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Abstract

The focus of this study is an investigation into ttlearacteristics of theprocesses and
practices of coums approva in higher education that shape, and are shaped by, the
educational beliefs and values that university teachers bring to the design of their colirses
identifiesthe basis of how the curriculum is developed and approved, and the means by which
new practces and ideas are made possible. The original contribsitioknowledge ardo the
development of the theoretical concept of autononisom which amodel of curriculum
development knowledge can be deriveahdto the empirical understanding of the conuihs

for curriculum development

Drawing on social realisthis study applieBourdieu’s field theory to identify the field of HE as
the object of study and curriculum development, as a form of academic development, as a
subfield. Bernstein's code theorya the pedagogic device aeppliedto develop an external
language of description for curriculum deepinent knowledge This analysis is differentiated
usingMaton’s Legitimation Code Theory (LCahd itsdimensions of autonomy, semantics and
specialisation of curriculum knowledge practices, to develop a language of description for
positional and r&ational autonomyin course desigand approval

Course planning and approval is examinedri®ans oftwo case studies in ordeo illuminate

the nature ofteachers’ experiences; the basis of practice and its emergence; and the process
by which curriculum reproduction and change takes pla¢e first case study examines cross
institution curriculum sharing involving 12 academics across 10 higher educagtgntians,
comprising interviews, group discussions and documentary analysis. The second case study
took place in oneadditional institution in two parts: the first part involved17 academics
involved in preparing 12 courses for approval, involving interviews and documentary analysis;
the second parttook place in the same institution with a further 10 staff responsible for
approving these courses and involved interviews, documentary analysis and observations of
approval events.

Three field positions ar analytically distinguishedcdllegiaj bureaucratic and consensus
seeking and reevaluated in the context of course approval as it currently operates in these
case study sited'he autonomy dimension of LCT is further elaborated with regard to concepts
derived in the study: expertise, authorjtpurpose and consensus. The study finds that course
designs are detached from their contextsf enactment (teaching and learning) and
semantically condensed in that they are abstracted and tacit and difficultefachersto
articulate and for others to interpret Strategies that enable teachers to devise and enact
course plans and designs are seen to be subject to disciplinary perspectives, dispositions to
knowledge and pedagogic practices, and the underlyingcpies of knowledge and knower
structures. External influences on the curriculum, such as ‘employability’, can result in a
‘genericised’ curriculum that is difficult to pedagogise (i.e. to teach, to acquire cumulatively,
and to assess). These conditions, in turn, restucticulaand their associated pedagogies and
limit the possibility of new curricula being realised

The study concludes by formulating a dynamidierence model of curriculum development
that foregrounds the pedagogic and legitimatioades that organise and are the basis for
curriculum practices that are currently prevalent in these contefts alternative consensual
principle is proposed as the means of enacting coherent curriculum design that is better able
to realise new forms.
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Chapter 1: Setting the context

In this chapter | introducg¢he context for the research ants concernsand| outline a
brief history of the studyl have provided &lossary of Termsee Appendix 1) and a
List of Abbreviationésee Appendix 2ysed in this thesis

1.1 The concerns of this study

In 2009 | set outas a partime doctoral studentto investigate how to better
understand the circumstances that surround, and the processes involvembumse
development and approval.had become curious abotie influencesthat shape the
constuction of particular curricula and the relationship betwe#me nature of a
knowledge formdiscourse and thewrtriculum developed to teach it. There appeared
to be diverse and highly specialisems of curriculum knowledge tauglhind learnt

in higher educationHE)but | was unclear how these develope#t the same time
there did not appear to be a set tfeoretical and conceptual toslreadily available

for describing the ways thathese knowledge forms progress and/or the different
ways that knowledge claims are made and legitimated. Furthermore, and perhaps
most importantly to my work as an academic developer, | was uncertain how the
‘rules’ for HE teachers’ legitimate performanae constiuted and transmited in

teaching and assessment.

My professional rolesince 2008, as a Faculty Teaching Fellow for Curriculum
Development brought me into contact with boththe course teams charged with
preparing their courses for institutional approval amwlleagues responsible for
approving them. This perspectivéharpened my understanding of the challenges |
faced as an academic starting in HE in 1996 and leading an international postgraduate
course in education since 200Bhis is a journey that has taken placeha context of
academic developmenwithin an institutional framework that is rationalised according

to a number of forces acting currently in HE as discussed bédloase personalral
professional insights gained in my work speak to thee@esh questions (RQs) that

guide this thesis



Research questions

RQ1 What are the characteristics of the teaching practices that srapel by the
educational beliefs and values that academics bring to curriculum design in higher
education?

RQ2 What are the characteristics of course planning practices in a UK higher
education institution and how are curricular forms generated?

RQ3 What are the characteristics of curriculum approval practices in a UK higher
education institution, and how do acadetsi interpret and respond to this in

reproducing the curriculum?

I chose to study these research questions through case study. The fieldwotkefor t
study took place in 20202 involving a crosmstitution case study (Case Study 1) of
curriculum sharinghat included participants from across kEthe United Kingdom
(UK)in a project hosted by the Subject Centre for Sociology, Anthropology and Politics
(CSAP) baseat the time at Birmingham University.This was complementetly a
secondcase study of 12aurses in one institution (Case Study 2). Transcription and
coding of data was completed in 2012 and the development of coding models and
languages of description was done in the first quarter of 2@Ehtral tothese cases is

the process of course appralvas it operatel, including the notion of curriculum

legitimacy and authority, and how curriculum expertise is understoodracognised.

This study does not seek to evaluate the curriculum or the work of those involved in its
making. Its concerns are tithe student experience other than as an influence on the
curriculum. Rather it investigates the basis for approval of courses and how this

operates to affect how the curriculum aevelopedandbecomesofficial.

1.2 The context: the university as thetsi of curriculum practicein UK HE

For the purposes of this study ‘curriculum developmeint HE is defined as the
activities and processes by which courses are designed, reviewed and updated on an
ongoing basis, within institutional and national requirentsin the UK One subset of
this is the process of course planning that takes place when new courses are

‘approved by the institution, or when they are ‘rapproved (a process that takes



place typically every 5 or 6 years). Course approealrs withn a context in which
academic institutions aréncreasinglysubject toa struggle for student numbers a
competitive market(Dill and Soo, 2005partly controlled by howthey are ranked
nationally and internationally (Liu and CherZD05 including a terarchicalstatus
based on prestige and reputation as a form of cultural cagi&iklie, 2002). Arising
from these trendsis a competitive accountability thathas led to a rise in
managerialism (Deem et aR007) and a challenge to'self-contained,selfregulatory
sphere of knowledge production’ that is motivatedy the globalisation and

massification of HE (Henkel, 2007; Burnheim, 2010: 24).

The consequence of this a period in which HE is undergoing a process of redefinition
(Ball, 2003; Clark004; Slaughter and Rhoades, 2004) indicated paitlyhe use of
terms such as ‘newniversity, ‘modern wiversity, ‘entrepreneutal university and
‘post modern university(Hudson, 2009). It has been suggested thaiversties are
repositioning thenselvesas corporate enterprise as prwiders of education and
research services, rather than beifapitonomous cultural institutions(Brown 2004:
13). As a resulcontradictory notions of ‘knowledgepervade the HE system. On the
one handthere is aconception of knowledgeunderpinning the curriculunmas the
driver of productivity and economic growth (OECD, 19@#ilston the otherthere is
aview of knowledge as involving ‘a wider, more temporary and heterogeneous set of
practitioners, collaborating ora problem defined in a specific and local context’
(Gibbonset al, 1994: 3). This suggedtsat universities are ‘constellations of practice’
rather than discrete ‘entities’ andhat this activity is ‘constructed, negotiated,
contested, professional andften complex’ (Knight,2001: 371). Furthermore,
universities havedevelopedan ability to ‘combine and make compatible seemingly
contradictory functionsin which ‘their functions take place simultaneously within the
same structure, although with differéeemphases(Castells, 2001211) in the way, for
example, that the research agenda coexists with the need to proaidexcellent

student experience.

This ‘functional’ view of the university asa complexinstitution reflects a ‘social
practiceé viewpont on knowledge and organisation, and one in whictowledge is

shared at the level of subcultures (Brown and Duguid, 200howidg how’ to
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develop the curriculum is a form of expertishat is associated with curriculum
development knowledge as a subset academic development. This expertise has
become a ‘craft knowledge’ (Shay, 201Bat involves ‘learning in the sense of
becoming a practitioner which includes acquiring not only codebooks but the ability
to decode them appropriately... as learning to be’ (Duguid, 2005: 113, original
emphasis).This suggests the viewhat useful knowledge in organisatiorsich as
universitiesis often best developed not by specialists detached from a problem but by
those who directly benefit from a solution, or, as in this case, by those who have a

stake both in the curriculum and how it is taught.

1.2.1 The rationalised institution

Not all staff workngon curriculum issuem universitiesareteachers: the massification

of HE has created a workforce in universitieat is upwards of 30% managers and
administrators, with the relative greatest increase in HE resources in the last 10 years
going to administration (Whitchurch, 2006). This involves professional staff working
across boundaries as ‘third space’ profesalsnbid.) who rather than drawing their
authority solely from established roles and structures increasingly build their credibility
on a personal basis via lateral relationships as ‘hylprdfessionals (Whitchurch,
2008: 394).The notion that the rise in the number of administrators in HE has
delineated the professional (teachers) from the managers (administrators) is
challenged by the emergence dfiybrid’ or ‘new professionals’ (Hudson, 2009) in
universities.This shift in the means and mode of authgiin universities can be seen

as organisational sengeaking (Weick, 1995). Furthermore, this takes place in the
‘impermanence’ of organisations and of ‘fleeting social order’ that suggests
ambivalence to the idea of organisationsasarena for socigdractice (Weick, 2012).
Writing about universitieBourdieu described this dbe apparent‘bureaucratic logic’

of the institution:

. an impersonal and interchangeable power that, in this sense, has all the
appearances of ‘rationalityeven as it is wested with the most mysterious
properties of magical efficacy
(Bourdieu, 2004: 31).

However,a ‘new institutionalism’ is emergirtgrought about via changes in the current

policy climatein education(Waters,1989; Hull 2006)including a disenchantmentith
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models of social and organisational action that see actors as relatively autonomous
with ‘unbounded rationality’ to pursue theiseltinterests (Meyer and Rowan, 2006)
What distinguishesthese ‘new’ institutions fromtheir older counterpartsis that in

order to gain authority as objective social structures the ‘modern’ university must be

endowed with meanings by individuals:

Institutions are thus repositories of takéor-granted cognitive schemata that

shape people’s understandings of the worldytHe in and proviel scripts to

guide their action

(Bourdieu, 20046).
Furthermore, institutional thinkingand actionis likely to be based ora form of
‘conforming’ that is disconnected from local practice and realities as a kind of ‘de
coupling’ ofthe legitimated model from its enactent (Meyer et al. 2007: 192) as a
distinct organisational model rather than a deficit of@@rton and Weick, 199@yr as a
form of refraction in Bourdieu’s (1992jerms. It is by developing and maintaining
legitimacy that institutions safeguard their continuatioDouglas, 1986)In other
wordsauthority becomes accepted as a social convention in which it ‘makes sense’ for
things to be as they are. This is a form of rationafitywhich by naturalising the social
in reasonthe institution automatically legitimises (Fullan, 1991)Cleaver (2002: 16)
refers to this as institutional bricolage especially where institutions are bureaucratic in
nature, rather than ‘socially embedded’. She discusses this in relation tactomdle
action, as a form of ‘consensysn which conflict and dissent can be minimised
through attention to the type of social solidarity embedded in these structures. This
notion of consensus is related how autonomy and expertise are conceptualised
within the institutional context for curriglum approvalandwhat is understood by the

term academic development

1.2.2 Academic development as context for curriculum development

Academic development emerged in the 1960s and 1970s at the point where
universties were set to expandindhas emerged as a new field of practice that has its
own discourses, networks, conferences and distinctive forms of pra@iegg, 2009).
The term academic developmenis now used synonymously with the term

‘educational develpment’. Individuals call themselves ‘staff develop@nsihich they



‘subjectively position themselves as being on the side of studébid’: 407)and the
idea ofacademic developmenrtasbecome significant in H&upportsystems (e.g. the
Higher Education Academy (HEA), the subject centres they existed at the time of
this study,and the Staff and Educational Development Association (JEDAg shift
from development teenhancementhowever, asthe process of taking deliberate steps
at institutional level to improve the quality of learning opportunitié@AA, 2006)s
how academic development is currently defindgvery university now has a Learning,
Teaching and #sessment (LTAstrategy that directs teaching staff and sets out the
priorities for academic developmentThese strategies are often seen as ‘“dpwn’
and to be formulated as rhetorin which a vision of improvement ison-linear’ and
‘contradictory andin which tesiring is as important as rational argumef@tlegg and

Smith, 2010115).

Conceiving of this as academic developmemtd of those involved as academic
developersstresses the need fa coordinated and purposeful stratefyr curriculum
development that at the same time strivés be inclusive and collaborative (Clegg,
2009). Alongside theseperceptions of academic development existscontext of
course ratings and psychologically informed research on student learning that has
contributed to a deficit ‘teachers need fixingiodel (McAlpine, 2006: 123)with
academic deslopment as the panacea, typified by the championingafstructivist

approaches to teachin@legg, 2009).

The role of academic developeirs curriculum development

The notionthat teacherscan and should bdesigners of their own courses is subjext t

a set of conditions that remain empirically unexplored. The lack of attention this has
received stems partly from an unresolved tension between product and process
approaches to the curriculurand the dominance of ‘rational curriculupianning’ in
which the curriculum is designeds amapping or coherence. Underlying this is the
desire to achieve prescribed learning outcom@®s), driving curriculum change
(Blackmore and Kandiko, 2012). $8d_Os are shaped hyeta-drivers’that include

national framewaks for qualifications (NFQ), employability, widening participation,



flexible online learning, quality assurance (QA) and internationalisation of the

curriculum as importantactors in the discourse’ (Hughes and Tan, 2012: 13).

Theseexternal factorsnfluence the revision of coursesof@bined with the specialised
procedures and knowledge in curriculum design tltay be seen to remaitacit to

the course teams involved. Academic developersHE, myself included, have an
important role in supporting teehers who work in pressured and busy environments
where they are given little timé focuson the aims of the course not to mentiots
pedagogic rationale(O’Neill 2010) Here professional autonomyco-exists with
managerialapproaches from above that impose curriculum initiatives rathean
those arising pureljrom subject or disciplinary demandSften course teams are not
membersof an institution’s‘centre’, resulting in a kind of ‘peripheralness’ in which
academic developers are seen as members gfrivileged periphery (Clegg, 2003:
806) Therole of the academic developer then becomes to prongdchersto ‘make
explicit many aspects of their curricula which were traditionally known only to
themselves or visible only within their local disciplarea’(Hughes and Munr2012:
26).

The sense that teachers and academic developers are social agents in nfaking t
curriculum together to skilfully manage the social enterprise of decisioraking’
(Kessels, 199912) swygeststhat this is best achiewkvia consensus. This echoes
Fullan’s (1986) ‘adaptive approach’ and underlines curriculum development as a social
enterprise (Oliver, 2002; Weller, 2012) in which effective educational priorities are not
constructed but negotiated. Howevehe danger is thathe enterprise igeduced to a
‘hollowed collegiality ... a process in which interpersonal confrontatjans] avoided

by sacrificing planning(Oliver, 2003: 5). This involves group ‘sensemaking’ and
individualised action in which the purpose oktbourse team igmerely]to establish
points of reference 4ocal norms, values and practi¢cesd wherefor the most part

the development process involvémdividuals agreeing this framework theacting
individually within it'(Oliver, 2002:30). Millen asks:

Why is it assumed that when we are "given" a course to teach that we know how
to write a course outline? Where is it that we "learn” how to do this important
piece of pedagogy? What underpins this process?
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(Millen,1997:11)

There is anmportant dynamicto be explored here between ownership/autonomy and
the established framework anelxpectations for course design and the relatively high
perception amongst academic staff that they have autonomy in makiagges to the
curriculum that are, in rality, relatively minor (Oliver, 2002Jhis ‘big picture’ of the
rationalised curriculum, however, needs to be weighed alongside the ‘hurricane
model’ (Cuban, 1976) in which ‘life below the surface’ goes on relatively unaffected.
The aim of this thesis ts gain a better understanding of this context, its baaedthe

implicationsfor practicein course planning and approval.

1.3 The strucure of this thesis

Havingbriefly set the context and concerns this chapteithe structureof this thesigs

now described:

x Chapter 2 isa critical review of theliterature of curriculum and curriculum
development, identifying the ideas that shape the curricojuhe influences
that have arisen and the organising principlesotably employability that
directly afect it. The concept ofcoherences identified as key to curriculum
development along with the positions that social agents take in the figitth
regard tocollegiality, bureaucracy armbnsensus

x Chapter 3 outlineshe conceptual framework for the stugdyncludingcritical
realismas the social ontology, based on Archer’'s morphogenetic sequence;
social ealismas the epistemology and explanatory framewatkawing on
Bernstein’s code theory and knowledge structures and Maton’s legitimation
device and irstitutional rationalism as the organising framework for the
fieldwork drawing on nedWeberian substantive research studies.

x Chapter 4 provides justification for acase study methodologyThe research
design is described includingdéscussion of methodghe research settings,
data collection, ethical issues involvednsider researchand data analysis.

x Chapter 5 presenta case study (CS1) in curriculum sharing in ten institutions

characterisingthe teachers’ collegially focusedcontext by examining the



general dispositions, conceptions of and beliefs about how courses are
designed.

x Chapter 6 is the first part of a case study (CS2) of curricdienelopment in
one institution characterising the bureaucratically focusedntext by
describing the expegnces of course leaders whave recently been through
the approval process and those of teachers and managers who are involved in
approving courses

x Chapter 7 is the second part of a case study (CS2)ro€ulum approval in one
institution, characterisig the encounter of these two contextsilturesas a
form of consensusseeking and analytically distinguishing alihree fied
positions and code clashes and shiftat occur

x Chapter 8 presenta discussion athe findingsin the light of the theories that
inform the research and the literatureA schema for curriculum coherenise
identified alongside a moddbr its enactment and implications of this for

practice are discussed.

In the next chapter the literature is reviewed and key concepts relevaihis study

are identified.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter will critically review the literature on Higd the curriculum and identify
key researchfindings and conceptsrelevant to this study It begins by exploring
undergandings of the curriculum and its associated concepts and how these have
emerged throughideas that underpin them This leads onto exploring how ideas
derived fromsociocultural perspectives and the literateirof academic development
have influenced thecurriculum. Theorganising principleshat emerge from these
influencesare then examined including howemployability now holds a particular
determining status in curriculum development. | identify the concept coherence
emerging from theliterature as cetral to curriculum practices and processes and |
differentiate two orientations to coherengeevaluationand heuristic modellingThe

key concepts identified in the literatur@e then summarisecand discussedind three

field positions in relation to curriculum development are derived.

2.2 The curriculum as an idea in practice

It should be noted at the outset that the literature on curriculum in HE is marked by its
absenceThis absence has been noted in a range of recent commentéoiesxample
Stark,2000;Oliver, 2003; Barnett and Coate, 2005; Maton, 2005; O)N&ilL0;Clegg,
2011). This dearth of literature and research (Hicks, 2007: 2) is accompanied by a
general want of agreement on curricular meanings and approaches (Fraser and
Bosanquet, 2006)The concept oturriculumitself is framed in HE by a broad and
varied set of ideas and dispositions to what it is and what it stands for (2mdah
Lovat, 2003 Barnett and Coate, 2005; Marsh and Willis, 2007; Marsh, 2009). Notably,
key policy document®n HE do not mention curriculum, for example the Dearing
Report (NCIHE, 1997) in the UK (Barnett and Coate, 2005) and the 2007 review of HE in
Australia (Hicks, 2007). Portelli (1987) finds more than 127 definitions of the term
curriculum in the literature while Goodlad notes that it is ‘tantalisingly difficult to know
what a curriculum is’ (1994: 1266). This situation worsens when one considers the
importance of the curriculum: ‘If the curriculum is to be the instrument of change in
education, its meanirgy and operational terms must be clearer than they are

currently’ (Toombs and Tierney, 1993: 175). Furthermore, this lack of specificity exists
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alongside current understandings of the curriculum as individual, ongoing and

unpredictable (Marsh and Willisp@7).

While the HEcurriculumis complex (Barnett, 2000) and largelgknown (Barnett,
2012) tere is recognition of major curriculdrends, evident in policy documents,
particularly ‘the standardisation of educational structures, processes and outcomes
(Blackmore and Kandiko, 2012: 5). The Bologna process (Bologna Declaration,
European Commission, 2009) operating across Europe, for example, is one such
‘unified system thafacilitates mobility, transparency and recognition of qualification’
(Karseth 2006: 255) However, viile there is ‘fuzziness’ surrounding the concept of
curriculum, in which ‘the very idea of curriculum is unstable, its boundaries uncertain’
(Barnett and Coate, 2005: 17), the curriculum continues to be made and delivered
suggesting hat there is, pragmatically at least, a sufficient understanding for it to
operate: Curriculum planmg, however haphazard, occurt’afucca and Stayi009:

20). How does this happen?

At its simplest, and perhaps most common sense, level a curriculum is a plan for
learning (Taba, 1962; Lattuca and StarkQ90 that has a number of components
including programme and content, learning objectives and learning strategies,
assessment methods and resources (Daniel, 2001: 6). This view of curriculum as
primarily ‘content’ is the aspect ‘most visible to students’, and which is often
synonymous with curriculum structure at the course or modeief' in HE (Blackmore

and Kandiko, 2012: 7¢Content, as the essential ‘what’ in learning, is often overlooked
by teaders in HE who, on the whole, choose to emphasise the ‘wind’tiae ‘how’ of

the curriculum as highlighted by Mato2Q09).Furthermore, content is organised into
theory-based, academic or disciplinary knowledge, while practical knowledge remains
poorly ddined (Short, 2002). Thgiggests an approach to curriculum as ‘acquisition’

one thatcan be viewed through four lenses (Bernstein, 1Z2000):

1. The planned or intended curriculum featured in course documentation.

! This study uses the terms course rather than programme and module rather than unit. The term
programme is used to mean a collection of courses.
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2. The created or delivered curriculum flecting the planned curriculum
translated into practice.

3. The received or understood curriculum referring to theended learning
experience andhe way it is understood by students.

4. The hidden or tacit curriculum containing those parts that are not &diyrpart
of the curriculum, but are nevertheless conveyed through educational content

and processes and by the organisational culture.

Of these, the first two receive the most attention, while there is very little
acknowledgement or analysis of the last category (Blackmore and Kandiko, 2012: 6).
The curriculum can be furthedifferentiated by means of its textual realisations:
intended (as specified in official descriptions), enactéckalised in classroom
pedagogies and materialgnd assessedthe assesment tasks assigned to students in

a given course{Cuevas and Feit, 2011i9)thers contend thathe ‘lived curriculum’ is
played out through complex linkages and dependencies between the intended
curriculum (influenced by policies of the stateand/or institution) and the enacted
curriculum @srealised through practice and the actual curricula content that students

engage in the classroor{forter and Smithson, 2001).

More broadly, as Marsl{2009: 5)suggeststhe curriculum can be understood as a
continuum — from the ‘permanent subjects that embody essential knowledge’ at one
pole to the ‘questioning of authority and the searching for complex views of human
situations’ at the otherand rangesfrom ‘all planned learning’ to ‘what students can
construct on their computer. Meaning associated with theurriculum points to a
regulating processthe rules of the gme, laid down so botlstudents and teachers
know what to do and can be seen to h@aying fair’(Parker, 2003)Curriculum is
understood to be'relational, developmerdl, dialogic and noneplicable’ (ibid.: 535)

andas a dynamic anthteractional process (Fraser and Bosanquet, 2006).

2.2.1 The emergence of the concept of curriculum

An historical insight into curriculundevelopment shows it to be influenced by two
orientations productand process Theformer held sway for several decades and its

influence is still felt(Tyler, 1949). The produetpproach focuses on defining goals,
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establishing corresponding learning experiences and evaluatitgpimes. Stenhouse
(1975) led a response to Tyler’s ideas on the curriculum offering an alterrathe
‘process approach’ (Eisner, 1985; Knight, 2001), advocating principles for selecting
content, developing teaching strategies, and assessing studentshgshs and
weaknesses. The process curriculum aimed to do away with the ‘behavioural
objectives and hierarchical learning tasks’ of the curriculum as product in which the
success or failure of the curriculum was based on predefined changes in the learner
behaviour (Howard, 2007: 2). The mechanistic approach to learning was challenged by
a model of the curriculum as a shared idea of the common good, and the goal of
informed and committed action (Stenhouse, 1980). However, there remains
considerable symghy for an approach, such as Tyler’'s, that sets the curriculum
developer tough questions about the ‘effective cauium’ (Posner, 1995). Its
influences can be seen in large scale curricular reform (Q'N@10) such as the
Bologna Declaration (European Commission, 2009) that works to standardise curricula
and to reinforce the importance of learning outcomes to describe student

achievementiiughes and Munro, 20126).

The focus of theséwo different models, one that emphasises plans and intentions
(the product model) andone that emphasises activities and effects (the process
model) can be seen to affect how curriculum development is understood and treated,
especially in the early stages of planning (Neary, 2003: Bfhere there is a
preference for theprocess approach this is roughly based on its perceived superiority
to an ‘outcomeded rational approach’jn which coherence in the curriculum is
realisedas a form of ‘a spiral of repeated engagements to improve and deepen skills,
concepts, attitudes rad values and extend their reach’ (Knight, 2001: 3Abwever,
advocates of both models of curriculum reform remain relatively unaware of their

consequences (Marsh and Willis, 2007: 25).

Tyler's (1949) attempt to simplify teaching to a set of rationahpland procedures
was developed into a ‘diagnosis of neefl&aba, 1962), underlining the importance of
an inductive reasoning approach to the curriculum. Planning of the curriculum became
the focus, differentiated by Goodlad and Richter (1966) into ut$tonal, institutional

and societal levels. The significance of this ‘turn’ was to emphasise the rational
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approach, leading to the introduction of intended learning outcomes and the
importance of evaluation andstructional plans (Posner, 19/4/ariatils on this in

the 1960s and 1970s included a focus on interactohen et al., 2004), the culture of
the school (Skilbeck, 1976) and the importance of analysing the learning situation
(Johnson, 1967). The underlying aim of these innovations was to isstabfricular
models to improveeducational systems (Marsh, 2009). This ‘efficiency of learning’
model has mutated into various forms and has been examined by various
commentators as ‘traditionalist’ (Pinar, 2006), ‘ratiomadnagerialist and ‘quasi
sciantific’ (Apple, 2004)These variations share a commooncern for the connection

between society and the curriculum.

2.3 Influences on the curriculum

So we can see from the above discussion that the idea of the curriculum is somewhat
ill-defined and has been shaped by different perspectives on the purpose and value of
the curriculum. In addition to thibroad understanding ofmodds and aims of the
curriculumas an idea in practican historical overview also throws light on how the
curriculum has devepedin response to key influenceBhese include cultural, social,
pedagogic and vocational influences that have a bearing on the meanings surrounding

the curriculum and how notions of academic development affect this.

2.3.1 Cultural influencesn the curriculum

Traditionally curriculum theory has separated and delineated curriculum procasses
design, dissemination, implementation, evaluation and to some extent innovation
(Grundy, 1987: 41Partly as a response to this, postmodern and sistcturd ideas

on the curriculum (Slattery, 2013) ‘reconceptualise’ the curriculum as a holistic process
(Pinar, 2006) in order that the curriculum can more easily respond to social change
(Bleakley, 2012). Bourdieu’s field theory offers an understanding of éidacas a field

in which cultural and agential forces are at play while Bernstein’s (1971, 1977)
knowledge codes and structures offer a viewsocial and cultural transmission and
control. It isthe latter's emphasis on ‘relations withireducation that @ables the
organising principles of the former’s ‘relations to’ the field to be exami(iddton,

2005).
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The perception of the curriculum as a political and ideological site of struggle is
discussed by manyFor example Ermenc (2005) highligthe® embedded cultural
perspectives that privilege some groups and marginalise otlvrde Volet (2004: 7)
emphasisesthe importance of a plurality of diverse viewpoints that promotes
curriculum content begnd ‘a singular cultural baseBoth the Dearing ReportNQHE,
1997) and theHEFCE (2006) strategic plan 2afi6L1 highlight the importance of HE

in developing civic valugBarnett, 2007), and the conception of education for ‘making
citizens’ and to promote active citizenship (McCowan, 2012: 52). A fulétsatethat
emergesis the need to ‘internationalise’ the curriculunC(ichton and Scarino, 2007)
and thishas a number of facet that it contributes to culture and cultural relationships
including the key, transferable skill ‘to think globally’ (Leask, 2004: 338); that the
curriculum needs to change as a result of globalisation (Barnett, 2005); and that it
develops skill sets for students to live and work in an international world (Dunne,
2011). Changes to the UK HE curriculum in response to this influerodertbree
levels:international awareness in which the curriculum is infused with exampéeses

and perspectives of internationalisation; international competence in studéoisal

and informal experience of education; international expertise, usindysabroad and
international work placements to prepare students to become global professionals
(Edwardset al,, 2003).Internationalisation, therefore, is one example of how external
influences are affecting the curriculum. The notion of the internatiizea curriculum
remains ‘elusivehowever (Svensson and Wihlborg, 201&nd the goal of becoming
interculturally competent, in order to work and live a globalised world, are concepts

‘with no naturally given meaningDhalin 2004:1).

The curriculum is also regarded as a ‘culture unto itself’ in which dominant cultural
perspectives are reflected in curricular design ‘incorporating assumptions and the
valuing of certain skills and knowledge’ (Dunne, 2011: 616). From this perspective the
curriculum is sen as‘locus aml transmitter of values’ (Rudolph, 1977: 3) in which
society shapes and is shaped by cultural transmission (Bernstein, 1966lad
defines three perspectiveon curricular decisiomaking includingsociepolitical (the
influences of stkeholers, internally and externallytechnicatprofessional (the

methods of the curriculum development procesahd substative (what should be
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learned) (Goodlad, 1994: 1266). The implicationth&include the positioned role of
universities in relation to an external global environments and howhen last two
decades universities haveome under increasing pressures to adapt to ‘rapidly
changing social, technological, economic and political forces emanating from
immediate as well as from broader pastustrial external environments(Bartel|

2003:43).

2.3.2 Socialisatiorand its influence on curriculum

One significant factor in these ideas of curriculum change is the dispositions and
mindsets of those involved, including teachers and learnerssg@roandTrigwell,
1999)and of student’s perceptions of the curriculum as a form of ‘becoming’ (Barnett,
2009) Kreber (2010) addsteachers’ beliefs’ to Fanghanel's (2007) filter of
‘pedagogical beliefs’ as a ‘conditioning’ that operates at the mevel of the
classroom, drawing on the concept of authenticiith regard to teacher identity and
pedagogySachs, 2001The beliefs and values that teachers bring to course design are
seen to have a strong influence on how they perceive the benefits of course
development (Toohey, 2000Fanghanel (2012), exploring what being an academic
today means, identifies a discourse that promotes pedagogies that empower students
in the real world, beyond theonfines of work and disciplinary knowledgequisition.
Therhetoric of promoting flexibility and choice is prevalent in the accounts of teachers
designing their courses, as a way of defending the rights of ‘consumers’ of these
courses (Deem et al2007). There exists here a tension between teackeeking to
make the curriculum autntic for their studentsand the loss othe authenticity of

their own identities (Ball, 2003). Young (2008) sees peer review as a means of
overcoming this contradiction in which the ‘resilience’ of ‘traditional’ academic values
(e.g. transmitting a passion for the subjeaby providing students with intellectual
capital) cannot be taken for granted. He questions the popular consensus and belief in
‘active learning pedagogies’ that make possible a drift towards the generic curricula
identified above, in which a metskills discourse of ‘learning how to learn’

predominates.

16



Changing practice can be an internal struggletéachers(Delpit, 1995)in which the
amountof teaching experience is not necessarily an indicator of willingneskange
(Norton et al, 2005). One implication of this is that what teachers think they are
teaching might be at variance with what they are actually teaching (Goodlad, 1977;
Goodladet al, 1979) and that how they report their teaching to others miglot n
match other people’s observations of As we shall see in Chapter 5 participants in
this study found it difficult to resolve a view of their teaching as promoting a
disciplinary identity rather than one that promotes disciplinary knowledge peflse

was echoed by what teachers say about their experiences in the lived curriculum as

contrasting with an officially sanctioned one (Joseph, 2007).

Oliver (2003) found thaacademicpreferredthe dayto-day departmental discussions
and informal opportunies to exchange ideasather than formal training This
resonateswith Stark’s (2000) much largscale study in the US that suggested that
less than a third of universitigachers reported that pedagogical training had had an
influence on their course dem indicating an inherent conservatism to changing what
works This reluctance to seek an ‘enlargemetrepertoire’ (Hatton, 1989) is seen to
limit the development of practie, as a ‘contextual struggléh which both the
curriculum and the context are redesignedhis questions the degree to which
curriculum planning is a rational, structured curriculum design process (as might be
deduced from the educational and staff development literature) and finds little
evidence that this gproach is one that acaunics follow ‘instead of a oneff act of
creation, it seemed much curriculum design toile form of bricolage or else an
iterative proces of refinement and adjustmen(Oliver, 2002:11). This resonates with
findings of this study and was seen to benttael to understandigs of curriculum

development held by participants.

The literature suggests that thetrength of these influences varies by discipline.
Fanghanel (2007) investigated university lecturers’ pedagogical constructs with
reference to the catext of practice and found the discipline to bekay filter of
practice.Elsewheret is suggested that some academics identify with their disciplines
rather thanthe institution (Henkel, 2000). Badger and Sutherland (2&8D in a

study that examineacademicsperceptions of lectures founthe purpose of lecturing
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to undergraduates to be inductioimto ‘ways of thinking and models of [the] subject’
This sense of apprenticeship into a discipline isoaplex process, involving learning
principles andunderstanding threshold concepts, becoming familiar with themes and
theories and learning to speakhe language bthe discipliné (Farrell and McAvinja
2012: 99).The accounts of participants in this study echo this struggle with conflicting

notions of themselves as teachers and as members of a discipline.

2.4 Organising the curriculum

There are a number ajrganising principlethat emerge from and are shaped by the
influences outlined in the previous section, including the involvement of students, the
role of assessmenthe discipline andnstitutional planning. The distinction between
influence and organising principle as used in this study lies in the degree to which
factors have a direct effect on the structure and content of the curriculum. Some
imperatives such agiternationalisation and inclusion are important influences that
curriculumdesigners are asked to respond to, whereas othsush as employability
have a more fareaching effect. For example, employability, in this study, is shown t
not only change the curriculuntself — the way in which it is organised but to
transform what is understood as the purpose of the curriculum. Thleowing
discussion considers these effects and a series of organising influences, including:

x the involhement of students

X how assessment organises the curriculum

x disciplinary understandings and their effect on the organisation of the

curriculum

x employability

Theway in which these influences relate to the concept of quality as an overarching

organising priniple is then explored.

2.4.1The involvement of students as an organising principle

The increasing influence of students’ views and needs on the design of the curriculum
emerges from the literature on student development (Stark, 2000: 4B@Q)ricular

goals are worded in terms of student developmentciourse handbooks and teachers
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stress them in their first encounters with students on the cou(Barnett, 2004a)
There is alsoan increasing call for the involvement of students in curriculum
development,as active cecreators of knowledge (Sfard, 1998). TeachersStark’'s
study (2000)eported that, after disciplinary influencestudent characteristics were

the next strongest influence on their course planning. These characteristics included

student abiity, preparation, interestand commitment tahe course.

The emphasis on involving students in the curriculum is highlighted in approaches to
the ‘negotiated curriculuy as a form of as decisienaking action that integrates
both intention and the manner in which the intention becomes openagicsed into
classroom realityl(ovat and Smith, 19923). This expands the traditional idea of the
curriculum towards a view of the ‘teacher and student acting asastructors of
knowledge (Fraserand Bosanquet, 2006275). Such reasoning conjures an image of
students as active participants. Importantly, the corollary of having students as active
participants in the construction of learning is that learning beesnmeaningful
(Grundy, 1987: 102). Furthermore, ‘curriculum negotiation involves giving students a
voice in the choice and development of learning opportunities: bothwieat and the

‘how’ of curriculum’ (Carrand Kemmis, 1986: 171). At the same time, emerging
themes from the literature so far indita that despite these recommendations, not
only is there is little consultation with students until the redesign stage within
curriculum design, but also student input into curriculum design is not always
considered helpful (Bovidt al, 2009).This woull suggest that student involvement in

the curriculum (other than to receive it) is an aspirational organising principle.

2.4.2How assessmenbrganiseshe curriculum

The importance of assessment as an organising principle of tmewum (Diamond,
1998; Daugherty et gl2008)arises for three reasons: it is the means by which the
curriculum is regulated externally; it defines what students see as important; and it is
the focus ofinstitutional activity defined as academic development. These can all be
considered to regulate the curriculum but each differs in the form it takes and the way

that teachers respond to it.
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In the first of theseassessment has an efficacy awarded to it by its ‘regulative potency’
asrecognised in the QAA Code of Conduct, which states ‘all students are required to
demonstrate that they have achieved the intended learning outcomes’ (QAA, 2006: 4).
It is in the context of QA that assessment is framed, in which 'Institugogsurage
assessment practice that promotes effective learniQ@AA Code of Conduct, Indicator
3:5). While admitting there is no agreed definition of assessment the QAA guidance on

assessmenpoints to its importance in organising the curriculum:

When it is embedded effectively withirrdar institutional systemsassessment

can help us focus our collective attention, examine our assumptiongreait a

shared academic culture dedicated to assuring and improving the quality of

higher education.

(Angelo, 19957)
Therefore it is ironicperhaps that assessmenattracts the most public criticism: the
Dearing Report (NCIHE, 1997: 1B99), for example, describes it as out of date and
outliving its ‘usefulness’. Rust (2Q@B3) suggests that current summative assessment
practices in UK niversities arenot only unfair but intellectually and morally
indefensble, and statistically invalid’, while Knight and YorkR&04: 16)refer to
assessment as being ‘in disarrayurthermore,the dominant discourse of assessment
is considered to be moccupied with the measurement of learning rather than on the
focus of promoting learning (Price et,&011) giing rise to the testing culture’ as

opposed to the assessment culture’ (Gippd994), or the assessment for learning
culture’ (Black and Wilian1,998)

However, these shortcomings are significant given the second reason for the
importance of assessment as an organising principle of the curriculum, namely that
students put such store in it. Assessméseen as a powerful lever tofluence the

way students respond to our casgs and behave as learners’ (GpP992 41)and to

‘have more effect on students than the teaching they receive’ (Bloxham and Boyd,
2007: 3). It is not exaggeration, therefore to suggest that assessment defines what
students regards as important, how they spend their time, and how they come to see
themselves astudents and then as graduateg: iS not the curriculum which shapes
assessment, but assessntamhich shapes the curriculuniBrown and Knight1994:

12). The danger exists as Hicks (2007: 3) notes in ‘the tail (assessment) wagging the

dog (curriculum)’ in which the danger of students complaining about assessment is
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balanced against QAA finding fault with assessment quality processes. The latter
indicates assesment to be ‘rhetoric, for the benefit of auditors, not students’ (Knight,
1995: 13) as a kind of ‘backwash’ that can determine what and how students learn
more than the curriculum does (Biggs, 2003: 141). For this reason assessment is
regarded as the ‘Aulles heel of quality’ (Knight, 2002) in which taeademic rules
shapingit remaindeliberatelytacit to avoid such difficultiegBloxham and Wes2004;

O'Donovaret al.,, 2004; Bloxham, 2032

The third reason is a hopeful one, however, because in spite of the difficulties outlined
above, assessment remains the most efficient means of making changes to students’
learning and to progress and develop the curriculuitqn and Laurillard1979;
Medland, 2012). The proposition here is thdfeetive assessent strategies, properly
applied and thoughthrough can avoid learning that is superficial and limited (Boud,
1995). The question remains whether assessment cHer the means by which
knowledge can be gained for its own sake, independently, autonomanslyor use in
realife situations (Dorgl997:8). However, assessmeig seen as a potential catalyst
for rethinking and reorganising HE curricul@&oldmanet al., 2012)in which the most
significant shift is that from ‘a focus oerdching to a focus on learnin@fughes and
Munro, 2012: 27) For this to happen, however, a better understanding is needed of
how assessment is anchored in disciplinary forms of knowledge in the curriculum
(Shay, 2008).

2.4.3How dsciplinary understandingsrganisethe curiculum

In addition to its socialising influence discussed abtwe discipline is also the means

by which curriculum and pedagogy are organised by means of a logical taxonomy for a
general body of knowledge, and a specialised vocabulary. The dis@fdmerovides

an accepted body of theory and a systematic research strategy techniques foits

own replication and approvgDressel and Mayhew, 1974 cademics’ conceptions of
their disciplines are based on a number of dimensions of understan8eaggbanel,
2007) including epistemological characteristics and the classification of ‘hard pure, soft
pure, hard applied and soft appliedN¢umannet al, 2002: 406). Here there is a

distinction between the meanings of the terms subjant disciplire (Paker, 2003} a
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subject is a weltleveloped knowledge base that can be articulated, taught and
assessed, whereas a discipline is a more complex structure, in which members develop
a ‘gaze’ in which they are ‘disciplined’ into a community with its own diseour

(Swales, 1990).

The relationship between subject and discipline, therefore, is one in which knowledge
of the subject matter is shared in a discipline along with goals, language and methods.
Taylor (2010) identifies common elements of disciplinary Kedge from the
literature, including how knowledge is organised within the discipline and in relation to
other disciplines. This includes the assumptions and values that influence the
knowledge that the discipline pursues and how it goes about this. Whakaawing
about teachng and learning that havbeen generated by teaching practice in the
discipline over time become teaching and learning regifieswler and Cooper, 2002:
221), including discursive repertoires in which members of a discipline communit
communicate about and in teachingi@d.. 232). The academic disciplingnerefore,
becomesthe means by which knowledge is seen to be verified and authorised by
academic scholars (Schir2008: 4) and is the predominant influence on curriculum
design(Sark, 2000) Furthermore, he disciplinary field prescribes hogourse content
isorgarised (Donald, 1986;990) and the relative importance of knowledge as a set of
skills as opposed to the discipline as a group of scholars with a related interest in
understanding the world(Fanghanels, 2®). This is consistent with Biglan's (1973)
distinctionon the pure/gplied dimension of disciplines, to whigecher (1994) added
disciplinary ‘tribes’, each with its own cultural and cognitive style of knowledge work
(Becher and Trowler, 200ipcluding curriculum (Muller, 2009), and thk@owledge of

the subject to be taugh(Sarakiniotet al,, 2011).

The textbookis seen as a strong influence on course planr{iRgsemaret al., 2010)

and it is becoming a stronger influence as publishers package textbooks with many
auxiliary aids, including interndtased ones. The focus on disciplinemytent that this
indicates is underlined by Stark’s (20@@yings that 1 in 2 teachers report that their
first step is to selectontent, consistent with their emphasis on discipline as an

organised body of knowledge to be learned
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Threats to this disciplinary emphasis on practice include an increase in managerial
control in HE and the influence of academic developers rather than disciplinary experts
in curriculum development (Land004: 5). However, an even greater challergjems

from the orientation to knowledge itself and its ‘unruliness’ in whatever is collectively
endorsed (Bloor, 1991) and the view that it can no longer be regarded as discrete and
coherent but is constructed and contested (Gibbons etl#94). In the era of lifeong
learning the reliance on bodies of disciplinary and canonical knowledge is reduced to
generic and transferable skills (Edwards and Usherl 288). his has the potential to
weaken discipline boundaries and leave them susceptible to external influences on the
curriculum. The restructuring of HE courses to meet the perceived demand of
employers, students and the government creates a dependence on external fields of
practice to which they are linked (Beck and Young, 2005). It is this tension between
external influences and drivers and the anchoring of practice to a disciplinary authority

that remains to be explored.

2.4.4Employabilityand its effectsn the curriculum

It is inevitable that the theme of employability will figure in any current examination of
the HE curriculumgiven the sustained policy steer and resulting proliferation of
reports (Cullenet al., 2002) The Robbins Repoft963)identified one of the foukey

aims for HE as ‘instruction in skills suitable to play a part in the general division of
labour’ (1963: para. 25) while the Dearing Report, 1997, identified the vital role that
education plays in a modern economy in whictiuteation and training [should] enable
people in advanced society to compete with the best in the world’ (NCIHE 1997: para.
1.11). It is the Leitch Report (2006), however, that has shifted the focus in education
onto the central importance of skillécf. Laétch, 2005) especially those that are
‘economically valuable’. The pathology of education as responsible for a ‘skills deficit’
is one taken up by government policy and HE reformers who have largely ignored the
report’s call for greater funding for HE. Much reported in the media, for example, is
employers’ dissatisfaction with graduates’ level of ‘generic skills’ including
communication, team working and time management emphasising the importance of
the education and training of the workforce (Ashton ane&h, 1996). More recently

the OECD reportearning Our Lesson: Review of Quality Teaching in Higher Education’
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(Henard, 2010) states: ‘Higher Education is becoming a major driver of economic
competitiveness in an increasingly knowleetyezen global ecoomy’. These policies
are shaping the curriculum as an external influemcel are shown in this study to
directly affect the structure and content of the curriculunte-be a key principle in

how it is organised

With regard to the shapand structureof the curriculum itself, Nixon et al.(2006;
2008) cite the drive to improve workplace skills and productivity as instrumental in
curriculum policy. Smith (2012) in a review of the literature on wellted learning in
curriculum design identifies ‘wotiktegrated’ learning in which students spend time in
professional work or in practice settings relevant to their degrees of study into their
occupational futures. This raisgaestionsabouthow the workplace itegitimated as a
vehicle for subjeespecific ¢arning and howthe conception of the individual work
based curriculum that grows out of the experience of the user (Lester and Costley,
2010)is realised in HE.

In this context workrelated learning is seen to be associated with the development of
‘skilful practices in context’ to acknowledge that academic and welded
achievements are situated in particular contexts (Yorke, 2aPD) as a form of
‘vocational expertise’ (Billett, 2001York-based learning is recognised as a field of
study in which contesting positions on how universities relate to employers are held
(Gibbs and Garnett, 2007). Implicit here also are the difficulties involved in assessing
work-related learning, requiring a ‘paradigm shift’ in assessmdmdl.J. This includes

the difficulty of articulating generic statements of learning outcomes to phenomena
that are ‘contextdependence, situated or, uncertain and volatile’ (Sad202: 49).
Attempts to bridge this gap are identified as a form of negotiateak-based learning

that emerges from the experience of the learner, their work context and their
community of practice (Nixon et aR006; 2008). Workelated learning is seen in this
context as a ‘transdisciplinary’ field that sits outside of subjects (Boud, 1999) with its
own norms and practices that have the potential to put it at odds with the idea of
discipline based learning (Lester and Costley, 2010: 567). In this conception learning is

associated, in a narrow sense, with capability to do a job, and more broadly with
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knowledge that is generated through practice and for use in practical purp&=s(
1987).

It can be seen, therefore, th@mphasis has been directed to ‘transferablalls under

the banner ofLifelong Learningn which experiences seen as the key to goyability

(Pool and Sewell, 2007). Harvey et al, (1997), however, find a relative lack of regard for
disciplinarybased understanding and skills in the skills agenda, especially where
disciplines are not applied or vocationdlhe value of subject knowdge, skills and
attitudes in this conception of the curriculum is as an employability ‘asset’ (Hillage and
Pollard, 1998put there is a view that for some subjects employability is ‘modelling the
invisible’ (Gamble, 2001)Land (2004) suggests that thescburse of ‘transferable
skills’ has a ‘rhetorical potency’ in the agendas of institutions, employers, funding
bodies and government departments. He argues that while this raises the importance
of employability skills in curriculum development this is oftecated outside the
discipline in the ‘managerial organisational space’ of generic teaching. These accounts
reflect a conflict between a sense of employability as a ‘natural’ and an ‘alien’
discourse, and its potential to be a form tbublesome knowldge (Meyer and Land,
2005).The implication of this is that it might involaeshift in academic identity that
many academics are unwilling to undertatiesanction The choice between practical
knowledge and knowledge for its own sake, for example, armapeting discourses
(Eraut, 200Q)Land refers to this @slomesticating’ agendas in which developers and
planners are called upon as translators, to manage often difficult meaning across

boundaries (Land 2004:11).

Legitimating knowledge for employahily

One view of employabilitgmphasises the Bner having special qualities as ‘a set of
achievements, understandings and personal attributes that make individuals more
likely to gain employment and be successful in their chosen occupations’ (Knight and
Yorke 2004 5). The relative emphasis on the qualities of a graduate as well asat
he/she knows has implications for the curriculum and how this is perceived by
academics whose concern is mainly for the discipline and its field (Kreber and
Castleden 2005).This suggests a view of the learner as being at the centre of his/her
own employability, as a form of personal achievement (Knight and Yorke, 2004). It
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highlights new forms of intellectual capital, and is seen to drive the ways in which
universites are raising the profile of employability in the curriculum. One aspect of this
view of employability is ‘authenticity'This can take the form of ‘physical authenticity’,
the provision of a real work environment as ‘doing reald work’ (Smith, 201:2250),

or as ‘cognitive authenticity’ (Herrington and Herrington, 2006) as work that is
meaningful and purposive. The transfer of this learning from the workplace to the
university presents the learner and teacher with a number of problems, not least for

the relationship between theory and practice.

In summary, this link between the intended curriculum and a future world for students
as employees can be considered to be the development of the ‘deferred’ or
‘hybridised’ curriculum that reflects a ‘vocatidisation’ of the HE curriculum (Grubb
and Lazerson, 2005) in the call for graduate skills fortwrenty-first Century. This in
turn can be seen as constructing the ‘prospective’ pedagogic identity for students

(Bernstein, 2000) as a form of pedagadjgmourse

2.4.5 Quality as an organising principle in the curriculum

The UK HE curriculum is overseen by the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher
Education (QAA), an independent body that protects the public interest by overseeing
how universities maintairtheir academic standards and quality. Formed in 1997
following the National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education (Dearing Report,
NCIHE, 1997) QAA introduced a new QA framework weflerence points for
standards and quality includintg own code bpratice,The UK Quality Code for Higher
Education(QAA, 2012 This was based on two simple ideas: that it is important to be
explicit about what is being learned and how this relates to the process of learning;
and that this should be related to external reference points so as to demonstrate that

they have validity beyond a teaching team and an institution (Jackson, 2000: 165).

With respect to curriculum development QAA, introduced the idea of programme
specificatiorfor all courses that was intended to make explict the institution’s learning

intentions and to relate these to national qualifications frameworks and other

2 At the time of the fieldwork in this study this was known as the Code of Practice for the Assurance of
Academic Quality and Standar(f3AA, 2006)
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reference points such as subject benchmarks (QAA, 2000). This was intended to cover:
knowledge and understanding that a student wapexted to have on completion; key
skills including communication, numeracy, use of information technology and learning
how to learn; cognitive skills such as critical analysis; and subject specific skills (NCIHE,
1997). It was also intended to be made available to prospective students and to help
them understand the relationship between learning outcomes and the LTA process
(Brown, 2004). Furthermore, by making this explicit it would encourage teachers to
make these connections in their curriculum designs. Specifigaiothis sense was
meant to include the ideas of processthe act of specifying- and product — a
description of defining charactersitics of a programme of study (a curriculum).
Programme specifications were welcomed by many as a new ansistemt way of
representing holistically the structure and content of a course, its main learning
intentions and the LTA methods used to promote, demonstrate and evaluate learning
(Jackson and Shaw, 2002: 6). The aim of improving the quality of infomaditaut an
institution’s academic standards by encouraging the adoption of an outcdrassd
aproach to learning, was central to this. The hope for this new system was to provide
information in the programme specifications that would be seen as the basis f

‘intelligent conversation’ rather than as a bureaucratic ‘master’ (Jackson, 2000: 171).

The distinction, and relationship, betweenu&ity Enhancement (QElnd QA is
frequently discussed in the literaturéHarvey and Williams, 2010Williams (2002)
argues that QE is an intergral part of QA as shown by the dissemination of good
practice (and the warnings against bad practice) that emerge from Institutional
Review. The emphasis on QE to bring about transformation in practice (Jackson, 2009)
isseen asareaction to the demands for QA in the 1990s and the rise of performativity
(Harker, 1995). Parker (2003) points to the ‘traufé between QEand QA that has
happened within UK H&s the means by which institutions accommodate both as a
form of compromiseMore recently, he QAA dev Y e ZS |]vP o] G S 5§
bring about improvement in the effectiveness of the learning experiences of students’
(2008a 13). This is a view of quality as a relative concept (Raban, 2007) where
transformation is consided to arise from applying what is known to work in terms of
educational effectiveness (Gibbs, 2010: 11). While this is seen as something of a

culture shift from the perceived managerialism of QA towards a more inclusive
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approach the ‘jury is still out’ othis (Bamber and Anderson, 2012: 7) and there
remains some indication that ‘behaviours redolent of the displaced assurance regime’
persist (QAA, 2008 6). The residue of accountability in the system is associated with
tensions and ‘distrust of the purpes of QECheng, 20123nd the dominance of risk
avoidance (Raban, 2007yhe need, it i@rgued is to make the improvement of HE
conceptually and practically distinct from its accountability (Middlehurst and
Woodhouse, 1995). Steps to achieve this include the academic audit of HE, which
while being an accountability neshanism, improved the capacity ohiversities to
independentlyassure the quality of their academic degrees and student learning by

putting the improvement of learning and teaching on ingibnal agendas (Dill,995).

2.5Institutional planning,designand evaluationof the curriculum

The influences and organising principles outlined above can be seen to be manifested
in various ways in the planning, design and evaluation of the cluric Within these
processes aurse approval is central tthe institutional context for wider curriculum
planning. This takes the form of evaluation of curricular designs and plans and is where
changes to the curriculum are made official. Curriculum reform is seen in the literature
to have been driven by structural needs such as the ‘avewded curriculum’, and
‘semesterisation and modularization’ (Light et ,al2009; Coate, 2012: 51).
Semesterisation, as the breaking of the academic year into semesierslated to
modularisationas the breaking down of coursésto units or modules. The use of
these terms is pejorative, indicating a ‘managerial’ expedience rather than any
pedagogical benefitThe notion of modularity, for example, has evolved, froninge

the simple division of courses organisationally into separate units, into principles of
‘credit accumulation, progressive assessment and student responsibility and choice’
(Turner 2002:1). Consonant with the focus on the structure of courses is thphasis

on defining learning tasks and outcomes and measurable competence (Fleming, 2006:
108), in which the curriculum development process ties together the strategic plan and
classroom practiceBlackmore and Kandik@2012). Knight (2001: 371) argues &r
approach to curriculum coherence that ‘breaks with the discourses of learning
outcomes, rational curriculum planning, linear, simple systems and starts in the

complexities of learninglid.: 370).
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In spite of a call for collaborative approaches &sigining the curriculum (Ziegenfuss
and Lawler, 2008)he role of design in the development of the curriculum is often
seen as ‘both marginal and subservient’ to strategic planning and QA in HE (McNutt,
2012: 129). This is rationalised by managers who see strategic planning as avoiding the
pitfalls that befall HE in times of austerity and reduced public funding (Pisapia and
Robinson, 2011). Other studies, that take an insider view of curriculum development
(Perskyet al,, 2012; Naidoo, 1998identify the mportance of dialogue and a collegial
approach to course review ioringing about clearer understandings of the curriculum,
and a willingness to engage with the curriculum development process. This resonates
with Vorster’s study (2010) that examines the curriculum development processes of
one academic department in a South African university, focussing on the events of
curriculum meetings, curriculum documentation and the experiences of academics.
She uncovers the various generative mechanisms from aatnigalism perspective, in
which the culture of collegiality is ‘prized highly’. She describes this as a situational
logic that promotesprotectionand results in morphostasis, while albeing seen it
should be noted,as a field positiorthat is effective in staving off amanagerial
approach to running the institution’ilfid.: 24). Evident here are two types of
curriculum design process: one in which the institution rationalises the curriculum in

forms of control and the other that centres on a professithy-led dialogue.

With regard to how the curriculum is evaluatetirée paradigms of curriculum
evaluationcan be seen in UK HElelrose (998) categorises these danctional,
transactional and critical. Each of these is underpinned by different concet of
guality. While these alielate in the main to evaluation of the delivemather than to

the planning of courseghey are indicative of approaches that also apply to course
approval. The first, the functionphradigm, works on the understanding that there is a
‘concrete truth’ to uncover about the worth of the curriculum or a revelation as to
whether or not a course should changbid.: 39). Courses that best fit this paradigm
are those that are judged to meet the goals of external drivers suadhitzegtives to
develop the workforce. Quality processes associated with this involve ‘checking
standards’ to arrive at ‘zero defectsiformed by a‘fithess for purpose’ concept of

quality (Harvey, 1993).
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Thetransactionalparadigm of evaluation foces on how the course meets the needs

of stakeholders, especially students as customers or consuméis. garadigm
recognises the importance of (intef)subjectivity of judgement and the perspective of
the evaluator. The third criticgbaradigmis based on ides about communities of
learning and selévaluation and the power to set the group’s own standards. This
might involve empowering teaching staff to initiate and direct the evaluation process
in an action learning set or action research group, or any forongbing consultation
with stakeholders. The emphasis here is on improving the curriculum, and likely
outcomes are a questioning of the current goals of the curriculum. Review of
curriculum is seen as a collaborative and systematic community learningegpro
(Marshall and Peters, 1985). Tipisocess however becomes transactional if there is a

stronger emphasis on seeistpkeholders as customers rather than as partners

Melrose’s functional paradigm can be mapped to approaches considered to be QA,
while her critical paradigmamn be seen to align with QEhisassociation is made more
difficult by the blurring of the distinction between the QE and djgkussed below and

the level of discretion that academics have over the evaluation of their work (Bamber
and Anderson, 2012). Furthermore, this conception of quality processeslaak the

fact that what academics object to most/the climate of institutional distrust of their
work rather than the need to be held to account for performance (Worthingand
Hodgson, 2005).

In addition, studies of curriculum approval point to the positions that academics take
in response to the perception of bureaucracy and magerialism (Harvey and
Newton, 2004). Academics are seen to distrust institutional audit and to treat it as a
game in which to ‘win’ is to ‘get away with, itin attitude that was observable in some

of the participants’ comments in this studyhis finding is similar to the arguments of
Newton (2000, 2002) that quality monitoring for HBEs prodiced a ‘game playing’
attitude among academics to fulfil the requirements of quality procedures. Barrow
(1999) also refers to gamaaying behaviour which has resulted in academics
regarding audit evaluation as demanding an inauthentic ‘performance’. sigtirs

background ourse approval processes are seen as isolated events that are not well
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integrated into institutional processes for accountability and often fail to improve

teaching and learning (Persky et &012).

Peer review

The notion of course waluation as a form of peer review is seen as central to
evaluativecultures in HE (Lamont, 2009). However, at panel events such as those that
take place in course approval evaluation of the material is made on the basis of a
pragmatic problerrsolving in vinich panels are ‘uncoordinated parties’ that ‘suffer
from uncertainty and may not be rationalib{d.: 24). This includes the myths and
ceremonies that play a crucial role in legitimate the process of review (Meyer and
Rowan, 2006). Here the formality dig event upholds the ‘sovereignty over decision
making’ that is guided by selfcorrectingmethod of ‘feeling one’s way’ towards a

decision (Lamont, 2009:.6)

Horshurgh (2000) in a studgf HE in New Zealand finds peer review to be the principal
mechanisn for ensuring quality of learning and teaching and evaluation curriculum. In
this contextcollegial discussions afecused on student learning as a refraction of the
forces that are acting on HE. External academics become ‘critical friends’, in which
‘professional dialogue and exchange of ideas are the important factbid: ©7). She

considerdive aspects of course approval to be important:

x the curriculum design and overall intent;

x the learning, teaching and assessment strategies;

X strategies for ongoing improvements and enhancements;
X evaluation of outcomes;

X provision of resources.

These key stages of cuiculum development involveghe ongoing practices of the
curriculum (the livedcurriculum), a phase of planning, review and approval (the
intended curriculum) and the putting into practice these intentions (the enacted
curriculum). Following approval enacting the curriculum is accompanied by an
‘unpacking’ of the course (especially in the case of new courses as opposed to

‘refreshed’ one¥—i.e. at the point the (newly described) curriculumasight.
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The extent to which peer review informs these aspects can vary considerably. Hyun
and Oliver (2011) found a collaborative culture between administrators and teaching
staff to work very well. In the case of the QA%wever,there is an inherent tension
between the principle of peer review and the bureaucratisation of the prac8ss
whilst the spirit of the QAA guidance is to make curriculum documemsn and
visible (and to some extent inclusiy the practice of documentation is generalgen

as bureaucratic (and closed). This includes events, crucially in the tigrizalin UK

HE at leastpf the Approval Panel Event (APE) led by the University Approval Panel
(UAP), as meeting points, or crossroads perhaps, of the intended and the lived
curriculum, as a process that is characterised aslyitwg a form of consensus that

directs how the curriculum is enacted and legitimated.

2.5.1Achieving oherence in the curriculum

Curriculum coherence, as the means by which the quality of the curriculum can be
addressed, is seen as a key and centmaicept by curriculum writers and theorists
(Anderson, 2002; Cuevas et,&009; Stark et gl1997; Sherborne, 2008; Lattuca and
Stark, 2009; Mhlolo, 2011Schmidt and Prawat., 2006; Weller, 2012) and its
significance has increased in line with HE expansion and the growth of large
programmes of study in universities. There are several interpretations in the literature
that reflect the viewpoint and underlying curriculum philosophy of those who advance
them, including curriculum coherence asaluation, and curriculum coherence as
heuristic modellingThese will baliscussed in turn, followed by an exploration of the
distinctions between them in order to dee orientations to these including
dispositions held by teachers and others involved in course planning and approval

processes.

2.5.2 Achieving curriculum eherencethrough evaluation

Constructive alignment (Biggs, 1996, 1999, 2003) remains the basisiost
approaches to planning the curriculum and for ensuring its coherence. This perspective
places curriculum planning at the heart of academic work, and considers the structure,

coherence, and integrity of the students' formal academic program to depend
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substantially on ‘the plans faculty created, and hdowghtly they prescribe what
students should study, and how well they communicate their plans to studésitark

et al 1997:100) Evaluation of the curriculum is carried out as a form of mapping in
which links are made between learning outcomes and the learning activities designed

to bring them aboutas a form of enhancement (Oliver et,&010)

Cuevaset al. (2009), in an institutional programme that is followed by universities in
the US, describe this form of curriculum coherence asoaclusionbased on a
systematic study, interpretation, reflection, anpddgment of ‘curricular dimensiohs
Their approach aims to establish and develop two types of outcambegration and

structural alignmertt

x Outmmes Integration -the degree to which program outcomes are addressed
in a course of study.

x Structural Alignment the consistency between what faculty expect students
to learn, what learningexperiences faculty design, what goals faculty
communicate to sidents, what faculty think theyeach, and what faculty
assess.

(Cuevas and Feit, 2011c)

Increasingly universities are using tools to map and plan the curriculum and this has
been discussed by many (e.g. Porter, 2002; Hughes and Munro, 2012; Weller, 2012;
Uchiyama and Radin, 2008). Spenektal. (2012) note that while there are tools and
approaches for mapping individual subjects they rarely map across the university, and
that the quality of the tools in use and the data that is collected and analyseesvar
Cuevas and Feit (2011a) offer a curriculum matnethod as an instrument for
organising the curriculum mapping process in which assessments are mapped to
learning outcomes across a course or courses. They aim to increase the specificity of
this tool by offering ‘levels of instruction’ as a ‘rubric’ for content delivery. Similarly,
O’Rourkeet al. (2012) report the use of a toolCbursewise that aims to improve the
visibility of courses. It allows students and staff to see the range of assessmess ac
5000 individal modules and 300 programmesiurses. The aim is to increase

transparency and they report that ‘savvy’ students have already begun to question
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why they are confined t@articular moduls within their program when otherrmore

attractive’ onesare on dffer elsewhere in the institutiofibid.: 48).

The use of tools to map learning outcomes, such as ‘Coursebuilder’ (Hughes and
Munro, 2012) is also gaining ground. Furthermore, the use of tools to create ‘open’ e
versions of the content of mades and courses is increasing. This include G®AP
Toolkit (Marsh, 2010) that is used by tiparticipants in CSih this study (see Chapter

5), and the development of an Open Textbook on Digital Literacy (Gruszczynska and

Pountney, 2013).

Approachesto curriculum coherence that are achieved through strategies such as
mapping are critiqued by some as redolent of a deficit, accountability model (Mhlolo,
2011) and as a function of management (Finley, 2000dWRtalriven approaches are
questioned (R0s$s2000) and doubtarise regarding the notion of coherence that is
based around outcomelased models as a ‘commitment to efficiency’, rather than
strategies that are manifested through attention to processes, messages and the
quality of communities and environments (Knight, 2001: 378). These criticisms of
rational curriculum planning challenge the idea that curriculum planning is reducible to
precise statements that can specify outcomes. Knight suggfestsdeachers are more
likely to call upon ‘lessoAs-memory’as remembered fragments of past practitet
haveworked well at other times:Here, outcomes araot habitually usé for planning,

but as checkshat the plans are as good as they seéfiKnight 2001: 374 original
emphasi$ Creativity in the curriculum, he argues, depends on there being ‘slack,
spaces or spare capacity’ in the systeibid(). However, strong and persuasive
arguments are made for systematic, rational processes that combine efficiency with a

pragmatic approach (Wolf and Hugh2807).

2.5.3 Achieving curriculum coherence through heuristic modelling

The emphasisn approaches that model the curriculum heuristically is on common
sense understandings of what works in practice, in which maps of the curriculum are
mental maps or s@mas that guide practice and its development, as a form of
problemsolving (Kahneman et al1982). This includes the idea of theorirsise

(Argyris and Schoén, 1974nd design in practice (Argyris and Schon, 1996) in
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organisational settings such as Histitutions. The basis of these schemas are often
linked to the curriculum of the disciplines in that they can be influenced by disciplinary
inculcation (Lattuca and Stark, 2009), embedded in teaching and learning in a discipline
(Taylor, 2010), and determined by changes in disciplinary knowledge (Halliburton,
1977). Here curricula coherenegseeking is viewed as a heuristic device to guide
learning and teaching rather than as designs that aregl@@ned or programmed in
advance. Bamber and Anderson (2012}, example, report the use of a ‘discretion
framework’ as heuristic to allow a ‘fresh look’ at how institutions and individuals
approach evaluation. Heuristics are used by others to formulate the basis of learning in
disciplines and the associated beliefs (personal theories) about learning and instruction

(Hofer and Pintrich, 1997)

The use of visual representations of the curriculum to map the underlying structures
and linkaged is discussed by Jackson and Shaw (2002). This involves the use of
conceptud imagery in which concepts are simultaneously the ‘representation of a
reality and the expression of an intention, a generalisation from experience and a
hypothesis from which future experience might be predictadid(: 1). This use of
concepts in desig processes allows sense to be made of the world and for this sense
making to be applied to new contexts and circumstances (Bolton, 1977). Applying this
to curriculum making, Jackson and Shaw propose that the spatial visualisation of
concepts can displayelationships and dynamics that are otherwise difficult to
perceive. Comparing curriculum development to a process of design that results in a
product (a curriculum) they suggest that it involves both rational/systematic and more
intuitive thinking (Jacksoand Shaw, 2002: 2). This includes theories of learning that
can be embodied in visual representations of the curriculum. They draw on Lawson’s
(1997) conception of the design process as a negotiation between a problem and a
solution involving analysis, shesis and evaluation and la§do] academics recognise
these dimensions of design when they are reviewing and designing a course?’ (Jackson

and Shaw, 2002: 3)

In a 2008 study Rosemaest al. explore the teaching of science and examine the

fragmented ideas that students bring to class. They identify important connections to

*An example of a curriculum map as a visualisation of curricular coherence is included in Appendix 23.
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be made in order that new materials can be designed. Here the emphasis is on
experimentation in the curriculum to find what works. It involves a mapping of the
curriculum but the focus is on concepts and learning rather than the delivery of the
course itself. Grriculum materialsare considered to be cohereiftthey illustrate and
model integrated understanding: that is, they are based on an understanding of how
students connect ideasna apply them to new contextkijowledge integration). This
draws on Bruner’'s (1995: 333) concept of the need to ‘grasp the relatedness of
knowledge’ and how experts have richly intetated concepts that novices are less
likely to possess. Significanttimese studies is the emphasis on coherence of learning
itself rather than on the efficiency of its manageme@urricular coherence in this
perspective is the desired quality of tleeirriculum materials that preserd complete

set of interrelated ideas ahmakeconnections arang them explicit.

This reflects a view of alignment that goes beyond the simplistic matching of one set of
content with another to consider the logical and hierarchical sequencing of concepts,
including their ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertt’ coherence (Wilson and Bertenthal, 2005). A
curriculum is considered to be horizontally coherent if its instruction and assessment
are aligned with, and target the same goals for learning as, ‘standards’; vertical
coherence exists if standards at onevéé build on those at previous levels (Squires,
2009); and a curriculum is considered developmentally coherent if it takes into account
the content knowledge, abilities and understanding that are needed to progress at
each stage (Wilson and Draney, 2009:While the use of the language of ‘standards’
with regard to vertical coherence might be associated with coherence as evaluation
and the efficiency model of the curriculum it actually has its roots in Bruner’'s (1960:
334) conception of the curriculum as the search for a visible ‘depth and continuity in
our teaching’. The goal is to give students an emerging and progressive sense of the
curriculum (Schmidt and Praw&006)as opposed to (merely) providing a means by

which this can be managed.

2.6 Discission

The view ofthe curriculum as a complex dynamic system with interdependent

components and a commonly shared aspiration to achieve a curriculum that is
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coherentis evident in the review of the literature abovi is within the processes and
practices atthe system level, however, that approaches to coherecae be seen to
diverge: into theproductmodel of the curriculum (coherence as evaluation); and into
the processmodel (coherence as heuristic modelling). The distinction betwtben
terms influencesand principlesis reiterated here in that principledirectly affect both
the structure and content and the purpose of the curriculuth.we consider
employability for example,a shift in focus in the curriculum from a vocational
influence towards anapplied principle of how the curriculum is organised and

pedagogisedan be identified.

At a subtle level both product and process approaches can be said to link to policy and
policy measures in that they are both related to a drive for improvement,itathat

one attends to better management of the curriculum, while the other to better
teaching and leaning (Herman and Webb, 2007). A stark discrepancy is apparent here
between approaches that promote a systematic, methodology of curriculum
development ad those that align themselves with a looser coupling between
pedagogic and knowledge practecand planning. At issue, to some extent, is teacher
agency in the design process and how this is situated within structural elements of the

curriculum. What middle ground might there be?

The distinction betweerthese approaches also lies in their divided purpasethe
essential difference between coherence in theory to coherence in practice. In other
words evaluationis, in practice a looking backwards, while rdelling is a looking
forwards. This underlines the viewpoint thatis more important to understand how

the written curriculum translates into practice then to understand what sense teachers
make of the curriculum(Mhlolo, 2011 77). The implication her is that the curriculum

is not simply hidden, in the sense of waiting to be revealed (Longstreet and Shane,
1993), butthat it is masked as ritual in authority structures (Weber, 1964) as a
bureaucratic form of the organising of the social (Dowling, 200@yerlying this are

the positions held interchangeablipy social agents that can be summarised as

representing three orientations to the practices of curriculpfanning and approval
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Collegiality teachers align themselves with approaches that areeg@l and they
perceive this to be a motivating and productive position for their work

Bureaucracy teachers find approaches that are bureaucratic to benusivating
resulting in a loss of engagement and productivity in their work

Consensusteachers ackowledge the tension between collegial and bureaucratic
approaches to be resolved through accommodation and that the degree of

compromise that takes place determines their sense of autonomy.

These positions within the field of HE and its subfield of acaddevelopmentremain

to be analytically distinguished as position takings to curriculum coherandethe
underlying basis of curriculum expertise and authorigeds to be explored. How
these orientations articulate with the approaches to coherence dised in ths
literature review is unclear.Whilstwhat we know of curriculum development can be
said to form an internal language of description, not least in how participants in this
study talk about the curriculum processes they are engaged in, thiswesuggests
that the basis of curriculum repduction and change and howhis occurs is not

visible This study aims to address this discursive gap.

2.7 Summary

This literature review has identified and distinguished the ideafiluences, and
organisimg principles operating in the curriculum HE, as the object of study in this
thesis Three broad field positions, held by social agents at various points in the
curriculum development process, have been synthesised from the literature. The
indication isthat the field is generallynder-researched and undetheorised There
remains uncertainty, for example, about how curriculyractices and ideas are
generatedand how thepractice of teachers in course planning and design in HE make
this possible. Thiseview identifies not only a gap in empirical research in the HE
curriculum but also the absence of examination of what constitutes curriculum
development knowledgeas the ‘know how’ and the ‘know what’ of designing courses.
Indeed, it would appear thatucriculum theorising has become a ‘glass bead game’
(Sears, 1992) rather than curriculum development as the ‘art of the practical’ (Schwab,

1969). This is implicated with the need for consensus based curriculum change and the
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charge that this is rarely amved (Blackmore and Kandiko, 2012; Barnett, 2004b
2012) resulting in a lack of engagement by both those involved in developing the

curriculum and those who approve it.

Whilst gproaches to coherenceutlined above represent an internal language of
decription for a working model of curriculum and its development in current practice
in HE there is a relatively weak integration of the main ideas that emerge from the
competing product and process approaches. For example, very little research into the
process and basis of approving courses has been made, particularly HEUKis
review has identified gagin empirical study in which the basis of course approval and
its effects is yet to be examined givinige to the research questions of this thesis as
stated in Chapter 1The next chapterturns to social realism as a theoretical
perspective on the curriculum that offers the potential for a deeper understanding o

the issues and forces at play in the curriculum.
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Chapter 3. A socialealist framework for knowledge andpedagogic
practice

3.1Introduction

Thereview of literature in Chapter 2 identifies key curriculum ideas @mehtations to
curriculum coherence and suggests that little is known alimw these relate to the
positions of social agentgwvolved Understanding curriculum approvatherefore,
involves an examination of this problespace in order to develop the object
research and to find tools to analysgAtshwin, 2012)This chapter addresses the task

of assembling a conceptual freework capable of researching curriculum planning and
approval, and the underlying ideas, concerns and research questions set out in Chapter
1.

The conceptual framework for knowledge and practice in the curriculum that folisws
organised into threanterdependent and mutually constitutive part3his isbased on
Archer’s (1995) schema (revised by Mat@@13a: 15)hat connects social ontologies,

explanatory frameworks and substantive research studié® three parts are

1. Critical realism as an ontolagal perspectivethe key concepbf emergences
discussed and Archer’'s morphogenetic sequesaitlined.

2. Social realism as an epistemological perspective and explanatory framework
Bourdieu’s practice theory and the key concepts of field, haldhtbdoxaare
explained. Bernstein’s code concepts, including the pedagogic dearee
introduced and their value to the study is identified. This theory is extended to
include Maton’sLegitimation Code Theory (LCT) and its epistemic pedagogic
deviceand codesgpecialisation, semantics aagitonomy).

3. Institutional rationality as an organising frameworkhis draws on institutional
rationality in relation to thelegitimation of curriculumauthority and expertise
This is then examined from the perspective of autonany the key concepts
of collegiality, bureaucracy andonsensusare identified as theorganising

framework for the empirical work of this study.
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3.2 Criticalrealism

This study is shaped by critical realismhich has been described as an
‘underlabouring‘ ontology tosocial realism (Maton, 2008). It is basedasmanalysis of
agents and structures thasks ‘What must the world be likerfus to have knowledge
of it?” This binary embods an analytical dualism (Bhask 1979) thatinvolves
‘ontological realism’as a commitment to the idea that there is a reality that exist
independently from and prior to, individuaéxperiencefrom which hunman beings can
create knowledgeThis constitutesepistemological relativismh that all knowledge is
consicered to be humanly produced reflectinthe conditions under which it is
produced; andjudgemental rationalityasthe notion of judgement and the possibility
of judgement adeliefsthat can be wrongMoore, 2A3). Citical realism is a ‘depth
ontology’ in that it considers the wil to be stratified and that ‘the real cannot be
reduced simply to experientgClegg, 2005a420). Here a distinction can be made
between the empirical, the actual and the real, and in whitle teal includes

mechanisms, eventsnd experiences

Critical realism, therefore, provides the ontological basis for this study by providing
that there is a reality that may not bpossible to know, and thathis reality is
differentiated, structured and stratified (Archer, 1995; Bhaska09). Accordingly it is
possible to differentiate three levels of reality: the ‘empiriq@pprehended through
sense data); the ‘actualhow events can be experienced); and the ‘réalbjects, their

structures or natures and their causal pawend lialdities) (Fairclouglet al., 2002: 3).

Approaches to how we know the world, thereforeeed to takethe nature of reality

into account (Corsqgrl991), and this is particularly so for social realist studies, such as
this one, that examine the epistemolaegi basis for knowledge and the curriculum,
(Maton, 2004; Vorster2010). This study adopts a critical realist approach to structure
and agency because of its suitability for investigating practices and discourse in HE
(Ashwin, 2008), its potential for curriculum theorising (Priestley, 2011), and the
insights it offers into curridum change (Wheelahan, 2010). Critical realism as a ‘tool-
making tool’ (Balkin 1998) therefore, is particularly suited to notis of emergence

(Priestley, 201)1and the ways thiaa new idea supplants the old (morphogenesis) and
41



how the old ideas are maintained and new ideas are rejected (morphostasis) (Archer,

1988)

The concept ofémergencéis central to critical realist studies and is identified as the
space in which a newui generisocial practice may emerge that is irreducible to the
sum of its parts and has its own properties and powers (Archer, 1995; 2896, In

this study, for example, understandings of curriculum development are seen to
emerge from the process of course approvalntpirical studieghat draw on critical
realist approaches seek an understanding of the emergent and its properties. Bhaskhar
uses critical realism to explore how interdisciplinary perspectives affect how climate
change has come toebunderstood (Bhaskaet al, 2010). Otherstudies include
Vorster's (2010) examination of newurricda in a South African university;
Skinningsrud’s (2005) analysis of emergence of the Norwegian educational sgstem;
Wheelahan’s exploration of changés knowledge in education systems (@Iy).
Archer’s morphogenesis is also applied in Maton’s analysis of the legitimation of
cultural studies in UKHE (2005), and in Horrocks’s exploration tfe growing

importance ofinformation systems in UK governme2009).

3.2.1 The norphogendic sequence

Archa’s morphogenesis (Archer, 1988995)can be used to examinemergence in
educational systems (Skinningsrud, 2005). Arangues that it is emergence over time
(morphogenesis) that makes emergent structupabperties real and allows them to
constrain individuals (Archer, 1995: 83). She recogntbes interdependence of
structure and agency (i.e. without people there would be no structures) agdes

that they operate on different timescales. So while stume and agency are
interdependent, Archer argues that it is possible to unpick them analytically. By
isolating structural and/or cultural factors thptovide a context of action for agents, it

is possible to investigate how those factors shape the subsequent interactions of
agents and how those interactions in turn reproduce or transform the initial context

(seeTablel).
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Table 1: The morphogenetic sequence for structure, culture andeagy (Archer,
1995: 157)

StructurallCultural Sociecultural Conditioning
Tl

Social Interaction
T2 T3

StructuralCdtural/ Group elaboration
T4

Archer argues thatthe morphogenetic approachhas two purposes: ‘(i) it is an
explanatory framework for examining the interplay between structure and agency and
their outcomes, and (ii) it is a tool kit for developing the analytical histories of
emergence of particular social formations, institutional structures, and organizational
forms (Archer, 2010: 274)in other words, the morphogenetic sequeniseboth the
means for explaining social formatiorfhe methodological complement of critical
realism),and also a means of accounting for change as tinajéctories and dynamics

of social formation's This morphogenetic approach distinguishes analytically between
suljectivism, which reduces structures to agents, and objectivism, which reduces
agents to structures, in order to appreciate their interaction. Matmoints to this
complexity: ‘Archer refers to subjectivism as ‘upwards conflation’ and objectivism as
‘downwards conflation’. Archer (1995) also critiques the ‘central conflation’ of the
structuration theory of Giddens (19913yhich by ‘conflating structure and agency

prevents analysis of their interaction’ (Maton, 2004: 64).

Archeroffers a threepart cycle ove time. In this cycle the morphogenetic sequence
begins with a social structure that enables and constrdiersactions of agents (at time
T1), moves into a phase of social action within thesaditions (T2 -T3), and
concludes with the reproduction, transformation or changeha social structure (T4).
The timings, span and nature of these phases depend omlbject of study For this
study this suggests: analysing the structure ofcHiEiculum during a period of relative
stability (structural conditining); exploring changes to the curriculum and delsat

around these changes (social interaction); and establishing the structure of the
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curriculum following these actions (structuralaboration). This is an overall time

sequenceaather than discrete momenn time.

With this in mind, this study identifiethe kinds of events that might be suitable for
analysisin a study of curriculum developmenincluding periods of stability and
change prior to the emergence of new curriculiais important to notethat it is in
moments of disruptiorthat the underlying structuring principles of the fietde raised

to visibility, as the ‘methodological primacy of the pathological’ (Collier, 1994: 163). In
other words it is when things don’t run smoothty, when caflict occurs that insight

can be gained. These are the points at which tacit beliefs and ideas may become more
explicit and structures that were opaque become visible (Bhaskar, 1979tn4)is
study ‘consensuseeking focused’ activity is identified tee likely butnot the sole
domain of the new, including new practice, understandings and insights. However, it is
in this phase that the underlying organising principles of practice are exposed to
analysisThe otherwise reductive questichlow does a pdicular bureaucratigrocess
cause a particular kind of curriculum to exist?” can be developed intmoee
generalisable question ‘Hois this curriculum possible? And this itself can produce the

question ‘How are different curricula possible?’

3.22 A qitical realistunderstandingof curriculumtexts

Critical realism allows fathe possibity that things that ‘emerge’ have a degree of
autonomy from the things they originate from, and cannot be reduced to them
(Bhaskar,1979: 104). In terms of this sly the focus becomesow the forms of
regulation of the curriculum (how it is approveeierge and how this is realised in
practice (how curriculum comes into being and is pedagogised). The position taken in
this study is that reasons can be responsible fioducing a change (as the
actualisation of the real) and these reasons can be embedded in semiotic constsuctio
such as texts and document$seémiosisl]is concerned with the description of texts,
judgements of texts in terms of truth, truthfulness arappropriateness, and
explanations of the social causes and effects of texts’ (Fairclough, @0a¥: 32)In

this perspectivetexts’ are regarded to be the ‘linguistisémiotic elements of social
events, analytically isolalde parts of the sociaprocess’ (Fairclough, 2005: 916).

Discourse in the context of this study, therefore, has the ‘analytical dualism that
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characterises critical realist approaches in that it subsurbeth’linguistic/semiotic
elements of social events and linguistic/semiotic figoaf social structurégibid.: 916).
Furthermore, an analytically dualist position with regard to discourse is one that
‘distinguishes ‘social process’ and ‘social structure’ as ontologically distinct through
interconnected facets of the social, and focuses research on the relationship between
them’ (Fairclough2005: 935).

In this sense the events involved in curriculum processes can be considered to be
textualin the way that they are produced through semiotic structures and systems. For
example he programme specification’ produced by a course team for an Approval
Event,is the semiotic facet (a text) oan event. It is a level of abstraction (as an
articulation of course planning and design), and a form of explanation. However, in a
critically real perspective, curricular documentation hagmergent properties that
cannot be reduced to either the structures or the agents that produced it: rather it is a
condition of the existence of social products that there are causal agents, whose
reasons are autoomous (i.e. nordeterminigic) (Bhaskar, 199351). It is also
important becauseof the need toaccountfor the ways in which individuals’ meaning
making practices help them to perform identities within relational networks and
explain how these networks aairibute to ‘a sense of belonging’ (Burnett and
Merchant, 2011: 50). It is the bases of these networks and the interactions that take
place within them that is made accessible by meansoofasrealism and this is now

addressed.

3.3 Social realism as apistemological perspective

This section introducesocial realism as a ‘coalition of minds’ (Maton and Moore,
2010) involving the theories and approaches of Bourdieu, Bernstein and Maton.
Bourdieu’s practice theory and the key concepts of field, habitus and doeérst
explained. Bernstein’'s code concepts, including the pedagogic desiee then
introduced and their value to the study is identified. This theory is extended to include
Maton’s Legitimation Code Theory (LGHd its legitimationdevice and dimensions

(specialisation, semantics aaditonomy).
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There is an imprtant underlyingprinciplein critical realism that knowledgenust be
social (Morgan, 2004) This principle following Callinicos’s (189 discussion, of the
value of critical realismas an ‘underlabouring’ philosophg social realismmaintains

the need to avoid therendering of knowledge as having ‘a priori’ premisese.
existing independently of experiencércher puts her finger further on this: ‘An
ontology without a methodolgy is deaf and dumb; a methodology without an
ontology is blind’ (1995: 28)Social realism, thereforeexplores the sociological
implications of critical realism for educatiorthe sociology of knowledge in the
sociolgy of education can have as an ‘atijethe socially organised ways in which
such knowledge is systematically produced and transformed (rather than simply
‘constructed’ and reproduced)’ (Mooy013: 339) It draws attention tothe ‘blind
spot within the field regarding kowledge Muller, 2000; Moore and Maton,200%;
Wheelahan, 2010 and the dstinction between knowledge of the pwerful’ and
‘powerful knowledge’(Young 2008). Furthermore Bernstein’s theory illuminates the
mechanisms by which university knowledge, curriculum and pedagadtyréproduce
and interrupt social inequalities (McLeahal., 2013) Bernstein express the key issue
in terms of enhancementehhancement is not simply the right to Ineore personally,
more intellectually, more socially,more materially, it is the right to be the means of
critical understandings and new possibiliti¢Bernstein 200: xx original emphasis).
Moore suggests that is at this point that the epistemological issues merge into social
issues, educational issues and justice issUd®w powerfliare so not because they can
arbitrarily impose their knowledge/cultureas ‘powerful knowledge/culture’ but
because they enjoy privileged access to the knowledge/culture that is powerful in its
own right. (Moore, 2013:350)

Social realismis important because it allows the researcher to examine the organising
principles of curriculunknowledge discourse and practiceBurthermore, it offers the
potential to explain the relationship between theory and research and set out its place
in sociological methd: ‘Against positivism realism insists upon the primacy of theory
over experience, but against constructionism it acknowledges the ontological discipline
of the discursive gap reality ‘announces’ itself to us as well as being constructed by
us’ (Moore aml Muller, 2002:636). The premise ishat for social realits the choice

between essentialism and relativism asfalse one, in that it is possible to say that
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knowledge is historically and socially constructed without saying this means all
knowledge is egal and merely reflects social power. Some knowledge claims

therefore, are more epistemologically powerful than others and give a more powerful

grip on the world. Bernstein’s pedagogic device (see befomexample is identified as

a social realist appaxh in that it describes how society’s social structure shapes the
way it distributes knowledge and how its education system differentially specialises

consciousness (Maton and Muller, 2007).

3.3.1Curriculum development as a set &howledgepractices

Various theories prevail on how individuals participate in practices, for example as
‘carriers’ of ‘routinizedways of understanding, knowing how and oleg)’ (Reckviz,

2002: 24950), as ‘engrooved’ patterns of behaviour (Huberman, 1993) or as habitus
(Bourdieu, 1990). One point these theories agree on is that a social practice viewpoint
needs to be alert to the danger of a ‘rationakposiveé understanding of changen

which actors act ‘logiclgt to achieve wellnderstood goals, or that managers and
policymakers will have clear and stable goals in mind and be able to identify steps
towards achieving thern{Saunders, 2011} is important, therefore, to avoid a view of
practice that ishyperrationalised and intellégalised’ (Reckwitz, 2002: 259) drat is

difficult to realise in complex contexssich as universities (Barnett, 2000)

Taking a social practice perspective it can be argued that curricddw@lopmentis a

set ofknowledgepractices: a'complex form of sociallgstablif©yed cooperative hmnan
activity and a ‘set of skills and habits put to the service of a variety of practices’
(Macintyre and Dunng2002:5). Course approval, as the focus of this study, is a formal
process within these practices. This has connotations of ‘expertise’ ichvdtiong
professional identity is what distinguishes the expertise of teachers (Bernstein, 1990;
Beck and Young, 2005)here is an important connection here between knowledge
and expertise (Hull, 2006) in which specialised theoretical knowledge is central to
collegial practices (Waters, 1989). Notions around this include the idea of ‘adaptive
experts’ (as opposed to ‘routine experts’) who are more likely to develop core
competences and to continually expand the breadth and depth of their expertise

(Bransbrd et al, 1999: 4849). Expertise is seen as subject to the criteria of
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credentials, experience and track recdi@ollins and Evans, 2007) distinguishable as
‘interactional expertise’ from ‘contributory xpertise’ in that the expert mobilises
language tocontrol meaning in a particular contexthe underlying structure of this
context is that its practices are stratified and that mefaractices, such as course
approval, are subject to a ‘me&xpertise’ (bid.). One form of this is ‘referred
expertise’ wihich highlights the ability to use experience in one domain to make
judgements about another (in the way that academics from one discipline are co

opted to approve the curricula of other disciplines, for example).

Approvalascurriculumexpertise

Gompetence can be understood as a form of ‘social control of expertise and the
position and role of professional groups’ as a form of regulation (Jones and Moore,
1993: 385386).In terms ofthis study, the work of approval panels can be examine
as the exercise focompetencyéxpertise constructed for those who are being
approved. This expertisés translated into specific forms, of descriptions of the
curriculum (programme specifications). In other words competency, having no content
of its own, is a ‘device for regulating content in other bodies of experiisel..(391).

This competency approach legitimates itself by denying carfteis ‘disembedded in
Giddens$ (1991) terms) in order that the curriculum can be approved by the ‘expert

system’ that is costituted by the approval panel

... it removes (ddocates) a discourse from its substantive practice and context,
and relocates that discourse according to its own principleletee reordering
and focusing

(Bernstein, 1990: 183).

In this sense curridum studies (the knowledge of the curriculum) is recontextualised
into curriculum development and its hybrid, academic development (Clegg, 2809)

subfields of HE

3.3.2 Bourdieuand the concept of field

Bourdieu’s framework comprises a series of im@&ated concepts, principally those of
field, capital, habitusand doxa, important to this studybecause of thgower of these
theoretical concepts to establish the object of study in this thesis, namely the field of

curriculum developmentHis concept offield’ underliesa conception of society (or
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‘social space’) constituted by ‘relations between field of practice which, under the
impact of the division of labour, have increasingly differentiated to become relatively
autonomous’ (Maton, 2004: 36). Withb autonomy the field cannot exist. The field
itself is defined by Bourdieu as a configuration of positions comprising agents
(individuals, groups of actors or institutions) involved in a struggle over status and
resources to maximise their position, and it is the relations between these positions
that gives the structure, in which he describes the field of position takings as ‘the
structured system of practices and expressions of agents’ (Bourdieu, 1992: 105)
Bourdieu argues that each field is governedabgpecific logic and structure but that all
fields share general laws including relative autondmighout which it would not exist

as a field) relational and hierarchical structures and struggles. It is the relational
position of agents within the field’s distribution of capital, from which they derive
‘positional properties’ (Bourdieu, 1993b) irreducible to the characteristics of the

agents themselves.

The concept of field is used by Bourdieu to mean theu$aaf relations of force’ which

is subjectto endless change and reconstitution as ‘a potentially open spaqdagf
whose boundaries are dynamic borders which are the stake of the struggles the

field itself’” Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992: 104, original emphagiekg or cultural
codes (Bordieu, 1998) compriseprinciples and values embedded in a social field that
serve two key functions: first, ltmits the space of inquiry to a manageable level to
make decisions, and second pitovides legitimacy to authoritative relationshipshe
theory can be used at various levels of aggregation and in this study the field is seen to
be HE in which academic developmefdnd its subdivisions of quality as discussed in
Chapter 2)s a subHfield, as a relatively autonomous unit with its own ‘logic milend
regularities’ {bid.). As a socially constructed space the fetdl subfields areviewed

as social arenas in which capitédd accumulated andvhere struggles for power,
position and resources takes plackhis is related to the concept of habitasa set of
deeply founded dispositions and beliefs rooted in daily practices of individuals and
groups which contribute to the accumulation of dabiand the exercise of agency as

the ‘active presencef past behaviourgBourdieu,1990: 54)
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Capital inthe context of course approval takes various forms: it is the production of
texts, as accumulated labour (Bourdieu, 1986: 46) and cultural capital in the form of
embodied history of courses and their disciplinary basis. This capital is institutionalised
in the way that the approval panel confers entirely original properties on these texts
they ‘guarantee’ the cultural capital of a course by officially recognisinbiat.:(47).

The circulation of capital within the field can be seen to vary accorditigetpractices

and beliefs that underlie actors position takings relationally: for example for Bourdieu
dominant agents tend to adopt conservative stances and dominated agents tend
towards more radical stances (Maton, 2005: 690). This struggle is fosyh&olic
capital’ that is claimed by the dominant in which particular forms of authority and
power relations become embedded and hidden from the conscious view of the.agent
In reflecting on these and other influences on the curriculum and how it is deselo

in and through the discourses around themes such as employability, the question
arises‘who has the power to initiate change in the curriculum?’ Or a better question
might be who has the power to approedanges in the curriculum, and how does this

affect orientation of others to the change procé@ss

It is important to note here that the notion of habitus is not permanently formed and
irreversible. Rather it is a ‘dynamic’ kind of ‘position taking’, as ‘the strategy
generating principle enabling agents cope with unforeseen and ewehanging
situations ...” (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992:.18¢hiff (2009: 15) points out that
Bourdieu rejects mechanistic accounts of practice: rather habitus is a principle of
regulated improvisation, in which practice is improvisatory in character, but bounded,
as ‘in a game’ (Bourdieu, 199®or Bourdieu ruldollowing is a form of unconscious
but willing compliance (Gerrans, 2005). It is in the “fimes of habitus, as a form of
‘crisis’, that new practice is pos®blThe positiortakings or practices of agents are

understood by Bourdieu (198&01) in terms of the formula:

[(habitus)(capital)] + field = practice

Practice in Bourdieu’s terms the ‘meeting of two evolving histories, embodied in the
logics of the context and of actors’ dispositions’ (Maton, 2013b: XUhat is
important, using Bourdieu’s ‘practice lens’, is the degree to which this is embodied in

social interaction and/or objectified materially in the exchange of objects or practice
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itself (Corradiet al, 2010) This can be seen as the importance of having a ‘feel for the
game’ in which the feel isqughly equivalent tp habitus and the game is the fieldin
example of this in this study is how course teams misrecognise, in Bourdieu’s terms,

the rules of course approval by mistaking it for a purely regulative process.

Other gudies that have used Bourdieu'srmcept of field to examine HE include
Naidoo’s (1998) analysis of admissions policies in two South African Universities;
Hudson’s(2009) exarnmation of new professionals in UK ;Hihd Deels (2003)study

of the integration of educational systems and selfiective practice. Central to these
studies are Bourdieu’s concept of practice and how habitus, capital and field combine.
These field congas can be seen to deal with the internalisi{ternalist dichotomy in

HE research that laska conception of HE as an object of study as a social structure
that is ‘irreducible to both its constituent parts and to other social fields of practice’
(Maton, 205: 689). In summayyBourdieu’'sfield theory provides for the specific
institutions, actors, discourses or practices (internalist objectification of micro
contexts) and the wider interests, policies and social structures (externalist
objectification of nacro-social issues). For Bourdieu, the relatively autonomous field of
HE acts ‘like a prism’ to refract external influences using the logic of the field to
mediate and transform these into practices and policidgsd(). There is a kind of
dialectical inteface, therefore, between internal structuring and wider social issues for
which external issues are more than ‘just context’ and internal practice is never ‘just

detail’.

The limitations of Bourdieu’s field theory in relation to this study are thatays
insufficient attention to the specific means of symbolic control awds not fully
explain the particular mechanisms by which power relations set up paerc
subjectivities (Chouliaraki and Fairclough, 1999Naidoo (2004) suggests that
Bourdieu’s methodologgan producecinematic stills takefrom the beginning and the

end of an action sequence, in which the analysis of the action iisetndered
invisible. There is criticism also that Bourdieu ‘emphasizes equilibrium and the
reproduction of soml relations at the expense of individual and collective actions that

produce change’ (Haywar004: 12). In his critiquslaton takes thisfurther:
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Bourdieu’s tools cannot (i) fully capture higher education as a social structure, (ii)
grasp the possibty of [the curriculum subject] prior to its emergence, nor (iii)
systematically analyse the changes that enable this possibility to emerge. Thus,
Bourdieu offers a way of seeing the field; what is next required is a waytef be
conceptualising the fidl

(Maton, 2004: 45)

It is how the field and habitus intersect that affects the degree of autonomy within
their boundaries.The need to build bridges between structure and agency in
Bourdieu’s work (Kemp, 2013 recognised as requiring a synthesis betw habitus

and reflexivitythat accommodates actors’ beliefs and belief systems, and the internal

dialogue that actors have with themselves (Archer, 2010)

Summary: the value of Bourdieufgeld theoryto this study

Beyond the assertion that Bourdieutdea of reflexive sociology is a cultural theory of
practice that provide tools that are ‘good to think with’ (Bernstein, 2000: 136; Lamont,
2012) his theorys valuable to this study as a way of conceptualising HE (the field) and
the relative positions of teachers and their responses to the need to generate
descriptions of their courses in differing contexts. This theonysed because of its
power to assemble a working conceptual framework capable of objectifying the
experiencesand beliefsof HE teacherss a set of positions in the field of Hihd in

that it enables HE&nNd its curriculunto be seen as an object of study (Maton, 2005).

However, while Bourdieu’s concepts are useful for thinking about the social nature of
fields of practice, the socialature of knowledge itself remains unexaminddis gap

will now be discussed in relation to Bernstein’s code theory and knowledge structures.

3.3.3 Bernstein’scodetheory and the pedagogic device

How a society selects, classifies ... transmits and ateduthe educational
knowledge it considers to be public, reflects both the distribution of power and
the principle of control (in that society).
(Bernstein, 1977: 47
While Bourdieu’s conceptufilamework enables a view of the field and its practice and
the positiontakings of agents, it does not allow the surface practices and the
underlying structures (its bases) to be distinguished. Bernstein offers a means of

conceptualising change in HE by extending Bourdieu’s field theory in one important
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sense. Bernstein’s code concepts and pedagogic device provide a way of
conceptualising the fielat classroom(Morais, 2002and HE (Rosie, 2009) levetse
concepts of codeas the means of analysing the structure of practices, and the
pedagogic devic¢hat conceptualises the generative mechanism underlying practices
(Singh, 2002)With regard to the research aims of this study this framework can
conceptualise how changes in the curriculum are generated and how the possibilities

of its forms are recognised and realised (Solomon and Bernstein,“.999)

Bernstein consides how knowledge is selected, assembled asehuenced into a
curriculum but his focusis on the forms taken by culture rather than educational
content that aresignificant in shaping the vision of t#a (Moraiset al, 2004) To
analysethis structure Bernstein first introduced the concepts of classification and
framingin 1977, considered to be the primary concepts in his theory (Sadn2ki.:

14). The modalities of classificati¢@) refer to relative strengths of the boundaries
between contextsor categories (such as academic subjects in a curriculum for
example). The relative strength of control within these contextgategories is given

by the modality offraming (F), in which relatively st framing indicates strong
control from above, or by the teacher in relation to what happens in the classroom.
Framing regulates and legitimises communication in pedagogic relations, where
classification can be considered to establish voice, while fraestaplishes message.
‘Framing is about who controls what’ (Bernstein, 20@Q), where strong framing
privileges the transmitter and weak framing privileges the acquife combination

of classification and framing, as a knowledge ¢@atllews a descripn that reveals the
underlying practices, the rules of the game, and the unwritten principles that shape

practice.

There are two principal codes that can be seen to operate in education contexts: a
collection code(+C, +F) indicating strong boundariesndh strong control; and an
integrated cod€-C, -F) indicating thathe boundary between disciplines and everyday
knowledge is weaker and learners have more control over the selection, sequencing

and pacing of learning. Each code is associated with diffefems of school

“To clarify, this is an interview with Basil Bgtein carried out by Joseph Solomon that also appears as a
postscript in Bernstein (2000). References are to the original journal article rather than the book.
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organisation, curriculum, pedagogy and evaluation and each has its own attributes. For
examplethe basis of teachetsdentities tends to besubjectfields under a cdlection

code (‘I teach history’ Alternatively, teachers identities n relation to their
understanding of students tentb be anintegrated code (‘I teach studerijsThese
knowledge codegan also be applied to the curriculum in which strongly classified,
collection type curricula can be termed ‘closed’, and weakly ciedsihtegrated type,

curricula can be termed ‘opercf( Bernstein, 1967).

Underlying this are the three message systems that educational systawes in

common curriculum,pedagogy and evaluatigiassessment)

Curriculum defines what counts as a #atnowledge pedagogy defines what
counts as a valid transmission of knowledge, and evaluation definesombats
as a valid reatiation of this knowledge...

(ibid.: 85)

The pedagogic device and pedagogic discourse

Having conceptualisedknowledge codesand their modalities classification and
framing to analyse educational contexts and practices and the dispositions that social
groups bring to education (their coding orientations) Bernstein next raised the
question of how different forms of educational knowledge are constructéde
formulated thepedagogic devicéseeTable2) and identifiedthree ‘fields’ of activity
These are: a field of productiavhere new knowledge is constructed and positioned; a
field of recontextualisatiorwhere discourses from the field of production are selected,
appropriated and repositioned to become ‘educational’ knowledge; and a field of
reproductionwhere pedagogic practice takes place (Maton and Muller, 2007). The
table below shavs each field andhe form of regulation that takes place within it as
one of three rules: distributive rules that order how knowledge is distributed and
regulated; recontextualising rules that order how knowledge is transformed into a
pedagogic discourse in a form amenable to pedagogic transmission; and evaluative
rules that order how the pedagogic discourse is further transformed into criteria for its
attainment. Each of the fields is associated with the main type of knowledge

structure/code that is preMant and the typical sites and forms of the knowledge.
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Table2: The arena of the pedagogic device (from Maton a¥idller, 2007)

Field of Practice Form of Symbolic Main types | Typical sites
regulation structure
Production distributive rules| knowledge hierarchical | research
structure / horizontal | publications,
knowledge | conferences,
structures laboratories
Recontextualisation recontextualising curriculum collection/ curriculum
rules integrated policy docs,
codes textbooks
Reproducion evaluative rules | pedagogyand | visible/ classrooms,
evaluation invisible assessment
pedagogic
codes

Together the three fieldaind the rules associated with them constitute an arena of
conflict and struggle ilfid.) in which social groups attempt to domate how
educational knowledge is constructeqAshwin et al, 2012) The device’'s
recontextualising field has a ‘crucial function in creating the fundamental autonomy of
education’ (Bernstein, 2000: 33) by means of the relationship between two forms:
pedagbgic and official. The pedagogic recontextualising field (PRF) creates pedagogic
discourse by selectively subsuming all discourses within the educational system. The
PRF and its practices and agents, including teachers, produce pedagogy, curriculum
and assssment. The official recontextualising field (ORF) refers to the degree of
control from outside, including state policy, funding and national curriculum. The
relative strength of influence of the ORF and PRF, and in particular the degree of
control that the ORF has over the PRF, determines the pedagogic dischhisdas a
symbolic rather than an actual discourse, as a principle of recontextualisation
(Bernstein, 1990: 184). Indeed the pedagogic device itself is not something that is
visible but which canbe known ‘through its effects in structuring practices

(conceptualised in terms of codes)’ (Maton, 2004: 49).

Curriculum as thesymbolic structure of the recontextualisation field, therefore, is
subject to recontextualisingules as a form of regulatioand distinction between the
ORF and the PRInd the space between thems referred to as thaliscursive gafn
which ideology can exisBernstein argues that menever a curriculum is fiecated it

Is, to some degree, transformed, as a recontextualisatiims can take many forms,
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contexts and levels, including how research is located in a university course, or how a
national curriculum is transferred from state authorities to the school. It is subject to
recontextualisationin the pedagogic recontextualng field (PRF) when it is used in the
construction of tests, textbookscurriculum designs and professional development

programs(Neves, 2004).

The form and content of curricular knowledge, therefore, is regaaby pedagogic

discourse that embeds twodiscourses:

...a discourse of skills of various kinds (instructional discourse) and their relations

to each other, and a discourse of sbarder (regulative discourse)

(Bernstein, 2000: 46).
While instructional discourse is the rule that leadsthe embedding of instruction
(content, skills) in a social order, it is the regulative discourse that sets the limits and
possibilities for what is thinkable and unthinkable in relation to knowledge, identities
and classroom order (Singh, 199%) this study the pedagogic discourse that orders
how course teams construct their curriculum is seen to be dominated by the regulative
discourse that directs the form that this takggs structure and the way it is
described)

Pedagogic identities

While Bourdiews field theory offers a means of identifying positi@kings or
dispositions Bernstein’s concept of field position is elaborated in terms of three
analytically distinguishable levels: author, actor and identity (2000: xvii). Bernstein
(ibid.: 66) discusss pedagogic identities and distinguishes between local (those
available in communities and groups) and official identities (those influenced by the
state or external categories). He views pedagogic identity to be the result of
embedding a ‘career’ in asial base, using career in an abstract sense to mean a kind
of ordering of the social, involving knowledge, moral and locational aspects. He

identifies four positions, or ideal types, (see Figlire
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Restrictive Selected

Centred (Retrospective) Centred (Prospective)
(past oriented) (selective past oriented)
(Old conservative) (Neoconservative)

ReCentred State
(becomingdfuture

oriented)
Differentiated Integrated
De-Centred (Market) De-Centred (Therapeutic)
(present oriented) (present oriented)
(Neo-Liberal) (Professionals)

Figurel: Modelling Pedagogic ldentiti¢€lassification (based on Bernstein, 2000: 67)

These four positions differ according to their bias and focus, andhwdfithe various
groups’ struggles for control over policy and practice they represeattospective,
prospective (centring identitieshherapeutic and market (decentring)lyler, 1999).
These pedagogic identities prescribe ‘official knowledgebwledgethat is subject to
and produced by the ORFEpnstructed and distributed by the s&{Beck, 201Q)and

as it emerges from thetruggle of curriculum reform:

Thus the bias and focud this official discourse are expected to construct in
teachers and stdents a particular moradisposition, motivation and aspiration,
embedded in partigdar performances and practices

(Bernstein, 2000: 65).

Curricula reform, in this context, is the response to the perceived need to manage
economic and social change, in which educational institutions are ‘critically important
sites for shaping social consciousness and managing or challenging social inequality’
(Bernstein, 1999: 247). Bernstein’s theorigantribute to anunderstandingof how

such reforms are structurally possible, and howricularchange is manage(Beck,

2012)

At stake in these identities are the degree of autonomy over resources available (the
relationship with the centre or state) and the extent to which they focus on the past
and are projected intdhe future: ‘whereas the centring resources of retrospective and
prospective identities recontextualises the past, although different pasts;edéring

resources construct the present through different ‘presents” (Bernstein, 2000: 68).
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While this model is a complex arrangement of orientations (including temporal) it can
be elucidated by the concept of classification in which centred pedagogic identities are
characterised by stronger boundaries. In other words the modality of classification is
the means by which power relations are transformed into specialised discoulngks (

xvii). | have synthesisedthese positions ito Table 3 (drawing on Bernstein, 2000:

Chapters).

Table3: Officialpedagogic identities and their characteristics

Relations | Position Recontext | Principle of | Exchange Locus of
to state -ualisation | (temporal) relation with Control
(centre) projection economy
Centred Retrospective | Past ‘stabilise past| ‘sustain inputs
(resources (based on | and project | equilibrium
drawn grand into future’ | based on
from narratives) previous forms
central regardless of
contexts :
and economy
discourses) Prospective Past ‘stabilise the | ‘optimise Inputs
(specially | future by exchange value| and
selected) | engaging of products to | outputs
with raise economic
contemporar | performance’
y change’
De Market Present ‘compete and| ‘optimise Focus on
centred differentiate | exchange value| inputs
(resources to construct | of products to
drawn the present’ | ensure survival
from local of fittest’
contexts  'Therapeutic | Present | ‘stabilise and | ‘develop via Dispersed
a_nd integrate to | progressive and weak
discourses) .
construct the | theories
present’

The four positions can be seen to be characterised by their tempogitations (how

they relate to the past in constituting the present and the future) and their principles

of projection (the basis for action and its directiomvhether projected or introjected).

This is a framing that regulates in whatay and ifthe clas#icatory relations

(boundary) are acquired. Here, Bernstein is asking:

Is the boundary a prison of the past (whatever the nature of the past) or is it a

tension point which condenses the past yet opens the possibility of futures?
(Solomon and Bernstein, 1999: 273).
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The purpose or principle of projection of the pedagogic identity reflects the principle
that all pedagogic discourse is goal directed, as a form of becoming/future orientation:
what counts is established by the forms this takes and how ithisontrolled (i.e.
‘classified’ in Bernstein’s terms). Control is the ‘bias, focus and management’ of the
discourse ipid.: 67) including its inputs (its contents) and its outputs (their realisations
in the curriculum) and the relative emphasis on this. It is important to note that
Bernstein regarded these positions or ideal types as a ‘pedagogic palette’ as the means
of analysing official pedagogic identities and local identities, using the same concepts
(ibid.: xii). Space does not allow a full discussion of these positions and the identities
they project other than to comment on the articulation of these as represented in
Table3. Notable here is how centred identities share an emphasis on the past but vary
in how they serve a different prospective identitye( they recontextualise different
pasts). Similarly, deentring resources are drawn from local contexts or discourses and
‘construct the present although different present#ifl.: 66). This is relevanta this

study because it offers the means of analysing the pedagogic identities that operate

within the curriculum and its approval.

Bernstein uses the term symbolic (or discursive) resources to refer to that which is
used to construct local identitiesas a kind of ‘belonging, recognition of self and
others, and context management (what | am, where, with whom and when)’ (Solomon
and Bernstein, 1999: 272). It is broadly similar to Bourdieu’s notion of ‘capital’ and can
be understood as the ‘modalities’ of code (classification and framing) (Maton, 2004:
50). Thus the ‘rules’ that modify codes (the distributive, recontextualising and
evaluative rules) are resourcésr codes, and can be distinguished from them, as
invisible structural relations: ‘differently resourceby different groups realising
different distributions of power and principles of contrdSolomon and Bernstein,
1999: 270).0f these four official identities, projected by the state in line with its
policies, the De&entred Market (DCM) pedagmgidentity is the one which Bernstein
alignsmost closelywith HEand this has been shown to be prescient of scenarios that

have now become commonpladgernstein wrote in 1996:

Imagine an educational institution which has considerable autonomy ovesets
of budget, how it uses its staff, the number and type of staff, the courses it
constructs, provided: (1) it can attract students who can have choice of
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institution, (2) it can meet external performance criteria and (3) it can optimise its

position in réation to similar institutions.

(Bernstein, 2000: 69)
He pays DCNhe greatest attention, outlining its orientation to the present, and its
construction, via competition and differentiation, to be ‘outwardly responsive’ to what
the consumer desires. This is a necessity, dictated by the market to be a process of
projection rather than introjection, without which the institution will not survive. This
short term and extrinsic orientation contrasts with the ‘therapeutic’-acntred
position in that it progcts externally contingent and competitive local identities as
opposed to inwardly integrated and adaptable ones. Here the policy shift to
marketisation can be seen to affect autonomy (Maton, 2005: 701) and which focuses
upon the ‘exploration of vocationalpplications rather than upon the exploration of
knowledge’ (Bernstein, 2000: 69). This is an identity that has an exchangeirvaue
market and the focus is therefore on those inptit&t optimise this value and for
which there must be no impediments tihe flow of knowledge to meet demand
‘Contract replaces covenant’ (BernsteiB000: 69). He points tdhe distinction
between elite universities and the rest, pointing out that it is the discursive resources
of the former that maintains their competitivposition (their elite classification) in

addition to (or resulting in) their attraction of high ranking scholars.

However, Bernstein stresses that all positions are possible simultaneously. He notes,
for example, the complementary aspects of the prospect(neo-conservative)
position and the DCMthe neacliberal position) in that both adopt evaluation and
enterprise as a deentralised management deviceBernstein sees this official
institutionalising of the DCM (intrinsic focus) and the legitimisinghef identity it
projects (extrinsic focus) as ‘a new pathological position at work in education: the

pedagogic schizoid positionb(d.: 71).

The effect of this is to orient individuals to both the intrinsic value of knowledge and
the instrumentalities 6 the market by leaving the instructional discourse of the
institution untouched, but radically transforming its regulative discourse. This has
implications for the central issue of pedagoglentity. In Bernsteiris terms this is an

increasing flexibilisation’ of the self in which pedagogic identities are a consequence
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of how knowledge is projected as a practice in a context that regulates that identity
(Bernstein, 200055). In this study the pedagogic identity projected by courses that
prize employabity is prospective, and this is associated with how the inclusion of
work-related learning for examplejs regionalising the curriculum. What is meant by

regionalisation and its importance to this study will now be discussed.

Pedagogic mods, andperformance and competencenodels

Bernsteindistinguishes betweersingulars regionsand the genericas the different
forms of organising knowtlge (Wheelahan, 201024) Singulars have singular
knowledge structures (e.g. Physics), while regions are the intetti@teeen the
academic disciplines and the field of practice for which students are being prepared
(e.g. medicine)n which knowledge is applie@ernstein 2000: 52). Bernstein adds a
third principle for distinguishing and organising knowledge that has getkin the

late twentieth century that he describes as the generic mode that relies less on the
academic discipline or how it is applied for its knowledge base and more on its market

relevanceThis shift to this third mode he calls genericism.

Bernsteindescribes the recontextualisation of curriculum subjects, in which strongly
bounded singularsbecome regions as regionalisation.This has three implications:
firstly regionalisation involves a weakening in the classification of knowledge (its
boundaries)such that it is space for ideology to play (i.e. it becomes subject to
recontextualising principles and ideological bias that underliesatprsdly new power
relations develop between regions and singulars as they coenfoe resources and
influence; andhirdly, in the context of an institution, the field becomes susceptible to
the combination of the degree of classification operating between the institution and
outside, and the relations between staff in terms of allegiances and work relationships.
The modality of these two factors gives rise to two codes: collecind integrated
(seeTabled).
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Table4: Implications of regionalisation for the institution

Integrated Code Collection Code
Boundaries between Weak , permeable Strong, insulated
subjects
Staff internal solidarities | Weak (need to bring Strong (need to keep
together) apart)
Control Horizontal Hierarchical
Pedagogic discourse Open Closed
Decision making Collegial Bureaucatic
Division of labour Interdependent Segmented

Framing, with regard to regionalisation in an institutional context regulates relations
and is about who controls what. This includes the structure of the timetable, for
example, in which strategies suak modulariation can be seen to fragment the unity

of singulars and ‘to weaken the intellectual authority safbject specialists and their
control of the content, sequencing and pacing of knowledge in tlwim’ fields (Beck

and Young, 2003:89).

With reference to the curriculum itselthe degree of integration beteen subjects in
the curriculum (its regionalisatiojan be seen to be associated with two distinct
approaches, thecompetence modeand the performance modelTable5 shows he
characteristics of these ideal types in terms of their gptes (Bernstein, 2000: 35

and their realisations in educational settings (Hoadley and Jansen, 2009: 179).

Table5: Collection and integated curricula principles (based on Bernstein, 2000: 45)

Competence Performance
Focus Integrated code-C -F) Collection code (+GF)
Pedagogic text Acquirer (acquisition) Performer (transmission)
Control Implicit Explicit
Autonomy High Low high
Evaluation Presences Absences
Economy High cost Low cost
Time Presentoriented (developing), | Futureoriented (outcome), past
future referenced (becoming) referenced (has been)

This is the ‘social logic’ of these pedagogies that differ, amongst thimeys, in the
degree of teachédtearner authority. They are tendencies at particular points in time or
in particular teachers’ repertoiresWhile space does not allow a full discussion of

these pedagogic models and the resources and code orientations that underpin them
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it is important to note their significance as outputs of the pedagogic device that are
essentially oppositional (Bernstein, 1990: 207). They are resolved as either ‘shared
competences’ or ‘specialised performances’ distributed accordingge, pedagogic

status, or contexhs follows

Shared competences - Specialised performances
Similar to - Different from
Simple division of labour - Complex division of labour

Mechanical solidarity - Organic solidarity

It should also be noted that prmance modes focus on something that the acquirer
does not have, ‘upon an absence, and as a consequence place the emphasis upon the
text to be required and so upon the transmitter’ (Bernstein, 2000: 57). This deficit
association has seen a shift in Udueation, for exampleaway from performance
models and the increased dominance of competence positions and new forms of
competence, as a form of empowerment. At play in this shift in the PRF and its
relationship with the ORF is the kind of ideology thamh ceform the curriculum with
minimal regard to the field of production, as is currently happening in the schools’
curriculum in the UK. However, this is reflected in HE as the move to generic skills as a
form of regionalisation that is a performance mode that Bernstein refers to as

‘genericism’.

The origins of genericisman be foundin initiatives such as youth training sches

and prevocational educatiobut can also be traced to contemporary issues such as
those that drive employability in this studyhe® are characterised by such terms as
‘key skills’, ‘core skillsthinking skill§ ‘problem-solving and ‘teamworK, as a form of
‘trainability’ (bid.: 59) Bernstein noteshe irony thatthesegeneric skills are referred

to as ‘competences’, in vith they appropriate the ‘resonances’ of the opposing
competence model, and thereby ‘silence the cultural basis of skills, tasks, practices and
areas of work, and give rise to a jejune concept of trainabiliyd{ 53). He describes

the construction andnsertion of generic modes as the pedagogic basis of ‘work’ and
‘life’ experiencesWhat is at stake here is who controls the curriculum and who says

what counts asegitimate knowledge and pedagogy.
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Thus, the pedagogic device, outlined in this section, is seen to materialise symbolic
control and realisations of the device, pedagogic discourse and practice, in which the

distinction is between the relay and what is relayed as the ‘symbolic ruler’:

Whose ruler, what consciousness, is revealed by the dsssdprivileging texts
and the procedures of evaluation that such texts presuppose
(Bernsein, 1990: 209).

Summary: the value of Bernsteint®de theoryto this study

Pedagogic identities and the pedagogic modes that are associated with them offer the
first part of asocial realismexplanatory frameworkhat is underpinned bya critical
realist social ontology. Bernstein’'s code theooffers this study the means of
identifying the classification of educational knowledgeand specifically curriculum
devebpment knowledge) in two dimensiongirstly the boundaries between general
and specialised knowledge of the curriculum and whether general experience of
teaching in HE is valued in course design apgroval; and secondly the different
forms of educationeknowledge in the curriculum and how this is derived (whether it
arises from the discipline for example). Furthermore, it makes accessible the framing
of the teacher’'s (course designer) degree of control over the selection, sequencing,
and pacing of curecular (content) knowledgand pedagogyand the extent to which

this is determined and evaluated by the institution and other external forces. It makes
possible an external language of description for the classification and framing of
curriculumdevelopmen knowledge, central to this study as the means by which the

data can be examined in the light of theory and vice versa.

To complete this framework a theory of enactment is needed that will enable the

organising principles of pedagogic identities to baraied.

3.4 Maton’s LegitimationCode Theory (LCT) and thegitimation device

The third stage of development of Bernstein’s theory, following classificatimh
framing codes (Bernstein, 1977) and the pedagogic de(i8arnstein, 1990) focused
on knowkdge structuresBernstein considerpedagogiaiscourse to have two types:
horizontal disourse and vertical discourse. Horizontal discourse isyela common
sense knowledge whermeanings are largely dependent on the context amdere
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knowledges are sbngly segmented from one anotheWertical discourse is the
educational, formal or official kndedge andtakes the form of coherent, explicit and
sysematically principled structurgBernstein2000:159) where meanings are related
to other meanings rdter than to a specific social context. Twges of knowledge

structureexist withina vertical discourse:

X Hierarchical knowledge structures: e.g. physi¢tbat develops through
integrating past knowledge within more overarching ideas that attempt to
expain a greater number of phenomena previously achieved.

x Horizontal knowledge structures: e.g. humanities/sociologwt tidevelops
through the addition of a new approach of a new theory or alongside existing

approaches and for which it &érongly bounded.

Thismodel of different forms of knowledgéseeFigure2) is useful in understanding

how knowledge develops over time and tbentext dependence of meaning

Figure2: Knowledge structues in vertical discourse (Martin et al., 2010: 438)

However,Bernstein's work is less clear when boundaries are weaker (e.g. horizontal
knowledge structures). Critics have noted that his work is limited to understandings of

sociology as a subject:
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Whereknowledge is explicit ... Bernstein’s analysis is explicit: identity, insight and
so on flow from this knowledge formation. Wherever knowledge is less explicit ...
Bernstein’sanalysis becomes less explicit

(Maton, 2009: 160).

Maton (200@) arguesthat the sociology of educational knowledge remains sociology
without a theory of knowledge He identifieseducational knowledge aa set of
languages of legitimatiofMaton, 2013a)i.e. as both positions and strategies within
fields and in struggles and potentially legitimate truth claims. He developed
Legitimation Code Heory (LCT) to build on and strengthethe applicability of
Bernstein's ideagMaton, 2004).Maton’s development of LGJan be considered to be

an elaboration of classification and framing,daty an epistemic dimensio(social
relations)to Bernstein’s pedagogic device in order tliae knoweris brought into
view. In other words the emphasis on knowledge and its transmission obscures a view
of the learner in pedagogic relations and LCT pewid lens on thidn this study the
knower is identified in two contexts: the first is how the curriculum is constructed with
regard to the student as knower; the second is how the curriculum is approved with

regard to the teacher as knower.

Maton formuates LCT as tHegitimation deviceand uses it to exploreow knowledge
claims are legitimatedMore specifically he identifies the legitimation device as the key
to understanding both the ground over which actors struggle over and what they
struggle ove (Maton, 2013a: 45). Ithis perspective any knowledferactice claim is
made by someone (the subject) and is about, or oriented towards, something (the
object). LCT considers education as comprising fields of struggleawing on a

number of dimensionsach with their own code modalities

x Autonomy looking at external relations

x Temporalitylooking at time

X Specialisatiomlrawing on social and episterogical relations to knowledge

x Densityfocussing ommoral and material values

X Semanticslooking at intenal relations of semantic gravity and semantic

density.
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LCT, therefore, is a sociological framework for researching and changing practice. It
forms a core part of social realism, a broad ‘coalition’ of approaches which reveal
knowledge as both socially produced and real, in the sense of having effects, and
which explore those effects. LCT extends and integrates ideas from a range of
approaches, most centrally the frameworks of Pierre Bourdieu and Basil Bernstein
(Maton, 2013a). It thus allows studies of diverse practices and contexts, using diverse
methods, to build on one another. The framework of LCT comprises a-multi
dimensional conceptual toolkit, where each dimension offers concepts for analysing a
particular set of organizing principles underlyinggiices as legitimation codeslhe
usefulness of LCT to this study lies in its analysis of the underlying basis for practice
and the changes that are operating. Every educational practice or combexefore,is
potentially subject toa specific codeor combinations of codesyhich embodies the
(typicallyunwritten) ‘rules of the game{Maton, 2013a: 132)However, not everyone

is able to recognise or realise these rules, legdo what is termed in LCT a code clash
(Lamont and Maton, 2008). Code dlas can arise from, for example, the code
characterising the way a teachéhinks and acts and the code characterising the
teachers educational context, making it difficult for the teacher and his/her course
team to achieve success, and resulting for example,antipathy to the educational

contextfor course approval and its goals.

This study focuses on three dimensions of LCT: Auton@pgcialisation,and
SemanticsMaton refers to autonomy as the primary dimensiohLCTthat ‘sets the
contextfor all the other code modalities of a fietdand this will be examined first. |

will then outline the other two dimensions of LCT that | use in this study, specialisation
and semantics, and explain how these will be applied in this study to examine how
knowledge is organised with the field. Specialisation and semantic code modalities
will be shown in this study to differentiate the autonomy of the field with regard to the
relative strengths of epistemic and social relatioits €pecialisation and how this
varies epistemically) and to the disciplinary structure of knowledge (how this varies

semantically).

®This quote is from Maton’s posting online (March, 2014) to the LCT UK Google+ Group nisedspm
discussion | led on the relationship between autonomy, specialisation and semantics.
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3.4.1 Legitimating the curriculum: thautonomy dimension oMaton’s LCT

Theinterests that are shared between social actors in the field and how these interests
are negotiated can be analysed aset of paitiontakings or dispositions (Bourdieu,
1990). According to Bourdieu, habitus is related to the field through a set of
structuring principles of autonomy illustrated by the way the field generatesvits o
values and markers of achievement (Maton, 2005: 689). The autonomy of a field,
therefore, lies in the distinctive form of capital, particularly with regard to the state or
market.What is absent from this view of autonorng/the means by which internal and
external relations within the field of education, are refracted within subfields. In the
case of this study the subfield is curriculum/acadengwelopment, as the object of
study in this thesis. As discussed above, Bourdieu’s practice theory is logkxve
(empirically at least) in terms of the structuring significance of symbolic practices for
fields, because, as Maton suggests, ‘it cannot conceptualise their structure in, for

example, the manner offered by Bernstein’s concept of codleisl.(702).

In response to the weakness in Bourdieu’s theory to distinguish fully the symbolic
dimension of practice from the structural one (see above), Maton (2004), in a study of
cultural studies in UK HE, introduced the notion of positional autonomy (PA) and
relational autonomy (RA) as one dimension of LCT. He distinguishes betweeaghem

follows:

x Positional autonomy (PAkfers to the nature of relations between specific
positions in the social dimension of a context or field and positions in other
contexts

x Rdational autonomy(RA)refers to relations between the principles of relation
(or ways of working, practices, aims, measures of achievement, etc.) within a

context or field and those emanating from other contexts.

This builds on Bernstein’s concepts dssification (insulation) and framing (control)

(see above) to create modalities of PA and RA (see Bable
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Table6: Principles of positional and relational autonomy (Maton, 2004; 2005)

RelationalAutonomy

RA+ RA
Positional PA+ Strongly insulated strongly insulated
Autonomy autonomous principles  heteronomous principles
PA  weakly insulated weakly insulated

autonomous principles  heteronomous principles

PAcapturesthe relatiors between positions (agents or discourses) within a category or
context and positions outside the category, for example between actors in universities
and statesponsored funding bodies. RA is the princigfieelation (or ways of working,
practices, aimsneasures of achievement) within a context and those emanating from

other contexts.

Maton explains: ‘In short, the distinction askgho is running higher educatioh(PA)

and ‘According to whose principles(RA)’ (Maton, 2005697) The purpose of HRA
analysis is to identify the shifts and clashes that can take place rather than to
dichotomise these as set positions. For example, he identifies the changes in UK HE
from the 1960s to 2000 as a (relative) weakening of RA while PA has remained
(relatively) static. His analysis of this is thidte control of the field has remained
internally oriented, while its reward systems and ways of working have become more
externally oriented, and particularly marketiented. Maton develops a language of
description for PA+-, RA+¥- that is mapped to his object of study problem (the

emergence of cultural studies) (see Table

Table7: Classification and framing of autonomy (based on Maton, 2004)

Type of Strength of Realisation (macro level relations)
Autonomy classification and
framing

PA+ +Ce, +Fe of PA Independence from government and institutional
involvement

RA+ +Ce, +Fe of RA valorised 'knowledge for its own sake' over
vocationalism

PA -Ce,-Fe of PA direct control of external agents

RA -Ce,-Fe of RA oriented to meeting needs of the economy (or
other external driver)

Key:Ce= external classificatiofe= external framing; +/refers to relative strengths
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This thesis applies FRA but in relation to the mestevel, in which relations are
between the course (and the course team) and the institution. It will develop a
language of description for autonomy that will enable the field and the data to be
explored and for code shifts and clashie be examined.

The only other studyo use LCT autonomy is Burnheim (2010) (with a macro focus) in a
study of three Australian universities. She found the primacy of the field dynamic to
indicate the ‘persistence of identifiable academic values, practices and power’, but
that the struggle for domination within the field is also located within ‘broader
dynamics including the state, media, place and social caphal’:(212). Notably, she
also found that the concept of PA does not quite capture one important strand in her
data: informal networks and connections between the universities and organisations
in other fields, particularly at the senior lev@bid.: 205) This argument points to the
possibility of refractiorof PA, the capacity of actors tcansform extrinsic pressures
into specifically intrinsic forms including strategies to deal with this such as resistance

to bureaucracysuperficial compliancand forms of collegiality.

Bourdieu’s notion of a ‘refraction coefficient’ (1993182) is seful herein relation to

the capacity of a field to transform forces based on the internal structure of the field
(as a form of ‘relations to’ the field). Bernstein calls this ‘recontextualisation’ but
includes the effects orpedagogicdiscourse, as ‘relations within’ the field. These
strategies are related to forms of authority that have the potential to modify practice
and to define expertise (or the space in which expertise operates). Models of authority
action are outlined in section 3.5 belowwith regpect to collegial and bureaucratic
forms and field positions as synthesised in the review of the literafline. autonomy

of these field positions will be shown in this study to vary according to th&ir
specialisation and semantics codwdalities firstly in shifts in how the curriculum is
specialised according to orientations to knowledge and the knower; and secondly in
relation to the different semantic structussof disciplines/subjects. These two codes

and their relevance to this study will now bepdained in turn.
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3.4.2 How the curriculum can bepecialisedby orientations to knowledge and
knower

Maton (2000, 2007) begins from the premise that all practices, beliefs, or knowledge
claims are oriented towards somethingpfstemic relations by ®meone (social
relationg. He argues that for gery knowledge structure there ia knower structure.

The LCT codepscialisationoffers an understanding of th@ractices of knowers with
regards to ‘who they are’ (knower categories) and ‘how they know’ \(kng
practices).It looks atwhat makes a claim to insighhto knowledge or a practice
special or worthy of distinctionfhisdimension draws on Maton’s propositighat the
classification and framing of educational knowledge and practices requires the
guestion ‘what’ and ‘how’ of knowledge and the question ‘who’ of knoveerg is sub

divided into epistemic and social relations:

x Epistemic relatioa (ER): between educational knowledge and its proclaimed
object ofstudy (that part of the world of which knowledge is claimed)
X Social relatios (SR): between educational knowledge and its author or subject

(who ismaking the claim to knowledge)

These specialisation codes and their slibisions constitute theLCT epistemie
pedagogic devicéEPD) andan be further divided to offer a greater degree of analysis
of insightsinto knowledge (epistemic plane) and type of gézecial plane). These are
shown below in Tabl& and discussed belowSpace only allows a discussionook
gaze, the cultivatedjaze and one type of insightjoctrinal insight as the two most

appropriate for this study

Table8: Specialisation codes, dimensions and focus

Plane Dimension Focus
Epistemic Ontic relations (OR) between knowledge and the object (the
Relations known)
(ER) Discursive relations (DR) between knowledge and other knowledge
Social Subjectiverelations between knowledge and knowers (socia
Relations (SubR) position)
(SR) Interactional relations | between knowledge and practices

(IR)

Here SR can be examined by exploring the relative strength and weakness of these

sub-relations and how they bound and control legitimate kinds of knowers (subjective
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relations, SubR), or legitimate ways of knowing througleranttions with significant
others (interactional relations, IR). Legitimate knowers, for exammuie identified in

this studyas being ‘apprenticedb the discipline. This is realised in subjective relations
as ‘being engaged with the discipline’, butmany examples given by participants this

is shaped by the relationship with the tutor as interactional relations. The varying
strengths of these dimensions can be seen to be influenced by the introduction to the
curriculum of topics from outside the diptine such as employabilityh& dominant
social relation acting in relation to knowledge is that which is mainly determined by
the interactions of the tutor, bounded within units of activities, such as modules, and

subject to the institutional control ahe curriculum.

Specialised gazes

The capacity to classify and define material and social phenomena (objects of study)
has the power to produce specialised knowledge claims, through the use of specialised
procedures, and the ‘truth’ of specialised knowgiMaton and Muller 2007). In this
context ‘truth is a matter of acquired gaze ... a particular mode of recognising and
realising what counts as ‘authentic reality’ (Bernstein 1999t65). Maton (2010p
develops this and conceptualises different kindsggaze, the principle of selection of
ideas and actors, and their recontextualisation within an evaluation system. This can
be explored in the social relations to ‘knowers’ with respecttwm sub-relations
subjective relations (SubR) between secidgtural practices and the kinds of actors
engaged in them; and interactional relations (IR) between sogltural practices and

ways of acting involved.

With regard to a type of gaze, relatively stronger interactional relation, combined
with a relatively weaker subjective relation, suggests a ‘cultivated gé3ebR IR+).

The cultivated gaze weakly bounds and controls the legitimate categories of knowers
(there are no limits to who can know), but suggests that ways of coming to know are
limited to a numbe of legitimate means. In the context of the practices that are
covered in the activities of academics discussing the curriculum, this would involve
requiring ‘a feel’ for practices in social science education, as practitioners in a
community of practice, involving the subject/discipline discourse and a specialised
language. Within the context of making practice open for exchange taking place within
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institutional quality processes, for examplée notion of an ideal knower can be
seen to be formed arounthe ‘cultivated gaze’ that is related to dispositions of the
learner to the discipline. This is formulated in the value, or the privilege, that tutors
place on the learner holding dispositions such as ‘having a sociological eye’ or ‘thinking

like an anthropologist

Specialisednsights

ERhighlights that practices may be specialised by both what they relate to (ontic
relations, OR) and how tlyerelate (discursive relationsR). In other words knowledge
claims can be distinguished by their ontic relaships between knowledge and its
object of study and their discursive relationships between knowledge and other
knowledges (Maton, 2013a: 175). The varying combinations of strengths of
classification and framing of these relations can produce an epistelame pn which

four principal modalities or insightere delineated. One of thes&loctrinal insight; is
associated with practices that legitimate problem situations that are not restrictively
defined, and where other possible approaches are relativelgngly bounded and
controlled. The specialisation of knowledge, in this insight, depends less on what is
studied, and more on how it is studied (QRR+).In the case of social science, for
example,the subject areas of sociology, anthropology, criminglagd politics, and

the segmented theories and approaches within them, offer clear and unambiguous
referents to the knowledge, but not a means of deciding between their knowledge
claims, in that the theory defines the world in which it works (Maton, 20182). Put
simply, sociological ideas, for example, tend to be examined sociologinaihe case

of the decisions made by an approval pairelthis study insight can beddentified
according to the extent that approval panels emphasise claims to clumcu
knowledge based on how a course is taught rather than what is taught (DR); and its
fitness for purpose as opposed to whether it has a sound disciplinary basis (OR). In
other words it is the relative strengths of specialisation code modalities thatehate

the gaze and insids operating within a practice, and it where these codes shift over

time or clash when held by different agents that is significant.

Situational insightis associated with practices in which there are stronger ontic
relations in viich problem situations, such as those facing course teams in designing
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the curriculum, have no prdetermined procedures or solutions. Both types of insight

will be seen to have a bearing on curriculum development in this study.

3.4.3How the curriculum can be differentiated by its semantic structure

The organising principles of social fields of practice can also be conceptualised as
semantic codes. Maton argues that these vary in the strength of semantic gravity and

semantic densityMaton, 2013b: 11). Semantic Gravity is defined as:

... the degree to which meaning relates to its context, whether that is social or
symbolic. Semantic gravity may be relatively stronger (+) or weakeldng a
continuum of strengths. The stronger the semantic graviB#+{Sthe more closely
meaning is related to its context; the weaker the gravity {{SGhe less
dependent meaning is on its conteftflaton, 2011: 65)

The strengths of semantic gravity indicate how an object of study relates to context,
and how much it depends on that context to make sense. In this study, for example,
the concept of employability, as a key influence in the curriculum, is seen to depend on

the context of the workplace to be meaningf@emantic density is defined as:

... the degree of cadensation of meaning within symbols (terms, concepts,
phrases, expressions, gestures, clothing).gtdaton, 2011:65)

The strongerthe semantic density (SD+), the more meaning is condensed within
symbols; the weaker the semantic density (Dhe lessmeaning is condensed.
(Maton, 2011: 66)The degree of condensation within a symbol or practice relates to
the semantic structure in which it is locateBor example, the concept alirriculum
coherencein this study is seen to be situated by the disceuo$ evaluation and the
structures that classify what counts as a successful course design (institutional course
approval). In other words by virtue of its positions within relational systems of
meanings (Maton calls these ‘constellations’) coherence msesea semantic density

of considerable strengthAn example of semantic coding of knowledge in the

curriculum is shown ifigure3, (Shay2013, based on Maton, 2011: 66).
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Figure3: Semantic codes of legitimation for knowledge in the curriculubased on
Shay, 2013)

This is used to analyse the semantic coding of courses in this study with respect to
their orientation to knowledge and the degree to which employability (and other

influences external to the discipline) are integrated.

Summary: the value of Maton’s Legitimation Code Theory to this study

This study applies the explanatory power of LCT to identify shifts and clashes in the
developmentand approval of the curriculum in ordénat the organising principles of
these practices can be understood fdtuses on three dimensions of LCT: Autonomy
Specialisationand Semanticsn which autonomy is the primary dimension. Maton’s
autonomy code offer the means by which this study carxamine the basis of
decisions made by the teacher in determining the forms of curricular content
knowledge how it is taught and how it is evaluated (assessed). Furthermore it makes
accessible two questions: firstly who controls course design and app@®aPAnd
secondly according to whose principles (RA)? Implicit in this is the redatiothe
needs of the teacherthe disciplineand the institution. It makes possible axternal
language of descriptiofor positional and relational autonomy of teaets’ practices in
course design and approval, central to this study as the means by which data can be

examined in the light of theory and vice versa.
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Specialisation and semantic code modalities will be shown in this study to differentiate
the autonomy of the field with regard to the relative strengths of epistemic and social
relations (its specialisation and how this varies epistemically) and to the disciplinary
structure of knowledge (how this varies semantically). In other words it enables-a fine
tuning of analysis in this study at the various stages and processes involving in
designing and approving the curriculum, and a specificity in the findings that allows for

differences in disciplines/subjects.

Having set out the explanatory analytical framewaook this study | will now explain

the basis for the organisation of thempirical work.

3.5Institutional rationality asan organising framework

Socialrealism informs substantive research studies by providing an explanatory
framework for enactment and bylefining data and the means by which data ‘speaks
back to theoryin the form of external languages of descriptifiaton, 2013a: 15).
This thesis identifies the substantive research stoflynstitutional rationality as an
organising frameworkdrawingon the discussiorof knowledge, curriculum and the
institution in relation to the legitimation of the curriculum in which the importance of
a focus on knowledge established.The key concepts of collegiality, bureaucracy and
consensusare identifiedfrom a synthesis of the literature in Chapter 2 areh be
examinedwith regard to the levels adiutonomythey generate. These concepts dhe

means oforganisinghe empirical work of this study.

This conjectural heuristic is adopted in this study asrarmonsensestarting point(a
horizontal discourse in Bernstein’s termi)can also be said to construct an internal
language of description for institutional rationality, as the ‘principles of description to
which it gives rise’ (Bernstein, 2000: 91)isTwill now be explored below to establish a
framework for the organisation of the fieldwork on the understanding that these
concepts will analytically distinguished in Chapter 7 and reviewdle light of this
analysis in Chapter 8n other words, flaged here is the importance of developing
these conceptsinto an external language of description capable of describing

something other than itself (Moore and Muller, 2002: 633).
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3.5.1 Collegialityas a field position

Collegiality in the literature of teaching as a profession is often used interchangeably
with collaboration, and studies show that both are difficult to achieve (Fielding, 1999).
Furthermore as a concept it shares the vagueness of the term ‘curriculum’, remaining
‘conceptually amorphous and ideologically sanguine’ (Little, 1990: 509). However, it
has long been seen as the key to change (Hargreaves, ;18943 condition for
experimentation for teachers (Little, 19829nd as a ‘virtue’ that binds professionals
together as a disposition to support and cooperate with colleagues (Ihara, 1988: 60).
One important dimension of collegiality, therefore, is the relations between individuals
in practice and the relationship betweesgencyand structure in determining this
(Kelchtermans, 2006). This is important to the habitus exploited in the field in which
teachers’ cooperative actions are central to their understanding of the notion of
collegiality. Here there is a tension between collegiality and auton@@ment and
Vanderberghe, 2000and a deficit association of autonomy with uncertainty and fear
(Lortie, 1975). Also teacher autonomy is seen as counter to the goal of teacher
collaboration, as a kind of heresy (Hargreaves, 1994). Hargreaves and Dawe (1990),
similarly, find there to be a collaborativeulture (in school¥ but that this is a
‘contrived’ collegiality in the form of the pragmatic deyrday decisions that teachers
make. Examining authority structures Lortie (1975: 232) identified two types and found
these to vary in relation to the intisic and extrinsic rewards for teachers and the
degree of autonomy exercised: a vertical bureaucracy authority, forcing collaboration,
and resulting in the routinisation of tasks and subordination of status; and a
horizontaleollegial authority, in which e emphasis was on teachers working
independently and in private, producing increased intrinsic reward (teacher

satisfaction and feelings of worth).

The discipline as collegium

Sudies point to the influence of the discipline in HE on teachedispositilms to

collegiality (Becher and Trowler, 2001). The discipline is formed around intrinsically
coherent practices that function only in the sphere of practicality (Bourdieu, 1998: 86).
In this perspective, also, the discipline is a domain in which academics position

themselves as protecting their own interests (lhara, 1988: 56; Naidoo and Jamieson,
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2005). This suggests that academics are pragmatic about the store they place in the
discipline to guide their practice, or that they refract the external pressurgs
defending (or retreating to) disciplinary positions. This arises partly from the effects of
new managerialism and theséparating out of teaching from the nexus it formally
constituted with research, a nexus very firmly located wittha disciplinarydomairi
(Land, 2004: 5). These tensions have existed for some time iteading tothe
reinforcement ofpositiontakingsin arenas of struggléBourdieu, 1990). For example

the Jarrett Report (198522 refers to targe and powerful academic departments
together with individual academics who sometimes see the academic discipline as
more important than the longerm wellbeing of the University which houses them

The report counters this view by suggesting theiversitiesshould be‘corporate
enterprisesto which the component units and individuals should be subordinate’
highlighting this as a struggle for control (Becher and Kob282:181)

The discipline, therefore, is conceptualised aulafield in this study. Academic teams,

or course teams, are integral to this, in that they are located within disciplines (the
subjects taught and the disciplinary identities of the teachers) as networks of
disciplinary practice and interest groups. In the context of discipline as a social
construct, thereforecollegiality is seen as ‘subjectivities in interaction’ (Kreber, 2010)

in which they are ‘shaped, defended, reconstructed and negotiated in interaction with

others’ (Trowler, 2009: 191). The relationship between disciplines and academic
development is inteesting here in that subject specialists can be seen to move

between discourses of education and their own subject selecting from both what best

fits their own interests.

The collegially focusedontext

Any discussion of collegiality will at some pointrnt to bureaucracy. While
bureaucracy is discussed below this section starts with the sociological roots of
Weber’'s theory of rationality that identified ‘ideal types’ (Weber,649 and in
particular legakational authority of the kind that is active in universities, and in
particular in the written documents that typify the course approval process in HE. T

has evolved as a system that is bureaucratically organised in which collegial forces are
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at play. he principles otollegial authority, based oneo-Weberian understandings of

bureaucracy (Hull, 2006) and the workMalcolm Waters (1989), are

Expertise-in which authority to make decisions is held by groups of experts
Equality—in which claims to authority are held ‘by a company of equals’

Congnsus-involving all members (or their representatives)

Of these, expertise is the first and most important component of collegi@igters,

1989: 955). This echoes Ihara’s (1988: 60) contention that collegiality is a form of
‘connectedness’ based on respect for others’ professional expertise. To these Waters
adds a high degree afpecialisationto qualify the basis of consensus as reliant on the
negotiation between persons who are equal but may differ in their field or type of
expertise. He derives from these four tenets a collegial principle based on Weber’s

ideas:

Collegial structures are those in which there is dominant orientation to a
consensus achieved between the members of a body of experts who are
theoretically equal in their levels of expgse but who are specialized by area of
expertise

(Waters, 1989: 956)

Waters (bid.: 956-959) identifies the main idedypical organisational characteristics
implied by this statement that differentiate collegiate organisations from bureaucratic

ones as the deaktypical characteristics of collegial organisations

x Theoretical knowledge- knowledgethat is specialised with respect to the
organisation as a whole and is differentiated with respect to its members, and
to a particular task that a sutproupor working party is assigned.

X Professional career members are conceived of as professionals with a
vocational commitment to tasks that override their own interests.

x Formal egalitarianism # the performance of their specific duties members of
sub-groups are equal to other members carrying out similar tasks.

x Formal autonomy -the control and policing of these tasks is carried out by
members of these task groups themselves. Performance standards are

established interpersonally and informally rather than by formal rules.
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X Scrutiny of product subject to evaluation by peer review via oral and written
dissemination.

x Collective decision makingdecisions are made in collective forums delegated
to subgroups or specialist committees comprising peers. Ideafhyrdttees are

oriented to the manufacture of consensus.

These characteristics underpin an organising framework for the discussion of
autonomy and how this is affected by dimensions of collegialityeaucracyand,
thereby, consensuslt will also provideghe basis of examining course approval later in
this thesis, in which course approval panels representeandody expertise. However,

it should be noted that this is intended to be a heuristic aimed towards isolating the
symbolic structures that legitimat practice and knowledge in curriculum
development, rather than to analyse the power structures that legitimate domination,

as in Weber’s ‘project’.

3.5.2 Bureaucracyas a field position

One effectof massification in HE on professional rolethet academics now work in
large, increasingly hierarchical organisations in which academic work is controlled by
the bureaucracies that employ thertBeck and Young, 2005fhe notion of the
bureauprofessionalhas emerged who must combine thedependent judgemst of

the professional with the accountability and fairness demanded of bureaucrats as part
of the ‘new managerialism’ (Newman and Clarke, 1994: 2Hjs is accompanied by
the ‘new bureaucracy’ (Travers, 2007) that has turned the bu@atessionals into
managers. These acadenmmanagers, in turn, are conflicted in their roles by a
‘projected ideal’ of collegiality in their interactions with those they manage (Clegg,
2003) This widening of the bureaucratic role has increased the sense of ‘déneslt-
bureaucracy’ in which the long reach of bureaucracy has come out from behind its
desk (Lipsky, 1980). However, it is in the documentary form that traditional
bureaucracy continues to exist: 'the combination of written documents and a
continuous operation by officials constitutes the office (Bureau) which is the central

focus of all types of modern organised action’ (Weber, 1978: 219).
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The approval of courses in HE institutions is part of the QA systems and is a
documentaryprocess, formulated around peer view. As such it is subject to the
cultural codes, or doxa, (Bourdieu, 1998) that provide legitimacy to authoritative
relationships. Authority then, arises from the mobilisation of particular cultural codes
and the performance of particular subjectivitie8/hich codes and subjectivities are
invoked is ot ‘accidental’ or random, but arises and from the field of practicdt is
important to note here that bureaucracies in Bourdieu’s terms are neutral, objective
and uncontaminated in that they are the means by which states and institutions

separate out processes from the saliferests of agents:

The fundamental law of bureaucratic apparatuses is that the apparatus gives
everything (including power over the apparatus) to those who give it everything
and eyect everything from it because they havehing or are nothing outside it
(Bourdieu, 1994: 216)

Crucially, however, a neutral bureaucracy depends on the acceptance of the many to
be governed by the few, in which the bureaucratic institution becomeddb#imate
spokesperson for others. In this and other ways Bourdieu differs from Weber’s)(1964
conception of bureaucracy. Weber considers bureaucracy to trap the individual in an
‘iron cage’ rather than being takeior-granted. Bureaucratic administrato in
Weber’'stheory of rationalisation is domination through technical knowledge (Weber,
1964: 225)in which bureaucracy constitutes the most efficient, indispensabtel
(formally) rational way in which human society can be organised (Swedberg and
Agevall, 2005). However, a conception of bureaucratic forms is useful to this study
because it allows contextnd field positiongo be differentiated. Weber (1978: 956

958) identifies six features of bureaucracy:

X It covers a fixed area of adtiy, which is ggerned by rules
X Itis organised as a hierarchy

x Action that is undertakensibased on written documents
x Expert trainingis needed, especially for some

x Officials devote tleir full activity to their work

x The management of the office follows general rules Wwhian be learned
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These features will be applied as criteria to examine the levels of bureaucracy in
processes, texts and practices surrounding course design and specifically in the

arrangements for course approval and the work of the approval panel.

Collggial organisation types

Waters (1989) suggests there are three collegial organisation types based on different
degrees of bureaucratisation: exclusively collegigieedominantly collegiate and
intermediate collegiateThe university is of the ‘predomintly collegiate’ type in that

it combines professional and administrative activity, with the latter subordinate to the
former. Waters’ reconception of Weber is widely acknowledged but is not without its
critics. Sciulli (1990) argues that Waters fails istidguish between social integration
(e.g. Durkheim’s idea of normative consensus) and social control (e.g. Weber’s notion
of coercion). This study aims to steer around these inconsistencies by recognising
Weber’'s concepts as ideal types that are adopted pragmatically as the dddiedd
positions identified but not theibasis Hull (2006) suggests that contemporary change

in HE is characterised by a shift to the intermediate collegiate type, owing to the fact
that authority structures have changed and that now professional activity is
subordinate to the administrative. Course approval is one process in HE that requires
specialist professionals and administration in that it requires documents to be

prepared by course teams and for these to be ‘validated’ by a panel of experts.

Rationalising bureaucracy

One distinction can be made here in considering how academics are governed by
bureaucratic means. The type of rationality involved in academic practice is a form of
rationally-organised action as colleee rather than individual behaviour (Sandberg
and Tsoukas, 2011). In other words it is a form of bureaucratisation that
institutionalises purposiveational action of groups (Murphy, 2009). Murphy,
discussing accountability in HE, suggests that the reach of bureaucratic accountability
is limited in that academics operate at the instrumental and the communicative level.
He draws on Habermas'’s -evaluation of Weber to argue for a middle ground
between autonomy and domination in the accountability debatewimch academics
face-up to discomforting realities about their roles and responsibilities. This argument

points to an inherent contradiction between collegiality and bureaucracy as a form of
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decision making, in that the former is committed to equality while the latter is not
(Fielding, 1999: 15)ndeed bureaucracy is recognised widely as the ‘enemy of a quality
culture’ (Short, 2009) and counterproductive to academic development. This study
examines the conditions for this by exploring the dispositiors @wsitiontakings that
occur around the approval of courses in a rationaliganised, and (in terms adopted

by this thesis) bureaucraticalfpcused context. Whether accountability and
bureaucratisation provides the ‘mfge’, or disruption, to habitusyhich is required

for doxic positions held by academics to be challenged, however, remains to be seen.

3.5.3 The search for@ansensus

Course approval will be shown in this study to be a formal process tleabatgs as a
form of consensus that involves peer review. As discussed,m@cision making in HE
evaluation takes place through a process of peer review. It is subject therefore to the
rules of the field and is influenced by the habitus of the agents involved and the
process itself in which the approval event is ceremonially routinised and formal (Meyer

and Rowa, 2006). This field is made accessible by means of a social realist analysis.

Hargreaves (199451) refers to the consensdmsed ‘cultural’ version of collegiality

and contrasts it with drms of bureaucracy that involve ‘direct administrative
constraint or the indirect management of consent’. It involves a type of idealised
consensus as a form of democratic deliberation (Habermas, 1994) that is reliant on
harmony and transparency (Cooke, 1993). This is consensus that does not actually
happen but is insteatthe counterfactual anticipation that agreement can be reached
without coercion and systematic distortio(iTrimbur, 1989:612). Hereconsensuss

an aspiration to '‘organise the convextion according to relations to nedomination’

(ibid.: 613. Decision makingn institutional settingsfrom this perspective can be
viewed as the search for consensus that rests on argumentation while also proceeding
by it. This is governed likie logic & complementarity that legitimisethe social order
(Douglas, 198), thereby constructing a rationality that is internalised and taken for
granted (in other words doxic in Bourdieu’s terms). The definition, therefore, of who
may speak and what counts as a meaningful statement is crucial as the means by

which the decisions are legitimated.
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A common conception of consensus is that it is holistic form of common agreement
across the board. Theeaching of consensus and ‘stable’ understanding the
exceptionin everyday life, however. A more realistic picture is that of ‘a diffuse,
fragile, continuously revised and only momentarily successful communication’
(Habermas, 1972: 100Lonsensus can be seen therefore as a social process rather
than an outcome, wherpeople ‘feel their way’ from one occasional consensus to the
next (Corradi et al.2010: 244). It can be seen, therefore, to be institutionalised
towards success (the achievement of consensus) as a form of ‘tdmimeaucratic
rationality’ in which partipation can leave deeply held doxa untouched (Schiff, 2009).

Thus, from this perspective, consensus becames

. a necessary fiction of reciprocity and mutual recognition, the dream of
conversation as perfect dialogue. Understood as a utopian desirembt=d
from the partial and fragmentary forms of the current conversation, consensus
does not appear as the end or the explanation of the conversation but inssead
the means of transforming it.

(Trimbur, 1989: 612)
The symbolic concept of consenstlgerefore, is the means by which deliberation can
go beyond accommodation to generate differences, in order to identify (and confirm)
the system of authority that organises and classifies these differences (it may,
therefore, also disregard and disconfirmeth). This is a dependence on collective
action as the ‘complex interlocking of multiple reciprocal exchanges, direct and
indirect’ (Douglas, 198@1). Panels, committees and boards that have the authority to
approve documents, such as programme specifices, therefore, are a form of
interpretive community, activated through social processes, which the goal is
collective design, or eoonstruction of what exists in the interaction with the design
proposer (aoff-pageor off-text) as much as in what documented (McKenny et al.
2006). This is evaluatian-action, in which consensus requires a practical rationality
that involves the searching for ‘temporary breakdowr&aiidberg and Tsoukas, 2011
348) as the ‘reflexive deliberations of human agef#s’cher 2003: 15). This is also a
search for the logic of practice (Bourdieu, 1998: 127) that exists in the principle that

practices are continually challenged and reframed and that this encourages productive
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dissension, rather than surface consensuspravoke new ways of thinking and acting

(McCormack and Titchen, 200843).

Drawing on the discussion of collegiality and bureaucracy above expertise is identified
as important in both. One distinction between them is that bureaucracies are rule
governed while collegial organisations are consengaserned. In the latter,
consensus is reliant on specialised expertise and knowledge as part of a collegial
principle(Waters, 1989: 956) that works in varying degrees according to the strength
of organisationalcollegiality. In the purest form of collegial organisation decision
making requires the full support of the ‘entire collectivity’ to achieve consensus that
can only then ‘carry the weight of moral authoritybifl.: 955). Where collegiality is
‘intermediate’ it cedes the authority of knowledge to the ‘professional judgement of
experts, to academic specialities and professional training, to the wider meritocratic
order of a credentialed society' (Trimbur, 1989: 61Hgre expertise is specialised to
such ahigh degree that no single expert can have complete knowledge relative to a
given problem. In a Durkheimian sense this would suggest that consensus, as an
outcome of collegial authority, emerges from organic rather than mechanical solidarity
(Durkheim, 183). The emphasis in organic solidarity is on interdependency, as a social
cohesion in which individuals rely on each other in complex societies, as opposed to
less integrated, segmentally structured mechanical solidarity societies. The broad
association btween the typologies of Durkheim’s organic and mechanical solidarity
and Weber’s notions of (respectively) traditional and legdional authority is made

here, while acknowledging the methodological differences in their projects

The emphasis in orgamisolidarity is on the differences between individuals where
roles are achieved rather than assignddhe shift from mechanical to organic social
integration is linked to changes in education ‘from education in depth to education in
breadth’ (Bernstein, 187: 155). This is a change in the boundary relations in a number
of dimensions including teacher as specialist, the subjects in a curriculum, knowledge
itself and between the university and the outside wo#dnside and outside are no
longer clearly diffeentiated. Bernsteinibid.: 161) suggests that the terms ‘closed’ and
‘open’, rather than mechanical and organic (respectively), are more helpful to

understanding the ‘open institution’ as the weakening of authority and its social basis.
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A socially realiew of consensus , as it operates in course apprdtakefore, can
approach it as a form of social integration, in which the positions taken relative to
others in the field, and the principles by which this occurs, is governed by the degree
to which this expertise can be contested its autonomy. This study examines
consensuseekingactivity as emerging from the dimension of collegially focused
bureaucratically focusegractice. It identifies ‘expertise’ as codifying and regulating
this practice through constructs of competence and performance. Through this
analysis it seeks to elaborate the codes for autonomy to further specialise how these
can be used to analyse the legitimation of the curriculum. As noted earlier, these
conceptsare the syntax tht comprisesthe principles of description that will be used

to shape the research design. What remam be developedare the empirical
referents, how these referents relate, and the means by which these referential
relations can be translated back intbe internal conceptual language in the form of
an external language of description (Moore and Muller, 2002: 633) for institutional

rationality as it applies to course approwad the research questions of this thesis

3.6 Summary

This chapter has idetied critical realism and Archer’'s morphogenesis as a social
ontology that ‘undedabours’ social realism. This ‘metaeory’ can be distinguished
analytically from the explanatortheories chosen for this study, namely Bourdieu’s
field theory, Bernstein’spedagogic device and Maton’s LCT. This social realism
explanatory framework informs social ontology by mediatitsgaccess to the social
world. It also provides the means by which this study can ‘speak back’ to theory in light
of what data reveal (Maton2013a: 15) and to develop an external language of
descriptionthat is capable of linking data to theory, and back again, as a translation

device.

Socialrealism, therefore, as the conceptual framework for this study, incorporating
Bernstein’s pedagogicetglice and Maton’d.CT,will guide the methodology of the
study, its fieldwork and the analysis of data and provide the basis of claims made in

this researchThe next chapter will describie researchdesignthat will achieve this.
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Chapter4: Researctbesign

4 .1 Introduction

The purpose of this study is to develop an understanding of the processes and
mechanisms that underpin curriculum development in a UK HE institution. In this
Chapterl shall explain the purposes of the study more fully, and relate this to the
ontological and epistemological underpinnings of the study that | discussed in Chapter
3 and discuss the research design and procesgss.research design is informed by

the research questions and these are repeated here:

Research questions

RQ1L What are the characteristics tiie teaching practices that are shaped by the
educational beliefs and values that academics bring to curriculum design in higher
educatior?

RQ2 What are the characteristics of course planning practices in a UK higher
education institution and howare curricularforms generate®

RQ3 What are the characteristics aurricuum approval practicesn a UK higher
education institution, and how do academics interpret and respond to this in

reproducing the curriculurd

4.2 Qualitative approachesn social realist esearch

A critical realist perspective on emergeiactice argues for a qutdtive approach to
research. This igspeciallythe casein the context of seeking explanation of a
‘naturally-occurring’ educational interventiorsuch as curriculum development in
which ‘interest is in structure, powers, generative mechanisms and tendencies, which
are all ways of scientifically conceptualising the underlying principles that produce the
empirical’ (Clegg2005a: 42@21).Indeed, the issues of structure and agency in HE are
often ignored (Ashwin, 2008). It is important to acknowledige causal mechanisms
that underpin events in a realist ontology and it is possible to come to an
understanding of the world through examinimgeople’s experience of the world to
gain knowledge of it. Field research is capable of producing teegnations of the

actual events and processes that lead to specific outcomes (Maxwell).20b2king
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in a qualitative paradigm has a number of adwageswhen investigating natural

settingssuch as institution§Cohen et al., 2007).

4.2.1 Developing knowledge of social processes

Qualitative research is a situated activity that locates the observer in the \waddn

the social context that is beinggesearched(Silverman, 2006)As such it consists of a
set of interpretive material practices that make thabrld visible. In doing this these
practices have the tendency to transform the worddrough successive acts of
representation. They turn the wilat into a series of representations, including field
notes, interviews, conversations, photographs, recordings and memos to the self’
(Denzin and Lincoln, 2008: 4he need to develop a detailed understanding of the
complex relationships between the expences and concerns of the individuals
involved in the study and the contexts for theicamlemic practice (Maxwell, 2@;

Flick, 2006are central to this approacht is also important to allow participants every

opportunity to voice their own undstandings (Creswell, 2007

In taking a prticipant perspective | aimetb focus on meaning (Creswell, 2Q@Hick
2006;Merriam, 1998) and the process of developing multiple meanings that individual
actors attach to their experiences (Maxwell,122) For example, how participants
experience the approval process can be seen in this study to influence how they
understand it. The researctook place in mturalistic settingsin which | aimedto
explore the particular contexts, and their effects on the participaniews and
behaviours, by studying people or events in their actual settings design was
emergent and respomge (Merriam 1998) allowinghe research focus to be shaped
participantsand context to be selected angdiata analysed(Stake 2008) It invdved
multiple sourcesin which indepth analysis of the topic and interpretatioare
facilitated by the use of more than one sourca case study of curriculum sharing in

10 institutions (CS1) and a case study of curriculum design and approval in one
institution (CS2.

As a esearcherd wasa key instrumentin collecting ad transcribing the data enabling

adjustments to the research design and deeper insight into the data and analyss
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made By providing detaileddescriptions of the context, actorsnd events!| will
present the findingof this study (Merriam, 1998) taking into account the complexity of
the issues and allowing them to be vicariously experienced by reableesefeatures

are inextricably bound to the interpretive characteristics of this type of inquiry,
allowing the researcher, the participants and the reader to make interpretations based
on their own understanding of the issue (Creswell, 200Re importance of my
reflexivity (Denzin and Lincoln, 200& acknowledged, anthe factorsthat may
possibly have had bearing omrmy interpretationshave beermdocumentd in appendix

6 as a record of my viewpoints as a researcher.

The principles that direct my approach to the research set out abaneereturned to
briefly in Chapter 8n orderto consider the degree to which these weaehieved.The
case for using these qualitative methods in a social realist apprisavhde by their
appropriateness tadhe contextin which what counts as performance or context (in
making the curriculum) is anduous or contested, and in which varie® are not
tightly controlled. Furthermore, the actors in this study have the recognition and
realisation rulegBernstein, 2000and an implicit, tacit model from which thesules

are derived and theesearcher'daskis to find the rules and the model. This is what
Bernstein calls theethnographic position’ibid.: 134), where the researcher has to
‘first learn the language of the group or society, and know the rules of its contextual
use’ (bid.). Therole of the researcher here will bi® model the members’ recognition
and realisation rulesi.e. the strategies of practice those rules constrain (the tacit
model, or an internal language of descriptionBernsteiris terms). The risk for the
researcher lies in thabsence of a modeh which the research isnarooned in the

specific context:

Without a model the researcher can never know what could have been and was
not. Without a model, the researcher only knows what his/her informants have
enacted.
(ibid.: 135)
Bernstein advises the researcher to show the transparency afltare through the
construction of an internal language of description (L1) from whafe or more
external languageof description (L2) must be derived to enable theernal language

to describesomething other tharntself. Anotherfactor is the disciplinary contexts for
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practice, in the knowledge structures, and associated knower structures and how this
is legitimated (Maton, 2014). This is alimension of the study that needs to be

addressal in order that this model can be constructed.

4.3 Researcldesign

In choosing thaesearch design was mindful of thelogic that links the data to be
collected and the conclusions to be drawn to the initial questions of the study, and the
means bywhich coherence is ensured (Rowley 2002)his includd my choice of
research method, participant/sample collection and data collection procedures and
instruments.| also needd to consider therole of the researcher, and the specific
interests that caraffect theresearch designs (Dooley, 2002; Noor, 2008; Rowley, 2002;
Yin,2003) This design is outlined ifable9 below.

Table9: Research questionsasesand methods

Research Question Case Methods
1. What are the characteristics of the CS1: Cross Discussion groups
teaching practices thaire shapeal bythe institution (n=10) | Interviews
educational beliefs and values that Case Study in Course design
academics bring to curriculum design in?HE curriculum sharing | texts
2.What are the characteristics of course | CS2 Part 1 of a Interviews
planning practices in a UHEinstitution and | single institution Course design
how are curricular forms generated? Case Study in texts
curriculum design
3. What are the characteristics of curriculumCS2 Part af a Interviews
approval practices in a UK HtStitution, and | single institution Couse design
how do academics interpret and respond t¢ Case Study in texts
this in reproducing the curriculum? curriculum Observations of
approval approval panel
events

4.3.1 A case study methodology

This research adopted a case study approach appropriate to the nature of the
happenings and events, and the concurrence of the two chosen contexts for
curriculum develpment. The purpose was to develop insights into the wider issue of
teachers’ experiences of curriculum development and as el eachfall into the
category of ‘instrumental’, as opposed to ‘intrigs case studies (Stake, 2008) , in
which the aim, in this studywas to develop @& externallanguage of description

(Bernstein, 2000) in order that it becomes possible ‘to generalise and abstracthe
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particularities of the case study without losing its specificities’ (Chen, Maton, and
Bennett, 2011: 133However, it can be considered to be intringicthe extent that it
involved the researcher as an ‘insider’, and this positionality in the study is discussed

below.

This approach resonates with the idea of a case as a boundeéxtofMiles and
Huberman, 1994) thatconstitutes an integrated system (Stake, 2008). This enabled
focus on the variables kevant to theentity of the case only, with an emphasis on how
these variables interconne¢Punch,2005:145) The choice of two sites for the case
(the single institution(CS2, and the crossnstitution context (CS)) offered multiple
cases (Yin, 2003) in which the focus of the research was also embedded within this
wider case study. These perspectives enable variation among the participants and a
variety of participant experiences and hence more compelling interpretations by the
researcher (Merriam, 1998), enabling higher precision, validity and stability of the
findings (Miles and Huberman, 1994).

Having identified the three field positions in the tiéure review, consonant with an
understanding of institutional rationality, | was aware of the need to explore these in
relation to course design, planning and approval in vive site of these practices was
easily available to me in my own institution and my access to this was made possible
and facilitated by my role as a Teaching Fellow for Curricul@veBDpment. This
therefore became case study 2%2. However, an impasse was reached in my efforts

to access the lived curriculum, the ongoing quotidiagractices that my colleagues
were involved in teaching and assessing courses. This was partly owing to the lack of
available access to busy course teams and their immersion in this everyday business.
While the events and activities that occupy a course team leading up to and during
approval raise the visibility of practice and increase its accessibility for examination,

this is not the case for lived curriculum processes.

Consequently, the site of C8RI not easily provide access tioe circumstancesnder
which academics, by choice, able to select examples of their practice that theey
prepared to share readily and to discuss with othditsiscontextisimportant because

it offersa ‘period of relative stability’ in which the habit and assoadiatepertoires of
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routine activity and/or reflexivity and deliberation on action can be examined (Archer,
1995). Furthermorethe advantages dbasing this phaseutsidethe case study in one
institution (CS2) is thre®old: firstly there is the likelihood that the ‘bureaucratically
focused’ practice in institutional settings can influence the possibility of ‘consensus
seeking’; secondly the composition of teachers from across the UK and from a range of
HEI offers the means by which the field can be seeni@nigatures explored; thirdly

its discipline boundary (social science) allows the disciplinary perspective to be isolated
and examined in relief. The limitations of the case study design is that it qualifies the
degree to which the causal effects of higband repertoire (conditioning in Archer’s
terms) in CS1 can be related to the ‘reshaping of strudiuuwliiral/group relations in

the second CS2. To address this, the study constructs an internal language of
descriptionfor the curriculum in Chapter 5 that is examined in Chapter 6 and used as a
frame for the analysis of the second part of the case study set in one institution (CS2)

in Chapter?.

Case Study 1 (CS1)

The firstcase study involved2 academics from 10 institutiortaking part in a UK
Higher Education AcademyHEA)open educational resources projebased at the
Subject Centre for Sociology, Anthropology and PolifCSAP)at Birmingham
University (cf. Gruszczynska, 2011)'he subject disciplines involved are those
categorised as ‘soft andpplied’ (Becher, 1994ihcluding social science, environment
and education. The demographics of tparticipants in the Q institutions are typical
of the sector, with an average tenure of }@ars and an average age of 51. The
influenceson curriculum deelopment vere typical of UK universities at the time of
this study with an emphasis on employability, internationalising the curriculum, and
inclusion.Appendix 3 shows the characteristics of th&idstitutions and their course
approval processes. Thitudy sees the bounded systeas the university itself, and
specifically those aspects of the institution thatpport the course planning process.
The institution is defined as the management, administration, teaching staff,
resources, buildings etcand dso factors that influence this such as disciplines,
dispositions/identities of academic staff in the processes andngements for course
planning. his is important because it emphasises course planningsacial practice
(Oliver, 2003).
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Case Study 2 (CS2)

The second case stutgbased in ondarge regional UK Universityvolving curriculum
development within one of the four faculties. The case study tolake (2010412) at
Institution 11Q a large, urban, po€2 university in the North of Englandjth over
30,000 students referred to from thispoint forward as Forgetown University
Forgetown was established as a university in 1992, as a former Polytechnic, acquiring
degree awarding powers and university title under the Further and Higher Educatio
Reform Act (1988). It holds a midway positon in the league tables for UK HEI and is well
regarded for its vocational degrees while having several excellent research areas, and
outstanding provision for international studentEhe institution is organisethto four

large faculties, each having a remit for the management of planning and development
of provision in the form of a Quality Support Team (QST). Hamulty of Social
Development the largest of the four faculties, with 13,000 students is the djeci
context for this study, and the courses represented are a esestion, including
Education, Social Science, Built Environment and Real Estate, and Geography,
Environment, Planning and Housing (see Appendixii2010 the QAA carried out an
institutional audit and found ‘confidence’ in Forgetown University and the
management of its academic standards. It identified good practice in the strategic use
of employability and the use of the institutional Research Team to inform insitutional

practice ‘at stategic and operational levels’.

CS2 is in two parts: the first is an examination of the period of activity of course teams’
planning and preparation prior to the approval panel. The second involves the
processes and practices that take place at the tghertly before, during, and shortly

after the approval panel event. CS1 and the two parts of CS2 represent three phases of

the research, examined in the field work chapters 5, 6 and 7 respectively.

Phases of fieldwork

The three phases of the research us&rcher’'s (1995) morphogenetic structure to
provide an organising framework for the study as three, dapping phases. The
notion of autonomy is related to collegiality and bureaugrbased on the discussion
of this in Chapte. In other words, this study offers the initial proposition that an

exploration of the problem space can be carried out organisationally according to the
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phases of the morphogenetic sequence in relation to phases that are accessible to the

research questions asdllegially focusd&, ‘bureaucratically focusedand tonsensus

seeking focusedThis morphogenetic structure is described in Tdltle

Tablel0: Research design following Archer's morphogenesis (1995)

Morphogenesis Phase| Organising | Activity Research Method
principle
Structural/cultural/| 1 (T1)| ‘Collegially | Analysing the | Case Study of cross
sociocultural focused’ structure of institution curriailum
conditioning curriculum sharing (CS1) involving
during a period | interviews,
of relative documentary analysis
stability and group discussions
Social interaction | 2 (T2-| ‘Bureau Exploring Case Study of
T3) cratically changes to the | curriculum design in
focused’ curriculum and | one insttution (CS2
debates around | part 1) involving
these changes | interviews and
documentary analysis
Structural 3 (T4)| ‘Consensus | Establishing the| Case Study of
/cultural/ group seeking structure of the | curriculum approval in
elaboration focused’ curriculum one ingitution (CS2
following these | part 2) involving
actions interviews,
observations and
documentary analysis

This ‘nested’ design is influenced by the ontology of the study, based on a critical
realist perspectiveThe research design of this thesis outlined here examines the
possibilities for new curricula and how the structuring of curriculdavelopment
knowledge provides the bases for these possibilities. It uses Archer’'s morphogenetic
sequence, as a theory about chargad its emergenceto organise the study, to map

its contngences and to identify its arbitraries:

The point of the morphogenetic approach is precisely to specify the ‘who’s who’
and who doeswhat’ in social transformatiorn(Archer,2010: 276)

The actual empirical phases of the study and how they are relatslddown irFigure4.

Working backwards from Phase 3 the diagram shows the stage of course approval to
be centred on the Approval Panel Event (APE) as the meeting where course teams
meet with the University Approval Panel (UAP). This activity is located within Phase 2

in which activity is focussed on designing the (intended) curriculum and preparing
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documentation for the APE. Both phases 2 and 3 take place within the same institution
and are the first and second parts of the sedaase study respectively. Phase 1 is the
lived and enacted phases of the curriculum process that surrounds the planning and
approval phases. In other words the course is enatddldwing course approval and

becomedivedin the time between its approval and the next time it is approved.

Figure4: Empirical stages of the study

It is important to note in this research design that courses and teachers involved in CS1
have all been subject to the activities and processes ofgthdsand 3 at some point in
their histories. Similarly the courses and teachers in phases 2 and 3 have all
experienced the enacted and lived phase. Both cases, therefore, are located in the
field of HE and what links them is the process of approval (tbgirteation of the
curriculum) to which all courses in UK HE are subject (shown in the diagram as the
APE). Furthermore the arrangements for course approval are reasonably consistent for
all 11 institutions represented in the study (see Appendix 3), inrdacge with the

QAA Code of Conduct (QAA, 2006).

The cycle implicit in the morphogenetic structwed the empirical stages this study
is the development of the curriculum at the mekwvelin HE(i.e. at the programme
and course level within units of structure such as departments, governed by

institutional processes). Specifically this involves the movement between the ‘lived
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‘and the ‘intendedbfficial® curriculum and back again to ‘lived’ (and around again to a
new T4 and so on) and the activitiesagents in this proces3he time line irFigure4

therefore is continuous in which these cycles occur andagur.

This structure and research design for this thesis, therefore, is organisationally and
methodologically appropate for how the curriculum is described by actors and its
underlying structures. These terms emerged from liberature and were confirmed

by the analysis and coding (see use of research tools below) of th€matecipants’
accounts and reflections) as an emphasis on practice and are thus formulated in the
organising framework as practice that is ‘collegially focused’ or ‘bureaucratically

focused’, and the encounter of these emphases as ‘consesegisng focused'.

4 .4 Research methods

The methodschosen in this study are appropriate to the research questions and the
methodology in that they provide the means to examine the effects of structure and
agency on the processes of curriculum development and how the possibility of new
practices emergesTltese include group discussions, interviews, documentary analysis

and observations.

Group discussions

Group discussionsllow a specific set of issue® be exploredoy means of collective
activity, including people's experiences, opinions, wishes andecoacThe method is
particularly useful for allowing participants to generate their own questions, frames
and concepts and to pursue their own priorities on their own terms, in their own
vocabulary(Morgan 1996) and to examine people's different perspeas as they
operate within a social network.(Barbour and Kitzinger1998: 4; Burnett and
Merchant, 201). Analysisinvolves identifying, drawing together and comparing
discussiorof similar themesand examinindhow these relate to the variation between
individuals and between group3hisinvolved the systematic coding of transcriptsf
data that was textual and taken in the context in which the comments originated’

(Asbury 1995: 418). The interactions regarding the curriculum and shared

® The terms ‘lived’ and ‘intendedfficial’ arise in the literature. ‘Intended’ is preferred to ‘official’ here
to avoid the automatic association with ‘bureaucracy’.
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understandingsof practice were suited to group situations in phase 1 where the

process of peer review and feedback was integral to the working of the participants.

Individual Interviews

Semistructured interviews with individuals were undertaken ingibses of the gudy

and analysed to characterise teachers’ experiences of the course design and approval
proces. The interview research method (Holstein and Gubrium, 1997) was used on the
basis that it enabled the researcher to collectdepth information by engaging ith

each interviewee’s perspectivess ‘negotiated accomplishmenfFontana and Frey,
2008: 143. All interviews were conducted fate-face The interview questions were
openended and developed based on the research questions, the literature and
themes deaned from the consultation groups (A and Bh outline of the topics is

given inTablelland in Appendi®.

Tablell: General topics for interviewing cours@ammembers

Interview KeyQuestiongPrompts (starting points)
Initial Interview with x Tell me about your experience of (re)approval to date[?
course leaders X What do you feel is your role in the process?

X What are your expectations of the process?

Mid-stage interviews | x Tell me about your experience of (re)approval to date[?

with members dthe X What do you feel is your role in the process?

course team X How do you feel you might contribute to the
development of the course?

Postapproval x Tell me about your @erience of the (re)approval?

interview with course | x Do you feel you achieved what you wanted to?

leaders x What aspects do you feel might have improved the
process?

This phase of idepth examination of the experiences of course teams involved
multiple semistructured interviews withndividualcourse team leaders and members
of the course teams (CPT1, 2 and 3). These 16 interviewd &e32 in Appendix 4

took place across the timescale thie approvalprocess(seeAppendix 14outlining a
typical timeline forthe process). Typically interviews for each course team took place
before, around the time of the event and afterwards. These were transcribed verbatim
and discussedwith the participant to check accuracy. This design increased the
trustworthiness of the results of the study by allowing the researcher to observe

changes in the participants’ views over a period of time and to probe any apparently
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contradictory statements as they arose. It also increased the likelihood of rapport to

be estblished between the interviewer and the interviewee (Flick, 2006

Each teacher participant in Group C (Sesble32 in Appendix 4 was interviewed
individuallyonce for approximately one hour, and in the mainsttook place within
eight weeks of the Approval Event. With the participants’ consent all interviews were
digitally recorded and transcribed verbatim for analysis. During the interviews the
participants were asked to describe their involvement in coursamng and their
experience of the approval process (see row 4 of Tahlfor the interview guide for

course teams andablel2 for the academics involved in approving cowwse

Tablel2: General topics foapprovers interviews

Interview Key Questiond’rompts (starting points)
Interview with members x Tell me about your role in the (re)approval process
of QA support team x Tell me about your experienoé(re)approval to date

x What things do you feel course teams should do for a
successful (re)approval?

Documentation

There were a number of documents that provided data on the course designs such as
the submission documents prepared for the approval evemhese included
information about the types of course, the rationale for learning and teaching and
assessment details. In addition a number of documents were produced by the event
itself including conditions set by the panel and the panel comments orcthese

team’s documentationThese represented articulation by CPTs on their intentions.

Observations and field notes

| attendedapproval eventas anon-participantobserver including the closed sessions
in which the UAP discussed the documentation of the course and made their decisions.
I was able to make detailed notes of the interactions between the course team and the
approval panel, and within the approval panel in recess. These were typed up and
shared with members of the course team at the posemt interview as an aide
memoire.The coding ofranscript allowed thecomparisonof my understandings with
those of the participants. This sensitisation to the issues being discussed is potentially
able to evoke memories or alert participants to neelevant incidents (Weiss, 1994
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Data set

A summary of the data set is shown in Tab&below. This lists the method, the

research phase(s)he data source and the type and amount of data collected:

Tablel3: Data set

Method Research Data Source Total
Phase (no./length)
Case Study 1 1 Participant peer review 6
Interviews 12 (12houry
Participantprocess commentary 6
Group discussions 6
Written feedback on process | 6
Module designgind content 24
Case Study 2 (parts 1 1/2/3 Interviews (Groups A, B, C, D,|B) (40 hours)
&2)
Produced by | 2/3 Faculty Quality Team commenisl2
Quiality UAP comments 12
Texts | System UAP conditions 12
Produced by | 2/3 Submission document: 12
Course Team Module descriptors 12
Course Rationale and Mappingsl2
Observations (field | 1/2/3 Observations of Approval Eventd (14 hours)
notes) Researcher diary/Fieldotes(4 | 35,000 words
years) 12,000 words
Researcher ldentity Memo

4.5 Participantsand data ollection

Data werecollected in line with the three empirical phases of the fieldwork that relate
to the organising framework of Archer's morphogenetic sequence as identified above
Participants were organised into 5 groupsEAover the 3 phases (notedsip D is
involved phase 2 and 3(see Appendix 4for details of the 5 groups This is

summarised in Figurgbelow:
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Phase 1: Case Study of craastitution curriculum sharing (CS1)

Purpose to explore chaacteristics of thecollegially focusedculture for course
design

Method: discussion groups, interviews, and course design texts

Participants 12 teachers (social science) from 10 UK HEI in two groups:

Group A the ‘sharers — 6 teachers (AJA6) from 6 WK HE institutions (H6)
exploring making their course designs ‘open’

Group B the ‘cascaders— 6 teachers (BB6) from 3 UK HE institutions {E&B)
exploring the use of the course designs ‘of others’

Phase 2: Case Study in an institutional context (CS2 part 1)

Purpose to explore characteristics of the bureaucratically focused culture |for
course design

Method: interviews, course design texts,

Participants 16 teachers from 1 UK HEI (110) in two groups:

Group C the ‘approved’— 9 teachers (GLC9) from 7 courses (CPI#} exploring
the course design and approval process

Group D the ‘approval seekers*7 teachers (DD7) from 3 course teams
(CPT1,2,3) in 1 UK HE institution (110) exploring the process of course
approval

Phase 3: Case Study an institutional context (CS2 part 2)

Purpose to explore characteristics of the consenseeking focusedtulture for
course design

Method: interviews, course design texts, observations of approval events

Participants 17 teachers from 1 UK HEIQ)1n two groups

Group D the ‘approval seekers*7 teachers (DD7) from 3 course teams
(CPT1,2,3) in 1 UK HE institution (110) exploring the process of course
approval

Group E the ‘approvers—10 teachers (EE10) exploring the experience of
‘approuvng’ courses

Figureb: Data collection phases and participant groupings

Phasel: Case Study of crogastitution curriculum sharing (CSGroups A and B)

This takes the form of an analysis of a case s{@$1pf crossinstitution curriculum
sharingby two groups of participants, comprising 12 teachers from 10 different UK HE
(see Appendix 3 The first group, Group A (n=6), worked collaboratively and
individually to prepare 20 modulesf study, and their associated materialso be
deposited in a reposityr for education resourceswhile the second group, Group B

(n=6), examined these resources, along with other materials that were developed, and
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investigated their use in theiown contexts with students. CS1 took place over time
(April 2009 to September 2011) allowing an examination‘pefople’s different
perspectives as they operate within a social network’ (Barbour and Kitzinger). 1898
this sense this case study can be seen to be exploratory (Fern, 2001). In addition
analysis ofthe group interactions in the discussioas described below identified
individual and collective experiences and shared knowledge of the participants

(Kamberelis and Dimitriadis, 2005).

The groups (se€able29in Appendix 4) are categorisefbr the purposes of this study,

as Sharers(Group A) and ‘Cascade(&roup B) in order texamine ‘putting a practice
into practice’ (Bourdieu, 1990: 9). This includedivities pertinent to the object of
studyin this thesissuch as discussion about what constitutes the curriculum and how
this is described in a format that can be shared with othesastiépantsin the study

are referred to by the (anonymised) name of the participant and the activity, in the
form [participant name and code]¢c@se studwctivity] e.g. ‘(Paula (Al), Peer Revjew
Where appropriate the institution is also given (anonymised as a codéQ)1(see
Appendix3 for an overview of institutions involved in this study). Tdeda for each
group are detailedn Appendicesl and 5.They include amnitiation meetingwith the
group (2 hours); a process of peer reviewwhich paired discussions took place on
shared modules collaborative discussions on ketopics; interviews, critical
commentaries and case studies completed by each group member; and the modules

themselvegseeTable33and Table34in Appendix 5).

The discussion in these different contextasmguided by a set of broad opended
questions as identified above The participants were aware that their activities
involved airriculum development and that course approval veddeast implicit in the
context for makingheir courses open and shareablith others in that each of these
courses will have been subject to quality approvabgasses similar to that in the
bureaucraticallyfocusedcontext of Institution 110 As Appendix 3 shows there is a high

degree of homogeneity in the arrangemts for @urse approval in this study.
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Phase2: Case Studi an institutional context, Part 1¢S2- Groups C and D

This phase of data collection focused on the experiences of course planning team
members who have completed validatig@approval) and the undestandings and
dispositions of members of the Quality Team who are involved in the approval process.
The data collected included individuaiterviews, and course design text$he
selection criteria for teacher participants in phase 2 were that they leadntly either

been involved as a course team member in course app{@rmalup C) or had served as

a member of anapproval panel (Group E). In addition individuals approached to
participate as a member of Group E were chosen first from those who had lgictual
officiated in theapprovalpanels of course teams that made up Group D (thddpth
course team group). Members of the teacher group (C) were purposeiuigen to
maximise variety among the participants and a range of disciplines in the faculty that
could be classed as social scigisodt applied (Becher, 1994) balanced by the practical
aspects of selection (Stake, 2008). The participants were recruited through direct
invitation. This included ningeachers who had recently experienced the course
approval processGroup C)from seven course teams (see Tal3@ and Table32 in

Appendix 4 AsTable30shows the participants were expenced university lecturers.

In terms of the academics involved in approving courses (Group E) these were selected
primarily on the basis of being involved in the approvals of the courses that were
examined indepth (CPT1, 2 and 3). The primary roteréfore, was of either chairing

the approvalpanel (E2, E4 and EG6) of the courses examined in phase 3 of this study, or
were members of the panel (E7 and E8) for these course approvals. In order that a
fuller picture of the characteristics of the approyabcesscould be gainednterviews

were completed with senior members ohd Quality Team (E1, E5 and E3), and

Teaching Fellows (E9 and E10) who provide academic support for course teams.

Phase3: Case Study in an institutional context, Par{@S2 GroupsDand E)

Data collected in the third phase of the research included multiple interviews with
members of the course teartsee schedulelable32 in Appendix 4)texts created
during the course approval processicaobservations of the Approvdvent (APE)

itself. This data provided insight into the layers of the teachers’ experiences (Fontana
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and Frey, 2008py allowing me to examine the experiences leading up and including

the approval event itself

4 .6 Ethial considerations

Ethical issues were addressed in a number of ways. First ethics approval was obtained
from Sheffield Hallam University’s Ethics Committee before the commencement of
data collection. Secondly consent forms were signed by each of the partisibefore

the first interview was started. This is included in Appendix 26 and desdhlees
objectives of the research, the benefits of the study to the participants, as well as their
rightsto engage or withdraw at any time. Details of supervisord were providedin

case there was cause foomplaints. Thirdly participants’ anonymity was f@cted by

the use of pseudonyms. Ethical issues are heightened in insider research owing to the
sensitivities discussed above, including the need to act ethigsltliscussed belavAll

participants and their institutions are anonymised in this study.

4.6.1 Insider researctand researcher positionality

As a fellow academicaldopted an insideposition on many aspects of the research. |
was aware that being ‘side research’ is subject to a number of factors including
identity, time and location and the power relationships between researcher and
participants, and the relationship that continues after the research has finished
(Mercer, 2007). The dynamics of mhesi research include access, fpnederstanding,

role duality and organisational politic§Brannick and Coghlan, 2007: 67). | was
provided primary access, as a member of the organisatiddS2as a faculty Teaching
Fellow for Curriculum Development as part of a ‘privileged periphery’ (Clegg, 2003:
806). | also had secondary access to all parts of the organisation (including
documentation, data and networks) that might be closed to some participants owing
to status or privilegeAs a teaching fellow my relationship with participants was
essentially as gupportiveand advisorycolleague Howeverthe potential existed for

the insights | gained in this research to colour my view of their practice and to be seen
to judge andevaluatetheir work | was cautiouf this preunderstandingand the
knowledge, insights ah experiences that | might holdr have gained prior to

undertaking the research, including practical and theoretical knowledge. Steps taken

103



to deal with this included the ethical considerations mengd above and my making

clear the terms and purpose of my reseafske Appendix 26)

Also, in CSiny role wasas ‘associateto the HEA €AP national subject centre from
2009 to 2012based at Birmingham University, which involved me in research in social
science pedagogy and curriculum (e.g. Marsh and Pountney, 2009; Craig and Pountney,
2009; Gruszczynska and Pountney, 2013) and leading a national conference on e
learning in the social sciences in 2011. As ‘curriculum consultant’ tgrthject in

which participants were taking paras partners \oluntarily) my role was supportive

and advisoryHowever, there washe potential for incongruent relationship between
myself and participants in which the demands of the project could supersede or
diminish their willingness to disclose or in which they were fearful that | would
misinterpret them. | addressed this by developing rapport with the participants and
sharing with them my commitment to their curriculum and their own insights into it
This is evident, | believe, in the researcher reflexive coding where | was mindful of
becoming and being the researcher, in which | specifically coded moments in being the
project consultant and my interactions with participants. This mindfulness alerted me

to potential dfficulties in the researcheparticipant relationship.

| was onscious therefore, of the importance of ‘moving from closes to distance

and back again’ (Brannick and Coghlan, 2@%D) and heightened reflexivity in the
coding and analysis of the data in vikg means ofa continual process of reviewing

and reflecting on the data and its interpretation. A ‘Researcher Identity Memo’
(Maxwell, 2012) was kept alongside a field notes memo, and a researcher diary as a
form of being on the lookout forsharp, sunlit moments of clarity or insight lttle
conceptual epiphanies’ (Miles amtliberman, 1994: 74). | was able, therefore, to code
my own perspectives alongside those of participants being vigilant for bias or prejudice
towards a particular viewpoinises Appendix 6)This process is referred to as ‘looking
ahead’(Bazeley and Jackson 2013: 42) as a means of ketepakgof emerging ideas.

By means of these strategies | was able to explore personal goals, recognise
assumptions and draw on experientialdmedge. The study evolved from its focus on
and allegiance to a specific problem: i.e. a direct involvement in course approval

exploring the process of coursgesign and approvaand observing firsthandhe
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difficult that teachers had irmakingeffective description of their courses that ave

adequate for their own practice, and for the official tiistional quality process. This
became a focus on practice and how it was legitimatedwever, | had no stake or
anything to benefit from participants’ conbitions other than to better understand

the process, perhaps on the basis that it would inform my éwmare practice.

Excerpts from the Researcher Identity Memrad its coding structure are shown in
Appendix 6 Language of description for the researcke(insider) viewpointsas
indicative of this reflexive process. This lists the main categdsesso(ningand being

the researchey, their subcategories, descriptions and examples from the data. This
illustrates that alongside the coding of participants’spenses! also coded and
interpreted my own questions and comments, reflexively. This ‘internal’ language of
description for the researcher’s viewpoint as an insider is held in the dynamic process
of coding and concegtuilding in the study. While not guamteeing impartiality it is
intended to offset the problems of preunderstanding (Brannick and Coghlan, 2007) by
acknowledging, and acting upon where appropriate, the researcher’s experience and

position in the research.

4.7 Data Analysis

This section oudines how the data was analysed: the means of analysis (using NVivo);
the stages of analysis, including thematic analysis; how the coding was organised; and
how the analytical coding of the data was usedcteate two languages of description

as the means of further analysis in this study

The full set of data collected for this study is outlined in TalBeabove This
comprisedover 40 hours of interviewspver 100 texts and four detailed observations
of approvalevents. An analytical approach was derived from Bernstein (2000), Miles

and Huberman (1994) and Creswell (2007) and involved three stages:

x Searching for themes that emerged from the data
x Organising these themes according to positions in the fietdl¢giallyfocused
and ‘bureaucratially focused) and Bernstein’'s three ‘message systems’

(Curriculum, Pedagogy and Assessment)
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x Developing an analytical device (an ‘external language of description’
Bernstein, 2000) for using the concepts of classification and framing and

Maton’s Legitimation Code Theory.

In each of these stages the analytic procedures involved were interwoven (Miles and
Huberman, 1994). The process of this selection of activity as ‘moments of significance’
is acknowledged earlier in this studgs a ‘ltering’ made by the researcher in which
voices can be silenced (Kelle, 199HApwever, the intention is to present these
accounts as truthfully as possible, to give them space and to allow them to ‘breathe’

and to‘speak. The following sectiodescribes these three stages in more detail.

4.7.1 The use of@amputer-assisted qualitative data analysis software

NVivo10 (QSR International Pty Ltd, 202&as used to store, organise and code the
data (seeTabk 13). The use of amputer-assisted qualitative data analysis software
offers a number of benefits to the researcher, including transparency, wieeks to

be weighed against the dangers of the tool shaping the analysis (Bringer et al, 2004). It
has vale in being able show how concepts were developed in a rigorous manner and
to offer an electronic audit trail, as a form of ‘methodological congruence’ (Morse and
Richards, 2002: 251). It can also help the researcher acknowledge assumptions that
might influence the data and avoid bi#dsy means of process of ‘continued reflexivity’
(Ahern, 1999). As noted abovéhis has been addressed in this study through a

Researcher Identity Men(seeAppendix6) as indicative of this reflexive process.

A detailed sunmary of the analytical approach and procedures appiredhis study
using NVivo 10 is shown Appendix 23: Stages of analysis of the data using NVivo 10
(modified from Chen, 2010: 84). This includes data management (the documenting of
data and its organisation into folders); empirical thematic analysis (transcription,
coding and analysis of data); organisational coding (classifying the data using
theoretical codes into a tree structure of ‘nodes’); and analytical coding (developing an
external language alescription); and postoding (explaining and theorising based on

the results of coding).
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4.7.2 Empirical thematic analysis

I was mindful that the process of analysing the data and developing this into theory in
the form of concepts is one of the most difficult processes for any resea(Clodfey

and Atkinson, 2004Morse (2004) suggests that in many instances researchers stop at
descriptive categories and do not develop them into concepts. Conceptessential

to theory-building and can be labels, attributes of more complex concepts, or a
concept that is derived from an existing theory. This is also a process of developing
‘uniqueness’ for these concepts, involving a movement back and forth to literature or
to guiding theories (Morse, 2004). Conceptiserefore, are linked to data and are
abstract enough to be described and used independently from the context (conceptual
transferability). The importance of developing concepts is that this refines analysis by
enabling:synthesisin order that the anafsis can move beyond the descriptive level to
the a higher level of abstraction; pattern recognition, enabling the identification of
similar instancesyariation, allowing the researcher to see things that are similar and
also different; new instancesghe anticipation or recognition of new occurrences of the
object of studyipid.: 1390). However, while research is essentially a discovery process,

| set out to avoid lettingonceptbuildingto be left to chance.

Drawing on the work of Glaser and Strauk36(7)l used constant comparison ftiree-
coding’the data and ‘memenaking’ as a dynamic form of analysis in which the data
are broken down into ‘incidents’ or ‘units’ and coded. The purpose of this approach
was to ‘stimulate thought that leads to both descrifye and explanatory categories’
(Lincoln and Guba, 1985: 33i)allowed me to simultaneously code and analyse data
in order to develop conceptsry continually comparing specific incidents in the data,
was able to refine these concepts, identiheir properties, explorgheir relationshis

to one another, and integratéhem into ‘a coherent explanatory mode(Taylor and
Bogdan, 1984: 126)his model took the form of external languages of description

outlined below.

Stages of dta analysis

Ths first stage of mynalysis can be described as an immersion in the data, in which

codedinterviewsare codedas they weretranscribed. Beginning with the data, with
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the intention to ‘ignore the theory and modglBernstein, 2000: 123),concentratel

on the potential meanings that were emergifrgm the data. In accordance with this |
read eachinterview transcript in its entirety, often with the audio recording playing in
order to catch nuance®f expression. These transcripts were, then annotated and
summarised (Creswell, 2007). Texts were treated similarly in that they were read for
meaning and key points were annotated. Field notes and observations were written up
and coded last in order that these could be informed by themesiray from the
interviews and texts. This close reading of datal the coding of participants’ and the
researcher'saccounts of what was happening enabled me to strem into
‘substantive categories’ (Maxwell, 20)2 Descriptive labels were added to these
coding categories.nl total, | developed over 200 free nodes that were refined, by
aggregating synonyms and combining nodes that were conceptually similar, into 68
coding categories. | then compared, modified, and eventually redulkech to 21
hierarchical structures to prodi¢ a coding scheme. An example of two of these

structures is shown iffablel4 below.

The coding scheme contains a definition for each coding category and an example
quote from the data. The full coding scheme canfbend in Appendix 7Coding
scheme for themes emerging from the daffa aid in the thematic analysis coding
models, | used NVivo to create visual representations of the themes/nodes showing
how they are connected, of each stage were produced. Examplkesskzown in
Appendices10, 11 and 12. These visuals aided analysis by showing the -inter

relationship of the concepts as they emerged.
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Tablel4: Examples from the coding scheme for emerging issues

Code Description Example quote fom data
1.2 Curriculum This set of codes ‘It was really around one of the Housing and
. e . Planning modules where we realised that we|
[Category SEt] |dent|f|§s issues related hadn’t e%(changed our practice within the
to curriculum department so we began to get a debate going
about that ...’
1.2.1 Livednformal Responses coded as ‘I think | pretty much used the content of what |

it

had been doing before but the advantages tq

[Category sub COde] informal/lived becoming a module | think were first of all that

curriculum and we got a timetabled slot and that meant that
formal intended students took it more seriously’
curriculum

1.2.2ntendedformal | What teachers say ‘The module in the first, when viiest put it

forward for the reapproval was pretty much
[category sub code] abof” the formal the module that had run in the old form.
curriculum However very close to it being revalidated it
was suddenly thought “could this module be
rolled out across the whole programmé?”

1.3 Teaching This category codes ‘Lectures were very clearly about putting as

much information on the slides as | possibly
[Categoryset] statements that could so that if | didn’t deliver the material

teachers make about | appropriately the students still had it because
teaching it was written.’

1.3.1 Teacher role Coding of data related | ‘It was literally “you've been hired and we

want you to deliver these 5 modules. Here they
[Category sub COde] to teacher role are, go and deliver them.” | was literally a

week ahead of thetsdents’

D

1.3.2 Experience Coding of data related ‘I was preparing the material for next week th

. week before and | was reading and adjusting
[Category sub COde] to the experience of and adapting because, although the material

teaching was very good, douldn’t just pick it up and
deliver it because lidh't know the background
toit'.

4.7.3 Organisational coding

The second stage of the analysis was organisational coding. At this stage the coded
data from the 21 hierarchical structures was arranged according to ‘theoretical
categories’, which are coding categories derived from prior theories (Maxwell, 2012).
There were two levels of theoretical coding: one was Collegial and Bureaucratic field
positions based on Bourdieu’s fieltheory and the other vas Bernstein’s three
‘message systems’. As discussed in Chapt&o8rdieu’s field theory was elaborated

to distinguish two field positions (collegial and bureaucratic) and the outcome of the
intersection of these two positions in theourse approval prass. In order that the
extent to which this distinction could be examined in the empirical data, the first level

of organisational coding involved sorting these data into these three concepts. This is
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presented below (see TablE5) with a definition of each concept, derived for this

study and the coding categories belonging to each concept.

Tablel5: Results of data organisation based on the morphogenetic framework

Concept and field position| Description Coding categories sorted
under the concept

‘Collegiallyfocused’ field | Features of thecollegially | 1.1 Context
position focused'culture as 1.2 Curriculum
embodied by teachers prigrl.3 Teaching
experiences in the ‘lived’ | 1.4 Disipline

curriculum 1.5 Exchange
1.6 Knowing
1.7 Description
‘Bureaucratically focused’ | Features of the 2.1 Teacher identity
field position ‘bureaucratically focused’ | 2.2 Autonomy
culture embodied by 2.3 Pedagogy
teachers’ practices and 2.4 Curriculum
dispositions in the development
‘intended/formal’ 2.5 Discipline
curriculum 2.6 Approval
2.7 Metaphor
‘Consensusseeking Teachers’ experiences of | 3.1 Challenge
focused’ field position and responses to the 3.2 Cosensus

meeting of the collegial and3.3 Conflict
bureaucratic focus culture | 3.4 Strategy

in the Approwal process 3.5 Expertise
(including pedagogical 3.6 Coherence
adjustments and conflicts)| 3.7 Change

The organisation of the data into the three concepts using the organisangework
identified in the literature was followed by a further sorting into Bernstein’s three
message systems of curriculum, pedagogy and assessment, in order that the data
could be accessible in educational terms. It should be noted that the relationship
between the threemessages varies according to the three phases of the study. For
example, in Phase & the researchthe concept of pedagogy was not always visible in
the process (recognition rules), owing to the emphasiconrse approvabn the
structure of the curricim and the technicality of assessment, and hence this is likely
to affect the extent to which this can be put into practice in the reproduction field (the
translation of the curriculum into teaching strategies and learning activity). Also in
sorting codingcategories some recurred in more than one message system: for

example ‘knowledgeoccurred in curriculum and pedagogy because it was relevant to
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both categories. Finally teduced the coded data in each message systeyn
aggregating the coding categories into a small number of broad themes (Creswell,
2007; Merriam, 1998; Miles and Hubermd®94). These broad themes are outlined in
the subsequent three analysis chapters of the thesis with rich descriptions and
illustrations from the data. In each of these chapters the findings are discussed in
relation to curriculum, pedagogy and assessment. A summary of the analysis is given in

Figure6 below.

4.7.4 Analytical coding

Once organisational coding was complete tlextnstep was to analyse the data within
‘collegially focused’, ‘bureaucratically focuseulid ‘consensuseeking foased’ field
positionsin terms of curriculum, pedagogy and assessment, using Bernstein’s concepts
of classification and framing and Maton’s Legitimation Code Theory. The purpose of
this stage of analysis is to understand the underlying structuring principles of the two
phasesand their encounter in the Course Approyaocess, so that they could be
compared and characterised. This would in turn lead to an explanation of the various

outcomes of the teachers’ experiences.

Stagel —— Stage2 — > Stage 3
Thematic coding The 21 hierarchical Data from Stage 2
based on participants’ structures from Sige analysed using
accounts and the 1 organised into Bernstein’s
researcher’s ‘rationality knowledge codes
description of what is framework’; and (classification and
going on: 68 coding further sorted into framing); and
categories reduced to Bernstein’s three Maton'’s legitimation
21 hierarchical message systems codes (LCT).
structures

Figure6: A summary of analytical stages in the study

In orde to do this | needed to develop aanalytic reading devic€Ensor and Hoadley,
2004) for this study that was capable of readintge data and addressing the

explanatory framework outlined in Chapte3. Such a device is knguage of
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descriptionused to construct ‘what is to count as an empirical referent, how such
referents relate to each other to produce a specific text, and translates these
referential relations into theoretical objects or potential theoretical objects’
(Bernstein, 2000: 133). The dmsttion between internal and external languages of
descriptionis important here. An interndanguage of descriptio(L1) is the theoretical
language or theoretical framework of a study (Ensor and Hoadley, 2004)xté&mal

one (L2) is an operationalisetieoretical language, or theoretical ‘apparatus’, specific

to the data of a study, and therefore serves as a translation device allowing a dialogue
between theoretical and empirical descriptions, or between L1 and the empirical data
(Maton, 2004 Chen and Maton, 2014). As Dowling (1995; 2009) suggests, an external
language of description develops on the basis of deductive and inductive analysis,
moving interactively between the internal language and engagement with empirical
data. ‘The language of description thus developed providesbtss for establishing
what countsas data and providetor their principled reading’ (Ensor and Hoadley,
2004:92).

How was this achieved?

The approach taken in the first stage of empirical thematic analysis was to start with
the data, ignoring theories and models to concentrate on meaning emerging from the
data (Bernstein, 2000). A theory of rationalisation (Weber, 19%8ters 1989hs a

form of field position (Bourdieu, 199®as introduced into the analysis in the second
phase. In the final stage of the analysis a translation device was developed based on
the movement back and forth between the theory and the datn example of the
movement between data and theory during the creation of a language of description
in the study occurred when it wasoticed that participants spoke about how official
accounts of the curriculum (those required by the official approval process) were
‘fake’, ‘not real’,or ‘madeup’ etc. From this empirical angle, the theomas re
examined cortemplating how this emphasis might be understood in terms of theory.
LCTdefines levels of positional and relational autonomy and this offered the tentative
conclusion that personal experience of teachers might reflect a stronger relational
position. Hovever, moving back to the data different realisations were located of the
concept of relational autonomn(such as the suggestion that teachers were able to
‘bluff out’, ‘dominate the discussion’ and ‘prevaricate’ over issues of course design and
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therefore ‘wn-out over time’). Through continuous moving back and forth between
data and theory the point was reached of having a translation device that shows how
relational autonomy is realised in slightly different forms in curriculum, pedagogy and

assessment in ik study.

4.7.5Languags of description for this study

Twoforms of the R for this studyare developed the first isfor curriculum knowledge
and expertise (curriculum development knowledge) usBernstein’s concepts of
classification and framingandthe second is foMaton’s LCTpositional and relational
autonomycodes with regard to course designd approval.TheselL2soutlined here
aredeveloped from the data and no& priori, as afirst stage analysis artie means of
translating between theoretical and empirical descriptions to code the datey
represent the first level of analysis and offer a framework for subsequantyysing
the practice in the fieldwork chapters. It should be emphasised that this is the means
of further analysiss the thesis developsit is not the final analysis itseifand that is
the reason for including them her&he discussion of the data takes place in the
fieldwork chapters (5, 6 and @&Jong with the development of bothZs. They are then
both used to construca model for curriculum development as it operates in the sites

in this study.

L2 for the classification and framing of curriculum developmé&nbwledge

Table 16 below shows an L2 for the classification and framing of curriculum
developmentknowledge.An importantdistinctionis made here between educational
knowledgeas that which is used to constitute the content of the curriculum (what is
taught and acquired) and curriculum knowledzgethe specialised knetww involved

in designing (and approving) the curriculurAs discussed in Chapté, this is
knowledge of the curriculum, and is associated with its hybrid curriculum development
and academic developmenth@& classificationof curriculum knowledge ihe strength

of boundaries betweenl) everyday and educational knowledges (horizontal and
vertical knowledge discoursesjth regard to the basis for curriculum expertiseld 2)
different forms of knavledge in a curriculum, as the basis for approving the

curriaculum. Notable here is the absence in the data of specialist curriculum
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development knowledge: i.e. what might be termed knowledge that is specifically

required to construct a curriculum and to maintain/ensure its coherence.

The Framingof curriculum knowledge is the degree of control over: the selection
(what counts as legitimat&knowledge); sequencing and pacing (how it is to be
delivered); the evaluation (what criteria are used and who decides); and how the
teacher’s or course designer’s conduct is regulated (who is in charge). Here weaker
framing indicated the teacher is in control while stronger framing means the institution
is in controlof the curriculum and its desigmn other words this L2 is developed to
answer two questions in the analysis: what is being classified and what is being
framed? The L2 is included here because it is the methodological basis of further

analysis of the data.
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Tablel6: Language of description for curriculum developméatowledge

Classification(C) Framing (F)
Concept Concept
manifested— Indicators Example quotes from manifested— Indicators Example quotes from empirical data
Strength of empirical data Degree of
boundaries teacher control
between in:

+CGeneral experience of| ‘It wasn't until | had to selecting content| +FContent knowledge is ‘Students should be able to have a clear
Bveryday and teaching in higher write my validation knowledge determined mainly by the understanding of what is going to be taught, and
educational education is little valued | document that | realised syllabugdocumented forms) this should’t be based on the whim or research
knowledges in the course approval that module documents hobby of the teacher’

(specialised)

context

really meant anything’

-FTeaders are able to select
content for themselves

‘we had developed a set of lectures given by well
known names and this was filmed and played to
the students each year’

-CGeneral experience of

‘What has become

sequencing and

+FElements of the curriculum

‘Developing students who are employable is a key

teaching in higher apparent over time is how pacing the are mandated by the institution | driver for this university. It makes sense to have
education is highly valued crucial an understanding teaching of work-related and workbased learning activities in
in the course aproval of these concepts is to content key modules’
context how students learn knowledge -FThe sequencing and/or pacing ‘I guess thee are lots of ways to do it
of learning is mainly determined| [employability] and lots of ways that students can
by the teacher bring it into their assignments. It's more of a theme
than content itself’
+CKnowledge gained in | ‘It doesn’t help when making +FTheinstitution makes ‘It's very clear that students are being over
Different forms of | developing one’swn someone who specialiseg evaluative evaluative criteria clear and assessed and that for some students it is all essay,

educational
knowledge in a
curriculum

subject content is of little
relevance in approving
the subject content of
others

in astrophysics is telling
you whatto do in a
subject they know
nothing about’

criteria explicit

explicit to teachers

essay, essay ....

-F Evaluative criteria are open
ended and interpreted by
teacters

‘I need to make sure that students really engage
with the module so | include a work diary as an

extra element that they have to hand in. That waly |
know they’'ve done it’

-CKnowledge gained in
developing one’s own
subject content is highly
relevantto approving the
subject content of others

‘| feel that having led the
development of my own
courses and being part of
a number of revalidation
panels that | am able to
spot the weaknesses, and
adviseothers

regulating the
teacher’s
conduct in
pedagogich
relationship

+FA strong hierarchy is
maintained between institution
and teacher

‘What we want to do is make the expectations of]
[tutor] contact time clearer to students. And this
needs to be a number of hours at specified timeg

-FA weak hierarchy exists
between institution and teacher

‘It's a joint partnership [between the teacher and
the university] ... you know, the people that | work
with are professional adult educators so | learn
from them, they learn from me.’

Note: ++ indicates ‘strongdweaker’
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L2 for teachers’ autonomy in course design and approval

An L2developed for Maton’g2004; 2005)concepts of pasional (PA) and relational
autonomy (RA) is outlined ifable17 below. PAis realised in this study as the degree
to which the teacher (influenced by the discipline) determines curricular content
knowledge, pedagogy and forms of assessment.isRanifested as the degree of
emphasis ondisciplinary (and pedagogical) principles, as opposedexternal
economic onesA language of description for these theoretical descriptions was
constructed, similarly to that for classification and framing thus enabling a means of
translating between this framework and the data. The section on the left rééePA

and the section on the righefers to relational RA. Each PA/RA column is structured so
that when read from left to right it is a translator of data into theory. For example,
when reading the first row of the PA section from left to right one cae that in
relation to curriculum (column 1) thé’A refers to the degree of emphasis on
‘disciplinary forms of content knowledge’ (column 2). The third column shows that a
stronger PA+is indicated by the participants’ emphasis on disciplinary knowledge by
the teacher, and a weaker PAy the participants’ emphasis on content knowledge
being prescribed by the institution or external drivers. The last column then provides
two participant quotes to illustrate the data consistent with these degrees of strength
of the PA By contrast, moving from right to left in the second row of this PA section of
the table, the reader can read from data to theory. At the top of this second row in
column 4 the participant comment isvé had developed a set of lectures given by well
known names and this was filmed and played to the students each y&&s’comment
was coded as exhibiting a stronger Bécause it suggests that established practices
were playing an important part in determining the form of pedagogy (column 3).
Moving to the right towards a more theoretical level it indicates an emphasis on the
‘teaching of content knowledge based agather’s repertoire/habitugcolumn 2) in
terms of pedagogy (column 1h)n other words the L2 is developed to answer an
important question in the analysis: the positional and relational autonomy of what?
The L2 is included here because it is the methodological basis of further analysis of the

data.
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Bernstein’s and Maton’s concepts worked together in this stage of the analysis. For
example, a participant remarkve had developed a set of lectures given by well known
names and this was filmed and played to the students each wearcoded as showing
weaker framing-f) (see L2 for Bernstein’s conceptd ablel6, row 2, last column of

the framing section for selecting content knowledge) and also used to exemplify the
positional autonomy (see L2 for Maton’'s concgpits Table 17, row 1 (PA+) for
teaching of content knowledge. This becomes possible owing to the fact that Maton’s

concepts integrate and subsume those of Bernstein (Maton, 2004).

After exploring the underlying structuring principles of teachers’ experierares
practicesthrough analytical coding, the study than drew conclusions based on this
analysis. In this process explanations for the case study participants’ experience of re
approval were developed, with a view to theorising the phenomenon for wider
application. It is through this thotmgh inspection of empirical relations, conceptual
relations and their interactions that this study aims to establish rigour and a high
degree of precision. The integration of the three theories offers anticipated
interpretation that is trustworthy owing t@n analysis that is multayered (see

Figure6) above
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Tablel7: Language of description foreachers’autonomyin course desigrand approval

POSITIONAL AUTONOMY (PA)

RELATIONAL AUNOMY (RA)

Concept Indicators Example quotes from Concept Indicators Example quotes from
Manifested— empirical datain this study Manifested— empirical datain this study
Emphasis on: Emphasis on:
PA+Teacher determines ‘there were essential topics RA+Disciplineemphasised | ‘the main thing was that you
Curriculum Teacher form of legitimate that we knew we had to Discipline is the | as determining form of mentioned something about
determines the educational knowledge cover, and we've included basis for forms | legitimate educational employability in the course
basis for formof these for a number of years’ of content knowledge design but no one ever really
content knowledge teachesit..
knowledge PA Teachedownplayed as | ‘there are areas of the RA External factors (such as ‘it is important that the
less important in defining curriculum that all courses economy) emphasised as | quality of course content is
legitimate educational must cover, regardless of determining form of assured, without that
knowledge whether students become legitimate educational students will not choose us’
lawyers, or social workers’ knowledge
PA+Establishedechniques | ‘we had developed a set of RA+disciplinary pedagogical ‘we knew we had to cover
Pedagogy Teaching of and straegies for teaching | lectures given by well known Teaching of needsare emphasised as essential things like
content content knowledge names and this was filmed content significantly shaping form of| employability but we had no
knowledge based| emphasised as determining| and played to the students knowledge pedagogy idea how these were taught’
onteacher’s form of pedagogy each year’ based on
repertoire/ habitus | PA- Establishedechniques | ‘it's what works and is disciplinary RA Economic and other ‘it's in work related learning,
and straegies for teaching | effective rather than any pedagogic factors are explicitly and work placement that
content knowledge particular pedagogic model’ principles emphasised as determining | students feel they get
downplayed as significantly form of pedayogy relevant learning and it's
shaping form of pedagogy what they enjoy’
PA+Evaluation of legitimacy| ‘exams are the only real way| RA+Explicitand specific ‘when the student hands in
Assessment Evaluative criteria | of student performanes that you can test whether the | Evaluative evaluative and procedural | work for assessment they
aligned with the resides in beliefs of students have learnt criteria aligned | criteria are emphasised in | need to know who to give it
needs of teachers| individual teachers anything’ to meet judging student to and when it will be marked
disciplinary performances and returned’
PA Student performances | ‘written assignments are pedagogical RA: Explicitand specific ‘the problem with giving
are judged against shared | better assessed blind principles evaluative and procedural | students timely feedback is

criteria exterral to the
teacher

marked, so that you don’t
know anything about the
student ...’

criteria are downplayed as
not significant in judging

student performances

that all they care about is the
mark, not what they could da
better next time’

NOTE: +/indicates ‘strongef*weaker’
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4.8 Quality of Research

There are a number of problems that can beset thalitative researcher including
inferences that are spurious, the researcher’s influence on participants and bias
towards particular interpretations (Maxwell, 2012). The position of researcher as
insider, including myole as academic deloper within the institutional setting a£S2

and as a member of the project team CS1 is discussed above along with the
measures taken to avoid bias and conflict of interest. In addition, the degree of
reflexivity was increased by means of a systematic and iterative approach to analysis
that included coding of mywn research diary and fieldwork notes. The need to
ensure the quality or research, including its validity is important (Yin, 2003). Construct
validity, as the congruence between the object of study and thethads through
which it is studied, is assured in this study by means of a chain of evidence and the
sharing of interpretations of data and its reportingkey informants at key stages. The
inferences made about the data and the cases Hasen subject tacrossanalysis and

the consideration of alternative interpretations, thus addressing internal validity. This
included pattern matching and logic models of the codibgl() that were formulated

within each of the stages of fieldwork (see Appendicesl1@&nd12).

External validity is enhanced through triangulation via the use of different vantage
points to explore the notion of practice including the use of participant perspectives
(the sharers, cascaders, approved, approval seekers, and appramidhe use of
multiple sites (1 institutions) and subject disciplineslocated very much within the
objective epistemology including that it is possible to have a detached, overall,
‘helicopter'seye view of a research probleniMetcalfe, 2004) This waembedded in

the organisation of the data and also in the fieldwork in which Archer’s morphogenetic
framework provided an analysis of structure, culture and agency over time. At issue
here is transferability rather than generalisability for the interpretikesearcher
(Denzin and Lincoln, 2008) in which thick description is aligned with thick theory as the
means by which a language of description is sought that allows the data to talk to
theory. The emphasis is to understand an issue better by seeking svhdfarent and

what is similar about the cases under scrutiny (Stake, 20D&{ical reviews of this
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methodology, work in progress and conclusitrave beensoughtin conferencs and

papersand this feedback has contributed to the development of the aesle design.

4.9 Summary of the chapter

This chapter explainthe methodological approaches to mmployed in the research
and how these are related to the theoretical approaches identifie€Clvapter3. A
gualitative, case study approach has been choappropriate to the object of study
and the empirical factors open tthe study. Three theoretical frameworksill be

applied

1. Bourdieu’s concept of field, elaborated through Weber’s theory of bureaucratic
rationalisation, as an organising framework for the collection of data to
investigate issues of the determining factors involved in designing the
curriculum, and to analyse these data.

2. The issues that emerged from this will bgamined using Bernstein’s three
message system (curriculum, pedagogy ansessment). This empirical data
will be then abstracted into a translation device for Bernstein’s classification
and framing concepts and Maton’s Legitimati@ode Theory, in the form of
external languageof descriptionfor autonomyand curriculumdevelopnent
knowledge

3. This providedor the analysis of the underlying structuring principles of the
teachers collegial and bureaucratlly focusedcontexts for designingand
approving the curriculum. Te approval process tself will then be
conceptualised as amencounter between these contextsultures in which
shifts andclastes of the (cods of) underlying structures hawedfects on the
process, on the outcomes of the process, and on the understandings of actors

in the process.

The relations between and within these three aspects thidin be explored in order
that an overall interpretation of teachers’ experiences in designing couraee

developed including a model of how the curriculum is developed and approved.
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Chapter 5. Sharing and building the cuculum: course design in a
collegialcontext

5.1 Introduction and context

This chapteaddresses the first research question: What are the characteristics of the
teaching practices that areshapal by the educational beliefs and values that
academics bng to curriculum design in higher educatioitpresents the results of a
case study (CS1) in curriculum sharing in a dredgution context. hie ‘collegially
focusedfield position,identified in the organising framework for this thesutlined in
Chapter 3 is examinedDrawing on a thematic analysis of the data, the chapter is

organised around

I.  how the curriculum is shared, including the practices of cuoudesign;
II.  how teachingis perceivedas expertise in practice, including the influence of
the discipline and academic development;
[ll.  how the curriculumis described, including forms of collegiality that make this
possible

IV. the practice of curriculum design as a language of legitimation.

The purpose of this phase of the study is to identify and examine the features of the
field position as embodied by telaers’ prior experiences in the livedirriculum This
chapter bringsthe HE curriculum into focus, as the object of stahd the field of
practice (Bourdieu, 1990 Ths phase of the reseahncinvolved12 participantsn two
groups (see Table29 in Appendix 4for demographic riformation) from 10 UK HEI.
Appendix Jutlines the characteristics of these institutions showihagt this sample is
reasonablyrepresentative of UK institutionsgn terms of their approval processes at

least

The case studyactivity took place in the context of the ‘open education movement’
(Atkinset al, 2007; JISC, 2008onole, 2013) in two phases of JH8aed curriculum
development projects. Participants were experienced teachers known to the subject
centre for their commitment to and engagement with the development of Social
Science teaching and learning in their home institutions. They were given time by their

institutions to work on the project and to make their course designs and materials
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available to others.The 24 modulescomprisal an ‘Open Course in Social Science
equivalent to the firstwo years of a general undergraduate deee in Social Science,
or elements of levels 4 or 5 of an undergraduate course specificSocial Science
discipline(see Appedix 2 Breakdown of modules showing pedagogical strugturbe
modules illustrate a number of key curriculum issues thatraiged later in the study —
e.g. Internationalisation (module 12) and Employability (module 24).24 modules
were preexisting anchad been developed iteratively, over time, through te&ndard
process of review and student duation. In terms of the critical realist methodology
outlined n Chapter 4, this phase represents an emphasis on the morphogenetic
structural/cultural/sociecultural conditioningstage (T1) of analysing the structure of

the curriculumat a period of relative stabilitgArcher, 1995).

The analysis of the datas oulined in Chapte#, yielded the seven coding categories:
context curriculum teaching, discipline, exchange, knowiagd description These
themes are crosthreads and will be highlighted and wovendrthe narrative of this
case studyand illustrated withsample data. The metanalysis of these themes
towards the external languages of descriptionf this study will be discussed at the

conclusiorof this chapter.

5.2 Sharing the curriculum

The participants in CS1 set out with the intentionnzdipping their curriculumand to

share this in the form of module descriptions and the associated materials. They did
this by sharingheir materials including courselocumentation, peer reviewing them,
discussing the pedagogical implications in group discussions, and sharing their
individual reflectionsn interview. Following this process and activity therhpleted
designswere uploadedto anonline open repositoryfor others to use in their own
teaching The value of this crogastitution sharing to this studys what it reveals
about practice in the lived curriculum, its relationship with the intended curriculum,

and the implications for how this is enacted.

In making theirpractices visiblethe case study provided an opportunity to bring

together the insighs that are otherwise kept private or at best shared with close
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colleagues in one’s own department or other universitiggarsh and Pountney, 2009)
The participants’ themselvesn setting out to explore this, recognisedrly on the

need to address theacit nature of their practice

... whilst we will be examining existingurriculum] material, we will not be
examining it for what it offers in itself, but for what it tells us about the
assumptions which guided its production. This is but one exampdenadich
larger tacit process.

(GroupDiscussion: Initiation Meeting).

Discussion of thiprovoked curiosity that whilst they shared knowledge and insights
from research through publication, there was no similar mechanism to research

pedagogic practice:

Indeed, there does not seem to be a language or even a set of assumptions with
which we discuss the creatiosignificance and effects (on our students and
ourselves) of [curricular designs]a way of speaking about and reflecting on one
of our key adtities as lecturers
(GroupDiscussion: Initiation Meeting).
It was thislack of an existindanguage and a collective procedhey felt, that
prevented materialsincluding their course desigrising actively shared he contrast
between the ‘closecnd unwritten’ practice of teaching and the ‘open and published’
collective endeavour in research and data generation was noteldding the means
by which its quality could be established/hile this possibly masks the competitive
nature of research cultures it is worthy of note as an indication of understandings of

collaborative approaches to the curriculum.

5.2.1The practice of designg the curriculum

In sharing their curriculum in the form of modules and their descriptions participants
brought with them their own practice historiegCleaver, 2002 They were all
experienced teachers, with at least 10 years in HE, having taught amabldwles and
courses. fie modules of study offered for sharing chédeen through a process of
‘quality control’ in treir own institutions. Appendix 3 outlines the approval preses

of all theinstitutionsin this studyand shows there to be commonality in the processes,

actors and timescalesf approval.
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Participantsbegan by articulating what was common about the muium as a set of

‘givens’ or starting ‘propositions’:

1. Qourses are designed as ‘sets’ of modules (i.e. they have been modularised)

2. Modules (in line with HE convention and practice) are aligned with learning
outcomes, and a form of assessment

3. Modules, n practice and delivery, are contextualised and local

4. The contextualisation of modules involves intent that is often
implicit/tacit/invisible—and constructing them to be shared requires this intent
to be reexamined by a) the originator b) future usgr(s

5. The reuse of modules that require strong context might afford (cultural)
reproduction rather than a (re)design for learning

6. Sripping away contextual infonation in modules in order that they might be
re-used is problematic in that insufficient struce may remain for others to

interpret and use

Participans shared the view that the organisational structure of the curriculum, while
advantageous to the process of sharing, was a given that tleeg wnable to modify
or change. This included the structure that both constrains and forms the context for

teaching:

The basic context in which we teach determines much of whatawedo and
what is appropriate: what preparation students need to take the module, how
many weeks of teaching, how many classes/aonthours, what formats the
teaching takes.

(Carina (A3) in conversation with Joslia8é), Peer Review).

A further outcome of these early discussions was an identification of approaches
towards making and developing the curriculdaking place in theiown institutions.

These were:

x curriculum as grocess for engaging staff
X curriculum as an object or commodity to be consumed,;
X curriculum as a translation, responding to the needs of a disparate and disperse

constituency of learers.
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However, in the initial conversations about thedulesit soon became clear that the
official descriptions (those officially recordad their institutions as part of the
programme specification) along with the materials they had developediere
insufficient for their effective use by othersaand were deficient in the following

respects:

x they were written in a language that was not gde translateinto practice

x they were condensed and abstract and needed to be unpacked;

x they described the arrangements for the assessment of a module but not the
way it could be taught or learnt;

X materials were heavily contextualised with ‘local’ detail.

To put this conciselyparticipants found that their understandings of (their own) good
practice to be challenged when it was exposedhe scrutiny of peer¢Goodlad, 1977,
Goodladet al., 1979) One perceived reason for this pedagogic shortfall wasefifect

of the institution’s imprint on pedagogicalmodels as well as structure. This is
indicated, perhapsby the fact that almost all of the module descriptions folexha
‘weeklylecture-followed-by-seminarwith-reading’ structure(see Appendix 9 for a
breakdown of the modules showing their pedagogic structufdle joke sharedithin

the groups was:

What do you get when you take a tutor out of a clasam@d”owerPoint and a
timetable!

Some group members attempted to counteract what they saw as a reduction of their
pedagogy to presentation with PowerPoint, dominated by an institutional timetable
was clear that participants sateaching @& embedded in glace and spacén that
learning activities (including presentation from the front or in lectures and the kinds of
group activities that are permitted by space or by the layout of the room) are designed

around the physical space that is available.

5.2.2 Tensions between the intended and the lived curriculum

The participantsidentified two ‘rubrics’ that were seen to operate in relation to the

modulesthey were sharing the ‘official’ and the ‘lived’. The ‘officiatbric is that
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applied under quality processes in HE institutions, as regulated by the QAA Code of
Conduct(QAA, 2006)To meet these requirements the modules sfthby participants

in CS1 have begmreviously‘approved’ by a system created by the participant’s home
institution to set, overse and maintain these standard®AA sets out the standards

HEI are required to meet:

Higher education providers [shoulddve in place effective processes to approve

andperiodically review the validity and relevance of programmes

(QAA, 2011).
The term ‘lived rubricwas used tadenote the criteria that surrounds the teacher’s
practice, in how the module and course is developed and iterated, the lessons learned
from pedagogical activity, and the effectsinferaction with studentgthe experience
of teaching it).This rubrids shaped by institutional processes, covered by the ‘official
rubric, such as module review and the comments of external examiners that attend
the course and validate its assessment and who write a reportthi® end an
examination of the curriculum as practice looks at the rules and organising principles
that apply and are applied. It does not evaluate the quality of the modules, but it is
worth pointing out that their implicit ‘value’ is high owing to a nioen of factors: they
have been taughtind iterated over a period ottime; they are authored by teachers
with high status, in that they represent their institutions, departments and disciplines
(and themselves) at a national subject centre; and that theyehaeen chosen to be
shared by teachers who are regarded as experts in their subject field (and subject t
‘expert’ pedagogical judgement). In other words the curriculum is representative in

this context of one form of expertisend authority.

Accounts pot to homogeneity in the regimes of course approval, and their processes,
in the 10 institutions represente@see Appendix 3). Participants talked in interview
about their experiences of curriculum development in their own institutions, including
the adogion of modules made open by Group Ahey felt that the descriptions
permitted in ‘official’ module descriptions are ‘too rigidhd that they were ‘lengthy
and bureaucratic’ They felt that the documentation for course approigincreasing
(e.g.230 payes for afoundation degree, describing 13 modules) and that this lack of
flexibility and the dominance of the ‘bureaucratic over the pedagogit#tlen)to be

one factor in constraining thpotential for open approachesllustrative of this was
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Jonalis (B1) report ofthe experiences of curriculum approval at his instituti@md
that having to balance between pedagogic and bureaucratic demands on course

plannerswas ‘typical’ irHE.

5.2.3 Thecurriculumas ‘product’and ‘process’

Participants talked about their own conceptions of the curriculum. Seeing the

curriculum as product was somewhat alarming for some

Once something is produced,0]s U % | P U % @E « v§ U P]A vL
repository for all to see, it all comes down to who has the poweetide what
gets given to whom and when. who hasmost power, and who ben&e (& }u
this process
(Angela (A2), Reflections)
This was balanced by a view of an ‘idealised’ curriculum telbrised the
‘autonomous learner’Internationalising the curridum for example,covered in the
module The International ££ommunication Exchang@ghodule12), was considered to

be an external driver with sound pedagogical motives

Without doubt, internationalisation often equates to making profit and university
managers are alert to the benefits that can bring. But what if, instead of
economic rationales, we could prioritise pedagogic rationales; research informed
rationalesand student focused rationales?
(Heidi (A4), Process Commentary).
Similarly, enployability, another influencdrom outsidethe curriculumwas viewed as
makingthe link between learning skills within the curriculum and transfezadiills
beyond the curriculumin the module: Learning and EmployabilityHeidi refers to this

as Skills beyod subject knowleddeadding

It is important that students understand the difference between employability
and employment. Employment means having a job whilst employability refers to
skills and qualities to secure a job, maintain employnamd progres in the
workplace.

(Heidi (A4))

It is interesting to note that the subject benchmarks for all four social science
disciplinesrepresented in CSinclude learning outcomes for professionglills and

transferable skills. This is illustrative of the temsibetween the teacher facing

outwards to the needs of society and the demands of government, while facing
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inwards to the needs of their disciplin€his dilemmaalso emphasises the construction
of the ‘ideal knower’ in the form of an apprentice to theaine. This is a source of
concern br the group, in which they feltonflicted. One dimension of employability
for example Personal ad Professinal Development Planning (PDP), was viewed by
some asprofane content'that wasentering the ‘sacred domainhof the discipline This
provoked comments on ‘curricular pragmatism’ from group members, including how

assessments are now expected to cover these generic skills.

A discussiomroseabout thecontrol of (what is in) the curriculum, and its purposé

the same time, individuals saw no difficulty in employing disciplinary arguwsrient
make the case for the inclusion afspecific topic or theorist, indicating perhajbesat

the basis of what countas valid curriculum knowledgs unclear.lt also highights
how the knowledge structure of the discipline affects the discourse of the curriculum

as anideology of justification (Schiff, 2009).

5.2.4 Regulating the curriculum through itstructure

One response to the need for richer descriptions of pcacto enable sharing was an
attempt to identify ‘units of pedagogical structure’ that would allow thedules to be
taught by others (or used by students independentlyhe discussion centred on the
question‘what is the basic unit of pedagogyAn analgis of the 24 modules sharéal
CSlindicates the dominance of the ‘lecture/seminar/PowerPoint model’ in the
articulation of practice suggesting that the basis of structure is more organisational

rather than pedagogical. Paula’s account is typical:

The nodule is typically delivered over two hours per week to approximately 60
students. The format was written for a one hour lecture, one hour seminar per
week

(Paula (Al), Process Commentary).

In other words, the overiding ‘imprint’ was that of the instition/organisation rather

than the pedagogical motives of the teacher. This is reinforced by an examination of
the pedagogic rationale@he ‘teaching philosophyand ‘what you would say to future
users of your materigl For example, some describélde pedagogic ‘indicatorsby

setting out the teaching format (the times and nuerbof sessions), addingléase
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note that attendance is requireddnd warning of the sanctions for naitendance.
This is adominance of the organisational over the instructiomald can be seen to
emphasise the regulative aspects of pedagogy and its discanrs®cial science
education (Rosie, 2002)thus integrating and subsuming the pedagogic discourse

within it (Bernstein, 2000).

An examination of the modul@escrigions that participants made ‘publiceveals an
affinity with the standard renderings of practice that might be found in ‘official’ quality
documents in any of thellinstitutions involvedn this study A surface analysis of the
moduledescriptions examined abewvould indicate, for example, relatively strong(er)
classification of boundaries-Cbetween topics and sessions) and strong(er) framing of
control *+F over the classroom activities) in this curriculum. Initial analysis of this
therefore suggestsa colledion code('l teach sociology as opposed to an integrated
code (‘l teach students’) (Bertsin, 1977). The grougwere aware of this tension in
how their materials might be ‘read’, reassuring themselves that the released materials
were ‘approximations gpractice only’. Joshua (A6) referred to this as ‘stripping the car
for parts’ and Daniel (A5) called it ‘surgically removing the teackeoupDiscussion:
Module Mapping. This emotive link between the teacher and practice is echoed by
Peter (B3) who dabted that colleagues new to teaching would easily handle the

comparison of their practice with that of expert others.

5.2.5 Examiningexpertisethrough exchange

A number of participants talked about the sense they had of teaching as practice that
was ‘mrrowed’ from others and that tlsi went beyond mere imitatianThe issue of
ownership came up, in relation to how teachatsvelop practiceand how students
view this Angelais explicit about this in the advice that she gives advocating this
exchange as ra ‘honourable oné without the need for payment or obligation,

involving a kind of ‘bricolage’:

I would say that pedagogic work is made through a lot of borrowing and informal
use of other people’s work, with not much acknowledgement; it is a creative
process of putting lots of things together

(Angela (A2), Reflections).
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Part of this embedded context is the ‘intention to teach’ as an expression of ‘fape’

its future enactment This is examined in the questiaihat arose from within the
group: ‘how would we like our modules to be taught?’ One response to this involves
the expectation that there is a common and shared ‘disciplinary understanding of the
curriculum’ The exchange of practice, as a form of expertise, is therefore seen in these
accounts toencompass a conception of an exchange gradient between teacher and
student, and reciprocity between colleagues based on the tacit understanding of the
value and rules of this exchange. This can be vieaskhowing in and as practice
(5¢ch6n,1983) in whch dispositions to the curriculum and its context come into play
(Bourdieu, 1986)

Exchange could also take the form of a translation, andwiais literal in the case of
David who had developed a national online portal for Welsh medium HE. He referred
to this as his living gateway (Y porth bytwough whichEnglish was translated into
Welsh within a cultural strugglélere the translation into Welsh representedaam of
exchange that involved studentsand teachersin ‘a dynamic, emergent and
collaborative process of learnir{§raser and Bosanquet, 2Q0%72). The discussion of
how this could be achievedmbraced a definition ofn'egotiated curriculurn(Lovat

and Smith (1995:23). The importance of involving students svacknowledgedby the
participants including how students are perceived as learnerslowever, he

involvement of students was doubted as potentially problematic and 4bo@suming

To start with, students do not really have the right levels of pedagogic literacy to
be able to evaluate thgourse designifurthermore, it will be very dcult to get

the students to evaluatecpurse designput of the context of the module.
(GroupDiscussion: Module Mapping).

How students are perceived is also indicated by the pedagogy that is designed fo
them that is often based around a particulapg/of engagement with students and a
particular concept ofthe student as learnerThe idea of studentas ‘autonomous
learner’, for example figures in the way that the grogamaginedparticipantswould
want to be involved in the curriculunf it was made available to them- i.e. that
students would want to be involved but would also want to be left to get on with it.
Theprevalent notion ofstudentas‘co-creator of knowledgeé (Neary and Winn, 2009)
was se@a by the groups as somehow contradictory of their own hopes for their
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teaching designdHow could it be possible that teachers would lead the development
of their own course designs while consulting students on what this would be? This was
likened to a dotor asking patient¢o diagnose themselves. However, where these
designs were not rigidly grounded in learning outcomes or tied specifically to
assessmenthe consensus was that students would show little inter@stlicatinga
student preference for the authority of the teacher’'s direct inputAt stake here

appears to be teachers’ authority and expertise and how this is perceived by students.

The general findings indicate th#te groups doubted thastudents would welcome an

open curriculum anavould perceiveit as extracurricular and external to their learning.
Thisechoes findings of a large scale survey of UK Social Science academics (Marsh and
Pountney, 2009). The reasons for this ‘unfulfilled’ promise of open education to bring
about the ‘negotiated curriculum’ in whideacher and studnt act‘as ceconstructors

of knowledge (Fraserand Bosanquet, 2006275) remain unclear, and are in need of

further analysis.

5.3 The disciplineas the language of practice

Sharing as a methodology for developthg curriculumwasenabled to some extent,

by the fact that those involved were from a similar discipliméth shared implicit
disciplinary knowledge and shared understanding of pedagogy. The value of the
designs exchanged, in the context of the disoml is referred to as taking place
between ‘likeminded people’, as the application of ‘taste’ as ‘a sort of social
orientation’ (Bourdieu, 1984: 466volving being exposed to other people’s practice,
and learning from thisThere was recognition in ltlo groups thata language to talk
about practice of teaching was needethe groups agreethat the disciplinewas an
existing shared language with which practice could be discussed in relation to

knowledge:

When we write and publish our research, we do not necessarily explain the whole
background. We assume that the reader will be able to draw on the implicit
disciplinary knowledge, and will take respoiigipthemselves for any ‘gaps

(Paula (A1) in conversation with Heidi (A4), Peer Review).
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Participantscomparel the need for a specialist language to describe practice, with the
specialist and shared language that researchers asé questioned whether there

was the same motivatian

With a research repository, staff will put their publications hgrause that is
where the data will be drawn from for the REF, promotions etc. What would
encourage academics to upload their teaching materials?

(Carina (A3) in conversation with Joshua (A6), Peer Review).

This languagef practicebound and defnited the means by which the practice of

teaching could be talked about, and how the ‘packaging’ of teaching shaped pedagogy:

Interestingly, many colleagues | know admit that it is not always a very effective
way to explain what is going on to studertscomplaints that students do not
read module guides are very common, and | don’t know many that read learning
outcomes or assessment rubrics either.

(Joshua (A6), Reflectig)n

This was found to be easier when the language of the discipline could be put to work
to present pedagogical position®@r world view$, drawing on, for example, an

anthropological perspective to make sense of practice. Or in the discussion of

resourceswith regard tocriminology for instance

We are invariably asking questioabout our discipline and how we think about
teaching and learning. (...) students might bring to the study of criminology
representations about victimisation, offending, and the major criminal justice
agencies which respond to offending, as found in the media.

(Matthew (B2), Reflections)

Alsg not surprisinglyperhaps,disciplines and disciplinary perspectives are realised in
approaclesto learning activities and assessments, as a kind of disciplinary pedagogic

mode, or signature pedagogy, (Shulman, 2085)a form of cultural translatignn for

example how visual images are used in anthropalogy

It is very important ..that pictures are not used to exoticise other/own cultures,
peoples, beliefs, practices. | think my preoccupation with pictures vbeutdat

they are treated unethically and that the visual system where they come from is
objectified, commoditised and lost.

(Angela (A2), Reflections).

132



This suggests that the participants used the language of the discipline to talk about and
make sense othe discipline.lt alsoindicates that the system of values and beliefs

operating were influenced by disciplinary understandings.

5.3.1 Thelanguage of academic development

One established language readily accessible to participaais that of ‘acadsic
development’, asa project committed to improvement and innovatio(Clegg, 2009:
409) This waseglected or ignored by the majority of the group and openly opposed

by somein the form of a ‘critical approach’ to the understanding of curriculum and

pedagogy

| think we should start with practice, in all its contradictory messirfesd.think

we all have perfectly good resources to describe and reflect in the subject
disciplines that we all practise. We use terms like ideology, power/knowledge

cowplets, discourses and the like to discuss the practices of policemen, politicians,
media folk and the like why exempt ourselves?

(Daniel (A5), GrouPiscussion: Pedagogical Frameworks).

Resistancéo the notion of academic development is indicativeagfeneral disposition

by academics to the idea of having acadenivelopment ‘done to them{Clegg,

2009) Paula pointedo the discourse of éarningTeaching and Assessment (LTA):

... LTA people in the institution halearned to 'speak jargon that ppte do't
understand ... my preference is for pedagogical rationale rather than applying
any 'out there' pedagogical framework

(Paula (Al), Interview).

While it is not unusual for academics to criticise the system within which they work,
the social scieces are distinguished perhapyg the fact that they use the langge of
the discipline to do it.This critique of academic development in the form af
‘imposed’educational philosophy is a theme that playsward and within the groug

as a lightning rd in which they draw down disciplinary understandings:

We would certainly want to use good sociological common sense to question the
view that ‘high level pedagogy’ is simply the result of ‘the concrete instantiation
of philosophical positions’, which isaive idealism, seeing practice as the
outpourings of some individual consciousness. We might continue to question
what exactly it is that ‘constructivism’ seems to offer thederm educational
professional...
(Daniel (A5), Groupiscussion: Pedagogical Frameworks)
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Joshua comparedttempts to make statements about beliefs underlying an approach
to teaching to the practice of providing teaching staten®eto secure academienure

in the USA. He contributesh article, Teaching Statements are Burjkegarty, 2010),

an opinion piece disparaging ‘teaching philosophiestlieir emptiness and platitude
and because thewre poorly suited to evaluate classroom ability. The headline makes

his point, but itmay miss the message that Heggarty offers in closing:

My hope is that we can reduce one such aggravation by transforming the empty
‘teaching philosophy’ ritual into an evolving set of useful, fatijty reflections

on how to best teach university students.

(Heggarty, 2010)

Angela and Pauleflect on his:

We wonder if people derive beliefs from scratch, or if not (and we recognise a lot
of practice starts as ‘borrowed’) then where does this begin? There is an issue
that teaching statements might become formulaic. Beliefs often emerge in
conversatiorand discussion, not in institutional mandates

(Reflectionk

This became an ‘emancipatory device’ to explore the concept of ‘openness’ as well as
pedagogical issues around student engagement and in particular innovative
assessment. It draws on a notion of teaahiras ‘subversion’ (Postmaand
Weingartner,1969; Ebner2008; Downes, 2008). Implicit here, perhaps,that the
struggle for status and resources for the curriculum is conditioned by a sense of what
teachers bring with them, as embodied praeti@and the need to reconcile this with

dispositions to practice

5.4 Describingand generatinghe curriculum

The groups regarded the process oékingthe curriculumopen through description

and exchange valuable for the development of pedagogy in that it ‘opened up’ the
module to development by others. This sense of a ‘generative’ format for their module
designswas seen as a benefit. However, while this was demonstrated in the exchanges
that took place in peer review, the sense of how this might hagpeyond the group

was unclear. There was uncertainty about who the recipients, or end users were and

what they knew about the module, the discipline and abéeaching itself. Carina
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wondered if this exchange impliead‘knowledge gradient’ from the experieed tutor

to the less experienced:

One would expect them to seek guidance initially from more experienced
colleagues ... the assumption is that they are experienced teachers and do not
need to be told ‘how to teach'...
(Carina (A2), Discussion: Module Mapping)
There was also a fear that the modubesuld ‘disintegrate’. Implicit here is the idea
that practice is an aggregation of small actions and that making it available for others is
a disaggregatiomppendix9 shows the breakdown of the final veosi of the modules
including the pedagogical structure, assessment and the use of materials. Creating
thesedescriptionsinvolved participants in overcoming difficulties that amatzedded

in the process of describing practice in order that it can become ‘opdrése were

seen toinvolvethe triple problems oflescription context andownership.

5.4.1 The problemof how to describe practice

In considering the issue of describing practices two questions emefgedescribing
the ‘what? And 2) describingthe ‘how'? Participants decidedo provide a
commentary with the module descriptionthat others would fin useful. The
participantsvoiced this directly to theother’ teacher explaining the orden whichto
look at things. Angelafor example, offeredadvice to potential future usersf her
module design®y ‘speaking to the other’. Somééowever, doubted the usefulness of

providing descriptions that guided the practice of others:

The pedagogy is a composite of a number of pedagogical turns and mihees -
pattern in the patchwork quilt will be difficult to see
(Carina (A3), Discussion: Pedagogical Frameworks).

The difficulty of describing practicgose partly from itgacit and fragmented nature,
includingthe conditions undemhich the original teachingwas developedit was felt

that sharing and exposing the story of that process would be useful to others in
allowing contextual and local materials and desigasbe recontextualised.The
tacitness issue was also heightened in the recognition ginattice is dynamid.g. it
changes eery time something is taught) and that institutional contexts were one

condition for this
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In examining the descriptionsf their practice through peer review the groups
identified embedded practicethat were invisible or below the surface and thateve

‘laden with meaning beyond the official ‘intended’ outcomes. There were many
examples of modulescarrying meanings to students that are not prescribed in
learning outcomes or in the aims and objectives of the modueluding assessment

designed to regulate learning or behaviour rather than to examine learning itself.

Angelapointed to the difficulty inherent in any form of recontextualisatiotinat in
effect much of what we do in constructing materials and teaching is borrowed

practice, adapted and assimilated through tacit and explicit choices

What we are doing here is4aterpreting, from context. In doing so, our task, I
feel, is to provide a sense of ‘aid’ in translating the way in which the context and
the meaning was a kind of ‘thick learning experience’ as opposed at looking at
the materials and interactions in a vacuum, as ‘objects’ (fetishised objects
maybe), as pieces that have been taken out of contexisesl, digntegrated.

(Angela (A2), cess Commentary)

Sharing, therefore, became a focus on the original context of the curricahdrhow
this could be moved (translation) and whether this would involve the materials

changing (transformation).

5.4.2 Ownershipof the curriculumand how itaffects exchange

Practice as habituBourdieu, 1990)s evident in participant'iccounts of practice,
alongside the concerns @edingownershipand intellectual propertyThe connection
between translating practice and owning it was noted often bytipgrants, in their

own practice and reported to them by colleagues in their institutions

I've got stuff now from when | taught in [universitly Which was given to me by

a colleague. but something about it being available to anybody, anywhere, is
quite strange. You have put quite a lot of time and energy into thinking about
how you might deliver and share those resources with students. | don’t know how
| would feel about sharing them

(Tutorattending workshop (17)).

Participants saw their teachingractice as a form of a repertoire that they had

developed over a period of time, imhich they had accumulated status and a number
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of straegies, routines and materials assort ofaccumulated historyn which they, as
authors have personal and profeissal investment Theact of making visible can be
consideredhere to be anexchange, in which practice becomes visible to others,
through aprocess of sharing, explaining, justifying, and rationalisihg. experience of
sharing led several to identify pereview as an important means of explaining and

describing practice.

If you've got a lovely course, well thought out, and the reading list is there... |
think it's a bit barmy, to be honest, to give it away. It's more about it being
copied by other ingutions — I think that’s the more dangerous thing. You want
to differentiate yourself in the market. How do you defend that? | don’'t know
(Tutorattendingworkshop (7)).
The idea of ownership of the curricular materiagdsiggests an intimacy in the
relationship between teachers and their practice, the resofta ‘craft’ that is
challenged, or under threat in being madgen The ‘letting gb of pedagogical
resources g thus seen as a struggl€arina, on the other handyas also oncerned
that her modules would be seen to be ‘mundane, boring, lacking in innovation’ etc.
While the collegial support of others can reassureese responses indicate a level of
anxiety around the risk of being plagiariséavingintellectual propertystolenand/or

losing conpetitive edge. It also emphasises a strong personal investment in the

materials.

There appears to ba conflictof interest herebetweensharingthe curriculumand the
personal interests and concerns that teachers indicate in thectice. While | would
avoida conception of the behavioural and psychological aspectigsgdnancein this
practice (Feshger, 1985) an examination of making the curriculum opsna social
relation within a system of exchange suggests itself at this point. The nextrsectio
examines the accounts of participants with regard to sharing their practice as an

‘exchange’.

5.4.3 Mutuality and reciprocation

The notion of ‘trust’ in relation to the ‘trustworthinessdf the curriculum,and what

signified this, was raised by the gro@s anexpectationthat was seento be bi-

directional. Paulaarticulates this ‘we have to trust users of our material to use it
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responsibly’ This indicatesperhapsa concern for what happensnce it is‘out of our
hands’. The comparison between the trustworthiness of teaching material and that of

research was raised again in the peer review activity.

... after all when research is published, authors do not have a lot of say about
how people will use their material. Lecturers should have the abilijudge
decide for themselves if partnefsurricular materialsjvill be reusable for them.
(Joshua (A6), Groupiscussion: Module Mapping)

The group discussl this as a process of translati@nd relocationrather than literal
reproduction of practie, in what became the ‘generative’ principlen the
development of a toolkit fordescribing and sharing practic&his included the
importance of the ‘what’ in exchange, raised in connection with ‘sensitive’ issues in the
lived curriculum. Participants wee aware for example,of the problems in the

exchange osomedisturbingissues embedded imodules and materials:

Images of Abushraib, Guantanamo, pictures of prisoners who have been
tortured ... raises many moral and ethical points of discussion withe class
(Carina (A3) Process Commentary Modulg

Heidi offeredthe users of her module a health warning:

Issues such as domestic violence, child abuse, race hate, homophobia and
violence against the elderly often elicit strong emotiorishawe yet to teach this

topic without being approached by at least one student wanting to disclose
personal issuesso be prepared!

(Heidi (A4), Process Commentary Moduilg

Furthermore, vinile Group A were concerned with the ‘potential for exchange’ Gi®up
encountered the practicalities and realities of exchange, including institutional
processes. Delilah (A5) experiencedolgems when her institution insisted the
module which had been officially validated elsewherge should be reapproved.
Institutional @nstraints on the process of curriculum design and delivery were also
exposed when participants attempted to relocate materials and modules to their
home institutions This illustrates ways in which institutional constraints clash with the
vision of an ope curriculum where learners have the flexibility to select a range of
individual units or courses to suit their personal needs for the development of

expertise (Yuan, et a008).
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The value of curricular ‘goods’

Both groups were sensitised to the conditis and rules of exchange, predicated by the
use and reuse of things being produced and given, including asking ‘who benefits’.
This includes the conditions for ownership, including entittement and a ‘struggle with
meaning’ in which to own something ‘you need to act as though you had made it from
new’ (Heidi (A4), DiscussioiPedagogical Frameworksand in which raterials are
exchanged but ownership remains with the autland the exchange is ‘dissolutioof

context and practice, as ‘reemaking’

Do ou imagined future users actually feel they ‘own’ wiitats that we create
here? Or will they ever feel, like | did with the ‘handed down teaching materials
from previous lecturers’ not quite at ease with using it and owning it?

(Angela (A2), Groupiscussion: Pedagogical Frameworks).

Angela talked about how she invested cultural meanings in her practice citing the
example of a string bag, dbilum’, which she used with students anthat she felt

represented the way she carried her practice around uigh:

I chose the bilum for two reasons, one sentimental, as my supervisor had done
her fieldwork in Papua New Guinea ... and had passed it to me, for me to carry,
Bilumtlike, all those things that | could carry with me, children, piglets, books,
taros, dl the many material and symbolmaterials in my academic life
(Angela (A2), Module Mapping)
In addition, participantselt that ‘lived’, everydaypractice was ‘messy’ and ‘untidy’ and
that opencurricularmaterialsneeded to bécleanedup’. This inaldedthe habituated
transgression of copyright and intellectual ownersthpt participants were forced to

‘own-up to’ when preparing their materials to be become open and ‘official’.

The examples above represemtelocation of practice from one space another as a
recontextualisation(Bernstein, 2000: 77). IBernstein’s terms, making the curriculum
open through sharing ia weakening of the collective base of the ‘centralised sacred’
which destabilises pedagogic identitieas indicated by the tensig and conflicts
apparent in participants’ accountdhe perceived value of the course design and
materials that are exchanged suggestshaft here towards a ‘market driven official
pedagogic discourse, practice and conteitid: 78). Participants resistea view of

their materials and course designs as ‘goods’ and theirrimrtons as beingnade to
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a ‘market’. However, playing out here is thwea of symbolic exchangén which
teachersbreak a covenant’ of inner dedication to one’s own practiceylch there is

a new concept ofthe knowledgeof practicein which

Knowledge should flow like money to wherever it can create advantage and
profit. Indeed knowledge is not like moneyjsimoney. Knowledge is divorced
from persons, their commitments, their personal dedications. These become
impediments, restrictions on the flow of knowledge, and introduce deformations
in the working of the symbolic market
(Bernstein, 2000: 86, original emphasis).
This is the source of the ‘pedagogic schizoid tmosi as discussed in Chapter I8
highlightsthe inherent contradiction operating in what teachers see as the purposes
and value of their practice and the view held by the institution, or arena, in which the

practice takes place.

5.5 Discussioncharacterisation of curriculum design in a collegial context

This chapter has addressed the first research question: What are the characteristics of
the teaching practices that have helped to shape the educational beliefs and values
that academics bring to currilum design in higher educationPe context for
teachers’ activity as acollegially focusedfield position as embodied by teachers’
experiences in the ‘lived’ curriculuthas been characteriseth this phase of the
research It has brought the HE curricuim into focus, as the object of study, by
enabling the identification and examinationof the issuesand concerns that
participants shard. The characteristicghat have emerged from the analysis tife

dataare now summarised

The curriculurrstrongly boundin the educational context

The curriculum iseen to be inscribed by the context in which it is set, especially the
imprint of the institution. It is contextualised with ‘housekeeping’ including regulations
that govern the everyday practices involved. afkers’ understanding of the
curriculumis closely associated with the use of curricular resources and texts, to the
extent that practice is objectified materially (Corradi et 2010). Tie relationship with
these objects liesomewhere betweem possessiorand what might be regarded to be

a commodity in which the curriculum is an external realisation of internal interests
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These resources constitute a design for learning thad aeta ‘carrier’ for pedagogy, in
which materialsare not pedagogically netal but can be (potentially) pedagogically
‘inert’ or ‘inactive’. Applyingthese curricular resourcesinvolves expertise that is
informed by dispositions towards learning and teaching and this (in the case of social

sciences) is informed by the disciplifi@owler and Cooper, 2002)

Descriptions of the curriculum are evaluated by participants according to two ‘rubrics’
of practice: the ‘official’ (intended) and the ‘livedPorter and Smithson, 2001)
Experiences of the official quality processes hav@etiaonceptions of the curriculum
(Jackson2000) and thisconforms, in the mainto the model of description that is
prevalent in UK HBy QAA In addition to these internal influences exterrdaivers

such as employability and internationalisation of th&riculum are affecting how the
curriculum is arranged and composédester and Costley, 2010and participants
rationalise this as empowerment of the individual using the language of the discipline.
This has led to conflicting views of the purpose of the curriculum as either process or

product (Knight, 2001)

The curriculum individualised and interactional

Participants’ accounts describe how they perceive knowers (e.g. as@uatms, or
independent, and as @raduate’) and this perception is mediatdurough pedagogic
interaction (i.e. by classroom activities, assignments and assessrasritjteractional
and individualised (Parker, 2003 hisperceptionis influenced by the use of curricular
resources and texts, involving a relationship with knowkedgd how it is acquired.
Acquisition of knowledgés a social process involving the knowestcial relation with
the teacher (or withthe teacher’s relationship with knowledgeThe sense of the
‘negotiated curiculum’ is a shift in control of the curtium that requires the student
to have a sense of the original intended purpose of pedagowterials and the
rationale for its production(Lovat and Smith, 1995Yhe basis of this isnalear to
teachers and knowers (Bovill et,aR009) and has becoma form of ‘filling in the
blanks’ in which ‘not knowing the rules of the game’ has implications for teatbher

and student.
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Exchange is identified as a key characteristic of curriculum design in collegial settings
(Horsbrough, 2000) arising from undeastings of describing the curriculum and
making it open (Oliver, 2003). Exchange is seen as the outcome of practice, for
example in how teaching develops over time, and as an outcome of practice in itself,
shaped by the metaphor of ‘goods in transit’. Transfer of practice as an exchange is
seen to involve bdirectional trust, and to involve a disintegratiorintegrationas a
‘re-making’. Exchange is seen as reflexive and developmental, in which reciprocal
understandings are exchanged, actually or potdhtiaAs an ‘actuality’ exchange takes

the form of insight into one’s own practice; as a ‘potential’ it involves the transfer of
symbolic capital (status and reputation), or as anticipation of the ‘gift’ being

reciprocated in the form of similar goods orinfprovement of the original.

The discipline actings (proxy for)pedagogy

Participants see thaliscipline as a shared languagend a (re)source for meaning
making that is useful in relatioto the act of teaching itself and to form a meta
narrative of explanation, including a dispositictm academic developmen(critical
pedagogy)(Clegg, 2009)The dsciplineinforms pedagogy and is itself a pedagogic
mode (Stark, 2000; Fanghanels, 20@rd to a degree ia proxy for pedagogyn other
words the disipline not only substitutes for pedagogy it authoriseself to do this.

This can be seen in the way that participants talk about, explain and justify their
practice using the language of the discipline in preference to that of academic
development.In the context of the discipline the exchange of curricular materials,
including designss referred to as taking place between ‘likended people’, as the
application of ‘taste’ as ‘a sort of social orientation’ (Bourdieu, 1984: 466$. can be
seen to be a code shift (in LCT terms) from a knowledge (e SR) to a knower
code(ER; SR+){Maton, 2013a) Curricular agagement for example was considered to
involve a range of scenariofor both teacher and learner in which conventional
definitions of inteactivity missed an important distinction betwedhat designed to

round out the tutofs own agendh and something more syllabus dependent.

The teacher’s relationship with knowers is seen to be formed around pedagogic
interactions that are also shaped by the discipline (Stark, 2000). The notion of

pedagogic frameworkor teaching was adopted pragmatically as ‘what works for us’ in
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the selection, sequencing, and pacing of content rather than conforming to any
pedagogic theory (Oliver, 2003). Analysis of tii@dule descriptions indicates
relatively strong(er) classification of boundaries (between topics and sessions) and
strong(er) framing of control (over the classroom activities) in this curric(it@yF)

Initial analysis of this suggestscallection wde’ (e.g.‘l teach sociology as opposed to

an ‘integrated code’d.g.‘l teach students’) (Bernstein, 197 Participants found this a
surprising analysis and difficult to rationalise within their own schethachoes,
however, other studies that have examined knowledge and knower codes in sociology

(Luckett, 2012).

Curriculumdevelopment knowledgeveakly framed and strongly classifie@GC -F)

Module and coursemappingin this phase of the researdh seenasiteration towards

more focused and greatespecificity of curriculadescriptionrather than increased
coherence These descriptions are inscribed by the institution as a ‘power relay’ of the
academy and geernment policy. Participants found description difficult owing to its
intrinsic tacitnessof practice and because of the ‘baggage’ that hascreted in
practice over time (including ‘housekeeping’). This is also affected by a sense of
‘ownership’ and a relationship with practice abofrowings. The tacitness of
knowledge was also identified as difficulty that had to be overcome. &kingthe
curriculum more openin a collegial context carries with it a number of constrgints
includinghow practice is personalised, tacit and idiosyncratic at the various levels of

institution, department, coursegohort andthe individual teacher.

Curriculumdesign issubject to the bureaucratic requirements of the curriculum (its
official rubric) and influenced by external factors such as institutional context, drivers
such as employability, and a shared dibogry understanding of practice as a form of
consensus. This involved a scrutiny of prodiet was subject to peer review,
collective decision making and a degree of autonomy in that this was carried out by
the group themselves. This meets the four tenef the collegial principle (Waters,
1989: 955- see collegiality 3.7.2) indicating, however, a predominatalifegide
organisation rather than an exclusivelgllegiateone (Waters, 1989) underpinned by
the QA processes in HE. It also evidences velgtistrong positional autonomy (PA+)
and weaker relational autonomy (RA{Maton, 2004; 2005) as described in the
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external language of descriptiofor autonomy inTable 17. This suggests that the
curriculum designprocess in this context is governed by academics according to
principles derived from the institutional field and beyond (i.e. economic and political).
Furthermore the criteria for success can be seen to derive from a compebersas
model (see pedagogimmodels 3.4.1) that is presewtriented (developing) while being

future-referenced (becoming).

5.6 Summary

The analysisset out aboveoffers a view ofthe field as a structured space of social
forces and struggles involving actors from across the {iBttlrdieu and Wacquant,
1992) This firstcase studydemonstrates how participants are able to explain their
practices, and use and develop conceptual language for themselves in order that
practice can be examined and described. Thisgsaach for structte and coherence

in the social science curriculunBdrheide,2005) that characterises the curriculum
development work exemplified by participantsthe means by which the curriculum
can be understood and enacted, and how this is legitimated, echatingr studies

(Luckett, 2009).

Orientations to practice in the collegially focudeld position clearly involve teachers
working together (Hargreaves, 1994) in which elements of reciprocity (exchange) and
mutuality of practice (Little, 1990exists There arealso a number of aspects of
collaboration to be seen here as joint undertakings informed by professional ideals
(Fielding, 1999), exemplified in group members’ accounts and this is strengthened by
mutual recognition of professional expertise, based on an authority derived from the
discipline. Thiauthority is seen to be furthered by peer review that is characterised by
its ‘horizontal’ nature. However, the focus is mainly on intended gains (as the product
of design, and as ‘publication’ of courses) intdicathat this is possibly instrumental,

and contrived (Hargreaves and Dawes, 1990).

However, as noted in this chapter, there are a number of instances where the basis of
legitimation of the curriculum, the underlying principles by which things come into

being or are possible, is unclear. The ggupearch fora ‘language for practice’
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indicates thepotential of open curriculumpractice to build on its insights -its
potential for cumulative knowledge building (Mato2Q10).However, the group were
unabk to identify the generativeform of exchange, as the means by which new
instances of their module descriptions could be realised. This problematises
cumulative knowledge building in the curriculum with respect to how the curriculum
develops over time, anthow new pedagogical ideas are subsumed and integrated
hierarchically, rather than segmentally within itAccommodating this is possible
through a rethinking of the curriculum as a (new kind of) disciplinary practice (Craig
2010) but the implications of this are for the curriculum itself, and the struggle
between everyday and theoretical knowledge, and the way that the curriculum is
differentiated (Wheelahan, 2010; Shay, 2p13his isrepresented asan external
language of description for curriculudevdopmentknowledge (see TablEs) and this

isexplored further in Chapters#@nd?7, and analysed/discussed in Chapter 8.
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Chapter 6 Seekng approval for the curriculum in Aureaucraticcontext

6.1 Introduction and context

This chapter addreses the second research questighat are the characteristics of
course planning practices in a UK higher education institution and how are curricular
forms generated?It presents the results of the first part of the secondse study
(CS2) in curriculum developmenhélbureaucraticallyfocusedfield position,identified

in the organising framework for this thissthat was outlined in Chapter & examined

Drawing on a thematic analysis of the data, the chapter is orgdrasound:

I.  how the quality processes operate, including aspects of bureaucracy;
II. how curriculum knowledge is developed, including employability and its
influence and how it is legitimated;
lll.  how pedagogical meaning is inscribed in curricular designsttendtatus of
academic development as a knowledge field;
IV. the form taken by assessment and théeets on curriculum design;

V. the practice of curriculum development as a language of legitimation.

The purpose of this phase of the study is to exantsioerseplanning and design within

the immediate context of onénstitution, as theintended curriculunphase Here the
academic frameworkhat devises and administecourse approval is seen asantext

for the activities that surround and lead up #oformal wiversityapproval panel (UAP)

and an approval panelvent (APE)that will be examined in Chapter. The focus in

this chapter is the work of course planning teams (CPTs) and the circumstances and
processes that surrround their work starting typically 6 months before the APE. This
context has been chosen because it offers the potential for atepth examinationof

the issues involved in the preparation of courses for institutional approval.

The case study tooglacebetween 2010 and 2012 aine HEIForgetown University
This phase of the research involved 16 participants in two grdsgsTable 30 in
Appendix 4for demographic information)Participants were involved in preparing
their courses for approval (Gup D) or had recently been through the process (Group

C).While the context for CS2 is the intended curriculum it is important to note that the
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modules and courses that were beidgvelopedinvariablyhave their origins in the
lived curriculum and thesort of practices identified in Chapter @ar{d in many cases
have been approved befoyeThis is significant given the research design of this study
that considers the three phases of fieldwork to be ‘nested’ in the sense that each
phase contributes insightsnd researchihdings to the subsequent phasa terms of

the critical realist methodology outlined in Chapter this phase representan
emphasis onthe morphogenetic social interactiostage (T2T3) of ‘exploring the

changes [to the curriculum] and detes around these changes’ (Archer, 1995).

The analysis of the datgielded the seven coding categorieseacher identity,
autonomy, pedagogy, curriculum development, discipline, approval, nagt@dphor.
These themes are cro$isreads and will be highlightd and woven into the narrative

of this case study and illustrated with sample data. The raet@ysis of these themes
towards the external languages of description of this study will be discussed at the

conclusion of this chapter.

6.2 Qualityassuring tle curriculum

Quality processes at Forgetovniversityare typicalof UK HEI and areverseen by
the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education J@A4 its code of pratice, The
UK Quality Code for Higher Educat{@AA, 2012) The approval process in HE takes
place around the submission of a document, as a form pfogramme specification
(QAA, 2000}hat contains the intended arrangements for the teaching of a course,

with information about the aims of the course, and how it will be taught andssesk

6.2.1 The course approval process as a form of bureaucracy

The Course Approvatdtess lies at the centre Forgetolsrsystem of maintaining and
enhancing standards and is achieved through a process of peer and external review
that is designed to msure that all courses are of a high standard and that mechanisms
are in place for ensuring that the high standarare maintained. A typical timeline for

course pproval is shownni Appendix 14Academic Services at Forgetown is a central

" At the time of the fieldwork in this study was known as tBede of Practice for the Assurance of
Academic Quality and Standards
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department that has responsibility for institutional oversight of the academic
governance and regulatory framework which underpins academic standards. The UAP
is created by Academic Services, who appoints a chair (a senior member of staff,
usually a Faculty Head of Quglitorm one of the other faculties), and a panel of
academics from a pool of experienced academic staff. The appointment of the external
academic panel member is made by Academic Services on the recommendation of the

CPT

Course e¢ams areresponsible for peparing the submission cdument, using the
template provided by Academic Services. The structure of this template is shown in
Tablel8.

Tablel8: Structure of the Submission Document

Secton Purpose

Section A| Aims and outcomes (covering knowledge, understanding, profess
skills, intellectual and key skills)

Learning teaching and assessment

Programme design and structure

Progression routes

Entry requirements and profile

Section B | Aimsand outcomes of intermediate awards

Section C | Course Rationale

Learning Teaching and Assessment

Design and structure

External reference points

Student support

Additional sections relating to Distance Learning, foundation deg
joint validations, PSRB

Section D | Assessment regulations and procedures

Section E | Programme data for management information systems

Section F | Module information summary table (the Quality Support Team complete
this section)

Section G| Module descriptors

Key: PSRBPRyrofessioal, Statutory and Regulatory Body accreditation

CPTsare led by a Course Lead@l), who coordinates the work of Module Leaders
(MLs), and delegates the course planning of modules, while being responsible for the
overall design of the course and (in mastses) for the writing of the Submission
Document. If the course is part of a discipline that involves Professional Bodies the CPT

might also include a representativeProfessional Bodies associated with Course
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Approval in this study includes, for exampléne Law Society, The British Psychological
Society, and The Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS). Professional Bodies
usually are involved in course designs but the degree to which they can intervene or

influence the curriculum varies.

The approval process can be considered tolgeaucraticon the basis of Weber’s six
features of bureaucracy (1978: 938:8) as discussed @hapter3. These are outlined

in Table19with a description of how this isstantiated in this context.

Table 19: Bureaucratic features of the course approval process (based on Weber,
1978)

Bureaucratic feature Realisation in the course approval process

It covers a fixed area of The UAP is a ‘standing committee’ that is formed for the
activity, which is goverd | specific task of approving a submission document. The

by rules APE is a (typically) 3 hour meeting with a fixed agenda.
It is organised as a The UAP is ‘chaired’ by a senior academtt the

hierarchy secretary is a member of the central Academic Serviges.
Action that is undertaken is CPTs are required to submit a submission document
based on written based on a pro forma template. ‘Conditions’ set by the
documents UAP are documented and must be met by a re

submission of an updated document.

Expert training is needed, | Chairs are trained. Secretaries have the administrativie

especially for some responsibility as a substantial part of their role.

Officials devote their full Chairs are often fulime Heads of Quality in their

activity to their work faculty. Secretaries take the role as substantive part of
their duties.

The management of the | The function of the approval process and the UAP is
office follows general rules| overseen by Academic Services and is governed via

which can be learned Academic Quality and Standards according to the QAA
Code of Conduct
Key: UAP = University Approval Panel APE= Approval Panel Event

It can be seen that that the course approval process broadly meets the @rtaria
bureaucracy albeit as an intermediate collegiatganisation (Waters, 1989) in which
professional activity is subordinate to adnstmative activity (Hull, 2006)It also
requires expertise, held by the chair, the secretary, academic membersgiahel,

and an external subject specialist nominated by the CPT. Decision making is
committee-based in which the chair holds responsibility for coordinating the results of

the deliberation of approval as a form of consensus
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Institutional understanding fo good practice in course planning is indicated by
guidance given to CPTs to ensure curriculum coherésee Appendix 13 Notable

here is the encouragement to CPTs to include a diagrammatic representation of the
course design showing the sequence of modules and the assessment mapping. CPTs
were also expected to incorporate aspects of the institution’s Learning, Teaching and
Assessment Strategl TA)xhat sets out four key enhancement themes that weéoebe
embedded within all courses. These are showdppendix 15 Key LTA enhancement
themesand advice(see Appendix L6Generative Questions for Course Planning and
Design. The underlying principle of these key questions, or prompts, is that curriculum
coherence can be created by the careful reflen ondesign as dorm of academic

development (Clegg, 2009)

6.3 Developing the curriculum as a form of planning

Of the 12 courses represented in this phaésee Appendix 17 seven were
undergraduate, liree postgraduate and two wereotdindation degrees taught in
callaboration with local college®verall here are200 (40%)or sofaculty tutors who
teach on these courses and 2000 (15%) facutydents who study on themThe
coursesare typical in that they follow a ‘core’ curriculum structure with some choice
for students in the form of ‘electives’. The rangkecourses (the number of awards,
modules, students and tutors) indicates the range of complexity facing the CPT in

planning and design.

Nine of the courses were rapprovals and had been in existenceitfwcurrent
students) for at least 3 yearsaRicipantsdescribed how the course had evolved
‘very messily’ over time as a kind of ‘sedimentation’ in which modules had been added
and amended over time. This included a mixture of credits and electiftes) based
around what tutors wanted to teach (as a research interest for example) rather than
on (just) what the students needed. The complex nature of courses became
significant in theclimate of what was termed by Forgetown as course ‘rationalisation’
in which modules were reduced and some courses clodeel.réapproval of a large
undergraduate degree in Housing and Planning (GPfb2) example,faced the

reduction of awards from 2tb seven and of modules from ¥to 75.
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Managing what had becomedonsistent over timavhile looking forward to what the
course might become was a balance that CPTs found difficdlhis included
assessment practices that had grown over timethe lived curriculum, involving in
some cases oveassessment (e.g. tasks set to regulate the studend student
behaviour,such as the monitoring aittendance at lectures, rather than emphasising
how studentsmight demonstrate their learning). Inconsistency wasoceevident in LOs
and assessment criteria. These asgeare indcative of internal modifiersof the

planning process that the CPT, as course planners, would need to unravel.

6.3.1 Planning the curriculunasan intention to change

All of the participantsin this phase spoke of an initial excitement and enthusiasm for
what lay ahead in planning the course. This was seen as a chance to ‘put things right at
last’ or to ‘get rid of that bloody module’, as a refresh or ‘clean start’, echoing the
sense of how the curriculum had become ‘untidy’ and ‘messy’ over time. For some this
would be a visioning of what the course could become, as a kind of experiment or risk,
based on a feeling for what was needed, Imat knowing if this was right until the

course had been taught at least once.

The process of planning at these early stages begasome casesip to a year before

the APE andook various formdncluding course team meetings and some arranged
specific ‘away day’ workshops afdmpus to work intensively on this. Teams soon
became aware of the logistical problems th&toges to the curriculum might entalil,
including changes to how the course is taught. Sarah, planning to create an online

version of the Autism course (CPT5) describes the difficulty they anticipated:

| cannot tell you how awful it is, rolling out a distance learning course without full
understanding from admin and everybody about the drawbacks, the pitfalls and
everything.
(Sarah (C2))
There was, however, room in most people’s thinking to imagine how the curriculum
could be different. Betty at the outs®f planning hoped to keep her curriculum (CPT2)

‘open to ideas’ and ‘open to innovatignh order that they could ‘opt to be different’
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The ideaJwas] that if the sky was the limit and we were in an ideal world, here’s
a sheet of paper, what would yauant your course to look like? So if resources
were unlimited, you know, were limitless and we could do anything, what would
you want to do? That was my starting point.
(Betty (D2))
All CLs found thanitial enthusiasm for theintended’ coursedifficult to sustain for
several reasons that will be explored below and in detail in Chaptbtany agreed
that the primary reason for r@pproving courses was to improve them, and that this
would involve change. At the initial planning stage the general sermsethat this
focusedon change to the structure and to some extent the content of the course,
while there was little discussion of LTA practice itself. Underlying this emphasis on
structure and content of the curriculum was a strong sense that the unty&ysi
agenda was to improve by seeking efficiency and to ensure consistency. For some this

was a tensiorbetween what the institution saw as necessary and what the course

team regarded as established and working well.

Changes in the curriculum also emeiddgeom course review and analysis and this took
various forms. Gareth rationalised the changes needed to the Built Environment
course(CPT10) by mapping tressessment of professional competencesl dinking
them to specific modules He found thatsome malulesdid not fulfil any particular
need in terms of the student’s vocational or professional needs and to have little
bearing on their future employment. Some of these ‘redundant’ modules were
‘longstanding’ and taught byong servingstaff’, encountering issues of legacy and

protectionism:

Obviously there are issues [such i&is] been like this for the lastO2years so it
must be right ... what became glaringly obvious is the reverse, that there were
areas that weren’t being covered and weren’t beiggvieed by what was the
programme that were in desperate need of coverage
(Gareth (C9))
This ‘principled’ approach was combined with a sp$ pragmatism by others and
involved ‘drawing on what we already have’ as a form of ‘keeping things the same’.
Phlying out here is the combination of internal and external influences on the
curriculum. However, these intentions were also affected by the structure of the

curriculum, in for exampledving to reduce moduleredits from 20 to10to allow for

152



an institutional directive to include an international placement for all students on all
courses These orientations to change are indications of a combination of external
influences and internally derived hopes and desires for making the curriculum. One

aspect of thé, employability, identified in the literature, will now be discussed.

6.3.2 Employabilityknowledgein the curriculum

Employability is a key priority at Forgetown in whiclaiihsto further increase the
number of courses that incorporate ‘preparatiéor the world of work'through courg
design and approval processé@sis reflects a trend in HE that stefnom government
intervention in the HE over a period of time (e.g. Robbins Report, 1963; Dearing
Report, 1997 see discussion in Chapte). Zorgebwn, as typical of UK HEI, places a
high regard for the employability of its graduates and how this is realised in the design

of its courses, including transferable skills (Barnett, 1994).

The main principles of thengployability strand of the LTA Strape at Forgetown (see
Appendix 1% reflect the importance of workased learning as a explicit element of
the curriculum (as a work placement module for example) and across the curriculum in
LOs and theassessment taskdesigned to address themThis is setout in the
Education for Employabilitystrategy at Forgetown and its four objectives (see
Appendix 18or how courses in this study map to this). One of these, careers advice,
has been traditionally an extreurricular facility in institutions that is spprted
centrally but is increasingly expected to be integrated within the course, as the ‘action

oriented curriculum’ (Barnett, 1994: 20).

For Forgetown the proportionof graduates gaining employments shown in
‘destination data’,a key indicator of thehealth’ of courses. While some uncertainty
exists as to the extent to which employability can be converted into employment (for
example that a job mayot be graduatelevel employmenkit was nevertheless the
case thatthe courses in this study were required to address employabditg
evidence this in the submission documents. A number off@lrsd some difficulty in
addressing this. Anna describes having to adjust her understanding on arriving at

Forgetown from a ‘redrick’ university at which ‘a&tudent doesn’t need to know
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about anployallity because you leave with your degree and that's your passi&ihe.
found that in contrast Forgetown emphasised students’ direct professional experience
aspart of the way they learnThis was less of a difficulfgr Leo, who arrived at the
institution relatively recently from a (continuing) career as a professional musician. His
course in Performing Arts (CPT9) had a strong bias on performance andagsedk
learning Sheila, however, in her Criminology degred”’TZ) found employability
difficult to embed for her colleagues, many of whom, preferred to favour other

aspects:

... their research, their discipline, their interest, their identity as an academic. PDP

[professional development planninghd Employabilit are not predominantly

the identity of academics and even the people who are very practice oriented ...

don’t do a bt of undergraduate teaching.

(Sheila (C5))
This, therefore, indicates a cod#ash between the relative strengths of a ‘knower
code’ (ER; SR+emphasised in apprades to employability, and the knowledge code
(ER+SR) emphasised in disciplinary positions and identities held by some academics.
The question remains of the extent to which transferable skills represent procedural
knowledge held by students that constitute what might be broadly termed work
related or workbased learning. In order taddressthis questionan examination of
how employability is pedagogised (reproduced in Bernstein’s (1990) terms) now

follows.

Pedagogising empulyability knowledge

An example ofpedagogised employability in practice is illustrated istary shared

with me by Cathy about her experiences of supporting students’ preparation for the
world of work In interview Cathy spokabout the approval of the Evironment and
Planning course (CPT2). She described a process in which her informal activity outside
the course, in advising students on their careers and how to get a job, became
integrated into the curriculum as an expliditrofessionalPractice and Placement
module. Thisis a 20 credit, Leveb module that is mandatory for students on

vocational routes in Environment (CPT2). It has four learning outcomes:

x ldentify complex problems in reéfe situations;

x ldentify objectives and personal responsti®k when working with others;
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X Reflect on and analyse the values and ethics relating to professional practice;
X Reflect on and evaluate their own performance, and plan actions relating to

their own continuing professional development needs

What led up to the development of this module highlights the process of
recontextualisation and its effects on practice and pedagogy. In 1990 Cathy was asked
to ‘prepare’ students for placement. This involved helping them with CVs, and filling in
forms and an optional lecture on ‘how to behave on placement’. She set up practical
sessions on ‘work shadowing’, ‘how to deal with clients’ and ‘safety at work’ that
students found very useful. In 2005 this extnaricular practice was ‘recontextualised’
(Bernstein, 1990)nto a taught and assessed module. One effect of this was that

studentstook it more seriously:

Suddenly it was part of a module that was on their timetable and so attendance
improved and you were able to get students to actually engage with it much
more friously
(Cathy (D4))
Also when it became a module it was formalised as teaghwth assessment criteria
and LOsand it became more theoretical as welhdding theoretical content to what
had been very practical changed the nature of the interaction witldents,in which

they questioned the relevance of some of the teaching, includinghsatfagement

A lot of students will see that and thifikknow how to organise myself

(Cathy (D4))
On becoming mandatory the new placement module became ‘edgm to other
modules’ (it carried ‘academic credit’) in that it was timetabled as ‘something they
have to work at’ and therefore subject to a comparison with other ‘more theoretical’
modules. This meant raisirtbe theoretical basis of what had previoydleen ad hoc
and informal anctlicited a ‘strategic’ response from students to concentrate on other

academic modules that they perceived as more important:

So | think that they give less importance to the developing of these skills than to
something wih really hard content like Housing Law or Finance
(Cathy (D4))
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The ‘pedagogising’ of the Professional Pracacel Placement module that Cathy
describes was achieved through a formalising of the assessment of two tasks and their
‘weighting’: ReflectivePractice(75%) andPlacement AppraisgR5%). Its importance
was heightened when the module ‘rolledi#t’ across the whole programme for all
students in the reapproval of the course in 2010 (see Appendixfb® an outline of

the module LOs and assessmehthe work based learning moduliesHaving originally

set up extracurricular activities for students Cathy found she was now responsible, as
a module leader, for a core employability module, taught by a number of other
colleagues in the team, includingpmhousing specialists. The practical everyday,
‘common sense’ knowledge had been ‘verticadisinto a pedagogic discourse, in
which the basis of exchange had become formalised along with ‘the goods'.
Furthermore this vertical discourse had a horizontal, segmented, knowledge structure
(Bernstein, 2000) in which ‘what it means to be a professional’ sits alongside ‘health

and safety at work’. Cathy describ#ds as

... a kind of turning the outside inside and the inside outsidike-a kind of
‘reversilde coat that changedhow things look on the outside
(Cathy (D4)).
Thepedagogisingf Cathy’s teaching can be seen as code shift in its classification and
framing (from —C -F to +C+F)and as a ‘disruption’ in which practice that had become

doxic wasfirstly raised to ‘visibility’ and then changed. Thegilenation of the

underlying organising principlés nowexamined.

6.3.3 Legitimating workrelated learning

The transformation of this ‘learning about work’ from a horizontal to a vertical
discoursecan also be viewed as a ‘semantic shift’ (Maton 2010a) in which semantic
gravity (the closeness to the context of work) had decreased (it had become
decontexualised from practice from SG+ @ SG); and the semantic density (the
degree of abstraction ofractice) had increased (it had become more abstract, more
complex and more condensed into theoryfrom SD to SD¥. Cathy's Story is
highlighted therefore, because it allows this process to be tracked across time (i.e. in
Cathy’s 20 years at Forgetowndathe history of thePlacement Practicenodule). It

starkly highlights the effects that formalising the curriculum has on learning and
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teaching and how knowledge becomes recontextualised into the curriculum and

becomes reproduced into pedagogy (Bernst@Q0).

While both Cathy and the Housing curriculum itself have longstanding involvement in
developing employability as knowledge structure, others have come more lately to the
need to provide workelated learning. This is reflected in the accounts ahgnin CS2
who describe the difficulty they find in making this particulaurricular
accommodation.The realisation of workelated learning in the curriculum (Smith,
2012) as it applies to the 12 courses in this study is shown in Appendmxvii@ich

ead course is mapped to the four Employability Strategy objectives. Four of the 12
courses have introduced at least one specific module that accredits-masd#d or
work-related learning (see Appendix )19including theProfessional Practice and

Placemenmodule discussed above in Cathy’s story.

The semantic structure of employability knowledge

Shay (2013) makes the distinction between courses that align with a specific
occupation, such as Policif@PT12)n this study, and those that anerofessionally
oriented, such as the Environment course (CP&Rjl those that are general
formative such as the Applied Social Science course (CPT8). Based on Shay’s categories
and the knowledge structures using Bernstein’s code theory (1977) and Maton’s

(2011) semantic codes the course in thisdstinave been mappeith Figure?.
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Figure7: Semantic coding for employability knowledge of courgaghe study

Figure 7 shows the modalities of LCT semantics (Maton 2011) in which semantic
gravity (SG) is shown on the vertical axis and semantic density (SD) is shown on the
horizontal axis. The quadrants have been labelled according to theoretical knowledge
(top right), professional knowledge (bottom right) and practical knowledge (bottom
left). The placing of the 12 courses in this study onto this semantic plane is according
to a rough estimation of their relative semantic density and semantic gravity. What is
represened here is the verticality of the wotased curriculum: the degree to which

its concepts are hierarchical and cumulative (how one concept builds, or is dependent
on another). A holistic view of the wellased learning modules and the realisation of

the institution’s Education for Employability Strategy Appendix 8 would suggest

that there is variation in the implementation of this. The integration of woaked
learning across the curriculum (e.g. CPTs 1, 3 and 5) as opposed to those that explicitly
address this in specific modules (e.g. CPTs 8 and 12) for example, and whether the
module is mandatory or a matter of choice for students (CPT7). The design of courses
that respond to the institution’s drive to increase employability can be seen in this
study to vary not only in its structure but also in its internal pedagogical logic. The
Preparing for the World of Wonkodule (CPT7) for example includes th@ldentify

employability skills and practicesmd the assessment criterion (the basis on which the
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tutor will judge the student’s workAbility to recognise relevant skills and practices
necessary to enhance employabiligiven allowing for the problems of language and
the limitations of bureaucratic approaches testified by participants in this study, thi
would appear to be a circular justification for pedagogy and one that students are
likely tofind difficult to interpret and to actualise in the assessment taskFazey and
Fazey, 2001)

Work-related curriculum coherence

As evident from analysis ohodule descriptions, attempts to addreti®e inclusion of
employability knowledgén the examples in this study are typical of those identified in
the literature as the need to align teaching activities and assessment with meaningful
activity in the workpace (Smith2012; Ryan et gl.1996; Yorke, 2006). This includes
the importance of reflection in approaches to PDP and careers development (Clegg
and Bradley, 2006) as outid in Appendix 18The four examples of workased
learning modules given in Appalix 19 all rely on a form of reflection in the
assessment tasks (e.Reflective Log, Reflective Repoirt which the LOs require
students to reflect on their own performand€PT2)their own learningprocesses
(CPT7)yalues and ethic¢CPT2)Jearning achieved(CPT8), and on therganisation
(CPT12). This variation in the focus of reflection (McAlpine et al, 2004) suggests that

pedagogical approachesayremainill-defined,tacit, and/or difficult to describe.
Table 20 below shows a typology of the courses in this study against the types of

knowledge and curricula based on Shay (2013) and mapped to the quadrants of the

Cartesian plane in Figure
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Table 20: Sematic coding of courses in the

study with types of knowledge and

curricula
Quadrant | Semanti | Type of Type of Principles | Examples from this
c coding | knowledge | curricula | and study
concepts
Q1. SG,SD | Pseude Generic Not None
(top left) practical embedded
knowledge in practice/
concept
less
Q2. SG+SD | Practical Practical | Derived CPT9Performing
(bottom knowledge from Arts
left) practice CPT1Xontemporary
rather than | Fine Art
theory
Q3. SG+SD+ | Profession | Prof./ Based on | CPTZ5eography,
(bottom al vocational | logic of the | Environment,
right) knowledge demands of| Planning and
| practice practice Housing
knowledge (derived CPTEnglish
from Language Teaching
theory) CPTRAutism
CPT@&ducation
CPT1@uilt
Environment
CPT1Zolicing
Studies
Q4. SG, SD+ | Theoretical | Applied Based on | CPTlnternational
(top right) knowledge | theory logic of the | Relations
discipline | CPT45ocial Science
Research
CPTTCriminology
CPT&\pplied Social
Science

It should be noted, however, that this placing is pragmatic in that it organises the 12
courses for further analysis. It does not attempt to take into account for example
varying strengths of semantic density and gravity within a course and in the various
modules (some of which are more theoretical, andngowill be more practical), or to
simplify the relative differences between courses (that Built Environment is more
practical and less theory based than Education for example). Rather this analysis is
useful to examine the shifts or movements that aréite place in making courses

employment focused. Of interest in this typology is the tgpof Foundation degrees
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(Performing Arts and Policing Studies) and the semantic shift that takes place in adding
theoretical perspectives for students who have stubldiploma stage at local colleges

and the potential challenges for students.

Realising employabilitknowledgein the curriculum

Analysis of the data suggests théietrealisation of employability in the curricula at
Forgetown involves atechnical level n which the practical issues dominate the
discourse around employability (e.g. the management of work placements and the
logistics of providing students with the opportunity to learn in the workplace), with
little attention, on the whole, given to the differences that students might encounter
including the culture of the workplace and the way that learning is organised and
supported. Also there are challenges to the applied theory curricula in quadrant 4 such
as Criminology and Sociology (the gendoamative degreein Shay’s typology)
Applied Social Science (CPT8), as the largest of the courses affected by this in this
study, has responded by including a package8 ohodules: Work and Professional
Developmentmodule (10 credits level 5an elective 30credit projectkmanagement
module or a 5&redit work placement modulelt has also created an academic
tutoring system for all students, with specific study skills modules. This contrasts
strongly with the way in which Built Environment (CPT10), as a profedsocational
course in quadrant 3, bases its curriculum on the demands of practice, informed by
theory. This course does not have a specially created 4vased module but
integrates its professional knowledge into modules, supported by the involveofent

its professional bodies, and offers an ‘independent’ placement as a whole year in work
between levels 5 and 6. The extent to which a discipline is able to accommodate
external influences on the curriculum, such as employability, is potentially unifigin w

this is used as a measure of a course’s success.

The importance of employabilitis reflectedby the institution in the ‘branding’ of
Forgetown University and how its ‘message’ has changed over time in its marketing
literature. Prior to the fieldworkin this study Forgetown’s ‘offer to students’ was
articulated asWe develop your thinking’; more lately this has becolve ‘add value

to you. This can be interpreted, on the surface at least, as a shift fwamat'you will
know’ on graduation towho yai will becoméat some future, yet to be determined
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point. This literal, if not symbolic, message ishift from knowledge to economic
worth and aclear statement to students, and teaching staff, of what counts in the
curriculum and the prizing of a ‘prpsctive’ pedagogic identity for students
(Bernstein, 2000).

6.4 Pedagogy

Having examined the practices at Forgetown for ddsgnand organisingthe
curriculum, attention will now turn to how participants organise their teaching;
specifically the selecton, pacing and evaluation of content knowledg&his is
pedagogy as the second of three message systems (Bern$880:185) This is set
within Bernstein’s (2000: 78) definition of pedagogy as the ‘sustained process,
whereby somebody(s) acquires new e or develops existing forms of conduct,
knowledge, practice and criteria’. Pedagogyysbolic rather than practical (in line
with the pedagogic device) and the emphasis here is on institutional pedagogy
(official) rather than segmental pedagogy carraadt in faceto-face interactionsThis

will be explored with regard to several perspectives:

I. the meanings that participants derive from and attribute to their understanding
of pedagogy;
II. the pedagogic identitieattached to these meanings;

lll.  how this ismfluenced by institutional academic development.

Where appropriate these accounts are referenced to the semantic coding of the
course made infable20 above The purpose of this analysis is to adkhat kind of

pedagogiddentity is this projecting?

6.4.1 Pedagogical meanings

Participants spoke of teaching in terms of organisation, of something that was part of a
professional role in terms ddcale(the number of students, the amount of marking)
and the allocabn of time to this (from the total number of hours of being an
academic). The termpedagogywasseldom used by the participanis groups C and D

in the context of course approval in an institutional setting and the activities

surrounding it.While thisrelative ‘silence’ on pedagogyan possiblybe explained by
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an over-riding concern for the practical aspects of course approval ratlem a
disregard for pedagogy it highlights one effect of the bureaucratically foctetxt.

It supports the indicationgn CSlhat formal pedagogical models (e.g. Goodyear and
Jones, 2004) were alien discourses for HE teaclseysa type of ‘academic

pretentiousness’ (Yates, 2009).

Varying perspectives on pedagogy were expressed by participants in the study
indicating tre links between their teaching practices and what they understood their
academic role to be. Annaw her teaching on the Geography and Planning degree
(semantically a Professiongicational Curriculum(Q3)) as a means of keeping her in
touch with her subject and her own professional practiBoberta, teaching on a
formative, Applied Theory Curriculum (Q4) in Applied Social Science,dvaére
identity as a researcher into bereavement and suicide and how tiitd @rovide
students with an understanding evhat research is and how it can be importaderg

in her Fine Arts cours¢écoded semantically above as a PractiaairiCulum (Q2))saw
pedagogy as a form gfrofessional practiceShe descril the ‘atelier system’ in
which students work independentlin the studio alongside teachers who are also

artists working on their own art work.

[Studio practice] is the students coming into contact with you and your
descriptions and understandings of your own practice and | guesgur
understanding of theipractice
(Hera (C10)).

She describ@ her practice as enabling students to haveéa relationship with a

relationship as key to their understanding of their ovanactice.

... for that shapechanging to happen and for them not to be scared of it, cos the
they will go on as students, and as artists, able, you know, to accommodate ...
the new
(Hera (C10))
Heradescribedthe structures in the universityincluding the breaking of learning into
modules, and having to set LOs and to assess according sorised criteria,as
directly affecing her practice She found that this damageder relationship with
students, and their ability to produce art that is ‘spontaneous and redihese
extremely brief, broad-brush accounts of pedagogy are offered here to indicate a
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possible link between discipline and curriculum structures and the pedagogic modes of

learning and teaching and are illustrative of many accounts in the data in this study.

6.4.2 Teacher pedagogidentity

In 201041, at the time of the fieldwork in this study, a reasonable estimate would be
that 80% of the teaching staff in the Faculty of Social Development at Forgetown did
not hold a qualification for teaching in HE. The main means by which teaching staff
gaired teaching experience and exise was reported to me adrial and error’, or
‘learning on the job While induction into teaching involves a course for some new
staff, acommon experience, reported by all participants, including senior staff in
Group E, was of being thrown into teaching with very little preparation. Sheila
descibed how she was given modulesdtold to ‘make sure the students enjoyed. it’

She explaiad that there was noexpectation that she understood how the university

ran or the reason for the course:

It was liteally you've been hired and we want you to deliver these 5 modules.
Herethey are, go and deliver them’'was literaly a week ahead of the students
(Sheila (C5))

Typical also was being given a full teaching I&itkila spoke dieing given the entire

teaching package by the individual who currently ran the modafesbeing left to get

on with it. Roberta also described having to take over module leadership for things she

had never taught. Developing practiosas a process for many in which they

overcanpensated by giving the students too much information.

Lectures were very clearly about putting as much information on the slides as |
possibly could so that if | didn’t deliver the material appropriately the students
still had it because it was written. What it did mean was that students didn’t
need to engage with the lecture because | gave them all of the material.

(Roberta (C7))

Finding herself in a lecture with20 students for the first time was a frightening

experience for Anna:

So | can remember thinking “oh god”, | thought “I've got to get this right”. It
becomes like a theatre. It's a different skill when you're teaching large groups, a
very different skill, as you know. Also some of these modules that had very similar
names and | couldn't get ynhead around the difference.So we had
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Neighbourhood Renewal, Neighbourhood Management, Neighbourhood

Regeneration and | was thinking well what is the difference?

(Anna, (D4))
Having to teach someone else’s module exposed people to their first thoughts on what
they would like to change when they got the chance. This is a borrowing of practice
that is undertaken in a competitive spirit rather than the reciprocal exchange typical of
Cs1

Analysis indicates thahe default position indicated in C$2one more aligned with
absorption in the dayo-day difficulties of managing teaching loadis.the accounts
above it is suggested that some academics identify with their disciplines rather than
the institution (Henkel, 2000) anithat external influences opedagogy (e.g. the HEA
and, at the time of this study, Subject Centres such-&AR) are ‘invisible’ (Barnett,
2009).This can be seen in the predominance of lectures as a form of pedagogy that
students expect and which has a rational efficiefi@youred by the institution, in
which students learrito speak the language of the disciplin@-arrell and McAvinja

2012: 99).

There are idications here of ‘prospectivpedagogt identity’ (Bernstein, 2000) thas
future oriented. This restson narratives tlat ground the identity in a
recontextualisation of the past, on ‘how things were done’ to influence ‘how things will

be done’.

6.4.3 Academic development

The activities and texts produced by participants in this study are framed by
institutional networksand policies including strategies such as that for LTA outlined
above and in Appendix 1¥Key LTA enhancement themegvhile wishing to avoid
pathologising HE teachers’ practice as a simplistic typology of teacher focostsit
oriented and studentfocusedlearning oriented Entwistleet al., 2000) it can be seen
that the overriding disposition to pedagogy evident in the accountgasficipants in

CS2vas that of a disciplinary identity. Sheila wasequivocal about this:
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| was an academic, | wasn't a teacher. LTA was about becoming a teacher. I'm
not a teacher. I still wouldn’t call myself a teacher even thought | teach students.
I'm an academic who studies a discipline and | share that discipline and help my
students engage with that discipline andveéop their own understanding of it.
(Sheila (C5))
Sheila had dual role as a teaching academic, leading the approval of Criminology (Q4
Applied Theory Curriculyrand as the LTA lead in her department. She desciioad

she fdt conflicted by this:

.... © LTA was seen as a dirty word in some cases by academics because it was
asking you to do something you weren’t, which was to be become a teacher,
because what you were was an academic studying your discipline.
(Sheila (C5))
Anna is also a teacher @nhe LTAead in her department, supporting Betty (D2) in the
approval of the Environment course (Q3 Professiofatational CurriculumBhe saw
her LTA role as having a positive effect on others, in that it offered the potential to

make practice easier for them:

| also knew there was a lot of anxiety with my colleagues around this [how to

teach workbased learning] and | suppose | saw the LTA role as a bit of an

emollient type role where you've got the chance to manifest good practice

(Anna (D4))
The® contrasting positions on the need for LTA as the mechanism for academic
development (Clegg, 2009) can be seen to vary on the basis of the perceived value of
innovation in learning and teaching. Participants describe this as the ‘competitive
element’ in which innovation is related to people’s professional identity and self
esteem and a struggle for LTA resources (funding and time), thus influencing
orientations to pedagogy as academic development. In general there was an attitude
that LTA was a set of thees, or trends, that become popular at certain points as a
‘fad’. There was also suspicion that these fads were at the whim of management, and
driven by an improvement agend&legg, 209). Employability was seen as typical of
this approach particularly byhose courses whose vocational aspects were not as
visible or forefronted, such as History and English Literatlreq the LTA lead ini&
Humanitiesdepartment, spoke of how LTA had become demoted as an issue and how

he had to fight for it to beon theagenda for course planning meetings.
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The problem was peoplgumanities]would say ‘yes we know we should be

doing this LTA stuff but you know we don’t knleaw you actually get this done

in a course ... employabilitywhat does this mean for my teacig?

(Leo (C8))
Alongside this discussion of LTA as a concern for course planning teams there exists
the idea of academic developmetitat resonates with the literatureas the space
between the ‘centre’ (institution) and the ‘periphery’ (academics andrtheurses) in
which members of the LTA team are in the ‘privileged periphery’ (Clegg, 2003: 806).
Participants’ accounts also assoctirriculum development as outside interference
with what is going to be taught. This is particularly evident in dsounsregarding
assessment, as the means by which the institution exerts power over the ‘private

spaces’ in which teachers operate. This will be considered next.

6.5 Assessment

Many accounts in this study articulate the difficulty that participants facdavising
assessment that fits the bureaucratic requirements of the institution and the needs of
students.Analysis of the curriculum documents submitted to the UAP by the course
teams in this study shows there to be a range of assessment tasks acrog® the
courses and within them (se&ppendix 2). This shows that across the 485 modules
included in the 12 courses in this study, 910 assessment tasks were used, roughly

equivalent to 2 tasks per modle

Even allowing for the size of this sample, in wtiloére are some very large courses,

such as CPT10 Built Environment (79 modules) and CPT4 Applied Social Science (110
modules) that account for almost 40% of the modules in this study between them, it is
evident that essays (19.2%) and reports (22.2%) are the default assessment types. This
indicates module designers’ preference for students’ extended writing. However,
difference exist in, for example, the preference for exams in Built Environment

(27.6%)j. Assessment types that might be considered to betital in nature, such as

8 What is not included here is the relative weighting of assessment tasks within a module where there is
more than one task. This is not always 50/50 weighting. However, this analysis does allow a broad
picture to be gained.

°The relatively high figure of exams for CPT4 Social Science Research (20%) needs to be considered in
the light of the small number of assessmenska (10) in the 7 modules in this course.
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presentations, work placements, and laboratory practicals account for only 7.4% of
assessment tasks in total. To some extent this analysis is limited by the trend to make
description of assessment broad and vague, as indicated in the literature (Bloxham and
West, 2004; O’'Donovaet al., 2004) and in participants’ accounts in this study. This is
exemplified by the use of the term ‘coursework’ (e.g. CPT6 Education 26.1%) as an
over-arching term left deliberately illlefined by coursédeams to allow them to be

flexible in meeting students’ needs (see below).

However, some of these data provide interesting comparisons when course are
organised into the curriculum types offered using LCT semantic coding (Maton, 2011),
as shown in Apendix 2. While the number of courses varies across the quadrants (Q1
to Q4) there is an almost equal number of modules in the two quadrants Q3
(Professionalractice knowledge curricula) and Q4 (Theoretical knowledge curricula)
allowing for a reasonable comparison. Notable here is that the essay assessment type
is almost twice as high in the applied theory quadrant, Q4 (29.8%), while
Reporf{ Analysis is roughly a third higher in the professional practice quadrant, Q3
(28.9%).

In terms of the generic skills required by institutional strategies to increase
employability, the need for new forms of assessment (Yorke, 2006) is identified, in
which ‘integrated’ or ‘authentic’ assessment becomes more important (Nightingale et
al., 1996: 3). As shown ippendix ® this includes selfeflection including reflective
portfolios and journals. This prizing stltreflectionin work related settingsloes not
equate to selfassessment, however. It remains the task of the teacher to assess and
grade and while the principles of reflectio®ghon 1983; 1987) are encouraged it
remains difficult to assess critical reflection in practice. One example in this study (see
Table21) is how participants found it difficult to develoatgements of LOsthat apply
generic criteria to workplace phenomena that are essentialbpritextdependent,

situated or, uncertain and volatil¢Sadler2002:49).

168



Table21: Cases illustrating the impact of changes to assessmegulations

(%)

Module Assessment Tasks Issues arising from changes
The 2 Assessment Tasksssignment A change of practice is
Sociological (30%) Essay(70%). required to either endoad
Imagination Task 1 covers LO 1 and Task 2 covehn® module orto redesign all
(Social Science| LOs 1, 2 and 3. Tkag is related to | tasks to meet all LOs, and/o
Dept, Level 4, |task 2 and students can pass overalh re-design of teaching
20 credits, 2 without meeting all LOs. Also a passractice regarding subject
semesters) overall can be gained without knowledge and the support
passing task2 (e.g. 48% in task 1, 38or students who find
% in task 2 gives an overall pass | difficulty in managing their
41%) own learning.
Principles of 6 Assessment Task&torkshop Practice has evolved where
Evaluation exercise$5%);Blackboard Quizzes | the assessment is applied a
(Built (10%);MCQ(10%);IT session a driver for pedagogical
Environment Exercise$10%);Reflective Report | practice and for student
Dept., Level 4, | (5%);Exam(65%). engagement as well as the
20 credits, 2 LOs are distributed throughout the | means of demonstrating
semesters) tasks e.g. LO6 can only be met in | learning. Changing
task 5 Refletive Report (5%) but a | assessment willange the
pass can be gained without meetingbasis of pedagogy.
this.
Work Based 2 Assessment taskdnalytical A change of practice is
learning Report(50%),Tutor/Employer required to either endoad

(Architecture
and Planning

Assessmentt0%). LOs are
distributed between both tasks, and

the module orto redesign all
| tasks to meet all LOs, and/o

Dept. Level 5, | students are requied to pass both | a redesign of teaching

20 credits, 1 tasks to meet all LOs. practice regarding subject

semester) knowledge. Tutors fear a
return to ‘finals’.

Mooting 2 Assessment taskReflection on 2 | Module team perceive new

(Law and moots portfolio(50%)Assessed regulations to threaten the

Criminal Justice| Moot (50%). LOs are very specific fgoractice in this ‘highly

Dept., Level 6, | level 6 (e.g. ‘explain the rules to regarded module’ that has a

20 credits, 2 mooting’) and involve group and | ‘national profile’.

semesters) individualskills distributed across

the module

While the default position for course teams in their plannimgs to ‘keep things the

same’these accounts represent the many instances in the data whssessmenivas

problematic. A general disposition prevailed in which it was better ttsleeping dogs

lie’ and ‘the less said the better’. Hne was a good deal of uncertainty ove®s for

example,particularly inhow they are realised in course desifreneyet al., 2008),

while being subject to a number of different approaches that are discipline specific in
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HE (Anderson and Hounsell, 2007)Ihe lack of formative assessment and a clear
rationale for it is referred to as ‘assessment in disarray’ (Knight and Yorke, 2004: 16)
also highlights he difficulty of applying generic criteria to phenomena that are

‘context-dependence, situated or, uncertain and volat{8adler2002:49).

6.5.1 Practice in assessment as pedagogic strategy

Modules that fell foul of assessment regulatiowere referred to by senior faculty
with responsibility for academic development as ‘toxio’ that it was not only ‘bad’
assessment practice but that it migtitaw QAA attention to bad institutional practice
The stakes were high, therefore, for Forgetown’s reputation and standing, echoing
Knight's (2002) contention that ‘assessment is the Achilles’ heel of Qudlhg
articulation of assessment in course dotentation was not always sound and this
was exacerbated by problems that did not come to light until courses were due for
approval. One such problem arose when an edict for all LOs to be met in order for a
student to pass a module was announcethe effets of the problems with
assessment regulatiores illustrated in the cases in Tald& were unanticipated and
were seen to depress enthusiasm generally and to loeegagement with the
opportunity to revise and improve coursdResolution arrived in the form of a ‘magic

sentence’

[Academic services] gave us a sentence that we could use. We halledbout
modules being abldd evidence ackvement at a pass mark on a tasKhat'’s
the magic sentence. We refet to it as the ‘magic sentenae that meeting.
(Susan (E10))
An examination of theases offes valuable insight into the dependency of practice on
established pedagogical repertoiraad how changes in assessment affected (bee
Table21). These four examples indicate the ways in ehhthangesin assessment
regulationschallengel existing practice. Ififhe Sociological Imaginatiomodule, for
example, an approach had evolved in which key concepts are taught and assessed in
semester 1 and then extendeahd reapplied in semester.2This isa good eample of
curricular coherence under threat givehe need to endoad the module assessment

or to re-design the LOs. This coherence is not always conceptualtres'Rrinciples of

Evaluation’ module in which practice had developed over timguch that the
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assessment tasks were used to regulate the activity of students rather than to
demonstrate learning, as indicated by the low weighting of the Reflective Regsit
(5%).The assessment dhe ‘Work Based Learninghodulereflects the difficulty facing
course teams in devising assessment that allows students to demonstrate professional
learning in a form that can be academically examined. The contingencies, for example,
in a Tutor/Employer Assessmefti0%)are varied, such athe balance between what

the employer thinks and how the tutassesses the student’s work. While this ‘works

in practice’ it becomes problematic when exandnén the light of the official

assessment peceptsproblem.

These examples highlighhe disjunction between the regulations that guide the
process and how these are interpreted and put into practice, and tneatispositions
and habits(Bourdieu, 1999)In this sense the problems with assessmesm be seen

as a disturbance in the institutional habitus that raises to visibility the underlying
struggle for control of the curriculum and the pedagogy associated wiilégg and

Ashworth, 2004)

6.6 Discussioncharacterisation of curculum planning in a bureaucratic context

This chapter has presented and discussed the first part of a case sfudye
institution’s context for course design and apprqvébcussing on the planning
activities leading up toimmediately before the APE and the experiences and
perceptions that inform itlt has addressed the second research question: What are
the characteristics of course planning practices in a UK higher education institution and
how are curricular forms generated® line with the reseach design of this thesis this
was informed by the analysis of phase 1 of the research and will, in turn, inform the
last phase.In this secondphase the context for teachers’ curriculum activity is
characterisedhs a ‘bureaucraticallfocusedfield position as embodied by experiences

in the ‘intended’ curriculum. The characteristics that have emerged from the analysis

of the data are now summarised.

The curriculum strongly bound in the institutional context

Similarly to CS1 the curriculum is inscribedhsyinstitutional contextand the imprint

of the way it is organised. However, in CS2 this is amplified and brought tortwear
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directly on the planning of courses and the designs that are produced. In other words
whereas in the lived curriculurthe effects of the institution are residual, the effecs

the planning stage are immedidyeapplied to the curriculumPlanning, thereforeis
subject toa pedagogiaiscourse in that itonstitutes a ‘mode of action, one form in
which people may act upon the world and especially unto each other, as a form of
representation’ (Fairclough, 1992: 63). The nature of this discursive practice is one in
which texts are produced, distributed and consuméad(: 78) as can be seen in the
ways that CPTand UAR go abou their work. Curriculum planningherefore, is a

form of discursive practicéenvolvingstructured activity, including language behaviour

as meaning making (Christie, 2005)The emphasis on social practige the
institutional contexthighlighsthe undelying organising principles of practic@athy’s
description of how employability was formalisedllustrates how the
recontextualisation of her practice was a shift in how it was legitimated: this changed
the mode of practice and its pedagogic identitprfr ‘therapeutic’ to ‘prospective’
(Bernstein, 1990)The basis of its emergence became maik@ien (the emphasis on
‘goods for exchange’), while consciousness of this was limited by the perceived value
of ‘adding value’ to students. The struggle between ‘inside’ as the dedication to inner

values and those profane ‘outside’ practices becomes vikigle.

The curriculum homogenised and standardised

In spite of ‘good intentions’ taesign bettercoursesthe overriding position taken in
relation to planning was consedtive echoing the literature (Oliver, 2003; Hatton,
1989) Changes made are more likely to be those that are commissioned via
institutional directives, such as an employability strategy, as development along a line
of least resistance. Th s an emphasis on structural caleace @s realised in the
development of workelated modiles), as opposed tgedagogical designi.€.
conceptual coherence as in the development of such ideas as Bruner's spiral
curriculum). Where ‘principled’ curriculum sign was the focus this became the
means by which the curriculum was expedited (e.g. modules deleted or curriculum
structures changed). Course teams responded this by means of pragmatic
compliance, refracting the pressures to survive the planning psooe® strategic
coping mebanisms such as those thrown up by the need to incorporate employability
into the curriculum. The effects of this vary in the degree of challenge for the course
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team and how this is managed. The overall effect is a move towastanaardised

curriculum as a form of genericism.

Quality processes acting as pedagogic mode

Course planningncluded the arrangements for the assurance of quality and the
organisational and administrative arrangements for the approval of courses, igentif

as bureaucraticbased on Weber’s criteria (1978) and as an intermediate collegiate
organisation(Water’'s 1989; Hull, 2006). The processes of curriculum development in
this context are seen to be actively supported by LTA agencies in which the focus on
achieving curriculum coherence is foregrounded, as a form of academic develgpment
but relegated in its perceived importancé&/hile pedagogy is relatively insulated from
quality processes, this freedom is increasingly supplanted by interference in how
courses are run and delivered. Participants’ accounts of problems with assessment
regulations for example,indicate the disruption to habitus caused by bureaucratic
‘moves’ aimed at regulating the curriculum, albeit as a relay of external policy. Here
the doamentation of the curriculum became the means of control that operated
upwards (i.e. between the institution and the QAA) and downwards (between the
institution and CPTs) at the same time.e- it faced both ways. It demonstrates the
pedagogic device and particular the ways in which it is ‘condensed’ in the evaluative
rules (assessment of learning in this case) in which it is possible to see what the work
of the device has been (Hoadley and Muller, 200@&ntral to this analysis is meanjng

in which ‘language becomes the interface of interrelated systeimbgl.( 150) that
makes a ‘magic sentence’ possible and efficaciollse resolution of a problem,

therefore,would appear to baeither collegial nobureaucratic, but consensual.

What is importanthere is how teachers construct their practice and the basis of ‘what
counts’ and what criteria are applied to assess ttapproval) In terms of the
documentation of practice, as the texts that represent or embody practice, this is
realised by formal desiptions that are a form of ‘metadata’ that indicate what
constitutes a successful use of that text. Bernstein's explanatory framework for
exploring this is developed further by examining the epistemic codes to uncover how
practice and knowledge is legitimated. This is seen to vary by LCT semantic coding of
courses (Maton, 2010a; Shay 2013) as a shift to genericism for applied theory (Q4)
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curricula in particular. This is accompanied by an emphasis and shifts in specialisation
coding (Maton, 2007) in whiclosial relations are seen to predominate over epistemic
ones (i.e. the knower takes precedence over knowledge) This is a development of local
identities as narratives of becominrg‘a becoming which is so to speak a recovery of
something not yet spoken, of a new fusiomBefnstein,2000: 76) as a form of

‘prospective [pedagogic] identity’

Curriculum planning stronglframed and stronglyclassified

The accounts in this chapter, the first part 652 indicate forces at work in the
curriculum that influencénow it is understood, created and enacted. The emphasis on
work-related competence, within a performance mddfr example, characterises the
curriculum making activity at Forgetown as the integration of context rather than the
integration of meanings. ®@sequently, the generative principle (the basis of
emergence for the curriculum) is derived from the outputs of practice (on creating the
ideal graduate for instance) rather than its inputs (on creating knowledge for its own
sake say), where content is eadsted by context (Wheelahan, 2007). This is not an
issue of relevance or authenticity of knowledge in the curriculum (as addressed in
attempts to embed employability described above) but rather it implicates the
importance of context and the ability to @nscend it. This is the domain of the
‘unthinkable’, as the ‘yet to be thought’ in which control of the pedagogic device is the

means by which this is effected (Bernstein, 2000).

Curriculum development, as a stibld of the field of HE is the arena of struggle for
control of the pedagogic device. The bureaucratically focused context as a position in
this field is subject to habitus, as the setonscious dispositions that people acquire
through the social and material interaction with their surroundinBsyrdiey 2000)

and the differing capacities to accommodate new discourses, genres or styles
(Bourdieu, 199%)and doxaas the regulating conditions dfie regime in which it sits

One aspect of emergence (of new practiceflissonance or mismatch betwedhe
schemes of perceptions and thought at the individual level and the objective realities
of the field, as a form of disruption. This can be a key factor triggering change within
the discursive agency of techilmreaucracy acting within the strategic ratalities,

such as the coping mechanisms described by participants in this case study as a space
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for consensus to operate. This will be explored in Chapter 7 in the examination of the

APE.

6.7 Summary

One can consider at this point that the discouaseourse approvais technocratic on

the basis that it applies to texts that are produced by curriculum planners, while being
subject to texts produced by policy makerBhese discursive textare not only
institutionalissd and regulated, but are linked to actig@jha, 2006) Terms such as
‘approval’ and ‘validation’, for example, carry not only instrumental meanings but also
affective ones. However, while it is tempting to describe curriculum makingaaed

on a ‘bureaucratic discourse’ that is governegl technorational decisiormaking the
basis of practice requires further analysis and a closer look at the approval pmcess

the next chapter

As presented in this chapter the experiences of those seeking approval and those who
have achieved it can be seen to be interrelated in that they form part of a shared social
fabric comprising the field of HE and the diddd of academic development. In this
context what is being exchanged is not only curricular ‘goods’, the materials including
designs, but the approval of these goods, and the authority to deliver them.
Orientations to practice in thébureaucratically focusedield position involve co
production as a form of working together (Hargreaves, 1994), in which joint
undertakings are informed by the buagcratic requirements of the approval process.
This is influenced directly by both madevel influences on the curriculum and meso
level arrangements set out by the institution. While the full analysis of the basis of this
practice awaits the closer examination of the APE the events leading up to it can be
seen to be characterised by disciplinary position takings and strategies that have
emerged to accommodate and cope with the forces acting on CPTs at the intended

curriculumstage.

The recognition of xpertisein this phase of the fieldwork can be seen to existhe
organisation of the curriculum arising fromn authority based in the institution’s

quality processes. Thecrutiny of productbecomessubject to the UAP and its

175



functioning through the AP, as hierarchical. This suggests that the curriculum design
process is governed by the institution rather the CPTs themselve} §Rd that this
happens according to principles derived from the institutional field and beyong.(RA

In other words the proess leading up to the APE displays a shift towards weaker
positional autonomy and relational autonomy with regard to legitimate educational
knowledge (Maton, 2004; 2005). Furthermore the criteria for success can be seen to
derive from a performancéasedmodel (see pedagogic model83) that is present
oriented (developing) while being pastferenced (maintaining). This is a DCM
pedagogic identity that optimises the exchange value of products to ensure survival of

fittest. This will be discussed in rétan to the other field positions in Chapter 8.
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Chapter 7: Approving the curriculum in a consensus seeking context

7.1 Introduction

This chapter addreses the third research question ‘What are the characteristics of
curriculum approval practices in a UK higher education institution, and how do
academics interpret and respond to this in reproducing the curriculunp?esents the
results of parttwo of a case study (CS2) in curriculum development in the context of
one institution focusing on the appralvof courses. fie consensuseeking focusd
dimension identified inthe organising framework for this thissthat was outlined in
Chapter 3 is examined Drawing on a thematic analysis of the data, the chapter is

organised around:

I.  the context for the RE, its organisation and the importance of texts;

[I. an analytical distinction between the APE and the field positions of the collegial
and bureaucratically focused phases;

lll. the experiences of approval seekers and how the procesmderstood and
managed,;

IV. an historical perspective on the approval process including how this has shaped
the work of approvers and given rise to an institutional rationality;

V. an examination of the subfieldof curriculum developmentknowledge
involving expertise and authorityand the concepts ofconsistency and
coherence;

VI. the pedagogical model and its effects on curriculum practice.

This third emprical phase of the studys located within the other phases and its
purpose is to examinthe site of course approval as embeddedhivi the activities of

the intended curriculum (phase 2 as described in Chapter 6), which itself is embedded
within the lived curriculum (phase 1 of the study, C&4 described in Chapter 5). Its
main emphasis, therefore, is on the appropahelevent (APE) itselfas an arena that
‘creates a sense of drama and struggle both inside and outside’ (Bernstein and
Solomon, 1999: 269).
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There were 17 participants in this phase involving two groups ftoldK HEIThe
research design of this study considers the three phases of fieldwork to be ‘nested’ in
the sense that each phase contributes insights and research findings to the other
phasesThis includes the activities and practices identified dratspecifially focused

on the application for course approvaind (the possibility of) academic development

In terms of the critical realist methodology outlined in Chapter 4, this phase represents
an emphasis on the morphogenetic structural/cultural/group elaborastage (T4) of
establishing the structure of theurriculum followingthe focus onconditioning (T1:

see Chapter 5) anon social interaction (T2T3: see Chapter 6) (Archer, 1995).

The analysis of the data yielded the seven coding categories: challenge, consensus,
conflict, strategy, exgrtise, coherene and change These will be highlighted and
woven into the narrative of this case study and illustrated with sample dtadh
represent the group, key themes and/or significant momeoftgrisis or disruption in

the study. The metaanalysis of these thensetowards the external languages of

description of this study will be discussed at the conclusion of this chapter.

7.2 The approval panel event (APE) and its context

The APE is described in2@as an instantiationof bureaucracyexpressingquality
proceses as directed by Academic Services at Forgetown University, under the QAA
Code of Conduct (2006) (see BM.It takes place accordinto a timeline (see
Appendix %) that involves CPTs in preparing a draft programme specification (a
submission documeriased on a templateseeTablel8in Chapter % The purpose of

this document is tomake explict the institution’s learning intentions and to relate
these to national qualifications frameworks and other reference points such as subject
benchmarks (QAA, 2000). Support for this at Forgetown University is typical of UK HE
and the other 10 institutions in this studgee Appendix 3) and includes academic
development in order to meet LTA themes (see Appen8)xahd guilance to course
teams on preparing the document (see Append®y What constitutes a good course

proposal (see Appendib6)L
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The bureaucratic features of the APE have alrebdgn established in Chapter. 6
Central to this event is the examination of thebsission document and the
guestioning of the course team, as both text(ihle actual documents of the APE) and
intertextual (how these documents are influenced by institutional regulative
documentation and the QAA Code of Condut)ivity. The purpose fothe UAP is to
critigue and approve a programme specification. This process is not necessarily a linear
one and although it is focusedn the UAP event as a thrdwmur ‘theatre’ and
‘performance’ it will be shown in this chapter to be the nexus of a rayered
process. At the centre of this, and perhaps the most visible and material object, is the
submissiondocument. This enters the APBrena’ as a proposal, the Submission
Document During theAPEthis is examined in exchange with the Course Planning
Team (CPT), involving stages of readergingparation, interrogation, deliberatioand
decisionlt is then ‘transformed’ into the Definitive DocumediseeFigure8). A typical

agenda and approximate timings fitre APE are shown in appendix 14.

Submission
Document

Definitive
Document

University Approval
Panel (UAP):

— xReadership
xPreparation
xInterrogation
xDeliberation
xDecision

Figure8: The production of texts in the approval process

The APE can, therefore, be considered to broker practice at various layers:
X an event that transforms a submission document into a definitive document;
X a process that transforms the lived curriculum into the inteth@@rriculum and
back again;
x the legitimation of the curriculum (as a relay for bureaucracy);
X the granting of a ‘licence to operate’ to a course team;
x the means by which the collegial focus meets the bureaucratic focus and is

transformed into the consenswseeking focus.
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7.2.1 Habitus and positiortakings leading into the APE

Activities associated with the planning, desayid approvalof courses are examined in
Chapter 6 as the bureaucratically focusedntext. This happens at specific time
periods when the elements of bureaucracy become maeble and powerful. It is
important to note hereagainthat bureaucracy is embedded in practices not in the
individuals who operate the bureaucratWeber, 1964)This ‘bringing to bar’ of the
quality process has the effect pfacing the lived curriculum into relief and to objectify
the work of teachers as plans and designs for learning. In other words, to use the
metaphor of dilution practice can be seen to have a higher concentratidn
bureaucracy (and lower autonomy) at periods of the intended curriculum and this is
‘strongest’ at the point of the APE. The strength of influence of the APE on projected
practice is seen to vary according to several interrelated factors and three field

positions can be distinguied analytically (se&able22 below).

This typology generalises field positions although it should be noted that these factors
vary by discipline and context. Via this analysis, the relative strengths of dtersfa
implicated in the field positions can be seen to be temporal. The differences in LCT
autonomy represent a shift that takes place in the intended curriculum phase, from
PA+, RAto PA, RA and this is, potentially, most pronounced at the time of the APE.
Leaving aside the orientations that are realised in the final column of the table to be
discussed later in this chapter, one can see these positions to be differentiated on a
number of related factors. Notable here, as doxic in these field positiBoarfieu,
1998), are orientations, or positigiakings, to curriculum coherence, the type of
expertise and authority, and the basis of exchange. However, as identified in Chapter
6, there are disciplinary distinctions at play that will moderate, and pbssédiract,

the influences of these orientations. The degree of semantic variation within the
curriculum for example with regard to types of knowledge and curricula (Shay, 2013) is
important. This indicates that courses that are based on theoretical krgeleand
applied theory (Q4 in Figuréincluding CPTs 1, 4, 7 and 8 in this study) are likely to be
disadvantaged in the approval process with regard to the difficulty they face in
meeting criteria set by the ingtition, including employability and internationalisation

(see Appendix 15: Key Enhancement Themes). This problem is exacerbated when one
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considers the specialisation of knowledge (epistemic relations ER) and knower (social
relations SR). This was examined in Chapter 5 with regard to the social science
discipline (see 5.6.1) and is discussed further in relation to similar courses (CPTs 1, 3, 5,
6, 7, 8, and 12) in Chapter 6. From this can be seen a potential code clash for semantics

and specialisation and iis related to a code clash for autonomy.

Table22: Typology of field positiors and orientations tahe approval process

Factor Collegial focus Bureaucratic | Consensus seeking
focus focus
Curriculum design
Coherence Heuristic modelling Evaluative Contextual
Autonomy PA+ RA PA, RA Code clash
Knowledge ER+SR ER, SR+ Code clash
specialisation (knowledge code) | (knower code)
Semantic variation | SG+SD SG, SD+ Code clash
Pedagogical design
Pedagogical model | Competence Performance | Performancebased
Pedagogic code Collection Integrated Mixed
Pedagogic identity | Therapeutic Decentred Schizoid
market

Evaluation (basis and

criteria of establishing the worth of the curriculum)

Exchange Pedagogic ‘goods’ | Marketable Approved ‘goods’
‘goods

Peer Review Horizontal Hierarchical Mixed

Authority Collegial Bureaucratic | Rulesbased

Decision making Collaborative Cooperative | Discretionary

Expertise Mutual and Disciplinary Technical
reciprocal

Collegial organisatiorj Predominanly Intermediate | Variable
collegiate collegiate

Key: PA = positional autonomy; RA = relational autonomy; SR = social relations;
ER = epistemic relations; SG = semantic gravity;sebhantic density

Taking up the ‘dilution metaphor’ again, it can ladsthat a stronger concentration of
bureaucracy in the APE increases the conductiatythe legitimation codes -the
codes (their modalities) act more directly on practice and their effects are felt for a
longer period. While constituted as a procesgeér review approvalis subject to the
institutionalisation of practices within a structured field of struggle for resources
(Bourdieu, 1993) and for control of the pedagogic device or discourse (Bernstein,
1990). Actors within this arena make normative legitimating claims for the way that a
curriculum should be according to the principles of the discipline, or the professional
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bodiesthat oversee it (see Appendix')L Those that are responsible for approving the
curriculum are directed by claims for how a curriculum should meet the
administrativé efficiency needs of the institution or to comply with externally focused
drivers such as employability (see Chaptdoi6a discussion of this). Furthermore the
claims that actors make for their curriculum, faorh being merely marketing rhetoric,
are the basis for the participation within the field and the criteria by which

achievement within the field should be measured (Maton, 2000b: 81).

7.3 The experience of being approved

Participantspreparing their cowses for approvatlescribe the submissionodument
template as ‘unwieldy, ‘unintuitive’, and bureaucrati¢. Nina, leading the large
postgraduate programme in education (Q3 professibvatational) found the
document to be repetitive, in that the same arfmation was required for each of her

12 awards. This had two negative effects in her view: the first is that this ‘conditioned’
a ‘cut and paste’ response from her team, and secondly, ironically she felt, it drew
criticism from the faculty and the UAP maship of the documentation. Lost
somewhere in the document she felt was the view of who the document was for, who

the reader was and what ‘voice’ the writer was using

It should be an information document that's useful for students but | think there

arelots of differem voices and lots of interested partiesthere.

(Nina (C3))
She saw therocess and the event itselfas a ‘dance around the document’ in which
not everyone ‘knew the stepsSimilarly,Leo, hoping to convince the UAP to approve a
Drama award in his Performing Arts degree (Q2) found it difficult to document what he

was trying toachieve andhe expertise and facilitieat the university.

These examples from the data represent the generally held feeling that courses were
being judgedoy people who were not from the same discipline and who didn’t ‘know’
the course. The disciplinary basis of participants’ expertise and understanding of the
process is the source of difficulty in ‘voicing’ the course by course teams and in
‘hearing’ this ly course approverand is resonant witlparticipants’ accounts of their

disciplinary perspectives in phases 1 and 2 of this study
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7.3.1 Managing the pocess

Perceptions of the APEere influenced byoth the experience leading up to it and o
managinghe creation of the submission documenthile this process could be eased

via careful management many described the process as taking over 250 hours of time.
Also this difficulty increased with the size of the course: managing large programmes
involved managing a large number of teachers. Gareth, for example, leading-the re
approval of a large undergraduate Built Environment degree $@8)his role primarily

as project manager of a group of 42 staff.

The management of the procesgas heightened byompkx degrees such as the
crossinstitutional Postgraduate Research Deg(€et)led by JuniperSheis typical of

Groups C and i that shewasnot given time for the couss planning and approval
processin course leaders’ worglans andfelt that this was a added duty above the

demands of being a course leader:

These hours were just completely eaten up by the process ... So there is the issue
of the nature of the work, the amount of work, the sheer physical amount of work
that it involves
(Juniper (C1))
She argued the needbr a project manager to help her with deadlines, and the
disparate activities involved in pulling the Submission Document together, including
the ‘nuts and bolt§ andthe ‘physical mechanitsThese detailded to an increase in
the pressure thatbeing approvedput peopleunder. Herawas exasperated by the

demands that put upon her and her course team (Q2)

... l was in tears about a month ago. It's also because it's been a really, you know,
the long hours and I've just had a mammmission and, you know, the more
pressure that goes on in that paperwork the more ... | am going to have to leave,
and | can't afford to do that, you know
(Hera (C10))

Aneka leading a postgraduate international politics deg(€el), echod this, pointing

to the difficult of preparing and writing long approval documents over months and the

difficulty of mantaining the coherence of this
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| think I always had in my head what the rationale was, but actually then putting

down the formal bits .it was knd of like haing the building blocks fdrow you

fill in the more interesting bits in terms of the content and the approach, the

pedagogy, that kind of thing.

(Aneka (D1))
Even when course teams began the process well in advance they founeBthegths
leading up to the APE to be very timensuming, and to occupy weekds and
holiday times. Théevel ofexperience of the team was also seen as having an effect on
whether the course leader was able to delegate aspects of the planning and writing.
Thisincluded knowledge of one’s own disciplisabject but also technical curriculum
knowledge such as how to write learning outcomes and assessment criteria. Anna,
leading a large undergraduate degree in planning and housing, spo&et ‘very

uncomfortable neetings’ when faced with reducing the number of modules and the

number of awards in the degree.

Being creative, or even expressive, in the document was seen as unlikely, and most
found the document and its writing to be boring and unrewarding as an mseerthis

is partly due to the type of technical writing involved suchhesarticulation ofawards

and their aims, and credit poin{seeTablel8: Structure of the Submission Document
Most wrote the documentihearly, and by the time they reached the Course Rationale
this was likely to be 20 or 30 pages into the document. At this stage most report a
pragmatic approach to ‘filling in’ the document, using the headings as a gvfitame

and copying material frm institution policy documents on key themes that had to be
included— or in some cases ‘cut and pastirigpm previous approval document$he

scale of the document and its complexity is shown in T#8e On averag a

submission document was 200 pages and 130,000 words.
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Table23: Course submission documents showing awards, modules, pages, and words

Course | Course Title Subject Are&a g o
Planning B Discipline “ ﬁ > " @ <
Team 3 T § [ 8 g 5 .9
8 |2 |8 |82 |8¢
CPT1 International | UG | Politics 1| 31| 170| 52,000 2,700
Relations
CPT2 Geography, UG | Environment | 7| 76| 517|154,000| 4,300
Housing, and Planning
Environment
and Planning
CPT3 English PG | English 1 7 63| 16,000| 2,400
Language
Teaching
CPT4 Social Science| PG | Social Scienc{ 7 9 76| 23,000| 3,700
Research
CPT5 Autism UG | Education 1 6 55| 16,000| 2,200
CPT6 Education PG | Education 12| 40| 502 157,000| 6,300

CPT7 Criminology UG | Criminology 41 94| 569|177,000( 5,000

CPT8 Applied Social | UG | Social Science 13| 136| 724|218,000| 8,800

Science
CPT9 Performing FD | Performing 2| 10| 106| 28,000 2,000
Arts Arts
CPT10 | Built UG | Built 9| 81| 574 164,000 7,500
Environment Environment
CPT11 | Contemporary | UG | Fine Art 3| 10 82| 27,000( 2,000
Fine Art
CPT12 | Public Servies: | FD | Social Science 2| 15| 146| 42,000/ 9,100
Policing
Studies
Average 521429 299| 89,500| 4,667
Std. 42| 41.6|242.8| 73,605| 2,548

Deviation
Key: CPT=Course Planning Team; UG = undergraduate; PG = postgraduate; FD = foundation

However, the length Section C, The Course Rationalan be seen to benore
consistent (average 5,000 words approximately) regardless of the overall size of the
document.The purpose of theationale is to explain how the course is designed and
structured, including how it ‘facilitates key university priorities such as
internationalisation and opportunities for wk-based study’ (see Appendicé8 and

15). Support and guidance for CPTs was provided, as discus€dhter 6 (see also
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Appendix B) as academic development aride agency of the LTA support team,

includingmyself However, many doubted whether it was actually developmental:

It felt quite high stakes, to me, it probably could be developmental and is
probably intended to be developmental and maybe in some respecis
developmental, but that's not the actual feel of the process: It's developmental
by accident, it feels more like it's about being accountable and getting it right and
if you do it well you go in and get it right

(Nina (C3))

7.3.2Approval as thedocumentationof practice

In addition to the problems caudeby changs to documentation illustrated by the
assessment regulationmoblem (see 65.1) difficulty was found in the structure of the
document itself, including for example how course teams evasked to address
employability in two separate sectisnWhere courses had a number of awards the
document contained multiple descriptions that were very similar. This replication for
administrative purposes was seeto reduce the document's coherence dn
readability, while increasing its word length. Tépgestionin CPTs’ minds wawho is

the document for?’ andhis limited their readiness to believe that articulating a good
description of the course at thgpproval stage would lead to materials thatutd be
transferred directly to the student handbodke. into practice) Course teams found
this difficult to translate into a conception of practice that was to be delivered
sometime in the future, while they were aware that weak specificity at the agdro

stage would have consequences foe lived curriculum.

Some were able to imagine a process that could be creative, and in which the design as
an outcome cou be valued. Heradrawing on her fine arts disciplinalludes to the

value of ‘making’ thecurriculum as a kind of ‘thinking and visioning’ in which ‘the
making informs what you are doih{Hera, (C10)). This notion of curriculum design as
craft (Shay, 2013jesonates with literatureghat pointsto curricuum as process, and

the search for cohence asheuristic modelling

Overall, a sense of regret predominated, that course teams had not been able to give
the planning and the documentatiothe time they wanted to, that the discussions

were often dominated by technical issues, and that fear of getting things wrong
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restricted their creativitySheila expressdbe lack of ‘authenticity’ of the document
its distance from pactice, which as soon as it is writtempumnd and created it stops

being‘live’

| struggle with the definitive document ¢euse it's out of date on the day it's

written... For me, | see the document as completely being a quality mechanism,

to ensure that we do what we do, that we are saying what we say and that we

have an infrastructure that exists.

(Sheila (C5))
The vagueass of module descriptors is another characteristic of submission
documents that tutorsdund inauthentic. Susan, included here in her role as module
leader, reflects on how people see module descriptors as a formality that masks ‘the
real practicethat goes on underneath’She feels this tacitness is encouraged by the
process for two reasons: a) it makes it easier to modify the module in future if it needs
to be changed when it is actually put into practice; and b) it reduces the possibility that
someone \ill find fault with it at the APE. Furthermore, she points to ‘officiaddule

descriptors as ‘straitjackets’ for those writing them and anyone who adopts the

module in future:

You can't easily change them so you need to be careful when you write them that
you don't tie yourself to something that you'll later regret.
(Susan (E10))
This tacitness presented difficulties to course leaders who wanted their course team to
see beyond the bureaucratic elements to think about what the module is about and
what its content would be etc. Betty describes how the document frustrated her
efforts to encourage the course team to think pedagogiaatizer thanbeing ‘bogged
down’ in a bureaucratic exercis€he distinction between planning and documentation
is made by Alison, leading a postgraduate degree in Teaching English, with many online
elements. She found that the need to create the document dominated the process,

particularly in the latter stages:

| think sometimes, validation becomes, you know, fill out then$orget all the
paperwork done, and that takes up so much time that the actual really sitting
down and reflecting on it, and planning it, and how we might like to do it, it
wasn't really given enough time.

(Alison (D6))
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She found his fighting against the to get the paperwork dongorkedto ‘frustrate
creativity’. The questionsvhat are we proud of that we do now, and how can we
improve this? were marginalised in the process by the overriding need to meet the
requirements of the document. &ry few subnssion documents included detail that
indicated that they had noted reasons to change and how this was addressed. In this
sense the documents represented the ‘now’ of the approval, taking little note of what
had preceded it, and limited in its potential gmticipate what would follow it in the

future.

7.3.3 Describing the curdulum as an intention to practis

The inclusion of diagrams and illustrations is encouraged at Forgetown in the guidance
to CPTs (see Appendix 13) but is rarely realised in g@imh documents. One reason

for this is that they are difficult to achieve successfully and perhaps because of this
they can be overlooked or disregarded. In attempting to desctie Masters in
English Language Teaching T8Pthat she leads, Alison ddoped a curriculum map

that identified the fundamental principles that she wanted to embed holistically in the
course This addressethe question ‘What do we want the students to have, and to
be, on graduating?The ideas surrounding this were drawn and sketched along
with discussions of what sort of teaching and learning was neeaheldthe stages at
which this would be covered in the course. T¢wncernwas for the structure and
organisation of the curriculum and the conceptual development for lieanThis was

realised as a curriculumedign and a map (see Append&).2

The mapping was included in Section C of the submission document (page 19 of 63
pages) in full page colour to emphasise the curriculum coherence, concept building
and how the assssment tasks were realised. It is supported by a full page table on
page 8of the specificatiorshowing the design and structure of the course. This map
shows how the four elements of the curriculum were related and how progression and
knowledge building wuld take place. This map meets the criteria of conceptual
coherence and curriculum mapping as identified in the literatgrecll as Jackson and
Shaw, 200® In particular it illustrates structural alignment and outcomes integration

(Cuevas and Feit, 20D1lc It also illustrates how this course (QS3,
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professionalvocational) will deal with the pedagogical issues to do with welated

learning.

Several issues arose the APE around the need for clarity about the structure of the

curriculum and became Condition 2:

Within the programme design and structure section of thesgRamme
Specification, provide a brief statement which clarifies and quantifies how the
relevant theoretical underpinning is integrated in the curriculum with the
practical aspects of theourse

(Condition 2 set by the AP for CPT3)

Two issues arose in this ‘forgotten map’ incidefif) the AP collectively overlooked
the mapping in the submissiodocument; and (2) the CPT failed to mention it in their
defence. In view of the fact thatldhree of the CPT preseat the APEhad spent time
in 3 workshops in the preceding months preparing the mapping, this was surgosing

say the least

This examplénvitesinsight into the curriculum development expertise that was drawn

on to create a successful curriculum mapping and how this beddissnbedded in

the APE and recontextualised in the logic of approval. It is ironic perhaps that the
UAP’s search for confidence in the document should be influenced by the CPT’s lack of

confidence in its ow practice, and it is possible that these are not unrelated.

7.4The work ofapprovers developing an institutional rationality

The practice of approving courses, as in the practice of preparing a course for approval,
Is subject to the embodied history and the habitus of those involireds lifetime as a
university Forgetown has undergone a series of significant changes in its quality and
awards framework in response to the changes taking place in the sector (see Appendix
25 for a summary of these).h& move to QAA from its previous incarnation, the
Council for National Academic Awar@@NAAYeflected the expansion of universities
following the formation of posB2 universities anda ‘scalingup’ of both student
numbers and the creation of new course$his prompted the need to create a
standard curriculum structure for undergraduate provision, including the

modularisation and semesterisation of the curriculum as organisational effigiency
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associated with a growing organisational complexity and thedntse QA of the
institution’s provisionWhat followed was an increasing severity of quality regime that
was applied to the new universities g®u're a polytechnic angou can't be trustedo

do all of this by yourself’ (Rory, (E8)). In spite of,tbisperhaps because of it,
Forgetown became a ‘leading light' of the credit accumulation and transfer scheme
(CAT®) and a reputation for being ‘gold plated’ for quality, as satisfying the external
agenda.Quality processes at Forgetowaecame practice, as ¢hresidue, or doxa, of a
previous regime, with a view to guarding the institutiagainst criticisms that it

somehowmight be lacking in terms of itkanagement of quality and standards.

Rhianna described this as the QAA ‘giving themselves legitimadyistinaore easily
applied to post92s as the ‘new kids on the block’ who don’t have the ‘confidence of an
old university that has been around for donkey’s years’. The increase in these levels of
accountability for the quality of the curriculum now includes assessment and whereas
CNAA did not require detail on assessment arrangements it now figures .highsy

has raised the stakes for the quality of assessment in curriculum design as can be seen

in theassessment problenautlined in Chapter 6.

Drawing on the history of quality processes above, prad#ebe said to be ‘doxic’ in
that it contains cultural codes established and maintained in the exchange of expertise
of the actors and structures that make up the practice (Bourdieu, 1999). It might also
be argued that somewhere in the collective memory of the institution was the
experience of large scale reform and academic resistance to it: while at the same time
orientations to a ‘combative’ approval process had developed in which ‘we had to take

a medicire that was good for us’ (Maurice, (E5)).

The approvers spoke of the balancing act between being seen to be subject to robust

quality systems while being fair and reasonable with their academic colleagues:

And to do so in a way that is not overly bureaticr. It's difficult to match those
two things together. Inevitably there's a lot of bureaucracy involved, but at the
same time it's really quite important that we're seen to have a process which

9 CATS is used by UK universities to monitor, record and reward passage through a modular degree
course and to facilitate movement between courses and institutions. 360 credits need to be
accumulated to qualify fathe award of an honours degree.
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scrutinises all provision thoroughly otherwise it looksrnooatside observer as if

we're not maintaining standards.

(Malcolm, (E3))
There was a high degree of sympathy by the approvers for course teams and a genuine
desire to help them develop course designs that were effective for their teaching and
for the students. This struck m&s surprising given the strength of feeling directed
against the approverby the approval seekeras discussed above and in Chapter 6.
The approvers were aware of an institutional logic that had emerged telelogically as
‘keeping thngs simple’ while based methodologically on ‘a constant cycleuzlity
processesgxperimentation’. This had had an effect on how they were seen by others

in their approver roles:

| mean basically if you wanted to caricature our role in the faculgeg srudely,

part of it is being the faculty’s policeman faes and regulations, and part of it

isbeing the faculty’sixer, right?

(Chris, (ES6))
Approvers shared a sense that some academics were not good at planning and
designing their course and\geral suggested that it might be better to leave this task
to specialist curriculum developers. One reason for the lack of expertise in course
design was considered to betendencyfor new, and often inexperienced, staff to be
given the job of preparing aourse for approval as a way of ‘getting to know the
course’. While this was not the case for any of the 12 courses in this study several

participants spoke of this happening to them when they started out in HE. Lana

guestioned this:

| don't quite undersnd what goes on with the almost, what's the right word, the
random nature with which courses can and do get pdghn. why is there not
more investment in that whole design process andkiing training of people
to be involved in curriculum design,that whole process of either redesigning or
designing new courses, can often, it seems to me, almost get left to chance
(Lana, (E2))

Shepointed to the apparent pragmatism that operates in the minds of academics

facing course approval:

People just saying “basically I fill the template in and this will get me through the
process, I'll worry then about what I'm going deliver in September once I'm
through that
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(Lana, (E2))

This pragmatismcan be seen to maintain a conservatism that emergesn the
limitations that CPTs see operating in the system on the one hand, and how approvers
see themselves tied by bureaucracy and utilitarianism on the other. The influence of

this on decisiomaking will now be discussed.

7.4.1 The basis of institutional coursapproval

It was clear in approver’s accounts that they apphkeset of tacit skills and experiences

to the process of approving courses and based dmisa workingmodus operandum

This involved a process of readership of the document, as a ‘gleanintenf’, but

this was by no means a straightforward process, and it appeared that the difficulties of
writing the document were mirrored by the difficulty of reading and interpreting the
text. For some this meant checking the basics and leaving the CRXptain the
rationale in the APE (albeit subject to misunderstanding and oversight as in the story of
the ‘forgotten map’ aboven 7.3.3. There was a common reading ‘method’ that
comprised getting a student’s perspective and working backwards and fdswesm

the programme specification and the course rationale. This revealed strategies used by

the approvers.

| guess a lot of the time you're looking for where it didn't all hang together
(Rory, (E8))

Lana is certain that a key factor brought about by the introduction of a common
template is whether the CPT is able to describe its course on paper. The default, she
observed, was that people were good at articulating the course orally at the APE, as an

academic defence, but weaker in writing this down:

An awful lot of people were far better at coming into a meeting, going through
the whole academic defence of the proposal, being really good at articulating
what wasn't written into the document. You know I think if | had a pound every
time | heard a validation meeting sayeéll you just explained that beautifully, if
only you'd ben able to put that into your documeént

(Lana, (E2))

The accounts of approvers point to a ‘filling in the blanks’ process that took atace

the APEas a search for contextual coherence. They describe thisvawing what to
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look for, ‘knowing the mindset of course teamsind knowing the questionso ask’.
This is confirmed in the analgof approval seekers accounts. Aneka, for example, was
confidentshe‘could fill in anygaps’ left by the documentation or that had ‘got lost in
translation’ (Aneka, (D1)).

The reading of thelocumentation by the faculty took the form of ‘signing off’ in which
the CPT received feedback on the draft submission docurfeemtweeks before the
APEHowever, the result of this intervention (what was fed back to the CPT and what
was done about it) was not provided to the UAP chair. One interpretation of this is that
faculty readership was intended to give formative feedbacklto decide whetheithe
course was approvable e. it had a regulative function. The readership comments
provided by the UAP then became ‘range finders’, as identifying ‘the most obvious of
problems’ that would set the agenda for the APE, and the basis of a ‘script’ for an
interrogation of the course proposal. This situation confused CPTs on two counts:
firstly they could not understand why the faculty readership differed from the UAP
readership— the latter found new problems or ignored ones found by the former
Secondly, hey were confounded when they prepared for a defence of points raised by
the UAP readership only to find these disregarded in the APE or for new ones to be
uncovered, or for the feedback to be contradictory. This resulted in a perception held
by approval sekers that the basis of decision making wabitrary, while the
approvers viewed readership as provisiofgbon further information). This is a view

of approval as deferred or ‘waiting to be uncovered'.

Furthermore the basis of a successful defenceéhed would, for all but the cleacut

issues, be partly based on how convincing the CPT could bewowell it argued the

case. In other words approval would be granted on the basis of the attributes of the
approval seeker (confidence in the CPT) indicating a knower code (SR+). This is
privileged over the objective evaluation of the course proposal (confidence in the
documentation) owing to the difficulties attached to making judgement on this as
discussed above and elsewhere in this study. Hence thisvesaker knowledge code or
epistemic relation (ER This can be analysed further in relation to what kind of insight
and gaze are involved in this knower code (sée23. The acquired gaze isparticular

mode of recognisig and realising what counts as “authentic” reality’ (Bernstein
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1999:165).LCT identifies further elaboration of social relations as subjective relations
(SubR) as the kinds of actors involved and interactional relations (IR) as ways of acting.
The relatively stronger interactial relation (between curriculum knowledge and its
practices) combined with the relatively weaker subjective relatigine social position

of members of the CPTsuggests a ‘cultivated gaz€ubR, IR+)operating in the
interactions between approvers arttle approvedin which the approver is dominant

and in which the basis of their expertise is defined by their social position.

Thisanalysis of how approval worksindicated in the APE by the claims of the UAP to
be experts (in one kind of curriculunméwledge) and that the CRTinteraction with

this expertise defines what countg/hat the UAP Chair could assume, given that the
document had been read at faculty level, was that the course was ‘approvable’ (i.e. it
had been ‘signed off’) and what remaoché¢o be decided was what the conditions

would be.The basis of approvaherefore, becomes the setting of conditions.

Analysis of the conditions set by UAPs for the 12 caunsehis study (seeppendix

20) finds agreement with the Quality Team’s summary (see above) of the most
common conditions set. In fact these were so compianethat it occurs to methese

could be ‘pencilled in’ before the APE evéook place. In other words the
overwhelming likelihood is that: a) the course will be approved anthée will be
conditions to do with learning outcomes and/or assessment. Bégstwo questions:

firstly why isn’t this addressed at the outsbyy CPTs and the agencies that support
academic development in the institution? Arsg¢cond,what is the purposeof an
approval system for which the outcomes can be predetermined? One possible
hypothesis is that the basis of course approval is not a process to ensure the quality of

courses but one that can be seen to enstire quality of courses.

7.42 The work ofapprovers approaching consensus

Space does not allow a full discussion of the experiences of approvers but Appendix 7
shows the coding scheme for this data and example quotes, as the basis of the
interpretation given hergand its metaanalysis by meansf the external languages of

description formulated in this studyThis makes accessible thHegitimation of

194



curriculum development knowledge (the basisadfat counts agegitimateknowledge

for developing the curriculum) and the autonomy of the fieldhévmakes the
decisions and according to whe principles).Examination of approvers’ accounts and
observations of APEs exposes tiitbianna (E7) described a ‘mindset’ that approvers
needed She doubted whether ‘real and honéstxchange was possible with course

teams in the context of the APE:

If you put people under tremendous audit stress, all they'll turn into is performing
monkeys and the thing will look fabulous. And then all they'll do as there's such a
stress on the output, is that they will alak® from each other how to play the
system. So you will not have an honest, in depth, genuinely taking it on board,
process.
(Rhianna, (E7))
She saw thédPEas an exchange in which there was benefit for both sides conditional
on there being consensus on process being worthwhile. Howeverdstlkted that

the process could be called a ‘conversation’

Why would you ask sorhedy questions about a documer.l.presume it's to
scrutinise the idas expressed in the documentbut it all too often turned into
[being only] a document which is pointless.
(Rhianna, (E7))
She spoke of this as ‘having confidence’, in which a ‘lack of confidence makes you
insecure’, that she compared, respectively towmsfulness’ and ‘powerlessnessier
view of the APE as thepportunity to ‘iron things out’ also depended on her meeting
with the course team at a preliminary meeting where she could ‘get the nonsense out
of them’. She characterises this as a provocation to ‘remember what’'s important’. Her
purpose is to help the€CPT ‘to be brave’ and to have the ‘courage to change’. Her

leading and most important question, thereforleecomes: What doyou want to do

with this course?(original emphasis).

7.5 The legitimation of curriculundevelopmentknowledge

The field of pratice of HE (identified in Chapter 5) and its digdd, academic
development (examined in Chapter 6), includes the APE as a mechanism, embedded in
an intermediate collegiate organisation (Waters, 1989) in which the administration of

course approval is preaninant (Hull, 2006). The work of the approvers discussed
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above focuses on the role of the Chair as the person who makes the final decision on
behalf of the UAP. This involves delegation of questioning of the CPT to members of
the panel, according to theispecialism or expertisei.¢. Quality Lead, Internal
Academic and the External Subject Specialist). While space does not allow a close
examination of this division of labour the data is coded for the panel's specialist
involvement and is included in App#ir 7 for perusal. One aspect indicated by this
codinganalysigs pertinent here and concerns panel member’s contribution to the APE
decisionmaking process and the degree to which the panel constitutes a body of
expertise on curriculum matters. While allowing for individual agency, the UAP is
treated here as a composite entity that has collective agency to make decisions and

evaluation of the submission document.

7.5.1 Expertise and authority

All of the UAP members claim expertise by virtue of theitust as approvers and the
basis for their expertise: i.e. of having a track record, experience and the credential of
status (Collins and Evans, 2007). The authority derived from this expertise is to some
extent symbolic. The role of the external subjeceésilist for example is seen to be a
‘safety net’ by the institution to assure QAA that subject issues have been covered. On
the other hand, CPTs were alssassured that someone who knows the field and the
needs of the course was ‘in our corner’. In thases covered in this study the
external’s main contribution was either to seek information that might be useful in
his/her own context, or to make comments along the lines of ‘at my institution we do
it this way™. Meanwhile, the discipline, as the main claim to expertise and authority in
the lived curriculum can be seen to be devalued in the APE (the intended curriculum),
other than in the cases where professional bodies are able to cowtden what
counts in the curriculum. Furthermore, the basis of whaounts as powerful
knowledge in the APE is ‘regionalised’ in that it integrates broad and genericised forms
of knowledge (such as worklated knowledge) rather than those that are essentially
discipline based (theoretical knowledge) (Wheelahan, 2018y,2012).

1t should be noted, however, that none of the 12 courses in this study required a representative of the
professional body to be present as is the case in some discipliiis.may well have changed the
perception of the role of the external as being mainly ‘honorary’.
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The authority of the UAP is seen in instances in this study to be invoked against
protests and challenges to its authority (as a form of infallibility). The apparent
compliance with this by CPTs can be partly explained in the ways that academi
receive institutionalised authority in a specific way as a ‘professorial charisma’, and the
ways they react to their roles as state employees via an ‘ideology of disinterestedness’
(Bourdieu and Passeron, 1990: 6Bgsistance by this equation can only be by-non
engagement. This is the disposition that enables teachers to believe that they are
autonomous, as an ‘enchanted adherence’ to the view that authority rests with them.
The intended curriculum is the space in which this is stripped away, wherbetesac
become disenchanted. Redemption is around the corneerhaps,in the lived
curriculum, where one only has to wait for the agents of bureaucracy to withdraw (see
focal points of enactment belowThis is where theower of ‘ordinary’ academics lies

—in their ability to ‘inculcate the cultural arbitrary’ via ‘scheduled improvisation’ that
helps to mask their relation to conventional pedagogy and the wider system of

authority—as a form of ‘dependence through independen(eid.: 67)

7.5.2Consisterry and coherence

Evident here in the approval processtli® concept of consistencyas the external
relationship between the course and all otheourses. This is seen to be derived
historically from the need for the institution to be efficient and cortifree (to have a
market advantage). This indicates decentred market (DCM) pedagogic identity
(Bernstein, 2000). Prized in this normative perspective is the approval of courses as ‘fit
for purpose’, as having aabsenceof inconsistencies, such as thodet arose in the
cases in this study e.g. credit tariffs, forms of assessment, and even ‘typos’. In this
way the course conforms to being like other (approved) coursks is reflective of a
paradox, identified by Bernstein (1977: 109) and discussed by Maton (2013ainl98)
which [curricular] difference (organic solidaritgts part of an integrated pedagogic
code) gives rise to [curricular] similarity (mechanical solidarity): or to putitother

way, the curriculum remains undifferentiated and tharae.

Coherence in the approval process is realised as the internal relationship between the

course and itself -or to be more exact between the course and its idealised
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administrative self. This ideal course is characterised by another ahsenites case

of toxicity (i.e. a course is coherent if it has no hygiesees, particularly with regard
to assessment). This is tlkeherence model of evaluation, as the basis of legitimation
in which approvers (and to some extent approval seekers) holchupedised model

of the curriculum, as a theory in use (Argyris and ScH®7Y4) to which courses

seeking approval are compared.

Thefocus on text and contexhat is seen to operate in course approval nbecomes
accessiblgo interpretation using LC{Maton, 2010a). It can be seen for instance to
vary semantically. By this analysis the preparation of the submission document is a
shift in semantic gravity (the closeness to actual practice) from strong (SG+) in the lived
curriculum, to weak(er) (S§in the inended curriculum. Similarly, the density of
concepts ipid.) increases (from SDo SD+) in the packaging and description of
practice into a form that is ‘ready for approvaVia this analysishe examination of
practice in the arena of the APE becomesible as a knowledge structure. This
knowledge is extraextual in the interrogation of the CPT on matters that are silenced

in the text (e.g. how a topic will be taught); intraxtual in the examination of the
submission document itself on matters of tewcal description (e.g. how many hours
are allocated for facéo-face teaching); and intelextual with regards to what is
present in the official texts and other pedagogic texts (e.g. the parts of the programme
specification that will find their way intstudent handbooks, teaching materials and
marketing material). Implicit here is the relationship between the regulative discourse
(the rules of the organisation) and the instructional discourse (the pedagogical
principles that direct learning, teaching dassessment) and the extent to which the
regulative discourse is dominant. This then becomes the basis for how curriculum

knowledge is recontextualised as a field of practice.

The way this curriculum knowledge is specialised in the approval proces®wanen
analysed via LCT epistemic codes. While knowledge relations in the context of approval
are weaker than social relations, as discussed above, they are still ‘in play’. The
problem situation that presents during the APE is broadly defined as the need for a
course to be ‘fit for purpose’ and therefore knowledge claims have a weaker ontic

relation (OR). Meanwhile, curriculum development knowledge (the course design) is
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legitimated discursively by the UAP on the bafis exampleof how it is taught, nb
what is taught —i.e. it has a relatively stronger discursive relation €DRThe
legitimation of curriculum knowledge, therefore, can be seen to be influenced by
‘doctrinal insight’ (OR DR+).This analysis evidences the APE to d&&pace in which
the theory in action, that which is operated by the UAP on behalf of the institution, is

the one ‘that makes sense and works'.

7.5.3 Curriculumdevelopmentknowledge as a suffield

The notion that there is specialised knowledge involved in curriculum design
(curriculum development knowledgé indicated by the range of approaches that are
identified in the literature(see Chapter 2) and a divergence between the curriculum as
product and process, and coherence as evaluation and heuristic modelling. This
involvesa clash between the product (outcoméed) model of curriculum and that of
academic developers (O’'NeiR010) whose preferre@dpproachis more akin to the
process model (se.3.4). The progressive view of the curriculum as academic
development ceexists with the functional view of a mechanistic process of making the
curriculum fit for purpose. However, this thesis suggests a huanced and complex set of
conditions and dispositions that require analysis. This includes a disciplinary
perspective that paty rejects institutionally imposed notions of the curriculum and is
suspicious of academic development and its agents. Thlaianships in course
approvalare characterised as existing in tension with each other in which academic
development is seen dke ‘centre and CPTs are thenbt-centre (periphery) in which

dysfunction can operate (Clegg, 20885).

A contradictionis apparent heran that curriculum evaluation can be seen to be at
once weakly classified and framed whilst also being strorgsgified and framed, and
thereby exhibiting both integrated and collection codes (Bernstein, 1977). The reason
for this lies in the underlying relations to which these features of curriculum evaluation
refer. Those associated with a weak classificatiod &maming are related to the
intrinsic structuring of the pedagogic discourse (Maton, 2000b: 85) of, in this case,
curriculum evaluation. These include the object of curriculum evaluation (the

curriculum itself) procedures for its development, forms of ggggogy and so on. This is
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contrasted with those aspects in which classification and framing is stronger which
tend to refer to issues of who may adopt these proceduibal{, and, again in the
case of curriculum evaluation, who may approve it and who ckam to be
legitimately described as a curriculum approver. In other words, the language of
legitimation of curriculum evaluation involves differing strengths of boundaries around
and between the definitions of what can be described as curriculum evaluation, on the
one hand, and who can legitimately claim to be doing curriculum evaluation. Maton
(2000b: 85) refers to this in his LCT as specialisation codes in which there are two co
existing but analytically distinguishable sets of relations he callsgisteenic relation

(ER) and the social relation (SR).

The basis on which claims to curriculum knowledge are legitimated (or not) is related
to understandings of expertise and authority. The story of the ‘forgotten nisge
7.3.3) illustrates the recognition rules (Bernstein, 1990) operating in the intended
curriculum and which are concentrated in the APE. Indeed, Alison’s account of her
misrecognisedattempts to create and demonstrate curricular coherence (structural
and conceptual) points to a speciatism code clasi{Maton, 2000b)(seeTable22) in

which her emphasis on knowledge building and integration (ER+) was overlooked by
the UAP’s focus on confidence in the document and the qualities (i.e. being cogyinci

of the CPT as knowers (SR+). In other words the UAP were looking for different things,
according to rules of the gamihat were misunderstood by Alison and her team.
Furthermore, this dominance of the UAP in exchanges with CPTs indicates that the
expetise of course designers is constructed and defined by the course approvers. This
is not to say the ‘doctrinal insight’ that is operating does not allow knowledge building,
but that it is knowledge building of a particular kind that is of ‘what workisi ether

words what matters is that the curriculuma consistent, andhat it is structurally (and

evaluatively) coherent.

Here curriculum knowledge itself is ‘regionalised’ further, and its boundaries
weakened, in that it appropriates and absorbs a rangesegmented knowledges,
including efficiency and hygiene as the health and safety of the curriculum. These are
addedto rather than builtonto other knowledge, contributing tthe commonly held

complaint that academic development is a ‘set of fads’. Furttoge the process and
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product debate identified in the literature review is realised in the APE not as ideas
held in tension but as segmented and separate and subject to (or disembedded from)
context. The field of curriculum developmekihowledge, therefoe, becomes a
horizontal knowledge structure, with a weak grammar (Bernstein, 2000). As a result
the legitimation of curriculum evaluation in the form of course approval emphasises
the weakening of boundaries, in for example the way that courses are expéate
integrate employability (as discussed in Chapter 6). Approval of courses, by this
analysis, becomes a techmational process. There are several implications of this and

these are now discussed.

7.6 Discussion: characterisation ofirriculum approvain a consensual context

Having previously clarified and analytically distinguished the collegial and bureaucratic
field positions within the field of HE, and the academic developmenffigldbin which

they come into contact with each other, this chapteas examined the mechanism of
course approval as the site of recontextualisation of the curriculum, using a social
realist perspective. The outline of the work of the approvers above indicates that
aspects of collegiality are operating in the interactifmetweenthe UAP and the CPT.
Rhianna’s work for example, demonstrates a collegial principle (Waters, 1989) in which
her expertise is put to work to providgrutiny of producsubject to peer review and
decision making that is intended to be collectiveHowever, the degree of
egalitarianism in operation is undermined somewhat by the power that the UAP has
to, if not withholdapproval, then to set a number of punitive conditions. Underlined,
again,here is that bureaucracy resides in practices rather tmamdividuals (Weber,

1964). These practices and their outcomes are now considered.

7.6.1 The possibility of consensus

The accounts of the approval seekers of the APE as ‘adversarial’, ‘combative’, and
‘stressful’ contrast with the approvers perceptonof the event as a kind of
conversation between equals. Observations of APEs and the analysis of interviews
identify that there was dialogue but that this was based on questioning against a script
agreed by the Chair with the panel in closed session keford. These questions

began as open invitations: ‘tell me about your course ..., ‘explain the general
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assessment strategy ...” and so on. However, these quickly turned to specifics, and a
weak form of ‘accusation’: ‘you said your course was [this] bsays orpage [x] that
you actually..” Furthermore, questions asked by one panel member that were

followed up by another gave the impression of a mild form of interrogation.

Furthe to the discussion of decisiemaking above the consensus present in the
conditions set during the APE can be seen to subjunctive on the part of the approvers:
i.e. it takes the form of ‘... if only this course had been [like this] then [everything
would have been fine]'. This is mirrored by the subjunctivity of the appraekess

who are likely to say (privately at least): ‘I could have had [this kind of course] if [this
had been availablé had understood this] but [théyhe system wouldn’t let me]'.
These kinds of conditional inferences are indicative of an ‘imaginargstreeted

rationality attributed to an extrasocial authority (Delanty, 2001).

One conception of consensus was as a type of ‘satisfftii§imon, 1956)\s a
decisionmaking strategy that attempted to meet an acceptabilityeshold. Decision
making as discussed above was based on the satfimgnditions and it is extremely

rare for a course to be refused approval, partly owing to prelimimaadership that
‘signedoff’ courses as ‘ready to be approved’. This approval readiness was on a QA
hygiene basis-i.e. that the course would not contravene regulatory aspects of course
design. Decisions then became the best available in the circumstances involving
negotiation and to some extent compromise. This contributed to approvers
perceptions that the proceswas a collegial one, in that what the CPT saw as being
‘grilled’ the UAP viewed as a discussion aimed at coming to an agreement about what
the conditions would be. This is a form of misrecognition on both sides, alongside
notions of the cultural arbitraryas the pedagogic action as operating between ‘pure

force and pure reason’ @irdieuand Rasseron, 1990: 10).

Possibly contributing to a commitment to a consensus is the ‘cultivated gaze’ that is
active in the interaction between the CPT and the UARvhich significant others are
recognised by their roles, and the expertise that is attached to them. This is backed by

analysis of the data and agreement with the literature on consensus that it is ‘a

12 ‘Satisficing’ is a portmanteau word combining satisfy and suffice.
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necessary fiction’ (Trimbur, 1989: 612). It is this ataeqe that sustains the UAP in
feeling OK about passing judgement on the work of peers alongside the understanding

that the process is institutionalised towards success (Corradi et al, 2010).

This is a construction of the panel, by the approvers, asra@rpretive community’
involved in cedesign (McKenny et al, 2006) and this is confirmed by the numerous
moments in APEs where the panel ‘pedagogise’. This takes the form of ‘well you could
have done it this way’, or ‘why didn’t you think of doing it thvay ...", and the
common construct from the external was ‘at our place we do it like thisThe stock
response from the CPT to this weikaning advice is always ‘we didn't know we
could’. This is a kind of deferred (or delayed) heuristic modellithg kind that would

have been possible if only things were different. True consensus then remains a

potential, ‘the dream of conversation as perfect dialogue’ (Trimbur, 1989: 612).

7.6.2 The focal points for enacting the curriculum

The value of enactments praxis, is identified as a potential of LCT (Maton, 2013a:
209). In the lived curriculum the enactment is through engagement with ‘capability,
seltrealisation and selfeliance’ (Barnett and Coate, 2005: 63) and in classroom
pedagogies and materials (Cuevas and Feit, 2011b). Within the intended curriculum
enactment of the curriculum is through its dependencies (Porter and Smithson, 2001)
and the authority that the policies of the institution have among teachers. This is

illustrated in Figur® belowas they currently operate in the case study context.

Figure9: Focal points of the influence of the APE on projected practice
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This shows the period in time, or interval, immediately following the APE (shown as
Post Approval) in which there are a number of focal points at which its influences

remain active. These are:

x Final Approval(A): the interval in which the CPT submits an updated submission
document that addresses the conditionst 48/ the UAP. At point A the submission
document becomes the definitive document (the programme specification) and the
institution administers JACS codes for all modules. In addition to external
requirements this is used internally to ‘set the course upttoe university systems.

x Delivery (B): the interval between final approval and the first time the new of re
approved course is taught (usually at the start of the following academic year). This is
the period in which the course will be prepared and matksrigathered. This process
can be seen to an unpacking of the course and a shift in semantic codes of the course:
i.e. a strengthening of semantic gravity (36-SG+) and a weakening of semantic
density (SD+ to SP

x Review(Q: the interval up until the first time the course is reviewed. This usually takes
place annually as part of the Annual Quality Review (AQR) submitted to Academic
Services that includes the external examiner’s report.

X lteration (D — not shown): a gap of usually&years before the agse is required to
go through the approval process again.

Analysis of the data suggssthat some aspects of decisiomakingin course approval

are discretionaryandthat, in the context of the APE at least, the curricularpertise

of CPTs is reducett also suggestithat CPTs do not have (or are not in control of) the
realisation rules (Bernstein, 1990) as the means by which the rules of the approval
process (the basis for legitimating the curriculum) operate. In other words it is not just
curriculumdevelopmentknowledge itself that is in question, but whether it is the right
kind of curriculum developmeriknowledge. And in cases examined what appears to

be prized is @oherence as evaluationodel, as product over process.

There is dcarryover fromthe APE final approval (A) and the first time the course is
taught (B) in whichihe effects of ‘relief’ on ‘getting that over with’ caustige task of
preparing the course and it materials (handbooks, online resourceg ttche
overlooked Subject to the amount of change in the course this meant that the early
weeks of the new academic yeas a busy time for CPTs and the source of some panic.
This was exacerbated if the team had opted for a ‘big bairg’ {ew and current
students moving to the new coursall at the same time). One outcome of this is
default conservatism with respect to academic development. In other words the

emphasis on pedagogy, already depressed in theummno approval, is squeezed out
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further. Also it is at this point the newlypproved course is passed over to individual
module leaders, many of whom have hadamwiive part in the writing of the document

or the APE, other than specifying their own module.

Point C as the first review is a critical point for some courses. Theahteetween B

and C is the point when the changes (If aofy}he curriculum is tested in the fires of
practice. A number of cases occurred where the intended course, while fit for purpose
on paper, proved to have a number of contingencies that were @sieen and were
difficult to put right. The process of making changes to a course outside of the cycle of
the APE is referred to as thminor modificationprocess, carried out by a faculty
subcommittee. Some of the modifications made to courses in theiry&ar, however,
were far from minor. One approver referred to this as thdumpty Dumpty
curriculum’. It points to the unintended consequence of the ‘paganest’ positions
taken by a few CPTs in the APE, where the lack of detail masked serious wweaknes

that escaped the UAP’s notice.

Point D is iteration and it is not shown in the diagram because it is not talked about
and does not appear in the data. Absent also are associated ideas, implicated in the
notion of course design, such asdesign, exprimentation, testing of approaches and
pedagogical progression. One can speculate that these are invisible because they are
silenced by evaluative coherence, or they have become less possible. This will be

discussed in Chapter 8 with regard to an alteiveimodel.

However,l wishto qualify this critique by making two points: the first is that there was
much to commend in the quality of courses approved; and secondly the weaknesses
that did exist were essentiallyechnical not pedagogical. There were pide
pedagogical weaknesses, but as discussed above the UAP’s pedagogic code, its official
identity, is set to examine structural rather than the conceptual coherence of courses.
Here the recognition rules (Bernstein, 1990) of the institutional habitus st to
evaluative coherence, and its influence is seen to extend toetigcted curriculum.

This is not to generalise fro@S2o the institutions represented in C%and beyond)

but to suggest the possibility of transferability to similar relatiavighin these and

other contexts.
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7.6.3 A performance model and its effect on pedagogic identities

The analysis of the reach and carryover of the APE (and its variants that exist
elsewhere— see Appendix Bidentifies the dominant relation to the practice of
approvalwithin the field of HEas a performance model. The pedagogic code of this
relation is an ongoing strategic response to the conditions of the local education
market in which the exchange is of approved goods that &rdor purposée. This
projects an imaginary subject that is an idealised course, marked by absences, and
reflecting the ‘employablestudent. This is course approval as an externally oriented
mechanism of projection with an ‘outward responsive identity rather than one driven

by innerdedication’ (Bernstein, 2000: 69) (see discussion in Chae3).3

The criteria for what counts as a legitimate course description (one that can be
approved) are filtered and modified (i.e. recognised) in response to the readership of
the document, butare realisedon the basis of the questioning and discussion that
takes place in the APE. Furthermore, this interaction at the i8Riluenced by the
legitimation of the qualities of the approval seeker as being competent, convincing and

confident {n other words a knower codeSR¥

These are the characteristics of a performance pedagogic modie@ &CM pedagogic
identity (see 3.4.1) and this is shown in Tabdgbased on Hoadieand Jansen, 2009:
179) Its tenporal orientation is future outcomebased while being past referenced. In
other words it derives the basis of what will happen in the future on what has gone

before.
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Table24: Realisation operformance pedagogic mod courseapproval settings

Performance Mode

Approval CPT has little control over the selection, sequence, and pace of
seeker issues addressed in the approval process; assumption that course
can be described adequately for all students at all levels
(homogeneity;

Approver direct approval role; transmits knowledge according to defined rules
of the institution; control is hierarchical, the approver decides angd
sets conditions according to official rubric

Pedagogy Institution and (by relay) academy (QAz&ntred clearly
demarcated curricular themes specified in the document template
and realised in pedagogic discourse (academic development); little
link between formal curriculum knowledge and disciplinary or
everyday knowledge

Assessment | specific grformance criteria; there are clear rights and wrongs;
(evaluation) focus on absencesen what the approval seeker has left out;
failure (norrapproval or delayeftieferred approval dependent on
conditions to be met) if the approval seeker does not complete
things fully or correctly; approver performs the task of evaluation

Location clearly marked course sites, specified by the institution

This is the institutional habitus as thactive presence of past behaviou(8ourdieu
1990: 54)that has a history that is selectively appliedyeu might say that the
institution chooses what to remember and what to forget (Douglas, 1986). To put this
another way, the institution chooses what it wants to be mindful of, as in the case of
the ‘forgotten map’ (see 7.3.3). This ‘@estence of misrecognition’ (Schiff, 2009) is an
orthodoxy that can be challenged by disruption, the ‘misfire’ of habitid.], as in the
assessment precepts dilemma for example. It is by the means ofthgi¢ sentence’
that normal service is resumed ke. via the discretionary authority of the QA

machinery the institution reminds itself to forget.

The performance pedagogic mode illustrated abasethe seeking coherence as
evaluationmodel of curriculum development identified in the literature (Cag\et al,
2009; Cuevas and Feit, 2011c; Stark et ¥I97). As discussed above, the
bureaucraticallyfocused context emphasises the functionglaradigm of curriculum

and its evaluation (Melrose, 1998). In this view the events and mechanisms that make
up the process of course approval are a substitution for real curriculum development
in which the approval event (and its texts) becamthe site of curriculum
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development in a form that is shaped by the pedagogic dépesgagogic discourse

The APE, thereforecan beconsidered to be a relay for the pedagodievice and its
legitimacy) It is also the arena of struggleetween competing actors for the
pedagogic discourse: CLs are concerned with making the process easier and less
stressful; quality teams are noerned with making the process efficient and hygienic;
and academidevelopers are concerned with making the process more coherent and
pedagogically sound. In other words, the discourse of academic development, the
pedagogic recontextualisation field (PRF), is subsumed and absorbed within the

discourse of approval, the official recontextualisatfield (ORF)

7.64 Agency in the curriculum

Having identified the dominant pedagogic mode operating in course design and
approval asa performance (DCM) modél is important to note that this study has
examined the conditiondor this (seeTable 22 above) rather than analysed the
outcomes (i.e. the courses themselves). In other words it is the basis for the value of
these ‘goods’ rather than their valuation that concerns this study. Furthermore, while
the dominant form of coherence is evaluatitviee heuristic modelling approach to
seeking coherence in the curriculum, as identified in the literature (e.g. Wiggins and
McTghe, 1998; 2005; Bamber and Anderson, 2012; Jackson and Shaw, 2002; Wilson
and Bertenthal, 2005) can and does take place. Many of the courses in this study make
use of techniques for designing the curriculum (such as Alison’s (D6) curriculum map).
Similarly, approvers, such as Rhianna (E7), use strategies to help CPTs to design their
courses effectivelywWhat is being explained in this study are theesesof this, and the
means and possibility of practice being other than it is, in which agents are free to
make choices. Two of these choiceshether to transfer antor transform practice;

and whether to work alone or in a groupare significant in terms of emergence
(Archer, 1995) in which causal powers are shared by structures and social agents that
affect the actual (Bhaskar, 1979). Understandings of exchange, for example, are
explored in CSland are seen to involve forms of ownership while being subject to the
difficulties of description including contextual and conceptual coherence (Muller,
2009). Hereghe spaces in which people interact are ‘space[s] for emergence’ (Osberg
and Biesta2008).

208



This critical realist perspective acknowledges the retroductive logic of drawing on
practice (Collier, 1994such as education in which the knowledge on which tprac
depends is also knowledge from the practical experience of performance (Clegg,
20059. This is formulated as constitutive (nroausal) reasoning in the form of ‘what is
object A in virtue of object B?’ In asking, therefore ‘how does -@adred marke
pedagogic mode cause a particular kind of curriculum to exist?’ one is able to address
more generalisable questions of the form ‘How are different curricula possible?’ Thus
one might consider how DCM constitutes curriculum subjectivities and how individuals
are discursively rpositioned by policy technologies of curricular reform (Dowling,
2007). For example, Cathy'seversible coat (see 6.3.2)is an example of the
interaction between structure and agency in which the emergence of a module for
employabllity has a degree of autonomy from Cathy’s extraricular practice from
which it originated but which was not its cause. The explanation of this from a critically
real perspective is that reasons can be responsible for producing a change (as the
actualisation of the real) and these reasons can be embedded in semiotic constructions

such as texts and documents.

In this sense the enacted curriculum is refract{@ourdieu, 1993: 183) of the APE as
illustrated in Fgure 9. One interpretation that then becomes possible is that this is
refracted via agents’ strong positional autonomy (PA+) (Maton, 2005). In other words
actors have the capacitjo transform extrinsic pressures intspecifically intrinsic
forms includiy strategies to deal with this such as resistartoe bureaucracy
superficial compliancand forms of collegiality (Burnheim, 2010). This is the space of
messy practice, and profane unorthodoxies, at the edges of the lived curriculum where
the light of the‘approval suhtakes a long time to arrive. Within the APE’s gravitational
pull it can take the agentic form of expedient pragmatism, as the means of stioggle
which the official pedagogy is translated and possibly transformed into an instructional
(cukural) one. It is the ‘reflexive deliberations of human agents’ (Archer 2003: 15) that
offers the individual selawareness as the means of being close to practice, as a form
of practical rationality.Angela’s string bag’(see 5.4.3) for example, is a ‘reflexive
habitus’ (Archer, 2010: 288), as the means by which she can holgythbolic and

personal meanings of her practice amarry these with her— ‘bilum-ike’. What
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remains to be explored is a model for connecting the lived and intended curriculum
more directly and more powerfully, and foioth the structural and agentic concerns to

be addressed.

A model for understanding this will be elaborated the final chapter alongside a
further examination of the legitimation of the curriculum developmergldi with
respect to the autonomy dimension of LCT and how this can be further distinguished

with regard toepistemic codes (authoritgxpertise,consensus and purpose).
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Chapter 8: Approval as an invisible tribunal enactédstough consensus

8.1 Introdudion

The main aim of this study was to understand more about the phenomenon of course
planning and approval by examining it through a cfiossitution case study (CS1) and

a two-part case studyin the context of one institutionCS2). The concern was to
illuminate the nature of teachers’ experiences; the basis of practice and its emergence;
and the process by which curriculum reproduction and change takes place. In this final
chapter the key research findings are summarised and these are examined in the light
of previous research to identify the main contribution of the study. These findings are
mapped and synthesised to enable a model of curriculum development, as it operates
in these cases studies, to be identified. The limitations of the study are then examined

and the implications and recommendatiofts practiceare set out

8.2 A summary of findings and contribution

This study contributes to knowledge of curriculum development via its analysis of the
mesaolevel course focussed, processes that tglface in the case studies, as broadly
representative of UK HEI. By means of the research design set out in chapters three
and four | was able to examine three positions in the field. These positions were
organised using concepts of rationaligollegial,bureaucraticand consensus seekihg

and have been distinguished analytically in Chapter 7 (see blaccording to the
coding of the bases of their curriculum and pedagogical design, and how these are

evaluated

This study has used Bourdieu’s field theory to identify the field of HE as the object of
study and curriculum development, as a formashdemic developmenas a subfield

with its own set ofspecialised knowledge practicds has applied Bernstein’s code
theory and the pedagogic device to develop an external language of description for
curriculumdevelopmentknowledge (see Tablg6) and Maton’s epistemic codes and

the epistemic pedagogic device to develop a language of description for positional and
relational autonomy (see TablE7) in course designThe research questions and the

main findings ar@utlined and mapped and then discussed below.
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8.2.1 The findings related to the firsesearch question

The first research question asketlVhat are the characteristics of the teaching
practices that are shaped by the educational beliefs and values that academics bring to
curriculum design in higher educatiohis was examined in the first phase of the
research in a case study (CS1) of 12 teachers from 10 UK HEI brought together to
explore their own(Social Science) curriculum practices and to develop an open
curriculum for others to use. Teachers’ accounts presented thaesd for their
activity as a ‘collegially focused’ field position embodied by teachers’ experiences in
the ‘lived’ curriculum. This phase of the reseammabledthe HE curriculum to be
brought into focus, as the object of study, by enabling the iderdtfan and
examinationof the issuesand concerns that participants shateThe characteristics

that emerged from the analysis of the data identified practice in the lived curriculum
to be strongly bound in the educational context and the imprint of théitunson: this
included the regulations that governed the practices and to be objectified materially in
curricular resources and texts (Corradi et 2010). This was seen to be derived from
the discipline, rather than external pedagogical modelsThis stidy finds that
academics resistush models and to consider them to bmposed by academic

development and academic developers

The eaching of content knowledge, including pedagogic techniques and strategies, is
seen to be basedhainlyon teacher’s repgoire and habitus. There is indication that
forms and criteria for assessment are alignedsity with the teacher’'s needs. This
suggestgelativdy strong positional autonomyPA+). However, in both case studies
the institution is viewed as setting extexh(economic) drivers such as employability
that are seen to bat odds with this content knowledge, and which shagslagogy
and assessment. This indicates relatively weak relational auton&tngtegies that
teachers find to be ‘collegially focused’ aeffective in as far as they provide and
enable the metdanguage needed for curricular changecluding the language of the
discipline Peer review and collaborative approaches to the curriculum, based on
understandings of mutuality and reciprogityare bund to be effective ways of

engaging teachers in the development of the curriculum
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8.22 The findings related to the second research question

The second research question asked: What are the characteristics of course planning
practices in a UK higheducation institution and how are curricular forms generated?
This was examined in the second phase of the research by medms fifst part of a

case study (CS2) that topkace in one institution involving 17 academics preparing 12
courses for approvalThe context for these teachers’ activity asbareaucratically
focused field position as highlighting teachers’ experiences in the ‘intended’
curriculum, while embodied in their prior experiences in the ‘lived’ curriculum, has
been characterisedn this phase of the research. The study finds that teachers
preparing their courses for approval in the intended curriculum are subject to a
technocratic discourse centred on the production of texts. These tesisly serve a

regulative function rather than a developmental one.

Positional autonomy (PA) is reduced leading up to and during the approval process,
weakening the boundaries of curriculum knowledge (content) and the control of how
this is assessed. Dispositions to practice at this stage are seen ¢ooperative in
nature and disciplinary position taking is a strategy used to resist and refract
institutional policy. Employability is seen as an external influence on the curriculum,
and is a potential weakening of (some) disciplinary boundapagicuarly those that

are applied theory in nature. This leaaselements in the design of course design that

can be difficult to pedagogise effectivatysome disciplinary contexts

8.2.3 The findings related to the third research question

The third reseech question asked: What are the characteristics of curriculum approval
practices in a UK higher education institution, and how do academics interpret and
respond to this in reproducing the curriculumBis was examined in the third phase of
the research econd part of a case study (CS2) taking place in one institiumaiving

7 participants from phase 2 who have prepared their courses for approval and 10 staff
responsible for approving these cours@sie specific context for this phase of activity

was the approval event (APE), characterised in this studwy &srm of ‘consensus
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seeking’, in which the intended curriculum, informed by the lived curriculum, is

legitimated.

This study finds thatrainstitutional habitus has emerged from historical processes
that are rationalised as efficient and effective in assuring quality processes. These
processesare counterproductive, however, in enhancing the quality of curricula,
producing a conservative effect on the development of courses. This has effects that
are projected into the continuing life of the course and are potentially long lasting
Teachers understand the approval process to be a strong form of bureaucracy and
they counter thisthrough strategies that aim to avoid the intermediate effects of

restrictions on the curriculum

The approval evenitself is subject to code shifts and clashes in autonomy, the
specialisation of knowledge, and the semantic variation that exists in curricula. This is
seen to havehe potential to generate conflidbetween appraers and those seeking
approvaland to be dysfunctionallhe criteria for successful curricula are derived from
a performancebased model that is presemriented (developing) while being past
referenced (maintaining). This influences orientations to pcachy emphasising an
idealised curriculum that is hygienic and risk free, while limiting the possibility of
change in the curriculum. Institutional resources for academic development are
directed towards curricular coherence derived structurally (its cosipon) rather
than through the modelling of the curriculum heuristically. The role of academic
developers, thereforeas a result of orientations to practice and the contributory
effects of other factors identified aboydends towards activity that maiains the
status quo as opposed to interventions that aim to enhance ¢hgiculum and its

associated pedagogy

8.24 Mappingand discussion othe findings

Figure10 illustrates graphically how the differentehents of the findingselate to
each other This is organised on a timeline that shows the iteratiyede from the lived
curriculum, to the intended curriculum, to the enacted curriculand so forth. Three

stages are shown as vertical dotted lines nunggel, 2 and 3:
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1. This is the start of the intended curriculum (the point at which the CPT is
contacted and told that the existing course will be reapproved or the point that
they decide to create a new course (see T&8eén Appendix 4 for a timeline
of the approval process).

2. This is the date of the APE. The APE is shown as a box to indicate that the APE
processstarts six weeks before the actual event (see Tadfden Appendix 14
for the APE timeline).

3. The final stage is focal point C as the time that the course is reviewed for the
first time after approval (see 78. This can be a year from approval, or earlier
if significant difficulties are found in the implemetitan (delivery) of the

course.

At the centre of the diagram is the APE itself as the nexus of the approval process as a
network of connected processes, orientations and positions. Practice is arranged
according to this, as prapproval and post approvarhis is the basis of the diagrams
used in theresearch desigehapter, showing the three empirical phases of the study.
This includes the focal point projections that were discussed ir2.7The findings
mapping is then organised, within this temporatusture as an uppeand a lower
section, as theinstitutional and the disciplinaryperspectives respectively. These

sectionswill now be discussed in more detail and their elements will be explained.

Upper Section: Institutional perspective

Institutional habitus is central to curriculum development as the ‘complex amalgam of
agency and structure’ (Reay et,&001: para. 1.3). As discussed in 3.3.2 habitus is the
‘power of adaptation’ (Bourdieu, 1993: 78) as the interlacing of past and present,
individual and collective. The approval process has a history and has been developed

over time (see 7.4.1).
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Key: PA=positional autonomy; RA=relational autonomy; SG=semantic gravity; SD=semantic density; SR=social relations;
ER= epistemic relations; SubR=subjective relations; IR=interactional relations; OR= ontic relations; DR=discursive relations

Figurel0: Diagrammatic representatioof findings
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Operating within this is a dominant pedagogic mode (thecdetred market

pedagogical idetity) that was identified in 7.6.3. as a performance model. This has a
number of implications for practice, including the approval process. There are then
three descending hierarchical sublevels operating (humbered 4, 5 and 6 on the

diagram). These willdbdescribed starting at the top:

4. Autonomy: this is shown as the coding of positional (PA) and relational (RA)
autonomy. An external language of description (see TaBlewas developed for
this, based on data. Using this framework it was established that relational
autonomy (for teachers and CPTs) was weaker for all three stagesthat the
principles applied in directing teachers work were derived from external economic
or political fields. At stages 1 and [8etPA is higher indicating that at these points
teachers’ practice was governed by themse)vgsositionally at least,as
autonomous agents. However, at stage 2 (the APE) the PA had weakened,
indicating that decisions made about their practice are governed by the institution.
It has been noted in the study however that there are instances in the lived
curriculum when the PA of teachers is under threat as in cases such as the
assessment precepts dilemnisee Chapter 6)However, in circumstances such as
theseg external to the approval system, agents are able to refract this through
strategies of resistance. In the APE, however, this is refracted by the approval

process (into focal points A, B and C and beyond).

5. The Intended Curriculum and the APfhe intende curriculum is shown on the
mapping to represent the period from when the CPT becomesdugratised: in
other words its memberdecome subjects of bureaucratic practice. In the-pre
approval period the CPT plans and prepares its curriculum. In the second period,
post-approval the bureaucratic image of the course is projected to point A (final
approval meeting conditions), point B (delivery of the course) and point C (course

review).

6. The documentation of the curriculumthe APE is identified as an everhat
transforms a submission document into a definitive one. The document becames

programme specification. It is examined in 7.2 as having a context, and its structure
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is outlined in &.1. It represents the approval process as the documentation of
practice (see 7.3.3) and the bureaucratisation process as the dominance of the
regulative discotse and the ORF over the PRicatedgraphicallyby the relative
sizes of the document icon in the diagram). While documentation is reqaired
stages 1 and 3 irme lived curriculum the purpose of this is mainly pedagogical, in
that the programme specification is translated into student handbooks, teaching
materials and marketing materials. This is shown as the semantic shifts in the
documents: a decrease in semangravity (SG) and an increase in semantic density
(SD) (apacking up’) in preparation for the APE and the reversed shift post-
approval (anunpacking). This involves theshedding of accreted experience in
order to make courses transferrable (recontealisable) or the adding of details to

a new coursAmodule after it has been approvedhis is problematic for CPTs as
identified in the problem otontext, descriptiornd ownershipin CS1(see 5.4. It

also brings into action the recognition rules (knowing what counts) and the
realisation rules (knowing what form this should take) of the pedagogic device
(Bernstein, 1990) as demonstrated in participants’ accounts, as a form of ‘how to

play the game’.

Lower section: Disciplinary perspective

The disciplie is identified as thenain influence on théanguage of practice (see3).

and the basis of understanding of curriculum and pedagogy (ggeThe discipline is

the likely source of the production of knowledge which is recontextualised and then
reproduced in classroom practice, including assessment. External influences on this
such as employability (see362) and the framing of pedagogy in the form of work
related learning are seen to weaken (to regionalise) boundaries of curricula. The
strength of thisinfluence varies according to knowledge structure of the discipline in
question. These are identified in the study (se8.§).as applied theory (Q4), practical

(Q2) and professionatocational (Q3) based on a typology created by Shay (2013)
drawing on Mabn’s (2011) LCT semantics codes. These variations include LCT semantic

and specialisation.
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