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ABSTRACT

Heightening corporate demand for employees equipped to effectively compete in cross-
functional business environments has fostered growth in functionally integrated curricula
throughout higher education. Business schools in particular are reengineering their programs to
better reflect the environment in which graduates will work. But the implementation and
garnering of faculty buy-in of the dramatic change initiatives involved in a cross-functional
curriculum can be daunting to even the most progressive universities. This study examines faculty
perceptions of a cross-functional program that has been in place seven years. Results show greater
support for the cross-functional curriculum than for the pedagogy of this particular program. To
assist in the development and implementation of such a program it is recommended that
institutions of higher education consider an educational program that also educates the faculty,

and solicits their input on how to design, implement, and modify the program.

INTRODUCTION

Corporatedemandfor functionally integrated
college curricula continues to grow as firms
increase their reliance upon cross-functional
teams. Previous research investigating a wide
variety of cross-functional programshasuncov-
ered numerous issues that academicians must
consider when debating a cross-functiona en-
deavors,including: (1) general leadershipissues,
(2) collegeadministrationissues, (3) faculty con-
cerns, (4) student concerns, and (5) issues with
general university strategies (Aurand,
DeMoranville, and Gordon 2001a). Of these
areas, faculty concerns may be the most critical
for it isthefaculty who are directly responsible
for the development of the courseand itsimple-
mentation, and who must often undergo atotal

change in pedagogica mindset. Therefore, pre-
paring faculty for a cross-functional program,
keeping them abreast of any changes to the
curriculum, and providing the faculty with an
opportunity to offer their opinions of the pro-
gramisacritical element of any cross-functional
initiative. In other words, educating the faculty
onhow cross-functional educationistaking place
may proveto bethevital element toaprogram’s
sucCess.

The following study analyzes faculty opin-
ions of a cross-functional business course that
has been operational since 1994. The findings
indicate that while the vast majority of faculty
members agree upon key elements of the pro-
gram, thereisnot aconsensusregarding several
pedagogical issues. Many of the differences of
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opinion canbeattributedtoalack of understand-
ing of the program and the enhancements made
to it. By implementing a faculty education pro-
gramthat informsfaculty and solicitstheir opin-
ionsand recommendati onsabout thecurriculum
auniversity may significantly enhanceaprogram'’s
overal| effectiveness.

BACKGROUND

It can be a daunting task to dramatically
changeafunctional -based businessschool’ scur-
riculum that has been in place for decades. In
many situations, changecanevenbeperceivedas
a threat to a well-established pedagogy. For
somefaculty members, asignificant changedic-
tated by college administratorsisperceived asa
threat to their academic freedom. Duein part to
thistendency toresist change, suchinitiativesin
higher education environmentsfacea70 percent
chance of failure (Beer and Nohria 2000). It is
only after theeducation community successfully
addressesthe unwillingnessof many of itsmem-
bers to embrace change, especialy dramatic
change, that it can hope to successfully imple-
ment change.

Ironically,inorder tosuccessfully changethe
manner inwhichaneducational community func-
tions, it may be necessary to use education itself
as achange initiative. Education has been used
successfully by many businessesto both support,
and spearhead their change initiatives. For ex-
ample, when executivesat the Ford M otor Com-
pany realizedit wastimefor fundamental changes
withinthecompany, CEO JacquesNasser turned
toeducationforimplementation. Fordnow relies
upon educational principlesto drive changeini-
tiativesand in so doing, focuses on the company
as awhole and not simply a group of top level
executives (Wetlaufer 1999).

As Ford has found, education can be an
invaluabletool when convincing stakeholdersto
acceptradical changeinitiatives. Inorder toease
the process of acceptance, it is important to
communicate with the stakeholdersusing every
possiblechannel, continuetowork onthechange

initiative even after small victories have been
achieved, andtol et the stakehol ders seehow the
changehasimprovedthesituation (Kotter 1995).
If the stakeholders do not accept the proposed
changeinitiatives, the programs are almost cer-
tainly doomed to failure.

The business sector provides numerous ex-
amplesof changeinitiativesthat havefailed due
to lack of stakeholder support. For example,
PhillipsElectronicswasunabletoinitiatechanges
duringthelate 1980’ shecausethefirm’ semploy-
ees did not buy into the new change vision
(Strebel 1996). In 1993, Chevron’'s problems
withimplementing their reengineering program
were traced back to a lack of communication
with the employees and inadequate training
(Mullin 1994). Simply put, the education of
stakeholdersisessential if anorganization, busi-
ness or educational institutions, hopes to be
successful withnearly any initiativethat involves
radical change (Hammer and Champy 1993).

It is also essential that those leading the
charge continue educating stakeholders even
after short-term goal shave been achieved. Radi-
cal change involves an on-going evolution of
business processes where structures that are
introduced today can be reused as the company
grows. As one problem is solved through a
changeinitiative, another oneisoftenintroduced
(Greiner 1998). Feedback fromthoseinvolvedin
the changes will help the company to monitor
their change initiatives as they evolve and ad-
dress any issuesthat arise.

Recently, numerouseducational institutions
have addressed corporate needs by radically
changing from traditional business school cur-
riculums to cross-functionally integrated pro-
grams. Due to the strong similarities between
cross-functional education and reengineering, it
has been suggested that a reengineering model
mightimprovethechancesof successfully imple-
menting a cross-functional course (Aurand,
DeMoranville, and Gordon 2001b). A key char-
acteristicof reengineeringisradical change(Ham-
mer and Champy 1993). For most schools, devel -
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opingacross-functional businesscurriculumisa
very radical changefrom current pedagogy, and
one that cannot be avoided.

Despite the apparent difficulties associated
with changing to across-functional curriculum,
it has become an essential element for many of
America s business schools. The demand for
graduates who can think cross-functionally is
constantly growingintoday’ s businesscommu-
nity. Inside business organizations, cross-func-
tional teams are favored over traditional teams
becauseof their adaptability, speed, and ability to
provide better customer service (Proehl 1996).
Cross-functional teams do everything from
reengineering order entry processesto develop-
ing new products. Even in the recent past em-
ployeesmay have been ableto successfully con-
tribute by working within a single discipline.
Today, however, one must be ableto draw from
avariety of disciplinesinorder to solvecomplex,
global problems that the business community
facesonadaily basis (O’ Reilly 1994).

Cross-functional education is therefore be-
ing caled upon to better prepare students for
careersinbusiness(Heckman 1999). Many mar-
keting mgjors, for instance, often go on to work
aspart of cross-functional teamscreated around
key productsor customers. Unfortunately, gradu-
atesarefrequently uncomfortablewhenaskedto
solvecomplex problemsinvolving variousfunc-
tional areas and they often neglect the “big pic-
ture” infavor of focusing on their area of study
(Van Over and Stover 1994).

Thedemand for graduateswiththeability to
think cross-functionally is nothing new. More
than a decade ago, Porter and McKibbin high-
lighted six areasfor thecountry’ sbusinessschools
to focus on, one of which was cross-functional
integration (Wheeler 1998). Also, the AACSB
Standards for Business Accreditation encour-
agesbusinessschool stoincludecross-functional
elementsin their curricula (Bishop et al. 1998).
Unfortunately, businesscurriculaat far toomany
universities continue to be very functional in
natureaswaslearnedinapolling of undergradu-

atebusinessprogramsaccredited by theAACSB
inwhich it wasfound that less than five percent
of the schools had formally addressed the need
for cross-functional educationintheir curricula
(Aurand, DeMoranville, and Gordon 2001b).

However, anumber of well-respected busi-
ness schools have developed cross-functional
programs, particularly at the graduate level in-
cludingtheUniversity of Tennessee, theUniver-
sity of Pennsylvania, IndianaUniversity’ sKelly
School of Business, theUniversity of Denver, the
University of Dayton, Babson College, theUni-
versity of Okalahoma, and Boston University
(Aurand, DeMoranville, and Gordon 20014). At
theundergraduatel evel universitiessuchasNorth-
ern Illinois University, Indiana University, and
[1linois Wesleyan University have also seen the
value of cross-functional programs and have
radically changed themanner inwhichthey teach
their capstone, and principlesclasses. An explo-
ration of theseprogramsidentifiesagreat deal of
diversity not only inthelevelsat whichintegra-
tion of functional material is attempted, but the
basicgoals, functional areasintegrated, and peda-
gogical modelsimplemented aswell.

Varying Goals

Thegoal sfor across-functional programcan
vary asdramatically asthemannerinwhich such
aprogram can bepresented. At Northernlllinois
University an undergraduate cross-functional
program addresses the focus of companies on
cross-functional teams, the need for majors to
have abasic understanding of all businessfunc-
tional areasto effectively apply their major con-
cepts, the use of cross-functional teamsto better
serve customers, and the advantage graduates of
cross-functiona programs have over graduates
of traditional businessprograms(DeMoranville,
Aurand, and Gordon 2000). At the University of
Dayton business faculty attempt to: (1) Give
students the opportunity to study financial con-
ceptsand techniquesand apply thesestool stothe
assessment of marketing opportunities. (2) Give
studentstheopportunity to study thethought and
theory of marketing strategy development andto
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assesstheviability of marketing strategiesinlight
of financial considerations, and (3) Givestudents
the opportunity to build confidenceintheir abil-
ity to assess marketing strategies and use finan-
cial analysisthroughtheprocessof developinga
completefinancial assessment of abusinessop-
portunity (DeConinck and Steiner 1999). The
University of Tulsa strives to: (1) Encourage
communication and understanding among the
students (2) Understand the important contribu-
tion of each disciplinetotheinnovation process,
and (3) Reinforce the concept that, in product
development, all disciplinesareworkingtoward
thesameobjective(L unsfordand Henshaw 1992).
In any case, it is essentia that colleges and
universities have a firm understanding of their
specific goals and objectives prior to the devel-
opment, and subsequent implementation of any
cross-functional program.

Variety in Courses Integrated

In order to address a variety of goals and
objectives, different universities have chosento
integrate an interesting array of courses. The
followinglist of universitiesand coursesthat they
integrateis by no meansall inclusive, but illus-
trates the variety found in colleges of business
today:

¢ TheUniversity of DaytonandtheUniversity
of Tennessee Knoxville — Marketing and
Finance.

¢ The University of Tulsa — Marketing Re-
search and Engineering Design.

¢ The University of Oklahoma — Production
and Finance.

¢ lllinois Wesleyan University — Marketing,
Management, and Finance.

¢ Northern Illinois University — Marketing,
Management, Operations, and Finance.

¢ The University of Idaho — Finance, Human
Resources Management, Information Sys-

tems, Marketing, and Operations Manage-
ment.

& BostonUniversity —Organization Behavior,
Management Strategy, and M anagement I n-
formation Systems (Aurand, DeMoranville,
and Gordon 2001b).

Different Models Implemented

Duetodifferinggoal s, objectives, and courses
being integrated, one can also understand the
implementation of different pedagogica models
in cross-functional courses. For example, Pharr
et a. (1997) identify five integration models
incorporated by ten different institutions: Com-
prehensive curriculum blocks, limited curricu-
lum blocks, a coordinated curriculum, acoordi-
nated case curriculum, and an integrated project
curriculum can all beconsidered aswell asother
customized approaches. Mullins and Fukami
(1996) discusstransdi sciplinary teamteaching at
the University of Denver and recommend alow
interdependent team model with tools courses
whilemoreadvanced coursework inherently lends
itself to agreater degree of integration.

Similar Issues Addressed

Butinspiteof thevariety ingoal ssought and
pedagogy implemented similar issues can be
found when universitiesattempt to dramatically
changethe manner inwhichthey teach business.
Researchby Aurand, DeMoranville, and Gordon
(2001b) identifiesfive areas of cross-functional
program consi derationscommon among school s
that have integrated their business programs.
These considerationsinclude: (1) Strategic con-
cerns (program goals, degree of integration,
functional areas to integrate, program assess-
ment), (2) L eadershipissues(academicadminis-
trator, cross-functional teamleader), (3) Admin-
istrative issues (faculty workload recruitment,
rotation, workload, evaluation, and compensa
tion, budgeting and support), (4) Faculty issues
(academic freedom, workload, teaching materi-
als, exams, and grading), and (5) Student issues
(integration expectations, workload fairness).
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While not every issue arises at every university
that has attempted to integrate its curricula,
aspects of each issue can generaly be found
when reviewing published works from those
universitiesin which cross-functional programs
havebeenimplemented.

Due to the radical change inherent in the
development and implementation of a cross-
functional businessprogram, thefollowing study
was conducted to identify faculty opinions re-
garding one program, itsobjectives, and general
pedagogy to better understand the need for an
educational program to assist in the changeini-
tiative. The particular program that was exam-
ined consi sted of al ecturebased cross-functional
principles class (CFPC) and a cross-functional
applicationsclass(CFAC). All businessstudents
takethesecoursesinthebeginning of their junior
year, prior to taking upper level coursesin their
major.

STUDY

The purpose of the study was to identify
business faculty perceptions of the CFPC class
and to learn how the faculty have accepted the
major changeinitiativesassociated withthe CFPC
class over a period of seven years. The CFPC
courseisanine-credit hour classand istaken by
all first semester juniorsin the College of Busi-
ness. The CFAC class, the three-hour applica-
tionsclassthat can betaken during either semes-
ter of the junior year, was not the focus of this
study. Findingsarelimitedtothenine-hour CFPC
lectureclass.

Interviewswith afaculty member from each
of thefivebusinessdepartmentswereconducted
todiscover relevantissuesand developitemsfor
auestionnaire which was then administered to
the business faculty. The interviewed faculty
included two who wereinvolvedinthe devel op-
ment of, and had taught in, the CFPC class. The
other three were not actively involved with the
class at the time of the study. The interviewees
included faculty with both positiveand negative
opinions of the class.

The interview data were used to develop a
one-page questionnaire which included both
closed and open-ended items. Eight of the ques-
tionswereL ikert scaleitems(1=Strongly Agree,
5 = Strongly Disagree) focusing on faculty per-
ceptions of cross-functional education in gen-
eral, familiarity with the objectives of the CFPC
class, the success of the class in integrating
business disciplines and preparing students for
upper level courses, andtheclassformat. Partici-
pantswere al so asked tolist the objectivesof the
course and for suggestionsfor thecourseand its
format. The questionnaire included two items
askingfor theparticipant’ sdepartment andlength
of time teaching at the college. No other identi-
fying questions were asked because the ques-
tionnaire was designed to be anonymous.

Questionnairesweredistributedtoall faculty
in the five departments except those currently
teaching the course and those who had been
interviewed. A total of 78 gquestionnaires were
distributed; 40 werereturned, for aresponserate
of 51 percent. A chi-squaretestindicated that the
distribution of departments in the sample was
representative of that of the college. Table 1
showsthedistribution of responsestothe Likert
scaled items on the questionnaire. Those re-
sponses are discussed below.

FINDINGS

Faculty were somewhat mixed about the
value of cross-functional education. Just less
than half (49%) strongly or moderately agreed
that cross-functional educationwasthebest way
toteach businessprinciples. However, two-thirds
(67%) strongly or moderately agreed that the
business community viewed a cross-functional
course such as the CFPC as superior to the
traditional format. Overall, the respondentsfelt
that a cross-functional focus was an important
aspect of what the business community was
lookingforinanemployee' seducation, although
they themselves may not be convinced of the
importance of cross-functional education.
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TABLE 1
RESPONSES TO LIKERT-SCALED ITEMS
Neither
Agree
Strongly  Moderately nor Moderately  Strongly
ITEM Agree Agree Disagree Disagree  Disagree*
Cross-functional isbest  19% 30% 16% 22% 13%
method for teaching
businessprinciples.
Businesscommunity 37% 30% 19% 7% 7%
valuescross-functional
education.
Familiarity withcourse ~ 18% 65% 13% 3% 3%
objectives.
Effectively integrates 8% 27% 16% 24% 24%
businessprinciples.
Adequately prepares 18% 36% 15% 2% 8%
studentsfor upper-level
businessclasses.
Other faculty think class 4% 30% 26% 22% 19%
adequately prepares
studentsfor upper-level
businessclasses.
Cross-functional classes 3% 26% 17% 26% 29%
can be taught in mass
lecture format.
Current format doesnot 6% 12% 21% 30% 30%
need changing.
*Numbers may not add to 100% due to rounding.

Several items were asked to assess respon-
dents familiarity with the CFPC course objec-
tives. Most (83%) strongly or moderately agreed
that they werefamiliar with the objectivesof the
course. This high level of familiarity was con-
firmed by subsequent open-ended questionswhich

asked the respondent to list the course objec-
tives. Providing studentswithanoverall business
foundation waslisted by 81 percent and integra-
tion of thefour businessdisciplineswaslisted by
78 percent. Other objectiveslisted by therespon-
dentsincluded providing studentswiththeability
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tosolvecross-functional problemsandproviding
afoundation for future business classes. These
resultsindicatethat respondents’ are quiteaccu-
rate in their self-assessment of familiarity with
the two primary course objectives.

Three questions asked about the success of
the CFPC course in integrating business topics
and preparing students for upper level classes.
Only 35 percent strongly or moderately agreed
that theclasseffectively integrated thefour busi-
ness disciplines (finance, management, market-
ing, operations). Lack of integration wasacom-
mon criticism of the courseinitsearly years. In
spite of substantial efforts to functionally inte-
grate the class in recent years, it appears that
many faculty are either unaware of those efforts
or consider them inadequate.

While preparing students for upper level
business classes is not the only objective of the
CFPC class, it wasidentified asamajor concern
in the faculty interviews. The CFPC class has
beeninplacelongenoughfor faculty membersto
observe changes in students' level of prepara
tion. For faculty memberswith experienceteach-
ing studentswhotakethecross-functional course
andthosewho didn’t, aviablebasi sfor compari-
son is present. A majority (54%) strongly or
moderately agreed that the classeffectively pre-
pares students for upper-level business classes.
Interestingly, when asked if other professors
thought the class effectively prepared students
for upper level classes, far fewer (33%) strongly
or moderately agreed. It appearsthat by asmall
margin, most are personally satisfied with stu-
dents’ preparation, but are more aware of nega-
tive perceptionsof other faculty than they are of
others' positive perceptions. It is possible that
strong negativeopinionsof thecourseexpressed
by afew may befamiliar to most faculty, but are
not the generally held opinion.

In spiteof general agreement about thevalue
of cross-functional educationand effectiveprepa-
ration of students, most faculty were critical of
the method by which this particular course is
taught. Only 29 percent strongly or moderately

agreedthat thecoursecanbeeffectively taughtin
a mass lecture format (its current format) and
evenfewer (18%) strongly or moderately agreed
that the current format does not need changing.
Itisinteresting to notethat whilethe mgjority of
faculty thinks the current format is ineffective
(61%), the majority also agrees that the course
effectively prepares students for upper level
courses(54%). Therespondentswereal so asked
to indicate what the best format for the class
would be. They were given three pre-selected
optionsor couldwriteinsomethingif they chose.
Nearly half (46%) sel ected asinglecourse, which
is the current format. It appears from these
responses, aswel | asadditional commentsonthe
questionnaires, that what faculty object toisthe
mass | ecture, not the cross-functional approach.
The second most frequent responseto thisques-
tion was four individual courses taken at the
same time (30%).

Twoanalyseswereruntodeterminewhether
department affiliation and length of time at the
college affected perceptions of the CFPC. De-
partmental differences were examined using
ANOV A withthemean|evel of agreement onthe
Likert scaleasthe dependent variable. Teaching
experiencedifferenceswereexamined using cor-
relation. There were significant differences be-
tween some departments for six of the eight
Likert scaleitems; the value of cross-functional
education, business community perceptions of
cross-functional education, effectiveintegration
of business principles, preparation for upper-
level business courses, perceptionsof other pro-
fessors' views on preparation for upper-level
courses, and the effectiveness of the current
format. While there were a number of differ-
ences, they tended to concentrate within two
departments; one (Department A) which gener-
ally had lower opinions of the course, and an-
other (Department B) whichgenerally had higher
opinions of the course. Those differences are
noted in Table 2. There were no differences
between departments for their familiarity with
course objectives or for whether a mass lecture
format was effective for teaching cross-func-
tional courses.
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TABLE 2
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN DEPARTMENT PERCEPTIONS

ANOVA

F-value
ITEM (p-value) DEPT.A DEPT.B DEPT.C DEPT.D DEPT.E
Cross- 4.75 * * *& #&
functional is (.004)
best method
for teaching
business
principles.
Business 6.39 * * * *
community (.001)
values cross-
functiona
education.
Effectively 5.62 # # * #
integrates (.002)
business
principles.
Adequately 7.64 * * * *
prepares (<.0005)
students for
upper-level
business
classes.
Other faculty 4.77 * * * #
think class (.006)
adequately
prepares
students for
upper-level
business
classes.
Current format 5.30 # # * #
does not need (.003)
changing.
* Significantly different from Dept. A.
# Significantly different from Dept. B.
& Other significant difference.
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Correlationsof length of timeafaculty mem-
ber had been at the college and the eight Likert-
scales rating items are shown in Table 3. The
Likert scale for these items was a five-point
agreement scale where five was “ Strongly Dis-
agree.” Therefore, a positive correlation indi-
cates that faculty who have been at the college
longer arelessfavorabletoward thecourse. Five
of theeight itemshad significant bivariatecorre-
lations with the length of time faculty had been
teaching at thecollege. Thoseitemswere: famil-

larity with course objectives (r = -.46), value of
cross-functional education (r =.33), perceptions
of what other faculty think about the course (r =
A46), perceptions of effective integration (r =
.28), andtheeffectivenessthecurrentformat (r =
48). As expected, faculty who had been at the
college longer agreed more strongly that they
were familiar with the course objectives (r =

-.46). The other four significant correlations
werepositive, indicating that thefaculty who had
been at the college longer tended to rate cross-

TABLE 3
CORRELATIONS OF LIKERT-SCALED ITEMS WITH LENGTH
OF TIME TEACHING AT COLLEGE
BIVARIATE
CORRELATION
WITH LENGTH SIGNIFICANCE
ITEM OF TIME TEACHING LEVEL
Cross-functional isbest .33 .001
method for teaching
businessprinciples.
Businesscommunity values A4 .239
cross-functional education.
Familiarity withcourse -.46 .001
objectives.
Effectively integrates .28 .047
businessprinciples.
Adequately prepares students 24 .075
for upper-level businessclasses.
Other faculty think class 46 .008
adequately prepares students
for upper-level businessclasses.
Cross-functional classescan 14 .220
be taught in mass lecture format.
Current format does not need A48 .002
changing.

Journal for Advancement of Marketing Education — Volume 2, 2002 33



function education, course integration, and for-
mat effectivenesslower. It isinteresting to note
that while length of time at the college did not
influence one’'s own perception of upper level
coursepreparation, itdidinfluenceone’ spercep-
tion of what others thought about such prepara-
tion. Thelonger oneiswiththecollege, themore
likely they feel that others think upper-level
preparation isinadequate (r = .46).

An ANOVA indicated that there were some
significant differencesinthemeanlength of time
at the college for the five departments. There-
fore, it was unclear whether the departmental
differencesin perceptionsfor thefour itemsthat
had significant correlationswithlength of timeat
the collegewereafunction of experienceor true
departmental differences. A Genera Linear Model
(GLM) wasrun for each of the four itemsusing
length of time at the college as a covariate and
departmental affiliation asthe independent fac-
tor. Departmental affiliationwasstill significant
for each of theseitems: valueof cross-functional
education (F=3.3, p=.02), perceptionsof other
professors opinions of the CFPC (F=2.8,p=
.05), effectiveintegration (F=4.4, p=.01), and
effectivenessof current format (F=3.1, p=.03).
Thus, even after accounting for differences in
perceptions as a result of length of time at the
college, Department A was still generally less
favorabletoward the CFPC course, and Depart-
ment B wasstill generally morefavorabletoward
it.

In summary, this study findsthat the faculty
appear to agree with the basic premise of cross-
functional educationand supportitscause. Most
(83%) are at least somewhat familiar with this
program’ s objectives, two thirds (67%) believe
the business community supports such educa-
tional efforts, and nearly half (49%) arein favor
of teaching business principles cross-function-
ally. However, thereislessagreement amongthe
faculty regarding pedagogical issuesand course
outcomes. For example, a mgjority (54%) be-
lievesthe program effectively preparesstudents
for upper level business courses, but the same
percentage questions the format in which the

classistaught. Thereareal sovarying opinionsof
what the best format for the classis.

Some of thesedifferencesin perceptionsare
afunctionof departmental affiliationand/or length
of time at the college. However, it is unclear
whether departmental perceptionsdiffer because
the CFPC is not meeting the needsfor aspecific
department or because of the influence of some
well-voiced negative opinions of afew depart-
mental members. Well-voiced negativeopinions
may contribute to the difference between the
respondents own perceptionsabout theadequacy
of student preparation for upper level business
courses and their perceptions of what other
faculty membersthink about that preparation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Any curriculum changeasdramaticascross-
functional integrationrequiresasignificantmind
shift among those either directly or indirectly
related to it. In asituation where the majority of
faculty memberssupport thebasic premiseupon
which the course isfounded, one may conclude
that the first steps have aready been taken. But
significant disagreements among faculty mem-
bers regarding more tactical pedagogical con-
cerns and program outcomesfoster the need for
a structured faculty-education program. The
purpose of such aprogramwould beto makethe
faculty not only awareof theon-going changesto
the cross-functional program and the results
brought about by these changes, but to allow for
aforum in which faculty could feel freeto offer
their opinionsand recommendations. Itisvitally
important toallow positiveopinionstobevoiced,
as these may help gain acceptance of radical
curriculachanges. In fact, this study showsfac-
ulty thought perceptions of the program were
dlightly more negative than they actually were.

Institutions of higher education considering
across-functionally integrated businesscurricu-
lum should, therefore, prepare themselves for
not only a significant curriculum reengineering
effort, but for significant modificationsto exist-
ing faculty development programs. The radical
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changesinvolved in across-functional program
will require magjor internal education programs
that will prepare faculty members for arevolu-
tionary paradigm shift and keep them abreast of
on-going modifications to the program.

Inorder to solicit support from faculty mem-
bers for such fundamental curriculum change,
faculty education will need to go beyond the
provision of basic information. For example,
withthisstudy, eventhoughinitial businessschool
communicationssucceededinincreasing awvare-
ness of the cross-functional program and its
objectives, these efforts did not fully address
many of the concerns held by the faculty.

Because a cross-functional course is
multidisciplinary by design, itisessential that all
departments within a college be aware of the
program’ s objectives and be granted the oppor-
tunity for input regarding course objectives, de-
sign, implementation, and progress. Colleges
and universities should consider such things as
town hall meetings, “brown bag lunches’ with

individual departments, website and chat room
opportunities, and periodic house organ articles
as means to keep the faculty abreast of the
programanditsprogress. Futureresearch should
examinewhether theperceptionsof thefaculty in
this study are similar to those at other schools
that haveimplemented cross-function curricula.
Those studies should aso investigate the effec-
tiveness of marketing and educational effortson
faculty perceptions and acceptance of cross-
functional programs.

Aswith any major change initiative, not all
stakeholders will share the same views of the
change. Somefaculty will embraceit, and others
resist it. Some departments may be more favor-
ableto change than others. But resistance based
uponlimited or inaccuratedatacan beaddressed.
Schools planning, or currently implementing, a
cross-functional program should therefore pre-
pare for both aradical change in not only how
they teach their students, but also, how they
teach their own faculty.
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