriculum was an ongoing process. 41 In suggesting a solu­

tion for the problem, Mayhew (1979) noted that the support 

of the student body was necessary for any reforms to be 

successful. In qualifying the observation, Mayhew (1979) 

wrote: "To receive the support of the students ••. the pro­

gram must have a solid purpose, direction, and be within 

the capabilities of the faculty.n 42 
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Summary 

The rev1ew of the available literature included 

descriptions of the nature of the world of interdisci­

pllnarity, conceptual parameters of interdisciplinary pro­

grams, and 1mplementation problems of interdisciplinary 

programs 1n American colleges and universities. 

The literature indicated that there were few, if any, 

pos1tive relationships between the traditional academic 

method of teaching and "real world" requirements of the 

workplace, because most institutions and departments pre­

ferred establ1shed methodologies. Some observers suggested 

that core curriculum needs to be changed, and workplace 

organizational patterns should undergo revision for many 

d1fferent reasons.43,44,45 

The advantages of interdisciplinarity were integration 

of knowledge, freedom of inquiry, 1nnovation, educational 

cur1osity, 46 building on existing informat1on, improving 

the qual1ty of 11fe; 47 and, students experienced increased 

vital1ty, higher intellectual stimulation, and gained more 

respect for different disciplines. 48 

The negatives of traditional disciplinarian organiza­

tion were isolation of professors, inhibition of new fields 

of knowledge, narrow specialization of courses and 

research; 49 r 50 inter- and intra-departmental duplication of 

efforts, overlapping functions; 51 no basis in fact for 

maintaining a higher educational system whereby teaching 
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empirical knowledge should be necessarily isolated into 

separate disciplines.52,53 

The reasoning of different authors to cross disci­

plinary lines was based upon the growing awareness for com­

bining various elements in the curricula, testing more 

experimental teaching techniques, creating a vital academic 

atmosphere, 54 broadening the knowledge of students beyond 

the primary field of study, integrating knowledge from dif­

ferent disciplines, and developing capacities of students 

for analysis, problem-solving, communication and synthe­

ses.55 

The literature indicated that some, but not all, fac­

ulty members and heads of departments desired interdisci­

plinary programs in the curriculum. 56 , 57 However, differ­

ent authors identified areas of concern that inhibited 

development of interdisciplinarity. For example, the major 

hindrance was the reluctance of administration, department 

heads and faculty. 58 Other problems were faulty assump­

tions concerning adapting interdisciplinary programs to the 

curriculum; 59 and, the prevailing belief that 

interdisciplinarity possessed inherent boundaries. 6° Fur­

thermore, departmental autonomy and competition for status 

and funds were reported to be other problems, 61 along with 

personality traits, prejudices, limited teacher-training, 

and narrow-mindedness. 62 

Conversely, the literature indicated consensus between 

the authors regarding the need, development and implementa-
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t1on of 1nterdisciplinary programs in American colleges and 

universit1es. It was shown that three forces supported 

interdisciplinarity: shifting emphases of disciplines, 

partial contributions of disciplines to different method­

ologies, and the need for mutual support for attaining 

educational goals. On the other hand, the disincentives 

(soc1al, economic, soc1opolitical) were outlined as student 

apathy, entrenched hierarchies, thoroughly politicized 

activ1ties, and discouraging course substitutions. 63 

The review of the literature concerning interdisci­

plinary programs indicated that scholars, researchers, 

authors, administrators, heads of departments and faculty 

members perceived--to a large or small degree--the concep­

tual desirability of interdisciplinary programs. On the 

other hand, the literature also showed that few institu­

tions were actively engaged in promulgating interdisci­

plinarity due to a high rate of failure after program 

design and implementation. The problems, according to the 

literature, appeared in the form of resistance from admin­

istrators, heads of departments, faculty members and stu­

dents, and a general misunderstanding regarding the dynamic 

mission of higher education in adjusting to changes in the 

"real world." 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

Chapter III presents and describes the methodology 

with the procedures to conduct ex-post facto, exploratory­

descriptive research that invest1gates the characteristics 

and attributes of interdisciplinarity in American institu­

tions of higher education. In addition, the chapter 

reviews the data collecting and survey analysis portions of 

the research conducted by Abt (1970), that surveyed and 

examined interdisciplinarity as an opportunity for reform. 

There were major differences in the approaches used 

for the investigations between the current study and the 

one conducted by Abt in 1970. First, nearly two decades 

had elapsed, and it was reasonable to surmise that the 

colleges and the univers1t1es exper1enced many changes in 

interdisc1plinary eduction, hired and retired faculty mem­

bers and adm1nistrators, and otherwise manipulated pedagogy 

in accordance with present technologies like computers. 

Second, Abt's primary concern was the development of the 

"Ideal" and "Descript1ve" models, respectively, and his 

survey of institutions with interdisciplinary programs was 

a function of select1ng the colleges and the univers1ties 
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from the list provided by the OECD, Organization for 

Economic Cooperation and Development at that time in the 

late 1960s. 

In addition, Abt (1970) originally conducted research 

for the following purposes. 

To examine interdisciplinarity as an oppor­
tunity for reform ••• describe the current status 
and near future possibilities of university orga­
nization in necessarily simplified terms of 
interdisciplinary aspects of general and profes­
sional and pre-university and adult education, 
teaching and the training of teachers, research 
and the training of researchers, the relationship 
between teaching and research, and across all of 
these issues the cultural, social, political, and 
economic impacts of these possible changes on all 
the significant groups concerned with the univer­
sity--the students, faculty administration, pre­
university educators, parents, governments, and 
employers. 1 

On the other hand, the current research used the list 

of colleges and universities found in the Abt study to sur-

vey the current status of interdisciplinary programs in 

those institutions. 

Research Design 

The research design used the colleges and universities 

from Abt's 1970 study. In addition, the design outlined 

the steps necessary to develop a survey questionnaire with 

statements expressing different conditions of interdisci-

plinarity and interdisciplinary education for analysis by 

the researcher according to "a gualitat1ve indication of 

ranges and emphases. 112 
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The design also described the procedures deemed neces­

sary to conduct the direct mail survey, and to collect and 

evaluate the results and the findings used to form a study 

conclusion, and one or more generalizations about the per­

cept1ons of educators towards the current conditions and 

future role of interdisciplinarity and interdisciplinary 

education in the United States. 

Selection 

The selected list of the research reflected colleges 

and universities within the geographic boundaries of the 

United States and its possessions. 

The selection of institutions for the present research 

was limited to the American colleges and universities who 

previously appeared in the Abt (1970) study. Therefore, 

the selection consisted of the same list of 76 colleges and 

universities surveyed by Abt (1970). The list of institu­

tions appears 1n Appendix c. It reflects changes from the 

original list due to closure and name changes involving 

three institutions. The institutions ranged between 1,000 

to 30,000 students w1th from 100 to more than 5,000 faculty 

members, and they were mostly located in urban/metropolitan 

areas. The ages of the institutions ranged between four to 

300 years old. Also, in most instances, both students and 

teachers were at least partly lodged on a campus setting. 

The most common institutions were those with over 10,000-

15,000 students, and 1,000-2,000 faculty members. 
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The research responses population consists of the col-

leges and the un1versities who completed and returned sur-

vey questionnaires to the researcher. 

Procedures 

Abt's sample was selected on the basis of OECD infor-

mation that listed colleges and universities with interdis-

ciplinary education programs installed. Abt (1970) noted 

that: 

(The Abt sample fell) somewhere between a 
random sample and one biased in the direction of 
interdisciplinary activities. This seemed appro­
priate, since the objective of the survey has not 
been to determine the degree of interdisciplinary 
activity in typical colleges and universities, 
but rather to determine the "state-of-the-art" of 
interdisciplinarity in American universities in 
its most advanced state, to contribute towards 
the better understanding of interdisciplinari~y 
and its role in the university of the future. 

Instrumentation 

Appendix B contains a copy of the survey questionnaire 

(instrumentation) employed to collect the primary source 

data for the research. 

The statements in the instrument were designed to 

elic1t the self-reported, written perceptions of sources of 

authority at different institutions of higher education 

towards current conditions of interdisciplinarity and 

interdisciplinary programs. The three open-ended state-

ments addressed the major issues of the research: (la) 

areas being addressed by the institution through interdis-
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ciplinary programs; (lb) identify and briefly describe cur­

rent interd1sc1plinary programs, (2a) state the observed 

obstacles, (2b) recommendations to overcome observed obsta­

cles, and (3) perception(s) of the future role of interdis­

ciplinary education. 

The instrument was designed to accommodate written 

responses, and contained a notation requesting additional 

information on supplemental sheets if deemed necessary. 

Therefore, although the "instructions" delimited the obser­

vations to written responses, there were no constraints on 

the amount of information. 

survey Package 

The survey package contained a copy of the "Cover 

Letter" (see Appendix A) signed by the researcher, a blank 

"Survey Questionnaire;" also, a stamped, self-addressed 

envelope to remail the completed survey questionnaire back 

to the researcher. 

Cover Letter. Appendix A contains a copy of the cover 

letter that accompanied the instrumentation, and it 

explained the nature, purpose and request for participation 

in the survey. 

Conducting the Survey 

The researcher developed a research package that con­

tained a copy of the cover letter (see Appendix A) and sur­

vey questionnaire (see Appendix B) for the officials or 
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highest administrative/departmental unit included on the 

master l1st of names and addresses of the colleges and the 

universit1es (see Appendix C) in the Abt (1970) study. The 

research packages were mailed at the same time. 

Data Processing 

A table was designed to accommodate and to list the 

self-reported, written perceptions of the volunteer-respon­

dents who returned completed questionnaires to the 

researcher. The table contains three columns with identi­

fy1ng box headings, as follows: "Item No.," "College or 

University," and "Written Response." 

The first column, "Item No.," lists the sequential 

order of the responses. The second column, "College or 

University," lists the name of the institution. The third 

column, "Written Response," contains a brief summary of the 

self-reported, written observations. 

Data Analyses 

In order to analyze the collected data and obtain "a 

qual1tat1ve 1nd1cation of ranges and emphases," 4 it was 

necessary to describe the results according to the sub­

jects, colleges and universities (emphases), and events 

(ranges). 

First, the data in the tables were grouped according 

to the areas (Survey Question la) of interdisciplinarity 

that were addressed and reported by the colleges and uni-
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versities. Second, a list of the identified and described 

interdisciplinary programs was unnecessary since the data 

was organ1zed 1n the f1ve tables (Responses to Survey 

Question No. la, lb, 2a, 2b, and 3). Third, the obstacles 

(Survey Question 2a) and recommendations to overcome the 

obstacles (Survey Question 2b) were presented and described 

separately. Fourth, the perceptions of the future role of 

interdisciplinarity (Survey Question 3) were organized, 

presented and discussed according to the groups of colleges 

and universities. 

Results and F1ndings 

The results of the data collected by the research were 

compared with the same information obtained by Abt (1970) 

in the previous study, and the differences and the similar­

it1es formed the findings of the research. 

Summary 

The chapter presents and describes the methodology 

that contained the design for this research and to develop 

instrum'entation, conduct a direct-mail survey, and collect 

and analyze self-reported responses of volunteer-respon­

dents to statements concerning the condition of interdisci­

plinarity, interdisciplinary programs, obstacles, overcom­

ing obstacles, and perceptions of the future role. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

Chapter IV presents and describes the results of the 

survey and the research that investigated current condi­

tions of interdiscipl1narity, interdiscipl1nary education 

and 1nterd1sc1pl1nary programs at colleges and un1versities 

in the United States. 

Conducting the Survey 

Research packages were mailed to the colleges and uni­

versities (Appendix C) on Abt's master list. 1 It required 

more than four months to receive completed instrumentation 

back from the universities. Forty-eight responses were 

received; twenty-three conta1ned completed survey ques­

tions. These twenty-three provided the raw data of self­

reported responses. The rema1n1ng twenty-five responses 

were mainly copies of college catalogs and general letters 

which did not respond directly to the survey and were 

therefore excluded from this research. 
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Tabulating the Raw Data 

Tabulating and recording the raw data were accom­

plished in accordance with procedures described in Chapter 

III. The self-reported, written responses to the open­

ended statements in the instrumentation (Appendix B) were 

abr1dged and reorganized into tables (Appendixes D through 

H) for analysis. The original instrumentation returned to 

the researcher by respondents were filed for verification. 

A master chart was made reflecting the distributions 

of the self-reported written observations, ideas, notions 

and perceptions of the respondents concerning characteris­

tics and attr1butes of interdisciplinarity expressed by the 

five statements in the instrumentation. 

Organization of the Chapter 

This chapter presents the results of the survey that 

were described in a manner that directly reflect the orga­

nizat1on of the questions in the instrumentation, as fol­

lows: Areas Addressed at Institutions Through Interdisci­

plinary Programs (Appendix D) :, Identification and Descrip­

tions of Existing Interdisciplinary Programs (Appendix E); 

Areas of Major Obstacles Observed at Institutions (Appendix 

F) : Needs of the Institution to Overcome Observed Obstacles 

to Interdisciplinary Programs (Appendix G) ; Future Role of 

Interdisciplinary Education at Institutions (Appendix H); 

and, Summary Results. 
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Areas Addressed at Institutions Through 

Interdisciplinary Programs 

Observations 

Appendix D contains the raw, primary source data 

obtained from the respondents to Question la in the instru­

mentation: "What areas are being addressed at your insti­

tution through interdisciplinary programs?" 

The self-reported, written observations of the respon­

dents indicated that seven interrelated areas were 

addressed, as follows: 

1. General education; 

2. Sciences; 

3. Ethnic and studies of civilizations; 

4. Women's, humanities, social sciences, government 

and political; 

5. "True" Interdisciplinary programs; 

6. Core courses; and, 

7. Approximately even distributions of the following 

areas: C1vilizations only, rel1gion, degree majors, and 

Spec1al Certificate courses. 

Distributions 

The results show that nine institutions (Kalamazoo, 

Bard, Eckerd, California Polytechnic, Bakersfield, San 

Bernardino, Fullerton, Hayward, Long Beach, and Los 

Angeles) reported interdisciplinary programs for general 
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education courses. Wesleyan reported interdisciplinary 

programs for both ethnic studies (African, African-Ameri­

can, East Asian, Latin American, Medieval, Russian, etc.) 

and the sciences; however, Florida Atlantic, southwest 

M1ssouri, Queens, Earlham, and Los Angeles only reported 

1nterd1sc1plinary programs for ethnic studies. On the 

other hand, the results showed that some of the institu­

t1ons (Wesleyan, Austin, Amherst, State University of New 

York, Toledo, Bakersfield, and Fullerton) had interdisci­

plinary programs for the sciences. Furthermore, Austin 

reported an interdisciplinary program for the study of 

civ1l1zations. 

Additionally, there were interdisciplinary programs in 

place for women's studies, humanities, social sciences, 

politics, and government at Southwest Missouri, Queens, 

Bard, san Bernardino, Hayward, and Los Angeles. 

Four other institutions (Southern Methodist, Eckerd, 

Amherst, and C1ty College of New York) reported interdisci­

pl1nary programs for core courses (Southern Methodist & 

Eckerd), degree majors (Amherst) and a special certificate 

(City College of New York). One institution, Queens 

College, reported interdisciplinary programs for the study 

of religion. 

summary 

The distributions of the observations to Question No. 

la in the instrumentation indict that interdisciplinary 
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education programs address a wide variety of areas, such 

as: general education, sciences, core courses, and courses 

for degree majors and students seeking special certifi­

cates. Other interdisciplinary programs address the areas 

of religion, ethnic groups and civilizations, women's stud­

ies, humanities, social sciences, government and national 

and international politics. 

Observations 

Identification and Descriptions of 

Existing Interdisciplinary 

Programs 

Appendix E contains the raw, primary source data 

obtained from the respondents to Question lb in the instru­

mentation: "Identify and briefly describe the interdisci­

plinary programs that exist at your institution." 

The self-reported, written observations of the respon­

dents indicate that a wide variety of interdisciplinary 

programs exist at different institutions. It should be 

noted that some respondents (Sonoma State, Beloit, Southern 

Method1st) simply responded to Question lb by sending a 

catalog. However, catalog information was not included in 

the results, because a major purpose and criterion of the 

investigation was to obtain the written, self-reported 

observations of the respondents. Also, it should be noted 

that Amherst College made "no response" to the question. 

Hence, the lack of self-reported responses to Question lb 
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somewhat diminished both the quantitative and qualitative 

aspects of the results. 

Distributions 

A careful review of the data in Appendix E provides an 

overview of the many different types of interdisciplinary 

programs currently in place at the colleges and universi­

ties, and a summary of the distributions of the observa­

tions to Question lb showed that the institutions had 

interdisciplinary programs in many fields of endeavor that 

usually reflect the academic focus of the college or uni­

vers1ty, respectively, in terms of liberal arts, science, 

humanities, and others. 

Areas of Major Obstacles Observed at 

Institutions 

Observations and Distributions 

Appendix F contains the raw, primary source data 

obtained from the respondents to Question 2a in the instru­

mentation: "What areas are the major obstacles to inter­

d1sciplinary education that you have observed at your 

institution?" 

The results to Question 2a indicate that the major 

areas reported regarding the obstacles to interdisciplinary 

education at their respective institutions were the domina­

tion of departments over interdisciplinary program develop­

ment and implementation (Amherst, Toledo, California Poly-
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technic, and Bakersfield). On the other hand, it should be 

noted that three 1nstitutions (Wesleyan, Florida Atlantic, 

Beloit) reported "none." 

The respondents also reported a wide variety of obsta­

cles, such as: cost (Kalamazoo, Long Beach, Los Angeles); 

staffing interdisciplinary programs and dealing with the 

"threat" of interdisciplinarity to departmental and faculty 

status (Kalamazoo, Austin, Bard); hesitancy of faculty to 

try new programs (Southwest Missouri, Toledo, Los Angeles); 

allocation of resources (Southwest Missouri, State Univer­

sity of New York, Toledo) • 

Other obstacles reported were lack of interest 

(Wesleyan, San Bernarqino), adequate funding (Queens, City 

College of New York), structure of the university (Southern 

Methodist, San Bernardino), problems with settling the 

issues of promotion and tenure (Amherst, San Bernardino), 

demands on the faculty (Earlham, Eckerd), lack of coordina­

tion (Earlham, San Bernardino), and student apathy (San 

Bernardino, Hayward). 

In addition, some obstacles were reported by only one 

institut1on, respectively, as follows: faculty bias (San 

Bernardino), obtaining credit for teaching the course 

(Bakersfield), salaries (Amherst), issues surrounding the 

affect on career path (State University of New York), lack 

of continuity and giving students an adequate academic 

background (Bard), superficiality of programs (Sonoma 

State), influence on core curriculum and competition for 
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programs between departments (California Polytechnic} , and 

the lack of growth in student enrollment (Hayward} . 

Summary 

The results to Quest1on 2a show that three institu­

tions reported "no obstacles" to interdisciplinary pro­

grams. Conversely, different respondents reported that 

domination of tradit1onal departments was the most impor­

tant obstacle to interdisciplinarity, interdisciplinary 

education, and development and implementation of interdis­

Clplinary programs. 

Other areas of obstacles were cost, staffing, "threat" 

of interdisciplinary programs to faculty, departmental 

status, hesitancy to try new programs, and the equitable 

distribution of resources. In addition, respondents 

reported a w1de variety of obstacles, such as: inadequate 

fund1ng, structural rigidity of the institution, unresolved 

1ssues of promotions and tenure, increased demands on the 

faculty, lack of coordination, and student apathy. 

The respondents at 10 institutions reported one obsta­

cle each, such as: faculty bias, difficulty of obtaining 

credit for teaching interdisciplinary courses, salaries, 

jeopardizing career path, lack of continuity between inter­

disciplinary programs, providing students the necessary 

academic background for interdisciplinary courses, superfi­

Clality of some courses, affect on the core curriculum, 
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competition between departments, and lack of growth in stu-

dent enrollment. 

The results indicate a lack of consensus between the 

respondents concerning the obstacles to interdisciplinary 

education. Essentially, the results show that the obsta-

cles existed in the broad areas of administration, funding, 

and interface of curriculum. Additionally, other obstacles 

exist in subjective areas that directly or indirectly 

impact the faculty (salaries, tenure, etc.), and departmen-

tal status. 

Needs of Institutions to overcome 

Observed Obstacles to Inter-

disciplinary Programs 

Observations and Distributions 

Appendix G contains the raw, primary source data 

obtained from the respondents to Question 2b in the instru-

mentation: "What is needed to overcome these obstacles?" 

There were three institutions that d1d not provide a 

,response to Question 2b, as follows: Florida A & M, South-

' 
ern Method1st, and city College of New York. 

The observations to Question 2b indicate that Wesleyan 

College singularly reported "nothing" was needed to over­

come the obstacles. However, the remaining 22 respondents 

identified 20 entities that were somewhat distinct from 

each other, to a large or small degree, or academically or 

administratively related. 
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For example, Amherst reported four needs: 
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(1) provid-

ing more incentives, (2) increasing the amount of credit 

given to faculty, (3) improving assessment of programs, and 

(4) furnishing measures that engendered greater interest. 

San Bernardino offered three things needed to overcome 

obstacles: (1) increased funding, (2) improvement in the 

allocation of resources, and (3) finding ways for joint 

appointments of faculty from different departments for the 

programs. 

The respondents at nine institutions generated two 

needs each, respectively, to overcome obstacles, and they 

were Austin, Southwest Missouri, Queens, Beloit, State 

University of New York, Earlham, Bard, Eckerd, Toledo, and 

Fullerton. 

Austin, like Amherst, reported needs to provide more 

incentives and increased credit for faculty teaching inter­

disciplinary courses. Southwest Missouri suggested 

increased funding and greater leadership. Whereas Queens 

agreed with Southwest Missouri concerning the idea for 

funding, the respondent added development of measures to 

increase student awareness. Beloit, Kalamazoo and Eckerd 

reported a need to increase the size of the faculty; in 

addition, like southwest Missouri and Queens, Beloit agreed 

that funding was necessary to overcome obstacles. state 

University of New York, along with Bard and San Bernardino, 

agreed that there was a need to improve the allocation of 

resources; however, State University singularly suggested 



that institutions provided measures to insure the career 

path of faculty involved in interdisciplinary programs. 

Earlham proposed creating a separate department for inter­

discipl1nary education and programs, and better allocation 

of the faculty; the view to create a separate department 

was also supported by Fullerton. Both Toledo and Los 

Angeles, respectively, reported a need to develop deeper 

commitment on the part of administration towards interdis-

ciplinary education and programs; also, Toledo added the 

need for departments to gain more control over the admis-

sian of students. 

Bard suggested that interdisciplinary programs needed 

more structure; Bakersfield offered as a need the greater . 
involvement in decision making for programs; Hayward 

subm1tted the need to make interdisciplinary programs a 

compulsory feature of the institution; also, Fullerton and 

San Bernardino agreed that there was a need for more coop-

erat1on between Schools and Departments. 

Summary 

The self-reported, written observations of the respon-

dents to Question 2b in the instrumentation were collected 

by the survey, and they indicate different things needed to 

overcome obstacles confronting further development of 

1nterdisciplinary education and programs at their respec-

tive institutions. 
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Future Role of Interdisciplinary 

Education at Inst1tutions 

Observations and Distributions 

Appendix H contains the results of the survey to Ques­

tion 3 in the instrumentation: "What do you see as the 

future role of interdisciplinary education at your institu­

tion?" 

According to most respondents, the future role of 

interdisciplinary programs at America's institutions of 

higher education was "expanding," "spreading," and 

"increasing." Kalamazoo indicated that the future role was 

"def1nite; 11 conversely, without any explanations, four 

respondents (Southern Methodist University, Bakersfield, 

Hayward, and Los Angeles) reported the future role was 

"decreasing" at their respective institutions. 

overcoming Obstacles 

Other results indicate that the respondents perceived 

20 entities or different needs to be addressed in order to 

overcome obstacles, and they were loosely collected in 

order of importance: 

1. Incentives, Program Assessment, Developing More 

Interest and Providing Faculty With More Credit. 

2. Increased Funding, Better Allocation of Resources, 

and Jo1nt Appointments of Faculty From Different Depart­

ments. 
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3. Increased Size of Faculty, Measures To Insure Fac-

ulty Career 'Path, Establish Department of Interdisciplinary 

Education, Deeper Commitment To Interdisciplinarity, and 

Greater Control Over Student Admissions. 

4. Structure, Increased Role In Decision Making, Com-

pulsory Interdisciplinary Programs, Improved Interdepart-

mental Cooperation and Communication. 

Unexpected Results 

The surveys reveal a different, unexplained and unde-

fined concept "True Interdisciplinary" was employed by the 

respondents representing Southwest Missouri, Beloit, City 

College of New York, Earlham, Eckerd, and Long Beach. This 

terminology was used with no explanation or definition by 

respondent. As this expression did not appear in the lit-

erature, an attempt was made to contact each of the 

involved respondents by telephone. Five of the six partie-

ipants were successfully contacted. Their responses were 

as follows: 

C1ty Univers1ty of New York: 

True interdisciplinary is not undisciplined, as 
in no foundation. We have an officer appointed 
to interdisciplinary studies who facilitates 
interdisciplinary efforts, either ad hoc which 
they usually are, or more long range. This is 
usually offered when two or more professors want 
to ge~ together, or stude~ts may propose a pro­
gram. 

Cal1fornia State University, Long Beach: 

True interdisciplinary is not bringing to the 
students presentation after presentation and 
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match. You do need people at the interface who 
can po1nt out what activities do take place at 
the interface and how they take place. We 
broadly use people who are operating at the 
interface and are capable of funct1oning there. 3 

Belo1t College: 

To accomplish true interdisciplinary programs 
requ1res a little more unified approach. Analy­
S1S from all the disciplines is involved. Col­
laboration and cooperation is required from all 
disciplines, rather than a mix of presentations 
et seruoatum. 4 

Eckerd College: 

One of the ways this is accomplished is through 
presence of on-campus Academy of Senior Profes­
S1onals. They focus on intergenerational learn­
ing utilizing retired distinguished professionals 
who become involved in fields of their own inter­
est within the university focus. They play an 
active role in discussions with faculty members 
and advice to students on career paths and study 
paths. They have an interdisciplinary overview 
from outside 5he university and from working with 
the students. 

Southwest M1ssouri: 

We ut1lize a variety of traditional disciplines 
to accomplish a new interdisciplinary program. 
We pull from various information centers to cre­
ate a new study. This term also involves courses 
that are not departmentally based, something that 
doesn't belong 1n a traditional disc1plinary 
organization and has a variety of featu~es and 
information of traditional disciplines. 

"True interdisciplinarity" then appears to be an 

emerging concept whose parameters are, as yet, unclear 

but whose characteristics could form the basis of 

future research. 
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Summary 

Nearly two decades (1970-1990) elapsed between the Abt 

(1970) study and the current investigation (1988-1989), and 

1t was reasonable to surmise that the colleges and the uni­

versit1es experienced many changes in interdisciplinary 

education and programs, hired and retired faculty members 

and administrators, and otherwise experienced some or many 

changes encouraged by the development of newer technologies 

l1ke computers that improved administrative eff1ciency. 

There were differences between the investigative 

approaches used by Abt in 1970 and this research. For 

example, Abt's study was original and chiefly concerned 

with the development of the "Ideal" and "Descriptive" 

models, respectively. Abt's survey collected information 

from d1fferent colleges and universities with interdisci­

pl1nary programs, and they were selected from a 1960s list 

provided by the OECD, Organization for Economic Cooperation 

and Development. Abt (1970) admitted conducting the 

research to investigate many different dimensions of inter­

disciplinarity, interdisciplinary education, and interdis­

ciplinary programs. 7 

The present study surveyed selected institutions to 

determine the current areas addressed by interdisciplinary 

programs (Question la), identification of existing inter­

d1sciplinary programs (Question lb), obstacles (Question 

2a), remedies for obstacles (Question 2b), and future role 

of interdisciplinary programs (Question 3). 
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Areas addressed by interdisciplinary programs include 

more fields than reported by Abt in 1970. In addition, 

1nterdisciplinary programs have increased in scope, focus 

and the amount of disciplines beyond general education, 

humanities, social and physical sciences, and research 

programs at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. 

Interdisciplinary programs now include core courses as well 

as courses for degree majors and student seeking special 

certificates. The programs also address the areas of 

religion, ethn1c groups and civilizations, women's studies, 

and government and national and international politics. 

Some of the same obstacles to interdisciplinary educa­

tion and programs still exist 20 years after the Abt study, 

and the obstacles to interdisciplinary education and pro­

grams are chiefly domination of traditional departments, 

staffing, "threat" of interdisciplinary programs to fac­

ulty, departmental status, hesitancy to try new programs, 

distribut1on of resources, inadequate funding, structural 

rig1d1ty of the inst1tution, unresolved issues of promo­

t1ons and tenure, increased demands on the faculty, lack of 

coordination, student apathy, faculty bias, difficulty of 

obtain1ng credit for teaching interdisciplinary courses, 

salaries, jeopardiz1ng career path, lack of cont1nu1ty 

between interdisciplinary programs, providing students the 

necessary academ1c background for interdisciplinary 

courses, superficiality of some courses, affect on the core 
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curriculum, competition between departments, and lack of 

growth in student enrollment. 

The results reveal that there are major interdisci­

plinary education issues confronting institutions consist­

ing of the lack of incentives, program assessment, funds, 

proper allocation of resources, commitment to interdisci­

pl1narity, structure, cooperation and communication, and 

measures to insure faculty career paths. Other needs are 

developing more interest and providing faculty with more 

cred1t, making joint appointments of faculty from different 

departments, increasing size of faculty, establishing a 

department of interdisciplinary education w1thin the insti­

tution, permitting greater control over student admissions, 

heightening the decision making role, and establishing com­

pulsory interdisc1plinary programs. 

The results show that many institutions perceive 

interdisciplinarity, interdisciplinary education and inter­

disciplinary programs as permanent, expanding, spreading to 

other areas, and "definitely" increasing during the coming 

years. On the other hand, a small percentage with inter­

disciplinary programs in place reported dissatisfaction 

with interdisciplinary education due to unresolved prob­

lems. 

One unexpected result of the survey was learning that 

some respondent-institutions (Southwest Missouri, Beloit, 

City College of New York, Earlham, Eckerd, and Long Beach) 

qual1tat1vely discriminated between programs as "True 

63 



Interdisciplinary" versus others. This term was explained 

in follow-up telephone interviews as noted earlier in this 

chapter. 
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CHAPTER V 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

Twenty years ago, Abt (1970) perceived the "crisis" in 

university education as a reaction to "sharp but uncertain 

changes in the crit1.cal components" of higher education in 

terms of "students, faculty, administration, curriculum, 

campuses (and) finances" that "threatened established val­

ues.111 Abt postulated that interdisciplinarity already 

occurred in classrooms, libraries, research laboratories, 

professorial studies, and at the "dormitory desks of stu­

dents" that required the "interaction of two or more disci­

pll.nes.112 Today, twenty years later, it was found that the 

exact same problems still existed as unresolved obstacles 

to interdisciplinarity, interdisciplinary education and 

interdisciplinary programs at some institutions. On the 

other hand, as differentiated from observations in the Abt 

study, the concept of interdisciplinarity in higher educa­

tion was no longer the issue. 

Special instrumentation (Appendix B) was developed for 

the study in order to investigate the current status of 

interdisciplinarity, interdisciplinary education, and 
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1nterd1sciplinary programs at American colleges and univer­

S1t1es. The data were collected through questionnaires 

mailed to the same colleges and universities identified in 

the Abt study (Append1x C) • The respondents consisted of 

similar officials at the institutions, and they were 

requested to return the survey questionnaires via a self­

addressed, stamped envelope. The data were recorded, tabu­

lated, and listed in appendixes. 

The findings of the research are presented and 

described in this chapter and followed by the study conclu­

sion and recommendations for further research. 

Findings 

The research was restricted to the same colleges and 

universities with interdisciplinary programs identified in 

the Abt study. Therefore, the completion of the survey 

questionnaires was accomplished by officials in similar 

positions of authority at different colleges and universi­

ties ident1fied to Abt in 1960 by the OECD, Organization 

for Economic Cooperation and Development in 1960. 

The study investigated the following: (1) areas 

addressed through interdisciplinary programs, (2) descrip­

tions of existing interdisciplinary programs, (3) major 

obstacles, (4) recommended needs to overcome obstacles, and 

(5) perceptions of the future role of interdisciplinary 

education at the relevant institution. 
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Areas Addressed by Interdisciplinary 

Programs 

Appendix D contains the observations of respondents in 

the sample to Question la: "What areas are being addressed 

at your institution through interdisciplinary programs?" 

It was found that there were more interdisciplinary 

programs reported than found in the Abt survey. In addi­

tlon, 1t was found that some respondents (Southwest Mis­

sour1, Beloit, C1ty College of New York, Earlham, Eckerd 

and Long Beach) had achieved a high degree of discrimina­

tion between what appeared to them as "True Interdisci­

pllnary" programs, and, perhaps, other programs that were 

superficially classified as interdisciplinary in nature. 

The finding was clearly differentiated from any obtained by 

Abt (1970) who set out to investigate interdisciplinary 

education as an "opportunity for reform." 3 Apparently, 

after two decades, the present findings indicate that 

reform has occurred in the respondents view. 

It was a finding of the research that interdisci­

plinary programs had increased in scope, focus and in the 

amount of disciplines included beyond general education, 

human1t1es, soc1al and physical sciences, and research pro­

grams at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. It 

was found that interdisciplinary programs included core 

courses, and courses for degree majors and students seeking 

special certificates. The programs also addressed the 

areas of religion, ethnic groups and civilizations, women's 
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stud1es; also government, nat1onal and international pol1-

t1cs. 

Ident1f1cat1on of Interdisc1plinary 

Programs 

Appendix E lists the interd1sciplinary programs 

reported by respondents at the colleges and universities in 

response to survey statement lb: "Identify and briefly 

describe the interdisciplinary programs that exist at your 

institution." 

Amherst d1d not respond to the statement. The remain­

ing respondents identified a wide variety of interdisci­

plinary programs that generally reflected the academic 

focus of courses of study, undergraduate and graduate 

degree programs, and the institution. 

MaJor Obstacles to Interdisciplinary 

Education 

Appendix F conta1ns the observations of the respon­

dents to survey question 2a: "What are the major obstacles 

to 1nterd1scipl1nary education that you have observed at 

your inst1tution?" 

It was a finding of the research that obstacles to 

interdisciplinarity, interdisciplinary education and inter­

d1sc1pl1nary programs continue to be reported. For exam­

ple, Abt found that the forces against interdisciplinarity, 

1nterdisciplinary education and interdisciplinary programs 
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were the absence of interest on the part of faculty and 

students, lack of relevance, unstructured programs, decline 

into formal1sm, dupl1cat1on of effort, little interdepart­

mental cooperation and communication, inability of institu­

tions to shift with sociopolitical changes 1n the environ­

ment, entrenched admin1strative bureaucracy, course 

requirements, faculty h1erarchies, threats to departmental 

status, "and 1n general all those th1ngs that tend to sepa­

rate rather than to bring together people interested in 

solv1ng the same or s1milar problems." 5 

On the other hand, it was a finding of the present 

research that the obstacles to interdiscipl1nary education 

were natu!al compet1tion w1thin, between and across depart­

ments; lack of coordination; domination of tradit1onal 

departments; staff1ng, "threat" of interdisciplinary pro­

grams to faculty, ma1ntaining departmental integrity and 

status, hesitancy to try new programs, superficiality of 

some courses and their affect on the core curriculum; lack 

of cont1nu1ty between 1nterdisc1plinary programs; struc­

tural rig1d1ty of the inst1tut1on; 1nadequate funding and 

poor allocat1on of resources; unresolved issues of promo­

t1ons, bias, tenure, increased demands on the faculty, dif­

ficulty of obtaining credit for teaching interdisciplinary 

courses, Jeopardizing career path, salaries; and, student 

apathy, providing students the necessary academic back­

ground for interdisciplinary courses, and lack of growth in 

student enrollment. 
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Therefore, it was a finding that the same obstacles to 

1nterdisciplinary education and programs still existed 

after 20 years. However, the findings of the present 

research were more precise than in the Abt study. It was a 

f1nd1ng of the research that the obstacles to interdisci­

pl1nary education and programs were chiefly domination of 

traditional departments, staffing, "threat" of interdisci­

plinary programs to faculty, departmental status, hesitancy 

to try new programs, distribution of resources, inadequate 

funding, structural rigidity of the institution, unresolved 

1ssues of promotions and tenure, increased demands on the 

faculty, lack of coordination, student apathy, faculty 

bias, difficulty of obtaining credit for teaching interdis­

ciplinary courses, salaries, jeopardizing career path, lack 

of continuity between interdisciplinary programs, providing 

students the necessary academic background for interdisci­

plinary courses, superficiality of some courses, affect on 

the core curriculum, competition between departments, and 

lack of growth in student enrollment. 

Reported Needs to Overcome Obstacles 

Append1x G contains the observations of the respon­

dents to survey question 2b: "What is needed to overcome 

these obstacles?" 

It was a finding of the research that Abt's percep­

t1ons of "needs" to overcome obstacles to interdisciplinary 

education and programs were supported by the observations 
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of the respondents in the present research. Current sug­

gestions included making interdisciplinary courses compul­

sory, and establishment of a separate department for inter­

disciplinary education. In addition, it was a finding that 

there were needs to develop more incentives and measures to 

assess and evaluate interdisciplinary programs. Moreover, 

it was found that administrators and departments needed to 

improve the existing means to obtain funds, reinforce the 

commitment to interdisciplinarity, and establish better 

lines of communication and cooperation between departments. 

Furthermore, it was found that size of faculties should be 

increased and the teachers made to feel more secure in 

their career path, provide for more credit to for teaching 

interdisciplinary courses, and include them in decision 

making processes--especially concerning student admissions. 

Future Role of Interdisciplinary 

Education 

It was a finding of the research that the respondents 

perce1ved the future role of interdisciplinarity, interdis­

ciplinary education and interdisc1plinary programs as per­

manent, expanding, spreading to other areas, and 

"definitely" increasing during the coming years. Thus, it 

was reported that interdiscipl1narity, interdisciplinary 

education, and interdisciplinary programs are permanent 

forces in the curriculum, and most institutions predict 

pos1tive growth in the future. On the other hand, it was 
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found that a small percentage of the institutions with 

interdisciplinary programs in place reported dissatisfac­

tlon with interdisciplinary education due to unresolved 

problems. 

Unexpected Finding 

It was an unexpected finding of the research that the 

term "True Interdisciplinary" was employed (Southwest Mis­

souri, Beloit, City College of New York, Earlham, Eckerd, 

and Long Beach) in order to convey their commitment to 

interdiscipl1nary education and interdisciplinary program­

ming. The finding was unusual and unexpected, because the 

terminology did not appear in the available literature. 

The finding inferred an admonition describing a state of 

satisfaction with the technique, and the desire to express 

the development of the power to discriminate between 

"traditional" and what is actually an "interdisciplinary" 

program. 

Concluding Observations 

1. The areas of interdisciplinary education addressed 

by colleges and universit1es are core and certificate 

courses, history, engineering, nursing, criminal justice, 

humanities, philosophy, general education, science, anthro­

pology, and c1vilizations. The interdisciplinary programs 

include studies in the following areas: women, ethics, 

internat1onal, religion, core courses, and courses for 
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degree majors and students seeking special certificates. 

Other interdiscipl1nary programs addressed the areas of 

religion, ethnic groups and civilizations, women's studies, 

humanities, social sciences, government and national and 

1nternational pol1cies. 

2. The existing interdisciplinary programs are in the 

arts, individual and community, literary questions in the 

Western world, studies (African, American, Afro-American, 

East As1an, Latin American, Medieval, Russian and Soviet, 

Soc1al, Letters, Sc1ence in Society, Anthropology, Biology, 

Psychology, Mathemat1cs, Economics, College Honors Pro­

grams, Antiquities, Gerontology, Business, Urban and 

Regional Planning, Languages and Cultures, Nutrition, Geol­

ogy, English, Political Science, Human Development, Teach­

ing, Mar1ne Science, Speech Pathology, and others (Appendix 

E) • 

3. The obstacles to interdiscipl1nary education con­

fronting institut1ons are the lack of incentives, program 

assessment, funds, allocation of resources, commitment to 

1nterdiscipl1narity, structure, cooperation and communica­

t1on, and measures to insure faculty career paths. In 

addition, the other obstacles were natural (human) competi­

tion (Abt, 1970) 1n all the major areas of university 

structure, administration, and domination of departments 

across interdisciplinary lines (Dressel et al. 1970; Van 

Doren, 1943) in the decision making process regarding the 
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allocation of resources; also, the entrenched structure of 

the university's formal organization, and the lack of 

growth in student enrollment that included student apathy 

or preferences for straight-line~courses leading to degrees 

in fields that guaranteed future employment and success in 

the "real" world of work after graduation. 

4. The needs to overcome obstacles are developing 

more interest and providing faculty with more credit, mak­

ing joint appointments of faculty from different depart­

ments, increasing size of faculties, establishing a depart­

ment of interdisciplinary education within the institution, 

permitting greater control over student admissions, and 

heightening the decision making role of teachers. 

5. Interdisciplinarity, interdisciplinary education 

and interdisciplinary programs should play a positive role 

in future curriculum at institutions, and they are expected 

to expand, spread and increase in the next few years. Few 

inst1tutions (Southern Methodist University, Bakersfield, 

Hayward, and Los Angeles) shared doubts about continuing 

interdisc1plinary programs in the future. There was con­

cern for current student interest in narrow career paths 

which limited the administrative options, but respondents 

favor interdisciplinary efforts. Therefore, some of the 

respondents perceived that interdisciplinary programs were 

important, expanding, and should be a permanent part of 

most curricula while develop1ng remedial measures to 
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address and overcome sets of obstacles arising out of domi­

nance and "natural competition" (Cleveland, 1985; Simon, 

1973) between traditional departments for status, funds, 

resources, equity for faculty members, student apathy, and 

r1gid administrative structures. 

6. It was an unexpected finding of the research that 

the term "True Interdisciplinary" was employed by six 

respondent-institutions in order to convey to this 

researcher on the survey questionnaire both a high quality 

and their commitment to interdisciplinary education and 

interdisciplinary programming. The finding was unusual and 

unexpected, because the descriptive terminology did not 

appear in the available literature. The finding inferred 

an admonition describing a state of experienced satisfac­

tion with the technique, and the desire to express the 

development of the power to discriminate between 

"traditional" and what is actually interdisciplinary. 

Recommendations 

After careful review of the present study, the 

researcher recommends that a similar survey should be con­

ducted to collect measurable, precise statistical data from 

a wider spectrum of American institutions concerning the 

identical issues: areas addressed by interdisciplinary 

programs, obstacles, remedial measures to overcome obsta­

cles, and the future role of interdisciplinary education. 
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The research findings were general and as open-ended 

as the survey quest1onnaire. In other words, neither Abt 

{1970) nor this researcher had a precise not1on of what 

obstacles or remedial measures to overcome the obstacles, 

in their hierarchical order of importance, were more impor­

tant than others in resolving the issues confronting the 

development, implementation and growth of interdisciplinary 

education at American institutions. 

In order to develop more precise scientific informa­

tlon, this researcher strongly recommends additional study 

organized to test a null hypothesis of no differences 

between the self-reported observat1ons of respondent-insti­

tutions in three different regions of the United States 

(Eastern, Midwestern, Western) concerning the hierarchical 

1mportance of obstacles and measures to overcome obstacles 

to interdisciplinary education. The survey questionnaire 

or instrumentation to collect primary source, statistical 

data for the recommended research should be developed along 

lines of the Likert Scale with response categories, as fol­

lows: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree, 

No Op1nion. 

The dependent variables in the recommended lnstrumen­

tation should reflect the unordered findings of the present 

research, and they should be stated in the following man­

ner: 
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1. There are no obstacles to interdisciplinary edu­

cation. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opin1.on __ _ 

2. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is departmental dominance. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opin1.on __ _ 

3. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is faculty bias. 

strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 

4. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is the lack of interest on the part of adminis­

tration. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Op1.n1.on __ _ 

5. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is obtaining funds for interdisciplinary pro­

grams. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opl.nion __ 
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6. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is faculty hesitancy to try interdisciplinary 

programs. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 

7. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is getting equitable salaries for faculty mem­

bers. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 

8. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is the allocation of resources. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 

9. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is the demand on the time of faculty. 

strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opin1on __ _ 

10. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is the lack of time for faculty members to pre­

pare lesson plans for interdisciplinary programs. 

strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 
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11. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is the lack of coordination of efforts between 

departments. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 

12. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is the "natural competition" between departments. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Op1.nion __ _ 

13. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

1.s the lack of growth of student enrollment. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 

14. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is student apathy. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 

15. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is the structure of the university. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 
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16. The maJor obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is faculty bias towards interdisciplinary pro­

grams. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 

17. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

1s the promotion policy for faculty members 

teaching subjects in interdisciplinary programs. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 

18. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is the threat to the core curr1culum. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 

19. The major obstacle to interdisciplinary education 

is giving students a good background before 

allowing them to enroll in interdisciplinary pro­

grams. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Opinion __ _ 

20. The major obstacle to interdiscipl1nary education 

is staffing interdisciplinary programs. 

Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Disagree ___ strongly Disagree __ _ 

No Op1n1on __ _ 
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The researcher reasoned that the recommended instru-

mentation summarily reflected findings of the study, and 

the forced-choice nature of the five Likert-type categories 

would elicit decision making observations by the respon-

dents to 20 variables reflecting characteristics and 

attributes of identified obstacles to interdisciplinary 

programs. Furthermore, the same type instrumentation could 

be developed for remedial measures to overcome obstacles. 

The statistical results of the future respondent-

institutions to the variables could be statistically pro-

cessed according to the Chi Square Test of Significance at 

the 0.05 level, where df = (c - 1 = 4) (r - 1 = 2) = 8, and 

2 x table = 15.51. 

strongly Agree Disagree Strongly No 

Agree Disagree Opinion 

Regions 

Eastern> 

Central> 

Western> 

The statistical results would enable the measurement 

of the differences, if any, between the perceptions of 

respondent-institutions towards the 20 obstacles to inter-

disciplinary programs (and the supplemental instrumentation 

to overcoming the obstacles) according to the three regions 

of the United States. Furthermore, the within- and 

between-group raw outcomes to variables in both the instru-
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mentation could be obtained by processing the data in terms 

of the Analysis of Variance at the 0.05 level. In addi­

tion, the results of the measurements of central tendency 

inherent to the ANOVA, Analysis of Variance (means, stan­

dard deviations, modes, variances), would yield the hierar­

chical order of importance of the obstacles and remedial 

measures for the obstacles, respectively. 

Therefore, the recommended research would provide col­

lege and university administrators, heads of departments, 

faculty members, and other types of professional educators 

with v1tal information concerning the highest to the least 

important obstacles and remedies to overcome the obstacles. 

Concluding Thoughts 

The heart and soul of this research was the discovery 

that some very structured and traditionally organized uni­

versities in the United States are attempting to reform 

their organizations. These efforts demonstrate the stir­

rings of a movement scattered throughout this country 

toward interdisciplinary approaches to higher education. 

The movement appears to be a grass roots development, at 

times occurring outside of the university infrastructure. 

The interdisciplinary approach seems particularly well 

suited to the information explosion; it is a very effective 

means of bridging gaps between large, well-developed bodies 

of information that are isolated within disciplinary bound­

aries. Interdisciplinarity should be an efficient mecha-
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nism to discover where information is and to learn how to 

gain access to it. Interdisciplinary educat1on then serves 

as a unifying force within the university. It depends on 

cooperation among disciplines which must result in addi­

tional collaboration among professors, students, and admin­

istrators. 

Another feature seen in this research is the tendency 

of institutions to build effective and lasting reforms 

within their areas of interest. Different programs and 

approaches have been accomplished which reflect the focus 

of d1fferent institutions. It should be remembered that 

different people as well as different institutions will 

respond to varying benefits offered by interdisciplinarity. 

Future interdisciplinary reform should allow for this and 

recognize individual and institutional comfort zones. 

Enhancing those areas w1ll provide secure transition into 

new programs. A corollary is the need for interdisci­

plinary reformers to respect those who seem to flourish in 

the closed structure of traditional discipl1nary bound­

aries. 

Interdisciplinary advocates must also keep in mind the 

real1ty of the status quo. The present career reward sys­

tems at universities and colleges work against any new 

interdisciplinary program. Eventually there must be reform 

in the reward system in order to encourage more professors 

to be willing to be risk-takers in developing and improving 

1nterdisciplinary education. This can be accomplished by 
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administrative leadership which encourages interdisci­

plinary teaching and research. 

Overall, the trend can be seen of professors looking 

to improve and enhance an already well-established system 

of higher education. An indicator of the strength of their 

feel1ngs is that these reformers continue to advocate 

interdisciplinary education even in the face of some strong 

disincentives. This is an encouraging and optimistic sign 

for the strength and future of American higher education. 

There 1s a very clear need for administrators to 

actively encourage and strongly support interdisciplinary 

efforts. With the university serving a more pluralistic 

soc1ety than evident in the multiversity concept, interdis­

ciplinary education is not just another program, but rather 

an opportunity for free expression of what the university 

truly is and can become. Interdisciplinarity then becomes 

the avenue to augment the disciplines and increase the 

focus of university research, teaching, and service. 
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Dear (Name) : 

We are conducting a follow-up survey of interdisci­

plinary teaching and research in American universities 

which parallels the 1970 Clark-Abt Survey for the Organiza­

tion for Economic Cooperation and Development's Center for 

Education, Research and Innovation. 

The purpose of the survey is to determine the nature 

of current college and university interdisciplinary teach­

ing and research programs, their objectives, their means of 

operation, their results, and the future plan for addi­

tional interdisc1plinary activities that have been gener­

ated. Your institution was selected in the 1970 survey due 

to your pioneering work in 1nterdisciplinarity. 

Please complete as much of the survey questionnaire as 

poss1ble and send them back to me for processing. 

The potential significance of this survey includes the 

sharing of advances 1n interdisciplinary teaching and 

research processes among selected United States universi­

ties with other institutions. This survey is be1ng carried 

out at the same t1me in the universities and colleges 

included in the original study, and I expect to have the 

basis of useful comparison as a result of this survey. 

Within a few months following completion of the survey, we 

hope to return to you a summary of our findings which 

should be useful to you in your own planning of interdisci­

plinary act1v1ties. We appreciate your participation in 

this educational research effort, and look forward to 

receiving your completed survey instrument. 

Stephen Sexson 
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON INTERDISCIPLINARY 
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE ON INTERDISCIPLINARY 

HIGHER EDUCATION 

la. What areas are being addressed at your institution 
through interdisciplinary programs? 

lb. Identify and br1efly describe the interdisciplinary 
programs that exist at your institution. 

2a. What are the major obstacles to interdisciplinary 
education that you have observed at your institution? 

2b. What is needed to overcome these obstacles? 

3. What do you see as the future role of interdisci­
plinary education at your institution? 
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APPENDIX C 

LIST OF COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
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Item 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

LIST OF COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

College or University 

Austin College, Sherman, Texas 

Bard College, Annandale on the Hudson, New York 

Bernard M. Baruch College, 17 Lexington Avenue, 
New York city, New York 

Beloit College, Wisconsin 

Bronx College, 120 East 184th Street, 
Bronx, New York 

Brooklyn College, Bedford Avenue & Avenue H, 
Brooklyn, New York 

California State College: Los Angeles, California 

Californ1a State College: Bakersfield 

California State College: Dominguez Hills, 
1000 E. Victoria Street 

Cal1fornia State College: Fullerton, 
800 N. State College Boulevard 

Cal1fornia State College: Hayward, 
24800 Hillary Street 

Cal1fornia State College: Long Beach, 
6101 East Seventh Street 

California State College: Los Angeles, 
5151 State College Drive 

Californ1a Polytechnic State University, 
San Luis Obispo 

California State Polytechnic ~ollege, 
Kellog-Voorhis, 

3810 West Temple Avenue, Pomona 

California State College: San Bernardino, 
5500 State College Parkway 

Un1versity of California at San Diego, La Jolla 
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18 Univers1ty of Massachusetts, Amherst 

19 Michigan State University, Lansing 

20 Mount Holyoke College, South Hadley, 
Massachusetts 

21 Mount Sinai School of Medicine, 
100th Street & 5th Avenue, 
New York City, New York 

22 New York City Community College, 
300 Jay Street, Brooklyn, New York 

23 State University of New York, Albany 

24 New York State University: Buffalo 

25 City University of New York, Manhattan 

26 Joseph s. Murphy - Chancellor - City University 
of New York 

27 State University of New York: Stoney Brook 

28 University of New Hampshire, Durham 

29 Oakland University, Rochester, Michigan 

30 Parsons College, Fairfield, Iowa 

31 Queensborough Community College, Bayside, 
New York 

32 Queens College 
65-30 Kissena Boulevard, Flush1ng, New York 

33 Raymond College, University of the Pac1fic, 
Stockton, California 

34 Reed College, Portland, Oregon 

35 Richmond College, 
130 Stuyvesant Place, Staten Island, 
New York 

36 Sacramento State College, 
6000 Jay Street, California 

37 University of California, Santa Cruz 

38 Chico State College, California 
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39 City College of New York, 
Convent Avenue & 138th Street, 
New York City, New York 

40 City College of New York, 
University Graduate Division 

33 West 42nd Street, New York City, New York 

41 Coe 'College, Cedar Rapids, Iowa 

42 Columbia University, 
407 w. 117th Street, New York City, New York 

43 Earlham College, Richmond, Indiana 

44 Florida Atlantic University, Boca Raton, Florida 

45 Eckerd College, Saint Petersburg 

46 Fresno State College, 
Shaw & Cedar Avenue, California 

47 Goddard College, Plainfield, Vermont 

48 Hofstra University, Hempstead, New York 

49 Community College, 
260 East 161st Street, Bronx, New York 

50 Humboldt State College, Arcata, California 

51 Hunter College, 
695 Park Avenue, New York City, New York 

52 John Jay College of Criminal Justice, 
315 Park Avenue, South 
New York City, New York 

53 Kalamazoo State College, Michigan 

54 Kingsborough Community College, 
Oriental Boulevard, Brooklyn, New York 

55 Herbert H. Lehman College, 
Bedford Park Boulevard, West 
Bronx, New York 

56 Borough of Manhattan Community College, 
134 West 51st Street, New York City, New 
York 

57 San Diego State College, 
5402 College Avenue, California 
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58 San Fernando Valley State College, 
18111 Nordhoff Street, Northridge, 
California 

59 San Francisco state College, 
1600 Holloway Avenue, California 

60 San Jose state College, 
125 South Seventh Street, California 

61 University of Santa Clara, California 

62 Smith College, Northampton, Massachusetts 

63 Sonoma State College, 
1801 East Cotati Avenue 
Rohnert Park, California 

64 Southern Methodist University, Dallas, Texas 

65 Southwest Missouri State College, 
Springfield, Missouri 

66 stanislaus state College, 
800 Monte Vista Avenue, Turlock, Cal1fornia 

67 Staten Island Community College, 
Ocean Terrace, New York 

68 Stephens College, Columbia, Missouri 

69 University of Toledo, O~io 

70 Wesleyan University, Middletown, Connecticut 

71 Case Western Reserve University, Cleveland, Ohio 

72 Un1versity of Wisconsin, Green Bay 

73 York College; 
158-11 Jewel Avenue, Flushing, New York 

74 Wayne state University, Detroit, Michigan 

75 Un1versity of California at Irvine 

76 Un1versity of Pittsburgh, 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
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APPENDIX D 

RAW RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 1A: 

AREAS ADDRESSED AT INSTITUTIONS 
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Item 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

RAW RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 1A: 

AREAS ADDRESSED AT INSTITUTIONS 

College 
or 

Univ. 

Kalamazoo 

Wesleyan 

Aust1n 

Flor1da 
Atlant1c 

sonoma State 

Southwest 
Missouri 

Queens 
College 

Belo1t 
College 

Southern 
Methodist U. 

Amherst 

Written Responses 

General Education 

Studies: African, American, Afro­
American, East Asian, Latin 
American, Medieval, Russian & 
Soviet, Social, Letters. Sc1ence 
in Society, Anthropology, Biology/ 
Psychology, Math/Economics. 

Eastern Civilization, Contemporary 
Issues, Scientific Models 

Latin American, Humanities, Social 
Science, Women's, Urban & Regional 
Planning, Govt. & Political 
Reporting 

(See attached) 

True Interdisciplinary Programs, 
International Studies, Ind1Vidual­
ized Programs 

Studies: Ethnic, Area, Religious, 
Women's and Labor 

(See attached): One unit of 
Interdisciplinary Studies required 
of all students for graduation 

Core Courses (see catalog) 

Degree majors cross traditional dis­
cipl1nes; minor receive certifi­
cate in interdisciplinary program. 
Certain non-degree/non-certificate 
programs. Engineering Management, 
Molecular & Cell Biology, Biotech­
nology, Neuroscience, Surface & 
Materials Sciences 
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11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

City Univ. of 
New York 

State Univ. 
of New York 

Earlham 

Bard College 

Eckerd 
College 

Toledo, Univ. 

California 
Polytechnic 
State Univ. 

CALIFORNIA STATE--

(a) One or combined disciplines; 
(b) Concentrations and Certificate 

Programs--Studies: Medieval 
and Women's 

Minor: Biotechnology, Gerontology, 
Packaging, Business, Agribusiness 

Nine Interdisciplinary Programs: 
African, African-American, Inter­
national, Japanese, Management, 
Museum, Peace & Global, Education, 
Women's, Humanities 

Studies: American, Women's, History 
& Philosophy of Science, Commu­
nity/Regional, Environmental 

Core general education program, 
interdisciplinary major & elec­
tives 

(a) Bachelors: Engineering Physics; 
(b) Masters in Engineering Science; 
(c) Engineering Research; and 
(d) Criminal Justice, Administrative 

Services, Healthcare, Nursing 
Home Administration, or Indi­
vidualized 

General Education 

18 Bakersfield Studies: Liberal, Child Development, 
Petroleum, Land, Criminal Justice, 
Env1ronmental, General Education 

19 San Bernardino Humanities, Social, Ethnic, Human, 
Development, Liberal, American 

20 Fullerton studies: Liberal, Sciences & Social 
Sciences, Humanities & Arts, Phi­
losophy, History, Peace 

21 Hayward Current topics in our General stud-
ies Program: Humanities, Advertis­
ing, Communication, Environmental, 
Photography, Urban, Ethnic, 
Women's 
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22 Long Beach 

23 Los Angeles 

General Education requirement for 
all students: 6 units upper divi­
sion in specially designed inter­
disciplinary courses in wide range 
of subjects. Special degree and 
certificate programs. 

Studies: Women's, Ethnic, Gerontol­
ogy, Environmental, Public Policy, 
Administration 
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APPENDIX E 

SAMPLE RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 

NO. lB: DESCRIBE EXISTING PROGRAMS 
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Item 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

SAMPLE RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 

NO. 1B: DESCRIBE EXISTING PROGRAMS 

College 
or 

Univ. 

Kalamazoo 

Wesleyan 

Austin 

Florida 
Atlantic 

Sonoma State 

Southwest 
Missouri 

Written Responses 

General education is a freshman- & 
sophomore-year program with faculty 
from humanities and social sciences; 
3 courses expected: Arts, Individual 
& Community, and Literary Questions 
in Western World. 

Studies: African, American, Afro­
American, East Asian, Latin Ameri­
can, Medieval, Russian & Soviet, 
Social, Letters. Science in Soci­
ety, Anthropology, Biology/Psychol­
ogy, Math/Economics. 

Three courses (Studies): History of 
Western Culture (required), Contem­
porary Policy, Latin American, 
Advanced Seminars of the College of 
Honors Program. 

Some are formal majors and others 
are collection of courses leading to 
a certificate of speciality but usu­
ally attached to a major. All sec­
ondary education is located in the 
liberal arts colleges and includes 
courses 1n Educat1on. 

(See attached) 

Antiquities: Study of ancient worlds 
(language, literature, history, 
architecture, thought & religion). 
Gerontology: Study of care of aged 
(health, psychology, dietetics, 
recreation & sociology). Interna­
tional: Degree programs (business & 
relations) . Individualized: student 
designed & faculty monitored. Urban 
& Regional Planning (economics, 
geography, regional, sociology, 
pol1tical science). 
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7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Queens 
College 

Beloit 
College 

Southern 
Methodist 

Amherst 

City Univ. 
of New York 

State Univ. 
of New York 

Earlham 
College 

Studies: African, Byzantine, Modern 
Greek, East Asian, Irish, Italian­
American, Jewish, Latin-American 
Area, Puerto Rico, Religious, 
Women's, Labor. 

(See attachment, pp. 140-147 
catalog) 

See attached 

No response 

See attached pages from The Graduate 
School & Univ. Center Bulletin, and 
descriptions of two Certificate 
Programs 

(Minor) Biotechnology: genetic 
engineering, immunochemistry, tissue 
culture. Gerontology: courses from 
bio-sciences, physical education, 
recreation administration, Psychol­
ogy & Human Development, Social Sci­
ences, Food Sciences ,& Nutrition, 
Home Economics. Packaging: Chem­
istry, Food Science & Nutrition, 
Industrial Technology, Physics. 
Masters in Business & Agribusiness 
Specialization: Agricultural Manage­
ment courses in place of 20 units 
elective coursework. 

Nine Programs (Studies)-­
African/Afro-American: Institutions, 
perspectives, history, English, eco­
nomics, geology, political science & 
sociology/anthropology. 
Human Development & Social Rela­
tions: Integrates anthropology, 
biology, education, philosophy, psy­
chology & sociology. 
Japanese: Language & culture, his­
tory, political science, psychology, 
religion, anthropology, economics, 
fine arts. 
Management: Public, private, not­
for-profit, economics, political 
science, mathematics, philosophy, 
anthropology, and Earlham Institute 
for Executive Growth. 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

Bard College 

Eckerd 
College 

Toledo Un1v. 

California 
Polytechn1c 
State Un1v. 

CALIFORNIA STATE--

18 Bakersf1eld 

Museum. Management of museums: his­
tory, philosophy, management, biol­
ogy, geology, art. 
Education. Teacher Certificate: Edu­
cation, sociology, anthropology, 
philosophy, psychology, biology & 
history. 
Women's. Cultural, racial, economic, 
sexual, and affectional aspects of 
womanhood. English, psychology, 
biology, history, classics, philoso­
phy & anthropology. 
Miscellaneous Interdisciplinary. 

Concentration on individual cross­
departmental, divisional interests. 
1-year seminar required of freshmen 
(2 terms): 1st, Athens 5th Century 
B.C.; 2nd, Revolutionary Ideas, 
1776-1859. 

Studies (American): management, 
environmental, human resources. 
(International): business, marine 
science, philosophy of religion. 
Western Heritage--Judaeo-Christian 
Perspectives on Contemporary Issues 
for seniors. 

Rehabilitation Program crosses 5 
departments. Speech Pathology 
involves Art, Science & Education. 
(See Graduate Bulletin.) Students 
can graduate with courses in as many 
as 5 colleges andjor 20 departments. 

32 quarter units that subsume Gen 
eral Education requirements in 
Humanit1es & Social Sciences. Each 
4-unit course sequenced in 8-course 
continuum over 2-1/2 years. Team­
taught courses emphasizing thematic 
approach. 

Elementary school teaching majors 
use Liberal Studies and Child Devel­
opment programs. Three others are 
professional oriented using wide 
variety of disciplines for course­
work. 20% of General Education 
courses are interdisciplinary. 
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19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

San 
Bernard1.no 

Fullerton 

Hayward 

Long Beach 

Los Angeles 

National Security combines political 
science, history, geography, Latin­
America, communication, environmen­
tal, Human Services, & individual 
self-designed. New minor in Women's 
Studies is flourishing with vigorous 
leadership and committed faculty. 
New faculty position allocated for 
1989 Ethnic Studies. Multicultural 
thrust to new General Education Pro­
gram. Revision & major expansion of 
General Education to 86 quarter 
units & limit on size of majors. 

Liberal studies are interdiscipli­
nary: sciences, social sciences, and 
humanities and arts. Integrate lib­
era] arts tradition (trivium: logic, 
rhetoric, grammar) & quadrivium 
(music, arithmetic, geometry, 
astronomy). Combines courses in 
political science, intellectual his­
tory, & natural and social sciences, 
humanities & arts. Core courses or 
Studies: Historical Dimension of 
Liberal stud1.es, Methods of Inquiry, 
Humanities/Arts, Science, Social 
Science, Communication Processes. 

Various interdisciplinary minors: 
Studies: International, American. 
General Studies proposed by individ­
ual faculty must be interdisci­
plinary, cross-cultural, contempo­
rary. Human1.ties is team-taught 
involving all arts & humanities & 
history. 

Studies: Liberal, International, 
Linguistics. Certificate Programs 
(studies) : American, Biomedical Art, 
Music Therapy, Medieval & Renais-
sance, Med1.terranean, Environmental, 
Asian and Asian-American, Computer, 
Legal, Russian & East European, 
Urban & Regional. 

(See Table 1, Item 23) 
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APPENDIX F 

SAMPLE RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 

NO. 2A: OBSERVED MAJOR OBSTACLES 
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------------ ------

Item 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

SAMPLE RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 

NO. 2A: OBSERVED MAJOR OBSTACLES 

College 
or 

Univ. 

Kalamazoo 

Wesleyan 

Austin 

Florida 
Atlantic 

Sonoma State 

Southwest 
Missouri 

Queens 
College 

Beloit 
College 

Southern 
Methodist 

Written Responses 

Cost and major faculty asked to drop 
major courses & pick up General Edu­
cation courses. Some major courses 
replaced through part-time appoint­
ments. 

Faculty flow and flickering interest 
in particular programs. On the 
whole, the enthusiasm for interdis­
ciplinary programs is very great and 
nearly irrepressible. 

Staffing tensions with "threats" to 
departmental curriculum. 

None 

Disciplinary faculty often accuse 
interdisciplinary approaches of 
being superficial. 

Faculty"hesitancy to try different 
approaches and administrative pres­
sures on reallocation of resources. 

Funding for programs. 

There is a general receptivity to 
expanding such offerings, and no 
major obstacles. There may be, at 
times, however, greater faculty 
loyalty to departments making it 
difficult to staff some interdisci­
plinary offerings. 

School structure of University. 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Amherst 

City Un1v. 
of New York 

State Univ. 
of New York 

Earlham 
College 

Bard College 

Eckerd 
College 

Toledo Univ. 

Individual departments dominate. 
Organization of interdisciplinary 
programs cuts across departmental 
and college lines. Consequences 
are: organization of curricula and 
teaching offerings (undergradjgrad) 
required extensive consultation with 
a variety of deans and departments. 
Problems in clearly crediting 
department and college for teaching, 
and contributions made by faculty. 
Promotion and salary increases 
determined by departments, and they 
do not necessarily look favorably on 
interdisciplinary activities, for 
these may actually remove the 
faculty member to some extent from 
the parent department. 

There are no major bureaucratic 
obstacles. Occasionally, a disci­
pline will lack a course rubric that 
permits ad hoc courses, but this 
creates only a temporary delay while 
such a rubric is developed and 
approved. 

(1) Faculty members perceive career 
paths lie in established academic 
departments, and they're reluctant 
to risk moving out of them. (2) 
Resources are allocated along 
departmental lines, and it's diffi­
cult to make room in the network for 
nondepartmental programs. 

Supportive but with obstacles. 
Increased demands on faculty; insuf­
ficient time for course preparation; 
traditional departments; secondary 
priority; coordination; redundancy. 

(1) Giving students background for 
interdisciplinary work; (2) continu­
ity of core courses, given staffing 
needs of each department. 

The need and desire for faculty to 
commit their time to disciplinary 
work. 

Lock-step nature of traditional aca­
demic degree programs--especially 
professional and associate currie-
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17 California 
Polytechnic 
State Univ. 

CALIFORNIA STATE--

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Bakersfield 

San 
Bernardino 

Fullerton 

Hayward 

Long Beach 

Los Angeles 

ula. Rigidity of traditional aca­
demic department. Lack of faculty 
willing to teach interdisciplinary 
courses. Governance, resources, 
tradition. Complications when 
crossing departmental lines. 

Departmental organization compli­
cates development of integrated, 
core,curriculum in General Educa­
tion. Gen. Ed. competes for atten­
tion with the major and minor pro­
grams in discipline. 

Award of work credit to faculty. 
Bias of most faculty. Primary alle­
giance of faculty to discipline. 
Pressure of discipline on faculty. 

Difficulty with tenure and 
promotional process for faculty with 
nontraditional interests. Lack of 
focus, planning, coordination cam­
pus-wide. Low priority. Student 
apathy (antipathy) and narrow job­
related interests. 

Basic structure (schools 7 depart­
ments) and policies and procedures 
maintain atmosphere of 11 sovereign 
nations 11 that restrict the develop­
ment and ex1stence of interdisci­
plinary study. On our campus, one 
might swim against the current to 
engage in such activity. 

Little enrollment growth coupled 
with enrollment declines in Arts, 
Letters & Sciences, plus growth of 
professions. Lack of student inter­
est. Students have strong profes­
sional orientation. 

Team teacping, e'ssential in some 
interdisciplinary programs, is very 
expensive in a system such as ours 
that is completely formula driven. 

Governance & budgetary structure 
when programs cross school lines. 
Faculty understanding of interdisci­
plinary approach. 
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APPENDIX G 

SAMPLE RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 

NO. 2B: PROGRAMS NEEDED TO 

OVERCOME OBSTACLES 
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Item 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

SAMPLE RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 

NO. 2B: PROGRAMS NEEDED TO 

College 
or 

Univ. 

Kalamazoo 

Wesleyan 

Austin 

Florida 
Atlantic 

Sonoma State 

Southwest 
Missouri 

Queens 
College 

Beloit 
College 

Southern 
Method 1st 

Amherst 

OVERCOME OBSTACLES 

Written Responses 

Increase size of faculty. 

There are not enough obstacles. 

Incentives & summer money to prepare 
value given to such teaching in per­
sonnel evaluation. 

No response 

Outcomes assessment mechanisms to 
demonstrate the validity of the 
interdisciplinary approach. 

Better funding on State level, and 
more aggressive leadership on cam­
pus. 

More adequate funding; greater 
awareness on the part of students. 

Additional faculty with commitment 
to interdisciplinary approach, and 
additional funding for staffing and 
support. 

No response 

Develop a faculty which has a gen­
uine desire for interdisciplinary 
activities, so that rewards and 
recognition are appropriately made. 
One needs to have a careful course­
accounting programs in place so that 
proper credit is given to a faculty 
member even though the teaching may 
not be in his/her home department. 
Some measure of reward and recogni-
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11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

C1ty Un1v. 
of New York 

State Un1v. 
of New York 

Earlham 
College 

Bard College 

Eckerd 
College 

Toledo Univ. 

Cal1fornia 
Polytechn1c 
State Univ. 

CALIFORNIA STATE--

18 Bakersfield 

tion offered through interdisci­
plinary program to compensate for 
losses which may occur in parent 
department. 

No response 

(1) Identification of sustainable 
career path outside traditional 
department. (2) Identification of 
means by which resources can be 
allocated outside departmental 
lines, with long-range assurance 
that resources will continue. 

Creation of "Division of 
Interdisciplinary Studies" parallel 
to Humanities, Social & Natural 
Sciences Divisions with formal 
Chairman, meetings, allocation of 
various faculty members' positions. 

(1) Possibly more structure in 
interdepartmental programs; (2) 
greater commitment of faculty 
resources--difficult in a small 
college. 

Additional staffing & development of 
faculty appreciation for importance. 

Commitment from administration and 
develop awareness to solve problems. 
Allowing departments to have respon­
sibility for student admissions into 
programs. There is no support. 

Continued efforts to encourage 
faculty to exam1ne general education 
as having a particular educational 
mission to investigate human issues, 
w1th value of interdisciplinary 
approaches as necessary to under­
stand complex ideas. 

Collective faculty must decide what 
interdisciplinary instruction is to 
occur. Obstacles can be temporarily 
overcome. 
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19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

San 
Bernardino 

Fullerton 

Hayward 

Long Beach 

Los Angeles 

Joint appointments between 
departments: science/education & 
Communication/marketing. Special 
financial support for coordination 
and operations. 

Authorization of interdisciplinary 
academic unit to function in the 
same way as a department. Faculty 
would be adjunctly related to units 
with the right to act as other aca­
demic units (sponsor courses & sets 
of curricula leading to degrees). 

Tighten General Education require­
ments to compel or encourage stu­
dents to take interdisciplinary & 
liberal arts courses. 

Adequate funding. 

Creative administrative & budgetary 
structures. Desire to overcome dif­
ficulty by involved faculty. 
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APPENDIX H 

SAMPLE RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 

NO. 3: FUTURE ROLE OF INTER­

DISCIPLINARY EDUCATION 
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Item 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

SAMPLE RESPONSES TO SURVEY QUESTION 

NO. 3: FUTURE ROLE OF INTER-

DISCIPLINARY EDUCATION 

College 
or 

Univ. 

Kalamazoo 

Wesleyan 

Austin 

Florida 
Atlantic 

Sonoma State 

Southwest 
Missour1 

Queens 
College 

Beloit 
College 

Southern 
Methodist 

Written Responses 

Over the next 5 years Gen'l. Educa­
tion will continue to be our pr1mary 
use of interdisciplinary education. 

Spreading. 

I believe our core curriculum 1s 
firmly in place. This past year we 
celebrated the 30th anniversary of 
interdisciplinary study. While the 
courses have been extensively 
revised over the years, they remain 
a distinct1ve feature of our 
curriculum. 

Will continue to carefully develop 
and nurture specially selected pro­
grams as nominated by the faculty. 

The Hutchins School is well estab­
lished, and will continue as a 
v1able option within the institu­
tion. 

Very important. Maintaining with 
some growth possible in Interna­
tional Studies, and involvement in 
General Education. 

The interdisciplinary programs 
provide the innovative approaches 
and fill gaps in the curriculum. 

Expanding. 

At least one multi/interdisciplinary 
experience will continue to be 
required. 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Amherst 

City Univ. 
of New York 

State Univ. 
of New York 

Earlham 
College 

Bard College 

Eckerd 
College 

Toledo Univ. 

We believe that some of the most 
lively and important developments, 
in the sciences and social sciences 
and humanities, occur at interfaces 
between disciplines. Consequently 
we expect to see a multiapplication 
of interdisciplinary programs in the 
years ahead. 

95% students in Graduate Programs. 
Certificate mechanism encourages 
development of other interdisci­
plinary programs. Currently devel­
oping Certificates in studies: Mod­
ern German, Renaissance, Italian­
American, Cognitive Science. Cer­
tificate mechanism provides flexi­
bility and maintains essential ele­
ments of doctoral study. 

Growing against great resistance. 
The causes in Table 4, Item No. 12. 
Pressure of need for interdisci­
plinary programs in areas as 
biotechnology and gerontology will 
slowly push them into the curricu­
lum. 

Bright. Healthy & stable. Evalua 
tion of studies as majors or minors. 
Increasing number of interdisci­
plinary courses. Maintains own 
intellectual vitality; integral to 
mission of college; had developed 
endowed Chair: Multi-Disciplinary 
Studies. 

Will continue to be important. Give 
students wide opportunities for 
analysis & interaction of cultural, 
intellectual, political, and social 
forces. Role' in public education. 

Will continue as central role in 
academic program; particularly in 
Education Program and selective 
majors. 

Must receive increased attention. 
More programs; must become interdis­
ciplinary in nature. Concept offers 
way to educate students and break 
current cycle of vocationalism and 
selection of majors "leading to a 
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17 California 
Polytechnic 
State Univ. 

CALIFORNIA STATE--

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

, Bakersfield 

San 
Bernardino 

Fullerton 

Hayward 

Long Beach 

Los Angeles 

job." College of Engineering has 
established a balance of interdisci­
plinary activities that serve well 
for foreseeable future. 

Future efforts supported by adminis 
tration. Exploring possibilities of 
more interdisciplinary courses. IGE 
Program is nationally recognized. 
Need discussion on interdisciplinary 
courses. 

Further contraction of interdisci­
plinary instruction and programs. 

Educational policy committee dis 
cussing need for formal administra­
tive structures, policies & proce­
dures for non-departmentally orga­
nized programs, centers & insti­
tutes. Increasing cooperation 
between Schools of Education, Busi­
ness, Arts/Sciences to develop pro­
grams. Many applied research cen­
ters reject being formed. 

Increased support for interdisci­
plinary activity. Integrity of uni­
versity depends on it! Pending dis­
cussion of requiring a senior cap­
stone seminar of all of our students 
will have us addressing the issues. 

Very small. Pendulum of student 
interest has swung widely in the 
past 2 decades, and will probably 
again. 

Interdisciplinary studies are here 
to stay--we hope to flourish in 
spite of budgetary restraints. 

Some, but not significant increase 
in interdisciplinary offerings. 
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