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Overview

My Aims/Asks: 
 Sharpening the argument around meso-level institutional change

 Honing the findings to those of greatest contribution

 Wrapping up a research agenda?!

Our Agenda:
1. Institutional change and agency: macro-, micro-, meso-

2. Deconstructing ‘Collaborative Institutional Agency’

3. Study I: Experimenting with Meso-level Institutional Change

4. Study II: Examining the Necessary Conditions for Change

5. Conclusions
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marriage

democracy

religion

education

This is a talk about 
institutions and 

how they 
change…

 An institution is a relatively stable and legitimated 
system of interrelated beliefs, values, practices, and 
structures creating conditions that constrain but also 
enable actions and outcomes not only in organizations 
but also in sectors and the broader society. (Selznick, 1957; 
Meyer and Rowan, 1977; Friedland & Alford, 1999; Zucker, 1983)
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White 
Castle

Institutions
Organizations

churches
congress
family

schools

Institutionalized 
Organizations ≡ 

Institution

‘industry 
groups’

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Change ≡ 
Change in 

institutionalized 
work practices
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

For Institutions, 
persistence is the 

rule…

The light operator
(who is in on the experiment and 

who gives a random measurement 
for how much the light moves)

The subject
(who has been told they’re in a study about 

problem solving in a large, model organization and  
they will eventually be the light operator)

The light moves a distance of  30 inches

The light has 
moved 15 

inches. 

Yup! The light 
has moved 15 

inches. 

THE ROLE OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION IN CULTURAL PERSISTENCE
Zucker, 1977



A new member
(who is in on the experiment and who 
gives an accurate measurement for 

how much the light moves)
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

For Institutions, 
persistence is the 

rule…

The subject
(who has been told they’re still a member 
of a large, model organization in the role 

of light operator)

The light moves a distance of  30 inches

Yup, still 15 
inches! 

ONE WEEK GOES BY…

 Transmission, maintenance, and resistance to change is 
attributed to the strength of institutionalization and its 

cultural-cognitive dynamics. (Zucker, 1977)



A new member
(who is in on the experiment and who 
gives an accurate measurement for 

how much the light moves)
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

For Institutions, 
persistence is the 

rule…

The subject
(who has been told they’re still a member 
of a large, model organization in the role 

of light operator)

The light moves a distance of  30 inches

Nope, still 15 
inches.

Strange, looks 
like 30 inches to 

me...

ONE WEEK GOES BY…

 Transmission, maintenance, and resistance to change is 
attributed to the strength of institutionalization and its 

cultural-cognitive dynamics. (Zucker, 1977)



For Institutions, 
persistence is the 

rule…
 Persistence is especially problematic when existing institutions 

cannot meet demands of changing environments
 Information and technology versus manufacturing-based economy 

 Credible challengers to U.S. dominance in the world economy

 Increasing intolerance of racial inequities in educational opportunities 
and outcomes.
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Beliefs about 
which students 

can be expected 
to succeed.

Instructional practices
based on teacher-
centered information 
dissemination rather 
than student-led inquiry.

Structures from 
school start times, to 

disciplinary 
procedures to siloed 

roles and depts.

INSTITUTIONAL PERSISTENCE IN SCHOOLS



How do 
institutions 
change?!

 Exogenous shocks, 
environmental pressures 
and/or institutional agency 
 Pressures for isomorphic 

change (DiMaggio & Powell, 
1983)

 Technological, economic, 
political/social disruption 
(Greenwood & Hinings, 1996) 

 Institutional 
entrepreneurship (DiMaggio, 
1988; Garud, Hardy & Maguire, 
2007)
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‘Macro-level’ Change ‘Micro-level’ Change

 Internal conflicts in logics, 
interests, and institutional 
responsiveness
 Conflicting ‘logics of 

action’/professional logics 
(Bacharach et al., 1996; Smet et. al 
2012)

 Mobilization for/against 
competing practices  (Zietsma 
& Lawrence 2010; Kellogg, 2009)

 Responsiveness: 
Recoupling versus 
decoupling (Hallett, 2010)

 Collaborative Institutional 
Agency (Bridwell-Mtchell, 2016)

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK



The agency bias in 
micro-institutional 
change research

Basis of Agency† Source of Change
‘Iterational agency’: “Actors' 
abilities to recall, to select, and to 
appropriately apply the more or less tacit 
and taken-for-granted schemas of action 
that they have developed through past 
interactions”. (p. 975)

‘Projective’ agency’: “Actors 
negotiate their paths toward the future, 
receiving their driving impetus from the 
conflicts and challenges of social life”. 
(p.984)

• Conflicting ‘logics of 
action’/professional logics 

• Mobilization for/against competing 
practices 

• Responsiveness: Recoupling versus 
decoupling

‘Practical evaluative agency’: 
“Capacity of actors to make practical and 
normative judgments among alternative 
possible trajectories of action, in 
response to the emerging demands, 
dilemmas, and ambiguities of presently 
evolving situations” (p. 971).

• Collaborative Institutional Agency 
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• Institutional entrepreneurship 
• Conflicting ‘logics of 

action’/professional logics 
• Mobilization for/against competing 

practices 
• Responsiveness: Recoupling versus 

decoupling
† (Emirbayer & Mische, 1998)

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
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CHANGE
OR

PERSISTENCE

INTERNAL 
CONFLICT 

AND
POLITICS

(projective agency)

ADDRESSING 
PRACTICE 
DILEMMAS

(practical evaluative 
agency)

ENVIRON-
MENTAL 

DEMANDS

THE PROCESS OF MICRO-INSTIUTIONAL CHANGE (?!)

 Even ‘politicized’ accounts of change acknowledge its cognitive aspects:
 Cognitive distance in means-end schema for work (Bacharach et al., 1996)
 Building relational identity, efficacy, and frames (Kellogg, 2009)
 Displacement of work meaning, certainty, and expectations (Hallett, 2010)
 New awareness about and complexity of work (Smets, et. al. 2012) 

 The ‘cognitive’ pillar is foundational to institutional processes (Zucker, 1977; 1983; Scott, 2013)

 And sensemaking is acknowledged as playing a key role in institutional processes (Weber & Glynn, 
2006)



Research 
Motivation

 Along side questions about how political processes 
unfold among competing groups involved in micro-
institutional change, there are important questions 
about how groups conceive of and gain a shared 
understanding of alternatives to institutionalized work 
practices in the first place.
 Under what conditions do social (re)constructions of 

work at the meso-level seed novel work conceptions 
needed to change institutionalized work practices?
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK



Collaborative institutional agency: Numerous, diverse, typically 
non-elite individuals working together to construct shared understandings, aims, and 
practices to execute new work routines in uncertain, ambiguous, or otherwise 
problematized institutional contexts.
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Bridwell-Mitchell, E.N. (2016) “How peer learning in communities of practice enables and inhibits micro-
institutional change” Organization Studies, 37(2), p. 186

diversity

cohesion

COMMUNITY 
INTERACTIONS

innovation

socialization

PEER LEARNING

COLLABORATIVE INSTITUTIONAL AGENCY

divergence

convergence

SHARED 
UNDERSTANDINGS, 
AIMS & PRACTICES
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Collaborative 
agency and   

micro-institutional 
change 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840615593589


 Mutual presence of four countervailing mechanisms (and 
key factors mattering for group performance – i.e., Kozlowski & Bell, 
2003; 2013) plays a role in meso-level change

1. Cohesion: Strong attachments and overlapping interactions (Drescher, 
Burlingame, & Fuhriman, 2012; Friedkin, 1984). 

2. Socialization: Social pressure to conform to community roles and norms 
(Moreland & Levine, 2001; Sherif, 1966)

3. Functional diversity: differing expertise and work attitudes (Pelled, 
Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999; Sargent & Sue-Chan, 2001)

4. Innovation opportunities: time, techniques, and encouragement to 
introduce new ideas (Hülsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009)

 Four apparent outcomes
1. Problematizing taken for granted assumptions about existing work practices,

2. Generating alternatives that might not otherwise be conceptualized or 
comprehended

3. Viewing new approaches as endorsed by peers and consistent with salient 
social identities

4. Mobilizing resources – cognitive, social, and material – needed to implement 
new practices. 
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Collaborative 
agency and   

micro-institutional 
change 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK



Research 
Questions

1. Can the mutual presence of cohesion, 
socialization, functional diversity and innovation 
opportunities be intentionally fostered?

2. Does the mutual presence of the four factors 
cause changes in institutionalized work practices? 

3. If so, how do the four factors cause changes and 
under what conditions?
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Experimenting with Institutions
 RQ 1&2: Can the mutual presence of cohesion, socialization, functional diversity 

and innovation opportunities be intentionally fostered; does this cause changes in 
institutionalized work practices? 

 Design: Lab-based, multi-factorial design with pre- and post- treatment conditions. 
 Sample and Data: Recruited 65 educators into 15 randomly assigned groups; survey 

reports on instructional and work group experiences, video-recorded observations of 
instruction and work group experiences.

 Outcomes: Reported and observed practice (t1;t2); observed group experiences.
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Study 1

METHODS

(Bitektine, Lucas, & Schilke 2018)



Institutionalization – 5 items
• Overall, the methods I used to teach the lessons 

seemed like the proper, appropriate or right way to 
solve a word problem.

Four Factor – 20 items
• S: I understood the norms, rules, and procedures of 

my group.
• I: People in the group were always searching for 

fresh, new ways of looking at the problem.

Practices – 7 items
• Please indicate which of the steps for solving a word 

problem you incorporated into your lesson
• Step 4: figure out which facts were needed

17

Interval Clips Rater K Rater S Agreement
15 CLIP 1 (K) Cohesion/Diversity 0

CLIP 1 (S) Cohesion 0
CLIP 2 (K-S) Socialization Socialization 1
CLIP 3 (K) Diversity Diversity 1
CLIP 4 (K-S) Socialization Socialization 1
CLIP 5 (K-S) Diversity Diversity 1
CLIP 6 (K-S) Socialization Socialization 1
Clip 7 (K-S) Cohesion/Diversity Cohesion/Diversity 1
CLIP 8 (K-S) Diversity Diversity 1
CLIP 9 (K-S) Diversity/Socialization Diversity/Socialization 1
CLIP 10 (K-S) Innovation Innovation 1
CLIP 11 (K-S) Cohesion Cohesion 1
CLIP 12 (K-S) Diversity Diversity 1
CLIP 13 (K-S) Innovation Innovation 1

possible agreement 14
actual agreement 12
% agreement 0.8571

RELIABILITY RATINGReliability Rating Example



Manipulation & 
Check: 

Institutionalized 
Practices
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METHODS

 Training on practices from a “field expert” and as 
“endorsed” by two professional associations.

 Survey items assessing perceived institutionalization 
developed/adapted from Zucker, (1977), Suchman (1995), 
Tyler (2005) on a 5-pt Likert scale.

1. Overall, I complied with the provided instructions and techniques for 
teaching the lesson.

2. I carefully carried out the provided instructions and techniques for 
teaching the lesson.

3. I felt I should follow the provided instructions and techniques for teaching 
the lesson,  even if I wasn’t sure they were correct.

4. I felt certain my lessons incorporated the provided instructions and 
techniques for teaching the lesson.

5. I found it easy to use the provided instructions and techniques for 
teaching the lesson.

6. I felt the methods I used to teach the lessons should be the same as the 
provided instructions and techniques for teaching the lesson.

7. Overall, the methods I used to teach the lessons seemed like the proper, 
appropriate or right way to solve a word problems and engage students.

8. The methods I used to teach the lessons could accomplish the larger 
goal of improving on-line learning.

9. The provided instructions and techniques for teaching the lessons felt 
like they had the best interest of struggling students in mind.

10. The methods I used to teach the lessons made sense to me.
11. The methods I used made the lesson more effective for increasing 

student learning and engagement.
12. The methods I used to teach the lessons seemed like the obvious ones

teachers should use.

α=.841

https://vimeo.com/hgsemedia/review/203474056/316f84ac9d
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Institutionalized 
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goal of improving on-line learning.
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student learning and engagement.
12. The methods I used to teach the lessons seemed like the obvious ones

teachers should use.

α=.841

Time 1
Overall 3.83(.738)

Control 3.85(.499)

Treatment 3.74 (.611)

Mean Diff -.115 ns

https://vimeo.com/hgsemedia/review/203474056/316f84ac9d
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Zucker 
(1977)

Study 1

Q4_Certain 4.06 5.46

Q5_Ease 61.48% 80.32%

Q6_Expect 68.89% 57.34%

https://vimeo.com/hgsemedia/review/203474056/316f84ac9d


 65 minute group discussion among 4-5 member groups told that, “One 
thing we noticed from the live feed of all of your mini-lessons was that 
while they may have been effective for students with an adequate 
foundation in mathematics, the lessons likely would have been less 
effective for students without an adequate foundation and who need 
additional support…you will now meet as a group to discuss how you can 
improve your instruction before delivering the mini-lesson one final time.”
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METHODS

 Four-part group discussion guided by a protocol 
(i.e. interaction script -- Lee, Mazmanian & Perlow
2020) manipulating the four factors (treatment) or 
not (control).

METHODSMETHODS

Manipulation & 
Check: Four 

Factors



TREATMENT CONTROL
Activity 1:
Teaming

“High-five”:  5 commonalities, 
beat the clock, shout out, 
physically high five. cohesion

“Group Set-Up”. Introduce 
yourselves. Review the 
protocol. Randomly 
assignment

Activity 2: 
Lesson 
Reflection

make sure everyone knows role: 
facilitator, scribe, process 
checker(s) socialization; partner 
with someone not seated next 
to you; cohesion
let’s make sure we have heard 
all the different possible ideas. 
diversity; innovation

Individually write and reflect 
on the what of your 
experience. Partner with the 
person seated next to you. 
Round-robin share out. Write 
and reflect on ‘the why’ of the 
feedback. Partner with the 
person seated next to you. 

Activity 3: 
Process 
Check

Hold up 5 fingers for how well 
your shared norms [set in 
Activity 2] are being met; discuss 
as needed. socialization

-------------------

Activity 4: 
Deep Dive

non-conventional brainstorming 
technique; 4 brainstorming 
rules: a lot of ideas, wild ideas, 
combinations, no early critique; 
innovation socialization; invite 
additional, rank;  come to 
consensus. cohesion 
socialization

Generate ideas about how to 
improve lesson, discuss and 
select one everyone should 
use.  Describe a couple of 
concrete examples of what it
might look like in the lesson. 
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METHODS

Manipulation & 
Check: Four 

Factors



 65-minute group discussion among 4-5 member groups told that, “One 
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METHODS

 Four-part group discussion guided by a protocol 
(i.e., interaction script -- Lee, Mazmanian & 
Perlow 2020) manipulating the four factors 
(treatment) or not (control).

METHODSMETHODS

Manipulation & 
Check: Four 

Factors
reported Treatment Control

Cohesion 4.2 ( .598) 4.56  ( .431)*

Socialization 4.52 (.455) 4.48 (.508) 

Diversity 2.85 (.595) 2.75 (.691) 

Innovation 4.01 (.920) 4.32  (.662)
* mean difference p≤ .05
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thing we noticed from the live feed of all of your mini-lessons was that 
while they may have been effective for students with an adequate 
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METHODSMETHODSMETHODS

Manipulation & 
Check: Four 

Factors
observed Treatment Control

Cohesion 3.26 (.983) 2.97 (.964) 

Socialization 1.83 (.363) 1.55 (.788)

Diversity 1.77 (.503) 1.88 (.984) 

Innovation .52 (.165) .47 (.300) 

* mean difference p≤ .05

 Four-part group discussion guided by a protocol 
(i.e., interaction script -- Lee, Mazmanian & 
Perlow 2020) manipulating the four factors 
(treatment) or not (control).



 While the treatment had a null effect (even accounting for the 
limited power of the sample), the four factors did not…
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Findings

Change in Reported Use of Institutionalized Practice t2-t1
Estimates (s.e.) p Estimates (s.e.) p

Treatment -0.02 (0.158) 0.924 -0.03 (0.160) 0.862

Four Factors -0.42 (0.175) 0.017

Cohesion 0.05 (0.319) 0.878

Socialization -0.86 (0.426) 0.044

Functional Diversity 0.15 (0.167) 0.358

Innovation Opportunities -0.50 (0.184) 0.007

Endorsed Practice Use 0.52 (0.155) 0.001 0.55 (0.144) 0

Constant 0.19 (0.640) 0.767 0.08 (1.073) 0.942

Random Effects (variance)
Group Level 0.0153 0.0008
Individual Level 0.2880 .2605
No. of Observations 58 58
No. of Groups 15 15

The more participants report 
being well socialized into the 
group and having innovation 

opportunities, the less 
institutionalization of practices 
they report in time 2 relative to 

time 1 (i.e., t2=3; t1=5)

Study 1
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Study 1
Takeaways

RQ1: Can the mutual presence of cohesion, socialization, 
functional diversity and innovation opportunities be 
intentionally fostered?

Answer: Perhaps, but not with the set of protocol activities in 
the current study.

RQ2: Does the mutual presence of the four factors cause 
changes in institutionalized work practices? 

Answer: There is no evidence in the current study for a 
causal effect. Socialization and innovation opportunities do 
play some role in practice change, all else being equal.
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Findings

So, what was happening in those groups where 
participants changed their practices?!
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Qualitative Comparative Multi-Case Study
 RQ III: How do the four factors cause changes [in institutionalized work practices] 

and under what conditions? 

 Sample, Data, and Analysis: 12 micro-case studies, thematic coding of most and 
least self-reported innovative groups but blind to ‘condition’, and qualitative 
comparative analysis (QCA).

Study 2

METHODS
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Qualitative Comparative Multi-Case Study
 RQ III: How do the four factors cause changes [in institutionalized work practices] 

and under what conditions? 

 Sample, Data, and Analysis: 12 micro-case studies, thematic coding of most and 
least self-reported innovative groups but blind to ‘condition’, and qualitative 
comparative analysis (QCA).

Multi-method 
Micro-case 

Studies

METHODS
Micro-case G011: The Story of Missed Innovation Opportunities

Work Group Experience
“…as the group explores their lessons …they 
largely develop different iterations of how they 

might improve their [lesson] delivery, such as with 
specific visualizations techniques. Yet, they never 
directly question the lesson approach itself (i.e., 
using steps) even though Ken emphasizes early 

on in the conversation that he likes to take a 
conceptual approach to math.”
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GROUPS (least to greatest reported innovation)

Group 
206

Group 
202

Group 
211

Group 
203

Group 
209

Group 
208

Group 
210

Group    
212

OUTCOMES
Any Observed Innovation NONE

Institutionally Convergent Innovation A LITTLE A LITTLE
ALMOST 

NONE SOME SOME SOME

Institutionally Divergent Innovation A LOT SOME

PREDICTORS
Explicit Encouragement to Challenge Accepted 

Practice
ALMOST 

NONE
ALMOST 

NONE
ALMOST 

NONE
ALMOST 

NONE A LITTLE A LITTLE SOME
EXTRAOR
DINARY

MODERATORS
Perceived/Actual Expertise/ Competence of 

Individuals A LITTLE A LITTLE A LITTLE A LITTLE
A LOT/ 
SOME

ALMOST 
NONE SOME SOME

Idea generator/individual innovator A LOT A LITTLE A LOT A LITTLE A LOT NONE NONE SOME

Presence of Enthusiasm A LITTLE
ALMOST 

NONE A LOT
ALMOST 

NONE A LOT SOME A LITTLE A LOT

Task certainty/concreteness A LITTLE A LITTLE A LITTLE NONE
SOME/    

A LITTLE NONE A LOT A LOT

Cohesion SOME A LITTLE A LOT A LITTLE A LOT SOME SOME A LOT

Group Idea 
Leader/Broker/Catalyzer/Endorser A LOT

NONE/ 
ALMOST 

NONE SOME
ALMOST 

NONE A LOT SOME SOME SOME

Energy/Flow A LITTLE
ALMOST 

NONE SOME A LITTLE A LOT SOME A LITTLE A LOT

Productive Disagreement/Authentic Debate A LITTLE A LITTLE
ALMOST 

NONE
ALMOST 

NONE
ALMOST 

NONE NONE SOME NONE

Broader organizational/societal level norms SOME NONE A LITTLE NONE NONE A LOT A LITTLE NONE

Case Study 
Thematic Coding 

and 
Categorization

See also: quantitative scoring as an alternative and equivalent approach.

METHODS
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GROUPS (least to greatest reported innovation)

Group 
206

Group 
202

Group 
211

Group 
203

Group 
209

Group 
208

Group 
210

Group    
212

OUTCOMES
Any Observed Innovation NONE

Institutionally Convergent Innovation A LITTLE A LITTLE
ALMOST 

NONE SOME SOME SOME

Institutionally Divergent Innovation A LOT SOME

PREDICTORS
Explicit Encouragement to Challenge Accepted 

Practice
ALMOST 

NONE
ALMOST 

NONE
ALMOST 

NONE
ALMOST 

NONE A LITTLE A LITTLE SOME
EXTRAOR
DINARY

MODERATORS
Perceived/Actual Expertise/ Competence of 

Individuals A LITTLE A LITTLE A LITTLE A LITTLE
A LOT/ 
SOME

ALMOST 
NONE SOME SOME

Idea generator/individual innovator A LOT A LITTLE A LOT A LITTLE A LOT NONE NONE SOME

Presence of Enthusiasm A LITTLE
ALMOST 

NONE A LOT
ALMOST 

NONE A LOT SOME A LITTLE A LOT

Task certainty/concreteness A LITTLE A LITTLE A LITTLE NONE
SOME/    

A LITTLE NONE A LOT A LOT

Cohesion SOME A LITTLE A LOT A LITTLE A LOT SOME SOME A LOT

Group Idea 
Leader/Broker/Catalyzer/Endorser A LOT

NONE/ 
ALMOST 

NONE SOME
ALMOST 

NONE A LOT SOME SOME SOME

Energy/Flow A LITTLE
ALMOST 

NONE SOME A LITTLE A LOT SOME A LITTLE A LOT

Productive Disagreement/Authentic Debate A LITTLE A LITTLE
ALMOST 

NONE
ALMOST 

NONE
ALMOST 

NONE NONE SOME NONE

Broader organizational/societal level norms SOME NONE A LITTLE NONE NONE A LOT A LITTLE NONE
See also: quantitative scoring as an alternative and equivalent approach.

METHODS

Case Study 
Thematic Coding 

and 
Categorization



BOOLEAN COMBINATIONS OF PREDICTORS
CASE OUTCOME COUNT FOR 

COMBINATIONS
Explicit 

Encouragement 
to Challenge 

Accepted 
Practice

Perceived/Actual 
Expertise/ 

Competence of 
Individuals

Task 
Certainty/ 

Concreteness Innovation
No 

Innovation
Divergent 
Innovation

No 
Divergent 
Innovation

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

3 0 1 0 0 1 0 1

4 0 1 1 2 1 0 3

5 1 0 0 1 0 0 1

6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

7 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

8 1 1 1 3 0 2 1
Ebony N. Bridwell-Mitchell
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Note: 1 == at least “a little”  0== “none” or “almost none” 

Qualitative Comparative Analysis
(Ragin, 2000; 2008)

The Conditions 
for Novel 
Practice

Findings



BOOLEAN COMBINATIONS OF PREDICTORS
CASE OUTCOME COUNT FOR 

COMBINATIONS
Explicit 

Encouragement 
to Challenge 

Accepted 
Practice

Perceived/Actual 
Expertise/ 

Competence of 
Individuals

Task 
Certainty/ 

Concreteness Innovation
No 

Innovation
Divergent 
Innovation

No 
Divergent 
Innovation

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

3 0 1 0 0 1 0 1

4 0 1 1 2 1 0 3

5 1 0 0 1 0 0 1

6 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

7 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

8 1 1 1 3 0 2 1
Ebony N. Bridwell-Mitchell
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Necessary (but not 
sufficient) condition for 
divergent innovation

Qualitative Comparative Analysis
(Ragin, 2000; 2008)

Note: 1 == at least “a little”  0== “none” or “almost none” 

The Conditions 
for Novel 
Practice

Findings



RQ3: How do the four factors cause changes [in 
institutionalized work practices] and under what conditions? 

Answer I: Changes in institutionalized work practices need 
workgroup conditions where:

 There is explicit encouragement to challenge accepted 
practice (i.e., as a possible consequence of socialization x 
innovation opportunities)

 Individuals have expertise and competence (i.e., perhaps as 
supported by functional diversity)

 There is certainty about the concrete work task required 
(i.e., generated perhaps through shared understandings)

Answer II: Changes in institutionalized work practices 
involve “critical” collaborative agency: “Numerous, diverse, 
typically non-elite individuals working together to explicitly challenge 
accepted practice and construct new shared understandings, aims, 
and practices to execute new work routines in uncertain, 
ambiguous, or otherwise problematized institutional contexts.”

Ebony N. Bridwell-Mitchell
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Study 2
Takeaways

Findings



Conclusions

 Institutions are important stabilizing forces in society.

 Nevertheless, the persistence of institutionalized beliefs, 
practices, and structures does not always best serve present 
needs and often disserves the historically disenfranchised.

 Yet, institutions are enacted by the very same individuals 
embedded in them and who can paradoxically be sources of 
both persistence and needed change.

 Change involves necessary group conditions fostering 
“critical” collaborative agency.

Ebony N. Bridwell-Mitchell

36

I look forward to our continuing conversation…
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Interval Clips Rater K Rater S Agreement
15 CLIP 1 (K) Cohesion/Diversity 0

CLIP 1 (S) Cohesion 0
CLIP 2 (K-S) Socialization Socialization 1
CLIP 3 (K) Diversity Diversity 1
CLIP 4 (K-S) Socialization Socialization 1
CLIP 5 (K-S) Diversity Diversity 1
CLIP 6 (K-S) Socialization Socialization 1
Clip 7 (K-S) Cohesion/Diversity Cohesion/Diversity 1
CLIP 8 (K-S) Diversity Diversity 1
CLIP 9 (K-S) Diversity/Socialization Diversity/Socialization 1
CLIP 10 (K-S) Innovation Innovation 1
CLIP 11 (K-S) Cohesion Cohesion 1
CLIP 12 (K-S) Diversity Diversity 1
CLIP 13 (K-S) Innovation Innovation 1

possible agreement 14
actual agreement 12
% agreement 0.8571

RELIABILITY RATING

Ebony N. Bridwell-Mitchell

CODE RELIABILITY METHOD
 Step 1: Videos divided into 

three-minute intervals.
 Step 2: Two trained 

independent raters code clips 
for each interval.

 Step 3:  Agreement (0/1) 
determined for (a) identified 
clip and (b) code.

 Step 4: Percent agreement 
calculated across all possible 
clips and intervals.

 Step 5: Discussion and re-
coding until a minimum of 
75% mutual agreement 
reached – i.e., roughly 
equivalent to Landis And 
Kotch (1977) ‘substantial 
agreement’ cut off.

RELIABILITY RATING EXAMPLEReturn to main 
presentation 



Cohesion Socialization
1. I felt that I belonged to the group.
2. I was happy to be part of the group.
3. I saw myself as part of the group.
4. I felt that I was a member of the group.
5. The group was probably one of the best 

groups in the research study.
(Chin et. al 1999)

1. I understood my work group's 
objectives.

2. I understood the value of expertise 
(e.g., skill, knowledge) each member 
brought to the group.

3. I understood what was expected from 
the group.

4. I knew my role in the group.
5. I understood the norms, rules, and 

procedures of my group.
(Chao et. al 1994)

Diversity Innovation Opportunities
1. How diverse do you think your group was 

in general?
2. How similar or different were members of 

your group with respect to their ideas?
3. How similar or different were members of 

your group with respect to their 
background?

4. How similar or different were members of 
your group with respect to their attitudes 
about the work?

5. How similar or different were members of 
your group with respect to their goals?

• The group was always moving toward 
the development of new answers.

• Assistance or support for developing 
new ideas was readily available in the 
group.

• People in the group were always 
searching for fresh, new ways of 
looking at the problem.

• In the group we took the time needed 
to develop new ideas.

• People in the group co-operated in 
order to help develop and apply new 
ideas.               (Anderson & West 1988)Ebony N. Bridwell-Mitchell
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METHODS

Manipulation & 
Check: Four 

Factors
(reported)

(Harrison et al., 1998)

Return to main 
presentation 



Cohesion Socialization
Definition: Feelings of liking and attachment; 
mutually overlapping interactions.

Indicators: Smiling; laughter, giggling, 
chuckling; merry-making Leaning forward; 
moving closer together; Nodding or agreeing 
with someone (“Yeah, mmhmm, I agree”)

Examples: A laughs at B’s joke “I’m sorry if 
you wanted yellow.” She leans forward and 
puts her hand on her chest. Group members 
all agree that they are “doing great”.

Definition: Implicit or explicit expressions 
of expectations to conform to conform to 
group norms; peer pressure

Indicators: Looking around to check for 
another's reaction; validation (verbal or 
non-verbal); Explicit reference to group 
goals, norms, expectations, or previous 
ideas.

Examples:  “Isn’t that right?” “Do you 
think that’s okay?” “This is what we’re 
going for, right?”; “Yeah, previously we 
had said…”

Diversity Innovation Opportunities
Definition: Differing attitudes, information, 
expertise, values, approaches

Indicators:  Introducing different ideas and 
approaches; Stating another's information is 
new or unique;  Expressing dissent 

Examples:  “I haven’t thought of it that 
way…” or “I’ve never heard of that before.” B 
brings up Khan Academy. 

Definition: Time, space and routine for 
generating/ introducing new ideas.

Indicators: Encouraging members to 
generate more and new ideas; Combining 
ideas that have been introduced 

Examples: After B explains the directions 
for sharing ideas, D says “Wild ideas are 
encouraged.”Ebony N. Bridwell-Mitchell
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METHODS

Manipulation & 
Check: Four 

Factors
(observed)

Return to main 
presentation 



Micro-case 
sociometrics

Ebony N. Bridwell-Mitchell
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Transcript
Transcript coded as ordered-pairs

Unique pair frequencies (scaled to 
all group min and max <5 =0; >31 = 6)

Frequency socio-matrix

METHODS

Return to main 
presentation 
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Group New Practice Name Description/Definition

G_02
Engagement through body language and camera 
consciousness

This practice would be defined as showing awareness of camera, and in 
body language that indicates engagement with classroom.

G_03
Reading aloud for storytelling cue words with math 
connections

This practice is defined by reading the problem aloud, finding the words on 
the puzzle displayed, connecting them to math words, and then making a 
number sentence.

G_04
Engagement through visual aids and mistake 
modeling

This practices uses visual aids such as cards to draw the students in, pauses, 
and intentional mistakes to allow the students to be invested and engaged 
in the lesson.

G_05
Emphasis through teacher visualization and 
intentional pausing

This practice encompasses use of drawing, highlighting main ideas, and 
using intentional pausing.

G_06 Engagement through making story relevant
This group agreed to each implement some component into their lesson 
that would make the lesson more relevant to their students.

G_08
Breaking down with steps, questioning, intentional 
pausing, and student visualization

This practice is defined by pauses and inviting students in to work with the 
teacher, encouraging students to visualize, asking guiding questions through 
the course of the lesson, outlining steps gradually, and breaking down the 
equation to facilitate student's understanding.

G_09 Argument-based approach and intentional pausing

This practice is based on an approach known as Claim-Evidence-Reasoning 
which breaks down a given argument by these three components in order 
to find the question being asked and solve it and incorporates wait times to 
give students sufficient time to think for themselves. In addition, some 
participants agreed to use colors and inclusive language.

G_10
Breaking down with steps with cue words and colors 
for math connections

For this practice, teachers are recommended to use cue words that 
students can refer to, specifying steps to be followed to solve the problem, 
and using associative colors that students can refer to certain operations.

G_11
Emphasis through teacher visualization and probing 
for key info

In this approach participants are encouraged to use their own discretion in 
order to determine what component of the problem they will visualize in 
addition to probing students to identify the necessary information in the 
text.

G_12
Emphasis through teacher visualization and tone, and 
making the lesson relevant

This practice emphasizes using a focused tone that allows students to home 
in on important message, using real world connections that students can 
connect to more easily, and using visualization techniques.

METHODS

Micro-case 
‘Endorsed 
Practices’

Return to main 
presentation 
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43GROUPS (least to greatest innovation)
Group 

206
Group 

202
Group 

211
Group 

203
Group 

209
Group 

208
Group 

210
Group    

212

OUTCOMES
Any Innovation 0

Institutionally Convergent Innovation 2 2 1 3 3 3

Institutionally Divergent Innovation 4 3

PREDICTORS
Explicit Encouragement to Challenge Accepted 

Practice 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 5
MODERATORS
Perceived/Actual Expertise/ Competence of 

Individuals 2 2 2 2 3.5 1 3 3

Idea generator/individual innovator 4 2 4 2 4 0 0 3

Presence of Enthusiasm 2 1 4 1 4 3 2 4

Task certainty/concreteness 2 2 2 0 2.5 0 4 4

Cohesion 3 2 4 2 4 3 3 4

Group Idea 
Leader/Broker/Catalyzer/Endorser 4 .5 3 1 4 3 3 3

Energy/Flow 2 1 3 2 4 3 2 4

Productive Disagreement/Authentic Debate 2 2 1 1 1 0 3 0

Broader organizational/societal level norms 3 0 2 0 0 4 2 0

sum = 
72.5

sum = 
91

sum = 12sum = 4

sum = 16sum = 5

Note: 0=none; 1=almost none; 2=a little;  3=some; 4=a lot; 5=an extraordinary amount 

Return to main 
presentation 
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