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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the grain and chaff of criticism and analysis that have fallen
2n colleges and universities in the past decade are several
new and compelling issues. To accommodate diverse races
and ethnic traditions and both genders, to incorporate global
perspectives on the environment and exchange among
nations, and to deal more effectively with the human dimen-
sions of the educational equation are distinctive challenges.
Bound into the fabric of the larger society by their importance
and complexity, they take on the qualities of mandates. For
education, these contemporary demands differ in essential
ways from the press of new knowledge or the expansion of
the business and professional sectors, drivers of the 1970s
and 1980s. They transcend the disciplines without diminishing
their value and introduce considerations that have not been
faced before in their full complexity.

Even though other sectors of society share the mandates—
political policy makers, leaders in the justice system, and man.
agers in corporate practice, for example—it is in the under-
graduate curriculum that many of the issues come together
for academics. It is important to recognize that the collegiate
experience has its own dimensions and its own functions.

In the fullest sense, the curriculum is intended to serve all
students by means of an experience that has enough unity
to sustain a common discourse among the best trained and
“educated. If students are to be in tune with a world few of
their mentors have known, the course of study will have to
be changed in fundamental ways still to be determined, dis-
covered, or made.

At least five conditions for changir:g the curriculum can
be identified, as much in terms of direction as specifics, First,
a firmer grasp is needed on what the curriculum is as an idea,
what language can describe it, and at what levels it operates,
The concept of design and a pragmatic terminology give an
operational definition, Second, the flood of criticism, dissec-
tion, recommendation, and interpretation visited on the col-
legiate curriculum merits a careful review. Third, the need
is continuous for modest self-analysis dealing with what the
academic profession is and what its condition of practice
should be. Fourth, because we know so little about what the
solutions might be, a longer perspective is needed. The mode
of change will be comprehensive, calling for a thorough ex-
ploration of the issues as well us atention to buses of action.

Renewing the College and Departmental Curviculum
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Finally, the management of transforming change in the
curriculum brings to the fore a pronounced need for wider
understanding of the organization and its content. Together
these factors point toward a two-stage process for opening
curricular change to the m. 1dates. The preparatory stage
emphasizes legitimation of substance and method, explo-
ration to generate understanding, and negotiation. Then the
central task becomes one of moving to action in ways that
recognize the shape of change and the forces of culture within
which it moves.
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FOREWORD

The call 10 review and redirect the college curriculum orig-
inates from the sense that the curriculum is no longer achiev-
ing its intended purpose. Central to curriculum review is
development of a clear understanding of the curriculum’s
vision and mission. It is not sufficient to make observations
about the increased diversity of students or recount the tech-
nological and scientific changes sweeping through a particular
discipline without showing how such factors affect the process
and intended outcomes of a college education.

The college curriculum is more than just a collection of
courses that a student puts together like so many graduation
stamps until enough are collected to qualify for a diploma.

It should be a conceptual framework that includes consid-
eration of at least the following questions:

* What are students’ educational expectations? While stu-
dents likely do not know specifically what courses or
body of know. Jge appropriately makes up their program
of study, they do have expectations for specific out-
comes—and those outcomes should be respected and
considered during design of the curriculum. Ignoring
these expectations or withholding the truth from students
(such as the types of jobs and starting salaries available
for program graduates) is tantamount to academic fraud.

* What is the sum body of knowledge making up a par-
ticular discipline, profession, or area of study? Unless
a curricular area periodically assesses the total knowledge
base, the program will inevitably contain only those
courses within the expertise of the current faculty. While
this approach can sometimes be more than adequate,
the knowledge offered through a curriculum should not
be left to chance. If the knowledge base of a curricular
area is periodicully reviewed, the faculty can make con-
scious, informed decisions about what is being made
available to students and not allow the quality of the cur-
riculum to be determined by uncontrolled changing of
faculty interests, personalities, or availability.

» What are society's expectations for outcomes? All colleges
receive some public support. Most institutions, through
student aid, categorical grants, or direct support, receive
a great deal of public assistance. Why? Because colleges
add value to society. Unfortunately, this value often can-
not be measured. But the expectations employers have

"""" ving the College and Departmental Curricidum
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for college graduates are measurable—and they are being
poorly met. Society's support of higher education is
largely determined by how satisfied employers and voters
are with the quality of graduates. And the willingness

of state and local governments to withhold funds is an
indication of dissatisfaction!

As long as these three precepts are continually included as
part of its vision and mission, the college and departmental
curricula can be renewed successfully and effectively.

William Toomb:s, professor emeritus, and William Tierney,
associate professor and senior research associate, both of the
Center for the Study of Higher Education at The Pennsylvania
State University, present the background, theory, and process
of curricular change in this monograph. They discuss current
academic and professional curricular practices, the curricular
debate, reconceptualization, analysis of the curriculum, and
the planning and implementation of organizational and cur-
ricular change, stressing the concept of “transformation,” both
of the curriculum and in the thinking that designs it.

What cannot be overlooked is that renewing college and
departmental curricula is not a process but a result. The pro-
cess leading to renewal takes place with incremental steps,
each guided by a long-range vision. That vision must tran-
scend the day-to-day restrictions of individual faculty members
and become the wisdom of the collective whole—faculty,
students, and society in general. This report is a step toward
development of such a vision.

Jonathan D. Fife

Series Editor, Professor, and Director, ERIC Clearinghouse
on Higher Education

The George Washington University
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INTRODUCTION
A Place in History . -

Apocalypse or Golden Age. The choice is ours. As we Wise choices
approach the beginning of the third millennium, the way are, in fact,
we address that question will define what it means to be

buman (Naisbitt and Aburdene 1990, p. xxiv). cbaﬂenge fOf

Times were to grow worse orer the next fifty-odd years until curriculuss

at some imperceptible moment, by some mysterious chem- "
~istry, energies were refreshed, ideas broke out of the mold

.. into new realms and bumanity found itself redirected

(Tuchman 1978, p. 581).

These quotations, the first on the eve of the 21st century, the
other recounting the threshold of the 15th, hold two mes-
sages. First, they tell us of an abiding challenge o higher
learning: forever a search for the mysterious chemistry that
refreshes energies and for clues that mark the imperceptible
moment, thus to aid in that risky choice. The second, more
immediate in its implications, is that the way we address that
question is a product of our own devising, The product varies
from age to age -these days from decade to decade-—but
more than ever hefore choices become realities. Wise choices
are. in fac, the central challenge for the curriculum,

Even without the detailed documentation provided (sec,
e.g. Apple 1983; Brentlinger 1986: Kidder 1987; Naishitt and
Aburdene 1990; Williams 1986). we can see that the objective
of the search for the next generation is the ereation of a plural-
istic society rich in human values and set in a global com-
munity, a world of individualism ard diversity. To do so calls
for new levels of understanding and aceeptance (Ornstein
and Ehrlich 1989). Education is good at activating understand-
ing but limited in its capacity to build acceptance.

Unfinished Business

Unfinished business of the present and recent past in science,
management, and technology still challenges the academic
world, but the essence of the search now is for a better com-
prehension of the hunin terms in the equation-- seeking

to enhance one’s understanding of humanity and society,
according to Kenvon College's catalog. In the framework of
the curriculum. the search takes three forms: modification,
integration, and transtormation.

'-"C{"“-m.q the College and Departinented Curricidum !
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Each form of change is considered in the following sec-
tions, but most of this monograph is directed toward trans-
formation and the importance of the curriculum in the search,
Before discussing the most intriguing idea, transformation,
however, one should take note of three puzzling themes that
persist in the writing and reporting on the curriculum,

First, the whole idea of a curriculum, the coneept itself,
is 50 loosely defined as to be unbound. Subsequent pages
analyze this probler and develop the notion of curriculum
as a problem in design. The terms used to describe the cur
riculum and its components are limited and unsystematic,

a serious handicap to professional practice that calls for reme-
dies. One approach to both the coneept and the terminology
is presented in the section titled “Definitions and Reference
Points.” )

Second, pressures on the collegiate curriculum are so
numerous and varied that the critics, choices, and mandates
merit review (“Meeting Mandates™ and “Forees of Change™),
“The Nature of Professional Practice™ considers the faculty
perspective on the curriculum.

Third, the process of framing and managing curricular
change within an established organization is not well under:
stood, but “The Process of Analysis™ explores ways to imple-
ment such change. Finally, organizational change is addressed
in “Managing Change in the Curriculum.”

A Primary Audience

A primary audience is the teaching faculty as well as depart-
ment heads, deans, provosts, and vice presidents, that is, all
who take seriously their shared responsibility for the events
that make up an undergraduate program of learning —a cur-
riculum-—not just classes. More specifically, the intended
audiences are faculty members joined in collaborative groups
to look into a whole program - conditions found in com-
mittees, task forces, teams, or study groups.

Other audiences for whom the ideas could be usetul are
those attending to the overall patterns of teaching and learn-
ing, whether at the level of a degree program, an institution,
a system, or a collection of similar programs. Thus, regional
and professional acereditation teams will find something of
value. Board members, advisory committees, and staff
members—-anyone who is open to a broader understunding

2
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and new perspectives on accountability for learning—-will -
find this approach useful.

The line of argument is straightforward and constructed
around two main ideas:

L The curricdum is a sophisticated artifact that offers the
best vehicle for addressing the challenges of diversity,
the substance of criticism, the evolving structure of knowl-
edge, the dynamics of students' choices, and rising costs.
2. Conditions today call for change of a special kind beyond
our more familiar notions of modification and reform.

The idea of “transformation™ has been selected to signify the
new scope of change. The process of change has two phascs,
one setting up the framework for transformation, the other
addressing directly the process of organizational change.
Before undertaking a transformation, however, the curriculum
must be better defined, more accurately described, and cle:
vated as a key concern of professional practice. The substance
of criticism and experimentation in the kst decade merits
examination.

Finally, this monograph sets forth distinet prioritics and
definite points of view that are intended to bring order to
the discourse, not to foreclose other views and opinions or
Lay claim to a completely integrated system of thought and
action, a single inviolable instrument. It is one contribution
among many toward solving the enignia of the curriculum.
Curricular issues are hard issues— hard to define, hard to ana-
lyze, and hard to negotiate—-but they are still the heart of
the enterprise. Readers are urged to take what fits., modifv
freely, discuss even more freely, dissent at will, and find their
own application.

Kenewing the College and Departmental Crurvicudm
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MEETING MANDATES

Challenges and the Curriculum
Generating new organizations
Challenges to and changes in the curriculum are continuous.
Variations in the challenges and changes come largely in how
the academy responds. Over the past several decades, the way
we address the questions of expansion and differentiation
in the US. postsecondary system has been to 1r7ent new insti-
tutional forms. The community college movement, the trans-
formation of teachers colleges into comprehensive univer-
sities, and the rapid rise of proprietary schools carried forward
the democratization of opportunity. U.S. graduate schools and
the refinement of professional schools within universities pro:
vided organizational devices for the production of highly
trained people, the growth of research, and the introduction
of new relationships with industry and government. Exper-
iments with organizational approaches continue: Nova Uni-
versity and its counterparts, adult and continuing education
programs, distance learning, and joint enterprises among uni-
versities all stand as examples. So far, we have met the press
of specialized knowledge and techniques, massive increases
in enrollments, and the differentiation of social functions
mainly by creating new departments, schools, divisions, or
institutions and by encouraging them to make new curricula.
Traditionally, the United States has preferred to invent new or-
ganizations, not to reform programs (Toombs and Escala 1986).
But it is doubtful that merely adding new kinds of insti-
tutions can accommodate the prospective complexity.

Students’ choices

One change that has the qualities of a curricular mandate is
the awesome shift in students’ elections of major field. It is
surprising that the consequences for academic communities
have been discussed so little, but that fact could be attribut-
able to the myopia of the disciplines. What does it mean when
the accounting department becomes larger than the English
department in seven years? When the computer science
department doubles every three years but history decreases
by a third? The shift in students’ preferences was anticipated
more than three decades ago: “The sheer fact of tremendous
increase in enrollments has unsettled the traditional tacit trea-
ties among the disciplines™ (Riesman 1956, p. 79). The forces
at work here are products of a larger, continuous phenom-
enon, i rapidly moving economy, and a new social contract.

QO ving the College and Departmental Currviculum
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In a knowledge-based, information-rich society, the ways in
which ideas are translated into use stimulate both students’
choices and changes in the disciplinary structure. The pros-
pect in view is a dynamic curriculum that is flexible in size
and content and reaches beyond an architectonic view of
knowledge. The alternative of a hyperspecialized organiza-
tional structure now carries weaker logic for the needs of stu-
dents than it did two decades ago.

Cost creep

A different kind of influence on organizational options comes
from the rising costs of learning and its supporting dimen-
sions. Computer technology, library services, audiovisual
muaterials, office services, and publication are entwined with
the curriculum, differing across programs. By custom, depart-
ments and deans’ offices are the management loci for budges
ing. But the classroom, laboratory, and library are command-
ing more and more supplies, equipment, services, and
facilities. The cost of keeping and transmitt.ng knowledge
increases just as the more visible costs of generating knowl-
edge through research rise. In short, the curriculum itself is
4 Mjor cost center.

Evidence suggests that about one in eight institutions is
not keeping up with and in fact decreased educational and
general expenditures (El-Khawas 1987). The strictures appear
to have increased, but they are less often discussed, a con-
dition that promises an “educational austerity” for new ideas
(Wharton 1979). Creating new units is now a costly solution
to mandates for change.

The principal mandate for bigher education

A principal mandate for higher education is to navigate the
cultural crosscurrents surging in the country’s value structure.
Banners of the 1960s and 1970s have multiplied into dozens
of pennants, each marching with its own rationale. Installing
cach in a separate organization can only foment separatism
and contention that deny a democratic consensus.

But in any case, many of those diverse interests belong
together. To become truly pluralistic and not simply a bal-
kanized society, we must find means to incorporate diversity
around a common human ground within our institutions.
Recent events in Yugoslavia remind us vividly and tragically
what the metaphor “batkanized” signifies. Colleges and uni-

'8
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versities are high on the list. Looking toward curriculum at

the turn of the century, one author identified the sources of
difficulty as increasing conflict from 2 polarization of interests,
tensions us business and industry make direct demands on
the curriculum, extemully controlled, mission-specific fund-
ing, and a view of curriculum development us a social act
(Apple 1983), '

If organizational proliferation is limited by cost and the very
complexity of issues, then changing the curriculum in col-
leges and universities is an obvious medium for addressing
concerns. Because the college curriculum has the qualities
ofa zero-sum game, anv transtormation of the curriculum is
likely to be accompunied by reverberating adjustments to wu-
ditional forms of organization,

Three Forms of Curricular Change

Challenges to the curriculum have never been in short supply.
Ofen they run in opposite directions and carry threats of
ideological collision. It is up to faculties to find-—more com-
monly to meke—a balanced curriculum out of these chal-
lenges. Two modes are familiar- —maodification and integration;
one is new— curricular transformation,

One is to madify the conditions of learning, re-forming the
curriculum and accounting for new knowledge. Disciplines
and professional fields are ¢« ntinucusly called on to aduapt
courses and programs to fit cmerging theory, technique, prac-
tice. and epistemology. Studies of curricular history show tha
one way to deal with the differentiation of ke wledge has
been *compartmentalization™ (Hopmann 1991, p. 4). This
approach can be traced to the late decades of the last century,
paralleling the entrance into the curriculum of the natural
sciences with an emphasis on positivism, reductionism, and
sprecialization (Clark 1983), In moditying the conditions of
learning, the issues of importance are setting boundaries and
defining irterrelutionships among the disciplines, what the
students ¢of curriculuar history at the University of Kiel refer
to as “segmentation” (Hopmann 1991, p- 9). In the process
of modification, goals can be defined and the parties of inter-
est known, usually a few departments, so the process of
change can follow familiar processes of planned change.

Familiar though this response to new kng wdedge might
be. a growing view holds that a4 postmodern era could be
upon us and that other modes are needed. Tdeas such as
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“open systems,” complexity theory, and theories of change

by saltation require curricular responses we are not yet pre-

pared to offer (Doll 1989, p. 251). Maodification is, neverthe-
less, the kind of curricular change we know most about.

A second kind of curricular change, a reaction to reduc-
tionist philosophies and specialization, is integration. The
search for unity in knowledge, a proper scope to studies, and
linkage within the curriculum has a long history. The tradition
is marked by rich discourse and imaginative approaches to
pedagogy and the design of curricula. The goal of attaining
a sense of unity, of synthesis, from the fragmented structure
of disciplinary specialties comes from two roots.

Older integrators emphasized the unity of “truth”™ and intel-
lectual commitment whatever the field of studv. “The uni-
versity has locked itself into methodologies that preclude seri-
ous consideration of certain regions of reality. The central
curricular issue of our age is whether the university is
grounded in an epistemology that allows for open rather than
constricted vision™ (Huston Smith, cited in Clark and Waw-
rytko 1990, p. 123). A second argument for integration is
found in the challenge to bridge the gap between the pattern
of learning and the nature of the active world. *The curric:
ulum bears little connection to contemporary reality, and even
when it does, it is in such a fragmented form that licde useful
understanding is possible™ (p. 2). The goal of an integrated
currictJum has been discussed at conferences and received
major emphasis in the studies of the Camegie Foundation
over the past decade (Boyer 1987). Etforts to include the sub-
stance of liberal learning into professional preparation offer
another example of integrative change; an ambitious under
taking at Syracuse University reflects a wide range of analysis
(Marsh 1988).

Proposals for integrated learning usually encompass only
a segment of the total curriculum, one constellation of courses
or one certification program. The media for integration are
fairly well accepted and run along the lines of interdisciplinary
offerings or comprehensive pedagogies, such as senior sem
inars or broad-gauged projects. If goals are known, then inter
ested parties can be designated. the vehicles tor change iden-
titied, and the regular planning processes followed.

Curricular transtormation is the third kind of mandated
change. Like the other two, it offers a modality by which the
issues can be described, examined, negotiated, and accont:

O
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modated. But transformation is very different frem the other
two processes. The issues are new and to a degree undefined,
leaving open the subject of goals or even outcomes. The
scope of concern is wider, the stake holders mase numerous,
and the appropriate media for action not yet known. Even
theugh the mandate might be clear, the process of curricular
chinge and the breadth and depth of the challenges in such
a setting are different and somewhat unfamiliar, leading to
the concentration in much of this analysis on transforming
influences in the curriculum.
The choice of “transform™ over the more popular *reform* —
is a considered decision. Reform denotes a return to a natural
or normal state. It connotes a condition in which the direction A second
of change and the final state are known. Transform, however, argmmmtfor
(/

connotes a metamorphosis (see, in addition to much of the

feminist literature, Conrad and Haworth 1991; Conrad un}I is found in the
Pratt 1983). What the authors have tried to do here is to fix chaﬂenge to

the concept in terms of action. In the words of one experi bridee t}

enced participant, “A transformation in thinking” should pre- 8e gap

cede curricular reorganization (Andersen 1988, p. 48).

Those issues that press toward curricular transformation Dattern Of
share several attributes. Each set poses questions that cannot leaming and
be fully unswered by disciplines and professional areas as they the nature Of
are now conducted. Each presents penetrating questions of the active
values that carry strong political overtones. Each offers litde I,
help in pointing toward an acceptable pedagogy or, for that
matter. a research agenda or charter for public service. Now
at the foretront are questions of gender equity, ethnicity, inter-
nationalism or multiculturalism, ethics and social responsi-
bility, and environmentalism.

In short, what is to be done on these topics, by whom, and
how are all open o exploration. Fach holds the prospect of
a transtorming change in the curriculum, not simply modi-
fication or integration. Matters of such scope are best
addressed by a full examination of now academics co 1ceive
their role and how the curriculum itself is defined. analyzed,
and changed. But betore taking up these details, a few basic
assumptions are in order.

An Educational Premise

An educational premise underlying this monograph is the
view that a curriculum is an act of collective response by a
collegiate faculty. It is an expression of intellectual account.

I\’unluu'i)qu the College and Departmental Corviciilum 9
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ability as a faculty responds to external factors—society’s
expectations and changes in knowledge—und to internal fac-
tors, such as students’ needs. That response might be imag-
inative or creative, merely pedestrian, or even servile. At its
best, it is the product of an independent reading by an aca-
demic community of what is needed at a particular time and
an educational expression of that need. In more sophisti-
cated terms:

The University must now take on that overall cybernetic
Sunction of analyzing in its own way the needs of society
and feeding back that information in the form of educa-
tion programs (CERI/OECD 1972).

History and tradition ofter only limited help with that cyber-
netic function. Each curriculum has a history, but the force
of history operates as an external stimulus, not an internal
dynamic for the curriculum itself.

It is tempting to describe changes in a curviculum as bis-
torically sequential but that would be misleading. . .. The
history of education is as much a story of culture and insti-
tutions as of ideas (Rothblat 1988, p. 12).

This idea is presented well in the introduction to a series
of historical studies:

Every institution partly reflects the social, economic, and
political system, but partly also it lives a life of its own, inde-
pendent of the interests and beliefs of the community. . .
What is abundantly clear is that the response of the uni-
rersity to externdl change bas been neitber simple nor immie-
diate. . . . Nor does the bistory of the university lend any
support to theories about its simple function to inculeate
established values and transmit established cultural norms.
... The university bas not been a Parsonian functionalist
institution responding slavishly to social needs. Nor has it
been a Marxist superstructure, automatically providing the
ideological props for the group that currently controls the
means of production (Stone 1974, p. v).

And this approach has practical consequences:
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After a number of years of work in curviculum rarision
involving women's studies, 1 found that my colleagues rind
Lwere frequently making judgments without hear ing made
the grounds of our judgments eaplicit (McIntosh 1983).

What is studied, how, and why must be constructed and
reconstructed from the interplay of the academy and the world
outsicle. History and philosophy provide on ly breadth and
insight, not direct guidance. The fundamental accountability
of academics is for the way they transkate the forces at work
in that lurger world into the substance of the collegiate cur
riculum—in short, where they stand (Eberle 1974).

Renewing the College and Departmental Ciorriculum
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DEFINITIONS AND REFERENCE POINTS

Setting Boundaries

If the curriculum is to be the instrument of change, its mean-
ings and operational terms must be clearer than they are cur-
rently. For all its frivolous Latin roots, the larger meanings of
“curriculum” do not spring from the literal meaning, a race-
course, but from the practical, chilly, Calvinist climate of Scot-
land. Medieval universities and colleges derived their power
not from teaching, research, or a coherent program of studics
but from the right to certify and examine. Historical accounts
show us that studies on the continent and in England were
little more than lovse congeries of subjects grouped around
faculty members. Canon law, theology, and civil law predom-
inated. The period of study was of indeterminate length, with
the professor and examiners the arbiters.

How long a student remained part of the conporation of
“professeurs” depended on a number of factors. . . . The
duration depended primarily on a student’s choice of pro-
Jessor or university, for. . . the period of residence de-
manded of graduands could vary significantly from Jaculty
to faculty and from institution to institution (Brockliss
1987, p. 55).

In Spain, students often attended university only a year or
two, until they lunded a preferment in the hierarchy of civil
or church administration (Kagan 1975, p. 355). The fortunes,
enrollments, and subjects in French and German universities
were “continually threatened by the brooding, ‘protective’
presence of spiritual and temporal powers” (Brockliss 1987,
p. 444). Only the Scottish universities adopted the modern
usage for “curriculum.” The earliest recorded reference, at
the University of Glusgow in 1643, identifics a “curriculum
quingue annorum.” The term kept its meaning, and the Glas-
gow calendar of 1829 refers to “the curriculum of stidents
who mean to take degrees in Surgery to be three years"
(Oxford University 1971).

Scottish usage did not spread widely or rapidly. In the nor-
mal course of events, once a useful concept is introduced,
the term s elaborated, invested with specific meanings, and
articulated as part of the technical terminology. For whatever
reason, those events never quite happened with the idea of
a curriculum. It is not accidental that the two settings where
the notion of a curriculum did persist were Scotland and the
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United States. Scottish learneds and divines populated the
colonial universities in America. They brought with them the
influences of the Scottish Enlightenment, stern in its theology
and orderly in its views of education.

The colonial colleges, founded like the lower schools to pre-
serve tradition and transmit culture, bad become mildly
innovative in spite of themselves. . . . Colonial colleges con-
sequently often looked for precedent and advice to the more
lively Scottish universities and the far more innovative 1is-
senting dacademies of England (May 1976, p. 33).

With “moral philosophy™ at the peak of the curriculum, these
influences continued well into the 19th century.

It is not bard to understand the conquest of academic Amer-
icd in the early 19th century by the philosophy of Common
Sense. It was enlightened, moderate, praciical, and easy to
teach. It could be used to sustain or validate any set of ideas,
but was in fact associated with the Moderate Enlightenment
and Moderate Calvinism. It was never anti-scientific nor
obscurantist, never cynical, and it opened no doors to intel-
lectual or moral chaos (May 1976, p. 346).

In the United States, the development of a structure for the
curriculum, the “macrodimension” of the teaching:learning
experience, proceeded rapidly. The expansion and differen-
tiation of the natural sciences, the “clective principle [that]
led to the gradual elimination of the old curriculum and to
the success of the new scholarly disciplines and professional
studies” (Ben-David 1972, p. 58), and the more sophisticated
organization of American universities all contributed to the
evolution of an orderly, phased schedule of studies (Ben-
David 1977, p. 77). Structural features of the curriculum were
standardized: the adoption of “Carnegie credits” in high
schools that carried over into colleges, and agreement on
course nomenclature, degrees, and academic dress. “Much
of the writing on the curriculum . . . in the US. was . . . admin-
istrative and managerial in emphasis,” however (Squires 1990,
p. 1: see also Reid 1986, p. 159).

In contrast to the growth of curricular structure, the passage
of the idea—the concept of what the realm of the curriculum
might be—became highly diffused, and two consequences
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of this vague historical track are with us still. First, the cur-
riculum as a concept, as a discrete idea, is almost without
houndaries. It can mean anything from the “bundle” of pro-
grams an institution offers to the individual experience ofa
particular student. Second, systenatic description, that is, an
orderly, technical terminology that will enhance insights on
practice and is a means of linking ideas to application, has
not developed. “What we appear to lack . . . isa general
vocabulary or framework for understanding the nature of
knowledge and skills across university disciplines” (Donald
1986, p. 267). Often faculty at work on the curriculum are
forced to invent their own labels to describe what they do.

The idea of a curriculum has been differentiated across a
wide range of meanings. One basic view is that curriculum
is “what is taught” (Squires 1990). A narrow view holds that
curriculum is “the body of courses that present knowledge,
principles, values, and skills that are the intended consequen-
ces of formal education” (Levine 1981), And the broad view
holds that “the curriculum . . . will have to be conceived as
the name for the total active life of cach person in college”
(Tavlor 1950, p. 220). Even the set of choices from which the
curriculum can be defined is broad.

Some see a split in the definition.

It is important at the outset to distinguish clearly between
tiwo meanings of the term “curriculum.” The word [can /
connote either formal structural arrangements or the stb-
stance of what is being taught. (To be sure, the relations
between form and substance, bere as always, are complex.)
(Veysey 1973, p. 73). '

Others find evidence of six uses:

1. A college’s—or program’s-—mission, purpose. or collective
expression of what is important for students to learn;
2. A set of experiences that some authorities believe all stu-
dents should have;
. The set of courses oftered to students;
4. 'The set of courses students actually elect from those
available:
. The content of a specific discipline; and
6. The time and credit frame in which the college provides
education (Stark and Lowther 19806, p. 45).

SRS 5
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The distinction between structure and concept is important
in light of the preemptive administrative interest and faculty
neglect of the idea. Most faculty would side with the notion
that “the structural aspects of the curriculum have much less
to do with the quality of an education than is often believed.
Quality instead is more importantly linked to matters of sub-
stance™ (Veysey 1973, p. 22). Or they would subscribe to the
view that “all arguments of detail about the curriculum are
absolutely pointless. . . . Arguments of principle, centering
on what to do instead of lining up courses end to end until
graduation, might be helpful” (Caws 1974, p. 24).

A result of this diffusion is recorded in faculty interviews
showing how difficult it is for faculty members to get much
beyond their own courses in thinking about the curriculum
(Stark et al. 1988, p. 85). Most analysts find it chaotic as well.
This disorder is a product of many factors:

The curricular disarray constitutes a major artifact that
permits several inferences. It testifies to the loss of confi-
dence among faculty. It testifies to the enlargement of pop-
tlar functions. . . . And it provides archeological evidence
of the vast transformation of the amount and shape of
knowledge—uwbat there is to teach—over the past century
(Bowen 1977, p. 413).

In sum, application of the concept of “curriculum™ spread
in the United States, but it did not achieve the refined mean-
ing, precise definition, or consensus among professors that
standards of prof-ssional practice normally require. Those
who apply the concepts of the curriculum to real situations
must first make a working definition and then operationalize
the concept. Doing so might not be all bad, for it forces con-
sideration of meanings and any working definition must allow
plenty of room for local initiatives.

Building a working definition fortunately has recent schol-
arly compilations of definitions to draw on (see Conrad 1978,
1985b for a comparative analysis; Dressel 1971 for a classic
work on reconciling tensions; Eisner and Vallance 1974 for
a discuszion of five of the essential conflicts that surface in
curricular work; Mayhew and Ford 1971 for the compilation
of a range of views around the theme that “the curriculum
is a struggle to accommodate many competing issues” [p.

S]; and Stark and Lowther 1986 for a full review of definitions
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and the literature that supports them, including a review of
the use in kindergarten through grade 12 and an articulated
schema of the major topics that bear on the curriculum). It
is interesting, perhaps a sign of progress, to find that many
of the earlier working definitions of, say, 20 years ago tried
to incorporate as many dimensions of study as possible into
the definition of curriculum, while later definitions have
tended to focus on coherence across a more limited scope.

A working definition can be constructed around several
common concepts. First, the curriculum as a plan for learning
is well developed (see Stark et al. 1988), based on a compre-
hensive analysis of the literature on the subject. Further field
research among faculty led back to the “course” and course
planning as the fundamental component of such a plan, not
the curriculum, Second, the curriculum can be seen as an
instructional system, another well-developed approach (sec
Diamond 1989 for both theoretical and practical aspects of
sustaining a highly systematic program of action). Third, the
coneept of system has been extendled to consider the cur-
riculum as a major subsystem of the university, thus opening
analysis of the inputs and outcomes (Conrad 1978). This
approach can be characterized as “systemic curricular plan-
ning."” Fourth, the idea of the curriculum as a medium of stu-
dent development has been explored and developed in some
of the most compelling literature of higher education (see
Chickering 1981; Chickering et al. 1977; Cross and McCartan
1984; Gamson ct al. 1984; and Sanford 1962, among others),
Fifth, strong traditional orientations to the curriculum as an
analog to the stiucture of knowledge persist in “essentialist”
approaches and in contemporary reinterpretations (Bell 1966;
Hirst 1974; Phenix 1964).

Useful but more instrumental or prescriptive aids to defin-
ing curriculum also are widely found in the literature. Perhaps
the simplest framework for looking at the curriculum is pro-
vided by four penetrating questions about purpose, content,
organization, and evaluation (‘Tler 1950). Dressel's 21 “gen-
eral prisiciples of curricutum construction™ examine the cur-
riculum from many positions (see Mayhew and Ford 1971
for a summary).

In the best tradition of American pragmatism is the
“competency-based” approach to curriculum. A product of
the last 20 years, it has been fully articulated in the experience
of Alverno College. But stated “competence” is also charac-
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teristic of programs that lead to external certification or licens-
ing, such as nursing, business, and engineering. The same
goal-oriented approach to the curriculum is found in the con-
temporary emphuasis on “outcomes” (Pascarella and Terenzini
1991; see also Bergquist, Gould, and Greenberg 1981 for a
comprehensive inventory of outcomes and a matrix for assess-
ment, and McKelvie 1986 and Pazandak 1989 for a discussion
of the value of goals in a large university setting).

In looking for guidance to develop a working definition
of the curriculum, one caveat is worth noting. At an early
meeting of any committee, study group, or task force, some-
one will likely recommend that a comprehensive statement
of philosophy must precede any detailed consideration. Phi-
losophy in education is tricky business. At the start of a proj-
ect, philosophical assumptions have to be made, but they are
not the philosophy. The full meaning, the “philosophy of the
curriculum,” cannot be known until the working components
are in place and the program has been operating for a time.

The bistory of the curriculum is one in which theories are
never realized in the manner they are intended. There are
always unintended, unanticipated, and wnwilled conse-
quences as theories are put into social action (Popkewitz,
1988, p. 69).

Many 4 curriculum committee has foundered because at the
first meeting—and every one thereafter—-someone insisted
that the philosophy be fully articulated before any action be
undertaken.

The Design Approach

Reviews of curricular projects, successful and unsuccessful,
observation of curriculum committees and task forces wres-
tling with issues of the curriculum, and an examination of
proposals for overhauling undergraduate studies stimulate

an interesting proposition. Effective organizing principles for
the cnrriculum are likely to be found at a lower level of
abstraction than “theory,” “philosophy,” or “historical dia-
lectic.” The concept of design is just such a principle. It is sup-
ported by a sound conceptual framework that is less demand-
ing than a fully formulated theory but easily overcomes the
sins of instrumentalism. The heart of this approach is to deal
with the curricular sector of practice as a problem in desighn.

rar
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Once a “problem” in the realm of practice is defined, all the
mature professions have orderly “tools” or artifacts to deal
with it. The artifact of the academy is the curriculum.

The notion of artifacts as the means of meeting problems
in design is well developed, leading us to see cach program
of education as an “artifact,” an artificial system intended to
fulfill a purpose (Simon 1969).

Fulfillment of purpose or adaptation to a goal involves a
relation among three terms: the purpose or goal, the char-
acter of the artifact, and the environment in which the arti-
fact performs. . .. An artifact can be thought of as a meet-
tng point, an “interface” in today’s terms, between an
“inner” environment, the substance and organization of
the artifact itsclf, and an “outer” enpironment, the sur-
roundings in which it operates. If the inner environment

is appropriate to the outer environment, or vice rersd, the
artifact will serve its intended purpose (Simon 1969, p. 6).

A fundamental distinction here lies between “artificial sys-
tems” and the “natural systems” of science, which aim at
understanding, systematic understanding, and prediction with
respect to phenomena that already exist in nature.

The artificial world is centered precisely on this interface
botween the inner and outer environments; it is concerned
with attaining goals by adapting the former to the latter.
The proper study of those who dre concerned with the arti-
ficial is the way in which that adaptation of means to en:
vironments is brought about, and central to that is the pro-
cess of design itself.

Historically and traditionally, it bas been the task of the
science disciplines to teach about natural things: how they
are and bow they work. It bas been the task of engineering

schools to teach about artificial things: how o make artifacts

that bave the desired properties and bow to design.
Engineers are not the only professional designers. Every-
one designs who derises courses of action aimed at chang:
ing existing situations into preferred on s The intellectial
activity that produces material artifacts is no different fun-
damentally from the one that prescribes remedies for a sick
patient or the one that devises a new sales plan for a com-
pany or da social welfare policy for a state. Design, 5o con-

The beart of

approach
is to deal with
the curricular
sector of
practice as a
problem in
design.
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strued, is the core of all professional training; it is the prin-
cipal mark that distinguishes the professions from the sci-
ences. Schools of engineering as well as schools of archi-
tecture, business, education, law, and medicine, are all
centrally concerned with the process of design (Simon 1969,
p. 55, emphasis added).

In light of this conceptualization, revisions to the curric-
ulum, which seem endless to faculty, and the shades of dif-
ference that arise among academic programs are not symp-
toms of confusion, but evidence of vitality.

What process is postulated by the notion of design? In its
usual format, design defines a “problem” and formulates a
solution. That solution can never be perfect, only “satisficing”
(to use Simon's term)—exactly the case with a curriculum.

It is from artists, architects, and engineers that the details
emerge. The designer operates with few preconceptions and
uses available resources, taking full account of their strengths
and shortcomings. The title of a book, Design: The Problem
Comes First (Bernsen 1982), explicates the pattern. A group
of art students offer these defining phrases: “Design is the
placing of subject matter so as to put it to its greatest advan-
tage or to have it in the most interesting shape, form, or posi-
tion possible” (Emerson 1957).

In more esoteric phrases, “a universal process of ordering,
evidenced-in both the ‘physical’ and ‘mental’ spheres, is open-
ing after years of concern with, not beauty, humility, or poetry,
but with ELEMENTALS. . . . An epoch of ORDER is opening”
(Lancelot Law Whyte, cited in Banham 1974). The “order”
that stands at the center of the concept is not casual. “A good
design never comes by chance; it is the product of trained
intelligence. . . . By design we mean the creating of relation-
ships . . . “ (Whyte, cited in Banham 1974).

One great asset of the concept of design is its comprehen-
sive neutrality. The curriculum “designer” is free of presump-
tions, free to examine components on their relative merits;
large classes or small, interdisciplinarity or multidisciplinarity,
master classes or studio classes—their value is determined
by the place in the design. With an approach involving design,
questions are moved to a lower level of abstraction, and, con-
sequently, more dimensions of operation can be considered.

This advantage was first observed nearly a century ago:
“When we approach the study of design, from whatever point
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of view, . . . we can hardly fail to be impressed with [the] vast
variety and endless complexity of forms . . . the term covers.
... The range is enormous” (Crane 1977, p. 1). The essential
process in the application of design involves “inventing things
[that] wisplay new physical order, organization, form, in
response to function” (Alexander 1964, p. 1).

To approach change in the curriculum as a problem in
design, not philosophy or technique, fixes the responsibility
with the inventor—that is, the faculty. Curriculum as design
emphasizes invention, intention, and construction.

The cssence of the natural sciences is the discovery of bid-
den patterns or partially concealed ones [echoes of devel-
opmental psychology!]. Natural phenomena bave an air
of “necessity" about them. Artificial phenomena bave an
air of “contingency” in their malleability by the environ-
ment (Simon 1969, p. 3, emphasis added).

It is not surprising that many educational thinkers and writ-
ers have touched the edge of the idea of design, for “curric-
ulum theory is about mix" (Broudy 1977) and the curriculum
is a "social artifact” (Rudolph 1977). “Theory is inadequate
to the tasks of the curriculum” (Schwab 1969).

A Framework for Design Analysis
If “design™ holds advantages over “thcory” as the means of
investing the curriculum with practical effectiveness, how can
it be applied? Any elaboration of the idea should give bound-
aries and reasonable specificity, but, most important, the
refinement of definitions should not go to such detail that
it hampers the judgment of those who have to work with i,

The implications of the preceding subsection can be woven
into a comprehensive definition: The curviculiem is an inten-
tional design for learning negotiated by faculty in light of their
specialized knowledge and in the context of social expecta-
tions and students’ needs. That definition might be a bit
stodgy, but it does sharpen the point that a curriculum is an
artifact produced by a particular faculty £ r students at a par-
ticular institution. The essential qualities are all there: faculty
responsibility, specialized knowledge, intended outcomes,
negotiated relationships, and a learning plan for students.

The components of design as they apply to higher educa:
tion must be identified. Readily adaptable from art, engineer-
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ing, und science are the three basic components of design—
context, content, and form (see figure 1)--and each com-
ponent can be elaborated to fit higher education. The figure
provides an open matrix into which most curricular change
can be fitted. Probably the simplest application of these com-
ponents is as a4 checklist to describe fully what is contained
and implied in a given academic program. The open matrix
is also useful for comparing the features of one unit of the
curriculum to another. It can function as a planning format
that presents current versus intended staies. It can aid an eval-
uation of practice against ideal or intended features. And the
order of the major components, context, content, and form,
can be rearranged to reflect priorities. For example, form
might be elevated to a primary position if the “design prob-
lem” focuses on a comprehensive introduction of computer
technology across the curriculum.

What such an analytical schema ensures is a u)mplete
beginning, not a solution. Tt has been used in research on
curricula dealing with environmental studies programs (Moli-
nari 1982), professional preparation of athletic trainers (Went-
zel 1986), and institutional comparisons (Li Bao Ming 1991),
Faculty groups in several settings, among them nursing, con-
tinuing education, and general education, have adapted it.

A Working Terminology

If the first challenge of curriculum is defining the concept,
the second is adding a systematic terminology that will set
out workable segments. Once a curricular issue is seen as a
“problem in design,” the next questions are, “What do we
look at? How does one designate the scope and dimension
of the problem?” The answers determine the nature of re-
sources to be invested. The terminology proposed in this
subsection is bused on operational scope and the level of
fuculty members’ engagement.

In the normal scheme of things, faculty members’ attention
day by day is fully occupied with keeping up to date in their
fields, holding courses on track, and planning classes. Again
and again, faculty report that keeping up with their field is
the major function (Bowen and Schuster 1986, p. 283). In sur-
veys, interviews, and self-reports, faculty show little appre-
ciation for other aspects of the curriculum.

Ordinarily, much of the curriculum operates as a tacit
design, accepted but not fully examined. Only intermittently




FIGURE 1

COMPONENTS OF CURRICULUM DESIGN:
An Open Matrix

1. CONTEXT

® Social and Cultural Influences

* How society defines the functions of higher
education; especations

* Filtering and interpretive influences

® Direct Influences, Environmental Factors
* Legiskution, public policy

* Market forces, bor markets, tinancial markets

* Demographic trends and events

* Value of knowledge in use, technology in demand

® Organizational/Institutional Climate
* Institutional feaures

* Community dimensions

2. CONTENT

® Nature of Significant Knowledge:
Epistemology

* Structure of organized knowledge

* Methods of establishing and ventying knowledge

Examples

* Cultivate expert work force,
build responsible citizens,
sustain elite leadership, provide
upward mohility

* Prevailing cultural waves
(free speech in the 19605,
“me-ism” in the 1980s, issues
of equity)

* Political, social, cconomic
events: wars, depressions,
civil rights movement

* Pressures of a “hidden
curriculum”

* (.1 Bill. NDEA, student loan
programs, draft exemptions,
civil rights decisions in courts
* Placement patiems, interest
rates

* Baby boom, immigration.
sex ratio, single parent homes
* Post Sputnik emphasis on
science, business hoom of
the 1980s

* “Tradition, "saga.” culture,
administrative structure,
faculty ethos

* Student cultures and
subcultures

* Feology of service area

* Principles. theories, laiws,
bodies of information

o Styles of inquiry, systems
of proof, technique
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FIGURE 1 (continued)

* Subsets of related knowledge

* “Ideal-typical” role

® Nature of Learning: Psychology of Field
* Learning strategies for apprehending the field
at higher cognitive levels

* Students” capacities and learning styles:
preconditions of maturity. experience, schooling

® Affective Domain: Values, Attitudes, Beliefs

* Helpful personality taits, orienting values, attitudes.

heliefs

® Consequences of Knowledge Holding:
Manifest and Latent

* Cognitive outcomes, “certain knowledge™ of field

* Patterns of habit and trained behaviors

* Sensitivities and apprecitions

* Components of skill and technigue, competencies

3. FORM

® Distribution of Learning Resources: Time,
Space, Facilities

* Faculty work lowd

* Faculty expertise: matching talent t learning
designs
* Student time distribution. weighting credits

* Budgetary system, allocation methods, priorities,
adjustments

* Allocation of physical facilities. space, equipment,
services

® Instructional Strategies and Prevailing
Modes of Instruction

* Calendur and scheduling svstem: class size,

compaosition, and sorting processes: instructional

strategies: alternatives to formal study

* Prereqguisite and conjunctive
disciplines and fields

* Expected role attributes,
“knowledge-in-action”
behaviors

* Lahoratory, clinical, field
experience

* Perfect pitch for music.
physical vigor and coordination,
aptitude for spatial refations,
work experience

* Livensed “expertise,”
orientations toward helping,
precision in observations

* Contact hours. preparation,
course development, advising,
in house, extramural service,
research and scholarship

* Inventory of faculty training,
survey of interests

* Class study mix, part time
work, structure of credit

* Challenge exams. advanced
placement, credt for tife
evperiences, tutorials, projects
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FIGURE 1 (continued)

* Integrating leaming experiences, applications * Study abroad. honors

of knowledge PIOEIMS, SeNICE SIS,
case studies, intemships.,
voluntary service, field study

® Proximate Qutcomes and Assessments

* Standardized tests of tormal knowledge. external * GRE. LSAT. MCAT, ACT-

CXUMINETS, COMPRICNLY TEViILws Comp: licensing, certification,
and accrediting boards;
performance portfolios,
evaluations of specific skills

* Quitlitative assessments * Student self-reports.
situational measures.,
involvement summaries

* Carcer development and entry experience, tormal -+« Alumini surveys, feedback

grading and reporting procedures from emplovers, placement
dat, policies on grades,
transcripts, privacy

do academics take the measure of the curriculum, and then
only a few at a time (Stark et al. 1988, p. 88). “There is of
ten little collective work on the curriculum. Rather, courses
‘belong” to a professor who exercises exclusive control
over their content. Thus, in the extreme, hiring decisions
determine the curriculum™ (K.S. Louis, cited in Pazandak
1989, p. 18).

But the “course™ and the “curriculum™ are real entities.
“Social facts are things,™ and in this case both course and
curriculum are discrete entities, “1f you wish to witness in
stant shock, ask a taculty member to talk about the curricu-
lum. . . . Yet the curriculum lies at the heart of education, . .
lts grand design is a matter of the greatest consequence™
(Enarson 1987).

Two lines of systenatic search and invention mark the etfort
to getbeyond a fixation with courses into a terminology that
reflects the wider reach of learming. One is taxonomic, the
other functional.

Taxonomic approaches are the most popular. They mirror
the process of the natural sciences, examining, describing,
sometimes measuring. and sorting according to prominent
characteristics cases in the field, These features are then laid
out in a hicrarchy of tumily, genus, species. and variety.

A ficld-based inventory (Levine 1981) stops short of the
Carnegie Foundation's full classification. While eight common
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prototypes or mexdlels (Bergquist and Phillips 1977) encourage
comparative study, the technical precision needed for wide
application is limited. Three key elements are necessary for
the making of a curriculum: content, pedagogy, and social
purpose (Marsden 1989).

Functional categories are derived from concepts or prem-
ises held to be critical to the processes of teaching, learning,
or development.

An interesting and enlightening common-sense approach
uses “course structure, course content, teaching methods,
assessment, and industrial experience™ to compare the cur-
riculum in chemistry in the Grandes Ecoles of France with
British universities (Sutcliffe 1982, p. 57). The comparisons
clearly describe the differences and open the way to fruitful
consideration of the pros and cons of cach.

A functional terminology of “six curricular dimensions”—
time, space, resources, organization, procedures, and out-
comes-can be used to describe a college curriculum in terms
of a series of decisions that the college has made with ref.
erence to cach of these six dimensions (Bergquist, Gould,
and Greenberg 1981, p. 5). In an interesting application of
what might be called “reverse English,” respondents are pre-
sented with 57 statements in a “curriculum orientation profile”
with which they can “agree™ or “disagree™ (Babin 1979, p.
38). The statements are scored according to five categories
hased on the purpose of education, development of cognitive
processes, curriculum as technology, self actualization, social
reconstruction or relevance, and academic rationalism, all
abstracted from the literature. Another approach to the prob-
lem of terminology postulates a paradigmatic structure to the
curriculum (Chickering et al. 1977). Others emphasize the
decision-making qualitics reflected by the curriculum, citing
the systemic, interactive, and nonlinear attributes of those
decisions (Conrad and Pratt 1983), or emphasize the division
of authority and apply the distinctions to various functions
(Tellefser 1990).

Each of these approaches has virtues in helping to under-
stand and describe the complexity of the curriculum. They
do not. however, always make a connection with the curric-
ubum as faculty members encounter it duy by day. The “design
for learning™ tormulation (Stark and Lowther 1986, p. 7), with
its concentric domains arraved around curricular functions,
gows along way toward spanning that gap. The gap to prac-
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tice is closed, perhaps foreclosed, with a tightly knit set of
design procedures based on instructional development (Dia-
mond 1989).

A terminology that combines the emphasis on design with
dimensions close to the realitics of practice could be even
more uscful. The value of such a typology resides in its capac:
ity to establish a focus of scope to curricular change. When
they are confronted with large or pressing issues, people have
a tendency to exaggerate the scope to gain emphasis. It is nei-
ther necessary nor desirable to mobilize an entire institution
qround changes in the curriculum to address, for example,
quantitative reasoning. A key point in this monograph is that
clear definitions of scope and intentions lic at the heart of
effective curricular change.

The terminology developed in the rest of this section takes
account of the operating components of the curriculum at
five levels: course, pattern, constellation, program, and cur-
riculum (see figure 2). Three of these terms—course, pro-
gram, and curriculum—are entirely gamiliar, although the
refinement of their meaning might be new. The other two
are derived from understanding and use that have gone unla-
iseled, even though teaching faculty often acknowledge them
in discussions, Their px stential for analytical use is suggested
as several critical aspects of cach term are pointed out: The
nature of the unit is specifieds primary interest groups, stake
holders, and actors identified; some major kinds and sources
of information noted; and pt sssible mediums of action and
modalities of professional practice discussed.

Courses

Faculty view their courses as the fundamental unit of practice

i1 the teaching-learning domain and the basic building block

of the curriculum. The unit is a nearly universal phenomenon

bonded to the nature of the discipline (Clark 1987, p. 184).

and courses have exhibited their durability throughout history.
As o basic device, the course s probably the most durable
clement in American higher education. Entities . . . recog:
nizable as courses already dominated the curriculums of
traditional American colleges in the mid-19th century,
though they were not S0 often of equiralent intensity or
duration, and their extremely small number made it possible
10 describe then with much less formality. . .. The course
and grade survi wd with so little challenge for reasons that
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FIGURE 2

A TERMINOLOGY FOR CURRICULUM ANALYSIS

Course

What: Basic building block of a curriculum and fundamental
unit of professional practice for academics. Can be sub-
divided into modules or units.

Who: The domain of individual faculty members. Students’
role is reactive. Departmental interest is usually tacit.

How: Course reviews best conducted by three-person team
from within the department, concentrating on de-
scription,

Pattern

What: Groups of courses related by internal affinities of knowl-
edge, technique, or methodology. Commonality of con-
tent in such sets of courses the hallmark.

Who: Faculty members from involved departments plus
department heads. Deans hold role of observer/monitor.

How: Interdepartmental committees review plans and practice
for coherence and redundancy.

Constellation

What: Courses related by common goals or objectives, oriented
toward similar outcomes.

Who: Deans and/or program directors hold the initiative, Fac-
ulty in committees or task forces make decisions. Chief
academic officer has supporting role. Aims must be clear
to students.

How: Standing committees or commissions have oversight.
Specialized staff support might be needed.

Program

What: An arrangement of courses and learning options that
leads to publicly recognized certificates or credentials,

Who: Deans hold a primary interest. External bodies, usually
professional associations or licensing boards, participate.,

How: External reviews play a major role. Consultants, advise ny
committees, and self-studies are significant.

Curriculum

What: An institution’s entire educational program.

Who: Chief academic officer in charge or initiatives. Deans
and faculty responsible for operations. Board of trustees
has oversight. State could have a formal responsibility,

How: Comprehensive, process-oriented academic plan requir-

ing various working papers and position documents.
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were no doubt as much psychological as they were bistor-
ical. Both were primarily instruments of control (Veysey
1973, p. 62).

It is at the level of course that the greatest sense of respon:
sibility and commitment to the discipline resides. Few would
question the importance held by courses in U.S. education.

The difficulty arises when it is necessary to consider other exercise their
levels of learning, interests
The way in which a discipline structures its knowledge I:,;g.o;d‘ygb “veto
provides the best structure for transmitting it to students "
[is one untenable assumption/. . . . The distinction I wish W T
to make here is betweeit what can be called the logical and Cam o
epistemological arrangement of subject matter, on the nject a gtven
one hand, and the “learning structure” on the other (Gla- course.
ser 1968).

The stake holders and actors are individual faculty members
with students as implicated bystanders. The province of indi-
vidual faculty members’ control over courses has the qualities
of a sucred right. To address any curricular issue, however,
ways must be found to factor in the external implications of
a course as well as its intrinsic qualities. Students exercise
their interests largely through “veto power”—the capacity to
reject a given course.

Sources of information for the construction or review of
a given course begin with the relationship between the struc-
ture of the discipline and the syllabus of the course, then
move to more complex relationships. Fortunately, the last
10 years have been marked by widespread attention within
the disciplines—chemistry, sociology, and history have been
the leaders—to the material to be taught and the method.

From experience with change in curriculum at Wellesley
College come the kind of questions that reach across disci-
plinary courses and broaden the span of concern: “What are
the shaping dimensions (content, scope, methodolgy) of the
discipline at present? How would the discipline need to
change to reflect the tact that women are half the world’s pop-
ulation and have had, in one sense, half the world's experi-
ence?” (McIntosh 1983, p. 2).

A second kind of information about courses deals with what
might be termed “presentation,” these days a bit more pal-
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atable than “pedagogy.” The concentration is on the appro-
priateness of relations between the material and the learner,
the “learning structure.” Often it is easier to stimulate course
analysis by opening the prospects of new techniques than

to start with content or clusive goals. Workshops or seminars
in a nonprescriptive mode that illustrate a variety of tech-
niques, such as team teaching (LaFauci 1970), collaborative
learning, computer-assisted learning, and experiential learn-
ing, offer a nonthreatening introduction to review of a course
(Harris 1987). In recent years, more and more institutions
provide special support—release time, grants, summer sup-
plements—to develop courses.

One modality for improvement in this sector of the cur-
riculum is course review. The scrutiny of courses is usually
left to the faculty member and no one else. More useful is
4 departmental review by three-person teams that examine
syllabi, texts, classroom techniques, and evaluation. If the
courses taught by the teams’ members are interrelated, the
way is opened to examine relationships among courses. The
emphasis is on description, not justification. Because the intel-
lectual harmonics of each course echo across related studies,
reviews by collegial teams tend to be very useful. At the out-
set, participants deserve to be reminded that they are their
own experts: In the setting of a college or university, no band
of curriculum “experts” is waiting in the wings whose knowl-
edge is demonstrably superior to that of the faculty.

Patterns

Arrangements of related courses constitute the next functional
level. The term “patterns™ is not in general use, but the idea,
groups of courses that are related to each other by virtue of
internal affinities of knowledge, skills, and methodolgy, is
readily recognized. Interdependence among courses, a com-
monality of substance, has long been recognized informally,
but systematic attention to the implications of relationships
has seldom been explored. Three busic structures are pos-
sible: sequential, associative, and parallel. Only the first is
used with any regularity. Relationships between courses lie
at the heart of analyzing a curriculum.

In the natural sciences, strings of prerequisites are the
means to expanding, in steps, the understandings students
have of the discipline. Other fields have emulated the sequen-
tial pattern, often as a matter of convenient scheduling, In
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an associative pattern, courses are related in a kind of mosaic:
1t does not matter which is taken first so long as the whole
area is covered. Many student-designed programs have an
underlying expectation that an associative pattern will be the
final outcome. The assumption is also apparent in fields like
literature or history.

The notion of parallel relationships is less developed,
although the idea was applied with good results in the cultural
studies introduced under the sponsorship: of the National
Defense Education Act of the 1960s. The idea is that students
who study, say, 19th century European history will gain from
a tacit exchange of ideas if they pursue courses in Victorian
prose and poetry and the Romantic Movement in German
literature at the same time.

The actors and stake holders in pattern analysis are faculty
within the disciplinary departments and in closely related
fields. often those sharing in preparation for professional cer-
tification. Students’ interests are largely inferred rather than
solicited, with the final judgement left to reaction and
response.

Currently, several strong lines of interest are best addressed
through pattern analysis; writing-across-the-curriculum is
prominent ameng them. The more successful approaches
overreach departments (Mcleod 1988; White 1989). The place
of computers in the curriculum can be analyzed at this level,
although widespread variation and some confusion about how
to deal with this technology still exist (Cohen 1983 Haigh
1985). Critical thinking is another phenomenon that cuts
actoss courses that benefits from pattern analysis (Meyers
1986). Interest is rising rapidly in scientific and technical
understanding, again, as it interacts across courses (Brun-
schwig and Breslin 1982). Options for creative study that link
husiness and languages as preparation for international mar-
keting or management and packages joining statistics and
research methodolgy reflect such thinking. Still other topics
that can benefit from pattern analysis are clusters focusing
on civic responsibility, leadership, and professional ethics.

A modality for working through these curricular issues is
an interdepartmental committee, study group, or task force.
The scope of the charge can be made very specitic, and bene-
ficial outcomes are usually clear: less repetition of material,
more varied perspectives on the same phenomenon, supple-
mentary views, or consolidated common insights.

o newing the College and Departmental ¢ aurvictim
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Especially appropriate for dealing with patterns of courses
and all the higher levels of analysis of the curriculum is a
“two-committee structure,” separating the exploratory,
information-gathering stage from the decision stage. The first
committee is charged with surrounding the issue, bringing
views forward, and developing alternatives, not decisions. The
second commiittee is charged with recommending a decision
and action plan.

Constellations

Another level of focus is those clusters of courses with a dis-
tinct shape or form. Again, the term is not generally used, but
the ideu is well understood. “Constellations” are groups of
courses related to one another by their mode of response to
some conmon aim, a commonality of goals, to extrinsic fac-
tors rather than intrinsic relationships in the subject matter.
Often that aim has a rationale of its own and must be clearly
communicated. Major and minor course sets and the general
education sector are the prominent examples. It is the pro-
posals for new constellations, however, that today present the
most interesting challenges to the curriculum: women’s stud-
ies; African-American studies; non-Western civilization; em-
phases on ethnicity and diversity; global studies; science, -
technology, and society; and so on. A critical issue, as dis-
cussed later, is whether these topics affect the entire curric-
ulum or just one sector.

The interest groups, stake holders, and actors at this level
cover a much wider range than for a course or pattern. Stu.
dents” interest is frequently direet and vocal. Frequently, inter-
est groups external to the university have a stake in the out-
come and the process. Even though faculty are the source
of information and judgment, only the top administration can
command and orchestrate the use of the resources likely to
he required for a thorough analysis of a constellation. The
chief academic officer, the provost, or a vice president nec-
essarily plays a major role as the convening authority —
although not necessarily the sponsor.

Sources of information on the topics arising here are likely
to be rich and varied. Staff support will probubly be required
to collect, orgunize, and distribute materials. Time is a major
factor: As much as two academic years might be required for
study. communication, and negotiation. At this level, the costs
of analyzing the curricutum and the recurring future costs of
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change rise substantially and can rarely be absorbed into nor-
mal operating expenditures. Only a major task force or com-
mission planning for operations over several years is likely

to give complete results. Investment in the process itselr
becomes a matter of prime importance.

Programs

Collections of courses that lead to certification or credentials
lie at the heart of institutional accountability, and the com-
plexities are familiar territory to anyone who has participated
in regional or professional accreditation. Among the essential
features of “programs,” as the term is used in this monograph,
is the requirement for communicability. The public expects
that persons certified through an educational program will
hold and act on certain knowledge, skills, and understandings.

The stake holders, interest groups, and actors for programs
are extended by one more degree. External parties like licens-
ing boards, advisory bodies, visiting evaluators, professional
societies, and even state legislatures are always involved at
this level of curricular analysis. The dean holds much of the
initiative. The form and substance of review at this level are
often prescribed, what has been called the “outside-in syn-
drome” (Ferguson 1981) or, at the very least, must he
respected.

A wide range of possibilities exist for program review, and
cach exercise is tailored to fit the requirements. Not too many
vears ago, internal program reviews gained wide attention,
largely as an instrument of retrenchment. After one or two
experiences, most institutions found the process prohibitively
time-consuming, costly, and indeterminate. Because the cle-
ments of self-study and iteration that go into program reviews
are so costly, they are best reserved for evaluations where the
materials can be turned to several uses.

The curriculum
In this suggested terminology, the term “curriculum™ is
reserved for an institution’s entire educational program. It
is the locus of corporate responsibility for learning that
enguges faculty, trustees, administration. and students, The
curriculum encompasses all the sectors of the institution
involved with the process of teaching and leaming.

Issues appropriate for addressing at this level are very few,
but they are among the most important for an institution's
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future—for example, what profile of programs best fits the
institution. Issues must be selected and treated with care, Tt
is both u tactical and strategic error to declure an issue to be
a problem of the curriculum if it really lies with a program
or constellation,

Leadership among the actors and stake holders resides with
the senior academic officer, provost, or academic vice pres-
ident. The president’s and the trustees’ major functions are
oversight and support. All of the faculty have a primary stake
in the character of the curriculum. Issues that are truly cur-
ricular in scope will affect all courses in some way, for the
most critical decisions determine the learning environment,
define the conditions of professional practice, and change
the financial operations of a college, school, or university.

A full review of the curriculum opens so many demands
for information that it can seldom be undertaken without a
special staff unit charged with coordinating responsibility.
As subsequent sections point out, the self-study has become
the instrument of choice. Costs are high, and presidents often
seek outside funding from friends of the institution or foun-
dations. The amount of time required is also large, taking as
much as three or four years to reach implementation.

—0Q -
No segment of academic programs has escaped scrutiny and

criticism over the last six years, The next section examines
impacts of and reactions to curricular change.
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FORCES OF CHANGE: Critics, Curricular Reforms,

Crossroads, and Practices

* The dearth of a literature on systematic approdches to the
design and evaluation of bigher education curricula is not
accidental, It reflects not only the invisible, elusive, and polit-
ical nature of the design and cvaluation process, but [also/
the status of the bigher education curriculum itself (Wood
and Davis 1978, p. 6).

In the years since 1978, analyses about how higher education’s
curriculum should be designed and evaluated have prolif-
crated. The explosion has come primarily from three different
angles: (1) national reports about the curriculum and a con-
cern for quality; (2) critical explorations about the nature of
knowledge; and (3) specific examples of colleges and uni-
versities that have undertaken curricular experiments.

National Reports of the 1980s:

Critics of the Curriculum

The problems

Future historians of US. higher education will surely remen:
ber the 1980s for the avalanche of reports about postsecond-
ary education that called for dramatic curricular change in
undergraduate education (see, e.g., Association of American
Colleges [AAC] 1986; Bennett 1984; Boyer and Levine 1981;
Mortimer 1984; National Governors Association 1986; New-
man 1985; Rudolph 1984). A multitude of well-publicized
hooks and articles criticized different aspects of the curricular
experience and called fora multitude of changes in the aca-
demic curriculum (Bok 1986; Bover 1987; Finn 1982). The
reports addressed three major questions about the curriculum:

1. How much of the curriculum should he prescribed, and
how much should be left to students’ choice?

2. What is the best way to achieve breadth in a student’s
education?

3. How does one teach students to synthesize what they bhave
learned? (Bok 1986).

The Closing of the American Mind (Bloom 1987) attempted
to answer these queries using the language of polemic. Bloom
helieved that the United States was no longer effective at
teaching its young, that its competitive edge had been lost,
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that what it meant to be liberally educated had evaporated,
and that the curriculum had become an incoherent amalgam-
ation of political compromises by faculty and administrators
alike. In effect, academe was no longer effective at its central
mission—educating and socializing the young,

Many of the national reports agreed with this analysis, albeit
in a language and style less inflummatory. The most salient
message from the reports was the need to enhance the mean-
ing and quality of the undergraduate curriculum. Incremental
change at the edge of the curriculum was no longer enough.
Instead, several reports called for an overhaul of the “curric-
ular experience” for undergraduates, According to the reports,

~ astrong liberal arts or general education component must

form the core of the undergraduate curriculum. Two reports
strongly advocated a prescribed liberal arts core (Association
of American Colleges 1986; Bennett 1984), The other reports,
although less prescriptive, called for a curriculum that enhan-
ces a student’s analytical and problem-solving skills. Emphasis
within a discipline was encouraged only after a student
achieves strong skills in communication and a grounding in
a curriculum based on liberal or general education. Many of
the reports called for the development of 2 common core
based on classic works that concemed the verities of Western
civilization,

In general, the reports also linked co-curricular activities,
such as faculty interaction with students and advising, as part
of the problems that nervaded academe and demanded atten-
tion. For example, the reports emphasized that good teaching
must be expected, supported, and rewarded and that attention
must be shifted away from research to teaching; senior faculty
were encouraged to become more centrally involved with
undergraduates through teaching and advising,

The writers of the reports argued that the key to under-
standing whether an institution’s curriculum is successful is
through extensive evaluations and assessments. They encour-
aged a comprehensive evaluation of undergraduate students
and of the institution and its faculty to determine whether
college programs enabled students to become well-educated,
civic-minded graduates with skills that could be used in the
marketplace. Calls for institutional effectiveness increased,
and assessment of students became a central concern, Of con.-
sequence, researchers undertook analyses of course planning
and the teaching environment (Stark et al, 1988).
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Involvement in Learning (Mortimer 1984) and College: The
Undergraduate Experience (Boyer 1987) recommended a
final, comprehensive evaluation of students that would dem-
onstrate an integration of classroom knowledge with an aware-
ness and valuing of the larger community and society. College
programs also were to be evaluated to see whether they were
fulfilling their missions and providing a good learning envi-
ronment for students. Students as well as external agencies
needed to be involved in evaluating colleges and programs.

Finally, many of the reports emphasized that curricular
excellence should be defined in relation to an institution’s
mission. Simply stated, if the participants in academe did not
know what they were trying to accomplish, how would they
know whether they were accomplishing it? In particular,
“there is so much confusion as to the mission of the American
college and university that it is no longer possible to be sure
why a student should take a particular program of courses”
(Association of American Colleges 1986, p. 2).

The causes
According to the reports, the situation in which higher edu-
cation found itself could be traced to:

1. The reforms made in the 1960s:

2. The fundamental problems generated by declining re-
sources in the 1970s and 1980s; and

3. The changed perceptions of key constituencies in higher
education about the purpose of higher education and thus
the curriculum.

A supporter of the revisionist views of the 1960s noted:

The late sixties and early seventies were the darkest bowrs
in the bistory of American bigher education, a dark night
of the institutional soul from which we bave not yet and
mdy not ever fully recover. In their disdain for standards
and their demand for relevance, our cultural continuity
ws eroded and any institutional sense o f morality regard.
ing a student’s course work, conversation, conduct, or sex-
ual conguest was obliterated. . . . Now, in the eighties, we
dre trying to pick up the pieces (Holland 1985, P. 58).

This lament was widespread. Summing up the cause of aca-
deme’s curricular problems succinetly, Saul Bellow wrote,
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“The university has become inundated and saturated with
the backflow of society’s problems” (in Bloom 1987, p. 18).
Clearly, the “backflow” referred to previously underrepre-
sented constituencies in academe, among them minorities
and women. It is these people, the argument goes, whose
demands for relevance caused the curriculum to become
watered down and saturated with wivial texts at the expense
of the classical curriculum.

Thus, the quality of the curriculum was placed in oppo-
sition to educational access.

As laudable as it may be as an ideal, the widening of access
also has contributed to the confusions that bave beset the
ba:calaureate experience. The tension between democratic
valies and the effort to maintain standards for an under-
gracduate cducation can be creative, but too often numbers
and political considerations have prevailed over quality
(Association of American Colleges 1986, p. 5).

Further:
The issue of dccess bas dominated bigher education since
the 1960s. Quality becasme a secondary concern, in part
because the early covenant did not specify standards for
the programs to which access should be provided, . . . As a
wdy of extending access to all levels of bigher education,
Jaculty and administrators lowered standards for courses,
student promotion, and graduation (Conrad 1985a, p. 2).

An additional cause of the demise of the curriculum was
traced to students who had become consumers where the
labor market dominated what they would take. The prolif-
cration of professional and technical courses and the con-
comitant decline in the humanities and social sciences could
be traced to heightened job requirements where knowledge
for knowledge's suke was no longer sufficient. The catchword
of the 1960s—relevance—remained important, but instead
ofa curriculum that was relevant to understanding society's
problems, students sought courses that were relevant to the
marketpliace.

The reports often criticized faculty and administrators for
failing to enhance the meaning and quality of the undergrad-
uate curriculum, Inadequate presidential authority over inter-
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nal affairs and lack of faculty leadership in curricular matters
received a special amount of criticism. “The decline was
caused in part by a failure of nerve and faith on the part of
many college faculties and administrators, and persists
because of a vacuum in educational leadership” (Bennett
1984, p. 2).

Faculty were recognized as central to the process of chang-
ing the curriculum: They are the professional staff charged
with designing and delivering undergraduate instruction. Yet, aearb" the

. . . 4
according to the reports, they had neglected their duties: “bacqulow’
~"Centrz! .o the troubles and to the solutions are the profes- referred to
sors” (Association of American Colleges 1986, p. 6). “The mus[y

American faculty has generally been a reprehensible fajlure” Wm

(Muscatine 1985, . 18). onstituencies
Similarly, academic administrators were charged with initiat- €

ing change and bringing faculty together toward a common in academe,

purpose, but, the reports suggested, administrators instead among them

had tended o emphasize off campus duties and a myopic minorities and

view of the institution. The president and other principal aca- spomen.

demic officers were excoriated for abdicating their roles as

major actors in formulating curricular missions for their insti-

tutions. Throughout the 1980s, presidents increasingly viewed

themiselves as fundraisers, and academic leaders like academic

deans became caught np in the mere prosaic day-to-day

details that demanded increased time and attention. The

reports called for a reassertion of presidential authority and

prerogative and a more active role to be played by academic

administrators (see, e.g., Kerr and Gade 1987).

Responses to the critics

The responses to the reports were almost as voluminous as
the reports themselves (Althach 1987; Lee 1985; Stark and
Lowther 1986: Stark ¢t al. 1988). An analysis of the reports
and commentaries oftered seven questions that pervaded the
discussions of curriculum reform:

1. Who is to decide the curriculum of schools and colleges
in a democratic society?
2. To what extent should students be involved in planning
and developing the curriculum?
- What are the relative rights and responsibilities of teachers
within schools and of society outside schools?
4. What is the meaning of the liberal arts in undergraduate
progrims?

kS 5
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5. What is the purpose and function of general education?

6. What are the specific benefits and advantages that accrue
to the college graduate upon the completion of program
and degree requirements?

7. What is the particular significance and meaning that can
be attached to a college education in an era of universal
education? (Fincher 1986).

Additional authors analyzed the reports and offered harsh
opinions about the reports’ findings. Different authors be-
lieved that discussions about the curriculum had to include
a broad range of issues that went well beyond the curriculum.
“The real limitation of the reports is their attempt to isolate
curriculum and instruction from other problems” (Benjamin
1985, p. 28).

All the reports on education . . . have made the same two
mistakes. One, they sought to improve education by focusing
on schools themselves, and two, they failed to ask, cducation
Jor what bpe of society? (Rossides 1987, p. 426).

This criticism of the reports was that they did not sutfi-
ciently focus on how education operates in American society
and that they painted education as if it were a nonpolitical
activity.

Is the focus on solving problems through an apolitical edu-
cdtion not a wdy o atoid demaocraticaily determined soly-
tions? Is the call for rescarch, whether stemming Srom con-
servatives or liberals, not a way to pretend that the policies
of the powerful are rational, above politics, and value ney-
tral? (Rossides 1987, p. 427).

These questions have roots in the enduring traditions of
debates about curriculum in American society and provide
the foundation for a discussion about alternative curricular
analyses.

A bistorical perspective

The criticism in the 1980s-—-although significant for the sheer
volume of reports, articles, and books generated--was not
new. “The current attempt to unify the humanities curriculum
around some vision of educational fundamentals is only the
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latest in a long series of such efforts, which have invariably
ended in futility” (Gerald Graff [ Chronicle of Higher Edu-
cation, 17 February] 1988, p. A48). A review of the history

of LS. higher education reveals how often higher education’s
curricular offerings and those who manage the curriculum
have been criticized.

In 1828, for example, writers argued much the same as
Bloom for maintaining the classical curriculum (Conrad
1985b, p. 110). Nicholas Murray Butler in 1905 spoke about
the need for “an end of the idling and dawdling that now
characterize so much of American higher education” (cited
in Rudolph 1977, p. 207). In 1936, Robert Maynard Hutchins
wrote, “Unless some such demonstration or some such evan-
gelistic movement can take place, we shall remain in our con-
fusion; we shall have neither general education nor univer-
sities; and we shall continue to disappoint the hopes of our
people (cited in Rudolph 1977, p. 87). And in 1966, Danicl
Bell, in The Reforming of General Education, wrote, “1t has
been suggested that liberal arts education has lost its force
... that the requirements of early specialization are in the
process of transforming the college into a preprofessional
school” (cited in Lee 1985). Clearly, the debate about what
students should learn —and who should decide what students
should learn—has been with academe sinee its inception;
alternative conceptions of the curriculum, however, are cur-
rently being developed that reorient the nature of the debate.

Reconceptualizations: Curricular
Debate at a Crossroads
Twenty years ago, the two principal alternative critiques of
the curriculum were Pedagogy of the Oppressed (Freire 1970)
and Deschooling Society (lich 1971), both of which used a
“Marxist perspective in their analyses. Subsequently. Marxist
scholars concerned with political economy: also have argued
that the curriculum in complex societies reproduces the class
incqualities that oceur in the larger society, that the curric-
ulum maintains inequality among classes by teaching working
class students one set of skills and upper class students
another (Bowles and Gintis 1976).

Buased on investigations into the curriculum from a mul-
titude of other perspectives (see, eg., Berstein 1977; Bourdieu
and Passeron 1977; Giroux 1983; Graft [ Chronicle, 17 Feb:
ruary| 1988: Grumet 1983; Schubert 1986; Ticrney 1989a),
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however, we can no longer assume that - alternative con-
ceptualization of the curriculum is based solely on Marxist
theory. Such diverse arenas as the sociology of knowledge,
literary theory, the philosophy of science, and postmodernism
often stand in sharp contrast to one another. What the pro-
ponents of the alternative conceptualization share is the rejec-
tion of the idea that a common canon of knowledge exists
that should be transmitted to all students. Although the lan-
guage and theoretical constructs the alternative theorists call
upon are abstract and often difficult to conceptualize, their
arguments about the curriculum recently have raised a con-
siderable amount of discussion in the higher education com-
munity. The alternative theorists ask several central questions
about the curriculum:

1. How is knowledge reproduced?

2. What are the sources of knowledge students acquire?

3. How do students and teachers resist or contest what is
conveyed through lived experiences in schools?

4. What impact does the curriculum have on students’
outlook?

5. Whose interests are served by the outlooks fostered in
the curriculum?

6. When served, do these interests move more in the direc-
tion of emancipation, equity, and social justice, or in the
oppusite direction?

7. How can students be empowered through the curriculum?
(Schubert 1986).

These questions challenge the fundamental assumptions
upon which traditional curricular theory has been bused, in
the process rejecting many of the conclusions of the carlier
reports. For example, in opposition to Bloom's assumption
that a common body of knowledge exists to which all students
should be introduced, the alternative theorists conceive of
knowledge as a set of discourses governed by ideological con-
flicts of class, race, and gender. Consequently, the manner
in which knowledge is defined and structured by way of aca-
demic departments and disciplines has been brought into
question (Schuster and Van Dyne 1984; Weaver 1981). The
point is not to do away with all disciplinary boundaries but
to delincate how knowledge is conceptualized so that
teachers and students understand the ideological and cultural
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constraints surrounding the curriculum. The theorists’ assump-
tion is that how an institution arranges components of the
curriculum commits the institution to philosophical and polit-
ical choices, whether recognized or not.

Thus, the alternative theorists have redefined the curriculum
by questioning what counts for knowledge. Like any new
approach, different definitions of the curriculum compete for
acceptince. One of the most widely accepted is the following:

By curriculum I mean what students bave an opportunity
10 learn in school, through both the bidden and overt cur-
viculum, and what they do not have an opportunity to learn
because certain matters were not included in the curric:
ulum, referred to . . . as the woll curriculum” (McCutcheon
1982, p. 19).

Thus, what students have an opportunity to study orients
attention on selecting an object of study and how it is pre-
sented to the exclusion of other objects (Cherryholmes 1988,
p. 133). The purpose of the study of curriculum, then,
becomes the discovery of why some pieces of knowledge
are taught and others ate not. The curriculum becomes an
ongoing process of the construction of knowledge in which
organizational participants determine what counts as knowl-
edge, what knowledge is worthy of transmitting, and what
organizational forms are appropriate (Gumport 1988; Tierney
1989a). Thus, the curriculum is viewed as centrally linked to
pedagogy and the culture of the institution in which it occurs.

One of the primary thrusts for this position comes from
the explosion of knowledge resulting from recent research
on women and minorities. As women and minority scholars
investigated their collective pasts, they often found a lack of
substantive research; curricular studies also brought to light
how women and minorities have been excluded from general
education, liberal studies, the sciences, requirements of West:
ern civilization, and the like (Aiken et al. 1987; Schuster and
Van Dyne 1985). Feminist stadies, in particular, have brought
to light the need to transform present curricular structures
so that, some would argue, “the use of feminist scholarship
to transform existing courses has emerged as a popular aca-
demic movement” (Glazer 1987, p. 293).

The undergirding assumption of this approach is thatan
“invisible paradigm™ orients the curriculum in one direction.
Women's studies have focused attention on:
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.. . the “invisible paradigms” of the academic system and
the larger cultural contexts that marginalize or trivialize
the lives of all women, the lives of blacks and of ethnic
minorities, and those outside the dominant class or culture.
Invisible paradigms . . . are the infrastructure of our aca-
demic system. For us, the invisible paradigms are the
internalized assumptions, the network of unspoken agree-
ments, the implicit contracts that all participants in the pro-
cess of higher education have agreed to, usually uncon-
sciously, to bring about learning (Schuster and Van Dyne
1985, p. 8).

This invisible paradigm means more than unearthing a hid-
den curriculum. Previously, the concept of a hidden curric-
ulum sought to explain how relatively obvious examples—
who was on a reading list and who was not—masked the
dominant ethos so that education reproduced the inequities
in society. The purpose of understanding a hidden curriculum
was to incorporate what had been excluded into a unifying
synthesis. The point is not merely to add previously excluded
women or minority authors to required courses, however,
so that one literary canon becomes substituted for another
and consensus is reached. Instead, “the traditional emphasis
on consensus is replaced by a focus on conflict, . . . on social
structures, and the construction of meaning” (Giroux 1983,

p. 56). Invisible paradigms, then, are investigations that seek
to understand how ideologies and cultures operate within
an organization so that power is defined in a particular way.

Thus, the alternative theorists seek to expose how the exist-
ing institutional frameworks guide the curriculum. In this
light, changing courses so that minority or women authors
are included is relatively insignificant and counterproductive
if the dominant structure is reaffirmed by those changes. Stu-
dents should be exposed to a curriculum where they “not
only read the masterpieces of Western culure, but also look
at the system of authority, the relations of power, and the
procedures of legitimation that underwrite canonical knowl-
edge” (Trimbur 1986, p. 117).

The question becomes not how to legitimate one curricular
form as oppesed to another, but how to question the under-
lying structures of knowledge of whatever is taught. Knowl-
edge is no longer something that is an essential truth and
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transmitted from one generation to the next; rather, knowl-
edge is a social product with political consequences.

The student [sees] that bis or ber understanding of all of
culture’s texts (from philosophical treatises to popular tele-
vision shows) is a result of situation in a complex network
of gender, class, and race relations and. . . . that reason
(and meaning) changes depending on whether the reader
is a male or female . . ., a Hispanic or white American . . .,
[from the] working class or upper class (Zavarzadeh and
Morton 1987, p. 19).

This view also maintains that vast possibilities exist for
administrators, faculty, and students to redefine the nature
of the learning experience beyond what skills are needed for
the work world. In working from the assumption that a cur-
riculum is a powerful act that structures how organizational
participants think about and organize knowledge, proponents
of this perspective reject the idea that the primary purpose
of a curriculum is to inculcate youth with the accumulated
wisdom of society. Institutional curricula need to be inves-
tigated from the perspective of whose knowledge, history, lun-
guage, and culture are under examination. Conversely, the
organization’s participants need to uncover those whose
voices are not present in a curricular discourse and give life
to them (Tierney 1989.).

Like any new conceptualization of a particular problem,
one is never sure whether the ideas are durable or merely
a fad. One need merely recall concepts from an earlier era,
such as management by objectives or the taxonomies of edu-
cational objectives (Bloom 1956) to see how fashionable
ideas ultimately collapse. The challenges posed by the alter-
native theorists, however, have placed faculty, administrators,
and rescarchers at an intellectual crossroads. Depending upon
the inherent assumptions and values of the organization's par-
ticipants, an institution’s approach to the curriculum can
vary widely.

Curricular Practices

In lurge part, the preponderance of curricular experiments

of the 1960s either have been extensively modified or halted.
At the same time, a wide variety of curricular changes on cam-
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puses have resulted in new forms of academic organization.
Dual degree programs, committee-run rather than department-
controlled programs of study, and mixed majors, such as lan-
guage and business, are examples of recent changes that
potentially have a far-reaching impact on the structure and
function of the academic enterprise. Additionally, calls for dra-
matic changes in curricular offerings have been cited as nec-
essary for the country to increase its productivity and respond
to the needs of industry (Azaroff 1982; Fairweather 1988; Lyn-
ton 1981; Lynton and Elman 1987).

Interdisciplinary focus is another change taking hold on
countless campuses. The push for interdisciplinary courses
and departments comes from two different angles. On the
one hand, biotechnology, communications, and materials sci-
ence are interdisciplinary areas that have resulted from the
demands of the extemnal environment. On the other hand,
interdisciplinary areas like women's studies, ethnic studies,
and literary criticism have been brought about by the research
undertaken by the alternative theorists who seek to transcend
disciplines to understand the invisible paradigms (Aiken et
al. 1987).

A variety of useful texts systematize the curricular changes
under way on college campuses, explicating the underlying
rationales of different programs of study and offering an
understanding of how the theoretical perspectives are enacted
(sce, e.g., Bergquist and Phillips 1977 for a list of curricular
models). A comprehensive taxonomy of curricular undertak-
ings might include: :

1. Heritage based: A curriculum designed to inculcate stu-
dents with a knowledge of the past;

2. Thematic based: Identificaion and in-depth studies of a
specific problem, such as the environment;

3. Competency based: The teaching of specific skills, such
as proficiency in language and mathematics:

4. Carcer based: Preparation for a specific career;

5. Experience based: Opportunities for learning outside the
clussroom;

6. Student based: Providing students with opportunities to
control what they learn;

7. Values based: Emphasis on specific institutional values;

8. Future based: A curriculum concerned with what students
will need in the future (Bergquist and Phillips 1977).




Other studies provide helpful overviews to different compo-
nents of the curriculum (see, e.g., Conrad 1978 for a study

“of curricwar innovation; Conrad and Wyer 1980 and Gaff 1983
for studies of different experiments in the liberal arts; Gamson
et al. 1984 for a discussion of liberal education; Levine and
Weingart 1973 for an examination of experimentation in 26
schools; and Schuster und Van Dyne 1985 for a series of essays
outlining different curricular experiments that focus on inte-
grating women’s studies into the curriculum).

Still other studies delineate the difference between telic
reforms and popular reforms (Grant and Riesman 1978). Telic
reforms are those that “set forth new ideals” and “point
toward a different conception of the end of undergraduate
education, to distinguish them from the more popular reforms
of the last decade [that] have brought about a general loosen-
ing of the curriculum™ (p. 15). Popular reforms are changes
that "modified the means of education within the constraints
of the existing gouls of the rescarch-oriented university” (p.
16). Two of the more recent and successful telic experiments
dare on the campuses of Evergreen State College in Olympia,
Washington, and Hampshire College in Amherst, Massachu-
setts (sec also Clark 1970). A detailed account of the history
of Evergreen State offers ramifications for students, faculty,
and administrators of collaborative learning where depart-
ments and disciplines do not exist, faculty teach collectively,
and the structure of the undergraduate curriculum reflects
interdisciplinary coursework (Jones 1981). Similarly, at Hamp-
shire College, the faculty also eschew disciplines and depant-
ments, but collaborative learning is not emphasized ( Alpert
1980; Patterson and Longworth 1966). Instead, students are
viewed as individual learners and the emphusis is on empow-
ering students with the capabilitics to become self-sufficient
learners. For example, students must develop an idea, recruit
a faculty committee, and write a senior thesis as the major
part of their senior year. Such a project stands in sharp contrast
to the group-oriented activities throughout a student’s carcer
at Evergreen State. Nevertheless, both institutions reflect dra-
natic telic reforms based in large part on alternative concep:
tualizations of the curriculum.

The question arises then about how one brings about
changes in the curriculum. What ingredients, what perspec:
tives, what preparations, and what actions are needed to
implement such proposals? The next section considers one
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possible perspective and then tumns to the challenge of pre-
paring for and managing transformation of the curriculum.
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THE NATURE OF PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE

Professions
Underpinning the emphasis on application in this monograph
is the idea that to be a professor in a college or university is
to act in a realm of professional practice analogous to that
of the other learned professions—medicine, law, and a range
of fields from accounting to the military. All professions, the
academic enterprise included, exhibit parallel but not exactly
similar attributes (see Cullen 1978). Oddly enough, few pro-
fessionals want to look at what goes on next door. Academics
are no exception, for they exhibit the same tunnel vision, see.
ing only the special, precious nature of their own field and
resisting all intrusion.
All professions, according to traditional sociology, recognize —
& tformal body of knowledge and, increasingly, a set of refined
techniques that can be mastered only by long, specialized Tensions
studly. In all professions, expertise is highly differentiated intoe ~ befiween
specialties similar to the disciplines and fields that mark the standard
academy. Within that corpus of expertise, however, is a
generic core of knowledge common to all practitioners. These and
bodies of knowledge and the technique, both core and spe- mental
cialty, are useful and necessary to everyday life. Authorized experi
practitioners therefore put them to practical ends,

Because the body of knowledge, however complex and a"efound
well-founded it might be, is always tentative and incomplete,  qCross the
such practical applications must be exercised with trained Drofessions.
judgment and within the canons of the profession. The risks
of having to act, even in the face of incomplete and uncertain
knowledge, combined with the responsibility of dealing with
clients who are utterly dependent force each profession into
a careful definition of “practice.” That is to say, each practi-
tioner is bound by circumstances, not always clear, within
which he or she is authorized by social convention and dis-
cipline of the profession to act, to conduct practice. Each pro-
fession has a finite set of practice situations.

Uncertainties of substance and the unrelenting demand
for practical action are seldom mentioned when professions
are seen only as elite. Today, however, they generate trying
dilemmas for every profession. Physicians face the tensions
between treatment and prevention. Social workers wrestle
with the conflicts of clients’ welfare versus saciety. Collisions
between individual practice and institutionalized service are
present in fee-based professions. Tensions between standard
techniques and experimental applications are found across
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the professions. Difficulties in reconciling clients individuality
and the field's generalities come up everywhere. It is quite
clear that the heart and challenge of every profession, sepa-
rating professionals from artisans, artists, craftsmen, techni-
ciuns, and managers, are not the routines of regular practice,
however complex they might be, but the serious dilemmas,
ambiguities, and paradoxes that surround the main areas

of practice.

Professionalization and the Academy

It was largely out of these circumstances, uncertain knowledge
and ambiguous practice situations, that the idea of a need for
constant “professionalization” came (see Vollmer and Mills
1966). No profession can rest assured on its social status. Rec-
ognition of a profession is earned again and again. Every pro-
fession must engage constantly in “professionalizing” itself.
*“To what extent does the occupation possess this attribute
and how is it working toward further retinement?” (Houle
1980, p. 27). To constantly professionalize itself, a profession
must demonstrate a high degree of self-awareness among
practitioners, a strong sense of identity, and constant attention
to the state of practice in all its forms.

Conditions in the academic profession that enhance or
hamper professionalization are by no means self-evident and
need to be examined with candor. Some arise because of dif-
ferences in structure and conduct, but others come from sim-
ple inattention. Put succinctly, the substantive core of the aca-
demic profession, knowledge and learning, is well developed:
The practice situation is not.

Conditions that enhance academic professionalization rest
on the foundations of expertise and the responsibilities that
accompany claims to “superior knowledge™ (Shils 1983; see
also Kadish 1991 for guidelines on establishing within aca-
demic institutions the proper setting for ethical judgment).
What can also be said with assurance about conditions that
enhance professionalization is that the common process of
the profession is learning—the learning of practitioners as
they strive to keep current in their tields, the learning of
researchers generating new knowledge, the learning of stu-
dents at every level.

We hare identified and described four busic functions of
Saculties—instruction, research, public service, and insti-
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tutional service. [They] are based mostly on a single 1ni-
Sfving process, namely, learning. Learning in this sense
means bringing about desired changes in the traits of
buman beings (instruction ), discovering and interpreting
knowledge (research ), applying knowledge to serve the needs
of the general public (public service), and creating an envi-
ronment that contributes to and facilitates learning (insti-
tutional service ). Learning is the chief stock in trade of the
professoriate. It occurs in all fields, it takes place in diverse
settings, and it serves varied clienteles (Bowen and Schuster
19806, p. 23).

In the common practice situation, more than in the bodies
of expertise, the academic community faces the most serious
obstacles to its own professionalization. Some of these limi-
tations come from attitudes of practitioners themselves, others
from indifference toward the dilemmas that surround practice
embedded in an institutional environment. As to the attitu-
dinal factors: No national academic body is available to build
identity and a sense of membership. By any measure, the
American Association of University Professors comes up short
in representing the whole academic profession. Even the most
husic components of practice—academic freedom, for exam-
ple --have not been encoded or confirmed in the law. No
widely accepted code of ethics exists, and the AAUP Statement
of 19606 is barely a beginning.

Most professions with a history as venerable as the academy
define a minimum level of competence for admission to pub-
lic practice. Absent such minimum standard or certification,
the academic profession is beset with public criticism and
private doubts, ustally around what catches the casual public
eye -the quality of teaching and manifest purposes.

Most professions define a core of generic knowledge com-
mon across the domains of practice. Preparation for the aca-
demic profession concentrates on specialized knowledge and
leaves the generic component of the process of leaming to
the vagaries of on-the-job training and self-education (Bowen
and Schuster 1986, p. 282). Critics past and present have railed
against the indifference toward the locus of common practice,
the teaching-learning situation (Smith 1990). Although some
writers have discussed principles of good practice, in partic-
ular consideration of the learner (Chickering and Gamson
1987, p. 3) and construction of productive learing situations,
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more than a little confusion exists about whether the core
of the profession lies with the discipline or in the broader
field of practice.

Without rehearsing the variations on this theme (see Blau
1973; Lieberman 1956; Light 1979; Parsons 1970), one can
reach the view that the practice situation is where essential
problems of the academic profession reside.

Academic Practice and Its Dilemmas

As noted, academic practice has four domains: instruction,
research, public service, and institutional service (Bowen and
Schuster 1986). Learning is the process, knowledge the sub-
stance, in both instruction and research. Understandably, fac-
ulty tend to concentrate on sectors where proprietary interests
are strong: instruction in courses and scholarly research. By
choice, faculty often entrust the larger dimensions of prac-
tice-——such as the curriculum—to administrators. Ia fact, how-
ever, the creation and conduct of a sound curriculum call for
a high degree of professional collaboration.

The authors’ thesis is that the curriculum itself—not
courses, teaching, classes, or research—-is now a critical ele-
ment for defining academic practice. Physicians apply their
expert knowledge in a practice situation called “treatment”;
academics apply their expertise to “learning” situations, a
major component of which is the curriculum. Special attention
to learning is necessary, and “the way in which a discipline
structures its knowledge provides the best structure for trans-
mitting it to students” (Glaser 1968), with a distinction
between the “logical and epistemological arrangement of sub-
ject matter” and the learning structure. The curriculum is the
visible evidence of how faculty interpret theory, application,
and values. It is the most public expression of the profession,

The Supreme Court made management of the curriculum
a province of faculty practice in the Yeshiva decision.,

The controlling consideration in this case is that the faculty
of Yeshiva University exercise authority which in any other
context unquestionebly would be managerial. Their author.
ity in academic matters is absolvte, They decide what
courses will be offered, when they will be scheduled, and

to whom they shall be taught. They debate and determine
teaching methods, grading policies, and matriculation
standards. . . . When one considers the function of a uni-
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versity, it is difficult to imagine decisions more managerial
than these (National Labor Relations Board v. Yeshiva Uni-
versity, 444 U.S. 672 [1980)).

That the design, maintenance, and evaluation of the curric-
ulum are central modalities of professional practice has been
asserted by others, but seldom betrer, since the inauguration
speech of Charles William Eliot in 1869,

The governing bodies of the ( niversity are the Faculties, the
Board of Ouerseers, and the Corporation. The University

as a place of study and instruction is, at any moment, what
the Facudties make 1. The professors, lectisrers, and tutors
of the University are the living sources of learning and
entbusiasm. . . . They personally represent the possibilitios
of instruction. . . . The discussion of the methods of instruc:
tion is the principal business of these bodies. As a fact, prog-
ress comes mainly from the Faculties (Hofstadter and Smith
1901, p. 615).

Responsibility for the curriculum is in no way ambiguous.
A joint statement from the American Association of University
Protessors, the American Council on Education, and the Asso-
ciation of Governing Boards accords the faculty responsibility
for curriculum, subject matter and methods of instruction,
research, and faculty status as well as the aspects of student
life that relate to the educational process. Beyond the man-
agement function, the curriculum at any given time is a dis-
tillation of knowledge, an epistemological statement, as the
faculty see it. It is also the medium of interaction between
faculty and students. By every measure of tradition and logic,
the curriculum stands at the heart of academic practice, yet
it remains an underdeveloped resource of leaming,

The professoriat, with other professions, carns its badge
of professionalism by confronting the dilemmas of academic
practice. Some of these dilemmas can be seen as products
of paradoxes that are ever present but seldom acknowledged.

The: first paradox is that the instrumentalities of education
are almost all collective—courses, classes, programs --but the
essential process of leaming is highly individual, This paradox
is at the root of a common frustration in educational
rescarch—no significant results ( Dubin and Taveggia 1968).

I(enfu ing the College and Departmental Carviculum

ERIC . 66

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



A second paradox is that only the student engages the cur-
riculum directly: Everyone else must deal with it by symbolic
reference. Faculty construct the curriculum but do not live
it: Students live it but have only a small part in making it (Bar-
zun 1959, p. 88). One manifestation of this paradox is found
in the tendency of academics on curriculum committees to
reach back to their own undergraduate experience to appre-
hend the meaning of curricular alternatives.

A third paradox arises because the curriculum is oriented
toward the future—it must anticipate the life ahead—but is
predicated on the past. Relevance, in the fullest sense, is just
beyond grasp.

The list of paradoxes might be lengthened to include col-
lisions between research (new knowledge) and teaching
(transmission of accepted knowledge), and between students’
expectations and the faculty’s intentions. Professionals in the
academy face the same kind of dilemmas found in other pro-
fessions. A field alert to professionalization will continuously
face up to and analyze the dilemmas of the practice situation,
in this case the curriculum. That analysis itself becomes a
source of vitality.

The academic profession, large as it is and important as
it has become inan information-based society, needs an effec-
tive vehicle for professionalization, some would say “repro.
fessionalization.” “Perhaps the key to comprehending . .
American educational practice lies in the history of the pro-
fessions. . . . In the end, therefore, if anything is going to be
done to confront the: crisis in American higher education, it
is going to be done by the professors or it is not going to be
done at all” (Rudolph 1984, p. 13). The professional practice
situation, represented by the curriculum and its challenges,
is the most promising avenue to continued professicnaliza-
tion. Three decades of experimentation with other dimensions
of professional practice are behind us. Worthwhile achieve-
ments have been made, but none of them have substantially
stimulated professionalization. Instructional development,
with its focus on teaching and “instructional systems,” leads
hack to the performance of the professor. While the technol-
ogy has been enlarged, little light has been shed on the ethos
of the profession or the primary functions of the institutions.
Nor has the more comprehensive idea of faculty development
contributed much to the revitaiization of the profession as
a whole-—which is not to say that these orientations are not

54
Q
ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

L7



useful or necessary (see Schuster, Wheeler, et al. 1990). Few
of these efforts, however, have generated the span of influ-
ence and concern needed for professionalization. The cur-
riculum will.

A review of analyses of curricula categorizes them in terms
of very specific purposes—udministrative review for new
courses, self-study, committee analysis, board intervention,
comparative study-—but contains litle evidence of “theory”
in action (Mayhew and Ford 1971, p. 81). This idiosyncratic
approach to such analysis is still widely evident. The practice
has serious shortcomings, however, in that it chops the total
curriculum into pieces offering momentary convenience but
results that are rarely consistent from one setting to another
and seldom congruent with each other.

This monograph advocates a very different view. Analysis
of the curriculum, whatever the purpose, whatever the level,
i 4 critical feature of the practice situation in the academic
profession. It follows that such analysis should follow sound
organizing principles, principles consonant with academic
conditions. The established professions have claborated
design into context, content, and form. The concept offers
a defining principle very appropriate to the teaching-learning
situation.

Changes in the curriculum to meet contemporary chal-
lenges are made in one of three ways: (1) modification or
reform. the most familiar; (2) integration, perhaps the most
difficult; and (3) transformation, & type of chunge that
responds to complexity and uncertainty. A need for curricular
change arises now from challenges in the external environ:
ment and from the internal complexities of management. The
next section deals with how transtorming actions can be
worked out in two stages: 4 preparatory process of curriculum
analysis, followed by a program of organizational change.
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THE PROCESS OF ANALYSIS

Moving toward Transformation: Setting and Process
Why transformation?
Today, no shortage of challenges exists that overreach the
familiar modes of curricular change, maodification and inte-
gration, and demand a transformation. Experience of the past
25 years with conventional approaches to some of these chal-
lenges reintorees the importance of a transformational pro-
cedure. For example, when militant blacks in the 1960s called
for the study of black issues in the curriculum, the first
response was to follow the path of modification: to add a new
discipline-like entity to the administrative structure, isolate
the issues, and leave the advocates to fend for themselves.
The approach is entirely consistent with the reductionist, pos-
itivist tradition in the academy and reflects the way new ideas
have been moved into the curriculum for a hundred years
(Hopmann 1991, p. 5). Women's studies in the 1970s reflect
the same attempts at differentiation and segmentation within
the curriculum. In both instances, however, response by mod-
ification is insufficient for the issues. Reflecting on those expe-
ricnces tells us a great deal about what a transformation of
the curriculum requires.

The formidable curricular issues on the doorstep of the
academy now presage a very different undergraduate curric-
ulum by 2000.

The nature of transformational issues

How can, or should, the curriculum encompass issues that
promise impacts across programs and departments: gender
equity, respect for racial or ethnic identity, enviconmental
understanding and action, issues of ethics and mutual respon-
sibility, appreciation for science and technology, comprehen-
sion of global interdependency?

These challenges share attributes that raise them to the level
of curriculumwide issues and posit a need for transformation.
Each has a complex structure and will not yield to simple
solutions. Each requires a knowledge base that is now incom-
plete and largely beyond the disciplines and professional spe-
cialties that make up the curriculum. Each has significant con-
sequences for the main functions of our society, present and
future. and cach carries emotional loads of great force. Finally,
even though the directions that “ought™ to be pursued—the
moral imperatives - often are clear, the nature and shape of
final outcomes are not known. At this time, even the most
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obstinate advocate cannot know for sure what a “diversified
curriculum™ or a “global curriculum™ looks like. We are all
ina state of common inquiry.

All these features point toward a process of searching, a
quest for curriculum, something more open than the well-
rounded plan or statement of goals that marks strategic or
long-runge planning (see figure 3).

FIGURE 3
ANALYSIS OF THE CURRICULUM: Prelude to Change

Process Content Product

Legitimation  Of topics; of Statement of Operating
procedures Principles  Charge

Exploration Normative information, - Working papers, data

comparative data, con-
ceptual alternatives

Synthesis Rationale and reason-— Proposal
able alternatives
Negotiation Reactions, position Reaction papers,
pupers. discussions transcripts
Arbitration/ Evaluated alternatives  White paper covering
Mediation for planning and action  current conditions,
rationale for change,
directions

A two-stage process

The process of transformation has two distinet ¢ mponents.
The first is exploration by systematic analysis, the second
action for organizational change. It follows, therefore, that
programs tor changing the curriculum to meet the challenges
of today are best conceived as a two-stage process. Each stage
is a discrete operation.

Curricudum planning shoudd be a two-tier or bierarchial
process. The “postmodern” challenges [those identified with
the curriculum among them| are marked by open systems
thinking, a complex structure, and . . . transformatory [as
opposed to decumudative] change (Doll 1989, pp. 244, 251).

Finding examples

The most striking features of the various trials: - and even the
suceesses of curricular change —are difference and incom.
pletion. Institutions and their faculties set a distinctive stamp
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on a program of study. Individualism is apparent in the
AASCU’s (American Association of State Colleges and Univer-
sities's) sclf-reports from 10 institations that participated in
APEP, the Academic Program Evaluation Project (1986). The
common purpose of the project was assessing the quality of
presentation, given a set of intellectual skills. In fact, as the
reports show, it also afforded opportunities to reset the cur-
riculum in a variety of ways.

Another example of large-scale change was undertaken at
the University of Minnesota. The FOCUS project shows evi-
dence of the variation generated across departments (Pazan- Few m'"pm
dak 1989). As a means of improving the quality of undergrad-
uate education, four “elements of excellence” were translated bowever, Of
into expressions that were largely curricular in nature, A tes- lmnsfommﬁon
timony to the difficulties of curricular change is found in the in its
small share of institutions that actually fulfill their intentions. completed

Still other kinds of change point up the variations. The
search for better general education programs prompted, and f orm.
still motivates, much curricular change (see, e.g., Gaff 1983).

A review of practices in four-year colleges, for example, found
great regularity in the amount of general education but wide
variation in content and purpose (Toombs, Fairweather, et

" al. 1989). The papers at AAC meetings and just about every
issue of Liberal Fducation report hands-on experience with
attempts to revise curricula in liberal arts colleges. Few exam-
ples exist, however, of transformation in its completed form.
Many institutions have initiated partial efforts in that direciion
usually ina search for ways to handle diversity in the «<ur-ic-
ulum. In the area of women'’s studies, for example, “over 50
colleges and universitics have at least the rudiments of cur
riculum transformation projects” (Schuster and Van Dyae
1985, p. 21). In the mid-1980s, most projects depended on
external funding, emphasized faculty development (most
often through workshops), and concentrated on “assuring
progeny” to carry the process forward. They tended to operate
in conventional modes that reflect modification rather than
transformation—top-down, piggyback (infusing existing
courses ), or bottom-up.

Because even the proponents of transtormation see the pro-
cess as incomplete and also because of the immediacy of the
challenges, now is a good time for open, speculative consid-
eration about how a transtorming process can be started. A
particularly good theme for tracing transforming approaches
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is found in the search for gender equity. The topic leaves no
ficld or discipline untouched. Feminist challenges reach out
beyond the curriculum into administrative practice and insti-
tutional policy. They postulate new modes and premises for
research. The literature dealing with women in the academy
provides a rich, well-articulated, and compelling body of infor-
mation, exchange, and argument. Even the briefest reading

of feminist literature makes clear the magnitude of the trans-
formation that lies ahead.

Creating an inclusive curriculum means more than bring-
ing women’s studics into the general curriculum becatise

It dlso means creating a program . . . that does not bave
the racist, class, heterosexist, and cultural bias thar is found
in the traditional curriculum (Andersen 1988, p. 53).

That passage also raises one of the key problems for ex-
ploration and negotiation: whether it is possible to deal with
all of the complexions of bias with a single transformation,
Feminist scholars attach great urgencey to curricular change
(see, e.g, Barnard 1981; Farnham 1987; Hoffnung 1984; McIn-
tosh 1983; Minnich, O'Barr, and Rosenfeld 1988; Schuster and
Van Dyne 1985). Women, however dedicated and knowledge-
able, cannot alone transform the curriculum. Collegial and
institutional dimensions rise to the surface constantly, With
these perspectives in mind, we wm to curriculum analysis
and organizational change.

Legitimation

Principles of analysis

The process of establishing acceptance, “a condition of mutual
trust,” “a willingness to comply,” is usually emphasized in
discussions of governance and organizational behavor (Mor-
timer and McConnell 1978, p. 284). In that setting legitimation
is 4 precondition to the distribution and exercise of authority
and power. In governance, legitimacy could spring from cul-
tural values, aceeptance of the social structure, or designation
by a legitimate agent (Herbert 1976, p. 91). 1t could rest on

a basis of “expertise, formal role, personal rapport, or gener-
alized deference to authority” (Mortimer and McConnell 1978,
P. 18). Legitimation is just as crucial as the first process in cur-
ricular transtormation, but here it has different functions and

a very different buse. The functions in this case are to establish
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openness more than compliance, to achieve a willingness to
participate, and to move exploration in a general direction
rather than along a designated path.

Distinctions between these two definitions of legitimacy
are evident in several incidents and a spate of critical reactions
reported in recent months. “Professor [from Clark University)
resists request to teach pluralistic views" says a headline in
the New York Times. The faculty memher reached to the heart
of legitimacy: “What is before you is not meant in any way
to be a referendum on pluralism. . . . Its aim is to try to re-
establish some faculty control over the curriculum™ (18
November 1990).

It is worth emphasizing that, in the setting of the curric-
ulum, the “compliance” of governance is replaced by engage-
ment, by joining up. The process is variously referred to as
“buying in" or “taking ownership” or “commitment,” but the
core of the idea is the same. It signifies substantive as well
as symbolic participation.

All who mignt be called on to support the potential out-
comes must actively acknowledge what “problem™ will be
addressed. Most comprehensive curricular projects eventually
present demands on constituencies beyond the faculty, touch-
ing financial offices or physical plant, for example. The indi-
viduals involved deserve to know in advance that the out-
comes are viewed as serious and that they are a part of
the process.

Fostering fundamental changes in educational programs
and practices . . . requires high visibility at the top, commit-
ment of energy and resources, a long lead time, and
instrictional and support staff that are convinced of the
value of the changes and of their oun abilities to implement
them (Pazandak 1989, p. 5).

Failure to connect with the central structures and functions
dooms efforts at change—if not carly, then later. The atrophy
of faculty development programs has been related to insuf-
ficient links with the crucial processes like promotion and
tenure and with key offices, to reduced support and recog:
nition at the institutional level, and to an absence of rewards
and compensation (Uwalaka 1986). Change in the curriculum
starts with legitimation of the process among all relevant
constituencies.
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Hazy legitimacy is also fatal. An important corollary is that
acts of legitimation need to be unambiguous. Because en-
dorsement at the top generates the force of an “indirect stim-
ulus” and deans often play the role of essential catalyst, the
decision to participate has the quality of a2 *go/no go” choice.
Where curricular change is part of a strategic plan, the com-
mitment of the top level is crucial in setting directions.

Voices that fay claim to legitimacy in governance still speak
in terms of “empowerment” or “control of decision making.”
Increasingly, however, it is apparent that this approach leads
to closed positions on all sides. An adversarial posture might
have some advantages in confronting the administrative struc-
ture, but, in the setting of the curriculum, it tends toward stale-
mate. What is really needed is participation in a process of
exploration and inquiry.

Legitimation of the topic

Legitimation reaches not only the process and the participants
but also the topic itself. The issue needs to carry its own ra-
tionale. To begin with, careful attention to the scope and limits
under study is required. The curriculum has the qualities of

a covenant--more than a promise, but less than an oath (Scott
1981). Such a covenant requires that the issue match the talent
to be invested. Some issues are too specific to legitimately
command the attention of an entire institution.

The AASCU project, for example, targeted “generic skills”—
analysis, synthesis, quantification, communication, valuing,
Important as they are, a whole institution is not likely to see
them as legitimate. They belong at the level of the course,
the pattern, und the constellation and could have been so
defined at the outset.

A danger exists that "popular ideas™ in the curriculum can
become overblown, For all its value, “critical thinking lacks
the creative, constructive, and design elements necessary for
social progress”™ (DeBono 1984, p. 16). Shallow “curriculum
development,” goals leading to mediocrity, and comprehen
sive topics that concentrate on the full scope of “education™
shculd be caretully distinguished (Klein 1983),

In contrast, some issues are too large to be covered entirely
by a project on curricular change. The extensive and profound
considerations raised by feminist studies are perhaps the best
example of an issue completely entwined with the curriculum,
on the one hand, and demanding of analysis and action in
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many other sectors of the academy and the institution, on the
other. The extra-academic community, with its demographic,
legal, and cultural changes for women, actively interacts with
the academic community. A direct challenge to the scope of
knowledge affects scholarship and disciplines across the
baard: “We are coming to see that academic learning is
incomplete, biased, and parochial” (Barnard 1981).

Sivice women bave been excluded from the creation of for-
malized knowledge, to include women means more than
Just adding women into existing knowledge or making them
new objects of knowledge. . . . Including women refers to
the complex process of redefining knowledge by making
women’s experiences a primary subject for knowledge, con:
ceptudlizing women as active agents in the creation of
knowledge, including women’s perspectives on knowledge,
looking at gender as fundamental to the articulation of
knowledge in Western thought, and seeing women's and
men’s experiences in relation to the sex/gender system. Fem-
inists in educational institutions will likely continue working
Jor both women’s studies and curviculum change, since both
projects seek to change the content and form of the tradi-
tional curriculiem (Andersen 1988, pp. 38, 53).

Curriculir transformation, it must be recognized, often
stands as one essential and discrete part of a much larger
transformation. Exactly the same circumstances are inherent
in racial and ethnic considerations. Curricular change is only
one legitimate topic on the agenda, and it does not override
or substitute for other legitimate concerns, such as African-
American or Hispanic studies. Choosing the right scope, a
level of concentration that carries logical coherence, and pre-
cisely the right issues confers the legitimacy of subjects on
curticular transformation,

Operational considerations
Practical considerations arise at this point: Who will do the
work? By what means is legitimation established? What will
the first products be? Analysis of the curriculum is one area

- of academic life where the nature of decision making is indis-
putably collegial, nitiatives on restracturing arise most fre-
quently with the faculty. roughly 40 to 50 pereent of the cases,
but that still leaves plenty of room for guidance and reactions
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from other contributors (Franklin 1988, p. 204). The theme

of shared and differentiated decision making places a high
premium on “reasoning together,” a hallmark of the collegial
model (Chaffee 1983, p. 15). Within the loose collegial model
are choices to be made about the mode of operation. Some-
how higher education has become fixated on the blue-ribbon-
committee-with-recommendations as a preferred device,

Legitimation calls for wide participation as well as specific
actions. The plan of operation at the legitimizing stage
requires plenary representation. Inventiveness is also impor-
tant. One popular mode of operation begins with the estab-
lishment of a steering committee whose responsibilities
include oversight, internal communication, and evaluation.
Other options include a staff offi-  with continuing repre-
sentation and support personn.  whose principal task is to
move the project forward. An ad hoc convening body can also
serve as the agent for establishing legitimacy.

Whatever the mechanism for oversight, the first tangible
product in the process of curricular analy 15 a legitimating
document, a “charge.” “articles of agreement,” or “operating
assumptions.” The purpose is to establish a consensual foun-
dation, a direction, for the entire project.

Exploration
Operations
Engagement and imagination are so valuable at the working
level that moidels other than the executive model of chairman
and subordinate members deserve consideration. Oncee the
main topics are laid out, the format for the task units can be
chosen. Consensual models, nonauthoritarian models that
use group process technigues to generate information along
with staff support for collation and feedback, proved effective
with autonomous professionals in a variety of fields (Smutz
1984). Highly focused task groups or subcommittees within
i task force accompanied by networking and frequent inter-
communication give the flexibility to deal with specific topics.
A major effort to change the curriculum at Monmouth College
(Education for Leadership and Social Responsibility) is devel-
oping a variety of techniques for linking faculty, administra-
tion, and community (Nemerowicz and Rosi 1990).

When patterns of proprictary interest are strong, it might
be necessary to use “stake holder™ groups as the working
units. A functional distribution of activities in the exploratory
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stage ~description, information gathering, synthesis—might
be uscful. The social dynamics of size deserve strict attention:
five toseven members for action and decision, eight to twelve
members for deliberation, 12 to 20 members for communi-
cation sessions. Larger numbers operate as an audience.

Developing possibilities and alternatives

The operation of any curricutum has an inherent tendency
tor isolation and segmentation to accumulate across the
courses. As a consequence, most activities that involve the
curriculum: accreditation, strategic planning, program
review-start with description, a torthright statement of what
is going on. Fortunately, much of the information is often at
hand. By casting or recasting the material into the framework
of design (context, content, and form) then abstracting com-
mon features, useful statements can be generated.

No one wants to reinvent the wheel when engaged in a
time-consuming and complex activity. The only reasonable
way to avoid it is to marshal the best and most timely infor:
mation and put it to as many uses as possible. Inevitably,
many faculty can contribute expertise from their own field
about how the profession has dealt with the topic and what
ctforts other institutions have made. In the case of gender
equity, for example. the importance of infusing teaching,
learning, and research with a feminist component has been
widely reported. Full-time staft support is imperative in this
information-gathering stuge, and special costs exist in the
acquisition, synthesis, and distribution of new information.

Lost, misused, or wasted time is the enemy of every delib-
erative body. Much of the material generated for curricular
change can serve in acereditation or program review. A careful
recording of events is vital for communication, external as
well as internal. Written status reports, widely circulated, are
famitiar. Academics have not drawn much on the well of com-
munication technology for diy-to-day business, except in
research, Entering reports into an open data file on a com-
puter network provides for interactive response and a running
commentary. Since audio tapes made the Iranian revolution
possible and the fax machine sustained the events in Tianan
men Square, the communicative power of new technologies
can hardly be doubted.

Notall information is equal. Of special importance is infor
mation that encourages wide perspectives on the curriculum
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beyond the limited viewpoints of discipline and course. Two
kinds of information with such value are normative data and
comparative data. Fortunately, the published sources of infor-
mation in both categories have multiplied in the last decade.
Normative data give a sense of variation and central tendency.
Quuestions deuling with courses listed per faculty member,
departmental size, amount of credits for majors, minors, and
“service” courses often come up when change is discussed.
Comparative data display conditions at one institution in con-
trast to practices at similar institutions. Purely analytical treat-
ment of data to deseribe the current situation in terms of crit-
ical ratios, courses listed versus courses offered, listings per
faculty by department, and so on is valuable,

Normative information on curricular practice describes the
range and concentration of use for a particular feature. The
data gathered by the Carnegie Foundation and periodically
amended provides facts about credit distributions, courses
listed per faculty member, and department size (Levine 1981),
providing an excellent background against which to examine
one's own program. The American Council on Education’s
fuct books are a mine of information on the shifting patterns
of students’ choices by major. The recent faculty survevs by
the Office of Educational Research and Improvement provide
a wealth of comparative information on faculty work styles.
The successive surveys of the Camegie Foundation provide
timely summuaries of practice. From the National Center for
Education Statistics, the series on the condition of education,
published since 1975, provide more summary data on general
practices. The data files available through the Chronicle of
Higher Education and the trequent summuaries published in
Chance merit examination. And several efforts at transeript
analysis, notably at the University of Pennsylvania and at Penn
state University, will soon provide considerable information
on the actual patterns of studeits” choices.

A similar wealth of qualitative source materials is available
(see, e.g., Cohen et al. 1986 for a review of material on junior
and community colleges; Menges and Mathis 1988 for infor-
mation on teaching and learning; Schubert 1980 for a list of
books on the curriculum beginning in about 1960; Schuster,
Wheeler, et al. 1990 tor a chapter providing a thorough com
pilation of works on faculty development; and Stark and
Lowther 1986 for an indispensable review of the literature).
Of special value is the “custom computer search” provided
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by the ERIC Clearinghouse. Timely and comprehensive, these
products are particularly useful in identifying parallel endeav-
ors. Matthew Arnold once observed that an afternoon in the
library could make one the second best-informed person in
the world on any given subject. That option now exists with
respect to normative data and source materials on curricular
practices. A studied information base of normative data and
sources can go far toward establishing a common background
of understanding,

Synthesis

Itis at the point of synthesis that the transtormative approach
makes a distinctive contribution. A major working paper sum-
marizing the explorations in the form of alternatives provides
the substance for negotiation and exchange until the prioritics
among the aiternatives are worked out. A foundation for pro-
grams of action, for organizational change, is generated. The
product is a position paper with the scope and independence
of a “white paper.” Reflecting the processes that produced

it, the document opens with a description of current practice,
followed by a section reporting essential information from
the research. The final section brings together an aray of alter-
natires that point in the desired directions. They are not yet
plans for acion but alternative scenarios that can form the
basis tor exchange and negotiation. Fach task group and all
interest groups contribute, but the final paper is best gener
ated by a staft group or a “writing team™ whose task is syn-
thesis, not invention.

Guals, plans for action, stipulations of mission and purpose
are not yet specitic. This procedure might seem drawn out,
but, given the complexity of curricular transformation and
the collaborative nature of the process, broad coverage has
more value than speciticity. It is agreement on directions
rather than goals for action that is the first outcome.

Negotiation

Negotiation is always part of organization! change, of cur
ricular change in particular. Often it goes unacknowledged

or undervalued by academics who prefer to negotiate from

a position of criticism after plans of action are drawn up. At
that stage, confronted by fixed fiats for change, the instru
ments of negotiation are often limited to resistance and
vetoes, foot dragging, and quict subversion. Undergoing nego-
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tiation before un action plan is set and focusing on alternatives
and priorities ensure a sounder basis for the acts of change.
Neglect of this picce of the process has its price.

Again, the challenge of introducing gender equity into the
curriculum offers un example. The tendency is for curricular
change to get bogged down in intermediate stages (McIntosh
1983). Orgunizations tend to have a native rate of absorption
for new practices, and negotiation helps keep it moving,

With respect to the processes of exploration—the devel-
opment of new thformation, theory, examples, and anulysis—
the efforts of women's studies are strikingly successful. Issues
are presented ina rich literature that is readily accessible. The
directions, as in the notion of an “inclusive curriculum,” are
well explored (Andersen 1988). The practical problem is how
to bring considerations of gender to a negotiating table-—to
the department, courses, patterns, and constellations. The
present stage of transtormation toward gender equity in the
curriculum has plenty of room for negotiation. The alterna-
tives developed by exploration will inevitably cover a wide
range of directions,

One line of alternatives in this case is likely to reflect an
ultrarevisionist view that . . . to see through the androcentric
veil, we must shift to another paradigm™ (Famham 1987, p.
53). The call for a new vision is sweeping, challenging notions
of “canon,” “values.” “authority,” and ““form,” setting aside
cliims of “objective,” “rational,” "aralytical,” and “dispassion-
ate™ scholarship as a mask for an invisible paradigm. At the
maodest end of the proposals is the idea that the content of
courses can be infused with examples of women's contribu-
tions to the ficld.

Any change in thinking of the magnitude involved in such
topics will be evolutionary, and the initial negotiation is only
a beginning. The disciplinary department or comparable unit
of a professional program is the best place for negotiation
(Farnham 1987; Schuster and Van Dyne 1985). “A distinguish-
ing characteristic . . . is the locus for chunge. They operate
within the departmental or divisional structure, which is par-
ticularly useful as a base for imagining alternatives to those
structures [that] not only tend to isolate individuals but to
fragment knowledge” (Schuster and Van Dyne 1985, p. 34).
The product of negotiation is an assignment of prioritics
among the alternatives, a prelude to organizational chunge.
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Retrospection

The term “retrospection” was selected to emphasize that eval-
uation of curricular change involves observation as well as
measured assessment or summative evaluation. Monitoring,
tracking, and recording events are part of retrospection. Con-
tinuous reflection is emphasized (see Argyris and Schon
1978). The AASCLI's report offers a notable piece of retrospec-
tion in several respects. First, it demonstrates that the pro-
cesses of curricular change, however similar the starting point,
can generate a widely variable set of outcomes, and seren-
dipity plays a large role. Second, as a nonjudgmental descrip-
tion, it allows us to see for ourselves, to learn, from a series
of related events. Third, retrospection helps unearth the “hid-
den curriculum,” the filtering and interpretive forces of unwit-
ting action and the patterns of counterinfluence that sometime
underlie eftorts. A

A place for structured assessment of thecurriculum as well
as its outcomes of course exists. Apart from the analysis of
student outcomes in terms of performance is a series of
assessment guestions to be applied at critical junctures of
developing the curriculum. How well does the form of the
program fit with content? Are the full implications of context
conside.ed? How well do the mechanics of structure-—class,
course, text, lab---reflect the intentions of the designers? Do
the actual operation, course schedules, und sequences con-
form to the design's intentions?

In summary, undertaking a transtormation of the curriculum
requires more preparatory effort than other kinds of planned
change. Accurate description, careful legitimation of topic and
process, exploration of new views and information, and nego-
tiation must be carefully thought out before acting. The instru-
mentality best suited to the process is a kind of white paper
ottering alternative directions that can be negotiated into a
set of guiding priorities, vielding a tramework for organiza-
tional change.
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MANAGING CHANGE IN THE CURRICULUM

“We do not understand enough about how changes are
effected in individual practice or in the nature of institutions
to give definite, well-tested guidelines” (Mayhew and Ford
1971, p. 110). Although organizational change has become

a key topic in the fiterature on organizational theory and the
implementation of curricular reform has become a central
concern to curricular theorists, this statement is still true. In
large part because many ditferent constituencies have deeply
held beliefs about institutional curricula, the administrator
or faculty member who wishes to alter the curriculum still
lacks a general schema about how o manage change. We do
know a series of questions that should be asked, information
that should be gathered, and models of curricular decision
making that can be called upon, however, when an orga-
nization’s participants intend to undertake a review of the
curriculum.

This section tirst reviews theories of change from an orga-
nizational viewpoint and then discusses ideas about curricular
change. Both reviews highlight how ditferent theoretical per
spectives orient the change processes one can use and the
obstacles encountered to implementing academic change.
The section concludes with the roles different constituencies
might play in curricular change and questions and schemes
that might be developed to orchestrate change successtully,

Planning Organizational Change

Defining change

Chinge: can be defined as the processes of applyving a new
idea to create a new process or product. By inducing change
in the organization, the organizational participants are work-
ing in an environment that in MANy wavs is opposite trom

an organizational environment built on stable processes and
outcomes. “The task of the innovating organization is fun-
damentally difterent from that of the operating organization”™
(Galbraith 1982, p. 5). That is. an innovating organization con-
stantly reconfigures its outcomes and goals, which in turn
could necessitate difterent organizational processes to achieve
those outcomes and goals. Consequently, the innovating orga-
nization possesses ditferent characteristics from a stable orga-
nization: in an innovating organization, a high degree of
uncertainty and risk is involved, and failure is more likely than
in an operating organization. At the same time, commitment
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might be higher and the rewards greater in an organization
that stresses innovation and change.

Three major theoretical perspectives of the organization
concern change and innovation—technological, political, and
cultural (Firestone and Corbett 1988)—(although a different
perspective could be useful under different conditions).
Before undertaking curricular change, one needs to diagnose
the orgunization to understand the processes guiding it.

The technological perspective views implementation as a
rational, technical process. The assumption is that orguniza-
tions have a single set of clear goals that will be adapted to
the demands of the externa! environment. The political per-
spective emphasizes the incentives and balances of power
among organizational participants with divergent interests.
The cultural perspective is a relatively new viewpoint stressing
the enduring values and traditions of individuals involved in
change. An organization's culture establishes a set of long-
standing and often implicit criteria for assessment that an
innovation must meet to be accepted.

This monograph works from the assumption that an orga-
nization's culture is i critical element as it directs and reg-
ulates individuals” behavior. That is, existing norms and values
are inherent in the institution's culture. Beliefs are often dif-
ficult to change because they give intrinsic meaning to orga-
nizational activity (Firestone, Corbett, and Rossman 1987).
The assumption underlying this perspective is that organi-
zational cultures are conservative and thus present obstacles
to eftorts at curricular reform that conflict with cultural norms.

Researchers recently have suggested that an awareness of
cach perspective is a necessary strategy to induce organ.za-
tional change (Chaffee 1989; Chatfee and Tierney 1988). The
successful change agent understands what adaptations the
organization must undergo to meet the needs of external con-
stituencies; the organization's internal political processes are
understood so that, to the extent possible, rational decision
making occurs. Finally, and most important, the change agent
suceessfully interprets the culture of the organization to inter-
nal constituencies so that the constituents participate in and
understand the changes that need to tike place. The over-
riding assumption is that in a turbulent environment an under-
standing of that environment and the continuous interpre:
tation of the organization's relationship to it are critical to
achieving organizational effectiveness.

<)
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A framework of change
To successfully orchestrate change in the organization, one
must draw on a series of tactics that incorporate technological, What Sy"lbOHC
political, and cultural perspectives. These tactics can be sys- activities must
tematized into a framework that contains four major compo- take place fOf'
nents: (1) structure and roles, (2) organizational processes, an idea to be
(3) incentives, and (4) idea champions (Galbraith 1982), The implementad?
first component, structure and roles, includes three major
roles—Ileaders, sponsors, and orchestrators—who focus on
the technological and political perspectives. Individuals adopt
these roles and interact with one another to bring about
change. An understanding of the organization’s structures and
roles essentially enables one to comprehend how ideas
should be introduced, argued about, and decided upon if
change is to take place. Who is responsible for monitoring
the environment and comprehending the needs of external
constituencies is investigated. The role of the organization's
leader and a structural understanding of who holds the polit-
ical power to sponsor ideas and foment change are key
considerations.
The second organizational component, organizational pro-
cesses, focuses on the key processes of funding, acquiring
new ideas, combining ideas, moving ideas to the operating
organization, and managing change. Once one understands
the structure of decision making, how the structure is enacted
gains importance. This component highlights cultural and
political perspectives. What are the normative progcesses
required for action to occur? What symbolic activities must
take place for an idea to be implemented?
The third component, incentives, encourages innovating
behavior. Innovating organizations need to develop a reward
system that attracts and retains idea people to the organiza-
tion, provides the motivation for attempts to innovats, and
rewards successful performance. The clearest difference
between an innovating and an operating organization is in
how different organizations reward incentives. Innovating
organizations develop strategies to reward new ideas, while
operating organizations reward other activities; in some
instances, disincentives exist in an operating organization that
wishes to maintain stability and avoid innovation.
The fourth component, idea champions, focuses on how
the organization identifies and develops individuals who gen-
erate ideas (Daft and Becker 1978). Idea champions are those
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individuals who not only develop an idea, but also have the
desire and determination to see the idea through. Idea cham-
pions do not have to reside in the upper echelons of the hier-
archy; as an innovation moves through the structural com-
ponent, however, support from organizational leaders and
sponsors is necessary. The assumption that idea champions
reside throughout the organization rather than only in senior
roles has far-ranging implications. Incentives, for example,
will be developed for all individuals in the organization so
that everyone will perceive that part of his or her role is to
develop new ideas and strategies.

In sum, a central theme of much of the literature on orga-
nizational change is that innovating organizations must be
specifically designed to innpvate. The innovation design
needs to incorporate technological, political, and cultural
aspects. Thus, organizations must plan for innovation by the
formal development of these critical components. By under-
standing the organizational perspectives and the general
framework for innovation, one can better understand why
resistance oceurs to planned changes and what strategies to
use to overcome obstacles to curricular change.

Planning Curricular Change

A wealth of literature has been developed about managing
academic change (see, e.g., Chickering et ul. 1977; Conrad
1978; Dill and Friedman 1979; Hefferlin 1969; Levine 1980;
Lindquist 1978). This subseciion is limited to a discussion

of the four stages an innovation goes through before its accep-
tance and seven barriers to change.

Stages of curricular change
Understanding that an innovation moves through various
stages means that an organization's participants can decide
which different organizational levers should be called upon
to move the process along (see Levine 1980 and 1981 for per-
haps the most helpful works in understanding different cur-
ricular innovations and the stages an innovation goes through
before its formal acceptance). Different stages demand dif-
ferent degrees of participation, and if we understand the point
where an innovative idea is, then we will be better able to
come to terms witix who should be involved.

The stages begin with the recognition of a necd. We expect
that the environment will determine many of an organization's
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needs. At the same time, the culture of the organization will
help frame how the need is initially presented and framed.
The second stage is the plan and formulation of a solution.
Both of these stages involve participation that can vary from
the entire organization to certain individuals.

The third stage is the trial period when the innovation is
implemented. The last stage is either institutionalization,
when the innovation becomes a routine purt of the organi-
zation, or termination. The third and fourth stages often
receive the least consideration by organizational participants.
How to determine whether an experiment is successful or
who will decide whether the innovation should be formally
accepted are questions that demand consideration.

Like the cultural model, a basic assumption inherent in
Levine's model is the recognition that each organization has
a distinctive set of norms, values, and goals that constitutes
its personality or character. The success or failure of an inno-
vation might in large part be the result of the organization’s
norms. It is helpful to consider the stages of innovation in
terms of the framework for change mentioned carlier. Several
questions combine the stages and the frameworks:

* What are the incentives that create a climate for innova-
tion in the first stage?

* Is the idea champion someone who has the stamina and
wherewithal to foster the innovation through all four
stages?

* At what point should the leader become involved?

* What is the structure that will allow for effective and effi-
cient decisions in the second stage?

* How have the processes for assessment been designed
for the third stage?

* Who will decide whether the experiment will be incor-
porated into the organization?

Barriers to change

. Seven major findings bear directly on the organizational bar-
riers to implementing curricular change (see, ¢.g., Hefferlin
1969; Levine 1980; Lindquist 1978; Martorana and Kuhns
1975). Once we understand the barriers to change, we can
come to terms with how to avercome those obstacles.

First, resistance to innovation is related to organizational

stability (Levine 1980). By its very nature, an innovation will
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attempt to change the boundaries of the organization. Unsta-
ble organizations or institutions in crisis are more likely to
be willing to have permeable boundaries. “In stable or rigid
organizations, [however,] innovations are more likely to be
perceived as incompatible, unprofitable, or both” (Levine
1980, p. 169). The conflict brought about by the change will
ultimately be resolved by either the inclusion or termination
of the chunge. Thus, instability tends to be a critical element
to consider for the innovative organization.

Second, resistance to innovation is associated primarily with
two organizational variables: those pertaining to issues of for-
malization (centralization) and profitability (stratification of
rewards, emphasis on efficiency, and job satisfaction). In
short, the more centralization, rules, bureaucratic procedures,
and formalization that occur, the less likely are innovations
to occur. The more stratification or wide disparity in the dis-
tribution of rewards from the top to bottom of the organiza-
tion, the less likely it will be for innovation to take place. A
stratified organization will not provide incentives for all stake
holders to think of themselves as idea champions.

Third, resistance to innovation is related to the organiza-
tion’s culture. Cultures are inherently conservative and not
prone to accept dramatic ideas or actions. An organization’s
culture is determined by its history and the various organi-
zational elements that comprise it (Tierney 19884) and inter-
pret it. The assumption is that how the participants interpret
their environment, for example, or what innovations are
necded are in large part determined by the organization's cul-
ture. The point is not that strong cultures resist change and
weak cultures do not; rather, organizational leaders must
come to terms with understanding the culture if they want
to create a climate for change. How members are socialized,
the reward structure, the traditions and overarching mission,
the manner in which the leader creates and conveys organi-
zaional meaning, and a host of other cultural variables ail
g0 a long way toward determining how the institution’s par-
ticipants perceive new ideas.

A fourth barrier concerns inertia and fear of the unknown,
In this light, the mainter ance of what is current is difficult
enough without trying to implement anything else that inev-
itably involves organizational and individual risks. “College
lcaders, like truckers on steep grades, have all they can do
to keep their institution on the road” (Lindquist 1978, p. 114).
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teaching. Unless someone takes responsibility for marshaling
a curricular change through the various stages, the status quo
will prevail.

A fifth barrier concerns the lack of relevant information
decision makers hold about a problem. Information about
what should or should not be included in a college curric
ulum is often anccdotal (Mayhew and Ford 1971). Projections
about students’ attendance, aptitudes, and needs-—especially
in a turbulent environment—often lack statistical accuracy,
so that decisions about the curriculum often turn on philo-
sophical conjecture rather than empirical evidence.

A sixth disincentive to change in academe is that a post-
secondary institution’s reputation is in general not based on
innovation. Unlike a profit-making company that needs to
offer different automobiles or a different line of fashion to
meet consumers’ changing needs, a postsecondary organi-
zation often buses its reputation on its history (Hefferlin
1969). An institution that adop's broad curricular changes is
in danger of tampering with how different audiences conceive
of the organization.

The seventh barrier relates to a traditional problem of aca-
deme: Lines of decision-making authority are unclear. Cur-
ricular decision-making bodies are often unwieldy in size,
and the time needed to suggest a new idea, debate its pros
and cons, work the idea through the various deliberative
bodies of the institution, and finally implement the change
could take years. The stages of an innovation might move
along so slowly that the participants will view success when
a decision has been reached: the ramifications of how the
innovation will be implemented and assessed might not be
thought through---and might be the responsibility of no one.
The perception could arise that all the organizational partic-
ipants have done is talk about change rather than implement
it if, at the end of an academic vear, no action has been taken
other than affirm the status quo.

Implementing Curricular Change

Previous discussions

The problem with any “recipe forsuccessful change™ (Levine
1980, p. 190) is that cach cook has his or her own way of
interpreting the ingredients and cach cook’s oven varies in
temperature. One’s tools and interpretation could drastically
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alter the nature of any recipe. Nevertheless, those who want
to implement successtul change have been encouraged to
tuke several factors into account:

e Creat climate, even a demand, for change.

* Diminish the threat associated with innovation and avoid
hard-line approuaches.

* Avoid being timid.

* Appreciate timing.

* Gear the innovation to the organization.

¢ Disseminate and evaluate intormation.

* Communicute effectively.

* Get organizational leaders behind the innovation.

* Build a buse of active support.

¢ Establish rewards,

* Plan tor the period after adoption.

The problem with a Laundry list of this sort is that the
change agent has no systematic way of incorporating what
he or she must do to bring about curricular change (Levine
1980). This section now suggests a schema for implementing
change that synthesizes the organization's perspectives, the
framework for change, the stages of change, and the barriers
to it. The schemais based on tour assumptions. First, inno-
vative organizations must be designed; they are fundamentally
different from operating organizations built on stability and
repetition. Second, ongoing analysis rather than evaluation
is key, for an innovative organization is always undergoing
change and analysis, compared to operating organizations,
which might operate successtully with periodic evaluations.
Third, curricular change should come about not because of
a state of dissatistaction (Wood and Davis 1978), but because
the state of curricular operations is in continuous review.
Fourth, the manner in which the organization is organized
is critical for successtul innovation.

Two caveats come with this list. First, postsecondary orga-
nizations most often are not designed to be innovative, The
culture, history, inertia, and decision-making structures of col-
leges and universities often mitigate against overhauling the
curriculum. Organizational participants often see curricular
discussions as a gratuitous waste of time that should be under-
taken only at the bohest of external demands, such as the
reed to write an acereditation report,
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Second, i cultural perspective of the organization assumes
that all organizations are distinctive; causal relationships do
not exist. Causally determined guidelines cannot be devel-
oped for the innovation-minded manager, for a how-to recipe
implies that innovation is complete at a particular time. Devel-

“oping an innovative organization is a long-range undertaking
that must be ongoing to be effective. A diagnostic frame of
reference has three components: incentives, idea champions,
and structure,

Steps toward an innovative organization

Building incentives. Organizational participants need to
recognize that their efforts toward curricular innovation will
be rewarded and valued. I we aceept that a barrier to change
is organizational stability and inertia, then we must necessarily
think about how to encourage creative thought and action.

As opposed to an organization that searches for unitary syn-
theses, the organization's participants must be encouraged

to develop alternative interpretations,

Rewards can come about in any number of ways, but three
are offered here. First, financial incentives like summer sup-
plements are one way to communicate to faculty that the time
they spend developing new ideas is appreciated. Second, pro-
viding taculty and other interested constituencies with the
resourees to investigate curricular efforts on other campuses
or to discuss a particular topic on their own campus helps
create a climate for change. Third, the ability of leaders to
communicate orally and in writing their appreciation of efforts
toward curricular change is an essential component for creat-
ing a climate for change.

Most individuals are aware of their institutions' fiscal con-
straints. In general, the expectation on campuses is not that
huge sums of money must be invested for individuals to buy
into efforts to change, but that success comes from a culture
where an incentive for change is a central thrust.

Rekatively small inducements, such as summer salaries or
4 partial reduction in course load to partake in a faculty sem-
inar, are potent symbols that the organization values change.
Similarly, what an administration applauds or ignores enables
the participants to interpret the organization's direction and
goals. The need o ereate an ongoing dialogue within the
organization, rather than merely a response to a particular
suggestion or demand, is paramount.

Renewing the College and Departmental Curviciudum
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Speaking about the need to build incentives within the
organization indirectly suggests some initiatives that might
be downplayed. If resources are to be spent, the administra-
tion would be better advised to spend the resources on the
participants within the organization like the faculty so that
they are able to develop their own ideas about what needs
to be done, rather than pay consultants to offer opinions about
what needs to be done with the curriculum, The assumption
is twofold. First, individuals who make decisions in part draw
on their own experiences when they decide whether to imple:
ment different curricular initiatives. Providing faculty and
administrators with the opportunity to visit other campuses
or to discuss specific issues across disciplines aids individuals
to see other views that they might not have had otherwise,

Second, enabling participants to develop their own deci-
sions creates an atmosphere at the outset that the decision
is a group activity owned hy everyone. Creating a climate for
curricular chinge necessitates that the organization's partic-
ipants buy into the process. Solutions suggested by outsiders
are often resisted or ignored (Tierney 1989). National
reports, accreditation requirements, state mandates, and the
like could necessitate momentary changes in the curriculum,
but a climate for change will not have been created. The point
is not for the organization's participants to avoid the external
environment in their curricular initiatives; indeed, it is essen-
tial for participar.s to understand the various currents at work
in the larger environment. The manner in which they come
to understand those currents, however, should be by the par-
ticipants’ ability to investigate the various changes and sug-
gestions rather than by consultants® or authors® oftering opin-
ions about what should be done.

Idea champions. Much has been written about the need

for leaders to reestablish authority within the organization
(Kerr and Gade 1987). The role of a leader in an innovative
organization is to promote the idea that all individuals can
become leaders. To foment ideas. the organization must foster
an atmosphere where everyone's ideas are valued.

This suggestion runs contrary to the cultures of some insti-
tutions, where, for example, seniority and/or presidential
authority is given precedence over all other values in the orga-
nization. The point is not to disregard one's senior colleagues
or to silence a president. Those who have a long history with
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the organization must be heard, for they will have valuable
perspectives about the past, and any college president has
a special perspective on the institution that should be artic-
ulated to the community. To ignore new ideas from junior
faculty or younger administrators, however, is to reenforce
the discussion about compatibility and profitability as barriers
to change. In essence, a climate for innovation will encourage
all individuals to be colearners in the organization,
Suggesting that all individuals might conceive of part of _
their role as developing new ideas also asserts that faculty
should become more active in decision making. To be sure, The role Of a
examples of top down models that started with administrative leader in an
directives for sweeping curricular change have been success- innovative

ful. but at times the reassertion of administrative authority organization

will be met with skepticism, if not failure. is to

The top-down model almost ineq itably generates faculty the idea that
resistance and even backlash if the administrative initiative all individuals
is perceived as an effort to tell fuculty members what and can become
how to teach. The best strategy for countering that resistance leaders.

< IS to minimize the top-down nature of the project by

making participation roluntary and solicitiy I8 d wide range

of faculy-designed proposals to compete for available

resonrces (Schuster and Van Dyne 1985, . 84).

The assumption that all organizational participants have
ideas that could prove to be successful innovations is in line
with previous research (Daft and Becker 1978). One's status
in the organizatic 1 has little relation to whether a suggestion
will ultimately be implemented. For the coneept of an idea
champion to be successtul, two requirements must be met.
First, idea champions not only must believe in the innovation
but also must be willing to persist and invest time and energy
into nurturing the idea through the various stuges. Second,
the idea champion needs sp msorship from influential indi-
viduals. The first requirement is met in an organization that
encourages creativity by incentives. The second requirement
necessitates a discussion of the structure of the decision.
making process and the roles of different organizational
leaders.

Structure and roles. The last decade produced a great vol-
ume of literature on academic management (see, e.g., Bennett
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1983; Ehrle and Bennett 1988; Tucker 1984; Tucker and Bryan
1988). These books subscribe to the notion that academic
administrators are managers, individuals who try to manage
both people and resources effectively. Although the evidence
for strong academic leadership is rare (Birnbaum 1988; Cohen
and March 1974; Tierney 1988b), most authors still exhibit

a proclivity for wanting presidents and deans to assert a clear
direction for the institution (Bok 1986). Rather than yet
another call for assertive academic leadership, what is called
for are administrators who think more of the symbolic aspects
of the organization they might call to reform and less of them-
selves us strong-willed leaders. Leaders might think of them-
selves more as orchestra conductors than as generals, more

as intellectuals engaged in a creative task than as managers
engaged in effective administrative practices.

“A successtul strategy of reform must enlist professors in
individual institutions to work together to improve . . . the
curriculum, Such efforts are distressingly rare™ (Bok 1986, p.
59). Especially with curricular change, administrative leaders
need to promote strategies that engage the collectivity in dis-
cussions about what they want the institution to become as
well as what the institution is at present. Advocating that lead-
ers foment discussion and use symbolic processes is not to
suggest that academic administrators silence their own per-
spectives on what curricular initiatives should be imple-
mented. The point, however, is that rather than operating trom
a top-down maodel of decision making, administrators need
to see themselves more as facilitators in a process.

Activities that can create collecti ¢ dialogue range from writ-
ten articles disseminated to the faculty, formal all college
meetings about a specific curricular issue, and informal faculty
get-togethers or colloguia where faculty could be informed
of and then discuss new ideas, Faculty life in general revolves
around the individual's discipline; most faculty are not aware
of many of the newest initiatives or reforms that have been
advocated. The ability of the administration to provide
national data and information that compare one’s specific
institution to the norm is critical.

At the outset of a curricular initiative, administrative action
should begin with the delineation of what is expected, the
time frame in which the discussion should take place, the
decision-making processes and structure in which the dis:
cussion should take place, and what will accur onee the dedi-
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sion has been reached. Thus, the discussion about the cur-
riculum will be undertaken with the expectation that ¢ goal
will be reached.

The administration necessarily needs to communicate that
it supports the discussion (Wood and Davis 1978, p. 44). Fur-
ther, given the confused lines of decision-making authority
in postsecondary institutions, at the outset of a curricular ini-
tiative all members should clearly understand the process and
structure of the discussion. The difterent stages an initiative
passes through also necessitate that the faculty should be
aware of not only the time frame within which they should
orient their work, but also what will be expected of the exper-
iment once it has been agreed that it should be implemented.
How will the curricular experiment be assessed? Who will
be responsible tor deciding whether the experiment is a suc-
cess or failure?

As the discussion begins, a variety of questions should be
continuously asked about the different ideas (¢f. Wood and
Davis 1978, pp. 40-41):

1. What is the institution’s mission, and how does the cur-
riculum fultill that role?

. Who is the curriculum for? Does the curriculum serve the
institution’s past constituency, present constituency, and’
or future constituency?

3. What information needs o be developed that will provide

insight into the problems that have been defined?
-+, How will the curriculum be taught? Does the current fac
ulty have the skills necessary to implement the change?
It not. what must be done?

5. How broad is the support for the initiative?

6. How will the curriculum be implemented and assessed?

-

Each of these questions entails more than simple checklists
that individuals mark as discussion oceurs. Instead, the ques
tions should frame curricular discussions, and the discussants
should continually return to them.

The question concerning the mission of the institution s
of concern from both the technological and the cultural per-
spectives. Participants need to understand what they are about
s0 they develop curricular initiatives that meet the techno:
logical mandates of their institution as well as the culturally
specitic logic with which they guide their lives. A religious
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institution, for example, should understand how its mission
is enacted by way of the curriculum. Similarly, a state college
whose mission is to serve the needs of the working class in
its arca must continually assess what the region’s job oppor-
tunities are so that its youth can obtain gainful employment
upon graduation.

A curriculum that does not serve institutional purposes ulti-
mately creates cultural and technological imbalances that will
harm different areas within the institution. The implication
should not be that institutional missions do not change;
indeed, suggesting that the organization’s participants discuss
the mission when they speak of curricular change is a call for
an increased understanding of how institutional ideology is
a dynamic construct.

Related to the concerns about mission is a question about
the institution’s constituency. A curriculum that has not
changed in 20 years, or even a decade, currently might be
serving a completely different clientele from the one it was
designed for, Similarly, a curricular initiative based on present
concerns could be outdated in five years if the environment
is projected to change dramatically, The kinds of information
about students that a curriculum committee needs relate to
this question. Baseline data about incoming students, such
as SAT scores, high school GPAs, where students come from,
and the like, must be developed and compared as curricular
discussions take place. What happens to students once they
enter the institution—what they major in, how many credit
hours they take. whether they transter, drop out, or graduate—
also must be generated.

Information should be collected and disseminated gradually
as individuals come to realize what specitic information they
wint and why they want it. Too often, information overwhelms
a committee and confuses its task; information also can be
used to obfuscate a problem and convinee individuals of a
particular argument. Information should be tied to a com-
mittee’s specific questions so that individuals comprehend
the information they have rather than gathering it simply tor
information’s sake. The point is not to withhold information
that will help a group reach a decision but to provide indi-
viduals with specific data that will facilitate decision making,

The concern about implementing a new curricuium relates
mast clearly to the political and cultural aspects of the orga-
nization. Any curricular decision that threatens the security
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of the present faculty will be met with resistance. Similarly,
participants need to be aware at the outset of their discussions
about the ramifications of their decisions. Clearly, few insti-
tutions could afford an innovation that would cost a million
dollars to implement. The fact that constraints have been
placed on a curricular discussion should not dissuade dis-
cussants from attempting far-ranging proposals. Rather, the
discussion needs to be framed within defined parameters
s0 that creative ideas can be grafted onto initial proposals.
Faculty development or a gradual phasing in of a proposal
over a number of years could ensure that initiatives even-
tually succeed.

Two dangers arise with innovation. On the one hand, an
initiative supported by a small minority has few chances of
success. On the other hand, an attempt to achieve institutional
consensus appears far-fetched and ill-advised. Faculty have
diverse opinions, and the expectation that all will agree on
the nature of undergraduate education should be avoided
in all institutions except those with the most specific insti-
tutional ideology.

Still. broad-based support is a necessity, Obviously, any idea
that will take root will need active and vocal support from
a variety of institutional actors. At the same time, an atmo-
sphere should be created so that constituencies are not polar-
ized. The expectations should be that people can disagree
with the outcome of a decision and that they will be able to
have a voice in the assessment of the experiment but that they
will also be expected to support the initial decision.

Assessment should be an ongoing concern tor both the
institution’s curriculum in general and specific curricular initi-
atives (see Banta 1988; Ewell 1984, 1985; Pace 1979 for dis-
cussions of institutional outcomes). At the beginning of their
discussions, participants should have a reasonable expectation
that any innovation that ultimately is implemented will have
a fair and impartial assessment. Broad support for how the
assessment will oceur will also aid in participants’ buying into
the overall project.
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SUMMARY

Projects dealing with the curriculum are distinctly different
from other areas of institutional concern. Planning for the allo-
cation of resources, faculty development programs, institu-
tional advancement, and enrollment strategies, for example,
all begins with a consideration of general goals and specific
objectives. It rests on assumptions that the participants are
wholly familiar with the process and premises.

Curricular transformation confronts another agenda. In the
face of general directions pointed out compellingly by society
at large and changes in the nature of knowledge, curricular
ubjectives that fit the future needs of current students are
rarely sclf-evident or specific. Agreement is widespread that
large changes are in the offing, but even among the most
experienced academics a vision of the outcomes is still amor-
phous. Given that topics like racial justice, ethnic diversity,
and respect for the ecosphere are acceptable as broad social
goals and that they belong in educational programs, how can
they be read and translated into the curriculumand its
components? :

Many of the questions overreach the disciplinary structure
of knowledge that has been the mainstay of curricular design.
Muny require articulated action across the curriculum, point-
ing to a planning approach that is process-oriented and
exploratory. To borrow a phrase from the market place, “tront-
end loading” dominates any plan for transforming the cur-
riculum, Thus, planning for transformation really involves two
stages, one that makes an explicit analysis to clarify processes
that often can be assumed in other kinds of planning, finding
legitimacy, opening discourse, and negotiating principles of
action that might or might not stand the long-term test. Sec-
ond is the act of implementation itself, an action that deuls
directly with the intricacies of organizational change.

Because the first stage of a curricular transformation en-
gages topics that are often taken for granted, the fundamentals
of definition and labeling are important. Those involved in
curricular change must do the same on their own campuses.
The product of this first stage is a white paper that lays out
the crucial dimensions of a problem in the curriculum by de-
scribing current conditions, expands on the main ideas and
rationales, provides new information, and presents alternative
scenarios. It forms the basis for negotiation and leads to a set
of priorities.
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Certain aspects take on fundamental importance. The
charge—the delineation of duties and direction of inquiry—
is, familiarly, put forward by the convening authority. At the
outset, what is to be accomplished, who is to be involved,
and how it is to be evaluated must be given full consideration.
A working definition of the curriculum and its parts lays out
the scope of institutional responsibility and general inten-
tions, and acknowledges the “satisficing” nature of the cur-
ricular artifact.

Design is the most appropriate organizing principle. Design
puts the emphasis on invention of an artifact by the faculty,
those who will have the responsibility for bringing it into
action. The artifact is not immutable or perfect but offers that
balanced arrangement of resources, abilities, and interests
that promises educational effectiveness.

The underlying assumption guiding curricular change is
that organizations and cultures gravitate against ii:novation.
Innovative organizations must be consciously designed. They
do not simply evolve. Of consequence, organizational par-
ticipants must develop strategies geared toward ongoing initi-
atives and assessment.

Organizational leaders are catalysts for change rather than
producers of physical change. Change is not causal, linear,
or predictable, and it has complex, often spontaneous, ram-
ifications. Given these assumptions, the work of managing
curricular change is more dynamic than static, more an art
of interpreting one’s environment and culture than a science
of developing effective managerial practices. Developing cur-
ricular change is as much a process as a goal. The point, then,
is to suggest a philosophy that offers individuals ways to think
about how to act in their own organizations as they struggle
to invent and implement curricular innovatons.
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