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Abstract

This case study explored curriculum development in a complex university, providing a cultural
analysis of a largely hidden process: the creation of new degree programs. The primary research question
guiding the study was: How do members of a curriculum development team understand and accomplish
their work? The study examined the work of academic program development through a culture and
cognition lens, seeking to identify cognitive frames that tacitly shaped the committee’s process and
decision making, and utilizing sensitizing concepts from expectations states theory, to examine the role of
status hierarchy and performance expectations in group processes and decision-making. Data came from
observations of team meetings during a 16-month period and individual interviews with team members.

Findings suggest that while the curriculum team benefitted from positive leadership and
camaraderie, they lacked needed institutional support for developing new academic programs. The
analysis supported theoretical assumption that socially weighted status characteristics (i.e., faculty rank
and professional roles) shaped patterns of interaction and influence in this task-focused group. Variations
in members’ motivation appeared to influence the nature and extent of members’ participation. The
committee’s processes were strongly influenced by multiple deans inside and outside the unit through the
organizational hierarchy.

The analysis identified several cognitive frames that tacitly shaped the committee’s process and
decision making. The frame of “parallel process” organized the committee’s thinking about their work,
allowing them to develop a program proposal while planning the launching the program. The frame of
“quality trumps innovation” reflected a stated prioritization of academic quality while managing
expectations regarding innovativeness. The cognitive frame of “in-the-moment conceptions of imagined

students” revealed inconsistent, fluctuating, and conflicting views of students due to a lack of evidence-



based discussion of student development, diversity and attributes. Additional cognitive frames reflected
the committee’s confidence in their process but also their avoidance of warning signs that the time frame
for launching the program was too ambitious.

Building on these frames and the analysis of status hierarchy, integrative themes included
“extrapolation of expertise,” which captured the committee’s perceptions of its knowledge and experience
as extending to areas that were not, in actuality, well understood; and a “mirage of faculty control of the
curriculum,” which orchestrated faculty buy-in and thus upheld the belief that faculty own the decisions,
process and enactment of degree programs. The committee could be construed, alternatively, as an
organizational change lever, a mechanism to enact the will of deans, or as fulfilling an organizational
need to move a particular agenda forward while giving that agenda legitimacy and credibility.
Implications of this study suggest a reimagining of academic program development in higher education to
include multiple sources of expertise commensurate with its complexity and resources and support
commensurate with its centrality. Awareness of cognitive frames and status differences that shape
committee work may lead to approaches that unlock creativity, maximize the benefits of diverse teams,
and open the process to include more voices and new methods. By recognizing three intertwined
elements: curriculum design, course development, and organizational systems that enact the curriculum,

we can move academic program development away from outdated approaches and into the 21st century.



Chapter 1. Introduction

Scholars have come far in their efforts to understand critical issues in higher education
including college access, recruitment, retention, persistence, teaching and learning, student
engagement, and student development. However, research on the curriculum - the center of
higher education itself - has received less attention (Lattuca & Stark, 2009). As a result of
research advances and investment in professional practices, areas such as recruitment, retention
and persistence benefit from expansive research and well-tested professional practice methods.
Yet, as demands for more and faster curricular change increase, curriculum development
methods - and assumptions - have remained largely the same. The primary method for
curriculum development in traditional colleges and universities is the curriculum committee; a
group of faculty members at the program, department, school or college level which presides
over curriculum decisions and plans, from course prerequisites to grading policies, from
curriculum design to evaluation, and from curriculum reform to new academic program
development. A prevailing assumption around curriculum development is that faculty know how
to do it.

While many faculty members are good teachers, or learn to be good teachers, most
faculty are not taught about course design, pedagogy, or assessment of student learning as they
achieve the PhD in their discipline or field of study and undertake their careers. Likewise, most
faculty have little preparation for academic program curriculum design and development, or in

how to navigate these processes in the context of a complex university. Staff members assigned



to curriculum development teams are often there to provide administrative support or to give
insight on specific topics such as program marketing or career services. Administrators and
faculty often underestimate the time and effort involved in curriculum development work.

In reality, academic program development involves not only a curriculum plan, course
design, and program objectives - each difficult to achieve in and of itself. It also involves
decisions and plans for enrollment management, budget forecasting, marketing and recruitment,
admissions, prerequisite courses, academic advising, academic support, course scheduling,
experiential learning, and career services. In addition, admissions criteria, academic standards
and rules (such as grading, incomplete courses, etc.), instructional coverage (often including
faculty hiring) and staffing plans (often including staff hiring) require careful attention. The
process of curriculum development also involves managing relationships, collaborations and
communications, and leading cultural and organizational change. The timing, interaction and
coordination of these many factors are important to both the development and implementation of
new academic programs.

The paradox that | observed in my own professional practice, which includes working
with faculty curriculum committees engaged in curriculum development and change over a
ten-year period, is that higher education leaders expect that faculty members know how to
engage in and lead curriculum development work, while in reality, many do not. Faculty and
administrators alike tend to think the work is more straightforward than it is in reality. | have
worked with numerous faculty who experienced significant stress while leading or serving on a
curriculum committee, especially when the work involved significant curriculum reform or new
program development. At times things went well, and other times they did not; in those cases,

significant effort ended in stalemate or minimal change; or a significant change was made only



to face major obstacles in implementation. When | described my dissertation topic to a visiting
professor presenting on campus, he visibly shuddered, and immediately recounted the terrible
experience he had as an assistant professor serving on a curriculum committee in his prestigious,
well-resourced university. An anomaly, perhaps? | think not.

While it is uncommon to see news about curriculum development failures, a Chronicle of
Higher Education article, “How UT-Austin’s Bold Plan for Reinvention Went Belly-Up,” (Ellis,
2019) did just that. The UT-Austin Development Office highlighted the expansive initiative’s
vision with a Star Trek angle: “Project 2021 will explore new technologies, seek out better ways
of teaching and learning, and boldly go where no university has gone before in the development
of next-generation undergraduate programs.” The University President stated that half of
students on campus could enroll in a redesigned program in 5 years. Two years later, a new
Provost ended the initiative, citing lack of clear goals, little progress, and budget constraints. The
psychology professor who led Project 2021 had significant leadership and curriculum
development experience; he had been a department chair for nine years and had navigated
launching a successful massive online course. Ellis (2019 writes, “He thought he understood how
the university worked. After hundreds of hours of meetings, he realized he was wrong. ‘I didn’t
know anything about how the university functioned,” he remarked.”

One striking aspect of this story is the derailing of a significant curriculum innovation
due in part by a conversation the project leader had with the University Registrar, who indicated
that the complex and aging technical system underpinning course registration would make
moving to a “fractional credit” option for short courses untenable. With the President behind a
huge effort to reinvent key aspects of the curriculum, why not tackle the problem of information

technology and credit-counting? Although the issue of fractional credits removed an innovative



idea from the project, the change in university leadership and the complexity of the campus
combined with the scale and scope of the project brought the overall initiative to a halt.

The Chronicle article was well grounded, claiming “the story of the program’s rise and
fall, based on more than 20 interviews and a review of emails, reports, and other documents,
shows how universities too often pursue the elusive act of transformation: promising too much
while investing too little” (Ellis, 3/3/2019). It shed light on the experience of staff and faculty
involved in the project and the layers of bureaucracy impeding the process. Reader comments
reflected some of the experiences and perspectives they brought to the topic, yet did not identify
the underlying cultural structures that not only impacted UT-Austin, but impact all of higher
education.

UT-Austin President Gregg Fenve’s opinion article (Fenve, 2019) in response to the
stories about his campus pointed to the need for bold innovation and that part of innovation is
learning and redirecting efforts. He ties the situation up neatly as a story of a campus that did
something bold, realized where it needed adjustment, and ultimately achieved multiple
innovations, though not on the scale initially proposed. What he does, also, is use his status to re-
tell the story in a way that supports the image he wants his university to portray; innovative yet
fiscally responsible. Neither the article nor the responses to it identify the very large elephant in
the room — that current culture and systems on campuses across the country need a major
overhaul to support and strengthen academic curriculum development now and in the future.

Few would argue that academia is a strongly hierarchical system, with elaborate
delineation of rank and role, position and power, as well as what some refer to as a caste system
between faculty and staff with staff members secondary to faculty members. Many people in

academia (both faculty and staff), however, hold highly specific areas of expertise, and



specialized expertise is a salient aspect of power. When we go to the dentist, we trust s/he is right
in telling us we need a new crown. When we go to a mechanic, we might worry we are being
told we need a $600 repair rather than a $30 repair, but we are in a tight spot to argue if we do
not know about car engines. Depending on our view of situations and the people we are
interacting with, we have different perceptions of our influence and control in any particular
context. Did the UT-Austin faculty member leading the change effort defer to the expertise of the
Registrar rather than advocate for change? Did the President’s re-cast of the reform project
reflect reality or reframe it?

Long ago, faculty roles extended across many aspects of student life, such as supervision
of students in residential housing, registration, and student conduct. As higher education
expanded both in terms of fields of knowledge and wider access in the 1900s, faculty roles
increasingly focused on teaching and research, with professional staff roles evolving across
many higher education functions including admissions, academic services, student affairs,
development, research administration and more (Thelin, 2013). While faculty expertise continues
to be essential to curriculum development -- in particular for content knowledge -- there is a gap
in university systems and support for fast-evolving curricula, curriculum innovations, and new
academic program development. Faculty remain steadfast in their desire to control the
development of the curriculum. Yet how can faculty have real agency and control over a process

and system in which they have little knowledge, experience, and expertise?

Context

From the founding of the first European University, the University of Bologna, in 1088, it
was hundreds of years before new models of universities began to emerge, and they did so

roughly once a century (Glisczinski, 2007). The British model emerged in the 19th century with



an emphasis on liberal education and developing character, followed by the German model at the
end of the 19th century which established academic freedom and freedom of learning while
introducing research as a key component in addition to teaching (Bastedo, 2011; Glisczinski,
2007; Rudolph 1977). The 20th century American model blended the British and German
models, with an undergraduate curriculum focused on liberal education and a research-oriented
graduate education (Bastedo, 2011; Glisczinski, 2007; Rudolph, 1977). During the 20th century
there were shifts from rapid expansion to diversification and a market-driven system.
Economical education and technology transfer emerged at the dawn of the knowledge economy.
With the rate of change quickening in the world around us, new model(s) of higher education
curricula are emerging more rapidly (Glisczinski, 2007).

Thelin (2013) provided a thoughtful summary of key trends and developments in higher
education since 1960. While he portrayed American higher education as mainly successful and
more capable of change than often credited, he stated: "My central argument is that in the United
States our ability to build structures and policies that provide access to higher education
surpassed our abilities to then provide subsequent attention and effectiveness in the substance
and innards of undergraduate education..." (Thelin, 2013, p. 106). Multiple national reports and
expert analyses have lamented the lack of innovation, coherence, and evidence of impact in
higher education curricula (Bastedo, 2011; Lattuca & Stark, 2009).

However, it would be incorrect to suggest that higher education institutions have not
made significant changes in their curricula; there have been numerous shifts and innovations
over time (Bastedo, 2011). The nature and content of general education, the increase in
specialization as indicated by the growth in major fields of study, and movements such as

interdisciplinary education and experiential education exemplify some of these changes



(Bastedo, 2011). There have been numerous periods in history during which the field of higher
education was under pressure to become more accountable for student learning and student
outcomes (Lattuca & Stark, 2009). However, calls for reform and accountability have intensified
in recent decades, as higher education shifted from elite to mass education, and has moved
towards universal education in the midst of the information revolution and globalization
(Barnett, 2002; Glisczinski, 2007; Luddeke, 1999).

The press for change in higher education curricula belies the challenges institutions have
with making it happen. Curriculum decision-making is complex and influenced by numerous
internal and external factors (Lattuca & Stark, 2009). Many of these factors relate to
organizational culture, which, according to Tierney (2008) "reflects what is done, how it is done,
and who is involved in doing it (and) concerns decisions, actions, and communication on both an
instrumental and symbolic level" (Tierney, 2008, p.3). According to Cameron, Quinn, et al
(2006, p. 5), "Understanding organizational culture is important because it is the single largest
factor that inhibits organizational improvement and change.” Cultural factors identified as
important in the curriculum decision-making literature include interest groups, power,
leadership, collaboration, disciplinary differences, faculty dynamics, generational differences,
faculty rank/role, institutional climate, and resistance to change (Briggs et al, 2003; Conrad,
1978; Harper & Lattuca, 2010; Lattuca & Stark, 1994; Oliver & Hyun, 2011; Stark et al, 1997).

Curriculum decision-making processes at the program level are typically sporadic and
rather hidden, primarily handled in committees and task forces at the departmental and
school/college levels (Harper & Lattuca, 2010; Lattuca & Stark, 2009; Luddeke, 1999; Stark et
al, 1997). While limited in number, the studies that have examined curriculum development

teams have found they can build a shared sense of mission, cooperative behavior, mutual respect,



and trust (Oliver & Hyun, 2011), yet can be fraught with politics, interest groups, and power
struggles (Briggs et al, 2003; Conrad & Pratt, 1983, 1978; Dubrow, 2004; Oliver & Hyun, 2011).
Research indicates that efforts to significantly change or innovate the curriculum can result in
compromise that brings only incremental change, or in significant change that diminishes
collegiality, or both (Conrad & Pratt,1978, 1983; Dubrow, 2004; Stark et al, 1997). To advance
capacity for curricular innovation and reform, we need to better understand the curriculum
decision-making process, especially the organizational infrastructure and institutional culture that
drives the process. Further research examining the inner workings of curriculum committees
could increase our understanding of how these groups operate, and their role and impact on

curriculum development efforts.

Statement of the Problem

It stands to reason that the press for reform and accountability in the college curriculum
would lead institutions, schools, colleges and departments to invest in on-going, multifaceted
curricular planning and innovation efforts. However, research suggests the opposite. Externally
mandated curriculum reform is often pro-forma and few departments and institutions have
developed expertise in curriculum decision-making processes (Briggs, Stark & Rowland-
Poplowski, 2003; Harper & Lattuca, 2010). Faculty members are less inclined to invest in
program or institutional level planning than in changes to their own courses and indicate a dislike
for curriculum planning (Lattuca & Stark, 2009; Stark, Lowther, Malcolm, Sharp, & Arnold,
1997). Provosts had difficulty identifying departments that fit the criteria of "continuous
planning” when requested to do so for a curriculum research study (Briggs et al, 2003). Teaching
and learning centers on college campuses typically focus on course design or re-design and

instructional methods rather than academic program design or development (Wolf, 2007),



leaving faculty and administrators with few supports for curriculum planning and
implementation efforts.

The prevailing process of curriculum development and specifically, new academic
program planning, leaves faculty and higher education administrators alike with little knowledge
about the process and impact of such curriculum decision-making on the teaching and learning
environment, or about the benefits and challenges that curriculum planning affords the
individuals, departments, and institutions that engage in it. The rapid growth of knowledge and
technology in society along with increasing competition and demands for accountability in
higher education create added pressure for curriculum development and reform in post-
secondary education (Bastedo, 2011; Glisczinski, 2007).

Curriculum development and reform occur at the program, department, school, college
and institutional levels. Whether organized as disciplinary working groups, department, school
or college committees, general education task forces or university initiatives, a committee
structure with a chair or co-chairs and representative members serves as the primary vehicle for
decisions about academic curricula (Lattuca, 2009). Yet the curriculum committee in higher
education has been a largely unexamined, unquestioned and unchanged modus operandi of
curriculum decision-making for over a hundred years. Meanwhile, many, if not most academic
programs have not advanced their capability to support an agile, innovative, and accountable
curriculum (Bastedo, 2011; Lattuca & Stark, 2009). By the early 2000s, curriculum scholars
were already noting that this seemed unsustainable, given the need for universities to be
responsive to a fast-changing environment. The advent of for-profit institutions and massive
open online courses made clear the need for rapid change and flexible curricular structures. Calls

for innovation in higher education practices have not led to widespread change. How might an



in-depth study of academic program development in a university setting help to identify the

constraints as well as the affordances of a typical curriculum development committee’s work?

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of my research was to better understand how a curriculum development
team accomplishes its work: what is involved in doing the work and how members of the
committee understand, engage in and complete the work. To provide sufficient depth in this
endeavor, | conducted a single-site case study, observing meetings of a curriculum development
team over a period of 16 months and conducting individual interviews with team members. This
case study inquiry provided an opportunity to observe and analyze the organizational and
cultural forces underlying a process of curriculum development and decision-making. It provided
access and insight to a primarily hidden function that is nonetheless central to higher education
broadly and ultimately, to the quality of students’ educational experiences.

In my professional work, | served as director of admissions and student affairs in an
academic unit within a large research university. As part of my work, | supported and
contributed to curriculum committees over a ten-year period. | observed and participated in many
discussions and decisions with these committees. | was involved with committees that developed
new academic degree programs, restructured existing program requirements, and some that were
conducting more “regular” business of course proposal reviews, policy revision, and other
curricular matters. When | returned to school for a PhD in higher education administration, |
decided I wanted to better understand the work of curriculum development teams. | wanted to
make this “hidden” work more visible and help others understand the role and impact of these

working groups. | also wanted to encourage more discussions and research about how curriculum

10



development and decision making occurs, how it might change and how the systems and support
for this essential activity could be improved.

Rather than focus on the curriculum teams in the academic unit in which | worked, |
observed a curriculum team in a setting outside of my workplace. This allowed me to utilize the
informed perspective of my professional experience, while maintaining a more objective lens to
conduct the case study. While a few curriculum groups declined my request to observe their
meetings, citing concerns for ensuring the privacy of their discussions, | was fortunate to find a
group who supported my research. I became a fly on the wall in this team’s meetings over 16
months, and through individual interviews, collected the team members’ perspectives on their
own experience with this process. | observed their interactions, discussions and decision making
in relation to their work as a team and in relation to their individual roles and contributions. I
looked for patterns in how they were thinking about and understanding their work (what
Bensimon, 2005 refers to as cognitive frames). | explored how status characteristics such as role,
rank, gender, race, skills and experience impacted their interactions and contributions and how

influences from outside the committee impacted their team and process.

Research Questions

This study addressed the overarching question: How do members of a curriculum team
understand and accomplish their work? Additional questions guiding the study included:
1. What cognitive frames does the curriculum team demonstrate or develop that shape and
focus their work?
2. How do the curriculum team leader (committee chair) and others in leadership roles
outside the committee shape and influence the curriculum team’s work?

3. How do curriculum team members perceive, shape and influence the team’s process?

11



Significance

The contributions of this study are fourfold. First, my dissertation contributes to the
curriculum development literature in higher education. Multiple researchers including Lattuca
(2009) and Conrad (1983) have called for more evidence-based curriculum development practice
that attends to multiple aspects of curriculum in its context. Bordage and Harris (2011) make a
case for grounding curricular reform efforts with theory and research, and for incorporating
assessment efforts into the reform process in a way that will help inform the field of curriculum
development overall. They also call for effective implementation strategies for reform, drawing
on organizational literature to emphasize the importance of intentional efforts from the
composition and process of curricular design groups, to the involvement of stakeholders, to the
leadership that provides support for reform in order for change to be successful and enduring.
This dissertation is one-step in addressing this need.

Moreover, this study is one of the few qualitative examinations of curriculum
development work that relies primarily on observation of a curriculum development committee’s
meetings over time, augmented by individual interviews with committee members. Other
qualitative studies of curriculum development have relied on interviews alone (Conrad, 1978),
observation at national meetings where curriculum teams were assembled combined with
interviews (Kezar, 2015) or have involved participant-observation (Oliver and Hyun, 2011). |
have sought to open the closed doors of the curriculum development committee so that the
realities of curriculum development work can be better understood. As an exploratory study and
as a single site case study, this research seeks to identify processes and activities of theoretical
interest that can inform future studies of curriculum development while making visible to faculty

and administrators how such processes and activities can affect professional practice.
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The study brings a cognition and culture lens (Bensimon and Neumann, 1993; DiMaggio,
1997; Ridgeway, 2006) to the study of curriculum development, focusing on the work of a
curriculum team as a cultural process. In addition to themes depicting the committee’s process, it
identifies cognitive frames that serve to shape and screen the team’s thinking, areas of focus, and
decision-making, incorporating Bensimon and Neumann’s perspective of teams as cultures
(Bensimon & Neumann, 1993) and Bensimon’s (2005) discussion of cognitive frames. Drawing
from the social psychology arm of the culture and cognition literature, this study also introduces
sensitizing concepts from Expectations States Theory for use in qualitative analysis.
Expectations States Theory comes from a body of experimental research that explains status
hierarchies, or the power and prestige patterns, of task-focused groups (Correll & Ridgeway,
2003). The more commonly known theory of stereotype threat, which explains how identity
status can impact individual performance, is an extension of expectations states theory.
Examining the work of a curriculum team in terms of power and prestige structure supports my
effort for a deeper, cultural understanding of how the team approached and conducted its work.

Thirdly, my dissertation provides insights that stand to benefit professional practice. The
findings of this case study have implications for how members of a curriculum team are selected,
how the team is oriented to its work, what experts are consulted and involved, what issues are
addressed, and how experience on a curriculum team can benefit individual members’ learning
and professional development. It provides insights that could lead to new ways of approaching
curriculum development and decision-making that are more inclusive than the existing
curriculum committee structures often afford. Moreover, given that committees are a common
decision-making structure used across many functional areas of our universities, my findings

suggest the critical importance of advancing efforts to reduce status inequities among faculty and
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professional staff (and across faculty rank and other status characteristics such as gender).
Finally, examining how the committee’s thought processes shape their work can increase
intentionality by helping teams understand and navigate issues and barriers while augmenting

beneficial and effective approaches.

Definition of Terms

In my dissertation, | use the terms “curriculum planning,” "curriculum development,”
"curriculum change," and “curriculum decision-making.” The terms curriculum planning,
curriculum development and curriculum change pervade the literature and are often used
synonymously with examination of decision-making processes. The literature often approaches
planning, development, change, and innovation as proxies for decision-making. A clear
definition of curriculum has been elusive (Lattuca & Stark, 2009).

Some define curriculum as the set of courses students take to receive a degree, while
others view it as the overall learning experience that a college or program provides, both in and
out of the classroom (Lattuca & Stark, 2009). Lattuca and Stark (2009) describe the curriculum
as an academic plan that includes the following elements: "purposes, content, sequence, learners,
instructional processes, instructional resources, evaluation, and adjustment” (Lattuca & Stark,
2009, pp 4-5). Germane to this study, the academic plan concept affords a view of curriculum
development and change at many levels; changes can occur in courses, in a sequence of courses
in an academic program, in a set of academic requirements or structures across many academic
programs, or in the entire educational experience a college or university offers. Also relevant to
this study, the academic plan concept recognizes that the elements of the academic plan are

impacted by the surrounding sociocultural contexts, both internal (e.g. faculty, resources,

governance) to the organization and external (e.g. market forces, government, accrediting
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agencies) to it. Lattuca and Stark's academic plan model of the postsecondary curriculum
provides guidance on the elements essential to decisions about curriculum while emphasizing
"the influence of sociocultural and historical factors by embedding the academic plan in this
temporal context" (Lattuca & Stark, 2009, p. 6).

Culture is another difficult concept to define and that is central to my research focus.
Multiple researchers have noted the problem and the challenge of the multiple definitions and
conceptions of culture in the literature (Kezar, 2002; Sackmann, 1992; Tierney 2008, 1988).
Early conceptions of culture describe it as shaped by values (Weber, 1958; Parsons, 1937), and
later, as a "tool kit" (Swidler, 1985). The literature offers multiple conceptions of organizational
culture (Tierney, 2008; Sackmann, 1992) and of the existence and functions of subcultures
(Schein, 2004; Hofstede, 1998; Sackmann, 1992). Peterson and Spencer’s (1991) definition
emphasized shared values and beliefs, while Schein (2004) identified artifacts, espoused values,
and underlying assumptions as levels of cultural analysis. These conceptions do not provide an
understanding of the mechanisms of culture in action or the complexity of individuals'
interactions with the multiple contexts they inhabit through experiences, relationships, roles, and
organizational affiliations. My use of culture as a central aspect of the framework guiding my
dissertation does not rest on traditional conceptions of culture as deeply inhered within an
organization as a whole through shared norms and values. Rather, it draws from research at the
intersection of sociology and psychology which has evolved the understanding of culture from a
set of consistent and coherent values and norms within groups and across situations to a
repertoire of dynamic, contextually cued and mutually reinforcing interactions between the

individual and the sociocultural environment (DiMaggio & Markus, 2010; Markus & Kitayama,
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2010; Ridgeway, 2006; DiMaggio, 1997). It is this heterogeneous, dynamic, and contextual

definition of culture that underpins the thinking and conceptual framework of my dissertation.

Conceptual Framework
| I .

This case study is grounded in the body of theory and research on culture and cognition.
While the work of sociologists and psychologists has traditionally been in opposing domains,
with sociologists taking a humanistic approach to the study of groups, and psychologists taking a
positivist approach to the study of individuals (DiMaggio, 1997), a convergence between
sociology and psychology has developed related to the connections between culture and
cognition (DiMaggio, 1997, DiMaggio & Markus, 2010). A growing number of empirical studies
in social psychology have explored this connection, examining dimensions of culture such as
individualism vs. collectivism; the construction and perception of meaning; networks of
knowledge and mental structures; and cultural models or schemata (DiMaggio & Markus, 2010;
Kitayama & Cohen, 2007; Markus & Kitayama, 2010; Ridgeway, 2006).

The shift to a more complex view of culture has emerged from both fields, with
psychologists turning from behaviorism to recognizing the existence of mental models or
structures, and sociologists recognizing the individual dimensions of culture formation and
transmission (DiMaggio, 1997). As a result, individuals and the social systems they inhabit are
characterized by beliefs and understandings of appropriate and reasonable thoughts and behavior.
The emerging view of culture as explicit and implicit cultural patterns emphasizes that
individuals are not separate from their social contexts and that social contexts do not exist apart
from people. Social situations or contexts are the product of human activity, the repository of

previous psychological activity. Further, social situations do more than influence behavior. They
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constitute (as in create, make up, or establish) these psychological tendencies (DiMaggio &
Markus, 2010). Building on Swidler's (1985) "toolkit™ concept, cognitive psychologists have
provided evidence that people retain a large array of cultural material, much of which is
"untagged” until it is needed to make sense of a situation. Some cultural material clusters into
schemas that enable automatic response to situations, while some requires environmental cues to
be activated (DiMaggio, 1997; DiMaggio & Markus, 2010).

Teams as Cultures

My study draws inspiration from Bensimon and Neumann’s (1993) conceptualization of
teams as cultures, the functions of teams, and their conception of cognitive frame, which are
rooted in scholarly work on culture and cognition. To augment Bensimon and Neumann’s
(1993) attention to patterns of inclusion and influence, | also drew on sensitizing concepts from
Expectations States Theory (described shortly).

Bensimon (2005) and Bensimon and Neumann (1993; 1989) applied the concept of
cognitive frames, which they noted is alternatively referred to as lenses, mental maps, mental
models, images, and personal theories, as a means to examine team functions and leadership and
to understand the achievement gap in education. Cognitive frames operate to shape, screen, limit
or give attention to a wide variety of inputs and ideas that allow us to make sense of or interpret
situations, information, or events (Bensimon, 1989; Neumann, 1991). In depicting how
individual perceptions impact an organizational process or outcome, Bensimon (2005, p. 101)
describes cognitive frames as the interpretive frameworks through which individuals make sense
of phenomena:

“A cognitive frame is the way in which an individual understands a situation. Cognitive

frames can be understood as individuals’ conceptual maps that determine what questions

may be asked, what information is collected, how problems are defined, and what action
should be taken.”
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Using implicit theories of change as a mental model framework, Kezar, Gehrke, and
Elrod (2015) studied STEM curriculum reform teams on 11 campuses. Drawing from Connolly
and Seymour (2003), a theory of change is defined as “a predictive assumption about the
relationship between desired changes and the actions that may produce those changes” (Kezar,
Gehrke & Elrod, 2015). Through interpretive analysis of observations and interviews, they
identified implicit theories of change and then introduced interventions to determine if presenting
explicit change strategies or actual experience with the change process, or both, led to implicit
theories becoming explicit. Since many of those involved in the reform were new to the process,
it was assumed that their implicit (and often faulty) beliefs about how to enact change would
have a significant impact on their process. Presenting change strategies alone was not sufficient;
experiential activities (case studies, role plays, and simulations) and continued experience in with
their change processes led reformers to become aware of their implicit theories (Kezar et al,

2015).1

Bensimon’s description of cognitive frames appears more suitable for exploring issues
and patterns that shape a team’s thinking and process. The concept of cognitive frames has some
similarity to the concept of cultural models found in the fields of anthropology, cognitive
psychology, and sociology (D'Andrade, 1995; Fitouri, 1986; Gatewood, 2012; Holland & Quinn,
1987; Shore, 1999). Cultural models are defined as shared representations of meaning. Research
on cultural models primarily compares how different cultural groups understand and approach a
social activity or concept. Whereas individual schemas about ways of feeling, thinking, and

acting are reflected in cultural models, artifacts of the environment including policies, practices,

1 While Kezar’s study is of interest, and her focus on implicit theories of change is a potentially important
sensitizing concept, the focus on change grounded in organizational learning theory was too narrow to support my
interest in deeply exploring the functions and functioning of a curriculum team.
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and social interactions serve to prime and preserve their contextual framing (Fryberg & Markus,

2007; Ridgeway, 2006).

Cultural models have deep cultural contexts and are pervasive; cognitive frames, in
contrast, connect to a more fluid view of culture and cognition. According to Bensimon and
Neumann (2005, 1993) cognitive frames can represent personal theories (Bensimon, 1990;
Bensimon and Neumann, 1993) or may exist on both the individual and group levels. In my
study, then, I used the concept of cognitive frames, defined as patterns of thought that shape and
screen attention and understanding, rather than cultural models or theories of change. In
particular, I sought to identify group-level cognitive frames, exploring the basis for those frames
while considering their context as they emerged and/or shifted and, finally, how they impact the

work of the curriculum team.

Expectations States Theory

Expectations States Theory, rooted in theory connecting cultural schemas and social
relations, offers an opportunity to connect cognition and culture with my examination of the
committee’s work. Specifically, Expectations States Theory provided concepts related to status
hierarchy, or the power and prestige structure, of a task-focused group (Correll & Ridgeway,
2003). This opened the analysis to include interaction patterns and team dynamics similar to
those discussed in Bensimon and Neumann’s (1993) cultural analysis of leadership teams. For
example, Bensimon and Neumann (1993, p. 123) suggests that a team leader examine the “taken
for granted processes that compose the team’s reality” asking questions such as “Who in the
group talks and who remains silent? Who in the group influences what is talked about?”

Expectations states theory along with its sub-theory, Status characteristics theory (which added a
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set of operational principles for how beliefs about status characteristics are translated into
performance expectations), and general concepts from Status construction theory (which
discusses how status beliefs take hold and spread) provided sensitizing concepts that helped

explain interaction, communication and influence patterns of the curriculum team.

Organization of Dissertation

This dissertation proceeds with a review of literature based on the conceptual framework
guiding the study in chapter two, followed by a discussion of methods in chapter three. My
findings are presented in chapters four, five and six. In the first of the findings chapters (Chapter
Four), I present a case chronology and themes that | identified during my analysis. Chapter Five
discusses concepts from status hierarchy and the insights these provide on the team’s process and
culture. Chapter Six presents five cognitive frames that I identified as shaping the attention and
thinking of the curriculum team and discusses the impact of these frames on their work, as well
as two integrative themes. Chapter Seven presents my conclusions including a summary,

contributions to theory, implications for practice, and areas for future research.
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Chapter II. Literature Review

The literature presented encompasses the four areas that comprise my theoretical
framework for the study. My review begins with an analysis of select research and frameworks
from higher education literature on curriculum development, focusing on curriculum
development teams and processes and covering both conceptual and empirical studies. Framing
curriculum committees as teams with particular cultural features, I examine the culture and
cognition that underpins the perspective of culture as fluid, socially constructed and connected to
situational and social identity contexts. This focus on cultural perspectives of teams supports my
theoretical framework utilizing the concepts of cognitive frames and sensitizing concepts from

Expectations States Theory to analyze the work of this task focused group.

Curriculum Development: Conceptual Literature

In the past three decades, two themes are clearly represented in higher education literature on
curriculum decision-making and curriculum planning. The first theme is the increased external
demands for accountability regarding the effectiveness of college curricula for student learning
and student outcomes (Conrad & Pratt, 1983; Glisczinski, 2007; Harper & Lattuca, 2010; Ho et
al., 2006; Lattuca & Stark, 2009; Lueddeke, 1999; Virkus & Wood, 2004). The second theme is
the quickening pace of societal change driving the press for curriculum reform and innovation
(Barnett, 2002; Glisczinski, 2007; Lueddeke, 1999; Oliver & Hyun, 2011).

Scholars have identified several factors as important in curriculum decision-making and

change processes, including context and external influences (Briggs et al, 2003; Glisczinski,
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2007; Harper & Lattuca, 2010; Lattuca & Stark, 2009; Luddeke, 1999), leadership influences
(Bordage & Harris, 2011; Stark, Briggs, & Rowland-Poplowski, 2002; Stark et al, 1997), the use
of change management strategies (Borin, 2007; Oliver & Hyun, 2011; Roy, 2007) and a
supportive climate or community (Briggs et al, 2003; Roy, 2007; Stark et al, 1997; Wolf, 2007).
Each of these factors is salient in terms of cultural dynamics, yet the means and methods by
which cultural dynamics manifest in curriculum decision-making are not well understood.
Curriculum decision-making occurs at various levels of the institution, including disciplinary
faculty groups, school or college committees, institutional review boards and general education
task forces (Lattuca, 2009). While limited, research on curricula has examined different
dimensions of culture at the institutional (Conrad & Pratt, 1983; Kezar, 2002; Kuh, Kinzie, Whitt
& Associates, 2005), program (Briggs et al, 2003; Harper & Lattuca, 2010; Lattuca; Stark et al,
2002) and course levels (Ferrare & Hora, 2012; Hora, 2010).

Conrad and Pratt (1983) propose a conceptual model of curriculum decision-making
focusing on environmental inputs, curricular design variables, and relationships among the inputs
and variables. This work was prompted by the mounting pressure in the 1980's to provide
accountability for the curriculum. Upon review of existing curriculum planning models, the
researchers aimed to create a model that would give more attention to the environment and
reflect a less linear and prescriptive approach. Stressing the importance of past experience in
shaping and impacting the decision process and human aspects of group decision-making, the
model embraces the behavioral and political aspects of curriculum decision-making.

Conrad and Pratt suggest that a curriculum decision-making model should mirror the
essence of the entire process rather than a linear, stepwise format. They propose a metaphor of a

hologram to depict the process. While the process may seem to follow rational steps, humans
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make decisions based on a complex set of information that generates an "all at once"

understanding of the situation. Conrad and Pratt (1983, p. 22) outlined the following core

premises as underlying their curriculum decision-making model:

1) The curriculum operates as an interactive subsystem of the larger college or university

2) Environmental input variables, curricular design variables, and the interaction of these in
conjunction with the influence of decision-makers are the essential aspects of curricular
decision-making and essential to interpreting such decisions.

3) Curricular decision-making usually proceeds in a non-linear fashion.

Conrad and Pratt (1983) also proposed a series of continua that need consideration and
alignment in a curriculum design blending organizational and instructional elements. These
include: content coverage (depth---breadth), time dimension (past--present--future), locus of
learning (campus---field), instructional strategies (traditional---nontraditional), faculty expertise
(cognitive---affective), and student development (cognitive/affective ---
traditional/nontraditional). Delivery systems for the curriculum are also highlighted with a set of
continua, including flexibility of the program, design of program sequence, evaluation
procedures, academic calendar (semester vs. quarter or other), and credit options (Conrad &
Pratt, 1983, pp. 27-28).

This model emphasizes the role of the decision-makers' values and perspectives leading
to choices among curricular options. From those decisions, the environment is shaped, not only
in terms of the academic program, but the academic environment overall in terms of orientation
and focus. The complexity of the curriculum is clear in the numerous factors, influences, and

dimensions it comprises.
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Building on the work of seminal curriculum researcher Paul Dressel in the 1970's and
1980's and the curriculum frameworks of Conrad (1983, 1986), and Toombs and Tierney (1993),
Lattuca and Stark (1997, 2009) developed a comprehensive model of influences on
postsecondary curricula. Defining the curriculum as an academic plan, Lattuca and Stark's (2009)
model depicts the major elements of a curriculum but also identifies the influences and points of
decision making required in a curriculum planning or reform process. The major elements of a
curriculum can reflect both intentional decisions and unintentional choices about the following
elements:
1) Purposes: knowledge, skills, and attitudes to be learned
2) Content: subject matter selected to convey specific knowledge, skills, and attitudes
3) Sequence: an arrangement of the subject matter and experiences intended to lead to

specific outcomes for learners.
4) Learners: how the plan will address a specific group of learners
5) Instructional Processes: the instructional activities by which learning may be achieved
6) Instructional Resources: the materials and settings to be used in the learning process
7) Evaluation: the strategies used to determine whether decisions about the elements of the
academic plan are optimal
8) Adjustment: enhancements to the plan based on experience and evaluation™
(Lattuca & Stark, 2009, pp. 4-5).
The model can be applied at the course, program, school/college, or institutional level.

Most germane for my study, the model outlines the internal and external influences that
impact the process and outcome of designing an academic plan. Influences internal to the

university are identified at the program level (i.e., disciplinary beliefs, student profile, connection
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to other programs) and at the institutional level (i.e., governance, resources, mission, leadership).
Influences external to the institution include employer perspectives or the labor market,
accrediting agencies, state or federal policies, societal trends, and more. Lattuca and Stark
(2009) also identify the importance of the historical context that has shaped the sociocultural
influences (internal and external) that impact the decisions made about the various plan elements.
Internal and external influences are proposed to have differing levels of influence on the
academic plan. Content, learners, and instructional resources are impacted more so by external

influences, and instructional and evaluation approaches are subject more so to internal influence.

Curriculum Development and Decision Making: Empirical Literature

Clifton Conrad’s 1978 qualitative study of curriculum decision-making laid a foundation
that has not yet fully been explored in the research literature. Conrad studied curriculum change
processes on four college campuses. Using interview data and document analysis, he developed a
grounded theory based on actual change processes, focusing on the sources of change, the
decision-making process, and the factors that influence those with decision-making power.
Ultimately, Conrad proposed the following theory:

1. Social structure. Internal and external forces against the status quo prompt the process of
academic change.

2. Conflict and Interest Group formation. Conflict emerges across interest groups with competing
interests and goals.

3. Administrative intervention. An authority figure provides structure and process for evaluating
the issues and determines a decision-making mechanism for change.

4. Policy recommending stage.

5. Policy making stage.
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(Conrad, 1978, p. 111)

Conrad compares his model with others' as follows: "...by viewing change as either planned and
rational or simply the accommodation of stresses and strains within an institution, the existing
literature fails to account for the processes through which pressures are translated into permanent
program changes” (Conrad, 1978, p. 112). A limitation for Conrad's study is the small number of
institutions studied (four). While he helps clarify the process of change, his study did not address
how or why this process occurs as it does. Yet his emphasis on interest groups and power along
with the reality of a non-rational process was a strong addition to the literature and continues to
be a seminal work for academic curriculum research.

Over 30 years later, Oliver and Hyun (2011) conducted a qualitative study of curriculum
reform utilizing participant observation, as they were both researchers and administrators internal
to the process. Taking a grounded theory approach as Conrad (1978) did, they analyzed a four-
year curriculum reform process at a small private college. Framing their study with a view of the
postmodern curriculum, which "is not seen as permanent but as creative and fluid" (Oliver &
Hyun, 2011, p. 3), the researchers focused on process and collaboration among faculty and
between faculty and administrators.

A primary conclusion was that the curriculum team "engaged in organizational learning
by creating a culture known as a ‘community of practice' (Bauman, 2005)" (Oliver & Hyun,
2011, p. 14). Fostering a culture of learning in a reform team is recommended as a means to
avoid a task approach to the process. Key attributes of this ‘community of practice' included a
collectively shared vision, a view of the curriculum as a shared responsibility, collaborative

behavior, and a sense of community among the curriculum committee members.
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Three studies connect with the continuous quality improvement movement of the 1990's
and are grounded in Stark and Lattuca's (2009) academic plan model. Stark et al (2002) utilized
data from Project CLUE (Curriculum Leadership for Undergraduate Education). This qualitative
study involved 44 department chairs from diverse departments and institutional types identified
as having effective undergraduate curricular planning practices. Analysis of the interview data
resulted in identification of seven leadership roles: sensor, facilitator, initiator, agenda setter,
coordinator, advocate, and standard setter (Stark et al, 2002). The more common role of sensor
was associated primarily with curricular development, and the least common role of standard
setting was associated with curriculum evaluation. The researchers noted the absence of leaders
strong in evaluation as an area needing attention. One area not addressed was the relationships of
the chairperson and committee members, which could influence the leadership role assumed.
Cultural Concepts and Assumptions in Curriculum Literature

Current academic culture typically supports a lack of systematic and intentional
curricular planning, despite the centrality of the curriculum to academia (Lattuca & Stark, 2009;
Stark et al, 2002; Stark et al, 1997). Much of the literature on curriculum decision-making
emphasizes or acknowledges the importance of sociocultural context and/or organizational
culture, yet does not address cultural factors directly. Oliver and Hyun (2010) reported
organizational structure and individual dynamics as barriers in a curricular reform process, while
sense of community within the team of decision-makers was instrumental to success. Culturally
relevant factors identified as important in curriculum decision-making include interest groups,
power, leadership, collaboration, faculty dynamics, generational differences, faculty rank/role,
climate, and resistance to change (Briggs et al, 2003; Bordage, 2011; Conrad, 1978, Lattuca &

Stark, 1994; Stark et al, 1997).
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There is an implicit assumption in the literature that sociocultural influences are to be
adapted to rather than challenged, modified, or exploited. The tendencies for curriculum
planning to be sporadic and for faculty to engage in course level rather than program or
institutional level curriculum planning are assumed unchangeable. Strategies to explore the
cultural forces creating this situation or the actions that could lead to systemic change are absent,
and studies that question whether frequent planning is in fact better than sporadic planning are
few. Cultural issues are assumed to require extensive time and effort to understand and change.

Finally, there is an assumption that we just need to find the right model and get faculty to
follow it, within the existing decision-making structure, rather than creating alternative
approaches and institutional structures to support more effective curriculum decision-making and

academic program development.

Culture and Cognition Literature

A growing number of empirical studies in social psychology make a connection between
culture and cognition. Studies have examined dimensions of culture such as individualism vs.
collectivism; the construction and perception of meaning; networks of knowledge and mental
structures; and cultural models or schemata (DiMaggio & Markus, 2010; Kitayama & Cohen,
2007; Markus & Kitayama, 2010; Ridgeway, 2006). This approach to understanding culture
allows for the great complexity of individuals in relation to social systems and situations they
encounter and avoids assumptions that all individuals experience a social system or situation in
the same way. It focuses on culture as mutually constructed realities rather than culture as a
specific set of norms and values. Thus, when speaking of culture, rather than a description of
something viewed as a culture I am speaking of the term culture in an active sense, as

representing the cultural interaction of individuals in context.
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The shift to this more complex view of culture has occurred from both fields, with
psychologists turning from behaviorism to recognizing the existence of mental models or
structures, and sociologists recognizing the individual dimensions of culture formation and
transmission (DiMaggio, 1997). Individuals and the social systems they inhabit are characterized
by beliefs and understandings of appropriate and reasonable thoughts and behaviors:

The emerging view of culture as explicit and implicit cultural patterns emphasizes that

individuals are not separate from their social context and that social contexts do not exist

apart from people. Social situations or contexts are the product of human activity, the
repository of previous psychological activity. Further, social situations do more than
influence behavior. They constitute (as in create, make up, or establish) these

psychological tendencies” (DiMaggio and Markus, 2010).

Building on Swidler's (1985) "toolkit" concept of culture, cognitive psychologists have provided
evidence that people retain a large array of cultural material, much of which is "untagged™ until it
is needed to make sense of a situation. Some cultural material clusters into groups or schema that
enable automatic response to situations, while some requires environmental UECs to be activated
(DiMaggio, 1997; DiMaggio & Markus, 2010).

Scholars have explored a number of cultural concepts from a cognitive perspective,
including institutional scaffolding and identity (DiMaggio and Markus, 2010). Research on
institutional scaffolding demonstrates how visual cues and background knowledge can influence
perceptions and behavior (DiMaggio & Markus, 2010). For example, images of money cued
schemata associated with market institutions, decreasing cooperative behavior in a study
conducted by Vohs, et al (2006). Deaux and Martin (2003) explored networks as a mechanism
for cultural diffusion and identity construction. McDonnell and Fine (2007) examined the

concept of collective memory. These studies lend support to the shift from viewing culture as

coherent and stable to accepting it as domain-specific, contextually cued, and fractured
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(DiMaggio & Markus, 2010). Individuals have multiple roles and identities and operate in
numerous contexts, drawing on a repertoire of cultural capabilities to function within and

influence the environments and communities they encounter (DiMaggio & Markus, 2010).

Cultural Schema and Social Structures

Researchers have provided a foundational understanding of how the interactions of social
actors reflect and modify larger social structures (Fiske, 1992; Ridgeway & Correll, 2004;
Ridgeway, 2006). Social relational contexts create, and then reinforce or uphold, cultural norms
and social structures through individuals' daily interactions with one another. Changes in a
typical pattern of interaction can then influence change at a larger level, creating shifts in cultural
norms or social structures (Ridgeway, 2006).

Humans are cognitively wired to interact with one another, and in doing so, to share and
align behavior and feelings with one another (Fiske, 1992; Ridgeway, 2006; Sewell, 1992).
These shared understandings of situations are described by Ridgeway (2006) as ordering schema:
"a shared, socio-cognitive, and affective schema concerning social relations; which when acted
on, results in what we would commonly call an observable social structure among the actors —
that is, a patterned distribution of behaviors and resources™ (Ridgeway, 2006, p. 6). According to
scholars including Ridgeway (2006) and Sewell (1992), social structures such as gender
inequality or work role stratification are created and maintained through shared ordering schema.

DiMaggio (2001) outlines two primary means by which cognition operates to enact
cultural information or schemata: automatic cognition and deliberative cognition. Schemata help
individuals make sense of situations they encounter and can form around common activities

(such as behavior in school) to beliefs and morals (such as appropriate social roles). Automatic
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cognition refers to the many tacit schemata that are enacted without conscious thought
(DiMaggio, 2001). Research has demonstrated a number of effects of automatic cognition,
including the tendency of individuals to interpret new information in ways that supports existing
schemata (Zerubavel, 1992), to recall schema-consistent information more accurately (Freeman
et al, 1987), and to incorrectly remember details of an event shortly afterwards in alignment with
patterns from previous experience (Freeman et al, 1987). "The parallel with sociological
accounts of institutions is striking...the psychology of mental structures provides a micro-
foundation to the sociology of institutions™ (DiMaggio, 1997, p. 271).

In contrast to automated cognition, deliberative cognition is intentional and
contemplative. Research in psychology mirrors findings in sociology in supporting three primary
means by which deliberative cognition overrides automated cognition: attention, motivation, and
schema failure (DiMaggio, 1997). Focusing attention to specific issues or desired outcomes,
increasing levels of discontent with the status quo, and experiences that demonstrate the
ineffectiveness of current schema can activate individual and group agency through deliberative
cognition. This can result in new schema representing new attitudes and behaviors (DiMaggio,
1997).

Generative models of behavior further help to explain why ordering schema do not result
in repeated and scripted behavior without deviation (Ridgeway and Smith-Lovin, 1994). While
shared cultural information in the form of ordering schema often result in similar patterns of
behavior, variations in the contextual cues, actors, and other features of an environment can
produce new or unexpected patterns (Ridgeway, 2006). The variation in behavior in a generative
model is the result of modular ordering schema, which form from disaggregated cultural

information about abstract actors and abstract identities (Ridgeway, 2006). Generative theories
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involve actors using one set of ordering schema (consisting of deeply embedded rules of thought)
to select and combine modular ordering schemas to determine behavior in social situations
(Ridgeway, 2006). Status roles, demographic characteristics, and resource distribution form
structural constraints that frame expectations for behavior. These constraints may directly shape
behavior by making particular modular ordering schemas more salient than others (Lawler,
Ridgeway, & Markovsky, 1993; Ridgeway, 2006):
Viewed this way, the continuing enactment of larger social structures depends heavily on
the cultural ordering schemas that individuals use to organize local relational
contexts...The most important modular ordering schemas...are cultural representations of
central features of the macro structures such as gender, race, or occupational stratification
as well as tools by which people enact those structural features™ (Ridgeway, 2006, p. 9).
When interactions among actors combine modular ordering schema in new ways and new
ordering schema are created, these can create local-level shifts in the cultural norms and social
structures. For these shifts to spread on a larger level, Ridgeway (2006) suggests that similar
groups of actors in other local situations might create similar shifts, or that new ordering schema
might diffuse through the social networks of the actors involved the creation of the new schema.
Ridgeway's (2006) empirically tested theory of status belief construction furthered the
understanding of expectations states theory by demonstrating the development and diffusion of
modular ordering schema. When social structures enable the creation of at least two groups of
individuals that have an interdependent relationship, status hierarchies tend to develop through
ongoing interaction towards mutual goals. In time, beliefs about capability or competence
become associated with the difference in the groups, in the form of an ordering schema. As

continued interactions validate the schema, it becomes stronger and carries across situations

(Ridgeway, 2006).
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Take, for example, senior (tenured) faculty and junior faculty (not yet tenured). These
two groups have an interdependent relationship, with senior faculty often working hard to recruit
and retain top new faculty, and junior faculty seeking approval and support from senior faculty in
their quest for tenure. While actual capabilities (intellectual, leadership, etc.) may cross the
boundaries of their status, strong status beliefs typically exist both from the faculty themselves
and from others (such as administrators or prospective graduate students). Structural conditions,
such as the tenure process, reinforce the ordering schema. The status beliefs of junior faculty and
tenured faculty, who often serve on curriculum committees together, may then have an impact on
the roles they assume and the nature of their interactions in the curriculum decision-making
process.

Culture as Patterns vs. Entities

With a more modular and co-constructed view of culture, scholars have called into
question the tendency of researchers and others to "reify™ culture by naming groups and in doing
so, framing them as static and homogenized entities (Adams & Markus, 2001; Hermans &
Kempen, 1998). According to Adams and Markus (2001), the reification of culture may be
connected to the practice of naming itself:

By naming or describing an observed pattern as 'American or 'Dutch’, one takes

something that was dynamic and flowing and renders it - at least for a moment - static

and fixed. One proposes a baseline or implicit standard against which deviations or
innovations appear 'un-American' or 'not Dutch'. This sets up a tendency toward
homogenization since individuals who fit the view of what is "American” will be
ascribed more credibility and influence in the continued definition of the category than

those who would broaden or change the definition" (Adams & Markus, 2001).

Rather than defining culture as group entities, Adams and Markus (2001) offer a

conception of culture as implicit and explicit patterns, in which individuals engage with or

negotiate a range of tacit patterns "embedded in local meanings, institutions, practices and
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artifacts” (p. 288) in addition to recognized entities such as group affiliation and belief systems.
Instead of focusing on the content differences of cultural groups, the view of culture as patterns
brings a focus on the social and cognitive process by which differences from one group to
another are identified as meaningful and ascribed broader meaning (DiMaggio & Markus, 2010).
Adams and Markus (2001) extend the work of Hermans and Kempen (1998) to propose a model
of identity construction that aligns with their view of culture as patterns. The model encompasses
the concepts of multiplicity, agency, and the 'zone of proximal development” (Adams & Markus,
2001).

The first aspect of the model involves the multiplicity of the self and identity. Rather than
a traditional view where bicultural or multicultural identity is viewed as an exception, patterns
associated with a number of identities influence or shape an individual, including identities that
are inconsistent or that the individual is not directly engaged with (Adams & Markus, 2001). The
second component, agency, recognizes the role of individuals in synthesizing multiple identities
and creating new identities, which in turn influence and is constrained by the sociocultural
context the person inhabits (Adams & Markus, 2001). The third component retains Hermans and
Kempen's (1998) view of the self as a 'zone of proximal development’, in which personal-identity
and cultural identity categories are mutually constructed (Adams & Markus, 2001). This
approach resembles key aspects of Ridgeway's (2006) conceptions of social relational contexts

and generative behavior models.

Summary of Culture and Cognition Literature

Conceptions of organizational culture presented in higher education literature is primarily

derived from anthropologically based views of culture as the study of values, norms, and
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behaviors within and across groups (Peterson & Spencer, 1990; Tierney, 2008). The convergence
of sociology and psychology around culture and cognition has led to less coherent and more
dynamic views of culture (DiMaggio & Markus, 2010; Markus & Kitayama, 2010; Ridgeway,
2006). Rather than a focus on culture as consistent within groups, "this perspective raises the
salience of identities (self-schemata that serve as organizational foci for cultural material
characterizing the self and its relationships), institutions (environmental scaffolds that organize
cultural material around places and symbol systems), and networks (which replace groups as the
social carriers of cultural elements)” (DiMaggio & Markus, 2010, p. 347-348).

Culture emerges from implicit and explicit patterns that individuals enact in the context
of environmental situations and social structures (Adams & Markus, 2001). Social relational
contexts create ordering schema, which then support and are supported by larger social structures
(Ridgeway, 2006). Structural constraints such as role, status, and resources can make certain
ordering schema more salient and perpetuate behavioral patterns and related social structures
(Ridgeway, 2006). The generative nature of ordering schema enables changes in actors and
environments to produce new ordering schema, through deliberative cognition driven by
motivation, attention, and/or schema failure (DiMaggio, 1997; Ridgeway, 2006). From
disaggregated pools of cultural material (images, meanings, practices, etc.), individuals bring to
bear multiple identities as they negotiate implicit and explicit cultural patterns that take shape in
social structures such as groups, organizations, roles, belief systems, etc. (Adams and Markus,
2001).

The challenge of applying these conceptions of organizational culture to research and
practice in higher education lies in their complexity. Yet ignoring the complexity of

organizational culture does not bring us closer to fully understanding it, no less capturing its
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energy to produce positive change. With a better understanding of the agency of individuals in

the creation and change of organizational culture, there is great potential for empowering broad
change through local-level initiatives. The goal is to translate key aspects of cultural theory into
cogent concepts and actionable methods shape a new conceptualization of curriculum decision-

making and to chart new approaches to research and practice.

Theories of Cultural Schema
As multiple scholars have noted (Ferrare & Hora, 2012; Fryberg & Markus, 2007;

Gallimore & Goldenberg; DiMaggio, 1997), there is not a consistent, well-tested methodology
for evaluation and analysis of cultural concepts in applied settings. Still, concepts from cultural
theory enables new understandings of individuals and groups in the context of organizational
settings. The continuing scholarship provides avenues for future research focused on culture,
educational reform, and learning outcomes. Over 20 years ago, DiMaggio’s (1997) review of the
then budding field of culture and cognition pointed to the need for tools and methods to
operationalize cultural theory:

Before the study of lived culture can become a cumulative enterprise, scholars must

clarify the cognitive suppositions behind their theories of what culture does and what

people do with it and the fundamental concepts and units of analysis (Jepperson &

Swidler 1994, Wuthnow 1987) DiMaggio, 1997, p. 263).

Progress has been made in some respects, yet researchers have not yet achieved clear
definitions of concepts nor have they developed a cumulative and consistent methodology. For
studies that focus on lived culture, the necessary work of defining units of analysis and building

methods to study them continues. Below I highlight some of the work applying concepts of

cultural schema.
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Cultural Models Theory

Cultural Models theory is grounded in the fields of anthropology, cognitive psychology,
and sociology (D'Andrade, 1995; Fitouri, 1986; Gatewood, 2012; Holland & Quinn, 1987;
Shore, 1999). Cultural models are widely shared representations or "tools of thought" that
mediate the interaction of an individual with the environment through tacit patterns of ideas and
practices (DiMaggio, 1997; Fryberg & Markus, 2007; Gallimore & Goldenberg, 2001). While
individual schemas about ways of feeling, thinking, and acting are reflected in cultural models,
artifacts of the environment including policies, practices, and social interactions serve to prime
and preserve their contextual framing (Fryberg & Markus, 2007; Ridgeway, 2006).

Researchers have studied how cognitive processes (attention, judgment, memory, etc.) vary as a
result of underlying schema that provides implicit or explicit framing for thought and behavior
(Adams & Markus, 2001; Ridgeway, 2006).

Cultural models provide a means to study the content differences in attitudes, beliefs, and
practice these schemas produce and how these may impact motivation, choices, and behaviors
(Fryberg & Markus, 2007). Studies have explored cultural models of constructs such as
intelligence (Grant & Dweck, 2001) and social institutions such as marriage (Shore, 1996).
Focusing on cultural models provides a unit of analysis to examine differences in behaviors,
structures, and processes and has been found to be a useful approach for researchers integrating
perspectives from cognitive psychology, anthropology, and sociology (Fryberg & Markus, 2007,
Gallimore & Goldenberg, 2003, 2001).

In the field of education, cultural models theory has been utilized primarily in studies of
K-12 literacy development, as well as instructional methods and school reform (Curry, 2002;

Gallimore & Goldenberg, 2001). In higher education, the use of cultural models has been
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limited. Fryberg and Markus (2007) explored cultural models of education across racial/ethnic
groups and Ferrare and Hora (2012) explored cultural models in instructional decision-making.
Given the limited body of research using cultural models, I have selected three of the more
recent and relevant studies to describe in some detail in terms of purpose, methodology,
outcomes and implications, and limitations.

Gallimore and Goldenberg (2001) utilized longitudinal data from mixed-method studies
of home influences on learning and on school performance improvement to support their
proposition for the use of cultural models and cultural settings as units of analysis in educational
research. Specifically, they sought to identify new ways to understand cultural aspects of
minority student achievement gaps and barriers to school reform. In addition to applying the
concept of cultural models, they identified cultural settings as a second and related unit of
analysis. Reminiscent of Ridgeway's (2006) depiction of social relational contexts, Gallimore
and Goldenberg (2001) define cultural settings as "those occasions where people come together
to carry out joint activity that accomplishes something they value™ (Gallimore and Goldenberg,
2001, p. 48).

While the researchers identified commonly held beliefs and behaviors supporting cultural
models of literacy development in immigrant Latino families, factors including parents'
education level, exposure to different social settings, and experience with alternative cultural
practices were found to create variations in behaviors and beliefs. This is consistent with
research on culture and cognition in terms of the complex and multifaceted ways that schema
and models are enacted and shaped (DiMaggio & Markus, 2010; Ridgeway, 2006). While there

is no direct evidence that cultural models changed, the use of cultural models and cultural
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settings as frameworks for analysis helped with both the design and evaluation of interventions
for literacy development (Gallimore & Goldenberg, 2001).

Cultural models and settings were also applied to data from a study of school reform,
which involved a 5-year effort to foster a collaborative teaching environment and improve
learning outcomes for students. While teachers often worked independently and avoided extra
committee work, an intentional change process created new settings including work groups and
meetings and provided a basis for shifting the cultural model from cellular (isolated) to
collaborative (Gallimore & Goldenberg, 2001). Standardized and performance-based measures
of achievement showed improvement within the school as well as in comparison to other schools
in the district (Gallimore & Goldenberg, 2001).

The settings changed what teachers did and on what they spend their time, but they also
changed how teachers thought about their professional activities, in other words, their cultural
models. Teachers focused on their classrooms, certainly; but it was generally understood that
part of what they did would involve working with other professionals on issues that had direct
implication for teaching and learning at the school...The settings counteracted the centrifugal
forces of teaching and provided common pathways for collaborative work™ (Gallimore &
Goldenberg, 2001, pp. 52-53).

As a result of their evaluation, Gallimore and Goldenberg (2001) identified the following
benefits of using cultural models and cultural settings as units of analysis for culture-focused
educational research:

1) Provides a means to empirically explore the expected variations within groups and
environments rather than assuming homogeneity.

2) Enables identification of the cultural impact of differences or changes in the environment.
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3) Helps to identify commonalities as well as differences across distinct groups, such as teachers
and parents (Gallimore & Goldenberg (2001).

Greater awareness of cultural models and cultural settings can lead to more informed and
strategic interventions and can help explain differing impact of the same intervention in different
environments (Gallimore & Goldenberg, 2001).

Fryberg and Markus (2007) conducted a trio of studies to define and examine cultural
models of education across racial/ethnic groups in college students. Focusing on the content of
cultural models of education, the researchers explored different ideas about what it means to
become educated, the role of the student and the teacher, and the ways education shapes values
or morals (Fryberg & Markus, 2007). As students come from diverse backgrounds that have
fostered particular views of education, they may enter a university environment that supports a
different cultural model of education than their own.

Challenges may emerge as students navigate unfamiliar norms and practices and
instructors may misinterpret students' intentions and abilities (Fryberg & Markus, 2007).
Drawing from the research literature, the studies' authors first hypothesized the purposes,
student-teacher relationship, and self (individual) components for cultural models of education
for European-American contexts, for Asian American contexts, and for American Indian
contexts, and identified the features hypothesized as common across these contexts (Fryberg &
Markus, 2007).

With no standard methodology to guide them, the researchers utilized unstructured and
structured methods to uncover tacit as well as explicit aspects of educational cultural models,
with responses to open ended questions guiding development of more structured instruments

(Fryberg & Markus, 2007). In the first study, the purpose of education was explored using two
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open-ended questions, with 148 undergraduate subjects participating. Students were asked to
write down the thoughts and ideas they had when they thought of "education” and when they
thought of "teacher.” Common response patterns were identified using a coding scheme. The
second study, 166 undergraduates were asked what they would do in situations described in three
vignettes related to educational and family or community issues. The third study used a formal
scale of independence vs. interdependence along with an assessment of the student-teacher
relationship in terms of trust (Fryberg & Markus, 2007).

The results of these studies provide support for the existence of differing cultural models
of education among American Indian (replace with Native American or Indigenous American?) ,
Asian American, and European American college students. While there were commonalities
across the groups, notable differences included stronger representations of self in European
American students, while American Indian and Asian American students embraced
interdependent and independent representations of self. The American Indian cultural model of
education was divergent from the other two groups, and included a close connection between
cognitive and interpersonal domains. Thus, community relationships are often viewed as equally
important if not more important than formal education, and a trusting relationship with a teacher
is important for educational success (Fryberg & Markus, 2007).

While many studies of academic performance focus on internal variables such as
motivation, the use of cultural models brings attention to the sociocultural context in relation to
the individual (Fryberg & Markus, 2007). "Extending a cultural model approach will require
detailing how specific models mediate academic performance, and demonstrating that the

institution of one cultural model or another in a given context can have a systematic effect on
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individual performance™ (Fryberg & Markus, 2007, p. 241). Based on identified effects, it would
be possible to design interventions that take distinct or differing cultural models into account.

In a study of 41 math and science instructors from three research universities, Ferrare and
Hora (2012) explored cultural models of teaching and learning to inform pedagogical
improvements. They explored the cultural models of math and science instructors regarding how
students can best learn essential concepts while identifying perceived and real organizational
affordances and barriers impacting decisions about instructional methods (Ferrare and Hora,
2012). Interview and classroom observation data were analyzed using cluster analysis and
multidimensional scaling (Ferrare & Hora, 2012) to identify distinctions in perspectives on
teaching and learning. In classroom observations, researchers used a coding scheme developed
for the study to encode specific teaching methods. Three cases were selected for in-depth
analysis to provide a fuller description of the connections between the cultural models and
decisions about instructional methods. Social network analysis provided a visual analysis of
teaching methods, student/teacher interactions, cognitive approaches, and instructional
technologies (Ferrare & Hora, 2012).

As the range of themes identified for "views of learning™ and "introducing new topics"
were clustered into cultural models of teaching and learning and further explored in the case
analyses, it is important to note that the researchers found the boundaries between the cultural
models to be more fluid and spatially proximal than rigid and absolute (Ferrare & Hora, 2012).
This study provides examples of methods that could translate to other research using cultural
models. However, it raises some questions about the definition and use of cultural models in
research. Based on other literature, individuals do not have their own cultural model, but rather,

cultural models represent widely shared schema of one sort or another. Other scholars studying
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cultural models have identified groups and looked to see if there were differences across groups
in terms of cultural models.

Certainly, a challenge of cultural models research is to avoid the "reification™ of cultural
groups that tends to overstate homogeneity in any particular category of individuals (Adams &
Markus, 2001). Cultural groups do exist - they can be based on national origin, race/ethnicity,
gender, occupational status, etc. This sociocultural view of culture places a focus on the patterns
of beliefs and behaviors that develop through exposure to diverse sociocultural contexts (Fryberg
& Markus, 2007). In the analysis of cultural models, the point is to identify similarities and

differences, rather than to use the approach to create static views of cultural groups.

licit Theories of Ci

Using implicit theories of change as a mental model framework, Kezar, Gehrke, and
Elrod (2015) studied STEM curriculum reform teams on 11 campuses. The study was framed
with Weick’s (1995) theory of sensemaking and relied upon Connolly and Seymour’s (2003)
definition of a theory of change “as a predictive assumption about the relationship between
desired changes and the actions that may produce those changes” (p.481).

Through observation and interviews, implicit theories of change shaping the group’s
thinking or process were identified using a grounded theory approach. Researchers then
introduced interventions to determine if presenting explicit change strategies or actual experience
with the change process, or both, led to implicit theories becoming explicit. Since many of those
involved in the reform were new to the process, it was assumed that their implicit (and often
faulty) beliefs about how to enact change would have a significant impact on their process.
Presenting change strategies alone was not sufficient; experiential activities (case studies, role-

plays, and simulations) and continued experience in with their change processes led reformers to
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become aware of their implicit theories (Kezar et al., 2015). Kezar and her colleagues chose not

to use predetermined or hypothesized theories of change, stating:

We were interested in inductively understanding the implicit theories of change provided
by individual change agents and groups of change agents (Charmaz, 2006). Rather than
impose metaphors from earlier studies of implicit theories of change, we allowed the data
to inform us about participants’ specific implicit theories (p. 488).

.

Bensimon and Neumann (1993, 2005) have discussed cognitive frames (noting this as a
concept alternatively referred to as lenses, mental maps, mental models, images, and personal
theories, 1993, p. 23) as a means to examine team functions and leadership and to understand the
achievement gap in education. Building on the cultural analysis work of Smirchich (1983),
Bensimon and Neumann (1993) proposed a holistic approach to understanding teams that
involves questioning assumptions, considering the contexts in which teams operate, and
examining not only integrative and sense making processes but cultural fracturing “whether in
the form of communication breaks, power inequities, gender biases, status differences, or a host
of other imbalances, tensions, and contradictions (Bensimon & Neumann, 1993, p. 25).

In their study of 15 presidential leadership teams, Bensimon and Neumann (1993)
presented a cultural perspective of teams and teamwork, in a study of how teams “think
together.” This cultural lens moves away from a functionalist view of teams as it “gets behind
behaviors, externalities, and outcomes and probes instead the thinking, knowing, and feelings of
people’s experiences within their organizational worlds” (p. 29).

Through a qualitative analysis of interview data, Bensimon and Neumann (1993)
identified of three functions of leadership teams: utilitarian (formal, task related, rational

approach with focus on coordination, decision making, etc.), expressive (social, integrative,
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focusing on connectedness and mutual support), and cognitive (sense-making, enables group to
evaluate multiple perspectives and operate as a creative and corrective system) (Bensimon &
Neumann, 1993, p. 62). Teams that achieve all three functions operate as “real” teams while
those that have only a utilitarian function are viewed as “illusory” and miss the power of the
team’s diverse perspectives and combined thinking. This examination of team functions,
including the team’s focus, activity, decisions, and coordination efforts, supports my interest to
broaden the lens, including evaluation of the content and process of the team’s work in relation
to their interactions and group culture.

Cognitive frames operate to shape, screen, limit or give attention to a wide variety of
inputs and ideas that allow us to make sense of or interpret situations, information, or events
(Bensimon, 1989; Neumann, 1991). In depicting how individual perceptions impact an
organizational process or outcome, Bensimon (2005) described cognitive frames as the

interpretive frameworks through which individuals make sense of phenomena:

A cognitive frame is the way in which an individual understands a situation. Cognitive
frames can be understood as individuals’ conceptual maps that determine what questions
may be asked, what information is collected, how problems are defined, and what action
should be taken” (Bensimon, 2005, p.101).

Bensimon’s description of cognitive frames bears some similarity to the concept of
cultural models, described earlier as widely shared, tacit representations including attitudes and
beliefs that mediate the interaction of an individual with the environment through behavior or
common practices (D'Andrade, 1995; Fitouri, 1986; Gatewood, 2012; Holland & Quinn, 1987;

Shore, 1999).

Foundational theory and research on the concept of frames is attributed to the renowned

sociologist, Erving Goffman. Goffman’s work on frame analysis (1974) focused on culturally
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constructed realities that enables people to make sense of their interactions and surroundings, and
the rules by which organize experiences and constrain and shape social interaction. His
dramaturgical perspective viewed social life as a dramatic performance. He posited that
ethnographers could deploy frame analysis to understand situations or “strips” of human
behavior and interpret the underlying frames that shaped and supported beliefs and actions

(Goffman, 1974).

Bensimon and Neumann (2005; 1993; 1989) discussed cognitive frames as well as
personal theories (Bensimon, 1990; Bensimon & Neumann, 1993) as existing on both the
individual and group levels. As further explained in Chapter 2 (Methods) | use the concept of
cognitive frames, defined as patterns of thought that shape and screen attention and
understanding to explore the implicit patterns of thinking shaping the work of the curriculum
team. | aim to identify both individual and group level cognitive frames, exploring the basis for
those frames while considering their context as they emerged and/or shifted and, finally, how

they influenced the work of the curriculum team.

Expectations States Theory

A robust body of research, primarily experimental, establishes expectations states theory
as a means of predicting and explaining the "power and prestige™ structure of a task or goal-
oriented group. “Expectations states theory seeks to explain the distribution of participation and
influence in task-oriented situations. It examines how this distribution arises in groups...and how
prior status differences rooted in the larger institutional and structural context enter this process”
(Balkwell, 1995; Berger, Cohen & Zelditch 1966; Berger et al. 1977; Ridgeway, 2019, 2003).

The scope conditions that provide parameters for situations in which expectations states theory
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applies includes a collective orientation, that individuals view contributions of others as
important for completing an assigned task, and a task orientation, such that individuals are
motivated to solve a problem or complete a complex or ambiguous task (Correll & Ridgeway,
2003). Project teams, juries, and committees are prime examples of situations where expectations
states theory applies (Balkwell, 1995; Correll & Ridgeway, 2003).

Research foundational to expectations states theory focused on the behavior of groups of
social equals (Bales, 1950, 1970). Bales’ research uncovered that homogeneous, leadership
groups quickly establish status hierarchies with some individuals having more influence in the
group’s process than others. He then posited that social hierarchy was likely to form in any
group. “The inequalities Bales observed consisted of four correlated behaviors: participation
initiated, opportunities given to participate, evaluations received, and influence over others”
(Correll & Ridgeway, 2003, p. 30). Subsequently, scholars demonstrated that talkativeness led to
greater influence and that performance estimates were higher or lower depending on perceived
status of a group member (Riecken, 1958; Sherif, White, & Harvey, 1955). Studies showed that
gender and professional status was related to interaction and influence in mock juries
(Strodtbeck, James & Hawkins, 1957), and professional status impacted interaction at a
conference (Hurwitz, Zander & Hymovitch (1953) established generally that status structures in
groups charged to complete a task follow distinguishable differences among members
(Strodtbeck, James, & Hawkins, 1957). Zander and Cohen (1955) documented interaction and
influence patterns aligned with academic status in mock committees including university
students and a person designated as a dean. When the person with the role of dean was

introduced to the experimental group, deference to the dean’s ideas and influence was shown by
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the students; in other words, the dean upended the status hierarchy that was operating among the
students.

With status hierarchy well established for both homogenous groups and for groups
including differences in status, the research team of Berger, Cohen and Zelditch (1965) presented
their case for a theoretical explanation: “It is our purpose to present a theory that explains the
way in which prior status factors determine the emergent power-prestige order in the group. The
phenomenon itself has been demonstrated repeatedly; the results have been remarkably
consistent; but there is not yet a theory that will explain these results (p. 1). The research
continued to build its understanding that in groups that were differentiated by status
characteristics such as gender, race, or occupation, these factors determined the power and
prestige order of the group. In particular, the researchers noted that the impact of status
characteristics played out even when the task at hand did not relate to the status differences
(Berger, Cohen & Zelditch, 1965). The experimental methods allowed for the development of
models for predicting the performance expectations resulting in a group’s status hierarchy.
Balkwell (1995) writes:

The heart of the theory they constructed for this purpose is a set of postulates that may

allow an investigator to calculate a set of performance expectations values, el, €2, . . .,

e.g., for the members of a k-person group (Berger et al 1977: 91-134; Fisek, Berger, &

Norman, 1991: 122-26). These e-j quantities are comparative; they reflect features of

actors, of the setting and of the task. Each must fall between -1 and +1 in numerical

value.

The body of research and theoretical concepts advanced to a point that Berger, Conner
and Fisek (1974) revised the name of their theory to expectations states theory. The accumulated
research had established why and how status hierarchies developed in both homogeneous groups

and in groups that reflected the stratification of society at large (Berger et al, 1974; Berger,

Fisek, Norman & Zelditch, 1977; Berger & Zelditch, 1998). Figure 2 provides a visual
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representation of the formation of performance expectations and status hierarchies (Correll &
Ridgeway, 2003, p. 31). Expectations states theory proposes three primary ways that

differentiated performance expectations are formed:

1) Socially significant characteristics (status characteristics)

2) Socially valued rewards (e.g. salary, premium office) and

3) Behavioral interchange patterns (e.g. talkativeness, initiating speech, giving

verbal directive, resisting influence)

Note that while behavioral and interaction patterns are the variables by which researchers
identify patterns for comparison against individual actors’ status characteristics to predict or
confirm the status hierarchy of a group, behavior and interaction patterns also have a direct role
in the formation of performance expectations. Thus, assertive communication (e.g. speaking up,
speaking confidently, and speaking often) can raise one’s status in a task focused group (as found
in studies of homogeneous groups), yet as research suggests, behavioral interchange patterns
have less impact on status hierarchy in the face of socially weighted differences in status
characteristics (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003).

Figure 2.1

Formation of performance expectations and status hierarchies (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003, p. 31)

Socially Significant
Characteristics

Status

Social Rewards > Performance Expectations > Hierarchy

Behavioral /

Interchange
Patterns
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haracteristics Tt

Early research had not fully explained how performance expectations are formed from
beliefs held about status characteristics (Berger, 1971). Questions such as “how do performance
expectations account for multiple status characteristics with different social status values?”
needed to be clarified and empirically validated. Researchers developed status characteristics
theory (also referred to as status generalization theory) as a sub-theory of expectations states
theory to explain the processes through which beliefs about status characteristics are translated
into expectations for performance (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003; Ridgeway, 2019). As proposed by
expectations states theory, status characteristics can be specific (impact is activated if relevant to
the situation) (i.e., computer skills) or diffuse (impact is generalized across situations) (i.e.,
gender, race, socioeconomic status etc.). Correll & Ridgeway (2003) wrote: “The greater the
performance expectation advantage of one actor over another, the more likely the first actor will
be to receive opportunities to act, the more likely she will be to accept the opportunity to act, the
more positive will be the evaluation of her action, and the more likely she will be to reject

influence when the two actors disagree” (p. 31).

Status characteristics theory posits the links between performance expectations and
behavior in task-oriented groups (Berger et al, 1977, 1971; Webster & Foschi, 1988), and
specifies the implicit cognitive activity that occurs when interaction in a task focused group is
taking place. The theory consists of the following five assumptions that are grounded in
experimental research:

1) Salience: for any attribute to affect performance expectations, it must be socially significant

for the actors in the setting, either by differentiating the actors or as a result of the actors
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believing the characteristic is relevant. Thus, a status characteristic can influence performance
expectations in one setting and not in another, depending on the context.

2) Burden of proof: actors behave as though the burden of proof rests with showing that a salient
characteristic should not be considered when forming performance expectations.

3) Sequencing: no status or competence information is lost; when actors enter or leave an
existing social situation, the performance expectations formed in one encounter carry over to the
next encounter.

4) Aggregation: provides a method for explaining how information associated with multiple
characteristics is combined to predict the order of performance expectations actors will construct.
5) Aggregation and behavior: Relative aggregated performance expectations for any two actors
are compared; the higher the expectations that an actor holds for themselves compared to
another actor, the greater the performance expectation advantage she will have over the other
actor. (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003, p. 33).

Status characteristics theory suggests that aggregation of performance expectations and
the resulting behavior does not happen consciously, but automatically. This lends support to the
notion that the patterns predicted by the theory are not due to overt stereotypes or prejudice, but
rather are pervasive, impacting even those disadvantaged by status differences that are activated
in a task-oriented group (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003). The cultural vocabulary individuals carry
enables them to combine and interpret multiple status characteristics in a given situation.

Status Construction Theory

Ridgeway (2001, 2019) further advanced expectations states theory by developing status
construction theory (also referred to as status beliefs theory) to help explain how differences in
status characteristics (such as race, gender, or sexual orientation) are connected to beliefs of

differential competence or worthiness in broader society. "The theory seeks to explain how
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inequitable (status) structures emerge and are maintained (or changed)" (Correll & Ridgeway,
2003). Status construction theory builds on the idea that when people work on a shared task and
are different on a socially recognized characteristic, a status hierarchy will emerge as proposed
by expectations states theory.

Status hierarchy is constructed when participants involved associate a positive
performance evaluation to one characteristic or another, and if this pattern repeats in other
situations, the performance evaluation can attach to the status difference. In order for the status
belief to become widely held in society, however, the status beliefs must be learned and spread
through interactions in social settings over time. Experimental studies support the theory’s
suppositions (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003). Certainly, some status characteristics have deeply
embedded social histories that fostered profound differences in status and rewards, such as race
and gender. Status construction theory does not fully attend to these histories, but rather, focuses
on how status differences attach to beliefs that undergird status hierarchy through task focused
group interaction, and suggests how these interactions might also change such beliefs over time.

Research supports that performance expectations are formed through the influence of
socially significant characteristics (e.g. gender, role/rank, etc.), through social rewards (e.g.
higher pay, a larger office, etc.) and through behavioral interchange patterns that occur in the
course of group members' interaction (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003). Through task focused groups,
then, socially constructed status hierarchies allow implicit beliefs about the value of
contributions to shape the interactions and performance expectations. Ridgeway (2001) considers
task-based groups “factories” that create and sustain status driven beliefs — and views them as
offering opportunities for changing those beliefs.

Instead of seeing individuals as following rigid social scripts that dictate status relations,
expectation states theory envisions individuals as possessing a basic vocabulary of
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cultural beliefs about the socially significant categories by which persons, settings, and
events can be classified. When some of this cultural information is made salient by the
particularities of a given situation, the theory assumes that individuals also possess shared
rules for combining this information to generate a course of action toward self and others
that is predictable, but nevertheless flexibly adjusted to the specifics of the situation at
hand (Correll and Ridgeway, 2003, p 40).

lied husi : |

A limited amount of research has applied expectation states theory to real settings and
contexts. A study of 224 research and development teams in 29 large corporations looked to
extend the application of expectations states theory from the lab to an organizational setting and
from ad hoc groups to enduring work teams (Cohen & Zhou, 1991). Unlike short term
experimental groups, the status influences impacting ongoing work teams may come not only
from the individuals in the group but may also reflect cultural norms and values from the
organizational or societal context in which the group operates. “Dealing with groups in their
organizational environment requires examining individual, group, organizational, and
institutional properties” (Cohen & Zhou, 1991). Measures of team status and expert status were
used to reflect internal status characteristics. External status characteristics included gender,
education, leader status, seniority, and company status. The effects of status on team interaction
were measured through a questionnaire, with 2,077 survey respondents for a response rate of
91% (Cohen & Zhou, 1991).

The dependent variable of interaction received from others was significantly associated
with all seven of the identified status characteristics. Additional analysis indicated that external
characteristics (gender, education, leader status, etc.) indirectly impact interaction received
through team status. Team status was significantly related to gender (with men having higher
status than women) and leadership status affected interaction independent of team status. The

results indicate that gender continues to play a role in perceptions of performance and
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competency, and that formal leadership carries more weight in team interaction given it involves
both an assigned role with expected interaction as well as a role that others evaluate as a status
characteristic (Cohen & Zhou, 1991).

Expectation states theory provided the basis for interventions used to address status
inequalities in academically heterogeneous elementary school classrooms. The approach was
driven by research that connects participation with achievement. Results supported that the
participation rates of low-status students were influenced by teachers' use of status treatments
that positively modified their performance expectations, without negative impact to high-status
students (Cohen & Lotan, 1995). In a study that orients status differences towards their positive
effects, high status contributors to collective action efforts were shown to initiate giving more
readily and to influence low-status contributors to give more (Simpson, Willer & Ridgeway,
2012). Thus, the application of expectation states theory can provide a basis for understanding as
well as intervening in individual behavior and group functioning, in ways that both addresses
harmful inequities and potentially beneficial effects of status hierarchies (Simpson, Willer &
Ridgeway, 2012).

lication of : heory in this Stud

In my dissertation, as with the applied research studies cited above, | do not seek to
formally test the principles, assumptions or mathematical formulas from the experimental
research literature on expectations states theory. Instead, similar to Cohen and Zhou (1991) |
presume the major tenets of the theory to be sound. I draw from the theoretical concepts of
expectations states theory to help shape my inquiry and help interpret my findings. While Cohen
and Zhou (1991) sought to evaluate the impact of a set of status characteristics on interaction

patterns in long-term work groups, | explored how patterns of interaction and influence shaped
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the process and work of a curriculum team charged with developing a new academic program in
the context of a large research institution. Expectations states theory as well as its sub-theory,
status characteristics theory (and to some extent, status construction theory) provided sensitizing
concepts to help explore the sources and patterns of influence that shape the work of the

committee that was the focus of my case study.
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Chapter I11. Methods

Introduction to the Case Study

My dissertation examined curriculum development work in action and specifically,
studied the interactions and process of a curriculum team charged to develop a new academic
program. The case study centered on a Task Force — which later became a committee — charged
to develop a new undergraduate program. The site was intentionally selected within a large
research institution, to capture the complexity of the environment and the challenge of engaging
faculty on curricular development when incentives for time and energy favor research.
According to Yin (2009), a clearly stated purpose with solid theoretical framing and well-

constructed research questions can provide sufficient direction and focus for a case study,

The overarching research question I addressed was “How do members of a curriculum

team understand and accomplish their work?” Additional questions guiding the study included:

1. What cognitive frames do members of the curriculum team hold or develop that shape
and focus their work?

2. How do the curriculum team leader (committee chair) and others in leadership roles
outside the committee shape and influence the curriculum team’s work?

3. How do curriculum team members perceive, shape and influence the team’s process?

Yin (2009, p. 18) defines the case study as "an empirical inquiry that investigates a
contemporary phenomenon in depth and within its real-life context, especially when the

boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident." The complexity and
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ambiguity involved in exploring how a curriculum development team approaches its work and
accomplishes its task in the context of a school within a large research institution is well suited
for qualitative inquiry and case study methods. My ability to gain access to a committee,

including meeting observations over an extended period of time, supports my decision to focus

my dissertation as a single site case study.

While this case study's purpose and research questions provide direction, a topic can be
studied at many levels and from different perspectives. The units of analysis will guide what data
is about the phenomenon of the case itself, versus data that is contextual to the case (Yin, 2009).
A case study about curriculum development could be primarily about state or federal policies
that shape curriculum development work, or about the way individual faculty members view
curriculum development. In this case, the main unit of analysis is the curriculum committee's
process. An embedded unit of analysis (a focus of inquiry within the case) is the impact of group
interaction and status hierarchy on the committee’s process. Thus, while the case could be
defined as being about small group dynamics illustrated by a curriculum committee, the case is
instead defined as being about curriculum development work, examined through the process of a

curriculum development team.

Methods for operationalizing culture and cognition concepts are limited. Definitions and
methods to apply concepts including schemata, cultural models, implicit theories, cultural
schemas and cognitive frames are described similarly yet are not clearly defined nor clearly
distinguished from one another in the literature (DiMaggio, 1997; Gallimore & Goldenberg,
2001; Ridgeway, 2006). These concepts do provide avenues for examining culture in social

systems and in social relational contexts, however (DiMaggio, 1997; Ridgeway, 2006). My study
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aims to add to the continuing methodological work on applying cultural theory in qualitative

analysis.

Research Site

The case study site is within a large research university in the Midwest. There are a
number of colleges within the university, and the case study is embedded in one of these
colleges, which I will refer to as a school. I intentionally do not disclose the field or disciplines
this school includes to protect the confidentiality of the site and informants. The school is
organized by numerous departments and is led by a dean and multiple associate deans, with over
200 faculty members. There are well over a thousand students, most at the master’s degree level.
Nearly 75% of students are women and nearly 20% are international students. The faculty
consists of tenure track, lecturer and clinical research faculty members. There is an accreditation
body that influences the professional degree offered. The School is highly regarded within the
institution and (in its field of study) nationally. Applications and enroliments at the graduate

level allow for highly selective admissions.

Site Recruitment and Selection of Case Study Site

I secured IRB approval for my proposed study in October 2014, with an indication of “no
more than minimal risk.” While finalizing my dissertation proposal, I undertook a pilot study to
further inform my research design. During the next three months (October - January) | worked to
identify potential case study sites. | focused on securing a local site for my research since my
goal was to have a sustained period of observation with a curriculum development team. Given
my professional experience included substantial involvement with curriculum committees whose

work included curriculum reform and new academic program development, | had knowledge and
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experience with the research topic and avenues to identify curriculum teams that could be a fit

for my study.

To manage subjectivity in my interpretations and retain openness to uncover new or
unexpected findings, | selected a research site outside of my own work setting. To identify
potential sites, | reached out to campus contacts and researched the university's website. A
contact at the university's center for teaching and learning provided leads to departments
believed to be engaged in curriculum change, as did an assistant dean at the university’s College
of Arts and Sciences. Searching the university website, | used keywords such as "curriculum
committee,” "curriculum reform," and "curriculum task force" and uncovered a few more leads. |
also searched the websites of academic units and the university news site, in case a new program

or reform project was announced there.

Overall, | found it was challenging to identify curriculum development teams. There was
no central source of information to confirm which units were engaged in curriculum
development and what stage they were in their process. In a few instances, my research
confirmed that committees of interest were too far along in their curriculum work or their work
had already ended. Based on my research and leads, | sent a formal request inquiring about
curriculum committees engaged in reform or new program development to a college dean and
one to a department chair (whose units were engaged in curriculum development work) and
never heard back. | made another request directly to the chair of a curriculum committee and the
initial response was promising. After an email exchange and a phone conversation, he checked
with his committee members and then let me know they were not comfortable having me present
in their meetings. In summary, | researched seven potential sites: two did not respond to my

initial email invitation, one did respond but ultimately declined, and three others were too
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advanced in their work or had completed their work. Fortunately, the seventh potential site |

pursued was willing to participate in my study.

| utilized a three-step process to secure the pilot case study site. First, | emailed an
invitation to participate in the study to the associate dean (see Appendix A), who oversaw both
the school-wide curriculum committee and the task force. | offered to discuss the project further
over email or by phone. Second, after the associate dean consented to potential participation in
the study, | contacted the task force chair who gave approval for the study. Third, after the
associate dean and the task force chair had checked in with both groups and had not heard any
major concerns, | emailed the chair and each member of the schoolwide curriculum committee
and Task Force inviting participation in the study (see Appendix B) and providing a consent
form (see Appendix C). This process started in November and ended in February, but was
staggered, since the associate dean readily gave approval for me to contact members of the
schoolwide curriculum committee, and it took a few more weeks for me to obtain approval from

the task force chair.

| attended my first meeting of the school wide curriculum committee in December, and a
second meeting in January. | attended my first meeting of the task force in February. While I
observed both committees through that winter term, at the conclusion of the semester, my
advisor and | discussed my interest in focusing solely on the task force, given their work was
aligned closely with my study’s central purpose and I was gathering rich data, and since the
school wide committee, while interesting in other ways, handled more routine curriculum
matters. That said, my observation of several school wide curriculum committee meetings, and in
particular the contrast between the two groups, helped to develop my understanding of the task

force in the context of the School in which it was situated. My advisor and my committee
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supported my decision to focus on the task force as a single site case study, and the task force
chair and members readily agreed to my continued study of their group. From here, then, 1 will
focus my description on my process with the task force (later referred to as a committee or

curriculum development team).

At the first meeting | attended to observe the task force, | verbally reviewed my request
for participation and the consent forms. Those who had not emailed a consent form back to me
completed them at the start of the meeting. | made it clear if anyone opted not to participate, |
would not include their contributions in my data analysis; and if multiple committee members
decided to decline, I would seek a different group to observe. Every member consented, and two
new members who joined mid-way through my data collection consented as well. All task force
members consented to both my observations and recording of meetings as well as individual
interviews. One member left the institution before we were able to complete an individual
interview, and another did not respond to requests to schedule an interview, which | took as a

decline despite his having consented to an interview.

Within a few months, | had confirmed my plan to propose the task force as the center of a
single site case study and to further focus my inquiry on a curriculum team engaged in academic
program development. In "How many cases do | need?" Small (2009) argues against efforts to
adopt or adapt quantitative research logic and methods into the practice of ethnographic
fieldwork. He describes the distinctly different approach that qualitative researchers employ:
“Generally, the (ethnographic) approaches call for logical rather than statistical inference, for
case- rather than sample-based logic, for saturation rather than representation as the stated aims
of research” (Small, 2009, p. 28). Aside from Oliver and Hyun’s (2015) participant-researcher

study, I had not found studies that involved direct observation of curriculum team meetings
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combined with individual interviews with a focus on team interaction and process, and was

pleased to be in a position to conduct this study and begin to fill this gap.

Participant Confidentiality

The need to safeguard the confidentiality of participants was heightened given the use of
a single case study, the detailed description of which could lead to the site or individual subjects
being identified. Thus, | took great care to secure the confidentiality of the site and my research
subjects. | have limited the description provided of the research site to include facts that provide
some context for the case while protecting the site from being identified. | used pseudonyms to
protect individuals’ identity and altered certain details about the case study site to inhibit its
identification. | did not disclose the case study site to anyone other than the dissertation chair and
dissertation committee members. Given | was working full time during the collection of data and
multiple people had access to my calendar, | never used the name of the institution or school
where the case study was situated, nor did I use any names of committee members in scheduling
their interviews on my calendar. In the course of writing, | removed certain facts such as their
departmental affiliation and job title, and omitted descriptive information that I thought could
lead someone to identify committee members or the site, such as work history or the titles of
courses the committee was developing. In some cases, | altered aspects of role or identity to
protect individuals’ identities and altered the official names of offices within the school (such as
admissions or career services) as well as the names of campus offices with which the committee

engaged (such as the central admissions office and central advising office).

62



Case Study Participants

The case subjects, or informants, by nature of the study, were members of the task force
selected for the case study site; thus, I did not have control over the selection of individual
informants. Their backgrounds, levels of experience, professional position, academic rank, and
identity characteristics (such as gender and race) were a matter of chance, yet were a part of what
my study considered relevant. There was some gender diversity on the task force, but almost no
racial/ethnic diversity. With the departure of two committee members after the first year (one of
whom was from an underrepresented minority group, all members of the committee including
two new members who joined it, where White (this is based on my observation vs. confirmation
by committee members of their race/ethnicity). The two departing committee members were
male, and the two new committee members were also male. Task force members included both
staff members and faculty members at differing lengths of professional experience, seniority, and
rank or level in terms of job classification. Task force members also differed on their past
exposure and experience with curriculum development work. This variation is in my experience,
common in the composition of task forces and curriculum committees (though some only have a
staff member assigned for administrative support), and thus affords relevance to those interested

in what was learned from this inquiry.

Known status characteristics including rank, role/level, and sex of each committee
member are summarized to provide context for the subjects in this case study (see Table 3.1).
The committee included four women (the senior associate dean who was an associate professor;
an assistant professor, and the two staff members on the committee, one at a senior level and one

in an administrative support role), and five men (the chair who was a full professor, and four
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additional full professors). When two male members of the committee were replaced in the

second year, they were replaced by two male, full professors.

I considered each individual’s approach to the committee and the context that shaped this
approach. I studied the ways each group member contributed, what their interests or motivations
were as committee members, their assigned roles, areas of expertise and viewpoints expressed in
individual interviews. Through my observations and analysis, | came to view committee
members through a broader lens, one that captured the essence of individual roles on the
committee. The following committee member descriptions are intended to give the reader a sense
of the people about whom I am writing by sharing the impressions | formed over 16 months of
observing each person’s behavior and speech. This section thus provides a contextualized

understanding of the individuals at the center of this study.

In the following section, | describe the role each committee member played and the
nature of their contributions, interactions and participation:

Glenn Evans

Dr. Evans, the committee chair, he had led curriculum development for an undergraduate
program at a previous institution. He had joined a School that had long focused on graduate
education, in an institution in which the Dean had indicated his intention to offer undergraduate
programs. | view his role as a cultural change leader, since he had not only the professional
experience with leading the development of an undergraduate program, had strong insight into
interpersonal and organizational dynamics. He also had a very affable and likable personality
that served an important role both in bringing the committee together and with navigating the

organizational landscape.
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Table 3.1: Listing of Case Study Participants

Pseudonym Role Rank/ Level Sex Short Description
Glenn Evans Chair Full professor Male Experienced in undergraduate education and
curriculum; positive and well-liked leader

Dorothy Palmer ~ Associate  Associate Female Provided guidance and advise, held
Dean professor administrative role in dean’s office

Heather Carter Staff Administrative ~ Female  Early in career, motivated and committed,
Member  support interested | career growth, student focused

Marcy Danforth ~ Staff Director Female Experienced project manager, helped manage
Member process behind the scenes

Curtis Butler Faculty Full professor Male Experienced with undergraduate teaching and
Member advising, program development and graduate

admissions; nearing retirement
Jerry Alexander  Faculty Full professor Male Solid contributor. Good ambassador to faculty

Member

Ned Price Faculty Full professor Male Joined in second year of committee’s work,
Member solid contributor, good ambassador to faculty

Maggie Reed Faculty Assistant Female Role limited as junior faculty member to assure
Member professor focus on research; invested and thoughtful

Marcus Smith Faculty Full professor Male Raised issues and questions with light hearted
Member style; brought comic relief, left institution after

first year of committee’s work

Kurtis Mathis Faculty Full professor Male Spoke very little; helped with parts of proposal;
Member did not return to committee for second year

Paul Davidson Faculty Full Professor Male Joined in second year, contributed infrequently,
Member interested and supportive

Dr. Evans’ positivity was infectious, and described what seemed a measured approach
when confronted with naysayers on the faculty who felt the undergraduate direction would
negatively impact the graduate program or have other negative impacts. He remarked:

I still hear some people like, "Yeah. I'm still not sure about that." And so, | always say,

"Okay. Well, let's talk about it." And I just sit down and talk to them about some of the

benefits of this, and yeah, it is gonna be a challenge and there's gonna be growing pains,

but change is never easy. So, we'll just work through this.

In our interview, he divulged that he often felt stressed and uncertain, especially with the
initial launch date, but largely hid this from the committee and worked to focus on the positive

and doing what they could to make it work. At one point he considered walking away from his

role as chair, but that he had kept that to himself. While he expressed being so concerned about
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the timeline it made him consider withdrawing as chair, yet during this entire time was working
to move the organizational mindset towards accepting and even embracing the idea of an
undergraduate program. While he initially led the committee in discussions to consider whether
and how the school should engage in undergraduate education, the dean and senior associate
dean had already indicated to him that an undergraduate program was strongly desired. Rather
than starting with this conclusion (which | suspect he may have known was the expectation of
the dean and best scenario for the school) he ensured the committee felt ownership of the
discussion and the decision. He worked with faculty members at the individual, department, and
school level to continue to seed support, identify concerns and then work at addressing those

concerns via the committee. He was indeed the cultural change leader that the School needed.

Dorothy Palmer

Dr. Dorothy Palmer, the associate dean for academic affairs, sat on the committee ex
officio. She had helped launch a new graduate program a few years earlier. She had a status
advantage given her role as associate dean. Yet in our interview she indicated she was actively
trying to avoid overly influencing the committee; rather she wanted to steer them when she
thought they were going too far astray. She described the chair as quite influential in an
individual interview, and indicated that she was overwhelmed with other responsibilities. She
expressed concern that she wasn’t able to represent her department that well on the committee or
provide the larger oversight. Nonetheless, she ended up writing a good part of the draft proposal,
but in the committee process, she seemed to act as a gentle and wise guide for the group. She
spoke up when she could bring insight from the deans’ office or her role as associate dean,

regarding school policies or timing issues with, for example, course approvals. In our interview,
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she said that at times she would have addressed some issues differently, but was mindful of not
getting in the way of the chair.

Heather Carter

Heather Carter, the most junior member of the committee and a staff member, initially acted in
the capacity of an administrative support person for the committee, scheduling meetings,
preparing agendas, and taking notes. Her perspective as a recent graduate was noted as valuable
in some cases by other members of the committee, and the chair often remarked positively about
her contributions. As the committee’s work continued, it was clear that Heather was very
motivated and energized by the work, and that she was finding ways to bring added value to the
committee, by trying to manage the many details of the process, uncovering information that the
committee needed or wanted, and helping solve problems the committee was facing. Her
confidence seemed to grow in terms of her contributions in the meetings.

At first, Heather rarely spoke unless asked to contribute. She was pleasant and upbeat,
passing out agendas and taking minutes. At later points, she was helping to set and guide the
meeting agendas and was actively contributing knowledge, mostly about administrative issues
but also about student interests and needs, advising issues and procedures, university policies and
so forth. During the second semester in which | observed the committee’s meetings, Heather
received a promotion, though for some time the nature of the promotion wasn’t very clear. This
created an awkward moment, when the chair indicated that she was getting a new title, but
Heather clarified that wasn’t settled yet. The new role was eventually confirmed, and Heather
continued to bring increased confidence to her interactions as she gained knowledge and
experience that benefitted the committee. This said, at times her input was minimized and at

other times she was interrupted repeatedly. | observed that she tended to avoid being too vocal or
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too assertive, though in a few cases she pressed her points, for example, her concerns about
opening the program to transfer students. This concern was largely downplayed or ignored,
despite others sharing during individual interviews that they, too, were concerned about being

prepared to admit transfer students.
Marcy Danforth

An experienced staff member, Marcy Danforth played an important role on the committee, yet
her role was hard to identify from the meetings and understand and in our interview, she
described it as unclear. At times she provides information about the university or the school; she
shared her experience with online courses, was very familiar with the accreditation standards and
with similar programs at other universities. She had managed other complex administrative
projects and programs, but had not worked with launching a new academic program or with
managing admissions. She gathered information and developed an outline to guide development
of the new program proposal, gathered insights from other programs on campus, sharing this at
times with the committee.

Marcy expressed concern clearly and early about the initial program launch timeline,
which went unheeded (as was the case for the chair.). Later in our interview, she expressed that
the change in launch in her mind was not necessary and reduced the momentum of the
committee, leading to less engagement, less meeting attendance, etc. Her actual role was not very
clear -- even to her, based on our interview. She felt she was playing a much-needed role that
was akin to a high-level project manager, providing guidance to Heather Carter and helping to
pull disparate pieces of information together to help the committee move forward. Yet her title
and past responsibilities were not really aligned with this new focus, which was taking an

increasing amount of her time. She participated regularly, but did more work behind the scenes.
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She was involved in many small group meetings with Dr. Evans, Dr. Palmer and Heather Carter
in between committee meetings. She expressed some discontent and seemed disenfranchised
about her position. She shared her sense that the administrative aspects of the program
development process could be handled more directly by staff members with regular input from
Dr. Evans and Dr. Palmer, and on curricular matters, from faculty.

Curtis Butler

Dr. Curtis Butler was the most senior faculty member on the committee; he had more
seniority than the chair or the associate dean, had worked on other curriculum development
projects and had overseen admissions for his department for many years. He shared that he was
nearing retirement in our individual interview, he expressed that, while he had some health issues
and had many other things going on, this committee was a way for him to leave a legacy at the
school, and he was happy for that to be about undergraduate education. For him, his work on the
committee was his swan song.

In our interview he spoke nostalgically about his career and his work with admissions and
with curriculum, he spoke about his acumen with advising students and he was frank about the
political aspects and the dean’s strong role with moving towards an undergraduate program. He
spoke very well of the committee chair (as everyone did). He expressed significant relief that the
timing of the new program launch had changed, saying he was very worried about it and that
they would have launched a program but it wouldn’t have been nearly as good. He also revealed
his significant concerns about the plan to start taking transfer students at the same time the
program launched. In answer to my question about whether he had or planned to raise his
concerns with the chair or with the dean, he said he had not and he wasn’t sure he would, since in

his view that decision was made and wasn’t going to be changed.
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Dr. Butler was very vocal in most committee meetings, at times dominating discussion,
yet was generous with praise for others’ contributions. He expressed concern for the junior
faculty member on the committee, saying that was not fair for her to be on the committee since
she needed to focus on tenure. He agreed when | suggested it could be a good professional
development experience, but said they mainly were trying to keep her committee work load light
Dr. Butler’s influence had limits, and others did not always take up his view point, but there is no
doubt he invested a lot in the committee process (and others appreciated this), was committed to
its outcome, and had considerable influence on the work of the committee. This was, after all, his
swan song.

Jerry Alexander and Ned Price

Two other faculty members on the committee, Dr. Jerry Alexander and Dr. Ned Price,
had chaired their departmental curriculum committees and were at the associate and full
professor rank, respectively. They had the experience within the school that Dr. Evans lacked. |
viewed them as “faculty allies” as they had capacity to help build support amongst the faculty for
the undergraduate initiative. Dr. Alexander was more vocal than Dr. Price, but both were
attentive and raised points and questions. Based on conversations in individual interviews (with
them and other members of the committee), | determined they were well-regarded and influential
faculty members, particularly in their own departments given their roles on departmental
committees. Concerns they raised about the tight timeline, the School’s departmental structure,
faculty teaching assignments and incentives and the strong input from deans on curricular
decisions were heard, but did have a strong impact. They were “on board” with the direction
being taken and while they raised concerns at times, they did not rock the boat too much. They

supported the direction of the committee and agreed with the plans overall. Their approach
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aligned with what the associate dean had said in our interview: that members of the committee
were selected carefully -- because they were cooperative and supportive of the new
undergraduate program, rather than "difficult" or inclined to be negative towards change.
Maggie Reed

The sole junior faculty member on the committee, Dr. Maggie Reed, primarily listened at
meetings, but at times contributed to discussions and to work outside of meetings. The chair and
other faculty members, when interviewed, expressed concern about her service on the committee
given the competing priority for her to complete research and achieve tenure. Dr. Reed
acknowledged that others had been helpful in keeping her role on the committee contained, and
was also quick to indicate that she had the least amount of experience and wasn’t in a good
position to contribute on many topics. This said, her insights and contributions were received
well by others on the committee. She seemed to be actively learning as she participated, as
evidenced by her comments about the committee’s work during our individual interview. She
indicated she appreciated having her role contained given she was a junior faculty member, yet
confirmed she did not feel that she could not question or counter others’ opinions, and stated that
she trusted the chair and the associate dean’s decision-making. Dr. Reed was one of the most
reflective committee members in my individual interviews, and noted that the group was largely
figuring things out as they went along and that most of the work fell on a few people, with other
members mostly giving approval.

Marcus Smith

In the first term | observed the committee, Dr. Marcus Smith, a full faculty member and
advanced in his career, was quite vocal. Committee members referred to him as the committee’s

comedian as he often joked and brought levity to discussions. He also regularly brought donuts
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to the meetings, which was a source of camaraderie and joking as well. At times he played
devil’s advocate, raising questions or scenarios that hadn’t been discussed directly and countered
the predominant point of view. His comedic role played well against his tendency to question
things, so he did not come across as overly negative or cynical. He would raise questions and
concerns in a low key, often lighthearted manner. At the end of the first winter that | observed
the committee, he left the university for a faculty position at another institution. This seemed like
a significant loss, which more than one member of the committee noted, since he had been the
one member who tended to question decisions and raise alternative perspectives; this role was
not replaced by others after his departure.

Kurt Mathis was a full professor and was extremely quiet in meetings; in fact, he rarely
spoke at all. He had fewer years of experience than Dr. Butler, but was from the same
department. He did, however, volunteer to work with Dr. Butler to develop some ideas for one of
a few curricular paths within the new program. I view his role as representing a “service
obligation” mentality on the committee. Interestingly, in the second academic year I observed the
committee, he was replaced by another full professor, Paul Davidson. Dr. Davidson was also
mostly silent during the meetings | observed, and in some cases, he was absent; these faculty
members seemed to approach their role as fulfilling a service obligation as representatives of

their departments.

Data Collection

Data collection included observation of 17 meetings over a 16-month period and 10
individual interviews towards the end of the meeting observations. Data collection began in

February, 2015, and concluded in June, 2016. The primary data collection method was
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observation, supplemented with individual interview of committee members. The observation of
meetings included attending to the content of discussions, participants' communication style
(verbal and nonverbal), the tone of conversations (whether lighthearted or serious and noting
laughter, applause, tension or periods of silence), and the nature and amount of participants'
participation. | also looked for subtle factors that impacted the dynamics of the meeting such as
unplanned or informal activities - such as conversations before and after meetings or joking
around while enjoying donuts someone brought - and notation of what was absent or that did not
take place when it might be expected. (Merriam, 2007, p.121). Observation, as a method of data
collection, "offers a firsthand account of the situation under study and, when combined with
interviewing and document analysis, allows for a holistic interpretation of the phenomenon being
investigated" (Merriam, 2007, p.136). With participants’ consent, I audio-recorded each meeting
and took detailed field notes during meetings. | wrote memos periodically to capture my
thoughts and reflections on recent meetings or patterns from meetings. At times | would have

thoughts hours or days after a particular meeting, prompting me to write a memo.

Near the conclusion of my series of meeting observations, | conducted one-hour
individual interviews with each committee member to gather their perspectives on their roles and
the work of the committee. | conducted two interviews with the associate dean; one in the first
semester | observed the committee to gather insights on the work that had been done in the
semester before | started observation, and another near the conclusion of data collection. |
followed a structured interview protocol (see Appendix D) while allowing for variation based on

the responses of informants to pursue topics or issues that they raised.

In the interviews, | asked introductory questions to break the ice and learn how

informants came to be on the Task Force. Questions addressed patterns of influence and areas of
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focus, such as what factors, trends, or individuals had influence on the work of the committee,
their perception of their own participation and influence and the influence of other members,
what they felt was going well and what was problematic or concerning, whether enough
resources were being provided for launching the new program, and whether the most important
topics were being addressed. Follow up probes sought the how and why of initial responses.
Some interviewees were quite reflective, while others gave fairly simplistic responses. All of this
was added to my understanding of the ways individual members contributed to the group and its

process.

Data Analysis

| worked closely with a transcription service to accurately transcribe all meetings and
interviews. | reviewed transcripts more than once and refined them to correct words and the
attribution of comments to the correct speaker using the audiotaped meetings. My review and
editing of the transcripts assured accuracy while helping me to build close familiarity with the
data. Prior to my analysis | developed an initial code book based on concepts and theories that
guided the design of the study and that I anticipated would arise as | answered my research
questions. The final codebook, to which | added new codes during the coding process, is in
Appendix E. | entered all the codes into the N-Vivo software (version 11) to manage data during
the analysis phases.

| used theoretical codes related to status hierarchy and performance expectations drawing
these both from expectations states theory (Berger et al 1974; Correll & Ridgeway, 2003) and
from studies that applied the theory (i.e., Cohen & Lotan, 1995; Cohen & Zhou, 1991). A set of
theoretical codes related to the curriculum committee as a working group emerged from open
coding, yet these were clearly influenced by my conceptual framework, in particular Bensimon
& Neumann’s (1993) work on teams as cultures.

While theoretical codes helped connect my analysis to relevant theories and concepts,

overall data analysis included a progression of open, selective and axial coding passes before the
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application of theoretical codes to the data. In my first, open-coding pass through the data, |
linked a code to each segment of each transcript. Open codes included concepts such as student
development and program purpose, topics such as admissions and instructional resources, and
activities such as coordination efforts and proposal decisions. I next used axial coding to refine
my codes by looking at them in combination and revisiting the data. This produced new codes
that linked what were previously individual codes; this resulted in axial codes such as
interpersonal tension and shared perspectives.

After open and axial coding, | was able to identify broad themes that depicted the
committee’s process (themes included assessments such haphazard process and identification of
themes describing influences on the committee process, such as time factors). At this stage in the
process, | used theoretical coding based on the concepts | drew from expectations states theory
(such as assertive contribution, perception of others’ influence and status treatment), to build on
and add ideas and concepts and to further develop themes that described and impacted the
committee’s work. Finally, | used selective coding to organize codes into categories. For
example, the selective code program attributes encompassed codes such as academic rules,
admission criteria and program purpose (Strauss, 1987). Through this process | identified a total
of 105 codes, which | organized into 15 categories.

See Figure 3.1 for a list of six theoretical codes that capture the concept of status
hierarchy from expectations states theory and seven codes influenced by Bensimon &
Neumann’s (1993) study of teams as cultures. Throughout these coding passes, | used a constant
comparative method (Strauss, 1987; Glaser & Strauss, 1967), to identify codes and categories,
adjusting these as | compared segments of data and groups of codes. | returned to the
transcriptions repeatedly during my writing process in addition to using the data | had coded in
N-Vivo. At times | also went back to the audiotapes to listen again to segments of meetings, to

help confirm tone and meaning.
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Figure 3.2 Theoretical Codes on Status Hierarchy and Teams as Culture

Status Hierarchy Codes

Assertive contribution

Ignoring, minimizing, or deflecting

Prompted contribution

Recognition of or influence of skill or expertise
Status treatment

Group management or leadership

Team Behavior Codes

Camaraderie

Coordination efforts

Decision making

Humor

Interpersonal tension or conflict
Perception of own role or influence
Perception of others’ role or influence

| triangulated my analysis using meeting notes, interviews and memos. | questioned my
themes and understanding of the data using the technique of alternate explanations (Merriam,
2007), in which I tried to view my ideas through the perspective of a member of the committee. |
raised questions in individual interviews with an eye towards confirming or refuting ideas | had
been formulating. Extended memoing to document my thinking helped to advance my analysis,
as did continued, iterative review of the data in N-Vivo, notes taken during meeting
observations, and mapping ideas and concepts on a whiteboard. This involved a meeting by
meeting analysis, as well as looking at groups of meetings and looking at concepts and themes
across the full set of meetings. I looked for patterns within and across interviews and between
meeting and interview transcripts. | continued data analysis for nearly a year to bring sufficient

depth to themes and concepts.
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Choice of cognitive frames for inductive analysis framework

My study was guided by the literature on culture and cognition (DiMaggio, 1997;
DiMaggio & Markus, 2010; Ridgeway, 2006), Bensimon and Neumann’s (1993) analysis on
teams as cultures, and Bensimon’s (2005) study identifying cognitive frames of diversity, deficit
and equity that shape individuals and team thinking as it pertains to addressing the achievement
gap in education. My decision to identify cognitive frames using an inductive method follows
Kezar, Gehrke and Elrod's (2015) methods for identifying implicit theories of change in their
research on STEM curriculum reform teams. Their qualitative study of teams from 11 campuses
included observations of group meetings of the teams at periodic national gatherings as well as
individual interviews. They chose to observe the curriculum teams because "implicit theories
typically cannot be articulated by people (p. 485)." Regarding their method of identifying

implicit theories of change from qualitative data, they wrote:

We utilized a grounded theory approach for data analysis since we were interested in
inductively understanding the implicit theories of change provided by individual change
agents and groups of change agents (Charmaz, 2006). Rather than impose metaphors
from earlier studies of implicit theories of change, we allowed the data to inform us about
participants’ specific implicit theories... In order to understand and analyze implicit
theories, we looked for those statements (e.g., we feel that grass-roots faculty leadership
is most effective) and actions their teams exhibited (e.g., an overreliance on grants would
be reflected by most of their activities focusing on developing grant proposals)(p. 487)."

Kezar, Gehrke and Elrod (2015) set the following criteria to guide identification of implicit

theories from the data:

More than half of team members described or enacted the implicit theory; 2) Multiple
statements and behaviors were identified; and, 3) These statements or behaviors were
exhibited at several meetings/ opportunities for interaction such as webinars (p. 487-488).
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Examples of the implicit theories of change they identified held included "data alone can

convince people of the need to change" and "change is rational and not political” (p. 491).

| wanted to conduct similar analysis for my study to understand the kinds of cognitive
frames that guided the curriculum team | studied. | wanted to surface themes and concepts
including but not limited to how the team thought about and conducted their work. My choice to
focus on cognitive frames (rather than, say, implicit theories) was based on my view of the
connection between cognitive frames and the literature on culture and cognition that is central to
the framework for my study.2

The concept of cognitive frames (Bensimon, 2005; 1993) aligns with the exploratory
nature of this case study while reflecting the broader theoretical framework that it rests upon. As
DiMaggio (1997) explains, the evolving understanding of culture and cognition draws concepts
from sociology and psychology to present a "view of culture as working through the interaction
of shared cognitive structures and supra-individual cultural phenomena (material culture, media
messages, or conversation, for example) that activate those structures to varying degrees” (p.
264). Accordingly, | use cognitive frames as an analytic and interpretive tool to identify the
underlying cognitive and cultural forces shaping the curriculum team’s attention and process.

While considering ways to operationalize culture in my analysis, | found references to
multiple concepts in the culture and cognition literature, including schemata, cultural models,
cultural frames and cognitive frames; these concepts are described similarly. Nuanced

differences in the description of these concepts reflect the academic disciplines in which they are

2 The concept of implicit theories of change is rooted in organizational learning theory (mainly Weick's (1985)
theory of sensemaking, and Connolly and Seymour's (2003) work on theories of change). Since I did not
conceptualize this study as one focused on a curriculum revision or reform, but rather a study of the development of
a new program, I did not seek to identify the committee members’ implicit theories of “change.”
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rooted as well as the views of the authors providing the description. Researchers commonly
concur that definitions of these terms are broad, which can feel unfocused; yet they also propose
that such concepts provide avenues and tools for operationalizing cultural theories into analysis
and intervention strategies (Gallimore and Goldenberg 2010, Bensimon 2005, Fryberg &
Markus, 2007, DiMaggio, 1997). Most studies using cultural models and cultural frames noted
the lack of methodology to apply them; researchers thus proposed their own methods and rarely
followed methods others had employed (Kezar, Gehrke & Elrod, 2015; Gallimore &
Goldenberg, 2010, Fryberg & Markus, 2007; Bensimon, 2005). | chose to build on research that
applied the concepts of culture and cognition in higher education settings.

Bensimon (2015) and Neumann (2012) encouraged higher education scholars to address
culture and cognition to better understand complex cultural dimensions of issues and problems in
academia. | found their work on teams as cultures, team roles and team thinking (Bensimon &
Neumann, 1993; Neumann, 1991; Bensimon, 1990), as well as Neumann's discussion of thinking
teams (1989) and cognition in higher education (2012), and Bensimon's research applying
cognitive frames (1995, 1989) provided a useful grounding for a cultural analysis of a curriculum
development team's process. Bensimon’s use of cognitive frames, however, differs from the
approach | took in that she relied on pre-determined frames in her research. For example, in her
2005 study, she focused on the “educational achievement gap” to examine the use of deficit,
diversity, and equity cognitive frames. In her frame analysis of presidential teams (1989), she
used four organizational frames (bureaucratic, collegial, political and symbolic) proposed by
Bolman, Deal and Birnbaum (1988). | did not want to set predetermined cognitive frames given

the exploratory nature of my research. My study, then, combines the inductive methods of Kezar,
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Gehrke and Elrod (2015) with the more recent definition of cognitive frames used by Bensimon
(2005).

Aligning with Kezar, Gehrke and Elrod (2015) | established criteria for identifying
cognitive frames, whether explicit (recognized by the team) or implicit (tacit or not in the team’s
conscious awareness). While cognitive frames might begin with an individual, my focus was on
identifying cognitive frames that reflected the team’s thinking and process. The criteria I applied
to identify cognitive frames are:

1. Multiple group members make comments or have exchanges that reference, reflect, or
enact the representation of a cognitive frame
2. The comments or exchanges or behaviors occur in more than one meeting.
3. The comments, exchanges or behaviors subsequently shape or impact the team’s
discussions, decisions, actions or inactions.
| used the individual interviews with committee members to further establish whether a cognitive
frame was shaping individual or team thinking and behavior and to help identify and confirm
additional themes. I also evaluated if multiple references from an individual or the majority of
the group supported a shift in a cognitive frame, either by recognizing previous thinking and new
thinking explicitly, or by consistently using new language that suggests a shift in a cognitive

frame.

Researcher Perspective

In addition to being a doctoral candidate completing dissertation research, | have
significant professional experience in the area of academic program and curriculum
management. In my career, | observed and participated in curriculum committee work for many

years. As a result of my experience and insight on curriculum committee work, | was able to
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identify issues and patterns that others might miss. At the time of data collection, | was serving
on a curriculum task force within my own School, but this group was not a part of my research. I
used this involvement to help shape my thinking about the study, to identify issues and concepts
to explore in my observations and interviews, and to provide an ongoing means to engage
directly and personally with the topic. My familiarity with academic program development
enabled me to be a highly informed observer. | understood the context of the committee’s
conversations and could identify where discussions might be missing essential information. | was
thus able to focus on group interactions and dynamics as well as content.

At the same time, | needed to be mindful of subjectivities that | brought to the research
and to question my assumptions as | interpreted the data. In my first curriculum meeting
observation with my pilot case study site, | found my role as researcher and my professional role
competing at times in terms of my attention and thought process. As questions arose about how
aspects of curriculum management could be better handled, I had to hold myself back from
providing information or an example from my professional work. I did not find it difficult to
keep my thoughts to myself. | had to turn my attention back to observing the behavior rather than
identifying potential solutions to the problem raised. In the same meeting, though, | found | was
able to follow the conversation easily, being familiar with the terminology and issues. | was able
to focus on the flow of interaction and communication patterns, and noted a common tactic used
by faculty members to signal concerns or disagreement without being too strong in their
approach. For example, at one meeting a committee member suggested deferring one decision on
a proposal being discussed that day, so that colleagues could be consulted, and used humor to
suggest that not doing so would create big problems. It was also fairly clear that this member had

concerns of his own about the proposal that was being discussed.
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During the decade | participated on curriculum committees, my role as a staff member
evolved. Initially, | was taking minutes, and answering questions about registration or student
enrollment occasionally. | rarely spoke without being prompted. Note that | was already in a
director level position overseeing admissions and student services for a small School. Later, as
the School grew, | was managing more staff members and functions, and my role on the
curriculum committee grew as well. 1 was looked to more often for insights about student issues
and implementation plans when changes were proposed. At times | would voice my opinion. |
learned that | needed to have clear arguments for my positions to garner attention and support.
As the school developed a new graduate program and then a new undergraduate program, | was
involved in discussions at the dean level and ultimately had become an assistant dean, myself.

On the one hand, my experiences as a staff member and observing other staff members
who joined curriculum meetings or were involved in academic program development could bias
my observation and analysis of an academic program development team. Yet | was carefully
attentive to approach my observations and analysis in a balanced manner. | had observed a wide
range of situations and dynamics over the years, and my own role as a staff member grew in
terms of influence. | saw faculty members assigned for the first time to chair a curriculum
committee struggle and develop leadership skills. I felt for the faculty members who at times
found the process of academic program development very stressful and time consuming. While |
experienced and observed challenges of being a staff member on a curriculum committee, over
time, | became much more aware of the challenges for faculty members.

During the course of observing the curriculum team’s meetings, | used reflective memos
as a means to document my observations as well as my feelings related to my competing roles

and to help identify areas of bias and areas of insight. Over time, my role as a researcher felt
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increasingly natural and | was better able to intentionally separate personal feelings to evaluate
what | was observing objectively. This required intentional assessment of the perspective |
brought to the data, which was the perspective of a staff member and as an administrator. In
doing this, |1 came to realize that in my past involvements with curriculum teams, | attributed
issues and concerns | observed as much with the individuals involved as with the organization
and institution in which they were situated. In the case study site for my dissertation, | found
myself observing a team that had by many measures a positive and effective leader and a
collegial and well-functioning team. When similar challenges emerged relative to teams | had
observed with less cohesion or challenges with leadership style or experience, | was able to gain
a much clearer view of the impact of organizational and institutional impact on the team’s
process. That said, | was also able to discern the impact of individual contributions or roles, and
the impact of interaction patterns across the team on their process and outcomes.

Moreover, as | analyzed my data, | was able to step back and reconsider my ideas
thinking of different perspectives. I wasn’t a faculty member, but I had developed a good
understanding of faculty perspectives and experiences. While | could not change my perspective
completely, my experience helped me to think through issues from the perspective of the chair,
or faculty members, or staff members on the committee. Overall, | found my professional role to
be an asset, given access to observe a curriculum committee had proven challenging, even for an
"insider.” Thus, while I am sure | did have some bias as any researcher brings a perspective to

their work, | believe my experience put me in a particularly strong position to do this research.

Validity and Trustworthiness

| used multiple strategies to support the validity and trustworthiness of my study.

Maxwell (2012, p 244) presents a checklist for addressing validity threats and enhancing
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credibility qualitative research, including long term involvement, rich data, respondent
validation, searching for discrepant evidence, triangulation, quasi-statistics and comparison. |
was able to employ all of these methods to varying degrees in my study. | was engaged with the
case study site for a period of 16 months, during which time | developed a high degree of trust
with the committee members, as evidenced by their openness to my continued observation of
meetings and openness during individual interviews. Using observation of committee meetings
as my primary source of data resulted in a rich set of transcripts to analyze, encompassing 17
meetings, augmented by field notes. Maxwell (2012, p 244) states: “For observation, rich data
are the product of detailed, descriptive note-taking (or videotaping and transcribing) of the
specific, concrete events that you observe.” Meeting observation was augmented by 10
individual interviews (of 12 total committee members). Nine of the interviews were held near the
end of the data collection period, which enabled me to engage in respondent validation by
seeking feedback on my impressions and asking questions to help confirm or dispel some of my
perception. This validation was limited in that it was based on my early impressions rather than
after completion of data analysis, but it did allow for confirmation of observations during data
collection. The perspectives shared in individual interviews also served as a check against

meeting transcripts, notes and memos.

During data analysis, | searched my data to confirm or dispel the ideas and themes I was
developing, in particular to see if I was focusing on an isolated incident or in case my
perspectives were biased. | actively posed alternative interpretations and looked at the data
multiple times to confirm my conclusions. This relates to my overall data analysis method that
included triangulation, another strategy for building validity and credibility, given | evaluated

multiple sources of data (e.g. meeting transcripts, interview transcripts, field notes, memos) to
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develop the themes and ultimately the findings of my study. On a limited basis, | used what
Maxwell (2012) refers to as quasi-statistics as a means to test and confirm patterns | saw in the
data. For example, | quantified the instances of use for selective codes related to status hierarchy
and connected this data to my analysis, such as the number of times I coded “assertive
contribution” for each committee member. | looked at patterns based on selective and open codes
that were related to one another, and was able to evaluate these patterns over an extended period
rather than in just a few meetings. Finally, while my research was based on a single site case
study and thus my use of comparison as a validity strategy was limited, | was able to compare
what | was observing and the ideas | was developing with situations | encountered in my
extensive experience with curriculum committees and academic program development.
Together, these approaches establish this research as a credible and valid account and analysis of

the case study.

Limitations

Despite strengths described in the study’s design and analytic methods, the case study has
several limitations. As discussed, the definition of cultural frames is quite broad and the
methodology for using this concept for interpretive analysis is as yet not well established. I have
worked to add to the thinking and methods around using this concept for interpretive analysis in
a case study. While | was able to achieve notable depth by focusing on a single site, by focusing
on one curriculum team I was not able to do comparative case analysis to examine differences in
institutional size, program type, or other variables. The participants in the study may have altered
their behavior or withheld information given concerns about confidentiality due to the small
number of subjects. The case study site had already begun its work the semester before | began

observations, which may have limited my ability to fully map the process and may thus limit the
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understanding of how group decision-making ultimately unfolded. Efforts were made to mitigate
the limitation of the process having started previously by asking subjects to describe aspects of
their process in retrospect. My goal was not to document how a particular curriculum was
created step by step, but rather how the process reflected organizational and cultural dimensions
of academic program development in research universities. My case study offers an opportunity
to gain an in-depth awareness of what is involved in academic program development and how

one curriculum team navigates this work.

Structure of the Findings

The findings of my case study are presented in the following three chapters. In Chapter
Four, | present a case chronology providing a rich description of the committee’s work during
the months | observed their meetings, and also discuss themes that depict key aspects of the
committee’s work process and culture. In Chapter Five, I used sensitizing concepts from
expectations states theory helps to analyze patterns of influence and their effects on the
committee as a task-focused group. In Chapter Six, | discuss five cognitive frames that |
identified as shaping the committee’s understanding of and approach to their work, and two
integrative frames that combine cognitive frames, status hierarchy and aspects of organizational

culture.
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Chapter 1V. Case Chronology and Themes

Introduction

In this first chapter of findings, | describe the case that is the focus of this study and then
present themes that my analysis surfaced portraying defining aspects of the curriculum
development committee’s work and team culture. Pseudonyms for the participants (profiled in
Chapter 3) are used and some facts are altered to maintain confidentiality. The case centers on a
curriculum development team with a charge to develop an undergraduate program. The academic
unit, which I will refer to as a school, is situated within a large public research university in the
Midwest.

My observation of the undergraduate task force began the semester after their work
began. However, | gained retrospective insights about the formation and initial work of the task
force through my interviews with Associate Dean Dorothy Palmer and other committee
members. According to Dr. Palmer, Dean Gregg Williams initially charged the team as a task
force to explore and propose the school’s future direction in undergraduate education. The
discussion about creating an undergraduate program had occurred at times before in the school’s
history, but the idea of starting an undergraduate program had been met with resistance from
some, and did not have enough support to take hold as a priority. Asked about the charge or
purpose of the Undergraduate Task Force, Dr. Palmer said, “We created a task force to develop a

sound proposal for creating an undergraduate program.”
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Multiple committee members indicated in interviews that the current press for an
undergraduate program came directly from Dean Williams. The school’s interest in
undergraduate education was supported by national trends (most other schools in this discipline
already had an undergraduate degree program) and campus trends (other academic units on
campus were developing new undergraduate degrees). Comments from multiple committee
members confirmed that the financial pressure impacting the drive for an undergraduate program
was clear: the dean’s office had determined that an undergraduate program would bring needed
revenue. Dr. Curtis Butler, a full professor serving on the committee, remarked:

| think the dean is rolling the dice on this and giving it resources to the extent he can. My

understanding is that the school is running on a deficit. The dean is putting his legacy on

the line to create it -- a major investment at multiple levels.

Making the potential for a new undergraduate program a visible priority, a faculty mini-
retreat held that spring included discussion of undergraduate education. Dr. Palmer recalled, “We
went through the opportunities and challenges. And | think there were quite a few issues raised
then.” She quoted the dean as saying, “We're going to put together a task force to push forward.”
Dr. Palmer confirmed that faculty voted in support of the school continuing to explore its future
in undergraduate education. The dean’s faculty advisory board affirmed this vote in a meeting a
week following the mini-retreat.

Dean Williams had asked Professor Glenn Evans to chair the undergraduate task force.
Dr. Evans had created and led an undergraduate program at his previous institution and thus
brought extensive experience with undergraduate education. Despite joining the faculty just three
years prior, this committee appointment placed him in a significant and highly important role for
the school. From his perspective, the task force was exploratory:

[It] was really just a task force at that point. So, we didn't know. We came in really not
knowing if we were gonna do a major, a minor, a certificate, whatever. And we were
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told, “We want to do something in the undergraduate space, but we don't know what it is,
so you all need to figure it out.’

| noted that this statement regarding the specific charge for the committee differed from the way
the task force was described by the associate dean, and from some comments in meetings and
other interviews, such as Dr. Butler’s comment that the plan to create an undergraduate degree
came directly from the dean.

In addition to Glenn Evans and Dorothy Palmer, the task force included faculty
representing the school’s departments (see Chapter 2, Figure 2 for a listing of committee
members, including role and rank). One was Curtis Butler, a full professor nearing retirement.
Dr. Butler had chaired his department’s curriculum committee in prior years. Before joining the
university faculty, had taught many undergraduate courses and helped launch an undergraduate
program at another institution. Two other faculty members - Marcus Smith and Jerry Alexander,
were also full professors and accomplished in their careers; each also had experience serving on
their departments’ curriculum committees at the graduate level. Another task force member, Burt
Mathis, was an associate professor from the same department as Curtis Butler. One assistant
professor, Maggie Reed, served on the task force; | noted she was the only other woman faculty
member other than the associate dean. Two staff members served on the task force. Marcy
Danforth was an experienced staff member who had worked in the School for a number of years,
managing academic and research initiatives. A less experienced and newer staff member,
Heather Carter, was assigned to support the task force (confirming meetings and agendas, taking
minutes etc.). Regarding the task force membership, Dr. Palmer stated:

We did think carefully about which faculty to put on the task force. For the most part, we

didn't put people on the committee who necessarily said yes to everything, or who don't

challenge opinions. But they did take the perspective that we have to keep moving
forward. And that's nice that they weren't going to resist any type of change.”
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The task force commenced its work in the fall semester, meeting every two weeks mostly
and sometimes monthly. After multiple meetings in the fall discussing different options such as a
major, a minor, or a certificate, gathering input from faculty about pros and cons, and gathering
input from students who had been taking existing undergraduate courses at the school (albeit not
as part of a degree program), the task force decided they would propose an undergraduate major,
which aligned with the inclinations of the dean.

With approval from the faculty to explore the School’s involvement in undergraduate
education previously confirmed, in winter term the task force would begin to develop a full
proposal for a new bachelor’s degree program (a two-year program at the junior-senior level).
This proposal would require approval by the school faculty, the dean’s faculty advisory board,
the provost’s office, the board of trustees, and a state-level higher education board. | began
observing the task force meetings in February as they began developing the new program

proposal.

Year One, winter term observation

The Proposal

After the holiday break, the task force reconvened. They held their first meeting of their
second semester of work in the second week of February, and met for 90 minutes on a biweekly
schedule thereafter. Their primary focus was the development of the formal proposal for a new
undergraduate degree program. As soon as | began observing their meetings, | realized that,
given my experience with new undergraduate program and curriculum development, there were

times when | had knowledge or information that would be helpful to their discussion. I did not
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share that knowledge, and maintained my role as an observer rather than a participant in the
meetings.

During the first meeting of the new term, Dr. Evans focused the group on the task at
hand: “So, our next order of business is to work on the proposal, to look at the different
sections.” After clarifying the approval steps and deadlines for the new program proposal, Dr.
Evans led the task force in reviewing the sections outlined for the proposal and task force
members volunteered to take a lead role with developing different segments. Dr. Evans referred
to a copy of a proposal developed by another academic program on campus and said that would
be a good model to follow. Before the meeting closed, Dr. Butler raised a question about the
timeline:

The concept here is if we're aiming for fall of 2016 as a potential start, and we've already
discussed how we view this as a gradual work up -- not hitting it full fore.”

Marcy Danforth then emphasized the need for expert input on the curriculum, an issue raised
previously in both the deans’ in the department chairs’ meetings as well as in from
conversations with national peers. She referenced these, saying:
They felt like it would be really useful to engage someone with expertise in curriculum
development early on in the process, and so, either someone from education or someone
from the teaching and learning center.
Dr. Evans agreed. The task force discussed the need to hire more faculty and to do so
strategically over time in relation to the growth of the new program and to consider how to
manage the program given the School’s current department structure. The meeting ended, having
covered a wide range of topics, from the broadest issues of purpose and focus to highly specific

questions about program features and many topics in between. | left the meeting wondering,

“How will they do this by a year from this fall?”
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The next meeting included guest presentations from some of the school’s senior staff
members, including the director of career development and director of admissions and student
life, who shared information about their services, as well as their thoughts about staffing and
service needs for the new program and the timing for organizing admissions to a new program.
The discussion highlighted a wide range of topics and types of services, from career advising,
internship support, and student career outcomes to leadership development and student
organization advising, course scheduling, space needs, mental health issues, and community
building. At the end of the discussion, Dr. Evans stated:

Sorry to have kept you over our time, but this is extremely, extremely helpful. These are

the kind of things we haven't had the opportunity to really think about, and you all have

such great information and access to information that we don't have. So, we've been
really thinking about kind of the intellectual part of making this work and kind of
creating the structure for the curriculum, but there's a whole other part of being a student,
which we're hearing, so thank you.
Along with guest presentations the task force spent time in their meetings discussing the various
sections of the proposal, based on the content outline they received from the provost’s office and
the example proposal from another college on campus. Word had begun to get out on campus;
following an article in the student newspaper that merely mentioned the new undergraduate
program was in development, calls and emails were coming in. Dr. Evans asked Heather Carter
to track the calls and inquiries to document interest in the new program.

In addition to discussing the career options segment of the proposal, the task force
discussed other key concerns: ways to publicize the program with relevant academic advisors on
campus; the potential for reducing the credits in the graduate program (as a way to make

completing both degrees more manageable); and a plan to focus on quality education more so

than innovative education. There was some discussion of the desire to avoid the undergraduate
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program becoming a “lite” version of the graduate program by having too many courses that
mimicked graduate courses and too many graduate courses that opened seats to undergraduates.
Dr. Evans suggested the group talk about their planning process in terms of curriculum and the
proposal. Marcy Danforth raised a concern about time and process:

We have to come up with proposals for these four integrated courses that then need

approval by the school’s curriculum committee. So, I'm thinking we're gonna need to

meet more frequently if we're actually gonna meet this timeframe. When do proposals

have to go to the School curriculum committee? Who is gonna teach these courses? I'm

thinking, if we're really gonna launch in fall of 2016, we need more dedicated time on

this process.
Dr. Butler replied that the course proposals did not need to go the school curriculum committee
until the fall, and Dr. Alexander agreed. Dr. Butler further stated the task force should focus on
the new program proposal and confirmed that was due in July. Dr. Evans stated:

Sounds like we just need to continue to chomp through these sections, work out some

more of the details, and then we'll move toward mapping out those integrated courses.

Alright. Great. So, we'll see everyone in two weeks?

After the meeting ended, though, Dr. Evans continued talking informally with Marcy
Danforth, and suggested they organize another side meeting outside of the task force, to “Just to
talk a little bit more detail about how this document is gonna come together and just ideas about
how to do that. Because I think it's helpful we're getting all these pieces but then I’'m getting kind
of nervous about the overall integration.” Marcy Danforth agreed this was a good plan.

Time Pressure and Hard Work

The next meeting convened the first week of April. Dr. Evans shared an update about the

recent meeting he and Marcy had with their school’s marketing director, and with campus

colleagues, which had caused him to feel considerably anxious about their timeline, given the

need to “get the word out” and give students time to take prerequisite courses. Marcy Danforth
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added a bit of fuel to the fire, saying, “We need to determine what we have to have ready out of
the gate and what we don’t.”

The efforts of the task force intensified as April continued, and clearly involved quite a
bit of work in between meetings. In their next meeting the task force reviewed draft content in
the proposal section by section while discussing a range of issues that directly and indirectly
surfaced in relation to the proposal content. The tone of the meetings was upbeat overall and
there was a sense of camaraderie. As they discussed the proposal and the curriculum plans, Dr.
Palmer referred to the proposal indicating enroliment levels growing to 300 per cohort (for the
two-year program, this would mean a total of 600 additional students when the program is fully
operating). A few people remarked that seemed too high, and Dr. Smith suggested it should be
300 students total. Dr. Palmer seemed amenable to that.

Additional topics of discussion included how much detail would be needed in the
proposal, the concept of a capstone experience, a review of advising information Heather Carter
had prepared, and discussion of study abroad and how they might approach transfer of credits.
The group also discussed how to involve departments in the process of curriculum development
and governance of the new program, as well as how to keep the undergraduate curriculum
distinct from the graduate program. While the proposal was still clearly in development, the task
force began to talk about the mini-retreat scheduled in May, when the school’s faculty would

discuss and vote on the proposal.

Presenting the Proposal to the Faculty

The task force met again at the end of April. The meeting began with Dr. Evans
commending Dr. Palmer for pulling the rest of the proposal together, while recognizing Marcy

Danforth and Heather Carter’s assistance; his remarks are met with applause. The proposal had
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already been sent to the faculty so that they could review it in preparation for discussion at the
mini-retreat the following week. There was a lot of positive energy in the room. There had been
much progress on the proposal since the last meeting.

With the proposal out for review by the faculty, the task force had invited the school’s
director of admissions to their meeting as he would be guiding and overseeing the admissions
process for their undergraduate program. He raised some timing concerns; his office would need
to process applications using in-house systems, as it was too late to add to the university’s
application system. He noted there were a number of steps that needed to happen with the
university including having the new program encoded into the university’s administrative
system. Otherwise, the task force discussed the upcoming faculty mini-retreat which would
include a presentation on the proposed new program and a faculty vote to move forward. Dr.
Evans stated, as heads nodded around the table,

The vote is about this proposal moving forward, we spent a year determining what this

program should look like (heads nodding). There are a lot of unanswered questions, but
this idea of how it will work is what we are voting on.

| | and Shifti |
The task force convened again at the end of May. Dr. Evans asked for feedback about the
faculty mini- retreat, which had resulted in a positive vote from the faculty in attendance to
approve the undergraduate program proposal. After a brief silence, several people chimed in to
say it seemed to go really well. Dr. Palmer noted that the number of people who indicated they
would commit to do something was smaller than those who were generally supportive. Dr. Evans
pointed out concerns that were raised about covering the instructional needs of the existing
curriculum vs. a new undergraduate program. He also noted a shift from people saying “if we

have an undergrad program” to “now that we have an undergraduate program” which, he noted,
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marked a cultural shift. Dr. Palmer confirmed that the dean’s faculty advisory board
unanimously approved the proposal the week after the mini-retreat, while noting concerns to
attend to including career outcomes and how to cover teaching.

The task force debated whether to offer a B.S. degree, a B.A. degree, or both. They
proposed areas of focus within the major, including what program titles would be effective from
a marketing perspective; these decisions were not part of the proposal or discussed by the faculty
at the mini-retreat. Planning for the undergraduate curriculum retreat was the next order of
business. Dr. Evans confirmed he had hired an external curriculum consultant to help develop the
retreat and to lead retreat activities. Dr. Evans had worked with Kayla Mason at his previous
institution. She was completing a Ph.D., had considerable undergraduate teaching experience in
the discipline, and had training and experience in higher education administration.

In the last ten minutes of the meeting, there was discussion about plans for transitioning
from a task force to a new curriculum committee for the undergraduate program. The group had
discussed names for the undergraduate committee multiple times, and had settled on the
undergraduate program committee, or UPC. Although the academic year had ended, work
continued for the task force, and in particular, for Dr. Evans, Dr. Palmer, Marcy Danforth and
Heather Carter, who had begun referring to the numerous additional meetings they held outside
of task force meetings as the “strategic UPC.” Everyone on the task force agreed to stay on and
serve on the UPC. The transition from task force to the committee for the undergraduate

program was underway.
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Year one, spring/summer observation
Summer Retreat
The undergraduate curriculum retreat for faculty took place in mid-July as planned. The

task force -- now the undergraduate program committee (UPC) -- held a three-hour meeting the
following week to debrief about the retreat and to finalize the proposal that was due to the
provost’s office by the end of the month. At this meeting, Dr. Evans asked the group to share
their assessments of the faculty retreat. Dr. Alexander offered, “I think there was a lot of
enthusiasm, people were open. Yes, there are issues, but I don’t think it was anything we can’t
manage.” Dr. Reed shared, “It was really excellent, it was good that we got all the insight we did,
a lot of new information. “Then Dr. Palmer shared, “I heard about the problems all morning!”
which brought laughter from the group. She continued:

| heard about the disjuncture, but things are moving rapidly if we think about it. We

started and finalized the proposal 2 and ¥2 months ago and its surprising where we are at

with it. When it comes to the core courses we still have some overlap between them
which we should work through here. We got concrete examples of potential courses but
we really didn’t get a true understanding of what the two concentrations need to be. We
need to get that set pretty quickly. This morning we also talked about faculty issues and
how we could assign each class and deal with the competition with the master’s program,
but we can’t confirm that until we are sure of what courses we want taught and who we
want to teach them.

The fast pace of decision making and program development had allowed the task force to
get approvals and move the plan forward, but with little time for disagreements to surface and
specifics to be sorted out. Now that they had faculty approval of the proposal, the challenge of
the actual implementation work to move ideas to reality was becoming increasingly apparent.
Dr. Evans prompted Marcy Danforth and Heather Carter for their input on the retreat. Marcy
Danforth said she thought the energy and engagement was great, but that people struggled with

thinking about learning objectives for undergraduate versus graduate courses. She thought the

timing was “dead-on” for the retreat schedule, which allowed for in depth discussion. Heather
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Carter said that she was still recovering, but she was impressed that the energy continued through
to the end despite the long day. As the retreat debrief wrapped up, Dr. Evans remarked,

| did get some email commending us on the retreat and how insightful it was, | think

people felt really engaged. Some said that they have never worked so hard yet it was fun.

We came in with three primary goals and we accomplished them. We got people excited,

increased their awareness of the program and made some serious movement on the core

courses. | know there is some anxiety about who will teach these courses. I am anxious
about that but still more happy about what we accomplished.
| noted that the retreat was a source of information sharing but also a source of affirmation for
the task force given the intense work they were doing on behalf of the school.

Dr. Evans shifted the discussion away from the retreat and onto new business. He
updated the committee on work that had taken place over the summer. He and the curriculum
consultant had developed ideas for new courses as well as syllabi for those courses. Dr. Evans
mentioned that Kayla Mason would be helping to develop the structure for major, stating, “We
do not have the necessary training and background for this type of work -- that is why she is
really going to be helping us a lot.” No one asked about the role of the consultant or Dr. Evan’s
remark that the committee did not have the necessary background for this work.

The group moved to a substantive discussion about faculty hiring and teaching. At the
retreat, faculty in attendance were uncertain about who would teach these courses, which
highlighted the need for new thinking about how faculty hiring would be handled and the need
for faculty, new and current, to bring strong teaching abilities, in particular with undergraduates.
There was agreement among task force members that the school’s culture around teaching
needed to shift, and that this would positively impact both undergraduate and graduate
instruction. The task force also discussed how school’s current and past approach to faculty

hiring primarily focused on research ability, with teaching as more of an afterthought, and they

wanted that to change.
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Dr. Evans moved on to the next order of business. He said Dean Williams suggested they
should formalize the UPC. He asked Dr. Palmer, “How do we do that?” Dr. Palmer replied, “I’'m

"7

not sure we can do that since we don’t yet have a program!” She suggested they could refer to
themselves as the “interim UPC.” A lively exchange ensued about the committee’s name. Dr.
Palmer suggested they could form a committee that wasn’t specific to a program, such as
undergraduate curriculum or education. Dr. Evans said, “Undergraduate Education Committee - |
like that!” Dr. Palmer then suggested the committee could formulate bylaws and rules of
governance. After some additional discussion of whether to rename the committee, Dr. Evans
said, “We will stay the UPC and make the guidelines in the fall.”

Marcy Danforth reminded the group that they needed the core course descriptions for the
proposal that was going to the provost’s office on Monday. Dr. Palmer emphasized that they just
needed initial short course descriptions and suggested they use the rest of the meeting time to get
the work done. All agreed and dug into this task. The time pressure kept them focused and they
used humor to alleviate tension and keep the mood upbeat.

The group agreed on the core courses that would be the foundation of the new program
curriculum, and the group was motivated to reach the 