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Interview Session 1 (July 3, 2009): Digital file 
Time	Keywords

00:00:00	Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction

00:00:26	Question: Talk about your birthplace and parents. Answer: Kornblatt (née Deutsch) was born October 26, 1955 in Chicago IL. She talked about her father, grandfather, and brother all being ophthalmologists (her grandfather Emil was the first of these in the US). Her father’s family lived in Hyde Park, and both sides of her family were Hungarian. Her mother Natasha emigrated to the US from Vienna in 1938. Both her parents went to the Lab School and the University of Chicago, which came to simply be called “the university.” Her family had a long history of higher degrees.

00:03:30	Question: So scholarship was just assumed? Answer: It was assumed, but she noted that her choice to study Slavic languages didn’t meet the expectations of her parents of obtaining a medical degree. Follow up: Other siblings. Answer: She had an older brother and younger sister.

00:05:15	Question: Did your mother’s experience fleeing Nazi Germany spur your involvement with the Jewish Studies department? Answer: She remarked that this was a very complicated question, because while her mother’s experience was originally just that of a girl who was a refugee, she later in life linked it strongly to Naziism and the Holocaust (even though her family was quite assimilated in German society). She also talked about her interest in thing Jewish was almost in opposition to her family.

00:08:37	Question: Talk about elementary school. Answer: Kornblatt said she loved school (unlike her anxious brother), was a good student, and her parents were involved in her education. She talked about being something of a dilettante with varying interests in school. Follow up: Were you taking foreign language? Answer: Not until HS, but she wanted to—she took French 1 during the summer so she could advance farther. She also remembered her parents’ language proficiency in German, Russian, English, etc.  During HS, she also decided to take Russian

00:13:13	Question: Any mentors in HS? Answer: She said she had encouraging teachers, but probably not mentors, with the possible exception of a 6th grade English teacher who pushed them. She said she didn’t feel out of place liking school partly because she liked to do other things like dance, theater, etc. Follow up: There was no question about you applying for college? Answer: No. Her brother had gone to college, but she described him as a very different kind of person, more insecure but driven.

00:17:14	Question: Were you thinking of yourself as an intellectual? Answer: No, not really—she just wanted to go onto college, but school was easy for her. Follow up: Why Williams? Answer: She wanted to go east, and she applied to all boy schools recently turned coed. Observing that at times because she was the middle child and that she felt she seldom got to be “only child Deutsch,” she said she got to be “only child Deutsch on her college trip. She remembered her trip to Williams and being surprised by a comment her mother made about “her kind.”

00:21:56	[no question] Kornblatt said her parents weren’t opposed to her going to Williams—they wanted her to get a good education. She talked about being a little on the outside as a Midwestern Jew. She became a Russian major, being attracted to things that were going to be more difficult for her. She remembered floundering for the first semester of the accelerated course, but picking it up enough to go to the USSR after her freshman year (1974). She talked about the environment in the Soviet Union.

00:24:50	[no question] She talked about her trip to Leningrad, observing that had she been more aware of the culture, she would have grown more as a person.

00:26:27	[no question] At the end of her sophomore year, she decided not to return to school and got a job in Chicago. But halfway through the fall, she realized she was meant for school. She returned for spring of her junior year, but returned to the USSR fall of her senior year. She talked about the effect of this on her Williams’ experience. Follow up: Had you committed to Slavic studies then? Answer: That was her major, but she didn’t see a career ahead of her.

00:30:22	[no question] Kornblatt talked about deciding to apply to graduate school after returning from Russia, primarily due to one of her professors Dr. Katz, who developed a close-knit group in his department. Katz complemented her and advised her to take more challenging classes, as well as take time off from school.

00:32:50	[no question] She digressed to talk about her grandparents. Her grandmother was an active Menshevik in Ukraine, journeyed to Austria, Germany, and the U Chicago, and was eventually asked to begin a Russian program at U. Illinois. She said her mother felt abandoned by her grandmother (hence not wanting Judith to become a Russian prof.), but her grandmother’s career played a role in her desire to study Russian. She remembered loving the “differentness” about her grandparents.

00:37:37	Question: Was your grandmother pleased you majored in Russian? Answer: Yes, though she talked about it being disconcerting for both of them to speak to each other in Russian. She talked about writing back and forth in Russian and dedicating her dissertation to her grandmother. She also remembered the excitement of following her grandparents’ travels around the world on a map in their basement.

00:40:14	Question: Talk about your senior thesis at Williams. Answer: She said her professors assumed she’d do a thesis, but that she decided to give a lecture instead, which she enjoyed. She talked about the “blow” that Katz was not willing to work with her on the topic she chose. She discussed enjoying the research process.

00:43:33	Question: You planned to go to grad school Fall 1977? Answer: No, she planned to take a year off, partially because of the culture shock of returning from the Soviet Union. She remembered traveling in Europe during that summer and then moving to Philadelphia to work at U Penn, volunteer at HIAS settling Russian Jewish refugees, and apply to graduate school. She only applied to Columbia and Yale, and got into Columbia. She explained why she was happy she went to Columbia.

00:46:54	Question: What was your course of study at Columbia? Answer: She knew she was working toward a PhD, but still didn’t know what being a professor was—a kind of naïveté. She recalled, once she knew she was living in NY, loving exploring the city. Follow up: Could you speak Hungarian? Answer: No, she told the story of her great-grandfather in Budapest remarried and had “another family” after her grandfather emigrated, and visiting them on her way home from the USSR.

00:51:30	Question: Did you write an MA thesis (1980)? Answer: Yes, she wrote it on a Nikolai Gogol novella Taras Bul’ba, about the Cossacks in this village. She said she tried to extract the novel from its “jingoistic” usage both in Russia and the US. She explained how she chose to work on Gogol and worked with Robert McGuire, with whom she stayed in contact through her career.

00:55:45	[no question] Kornblatt thought she surprised some people in graduate school because she loved it so much. She talked about a series of paradigm shifts—realizing she was meant to be a scholar, taking a course on self in Russian philosophy, realizing that her notions about community, the world, the individual were constructed. She talked about learning about Russian Orthodoxy and becoming part of a core of scholars in it.

00:59:33	[no question] She talked about putting on conference in the early 1990s with Gustafson that essentially started the field of studies on Russian religious thought. She expressed her desire to publish a “15-years-after” volume assessing the state of the field now. Follow up: What do you mean by Russian religious thought? Answer: She said it referred to the intellectual rediscovery of Russian orthodoxy (early 1900s), though she looks for pre-Orthodoxy roots in her work in Judaism, etc.

01:03:29	[no question] Kornblatt explained her interest in and work on the influential philosopher Vladimir Solovyev, on whom she wanted to write her dissertation. She talked about the danger of talking about these idealists in the USSR at the time, and how her disillusionment with what Soviet scholars knew about Solovyev led to her to change her dissertation to the “Cossack hero in Russian literature.”

01:06:29	Follow up: Was that depressing? Answer: She was angry with the reception she got in the USSR, and frustrated that she couldn’t write on what she wanted, but not depress-sed—because she knew she had time and she wanted to be broad in her scholarship. She also discussed returning to Williams for Spring 1984 to fill in for Katz, enabling her to work on her dissertation with few distractions.

01:09:01	[no question] She digressed momentarily to talk about teaching at Columbia’s core-literature-curriculum, which taught her that, given a weekend to prepare and read, she could give a thought-provoking 50-minute lecture. Follow up: Are you a born teacher? Answer: Yes, but she also thought she was a self-conscious teacher—aware of bad teaching she’d had and pedagogy. She attributed much good teaching to confidence and love of your material, because it is about “transferring inquiry.”

01:13:37	Question: What was teaching at Williams like? Answer: She recalled realizing you can’t go back again, though she loved Williams; and that sometimes childhood dreams don’t work out—she had thought she wanted to teach at a place like Williams, but she found it too small. Follow up: Doesn’t Williams get top-notch students? Answer: Yes, there were a number of cases of entitlement, but there were many well-rounded students. But she didn’t want a “hot-house” atmosphere. Follow up: Were you pushed intellectually? Answer: She didn’t remember. 

01:19:06	Question: What happened between your PhD (1985) and coming to UW (1987)? Answer: She said she was “on the market 4 years in a row.” The 1st year she accepted a postdoc at the Harriman Institute at Columbia, at which time she got married and polished a full draft of her first book. The 2nd year she accepted a 1-yr position at Indiana Univ, only to find out that the longer term post wouldn’t pan out—she said it was a challenge for her husband, who was a writer.

01:23:42	[no question] She continued, stating that her 3rd year she got an offer from Middlebury and a 1-yr position at UW. She turned down Middlebury because of the town and tensions in the dept, and gambled on UW. Follow up: Talk about the interview at UW. Answer: She had an interview at the national conference, knowing the dept had offered a senior scholar the position (who didn’t come). She related feeling well-connected because of 4 years of being on the market.

01:27:16	Follow up: You were not put off at joining a university this large? Answer: It never occurred to her. She talked about the difficulties they had moving during the summer, her going to the USSR for 2 months, and her husband looking for work alone in Madison. When she returned, she got pregnant, but was heavily supported by faculty for one of the two open positions. Follow up: What were you teaching? Answer: Women in Russian Literature (which irritated her a little); 1920s Russia; Russian.

01:31:50	Question: Was Slavic studies well regarded here? Answer: It was growing. She credited J. Thomas Shaw’s vision with hiring David Bethea and turning the department into one of the best in the country. She talked about expanding the dept—faculty, graduate students, curriculum. Follow up: Was it attracting undergrad students? Answer: Not enough, but they were able to expand it. The mid-1990s were difficult because of the collapse of the Soviet Union, but the program has rebuilt.

01:36:28	Question: How did you get hired permanently? Answer: She related applying for the position, being nervous about telling Bethea she was pregnant, and interviewing. After being offered a campus interview at Berkeley, she talked to Bethea about her desire to stay and about the interview. Somehow Bethea was able to get permission from the dean to offer her the job. She remembered interviewing with Crawford.

01:40:19	Question: So the baby was born in May 1988? Answer: Yes, and her second baby as well. Bethea suggested she take Fall 1988 off, which she did, and she said it was a very good idea, since she’d been active since. Follow up: How did you envision your career for the next several years? Answer: She remarked how well supported she was in the department, including committee work and dissertators; so she never felt she wouldn’t get tenure. She talked about potential projects after Cossack Hero.

01:44:07	[no question] On the advice of the divisional committee, she noted, she was put up for tenure after 4 years, but she said it was a difficult time. Because of a precedent the div. comm. had set with a previous case, they deferred her tenure as well. She related her feelings regarding the situation, as well as difficulties because she was pregnant again; she also discussed pursuing the matter with the associate dean and provost because of some “silly” remarks made by the chair of the divisional committee.

01:49:57	[no question] She said that while people were helpful and supportive through the redress process, the her being pregnant was “the best thing that happened” because it helped her look past the insult.  Follow up: Did they contact references again the next year? Answer: She thought that a couple needed to be updated; she noted that while the outside world probably didn’t notice, it was the first “bump in the road” for her. 

01:52:44	Question: Do you think the tenure process has improved since then? Answer: Not really.  She thought it had gotten more complex, structured, and transparent, but it still depended on who was on the divisional committee. She was hesitant about what tenure had done for academia, and discussed criteria that were getting blurred.

01:56:55	Question: Older faculty tend to dismiss the anxiety of junior tenure-track faculty—is that rose-colored glasses about the old days? Answer: She said “if you are good” is very subjective, and perhaps opening up the university to diversity had fostered insecurity among the old boys’ club. Follow up: Was gender an issue? Answer: She said there was paternalism in her dept, talking about Shaw’s and Bethea’s leadership styles, though she was well-accepted. She thought that Bethea’s “family model” struggled when some of the young women began to rebel; so when she became chair she consciously changed the model to a more democratic one.

02:04:08	End of First Interview Session

Interview Session 2 (July 23, 2009): Digital file 
Time	Keywords

00:00:00	 Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction

00:00:24	Question: Talk about your teaching career. Answer: She was hired as a generalist in Russian literature. While she was a Gogol specialist, someone was already teaching a Gogol class, so she had to wait on that for several years. She talked about developing graduate seminars and 700-level “special topics” courses. Follow up: Is there that much freedom in other depts? Answer: More actually in the bigger depts where grad students teach the “meat and potatoes” courses. She talked about enjoying teaching undergraduates and mentoring graduate students as they teach.

00:06:41	[no question] Continuing, Kornblatt talked about teaching Gogol several times. Follow up: What does it mean for a course to be “fun”? Answer: She said she loved talking about this literature, turning undergrads on to new ways of thinking, and modeling good teaching for grad students. She talked about having students do all the kinds of writing one would have to do as a professional.

00:11:29	Question: Do undergrads ever challenge your thinking? Answer: Yes, she walked into classes with the assumption that they would challenge her—she valued a good question over a perfectly packaged essay. Question: What was your first year load? Answer: She started with the standard 3/2 load, but moved to 2/2 as the dept changed, which she thought was appropriate. Follow up: How does scheduling get done? Answer: She talked about their timetable committee’s work, as well as how retire-ment, budget cuts, and rehiring had shifted the way classes got covered. She also noted that because the dept taught several languages, teachers weren’t interchange-able with changing enrollment. 

00:18:29	Question: Did your first years of teaching put a stop to research? Answer: No, she could always multitask to keep something going, because all these things were on her brain anyway. She talked about working on her second project while she began teaching, but having a child was what ate up more time. She talked about the energy teaching drained, but also replenished intellectually.

00:22:34	Question: How does teaching fit in the life of the UW? Answer: She responded that she thought it was very important, as did the Slavic (and other language) dept, though others didn’t. She also said she saw different teaching models across UW. She felt teaching was fun, kept her grounded amidst her administrative responsibilities, and gave her credibility among faculty. She said teaching and research mediated the “otherness” of being an administrator.

00:28:31	[no question] Kornblatt questioned her perspective—she thought teaching might not carry as much weight in tenure reviews as research, and some mistakes had been made. Follow up: Does its perceived importance wax and wane? Answer: She thought official it had grown. Follow up: What do you think of student evaluations? Answer: She was glad they were done, because of the importance of the process for students; but thought that the negatives often outweighed the positives in teacher’s minds. Fol-low up: So you would assign some utility to them? Answer: Yes, for accountability, but often the ones who need to be accountable aren’t handing out or reading them.

00:34:33	Question: Was your cross-disciplinary teaching satisfying? Answer: She remarked that her research was very cross-disciplinary, and bringing in other students layered classes more. She talked about how sometimes students bring their own agendas to classes that derail some discussions. When one is involved in several interdisciplinary centers, however, service is difficult. She also felt that as a woman she was asked to do more service in order for women’s perspectives to be heard.

00:40:14	Question: Where does the initiative for cross-listing come from? Answer: It can come different ways. Often she would request it to bring more students into the Slavic dept, but she gave examples of depts soliciting cross-listed courses. Follow up: Is this typical for smaller depts? Answer: Yes, often a dept has a “blowout” course that draws high enrollment, but are otherwise low-enrollment depts, but depts all have their own enrollment problems.

00:44:26	[no question] Continuing with this, she discussed an innovation she developed. When the Comm B requirement was implemented, she proposed that there be Comm B sections in 19th and 20th C Russian literature class—this allowed TAs also to teach literature, rather than just language. She discussed the irony that all communications requirements were labeled “English,” though other depts were teaching literature.

00:48:24	Question: Did you broadly draw undergrads to your survey courses? Answer: They were self-selecting, but those who self-selected were from across campus for a variety of reasons. She talked about reasons students though Russian lit seemed interesting, and discussed why she saw this broad-range teaching as a perk.

00:52:22	Follow up: Is there another course to follow up the surveys? Answer: Kornblatt noted that survey courses were a way to attract students to the major, but at that point it was somewhat late to start the major. She also remarked that some students would ask what she was teaching during the next semester.

00:54:01	Question: Did the influx of Russian Jews affect the dept? Answer: Absolutely. She talked about the complexity posed by both native- and heritage-speakers of Russian, She discussed the demographic difficulties involved in planning courses and the native/heritage speaker track.

00:57:51	Question: Did Slavic studies experience a drop when the USSR collapsed? Answer: Yes, the 1990s were difficult throughout the US because trouble in Russia prompted difficulties with study-abroad, etc. Follow up: Did South Hall look more closely at you? Answer: Yes—it precipitated difficulties all down the line—TAs, classes, etc.

00:59:28	[no question] Kornblatt outlined some of the courses she developed. She said she tried to standardize some of the 3rd/4th year courses to facilitate continuity; she also developed courses on the Jew in Russian Lit and the image of the Jew in E. European culture, but never got to teach them. She also got a grant to develop “Russian Ortho-doxy and Eastern Christianity,” which was an entirely different kind of teaching.

01:03:33	Question: Were there courses you didn’t like teaching? Answer: Sometimes she got bored or got a bad mix of students, but she liked teaching. Follow up: You are a com-mitted teacher? Answer: Definitely—she thought this connected to her research too.

01:05:23	Question: Talk about your research program. Answer: She talked about turning her adding two chapters to her dissertation and turning it into a book during her semester of leave. She remembered her disappointment when the book was rejected by Indiana UP, and Bethea’s helpfulness getting it published at UW. She continued to publish on Gogol and Isaac Babel, but remained interested in Solovyev. She again noted her training in Eastern Christianity and its impact on how she interpreted Russian authors.

01:10:43	[no question] She realized she had something to offer to the field, so she again began working on Solovyev and the Judaism/Russian Renaissance connection, got an NEH fellowship, and put on an international conference launching the field of Russian Religious Thought studies. She and Gustafson published a book by that title which became a standard in the field.

01:14:52	[no question] She discussed her continuing to work on Solovyev, published in journals. She was interested in his mystical visions, especially in the context of similar experiences in the Victorian literary era. Follow up: Did you believe his visions? Answer: (She thought he’d had experiences) Ultimately, she concluded it didn’t matter, because she was interested in how he articulated what he thought was a real experience. Her latest book looked at mystical traditions he drew on to do so.

01:19:01	[no question] She thought that what Divine Sophia (2008) opened up for her was the way intellectual/mystical trends in the literary world were entangled. Follow up: Are Russians more spiritually inclined? Answer: Not all Russians are spiritual, but the ways different doctrinal issues are emphasized have impact on life—she questioned whether this had to do with how spiritual Russians were or with outside factors (such as availability of Latin and the way Russia became Christianized).

01:24:13	Question: Did we talk about the tenure process? Answer: What went into her tenure process was her work on the Cossacks, on Russian Religious Thought, and her articles on Solovyev. She reviewed the difficulties with her tenure process, her disillusion-ment, and getting tenure in her 5th year. She talked about the “mystique” of tenure, which creates anxiety for junior faculty, and UW’s commitment to hiring tenurable faculty and then developing that faculty in order that they get tenure.

01:29:10	Question: Does the fact that you’ve published two books since coming to the Grad School mark you as a researcher? Answer: She did like that, talking about how she came to her project Doubly Chosen about Jewish identity in the Orthodox church, which was a foray into social science. She’d done the research before coming to the Grad School, so it pushed her to keep researching while working there. She talked about the anxiety of being outside her comfort zone of research.

01:33:17	Question: What did you learn? Answer: She found that many of her interviewees “never felt so Jewish as after they were baptized.” She concluded from that that being Jewish became internally-based and spiritual, rather than externally-imposed. After working on that, she began to see how divine sophia fit her work together.

01:36:24	End of Second Interview Session

Interview Session 3 (July 30, 2009): Digital file 
Time	Keywords

00:00:00	Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction

00:00:23	Question: Continue talking about your research. Answer: Kornblatt emphasized how her research paths hadn’t followed a single path—from Cossacks to religious thought to Jewish identity to divine sophia–and some of the serendipity involved in coming across these projects. She talked about how the last two projects forced her to expand beyond just literary studies into sociology, religious studies, history, etc.

00:05:15	Question: Do you advocate interdisciplinary scholarship? Answer: Yes, but she also acknowledged that in places like UW and university presses, one was rewarded for disciplinary work rather than interdisciplinary work. Follow up: Is it seen by senior scholars as less rigorous? Answer: Yes, less so by younger scholars, but loyalty to disciplines was still strong. She thought good work needed to be grounded in one’s discipline, but disciplines aren’t watered down by learning other approaches. She talked about the push-back against cluster hires.

00:08:42	[no question] She discussed also how the humanities were disadvantaged by cluster hires, partially because of the solitary nature of their scholarship. She also talked about how humanists ceded judgment on proposals in science to scientists, but scientists were quick to try to judge/criticize proposals in humanities, so humanist proposals were sometimes rejects.

00:12:56	Question: Why do you think a majority of people don’t feel cluster hires have benefited UW? Answer: She thought there were some areas that worked well, such as getting people to think outside disciplines; but she talked about how some depts used cluster hires to further their own agendas. Follow up: Do cluster hires still exist? Answer: No more clusters were being hired, but clusters still existed and there were still funds for administering clusters. She also explained accounting complications.

00:17:41	[no question] She said another way cluster hires benefited UW was to bring Madison national attention for interdisciplinarity. [Lange and Kornblatt agreed to digress to talk about graduate students rather than her views on the decline of humanities].

00:19:31	Question: Talk about graduate students. Answer: She remarked that as a 2nd year faculty she was asked to supervise a grad student no one else wanted to advise, one of only two ways she got taken advantage of in the dept. After that, she was seen as a kind of generalist, so wasn’t often a first reader, but did mentor many first-rate graduates of UW. She also had a number of bright women students who then didn’t go on in the field, and she wondered why she had these roles. She told a number of illustrative anecdotes about the kinds of students she attracted.

00:26:28	Question: Was gender an issue in your dealing with graduate students? Answer: Partly because of gender, but even other factors were affected by gender, such as working in her dept office than at home. But it was also her understanding of her role as mentor, as opposed to many male colleagues perception of their role.

00:29:50	[no question] Part of it also had to do with getting involved in service quickly; so students came to her to figure out the mundane workings of the dept/university. She talked about the frustration of dealing with colleagues who wouldn’t take time for service. Question: Did any of your students’ work intrigue you? Answer: Yes, her philosophy was always to approach classes open to learning something.

00:33:41	Question: Talk about getting involved in university service. Answer: She thought that being involved early with service to interdisciplinary programs—CREECA, Center for Jewish Studies—and Faculty Advising Service showed her the wider university. She said even at that point the dept perceived that she would be chair some day.

00:39:03	[no question] The first year she was chair, she remarked, she kept a notebook of what she did, so she began to value how much administrators do and see how much gets done. She noted that she loved helping people, though administration curtailed other things she loves—research, teaching—so she tried to remain active in her profession.

00:43:02	Question: When were you first chair? Answer: She said she filled in for Gary Rosenshield during 1995-96, then went on sabbatical, then was chair from 1998-99 until she took up her post as associate dean for humanities in the Grad School. She discussed how she got involved in the Grad School: when she was starting her post as chair (summer 1998) Martin Cadwallader called her because the previous associate dean for humanities had died. She related not knowing how to respond to the offer.

00:48:19	[no question] After her brother advised her to try the position, Kornblatt told Cadwallader she would take the job understanding that she had other loyalties and she would only do it for one year. She talked about how, in earlier years, associate deans would always be in the Grad School in the afternoons and work closely together, though that has changed somewhat. She discovered during that year that she enjoyed that work, getting to know new faculty, advocating for arts and humanities.

00:52:02	Question: Did you add the “art” to the “humanities” in your title? Answer: Yes, that was one of her innovations because people in the arts departments needed to know that they were supported. She also was very careful about her use of the term research (rather than scholarship) because it makes competitions for funding difficult for artists. She discussed trying to change the mindset of what “cutting edge research” is. At first she needed to learn “their” vocabulary, and then teach them her vocabulary.

00:57:17	Follow up: Were you well received? Answer: She thought so, maybe because she had a scholarly profile and was very available. She talked about the Grad School being a great place because “you could say yes more often than no.” Follow up: Did you control a budget? Answer: No, she discussed Martin Cadwallader’s mentorship, her frustration with not knowing how much to give out for projects, and the necessity for the associate deans to work together so the Grad School would not go into debt.

01:02:09	[no question] She talked about how she advocated graduate education, which could use small amounts of money to make a big impact.

01:03:25	[no question] Kornblatt returned to the question of how humanities faculty perceived themselves—she thought it had changed from them thinking themselves underclass citizens to everyone being underfunded. She took credit for raising awareness in this regard, though inconsistencies still existed, such as summer funding for grad students. 

01:06:48	Question: When you were interim, how did you balance teaching and administration? Answer: She said it was difficult because she was still chair of the Slavic dept and the family got a dog, but that first year she didn’t teach (and missed it). She remarked that in the beginning she was very organized about separating her work, though she had dissertators and a book she was working on. One difficult thing was that she often had to leave earlier than the older men whose kids were grown, and she had obligations. Later, meetings were held earlier, which conflicted less with the Sabbath, etc.

01:12:25	Question: When did you take the position permanently? Answer: She knew fairly early she enjoyed the work, so she told Martin by winter break that she would continue. She stipulated that a search should be made, which would be fair and give her legitimacy, and that she couldn’t continue as chair, which made her feel guilty. She remained active, but in recent years, she had even worked less in the department because they constantly came to her with petty questions.

01:15:21	Question: So by summer 1999 you had the position? Answer: Yes. She talked about what a 50% appointment meant in terms of teaching, research, national responsibi-lities, and saying no. Follow up: Would you make it 100% appt.? Answer: No, because she felt it important to keep a research profile both for yourself and others. Because of this, she was able to get a project assistant; but faculty still somehow consider administrators “them” rather than “us.”

01:20:37	Question: Talk about Virginia “Ginger” Henshaw. Answer: Kornblatt talked about her perceptions of Henshaw before she became associate dean—that she was a “doer” and kept Grad School priorities at the forefront. As an associate dean working with Henshaw, she described her as energetic but erratic. She recalled that Henshaw was not easy to work for—personality conflicts, her misunderstanding of arts/humanities, her misunderstanding of UW Press, etc. She related how Henshaw once denigrated how humanities papers were presented. Follow up: Was she predisposed against the humanities? Answer: She just thought she didn’t understand their value.

01:27:28	[no question] Kornblatt discussed Henshaw’s energy and initiatives. Henshaw set up the Wisconsin Distinguished Graduate Fellowship—she thought this was a good idea because counter to popular opinion, it was possible to raise money for graduate education. She discussed fine grained problems with the way these fellowships were funded from UW Foundation and WARF. Regardless of these problems, the program was wildly successful, showing that people would give money to graduate education.

01:32:27	[no question] Continuing discussing WDGF, she noted that the program failed in that it compromised, garnering half of what people would have been willing to give, and suffered from the economic downturn. Similar to cluster hires, it was also a very high profile initiative. Question: How long was she dean? Answer: 5 years, partially because of discontent in other academic quarters, much of which fell on Martin Cadwallader. So after 5 years, after failing to move up, she moved on.

01:36:31	[no question] Complementing Cadwallader on his softspokenness, she remembered advising him to protect himself. For example, while on sabbatical, Henshaw kept inappropriately calling on him to attend meetings for her, etc. She remembered there being a lot of tension partially over her misunderstanding of the budget, which cemented bonds between associate deans, but not between them and her. While Kornblatt commended Henshaw’s commitment and energy, she questioned whether she was the right person for the job.

01:42:09	End of Third Interview Session

Interview Session 4 (September 4, 2009): Digital file 
Time	Keywords

00:00:00	 Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction

00:00:18	Question: Talk about Wisconsin Alumni Research Foundation (WARF). Answer: After noting the centrality and uniqueness of WARF, she discussed how Steenbock set up the foundation separate from the state budget. She said the mechanism for returning funds to UW was historically through the Graduate School, but special projects—including WDGF—had later taken over more than half of WARF funds. She talked about discussions about how to distribute the funds.

00:05:23	Question: Who is the gatekeeper to the WARF board? Answer: The chancellor sits on the board (and is sometimes a trustee) but the dean of the Grad School prepares the budget. Also, funds from WARF have not increased as quickly as need or as outside funding. She talked about the implications of the administrative structure of WARF and its connection to cluster hires, etc. She expressed her gratitude for WARF and her belief that keeping its vision of establishing a margin of excellence was important.

00:10:58	Question: Do you think WARF’s budget will ever be subsumed into the UW budget? Answer: She said as a separate institution it couldn’t be subsumed, but its funds could be used differently, which would dilute the vision. Follow up: Has WARF single handedly made UW the research institution it is? Answer: She said all the factors work together—UW has attracted many top-notch scholars, but WARF helps keep them at UW. She also talked about how WARF’s values reflect the Wisconsin Idea.

00:14:21	Question: Do you or M. Cadwallader meet with the WARF board regularly? Answer: Yes, though the amount of input the board wants ebbs and flows. The Grad School did submit reports to WARF, but it wasn’t a micromanagement relationship—she talked about the creative tension between WARF and the Grad School. 

00:17:05	Question: If a major researcher wanted a significant gift, would they come to you? Answer: Ideally yes, so that they can take it to the chancellor to discuss special projects with WARF. WARF gifts fund these kinds of projects and also retention of high-profile faculty. She talked about a crisis of whether WARF funds should go toward start-up costs for research or for retention of established faculty.

00:20:45	Question: Talk about how the Graduate School has changed. Answer: Kornblatt remembered being curious how her routine would change when Cadwallader became dean—but instead he became a broader advisor to her. She talked about the sense of inclusion and collaboration in the Grad School because he treated every person’s interests as important; and also the transparency he brought to the budget process.

00:25:36	Question: Yes, the Grad School had the reputation of being a “closed shop”? Answer: She said even when she came, she felt that—just to work on precedent. She talked about the ongoing process of trying to open up the workings of the Grad School—reporting processes, website information, etc., though there was still misunderstand-ding. Follow up: Do requests come directly to you? Answer: Yes, associate deans both assign funding, but also try to advise junior faculty. Follow up: Do you go to college meetings? Answer: Sometimes, if they’re asked or if there’s a special project.

00:30:55	[no question] Kornblatt talked about why her role changed from associate dean of arts and humanities to senior associate dean. She said that when Joanne Berg moved from associate director in the Grad School to interim registrar, she agreed to temporarily fill her role, which looked after graduate education (which had gotten somewhat overlooked in the Grad School with its emphasis on research).

00:34:44	[no question] During the year when she was doing Berg’s job, she got a good idea for changes that needed to take place in that office; so after an unsuccessful search for a 100% administrator, they decided to move this role under the purview of the assoc. dean for administration. After experimenting with that, they decided that an academic staff member needed to focus on the connection with the faculty, and she applied for that 75% position. She again talked about the importance of remaining a teacher.

00:38:32	[no question] Kornblatt felt fortunate to have been successful in the position of senior assoc. dean; she felt proud that the morale of the staff in graduate education was high. Follow up: Talk about some of the initiatives you saw through. Answer: She said her philosophy was to include as many people as possible, and gave the example of Advanced Opportunity Program, which had stalled in previous years. 

00:41:14	[no question] She talked about how, using the engineering school model, she extended GRS programs across UW in order to fund and create community for excellent low income or minority grad students (and use AOF funds better). Follow up: Did you start this with the dean? Answer: She reiterated her inclusiveness, citing series of conversations with assoc. deans, school deans, the director of engineering GRS, and faculty. She discussed the importance of changing faculty mindsets

00:46:56	[no question] She also talked about promoting a change in mindset that was leading a change in process surrounding the relationship between programs (which are increas-ingly interdepartmental and intercollege) and depts. She had pushed for a move away from graduate depts. to graduate programs, which followed natural growth in UW.

00:52:07	Question: Is there resistance in this from the departments? Answer: She responded that the Grad School doesn’t deal with depts, but with programs, because dept funding is a L&S issue, for example. She talked about the need for a dialogue between the older disciplines and new interdisciplinary programs in a way that benefited UW as a whole. Follow up: Is this trend accelerating? Answer: Yes, though she said it was not the Grad School’s role to start programs, but to incubate them.

00:55:57	[no question] Kornblatt and Lange discussed several examples of how the Graduate School might incubate, rather than start, graduate programs. She noted the incremental nature of this, talked a bit about Jewish Studies, and remarked that when the Grad School articulated its vision, they focused on the incubation element. 

00:59:50	Follow up: Where is the Grad School now? Answer: She thought that it was at a cross roads. She sensed a destabilization that could cause morale to take a downturn. She talked in some detail about the changing links between the Grad School and the chancellor’s office and university administration as a whole. The result of this complex system was that Kornblatt’s role was similar to a Graduate School Dean’s in a school where graduate education and research were split.

01:06:07	[no question] She though that Chancellor Martin’s vision is based on a model in which graduate education and research were split administratively, while UW’s model connected them intimately. She thought this disconnect endangered the Grad School’s vision, and that history showed that the rhetoric used by the new chancellor didn’t accurately portray the state of the Grad School’s structure.

01:11:19	[no question] Continuing responding to the chancellor’s and Provost De Luca’s rhetoric, she noted that De Luca was interested primarily in research, which she feared would hurt arts and humanities and graduate education. She feared the process rather than the product of a split between research and education—that shared governance was being dismantled and the faculty wasn’t being heard.

01:15:00	[no question] She also questioned what would happened with the WARF gift if research was spun off from the Graduate School. She thought it should remain in the Graduate School in order to retain its vision, but was worried that it wouldn’t. She talked about the difference between the University Committee’s slower proceedings on the issue and the chancellor’s desire to move quickly to change. She also didn’t understand how the new research office would be structured within the university.

01:18:48	[no question] Kornblatt raised other important questions about moving research from the Grad School to an independent office—HR/accounting/IT, which are in the Grad School? the AD structure? She felt fortunate that her staff would retain much of the same function, but others probably wouldn’t. Follow up: This is a big change. Answer Yes, but she was worried more for the degrading of shared governance across the campus. Follow up: Were you and Martin consulted by the chancellor? Answer: No.

01:24:05	Question: So the concern is the quality of research? Answer: Not just research—she posited that shared governance had contributed to the ‘magic’ at UW-M, which was not true everywhere. Follow up: Has shared governance been weakening over the years? Answer: She didn’t know, though she thought it waxed and waned at times. She talked about the constant tension between centralization and decentralization at UW, and the complexities of contemporary academic compliance.

01:29:33	Question: Return to the WARF money—does power follow money? Answer: She thought it could matter a great deal if the $20-30 million WARF grant were moved to the provost’s office. Follow up: This money allows the Grad School to influence the direction of the university? Answer: Yes, through individual researchers, but she said the Grad School, directed by faculty, takes this very seriously. She talked about the rewards of the mentoring process of being on the research committee.

01:32:53	Follow up: It strengthens UW faculty as a whole. Answer: It also allows people to collaborate across colleges, which would be impossible in a more insular system.

01:34:46	Question: Is this issue a good argument to hire a home-grown chancellor? Answer: She actually thought it was time for an outside voice, but hoped that that person was willing to learn the local culture. Follow up: How does this compare to Shalala’s years? Answer: She didn’t know her that well, but knew that she saw herself as the external face of UW (to the legislature) and hired David Ward to deal with the internal workings. Wiley muddied this clear-cut division between chancellor and provost, and Kornblatt wondered if there was value in clarifying it again by fiat.

01:39:50	Question: What would this change mean for the Graduate School? Answer: She again thought that the Grad School was just the “first salvo” against shared governance. She recognized that there were new opportunities that could be opened up by it, but the uncertainty and waiting of it were hard. Follow up: So the problem is the imposition of a structure and loss of income? Answer: Not just income, but also respect and auth-ority on campus—the “value added” was the influence they have on UW’s direction.

01:44:31	End of Fourth Interview Session

Interview Session 5 (October 12, 2009): Digital file 
Time	Keywords

00:00:00	 Start of Interview/Interviewer’s Introduction

00:00:23	Question: Any further comment on changes in WARF allocations? Answer: She reviewed some of what she’d said before about her fears about the process (denigration of shared governance) and the product. She said she was a bit calmer about this since the last interview because others had stepped forward to debate the issue. She discussed a Faculty Senate resolution in the works to slow the process down enough to get faculty involved in the decision, and responses to this resolution.

00:05:33	Question: Will a yes-vote in the Senate be perceived as a rebuke? Answer: “I suspect so.” She said it eased her mind though and assumed that everyone had UW’s interests at heart. She also talked about the “product”—where the Grad School centers would go, accounting/HR/IT, and where the WARF research committee would go. 


00:09:28	Follow up: Does WARF have any say? Answer: No, not really, though Chancellor Martin wanted more authority regarding relations with the WARF board. She said the original WARF documents indicated that the Grad School was the distribution center, but there was room for interpretation and the climate seemed to be changing.

00:12:17	Question: Do you fear there’s a decline in faculty governance? Answer: She did share that fear. She didn’t see a 1 to 1 correspondence between the Grad School structure and success in research, but she thought there definitely was a connection she feared would be lost. She talked about how shared governance defined UW, made it better, and fostered institutional loyalty. Follow up: Do you think segments would support this change? Answer: Yes, if they knew what the change was. By the time of the interview, it was still unclear what details of the radical change would be. 

00:18:28	Question: How do you assess Chancellor Martin’s impact on UW? Answer: She talked about the positive impact on an outside perspective—for example, emphasis on university public relations, undergrad education (Madison Initiative)—but the nega-tive impact of her impatience and lack of respect for shared governance. Follow up: Is she a top-down leader? Answer: Yes, and very interested in hierarchy of power. She feared that Martin appealed to groups on campus who didn’t see the broader picture of eroding shared governance, but understood the appeal of her public persona.

00:24:15	Question: Have you and Cadwallader been consulted on the changes in research? Answer: Informed maybe, but not consulted.

00:25:14	Question: What do you see in UW’s future? Answer: After remarking about her positive experience at UW, she said she thought it would continue to morph and thrive and be a strong institution. But she talked about the disruptiveness of short and medium-term changes. She was excited about younger faculty in her department and the direction of including more heritage speakers in the major.Follow up:  Who are the new faculty? Answer: Irina Shevelenko and Karen Evans-Romaine, who Kornblatt hoped would be able to do some administration as older scholars retired.

00:30:36	[no comment] Speaking about changes in UW as a whole, she thought the changes were major but not permanent. She spoke of a declining sense of commitment to the institution, but thought things went in cycles. Follow up: Do you think UW will drop into the second-tier? Answer: She didn’t think that there was one “tipping point” for a university, but parts excelled and declined. 

00:33:36	Question: What about the Graduate School? Answer: She thought that many aspects of graduate education had been strengthened during her tenure, and noted that much of the strength or weakness depended on individuals, who change all the time. Follow up: Is it impossible to regain reputation once it’s lost? Answer: She didn’t think UW would ever slip so far as to be beyond regaining its reputation—she didn’t think it hung on one researcher.

00:38:55	Question: Are younger faculty less willing to participate in university service? Answer: She said she’d seen the difficulty of getting people to serve on key commit-tees, but posited multiple causes that probably contributed to it. She speculated that most decline happened in the middle term, and that people who eventually serve in key positions come to UW for a variety of reasons.

00:43:12	Question: Does it trouble you that UW has essentially become a much more privately-funded university? Answer: She wished the state’s support would increase, but was more worried about its increasing restrictions on the university.

00:45:40	Question: Talk about your personal plans. Answer: She said that she felt she’d done a lot as an academic and enjoyed her life in academia, so she’d started wondering about retiring early and moving to another place. She discussed her many health problems over the years, and her realization of how important a good nurse was, so she’d decided that nursing could be an exciting and difference-making change of lifestyle. She said she was taking classes and looking at options, but that she wouldn’t necessarily need to end her career as a Slavist.

00:52:25	Follow up: This choice was a personal one, not a reaction to your environment? Answer: Yes, and she didn’t want to be perceived as abandoning a sinking ship—she talked about taking a sabbatical and finishing her Slavic languages duties as well as the nuts and bolts of taking classes and getting the degree. Follow up: What’s the time frame? Answer: She thought three years from the interview. Follow up: Have you met with the nursing school? Answer: Yes, they’d been encouraging.

00:56:11	Follow up: Is teaching in the nursing school in the back of your mind? Answer: Not really—she thought she needed experience to teach nursing and didn’t see herself doing research in nursing. Question: Doesn’t it seem funny for a talented academic to switch disciplines? Answer: She hoped she was talented in more than one field and would be able to keep up with Slavic studies. Question: Will you miss being associate dean? Answer: She thought she would be able to be an effective leader in other areas.

01:00:41	End of Fifth Interview Session

End of Interview # 1003
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