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Invisible Colleges,
Four Decades Down the Road

Tarrant, M., N. Bray, and S. Katsinas. 2018. “The Invisible Colleges Revisited: An Empirical Review.” Journal of Higher
Education 89 (3): 341-3067.

SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to examine empirically small private colleges with limited resources. The authors grounded their
study in Astin and Lee’s (1972) report, The Invisible Colleges: A Profile of Small, Private Colleges with Limited Resources, and in Clark Kert’s
designation of these colleges as those with smaller enrollments, less selective admissions policies, lower national recognition, and
often threatened by closure.

With these definitions as a guide, the authors used Adrianna Kezat’s theoretical work on organizational change to describe how
the 491 colleges identified by Astin and Lee have changed over time, from 1967-1968 to 2012-2013. Astin “graciously shared”
(p. 347) the original list of invisible institutions with one of the authors of this study. The authors then employed the same
methodologies used by Astin and Lee four decades ago to determine how these colleges have fared over time. Replicating 1972
procedures, the authors used the U.S. Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) data
to identify each college’s status in 2012, including information on closures, enrollment patterns, selectivity indicators, religious
affiliation, gender patterns, and geographic distribution. In addition, the authors examined some trends specific to historically
black colleges and universities (HBCUs).

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

The authors frame their discussion in
light of the “durability” (p. 358) these
colleges have exhibited over 45 years.
Specifically, 72 percent of all of the col-
leges designated as invisible in the data
collection period of 1967-1968 re-
mained open in 2012-2013, a trend that
“speaks to their adaptability in a chang-
ing higher education environment, with-
out changing their inherent commit-
ment to providing higher education in
the private sector” (p. 358). The authors
also point out that 354 of the original
491 institutions not only kept their
doors open, but also experienced in-
creases in enrollment and selectivity.
One of the most “striking” (p. 361)
findings of this study was in enrollment
shifts from full to part-time over the
past 45 years. In the original data collec-
tion period, more than half of these col-
leges enrolled 90 percent or more of
their students full-time; by 2012-2013,

that number had shrunk to one-third.
The authors credit campus leaders with
staying on top of national college-going
trends regarding the changing student
population and with adopting strategies
for recruiting women and adult learners
as strategic means for staying afloat.
Much of the information on selectiv-
ity was subject to unavoidable method-
ological issues (for example, evolving se-
lectivity metrics) due to changes in
IPEDS data over time. Given these lim-
itations, the authors noted, “Overall, we
see that the invisible college survived
and grew by following the overall trends
that exist in the larger system as a whole:
increased enrollment, higher selectivity,
increased enrollment of part-time stu-
dents, and enrollment of an increasing
number of female students” (p. 361).
The authors also examined religious
affiliation, gender patterns, and geo-
graphic distribution as well as some
trends relating to HBCUs. Regarding re-
ligious affiliation, the authors note that

“a strong majority of the persisting in-
visible colleges continue to be affiliated
with a religious denomination” (p. 360).
These institutions also enrolled women
at a slightly higher rate (60 petcent) than
their non-invisible elite counterparts (57
percent). Most of the 80 invisible col-
leges that closed over the 45-year period
were located in the Midwest (49 per-
cent), followed by the Northeast (28
petcent), South (11 percent), and West
(10 percent). Of particular interest, in-
visible HBCUs persisted at a higher rate
(82 percent) than other invisible colleges
(77 percent).

IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION BY
CAMPUS LEADERS

Campus leaders should be encouraged
by the findings from this study. The ma-
jotity of these invisible colleges are do-
ing well, far beyond expectations set
forth by Astin and Lee and Kerr 45 years
ago. Although the authors could not



provide a step-by-step analysis of each
college’s strategy for sustainability and
resiliency, they discuss the importance
of population ecology and its role in in-
novative enrollment strategies that go
beyond targeting one specific group of
students.
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Although it may be tempting to exam-
ine only trends and benchmark data of
institutions demographically and charac-
teristically similar to one’s own, findings
from this article suggest that invisible
college leaders demonstrated a vested
interest in staying abreast of national
college-going trends as well as of best

practices at other institutions (such as
large public universities or community
colleges). This was a factor in their insti-
tutions’ persisting to the present day.
Campus leaders may want to expand
their vision of what constitutes peer and
aspirant institutions in light of these
findings.
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Motivating Faculty Participation
In Transformational Communities

Kezar, A, S. Gehrke, and S. Bernstein-Sierra. 2018. “Communities of Transformation: Creating Changes to Deeply
Entrenched Issues.” Journal of Higher Edncation 89 (6): 832—864.

SUMMARY

Higher education scholars and administrators have found moving communities from transaction to transformation a perennial
challenge. Extrapolating findings from STEM faculty members to consider transformative change in higher education more
broadly, this article provides welcome information on the ways higher education stakeholders can motivate faculty to participate
in “communities that create and foster innovative spaces that envision and embody a new paradigm of practice” (p. 833). The
authors used a multi-phase mixed-method design including observations, interviews, document analyses, and sutvey techniques
to examine practice communities comprised of thousands of faculty members. The article articulates five criteria for inclusion,
shared by each community: “(a) STEM education and reform as focus, (b) large in scale and leading to dissemination of best
practices, (c) focused STEM reform within the context of postsecondary education, (d) long enough history so we could study
not just formation but also outcomes and sustainability; and (¢) the ability to sutvey community members” (p. 839). Examining
these communities enabled the authors to identify ways administrators could motivate faculty members to participate in transfor-
mation efforts, many of which were initiated by college presidents.

The authors used Mezirow’s (1991) transformational-learning theory to ground their understanding of practice communities
and as a framework for interpreting findings. As such, the study was guided by theoretical assumptions regarding the nature of
transformational learning and the processes needed to achieve such learning. To start, learning “is considered transformational if
it involves a fundamental questioning or reordering of how one thinks or acts—a challenge to hegemonic or normative practices
(Brookfield, 2012).” According to Mezirow, this process of distruption occurs in three phases, beginning with a disorienting di-
lemma, followed by a critical assessment of the reasons communities ascribed disorientation to the presented dilemma, and ending
with an action plan intended to implement new strategies for moving through the presented dilemma.

These three processes helped the authors make meaning of the four communities of practice and their movement toward
transformational change. The authors provided examples of how Mezirow’s structural approach to transformation led to change
within each community’s respective context.

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

What makes a community of practice
transformational? The authors found
three distinctive characteristics that
comprise a transformational community
of practice: “(a) They focus on creating
and fostering transformative learning;
(b) they rely on philosophy to define the
domain more than existing practice; and
(c) philosophy is central to their com-
munity adhesion, engagement, action,
and learning (p. 853).” In essence, com-
munities of transformation center phi-
losophy over existing practice: When

faced with disorienting dilemmas, trans-
formational faculty members engage in
processes that prioritize values over ef-
ficiencies when creating action plans to
produce change.

IMPLICATIONS FOR
CAMPUS LEADERS

Although the focus is on STEM, this
study is important in other areas as well.
First, the study is reminiscent of How-
ard Gardner’s address at CIC’s 2019
Presidents Institute, as he spoke of
transformative frames as opposed to
transactional ones: To paraphrase, yes,

3

learning is change, but not all change is
necessarily transformative.

Second, the ways the authors used
Mezirow’s three steps to motivate fac-
ulty members to become actors in the
process of transformational change
were worth noting. Across communi-
ties, a similar sequential three-part struc-
ture was ascribed to the process of mak-
ing meaning of existing problems and
moving toward collective transforma-
tive action—identifying a dilemma and
why it’s disorienting; treating the disori-
entation as a platform for reflection; and
using reflection to find innovative solu-



tions. Administrators who want to en-
gage faculty members in transformative
change may wish to adopt this theoreti-
cally based strategy.

Beyond process, the authors empha-
size the use of philosophy and its careful
articulation for engaging faculty mem-
bers in making transformative change.
Although perhaps trite, involving pro-
fessors in values-based discussions ap-
pears to be critical in influencing trans-
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formative change. What do faculty lead-
ers value? Across communities, faculty
members who engaged in transforma-
tional change discussed their collective
values as a starting point for making
meaning of the disorienting dilemma,
for critically reflecting on it, and for de-
veloping a plan of action for moving
forward. Using teaching as an example
of a disorienting dilemma, transforma-
tive faculty members problematized tra-

ditional ideas of teaching by moving be-
yond discussions of what works and
what does not, to what held and should
continue to hold pedagogical value
within the particular learning commu-
nity. By articulating these values, trans-
formative professors were able to codify
a philosophy of learning to help guide
decision making and move toward new,
more useful practices.
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How Culture Shapes Faculty Members’
Experiences—for Good or lll—at Liberal Arts

Colleges

Pifer, M. J., V. L. Baker, and L. G. Lunsford. 2019. “Culture, Colleagues, and Leadership: The Academic Department as a
Location for Faculty Experiences in Liberal Arts Colleges.” Review of Higher Education 42 (2): 537-564.

SUMMARY

“We have a lot of dysfunctional departments, because the administration allows them to be so. I've been chair for six years.
Ever since I got tenure. There ate no tools that I’'m given; no training on how to deal with conflict or how to make it a better
place. I've tried everything I can think of, and we’re still dysfunctional. It’s taken a toll on me and not been made any better.
But there’s absolutely zero support from the administration in trying to create a decent working environment at the depart-
mental level, and there’s no way for us to punish or reward people who behave poorly or well. God, I desperately want out,
but I don’t see any way. There’s no one else to do it.” (p. 554)

As the quotation above indicates, this study examined faculty members’ work at liberal arts colleges (ILACs) and the role depart-
ments play in shaping their experiences. Grounded in theoties of positive organizational behaviors, the authors adopted a phe-
nomenological approach to data collection, control, and analysis and interviewed 55 faculty members at liberal arts colleges, in-
cluding Albion College, Allegheny College, Denison University, DePauw University, Earlham College, Hope College, Kalamazoo
College, Obetlin College, Ohio Wesleyan University, Wabash College, and the College of Wooster. The interviews were structured
to ascertain “faculty work and experiences within LACs” (p. 544). Findings provided information on department cultures (for
example, positive and challenging department cultures), department colleagues (such as positive and challenging collegial relation-
ships), and departmental leadership (challenging experiences with chairs, positive experiences as chairs, and challenging experi-
ences as chairs). Among the many important implications, the authors suggest that institutional leaders need to do a better job of
selecting, training, and supporting department chairs, who inevitably shape the culture in which faculty members work and stu-

dents learn.

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

The authors categorized findings into
three areas: department cultures, col-
leagues, and leadership. In the area of
cultures, 14 of the 55 participants had
positive department experiences, ex-
pressed by “cultural indicators within
their departments such as traditions and
rituals that helped socialize new faculty
members into the institutions and fos-
tered positive cultures over time” (p.
548). Examples of these include tradi-
tions of using department meeting times
to celebrate the academic and personal
achievements of faculty members and
for issues related to problem-solving.

Frequently, the authors used examples
of faculty members’ exchanges with
each other and with their chairs to illu-
minate department culture. Challenging
department cultures were mentioned by
12 participants who spoke of seeming
mismatches between faculty members’
expectations of working in a liberal arts
environment and their actual expeti-
ences. For example, one faculty member
reflected on a conversation about re-
search productivity with the department
chair: ““You know, if you’re interested in
this, you should’ve gone to an R1 insti-
tution’...So, I kind of had to go under-
ground. I just never mentioned research
in the department” (p. 549).

Turning to colleagues, the authors di-
vided findings into those that reflected
positive collegial relationships and those
that were more challenging. Thirty of
the 55 participants spoke about the im-
portance of department colleagues in
shaping their impressions and experi-
ences within a liberal atts community.
For these faculty members close friend-
ships within the department were im-
portant, as they noted relying on their
colleagues in times of “illness and life
events” (p. 551). Nine participants men-
tioned challenging collegial relation-
ships. Although their stories varied, the
faculty members mentioned department
size as a contributing factor. “If you’re



in a small department where not every-
one gets along, I'm sure that’s very chal-
lenging. I don’t know what the univer-
sity—if and what—the university
should do about that” (p. 551). Regard-
less of department size, the presence of
challenging colleagues led to department
reassignments,  office  relocations,
and/or refusals to work on campus.

Finally, faculty members spoke about
the importance of departmental leader-
ship, and the problems challenging ex-
periences created in that regard, in help-
ing them achieve success. The evidence
of challenging experiences with chairs
was idiosyncratic to the participant’s ex-
perience, with stories ranging from de-
partment chairs’ general lack of support
to even a chair’s “meltdown” (p. 553).
That said, negative experiences with
chairs made large impressions on faculty
members and were often articulated as
reasons for general workplace dissatis-
faction. As the authors summarize:
“Particularly within LLACs, there are of-
ten not many steps between chairs and
provosts or presidents, which can add to
the harm caused by ineffective chairs
when they have influence at the highest
levels of LAC leadership” (p. 553).

In addition to interviewing faculty
members about their experiences with
chairs, the authors interviewed faculty

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

members who had served or were serv-
ing as chairs. Positive experiences as
chairs typically included comments
about administrative support, both in
terms of mentorship from the top and
staff support within the department. As
the only offered “unanticipated finding
from the study” (pp. 553-554), given its
principal focus on faculty members not
serving as chairs, the authors addressed
challenges regarding the role of being a
department chair: “The three main ways
in which these roles presented chal-
lenges seemed to be an inability to effec-
tively manage difficult departmental col-
leagues and mitigate the negative effects
of their behaviors on the department,
frustration with trying to chair a depart-
ment of more senior colleagues and/or
ptior to receiving tenure, and a lack of
administrative training and support for
their work as department chait” (p. 554).

IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION BY
CAMPUS LEADERS

One faculty member remarked, “I had
no concept of what that meant to be a
chair in an academic institution. I know
I did a hottible job” (p. 555). At CIC
colleges and universities, administrators
should not assume that exposure to the
work of colleagues as chairs necessarily
results in faculty members knowing how

to perform the job themselves. What are
administrators doing to support chairs?
Beyond course buy-outs and staff sup-
port, faculty members may need some
sort of coaching as they assume the role
of department chair. Providing mentor-
ship programs might help them create a
more positive department culture.

The authors found that effective lead-
ers used meetings well, including
providing an appreciative environment
for their colleagues and addressing de-
partmental problems. Using meetings
solely to communicate information can

Faculty

members want to develop strong rela-

undermine faculty success.
tionships with colleagues and work on
building solutions together; the personal
interactions that come with meetings are
opportunities for achieving these objec-
tives. Squandering such opportunities
by merely communicating infor-
mation—something that could often be
done over email—erodes faculty confi-
dence in leadership and may contribute
to more negative feelings about the de-
partment culture.

As a reminder, CIC offers an annual
series of Workshops for Department
and Division Chairs to provide training
for new chairs and a listserv for chairs to
share resources and programmatic ideas
as well as to seek support from col-

leagues.
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Will Student Bystanders Intervene? Testing an
Intention-Assessment Instrument

Mayhew, M. J., M. A. Lo, L. S. Dahl, and B. S. Selznick. 2018. “Assessing Students’ Intention to Intervene in a Bystander
Situation.” Journal of College Student Development 59 (6), 762—768.

SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to introduce and test an instrument designed to assess students’ intention to intervene in bystander
situations trelated to sexual and partner violence. The authors grounded the development of their instrument in the social-ecolog-
ical model of violence, developed by Dahlberg and Krug (2002), and Latané and Datley’s (1970) decision model of helping. By
combining environmental and contextual considerations with cognitive processes, the scenario-based instrument is intended to
fill a gap in current measures of bystander intervention by college students. The instrument uses multiple scenarios and possible
behavioral responses to measute students’ intention to intervene along the continuum of sexual and partner violence while also

considering multiple perspectives and relationships to those involved.

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

The scenarios and items were initially
devised in 2006 as a component of a
grant competition from the U.S. De-
partment of Education to study campus
violence (see Mayhew, Caldwell, and
Goldman 2011). For the final instru-
ment tested in this study, respondents
were presented with two hypothetical
sexual and partner assault scenarios,
each casting respondents in differing re-
lationships to the characters described
in the prompts. The first scenario de-
scribes a male student, who has not been
drinking very much, leaving a party with
a female student, who is clearly intoxi-
cated. Respondents read this scenario
three separate times assuming different
relationships to its actors (namely,
friends with the male student, friends
with the female student, and a stranger
to both students). The second scenatio
presents a situation in which upstairs
neighbors who are known to be in a tur-
bulent relationship are heard arguing,
with some noises leading the downstairs
neighbor (the respondent) to believe
that the situation has turned physically

violent. After being presented with these
scenarios, respondents were asked to
rate the likelihood of reacting with spec-
ified behaviors (for example, saying
something at the time to either actor or
calling an authority figure).

Results
analysis (CFA) suggest the items on this

from confirmatory factor

instrument, combined across all scenat-
ios, acceptably fit a one-factor model. In
addition, the Cronbach’s alpha is .92, in-
dicating high covatiability among the 14
items. In other words, these scenarios
and items work together to measure col-
lege students’ bystander intervention in-
tentions.

Subsequent research (see Dahl 2019)
using this measure assessed the scenar-
ios in which students were most likely to
intervene. Students were most likely to
intervene in the party scenario in which
the student was a friend of the woman
under duress. Students were the least
likely to intervene in the party scenario
where they did not know either the man
or the woman.

IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION BY
CAMPUS LEADERS

This instrument offers another vehicle
for the assessment of students’ likeli-
hood to intervene as bystanders in situ-
ations involving possible sexual and
partner violence beyond attitudes to-
ward rape, willingness to intervene, and
past intervening behaviors. When de-
signing educational programs for faculty
members, staff, and students, campus
leaders should consider the present bar-
riers to intervention in these situations,
including the potential bystandet’s rela-
tionship to the victim and/or the perpe-
trator, diffusion of responsibility, plural-
istic ignorance (when unaware, inactive
bystanders look to othet unaware, inac-
tive bystanders for cues on how to react
and all subsequently fail to identify the
situation as one requiring intervention),
a bystander’s self-perception of his or
her helping ability and potential for in-
tervention in the situation, and ambigu-
ity of the situation. These hurdles influ-
ence bystanders’ attitudes toward inter-
vening, as well as their perception of so-
cial pressure and the degree of difficulty
associated with interventional behav-
iofs.
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What Is the Impact of “High Impact” on
College Students’ Early Careers?

Wolniak, G. C., and M. E. Engberg. 2019. “Do ‘High-Impact’ College Experiences Affect Early Career Outcomes?” The
Review of Higher Education 42 (3): 825-858.

SUMMARY

This study used the most recent nationally representative data set tracking college students into the workforce and provided new
empirical evidence on the influence of several “high-impact” experiences (see Association of American Colleges & Universities
2007) on the eatly career outcomes of recent college graduates. Specifically, the authors examined the influence of five high-impact
practices (undergraduate research, diversity/global learning opportunities, service and community-based learning, internships, and
culminating senior capstone courses) on four eatly-career outcomes: earnings, job satisfaction, sense of commitment to one’s job,
and continued learning and challenge in one’s place of employment.

The participants of this study were based on a nationally representative sample of 640 students who participated in the Educa-
tional Longitudinal Study (ELS 2002). Of that original sample, 596 college students participated in the 2012 follow-up study, and
in doing so provided data that led the authors to suggest that eatly career outcomes were influenced primarily by collegiate expe-
riences outside of the scope of traditional high-impact practices. Specifically, the three eatly career outcomes were associated with
students’” majors, whether that major aligned with their early career choices, and graduate degree attainment. No high-impact

practice shared significant relationships with all of these outcomes.

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

High-impact college experiences do not
appear to be particularly influential
across post-college outcomes—a note-
worthy finding, one that will benefit in-
stitutions by providing a clearer undet-
standing of the importance of helping
students select a college major and se-
cure jobs related to their majors, over
and above the influence of the kinds of
‘high-impact’ college experiences often
emphasized within institutions” (p.
852). Of the five practices examined,
none shared significant relationships
with all of the early career outcomes.
That said, three practices were associ-
ated with increased occupational earn-
ings. Students who participated in in-
ternships earned 4 percent more than
their peers who did not. Similatly, stu-
dents with study-abroad experience
earned 5 percent more than their coun-
terparts who chose not to study abroad.
Interestingly, students who participated

in an undergraduate research project re-
ported neatly 7 percent lower earnings
than students who did not have this ex-
perience—a finding that the authors at-
tribute to these students’ increased like-
lihood of pursuing a graduate degree,
“thus influencing their time in the work-
force, possibly translating to lower earn-
ings” (p. 844).

Only one other outcome was associ-
ated with participation in a high-impact
practice: whether students continued
learning and felt challenged in their
place of employment was significantly
related to their participation in a com-
munity-based project while in college.

Three noteworthy factors were related
to early-career outcome achievement
across the four areas. First, a self-re-
ported indicator of whether students’
choice of major aligned with their cur-
rent job was related, with greater align-
ment leading to greater achievement
across these early-career outcomes.
Also, students who attended graduate
school were more likely to achieve these

eatly-career outcomes. Finally, educa-
tion majors reported significantly lower
earnings but significantly higher rates of
job-related satisfaction, commitment,
and challenge when compared to majors

in STEM fields.

IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION BY
CAMPUS LEADERS

Small college administrators continue to
face an environment of resource scar-
city; therefore, it is important to recog-
nize not only the desirable effects but
also the potentially limited influence of
specific—and sometimes costly—col-
lege experiences such as traditional
high-impact practices. This study has
confirmed what others (see Johnson and
Stage 2018; Mayhew et al. 2016) have
also suggested: Traditional “high-im-
pact” practices may not be highly im-
pactful after all. Although administra-
tors might be tempted to leverage such
practices as competitive advantages for



driving institutional enrollment, in truth,
few of these practices are influential.

So what works? What helped students
achieve these outcomes? It may be that
the kinds of majors and cateer-oriented
programmatic intetrventions known to
“cultivate career decision-making effi-
cacy, vocational identity, and major se-
lection yield a more positive influence in
the years immediately after college than
internships, study abroad, and other

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

programmatic offerings” (p. 852). Ad-
ministrators may need to help students
strategically align their curricular and co-
curricular experiences with their desired
career trajectories without prematurely
closing off opportunities for learning
and growth in areas that may benefit
later career outcomes or life goals.
Officers in career services may need
to develop a four-year approach to
providing a developmentally appropri-
ate curriculum for students. (CIC’s 2015

research briet Career Preparation and the
Liberal Arts offers institutional examples
of blending liberal arts education and ca-
reer preparation.) How this curriculum
is introduced and executed will certainly
differ among and between majors. That
said, results from this study suggest that
career envisioning cannot and should
not wait until the student’s third or
fourth year.
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Student Loans and College Graduation

Zhan, M., X. Xiang, and W. Elliott III. 2018. “How Much Is Too Much: Education Loans and College Graduation.”

Educational Policy 32 (7): 993-1017.

SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to offer advice concerning the relationship between educational loans and graduation rates and

how this relationship varies based on race and ethnicity. The authors appropriately used discrete-time survival analytic techniques

to determine the borrowing patterns of 3,445 individuals across 15 survey administrations. Limited by their secondary data source
(the 1997 National Longitudinal Survey of Youth), the authors were unable to pinpoint the type of loan (subsidized, unsubsidized,
state, federal, or private) and its relationship to graduation rates, but they were able to identify the amount borrowed that seemed

to tip the scales in favor of not completing college. In short, educational loans shared a positive relationship with graduation rates,

but only up to a point: $19,753. Beyond that figure, the relationship between educational loans and graduation rates began to

weaken for everyone, including students who identified as black or, in the authors’ language, “Hispanic” (p. 993).

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

Two findings from this study were of
particular interest. The first involved the
curvilinear relationship between bor-
rowing and completion. From the au-
thors’ analyses, there came a point
where borrowing too much could begin
to compromise completion: For the
overall sample, this figure came to about
$20,000. Keeping in mind that these
data were collected for a specific cohort
of students (those born between 1980
and 1984 and who reported attending a
four-year college or university), results
suggested that completion was posi-
tively associated with borrowing up to
$20,000, but negatively associated with
borrowing over that figure. This trend
held even after controlling for a range of
student characteristics, college experi-
ences, and financial resources.

The second point of interest involved
how this tipping point varied based on
race and ethnicity. For black students,
the tipping point was about $21,000
while for Hispanic students, the tipping
point was about $24,000. The authors
scrutinized these findings, given their

expectation that minority students

would have a lower borrowing tolerance
threshold than those of white students.
They suggested that a more current and
robust data set might yield different re-
sults, so “we must be cautious interpret-

ing these findings” (p. 1009).

IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION BY
CAMPUS LEADERS

When does borrowing inhibit comple-
tion? Given that high-dollar debt has re-
cently been defined as “$100,000” or
more per student borrower (p. 1011),
the finding that just about $20,000 is the
tipping point where borrowing becomes
a hindrance to completion is concern-
ing. This level is the average amount of
debt for graduates of private colleges
and slightly more than the level for grad-
uates of public institutions. Although
the authors encourage caution in inter-
preting their findings, this may serve
campus administrators as a descriptive
data point and a means for helping their
financial aid officers counsel student
borrowers.

The study also linked borrowing with
completion practice, particularly for mi-
nority students. The authors conceded
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that they “found little evidence that hav-
ing educational loans is helping reduce
racial and ethnic disparities in college
completion rates” (p. 1011). This linkage
highlights the necessity of thoughtfully
designing completion practices to en-
sure that minority students in particular
learn and persist. Too often, higher ed-
ucation stakeholders overly differentiate
issues of affordability, access, and ac-
countability. To students, these distinc-
tions may not matter much; they just
want to be able to afford college, learn
something while in college, and com-
plete a degree to get a better job and a
better life. Ensuring that administrators
and faculty members collaborate in de-
signing comprehensive approaches may
help both their minority students and
other students persist.
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Developing Undergraduates’ Innovation
Capacities and Curricular Interventions

Mayhew, M. J., B. Selznick, L. Zhang, A. Barnes, and A. Staples. “Examining Curricular Approaches to Developing Un-
dergraduates’ Innovation Capacities.” The Journal of Higher Edncation. November 2018.

SUMMARY

College campuses nationwide are striving to develop innovators, as the skills and abilities generally associated with innovation
(such as creativity, teamwork across difference, and persuasive communication) are in increasingly high demand among both
students and employers. Yet, few studies to date have sought to investigate the effects of curricular interventions specifically
designed to promote such capacities (namely, beliefs about self, social skills, and cognitive abilities theoretically associated with
being an innovator). Using an instrument detailed in the October 2018 issue of the Digest of Recent Research, “Measuring Students’
Capacities for Innovation” (No. 5), this study investigated undergraduates’ development of innovation capacities by employing a
pre-test/post-test design across three course conditions at one institution.

The first condition was a “full dose” semester-long course titled Leadership and Innovation (n = 11). The second was a
“partially dosed” set of courses that received a single-session curricular intervention led by the same facilitator, an expert on
the research and teaching of undergraduate innovation (n = 22). The third was a “no dose/control” group that received no
intervention (n = 16). It is important to note that students were randomly assigned into either the partially-dosed or the no-
dose conditions. In addition, the sample included students from business and STEM majors as well as the social sciences,

arts and humanities, and other fields of study.

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

After accounting for age (which proved
to be the only relevant student back-
ground characteristic), pre-test score,
and the possibility that students’ course
selection could bias the results, the study
expectedly found that when compared
with students in the no-dose group, stu-
dents in the full-dose course (Leader-
ship and Innovation) made gains in in-
novation capacities. Intriguingly, results
suggested that even greater gains were
made by students in the partially-dosed
group; that is, students who only re-
ceived the short-term single-session in-
tervention.

As the authors summarize: “The re-
sults of this study support the claim that
targeted, innovation-specific curricula
influence the development of under-
graduate students’ innovation capaci-
ties” (p. 15). Reflecting on these efforts,

the authors find support for the contin-
ued importance of promoting the devel-
opment of innovation capacities among
all students, not only those pursuing
business or STEM fields. They also con-
sider the importance of both using reli-
able, valid metrics to understand the ef-
fectiveness of educational efforts and
considering how the theoretical under-
pinnings of metrics could productively
guide pedagogical strategies and curric-
ulum building.

IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION BY
CAMPUS LEADERS

The results of this study have three im-
plications for campus leaders who are in
charge of sustaining and supporting in-
novation efforts on their campus. First,
the findings emphasize the importance
of cleatly defining and measuring inno-
vation capacities as a collegiate outcome
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while also offering quantitative mecha-
nisms for examining the effectiveness of
innovation-related efforts. Having a def-
inition and a measure is a far better start-
ing point for innovation conversations
than beginning with an open-ended re-
quest for stakeholder input. Second, the
results highlight the efficacy of short-
term, low-cost interventions. Often with
innovation, it can seem like much is get-
ting spent, but little is actually getting
done. This study offers solutions for re-
versing this trend to ensure that valuable
resoutces ate generating mote, not less,
return. Finally, it provides evidence that
locating innovation within the academic
curriculum, rather than only the co-cur-
riculum, can provide opportunities for
more students to access these vital
knowledge bases and leave college pre-
pared to thrive in the global knowledge
economy.
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Gamifying Gender Bias Recognition and

Reporting

Cundiff, J. L., C. L. Danube, M. J. Zawadzki, and S. A. Shields. 2018. “Testing an Intervention for Recognizing and Re-
porting Subtle Gender Bias in Promotion and Tenure Decisions.” Journal of Higher Education 89 (5): 611-636.

SUMMARY

Under the premise that gender bias is ubiquitous within the academy, the authors developed an experiment to examine the effec-

tiveness of an intervention designed to enable participants to recognize and report gender bias in promotion and tenure decisions.

Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions. In the first condition, participants experienced the intervention,
the Workshop Activity for Gender Equity Simulation in the Academy (WAGES-Academic; Shields et al. 2011), a “gamelike sim-
ulation of subtle sexism in the academic workplace” (p. 618). In the second condition, participants received information on gender
equity in the workplace but did not participate in the simulation. In the third condition, participants played a modified version of
Chutes and Ladders. This part of the experimental design was intended to “be similar to WAGES in terms of engagement and
the active-learning format but without information about subtle sexism” (p. 619). The study took place in two phases in order to
assess the two outcomes: recognizing and reporting gender bias. Results from the study indicated that WAGES patticipants were

statistically more likely to recognize and report gender bias.

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

Compared with participants in the con-
trol conditions (information only and
Chutes and Ladders), WAGES partici-
pants were better at detecting gender
bias in promotion and tenure materials.
To reach these conclusions the authors
conducted a two-phase study. The first
phase invited WAGES participants to
play a game designed to teach partici-
pants about gender bias situations
within the context of the academy. The
second phase asked participants to eval-
uate reviews of a simulated tenure and
promotion case for inclusion of subtle
(for example, “absences were presuma-
bly due to family obligations”) or blatant
(for instance, “comparing her with male
faculty [who| seldom prioritize family
commitments over academic commit-
ments”) gender-biased language. Across
the various participant groups studied, it
was clear that WAGES participants
were statistically more likely to be able
to detect gender bias in promotion and
tenure materials.

WAGES participants also were better
at reporting gender bias in promotion
and tenure materials when compared to
participants in the control conditions.
To assess reporting, the authors asked
participants to anonymously respond
yes or no to the following statement: “I
have concerns that this review was un-
fair and would like to officially report
my concerns to the committee” (p. 622).
Not only did the authors find that
WAGES participants were more likely
to report these concerns, but they also
found that participants were statistically
more likely to report blatant expressions
of sexism, when compared with subtle
or no forms of sexism.

IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION BY
CAMPUS LEADERS

Why is this relevant for CIC member in-
stitutions? First, the study is predicated
on the assumption that gender bias oc-
curs within academe and serves as a re-
minder that most practices—especially
those considered high-stakes such as
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tenure and promotion—favor men. Too
often, assumptions like
acknowledged by leadership but not
meaningfully addressed. The authors do

these are

an admirable job of taking this assump-
tion and testing it via a well-designed ex-
perimental study that examines gender
bias in both recognition and reporting.

Second, people who are taught about
gender bias in the academy can apply
this information to detect and report
gender bias in reviews of tenure and
promotion materials. According to the
authors’ findings, the WAGES partici-
pants were able to extrapolate lessons
learned about gender bias in the acad-
emy and apply them in the context of
detecting and reporting reviewers’ gen-
der biases in adjudicating a simulated
tenure and promotion case.

Third, the intervention used in the
study is a low-cost, “non-threatening
way [that] may increase detection and re-
porting of gender bias in higher educa-
tion institutions” (p. 611). Often, inter-
ventions designed to curb attitudes and
behaviors related to racism, sexism,



homophobia, and classism are quite
costly, and thus rarely considered viable
in  resource-stretched environments.
The Workshop Activity for Gender Eq-
uity Simulation in the Academy
(WAGES-Academic; Shields et al. 2011)
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is not only a viable means for addressing
gender equity issues in the academy, but
potentially an enjoyable one. The
WAGES game could be used as part of
faculty orientation, not only as a way to
deliver information about gender bias in

the academy, but also as a vehicle to
communicate the institution’s values. As
an added bonus, it could be an ice-
breaker for new faculty members.
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