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Abstract 

This study was designed to share information on the perspectives of those tasked with 

implementing change initiatives on campus. The study sought to better understand the academic 

personnel’s perceptions of change at the focus institution. This study was designed to gain 

information from the perceptions of academic personnel who have been through change 

initiatives so that future change initiatives can be more sensitive to these perspectives. 

Understanding how leaders perceive the event and how it affects them and their institution 

should provide administrators with the information they need to serve their employees during the 

next initiative. The study was guided by the following research questions:  

1. How do academic personnel perceive their roles in the process of institutional 

change initiatives? 

2. How do academic personnel perceive academic restructuring to affect them? 

3. How do academic personnel perceive academic restructuring to affect their 

institution? 

The research findings provided insight into the perceptions of academic personnel 

concerning institutional change.  
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Chapter 1- Introduction 

“Education is change. It’s constantly changing. And if you’re in education and you don’t 
like change, you probably are in the wrong field” (Melissa, 2016).  

 

In higher education, an institution’s environment can prompt administrators to plan 

operational and systemic changes in order to ensure the continued viability of their institution 

(Bess & Dee, 2008; Blumenstyk, 2012). Purposeful, systematic changes in education can be 

referred to as change initiatives. Despite the positive intent of most change initiatives in higher 

education, individuals who are responsible for implementing them often face considerable 

challenges (Watson & Watson, 2013). Understanding how administrators and faculty perceive 

and navigate the challenges that often accompany institutional change initiatives is a critical step 

in planning, implementing, and sustaining successful change initiatives. Studying the 

experiences of academic deans, department chairs, and their assistants can provide a unique 

perspective on the way the academic personnel navigate change initiatives in higher education 

(Berdrow, 2010; Brown & Moshavi, 2002; Hancock, 2007; Nguyen, 2012; Roach, 2009; Smith 

& Stewart, 1999). 

Background  

Understanding how external factors influence higher education is critical to 

understanding the centrality of change initiatives in higher education institutions. Colleges and 

universities are open systems in which change, both reactive and proactive, is typically 

necessitated by changes in the political, economic, and social contexts in which the institutions 

operate (Bess & Dee, 2008). Today, institutions of higher education face increasing demands for 
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accountability from the government, a growing need for financial stability, continual shifts in the 

demographics of the student population, and constant pressure to remain relevant and aligned 

with the market in an environment of education reform (Bell, 2011; Blumenstyk, 2012; Dennen 

& Dretler, 2012; Dill, 2003; Joachim & De Glas, 1976; Kortesoja, 2009; Louvel, 2013; Mbilinyi, 

2006; Noel-Levitz, 2014; Pleshko & Heiens, 2007; Steltenpohl & Shipton, 2009; Tannehill, 

2009). These factors establish a context for change as a critical component in the survival of 

many higher education institutions. In order to maintain viability and receive necessary 

operational funding, institutions of higher education must respond to changes in the 

environmental context by implementing appropriate change initiatives.  

Governmental Demand for Accountability 

Higher education institutions in the United States are accountable to many entities 

including the government. During the 2016 United States presidential campaign, higher 

education reform is a hot topic for each candidate. Change will continue to be a relevant concern 

no matter which candidate heads the initiative. On August 22, 2013, the White House mandated 

change in higher education that will “measure college performance through a new rating system 

so students and families have the information to select schools that provide the best value” (Press 

Secretary, 2013). In 2013 the Department of Education stated, “Most recently, the President, 

Vice President, and First Lady also issued a call to action … [with] . . . over 600 new actions to 

help more students prepare for and graduate from college.” The government has argued that they 

are responding to the needs of students and parents who are overwhelmed by choosing between 

institutions and demand better data (Blumenstyk, 2012). The attempted rating system was 

designed to provide data that would tie future federal aid to an institution’s efforts to be 

innovative and increase the affordability of higher education for the middle class. The 

President’s 2013 challenge to higher education is an incentive-based mandate. The 2013 mandate 
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from the President’s administration states that, “the federal government can act as a catalyst for 

change, spurring change in a way that drives down costs while preserving quality” (Press 

Secretary, 2013). By its own admission, the government, a stakeholder in the higher education 

arena, is driving institutions to change. Since governmentally mandated change in higher 

education is unavoidable, institutions of higher education can benefit from understanding how 

the change initiatives associated with these mandates affect stakeholders in higher education.  

Financial Stability 

The second factor that prompts change initiatives in higher education is the need for 

increasing the financial stability of institutions. Blumenstyk (2012) indicated that one third of 

colleges are financially unstable, meaning that they are spending more money than they make 

and will not be able to sustain themselves if the trend is not addressed. A sense of urgency exists 

in higher education due to cash flow concerns from decreased governmental subsidies and 

endowments that are slow to recover from the stock market crisis of the late 21st century 

(Blumenstyk, 2012). Even prestigious, longstanding institutions such as Cornell, Harvard, and 

Princeton are on an unsustainable path according to Blumenstyk (2012) and Dennen and Dretler 

(2012). Dennen and Dretler (2012) revealed that equity ratios (equity divided by assets) declined 

in the institutions they studied, while income statements showed rising expense ratios (expenses 

divided by revenue). The financial instability of America’s private higher education institutions 

is causing administrators to establish benchmarks in order to measure the financial health of their 

institutions and to consider changes that will increase revenue and decrease expenses (Dennen & 

Dretler, 2012). Since diminished subsidies and endowments leave institutions with an increasing 

reliance on tuition dollars (Dennen & Dretler, 2012), many universities might be pushed to 

implement change initiatives to avoid the far-reaching consequences of financial instability for 

their institutions (Blumenstyk, 2012).  
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Changing Student Demographics 

 A third catalyst for change initiatives in higher education is the ongoing shift in student 

demographics. The population of students that institutions are attracting now is different than in 

the past (Kortesoja, 2009). The modern college student is no longer the traditional residential 18-

year-old who studies by day and parties by night (Noel-Levitz, 2014). Nonetheless the pedagogy 

of the traditional college classroom was designed to accommodate young college students (Noel-

Levitz, 2014). Higher education has traditionally catered to students who entered college directly 

after high school and were approximately 18 to 22 years of age (Noel-Levitz, 2014). Adult or 

post-traditional students are generally 24 years of age and older. This more mature demographic 

now represents a substantial percentage of the current student population (Noel-Levitz, 2014). In 

fact, Kortesoja (2009) found that approximately 40 % of the students attending college are 

categorized as adults. Because adult students comprise a large portion of the student body on 

some campuses, the “traditional” versus “nontraditional” nomenclature is falling out of use 

because it implies that adult students are an exception to the rule, rather than the norm.  

Because of the increasing number of adult students enrolled in colleges and universities, 

administrators may benefit from better understanding the key differences between “traditional” 

and adult students and make changes accordingly. One key difference is that adult students have 

different concerns than younger students. Adult students, both graduate and undergraduate, are 

generally more concerned with issues of money and time than their traditional classmates 

(Joachim & De Glas, 1976; Kortesoja, 2009; Mbilinyi, 2006). While many traditional students 

report difficulties balancing work and school, adult students generally have an even more 

complex set of responsibilities to their work, family, and civic duties than younger students 

(Kortesoja, 2009). A second difference is that adult students may perform academically at a 

higher level than traditional students, despite their increased responsibilities (Joachim & De 
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Glas, 1976; Mbilinyi, 2006; Tannehill, 2009). According to Noel-Levitz (2014), the average 

GPA of an adult student is slightly over 3.0. Mbilinyi (2006) linked this achievement to these 

students’ ability to use their life experiences to ground concepts they are learning in class. A 

third difference is that, although adult students generally achieve at a high rate and demonstrate a 

high level of commitment to their studies, they often experience increased anxiety and low levels 

of self-confidence about returning to school (Steltenpohl & Shipton, 2009). They often express 

concerns about being able to balance school work with life (Mbilinyi, 2006). These key 

differences indicate a need for higher education institutions to serve adult learners in a different 

way. As the student population in higher education continues to shift, change will follow to meet 

the increasingly diverse needs of the modern student body. Helping adult students adjust to 

college life and providing them with a rigorous curriculum that is meaningful and focused 

requires change in higher education and constitutes another reason higher education can benefit 

from understanding how change affects personnel who are responsible for implementing change 

initiatives. 

Relevance and Alignment with the Market 

A fourth factor influencing higher education to pursue change initiatives is the necessity 

of remaining relevant, competitive, and aligned with the market. Regarding higher education, the 

American Marketing Association defined the market as factors external to the college or 

university, including the needs and expectations of prospective students, accrediting bodies, 

donors, and other personnel (Houston, 1986). Meeting the needs of the market is a growing 

concern among college and university leaders and administrators. In a commercialized world, 

institutions without a market orientation or an externally focused approach will have a difficult 

time sustaining themselves (Bess & Dee, 2008).  
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When a program or school becomes misaligned with the market, change initiatives may 

have the potential to correct the problem. One example in which the changing market has 

influenced higher education is reflected in the findings from the Graduate Enrollment and 

Degrees Survey (Bell, 2011) conducted by the Council of Graduate Schools in conjunction with 

the Graduate Record Examinations Board. For some time, graduate programs and schools have 

been on solid financial and enrollment footing and have felt little pressure to consider 

competition. However, Bell (2011) demonstrated a troubling decline in graduate program 

enrollment in recent years. Between 2009 and 2010, total enrollment growth among graduate 

programs in the 655 institutions that participated was just 1.1%, compared to an average annual 

gain of 3.3% for each of the previous ten years (Bell, 2011). This is an example of a decrease in 

growth that has created questions about institutional viability. Administrators are considering 

changes since institutions have come to rely more heavily on tuition as a source of income 

(Blumenstyk, 2012). 

Declining enrollment can indicate some far-reaching consequences of the changing 

market for the viability of educational institutions. A decline in enrollment often leads to 

apprehension about program continuation and sustainability on this “new playing field” in higher 

education (Kezar & Eckel, 2002, p. 237). Kezar and Eckel (2002) reviewed seven years of 

academic program closures at the University of Maryland, Oregon State University, University 

of Rochester, and Kent State University, and found that if programs were not competitive and 

central to the institution’s mission, producing enough revenue to cover costs, or uniquely 

contributing to the distinction of the institution, they were strongly considered for closure and, in 

most cases, ultimately closed. This type of enrollment management that involves closing 

programs to remain competitive is unfortunate but vital in today’s competitive commercially 
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driven institutional environment. Change initiatives involving program closure may be another 

reason administrators could benefit from understanding more about how change affects 

administrators in the institution who are responsible for its implementation.  

According to Bok (2003), former president of Harvard University, college and university 

administrators do not generally like to view their operations through a business lens because they 

see this financially-centered perspective as conflicting with their academic mission. In fact, 

personnel in higher education widely express mixed emotions regarding the business-focused 

model of viewing students as customers and education as a product (Dill, 2003; Pleshko & 

Heiens, 2007). However, higher education institutions are, at their core, businesses (Bess & Dee, 

2008). Pleshko and Heiens (2007) offered a definition of market orientation that resonates with 

some administrators and internal personnel who are working to grow their institutions, 

describing market orientation as a focus on identifying and satisfying of customer needs more 

effectively than competitors. Although higher education has historically shied away from treating 

students as customers (Bok, 2003), failure to acknowledge the role of the market may lead 

institutions to offer programs and services that do not draw students, and thereby fail to generate 

the tuition revenue that is central to institutional sustainability (Bok, 2003).  

For institutions of higher education, cultivating a market orientation translates into 

developing and offering programs and services that meet the expectations and demands of 

prospective students. Staying competitive, relevant, and aligned with the market requires agility 

and a willingness to change; further, purposeful change initiatives to increase market orientation 

can have positive results, in addition to improving the financial standing of the school itself. Dill 

(2003) found that institutions with an increased market orientation had more communication 

between departments, which seemed to result from a widely shared understanding of the 
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importance of providing products and services that respond to the needs of the institution’s 

primary customer: the student. 

Purpose 

This study was designed to share information on the perspectives of those tasked with 

implementing change initiatives on campus. The study sought to better understand the academic 

personnel’s perceptions of change at the focus institution. This study was designed to gain 

information from the perceptions of academic personnel who have been through change 

initiatives so that future change initiatives can be more sensitive to these perspectives.  

Research Questions 

This study desired to gain information from the perceptions of academic personnel who 

have been through change initiatives. Understanding how leaders perceive the event and how it 

affects them and their institution should provide administrators with the information they need to 

serve their employees during the next initiative. The study was guided by the following research 

questions:  

1. How do academic personnel perceive their roles in the process of institutional 

change initiatives? 

2. How do academic personnel perceive academic restructuring to affect them? 

3. How do academic personnel perceive academic restructuring to affect their 

institution? 

Significance 

As a result of cultural, political, and economic factors, institutional change initiatives are 

prevalent in higher education (Bell, 2011; Blumenstyk, 2012; Dennen & Dretler, 2012; Dill, 

2003; Joachim & De Glas, 1976; Kortesoja, 2009; Louvel, 2013; Mbilinyi, 2006; Noel-Levitz, 

2014; Pleshko & Heiens, 2007; Steltenpohl & Shipton, 2009; Tannehill, 2009). Watson and 
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Watson (2013) stated, “a majority of Americans feel that college does not provide a good value 

for money spent” (p. 44), suggesting that change in higher education may be unavoidable for 

institutions that wish to survive. However, any sincere effort toward planning, implementing, and 

sustaining change in an institution requires considerable investment and, therefore, presents 

considerable risk for the institution’s personnel. In order to manage and minimize this risk, 

leaders who plan to implement change initiatives in their own institutions can benefit from a 

clearer understanding of the lived experiences of key academic personnel such as academic 

deans, department chairs, and their assistants, who have navigated previous change initiatives. 

Summary 

With concerns about increased accountability from the government, maintaining financial 

stability, offering demographically relevant programs and courses, and achieving alignment with 

the market, there is an established need for internal institutional change in higher education. 

Accordingly, higher education institutions are increasingly likely to respond to the changing 

context of education through internal change initiatives. The process of planning, implementing, 

and sustaining change initiatives can be improved through an understanding how the individuals 

who are responsible for shouldering the change navigate their experiences. Studying how key 

academic personnel make meaning in the change process will give insight to personnel who are 

charged with planning future changes by allowing them to take into account the potential 

experiences of key administrators who will need to effectively navigate the change process. This 

study proposes that we can learn from the past to improve the future of higher education.  
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Chapter 2 - Review of the Literature 

Institutions of higher education are open systems, meaning the outside environment 

affects them (Bess & Dee, 2008). In open systems, innovations or change initiatives are typically 

spurred by changes in the environment that lead the institution to react (Bess & Dee, 2008); 

therefore, in higher education, the political, economic, and social context of the outside 

environment exerts a considerable influence on institutions. Higher education administrators 

must be able to navigate the external factors that create the need for internal institutional change 

(Watson & Watson, 2013). Currently, colleges and universities are faced with several external 

factors prompting institutional change initiatives, such as increased demand for accountability, 

the growing need for financial stability, a continual shift in the demographics of the student 

population, and the constant pressure to remain competitive in an environment of educational 

reform (Bell, 2011; Blumenstyk, 2012; Dennen & Dretler, 2012; Dill, 2003; Joachim & De Glas, 

1976; Kortesoja, 2009; Louvel, 2013; Mbilinyi, 2006; Noel-Levitz, 2014; Pleshko & Heiens, 

2007; Steltenpohl & Shipton, 2009; Tannehill, 2009). Facilitating change initiatives to address 

these external influences will likely be easier if administrators possess a clear understanding of 

how implementers of change, specifically academic deans, department chairs, and their 

assistants, experience and navigate change. Studying personnel’s experiences with past changes 

can help inform future initiatives. By neglecting to learn from previous initiatives, administrators 

may risk far-reaching consequences for their institutions, such as financial instability or decline, 

decreased enrollment, and ineffective or irrelevant program offerings.  
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College and university administrators are forced to make internal adjustments and 

changes based on external changes and pressure (Bess & Dee, 2008). Because the product and 

goal of higher education is academia, internal change initiatives are often concentrated around 

the academic model of an institution (Louvel, 2013). Leaders of institutions of higher education 

must be able and willing to make internal changes in sync with external change in order to stay 

relevant. In fact, Watson and Watson (2013) stated,  

Ultimately, the pressures on the system to change will only increase, and those 
institutions that recognize the need to transform and implement processes to 
assess and manage that change will give themselves the best chance to succeed, 
while those who cling to outdated models will ultimately fail. (p. 46) 
 
Given that external changes often create academic changes, it may be beneficial to 

explore how employees of academic institutions are affected by change. According to several 

studies, department chairs and academic deans shoulder much of the responsibility for handling a 

college or university’s daily academic operations (Louvel, 2013; McDowell, Singell, & Stater, 

2011). Administrators will benefit from this study because it will help them manage change 

initiatives in a way that considers and supports the perspective of academic personnel, who play 

a key role in higher education change initiatives. 

This chapter presents the study’s conceptual framework and explores related literature on 

the processes of change in higher education and the people who implement the change. The 

conceptual framework for this study is Kezar and Eckel’s (2002) five core change strategies. 

These strategies are presented first, followed by a thematically organized review of related 

literature. 

Theoretical Framework 

Kezar and Eckel (2002) discussed the cultivation of an environment in which successful 

change can be implemented, defining five core strategies for successful transformational change. 
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Kezar and Eckel (2002) have written many articles around the topic of change. In the 2002 

article titled The Effect of Institutional Culture on Change Strategies in Higher Education: 

Universal Principles or Culturally Responsive Concepts? Kezar and Eckel define their five core 

change strategies. The concepts in the article come from a four-year study of six institutions. In 

this article, Kezar and Eckel rely on Bergquist’s (1992) cultural archetypes and Tierney's (1991) 

individual institutional change concepts, which in combination serve as the foundation of the 

core strategies.  

At the time Bergquist had four institutional cultures, currently there are six (2008).  

However, when Kezar and Eckel were researching there were four.  Bergquist’s (1992) four 

institutional cultures are used in Kezar and Eckel’s (2002) work as a way of ensuring the change 

initiatives are considered across all institutional culture types. The first of the four institutional 

types is collegial. The collegial culture is where shared governance is valued; faculty and 

academic engagement is a part of the decision-making process and fabric of the institution. The 

second institutional cultural type is known as the managerial culture, in which goals and 

efficiency are valued. Supervisory skills and fiscal responsibility is the core of a managerial 

culture. The third of Bergquist’s institutional cultures is a developmental culture, where personal 

and professional growth is valued. The fourth institutional culture is a negotiating culture. 

Negotiating culture values the establishment of equitable and egalitarian policies and procedures. 

In this culture, there would be mediation processes in place for the resolution of power struggles. 

Kezar and Eckel (2002) used Bergquist’s (1992) four cultural types in combination with 

Tierney’s (1991) individual institutional change concepts: environment, mission, socialization, 

information, strategy, and leadership. These two conceptual theories lead Kezar and Eckel to 
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their iconic five core strategies: senior administrative support, collaborative leadership, robust 

design, staff development, and visible action.   

 According to Kezar and Eckel (2002), these strategies are “the intentional mechanisms, 

processes, and tools available to campus leaders to effect major change that is deep, pervasive, 

and cultural” (p. 74). Each of the five core strategies has secondary strategies that Kezar and 

Eckel (2002) stated play “smaller but still important roles in facilitating transformation” (p. 109). 

These secondary strategies are a part of implementing change and are discussed alongside their 

associated core strategies below. 

Senior Administrative Support  

The first core strategy of change is senior administrative support. Kezar and Eckel (2002) 

defined senior administrative support as focusing attention on related issues, providing resources, 

guiding the process, and creating new administrative structures. The two secondary strategies 

associated with senior administrative support are fiduciary responsibilities and making decisions. 

The activities and approaches associated with the strategy of senior administrative support are 

changes in administrative and governance processes, external factors, support structures, 

incentives, and financial resources.  

The concept of senior administrative support is defined by Kezar and Eckel (2002) as 

“the way senior administrators can facilitate change through resources, structures, and so on” (p. 

447). Kezar and Eckel (2002) outlined three distinct methods senior administration used in 

supporting change. Each method employed by senior administration was different, but all were 

necessary for change to occur. At one institution, senior administration provided needed 

resources and facilities and continually reminded the campus of a technology change and need 

for computer competency, but did not provide direction of the initiatives. At another institution, 

the senior administration provided very visible project leadership, securing both external and 
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internal resources, reallocating internal resources, and taking a hands-on approach to drive 

campus transformation. At the last studied institution, senior administration supported the 

launching efforts, provided resources, and created accountability mechanisms, but were absent 

from shaping decisions and intentionally stayed out of the way. Cultural differences found at 

each institution influenced senior administrative support methods.  

Collaborative Leadership 

Kezar and Eckel (2002) defined the second core strategy, collaborative leadership, as 

involving employees in addition to those in formal leadership positions in the change initiative. 

Collaborative leadership involves the supportive strategies of initiating participation, creating 

opportunities to influence results, providing support structures along with new interactions, and 

communication. Kezar and Eckel (2002) explained that collaboration focuses on the human 

element of the implementation; interaction, communication and participation are the language of 

collaboration. Again communication is seen as a key to success. Kezar and Eckel (2002) 

suggested that leadership at the top alone is insufficient and that change requires a collaboration 

of leadership throughout an organization to promote change.  

Robust Design  

Kezar and Eckel (2002) defined robust design, the third core strategy, as a clear and 

succinct picture for the future that does not foreclose possible opportunities. The core strategy of 

robust design uses the strategies of outside perspective, long-term orientation, communication, 

momentum, putting issues in a broad context, connections, and setting expectations. Having a 

vision is important, but making sure that the vision is flexible enough to accommodate 

unforeseen opportunities is also a key factor. Having a robust design implies that the vision is not 

limited but open to future changes (Kezar & Eckel, 2002).  
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Staff Development 

Programmatic effort for individuals to learn skills related to the initiative is the definition 

of staff development used by Kezar and Eckel (2002). Staff development is linked to outside 

perspective and communication, as well as connections and synergy. Providing opportunities for 

staff members to train and develop increases the potential for change efforts to be successful. 

Organizations that develop staff members may find greater success in implementing change 

efforts. Staff development is cited as an important strategy in transformative change (Kezar & 

Eckel, 2002). The data suggest that opportunities for professional development are related to 

more favorable evaluations of organizational change. The evidence indicates that staff 

development can produce favorable perceptions of change and help enable staff implementation 

of change. 

Visible Action  

Kezar and Eckel (2002) defined visible action as continual advancement toward a goal 

that is widely promoted over time. Retreats were a common idea used by the schools Kezar and 

Eckel (2002) highlighted when discussing taking visible action. This core strategy is flanked by 

the activities of supportive structure, communication, setting expectations and holding people 

accountable, connections and synergy, financial resources, and incentives.  

 The concept of visible action relates to the advances in the change process that are 

noticeable. Kezar and Eckel (2002) illustrated the importance of people seeing the progress 

resulting from their hard work. Evidence of this theme is advanced in empirical studies. Harper 

and Hurtado (2007) researched campus racial climates. Their study’s findings concluded that on 

college campuses, administrators, faculty, and institutional researchers should proactively audit 

their campus climates to determine the need for change. Conducting a climate study can be 

symbolic of institutional action if filed away and no action occurs. The research reinforced that 
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for transformational change to occur in the area of campus racial climates, visible actions are 

necessary. 

 A summary of the framework can be found in Table 1.  The five-core change strategies 

presented by Kezar and Eckel (2002) are the tools by which they say successful change 

initiatives are built. If this is true, then it is no surprise that Senior Administrative Support, 

Collaborative Design, Staff Development and Visible Action are found throughout the literature.  

 

Table 1 - Kezar and Eckel's (2002) Five Core Change Strategies Summarized 

Strategy Definition 

Senior Administrative Support Leaders providing support by allocating 
resources, creating new administrative 
structures, etc. 

Collaborative Leadership Positional and non-positional individuals 
throughout the campus are involved in the 
change initiative across campus silos and 
hierarchy 

Robust Design Flexible picture of the future that is clear and 
understandable including goals and objectives 
related to the implementation of that picture 

Staff Development Programmatic efforts that offer opportunities 
for individuals to learn certain skills or 
knowledge related to issues associated with the 
change effort 

Visible Actions Advances in the change process that are 
noticeable and usually physical so that 
individuals can see the movement is continuing 

Note. Adapted from Kezar & Eckel, 2002, p. 444-441. 

Literature 

The literature relating to the successful implementation of organizational change can be 

broken into several themes for consideration: commitment, communication, culture, effects of 

the change, leadership, relationships, resources, and vision (Allen, 2003; Daif & Yusof, 2011; 

Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Kotter, 1996; Locke & Guglielmino, 2006; Mills, Bettis, Miller, & Nolan, 
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2005; Ricke-Kiely, Parker, & Barnett, 2013). These themes found in the literature correspond to 

Kezar and Eckel’s (2002) core strategies.  

Commitment  

Increasing an institution’s commitment to change assists in sustaining the change (Daif & 

Yusof, 2011; Ricke-Kiely et al., 2013). Daif and Yusof (2011) stated that there are three types of 

commitment to change: affective, continuance, and normative. Affective commitment to change 

reflects a desire to support a specific change initiative. Continuance commitment to change 

manifests in personnel’s understanding that resistance to change has negative consequences for 

the institution. Normative commitment to change reflects personnel’s awareness of an 

institutional obligation to change, induced by the result of neither fear nor excitement (Daif & 

Yusof, 2011). Planning is essential to sustaining commitment to change and preventing 

organizations from lapsing back into more familiar pre-change procedures (Ricke-Kiely et al., 

2013). Ricke-Kiely et al. (2013) stated that “the normal stresses of culture and change can 

provide an environment that can easily run amok, and thus it is imperative to allocate time and 

other resources to develop a well-thought-out plan that is visionary from the start” (p. 168).  

Communication 

One of the keys to successfully implementing transformative change is clear 

communication (Allen, 2003; Gallant, 2007; Locke & Guglielmino, 2006; Mills et al., 2005). 

Allen (2003) demonstrated that clear communication or openness about objectives and strategies 

can increase the buy-in of the individuals implementing the change. Allen’s (2003) longitudinal 

qualitative study with 20 participants found that when administrators communicated their vision 

of the change and encouraged participation in the change process, participants experienced less 

anxiety. Studies also showed that language can be a powerful tool in communicating change. 

Mills et al. (2005) found that when faculty members embraced the vocabulary of the change, 
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they also typically embraced the change itself. However, rhetoric is not enough to support 

sustained change (Bartem & Manning, 2001). Daif and Yusof (2011) quantitatively evaluated 

175 survey responses, ultimately concluding that commitment to change is increased when 

administrators of change introduce new patterns of behavior, in addition to new jargon, to 

support the change. Institutional personnel are often reluctant to embrace change when 

disparities between the institution’s official position and the institution’s actions are evident 

(Gallant, 2007). Gallant’s (2007) qualitative study found that consistency between action and 

institutional vision resulted in “more effective facilitation of the change process ultimately 

leading to attaining the goal” (p. 395). Institutions that created a vocabulary and began to act on 

the action plan early in the change process saw more success. The matching action and 

vocabulary created trust along with excitement. 

Maintaining an open dialog throughout the process of implementing change creates a 

more trusting environment. Locke and Guglielmino (2006) studied subcultures during a change 

initiative at their study institution; their findings yielded eight major categories of perceptions of 

the change: mindset-predisposition, perceived purpose of change initiative, perceived influence 

on the college, perceived influence on the department, perceived influence on the individual, 

most meaningful aspect of the initiative, least meaningful aspect of the initiative, and future of 

the initiative. In the study, Locke and Guglielmino (2006) discovered that even those personnel 

who were initially ambivalent eventually identified specific benefits of the change because of the 

open dialog and mutual respect demonstrated by the institutional leaders initiating the change. As 

a result, Locke and Guglielmino (2006) proposed that an environment of open dialog and mutual 

respect be fostered when change initiatives are first conceived. Based on these findings, it is 
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evident that clear communication is a necessary, possibly even central component of a successful 

change management strategy. 

Culture 

Studies that explore the culture of organizational change tend to be qualitative, including 

rich, multi-campus studies, as well as in-depth, single-campus case studies (Allen, 2003; Holley, 

2009; Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Mendoza, 2012; Zajac & Kraatz, 1993). Most of these studies found 

that institutional leaders who consider the culture of an organization when planning change can 

more easily implement and sustain the planned change over time. If a proposed change conflicts 

with the culture of the campus, implementing the change is more difficult and sustaining the 

change becomes almost impossible (Mendoza, 2012). Fortunately, a wealth of literature already 

exists regarding the relationship between school culture and organizational change. 

Several studies indicated that when administrators take care to honor the culture of their 

institution during the planning and implementation of innovative changes, the changes have a 

higher likelihood of successful implementation; therefore, carefully considering an institution’s 

culture before implementing change may prove to be a useful strategy for administrators and 

personnel in higher education (Allen, 2003; Holley, 2009; Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Mendoza, 2012; 

Zajac & Kraatz, 1993). Holley’s (2009) document analysis of 21 institutions found that the 

cultural characteristics and priorities of each campus involved in planned change should be 

considered by administrators to improve implementation results. In their qualitative study of six 

college and university campuses, Kezar and Eckel (2002) identified the individual culture of 

each institution as a key factor in selecting successful change strategies for that institution. 

Proposed changes that violated the cultural foundations of an institution during the change 

process invariably experienced difficulty during implementation (Kezar & Eckel, 2002). 

Mendoza’s (2012) case study further confirmed that understanding the context of organizational 



20 
 

change is vital to the success of the plan and that what works in one context may not work in 

another. 

Clearly, cultural factors affect the outcomes of institutional change differently. Although 

some cultural features are unique to specific institutions, others may be linked to more general 

institutional characteristics. Zajac and Kraatz (1993) studied change frequency by geographic 

location, institutional size, and funding source. The longitudinal study analyzed data from 631 

colleges over a period of 16 years from 1971 to 1986 and concluded that institutions of higher 

education in the western and southwestern United States tended to avoid cultural change (Zajac 

& Kraatz, 1993). The findings also indicated that larger institutions are more likely to restructure 

(Zajac & Kraatz, 1993). Although Zajac and Kraatz’s (1993) quantitative study is dated, 

researchers in more recent years have neglected to explore the topic further. Allen (2003) found 

that institutions with low job security generally have a harder time implementing change because 

employees are afraid that moving forward will make them a target for downsizing.  

Effects of the change  

Studies exploring the effects of change are slightly less numerous than the other primary 

themes emerging in the literature on organizational change. Even so, the findings of these studies 

are equally relevant to the current study, indicating that the effects of change vary depending on 

the quantity of changes on a campus (Allen, 2003; Kezar, 2005). A high frequency of change 

may lead to insecurity on campus (Allen, 2003). Allen (2003) showed that frequent changes 

caused a decrease in security for employees at the study institution. Constant changes and 

changes that are seemingly unconnected to the mission of the institution can cause the workforce 

to become unstable (Allen, 2003). Conversely, gradual change has fewer negative consequences 

than radical change. Kezar (2005) stated that institutions would be “better served if [they] 

adopted a system of ongoing changes or continuous improvement that could adapt to new people 
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on campuses and to changes in the environment” (p. 664). Radical change, which was 

implemented at Kezar’s (2005) study institution, contributed to the perception that that change is 

temporary, an attitude that undermined the long-term sustainability of the change. Because there 

are not many empirical studies on the effects of change, the proposed study has been designed to 

assist in filling this gap in the literature. 

Leadership 

Effective leadership supports the sustainability of organizational change (Battilana, 

Gilmartin, Sengul, Pacje, & Alexander, 2010; Drew, 2010; Kezar, 2012; Kotter, 2012; Mitchell, 

Shepherd, & Sharfam, 2011; Plath, 2013). Leadership for change initiatives is most effective 

when top-down and bottom-up initiatives converge (Kezar, 2012). The term top-down refers to 

efforts that start with administrative leadership and are disseminated downward through the 

hierarchy. Bottom-up efforts are similar to grassroots efforts, in which individuals in the lower 

part of the hierarchy become engaged in an effort and bring it up through the ranks to the higher-

level administration (Mitchell et al., 2011). Kezar (2012) discovered that, when executed 

properly, a convergence from the top and bottom provides the most support for sustaining a 

change initiative. However, the same study cautioned that if the bottom-up leaders feel their 

contribution to the initiative is compromised in any way, there is a tendency for the initiative to 

be aborted (Kezar, 2012). Higher education is somewhat limited in the dynamic leadership 

strategy that can merge top-down and bottom-up initiatives. Drew (2010) showed that there are 

significant gaps in the leadership strategies used in higher education, with most being top-down 

and ineffective. Kotter’s (2012) findings indicate that strategies for implementing strategic 

change are modeled in the business world. When adapted to higher education, these business 

strategies may seem somewhat contrary to the compartmentalized operations that typify higher 

education leadership. Kotter (2012) indicated that a dual operating system incorporating both 
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top-down and bottom-up leadership is the most effective leadership strategy for implementing 

change. Figure 1 illustrates the typical top-down hierarchy first and then presents a leadership 

network that operates outside of the typical hierarchy and more effectively champions 

institutional change (Kotter, 2012).  

 

 

Figure 1 - Dual operating system (Kotter, 2012) 

Plath (2013) suggested communities of practice as a resource for change implementation 

that must be done in a purely top-down environment. Communities of practice can assist in 

implementing change through a vertical organization where communication among different 

levels of the hierarchy may be less than ideal. Plath (2013) reviewed change implemented 

through an evidence-based practice model. The study defined evidence-based practice as a 

model of systematic change reliant on upper management, similar to top-down implementation 

(Plath, 2013). The challenges of this implementation style are that the personnel who operate on 

the front line of the change initiative are typically exposed to the change initiative through a set 

of rules, procedures, or regulations. This imposed form of communication makes it difficult for 

leaders to instill the spirit of the change in the front-line personnel because, too often, the vision 

for the change was not clearly communicated across all levels of personnel.  
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Strategic change is more easily received when leadership implements change in a way 

that is methodical rather than erratic. Erratic strategic decisions tend to cause hostility among 

organizational personnel who are not directly involved in decision-making (Mitchell et al., 

2011). Mitchell et al. (2011) summarized these findings stating that “erratic strategic decisions 

increase with environmental hostility, but do so more when environmental dynamism is low than 

when it is high” (p. 694). 

The scale-up leadership model is a popular strategy for implementing change in 

education. It is used to describe a model in which change is attempted on a small scale and, if 

successful, the change is moved to a larger scale, tested, and broadened again (Kezar, Gallant, & 

Lester, 2011). Kezar et al. (2011) showed that there are three mechanisms that should be 

considered when using the scale-up technique: deliberation, networking, and external support. 

Kezar et al.’s (2011) study makes the point that networks of higher education leaders often 

contain individuals who “are not formally trained or prepared for their roles and do not read the 

literature” (p. 243).  

Individual leadership styles are not as important in creating successful change as once 

theorized. Battilana et al. (2010) collected and reviewed quantitative data from 95 managers 

working in 81 different organizations and found that while “formal strategic assessment and 

planning are important elements of this process, a far more challenging task is implementing 

change in the organization once a direction has been selected” (p. 422). The study centered on 

the differences in task-oriented and person-oriented leadership and found that while initially the 

leadership styles emphasized different parts of the change initiative, in the end they both 

emphasized the vision to create buy-in from the individuals tasked with implementing the change 

(Battilana et al., 2010). 
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Relationships 

Several studies indicated the fundamental importance of forming and maintaining 

relationships that encourage boundary-spanning activities to support the implementation of 

organizational change (Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Mills et al., 2005; Sandmann & Weerts, 2008). 

Boundary spanning activities are efforts intended to create or encourage relationships that reach 

beyond the typical institutional hierarchy. These relationships generally are helpful for the 

transfer of momentum. Kezar and Eckel (2002) also found that preexisting, trusting relationships 

among employees and institutional leaders made change easier to implement. Sandmann and 

Weerts’ (2008) qualitative study of six institutions concluded that creating and maintaining 

relationships that encouraged boundary spanning activities made the change more likely to 

succeed. In addition, Mills et al.’s (2005) single site case study found that without boundary 

spanning activities, the change effort being implemented will most likely fail. 

Resources 

The allocation of resources to a change initiative generally signals institutional 

commitment to the change (Drew, 2010; Ginsberg & Bernstein, 2011; Sandmann & Weerts, 

2008; Zajac & Kraatz, 1993). Without adequate financial resources, change can be difficult to 

implement. Drew (2010) analyzed semi-structured interviews with senior leaders in Australian 

universities and reported that fiscal and human resources are necessary for higher education to 

implement change. In an effort to study effective engagement in change processes, Sandmann 

and Weerts (2008) conducted a qualitative review of six public research institutions and found 

that financial support is directly related to the successful implementation of organizational 

change. Stakeholders outside the university can increase the likelihood of a successful project 

implementation by supporting the project financially. Using organizational theory as the 

backbone for their study, Ginsberg and Bernstein (2011) identified external funding as an 
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indicator of community support. Institutions with lower financial support are less likely to 

implement change. Zajac and Kraatz (1993) studied liberal arts institutions with varying degrees 

of endowment and debt. Having reviewed two decades of data, the study found that institutions 

with lower endowments were less likely to undergo any type of restructuring and that institutions 

with higher debt loads were also unlikely to implement fundamental structural changes (Zajac & 

Kraatz, 1993). 

Vision 

Transformative change requires transformative vision; shared vision supports the smooth 

implementation of organizational change (Barnett, 2011; Holley, 2009; Locke & Guglielmino, 

2006; Tamashiro, 2011). When change leaders fail to propose and promote a shared vision, team 

members tend to construct their own individualized vision for the change, resulting in a loss of 

focus during the implementation of the change (Barnett, 2011). Barnett’s (2011) single site case 

study found that members used their own experiences in place of a shared vision and created 

their own identities for the project when leadership failed to communicate a clear vision for the 

change.  

Linking the vision for the proposed change to the mission of the institution results in a 

more clearly articulated shared vision and facilitates buy-in among personnel. Tamashiro’s 

(2011) study, which focuses on a single university’s implementation of academic and 

organizational change, revealed a correlation between increased commitment to proposed change 

and a clear link between the vision for the change and the institutional mission. Utilizing data 

from case studies at 21 research universities, Holley (2009) also confirmed that transformational 

change strategy should emphasize a clear link between the proposed change and the overarching 

mission of the institution. When change is interdisciplinary in nature, the interests of the singular 

departments are often not global enough to encompass the entire scope of the change efforts and 
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are bridged by the mission of the institution (Holley, 2009). Drew (2010) found that when the 

vision for a proposed change is tied to academic quality, faculty engaged more easily. Gallant 

(2007) discovered that students and faculty were easily confused about the purpose of the 

institution when transformative change projects reflected too many emphases that were not 

directly related to the institution’s mission.  

A shared vision assists in creating stakeholder buy-in to the process of change. Locke and 

Guglielmino’s (2006) study of university subcultures stated that, in addition to the importance of 

open dialog and mutual respect in the change initiative, shared vision was also essential to 

implementing planned change. The shared vision of all subcultures served as a solid platform 

upon which to anchor the change. As the change process progressed, the different subcultures 

had a similar foundational understanding of the nature of the change; therefore, members of the 

various institutional subcultures interpreted shared information from a common reference point 

rather than from diverse, fragmented perspectives (Locke & Guglielmino, 2006). 

The literature focused on sustaining organizational change addresses both commitment to 

the vision and using vision for leadership (Daif & Yusof, 2011; Ricke-Kiely et al., 2013). The 

commitment studies emphasize the importance of creating buy-in during the implementation 

stage to ensure the long-term sustainability of the change. Studies focusing on the role of 

leadership in sustaining organizational change indicate that leaders of change efforts strongly 

influence how personnel perceive institutional efforts to sustain change. Findings from studies on 

leadership and organizational change indicate how difficult sustaining change can be if 

leadership has not reached out and truly engaged those personnel who will be participating in the 

change efforts. 
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The literature on change in higher education explores a diverse range of themes including 

commitment, communication, culture, effects of the change, leadership, relationships, resources, 

and vision. Some of this research is especially relevant to the proposed study because it considers 

the perspective of the people implementing change.  

Core Strategies and Literature Combined 

The core strategies as outlined by Kezar and Eckel (2002) and the literature complement 

each other in several ways (see Table 2). The strategy of senior administrative support and the 

literature theme of communication and commitment find many overlapping areas, considering 

that administrative support has a great deal to do with how the decision makers communicate 

their ideas and how they seek to be communicated with about the decision. The commitment 

they have to the people in the organization, as well as to the decision itself, is also part of their 

support. 

The literature on relationships and leadership shows the need for collaborative leadership. 

The core strategy of robust design shares some of the concepts of the themes of culture and 

vision. An institution’s culture and overall vision tends to influence the experiences and 

perspectives of the key academic personnel implementing the change.  

Table 2 - How Themes in the Literature Review Relate to Kezar and Eckel's (2002) Core 
Strategies 

Core Strategies Related Themes in the Literature 

Senior Administrative Support Communication and Commitment 
Collaborative Leadership Relationships and Leadership 
Robust Design Culture and Vision 
Staff Development Effects of change 
Visible Actions Culture and Vision 
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The next section of the literature review explores studies related to the people who are 

responsible for implementing change, specifically focusing on literature related to the population 

for the study: academic personnel, academic deans, department chairs, and their assistants in 

higher education. 

People of Change 

In order to understand how change initiatives are experienced by those who implement 

change on a daily basis, the study focused on key academic personnel who not only have 

experienced change but are typically not involved in the decision making processes. As the 

researcher, I selected academic personnel as the sample population for the study for two reasons. 

First, academic personnel can provide a unique perspective on the power of change initiatives 

because they occupy a position in the higher education hierarchy that bridges the gap between 

decision makers and faculty (Hancock, 2007). Hancock (2007) described the importance and 

complexity of the role of department chairs, emphasizing that “the mission of universities, the 

vision of upper administrators, the aspirations of faculty all intersect at the office of department 

chair” (p. 306). In their dual administrative and teaching roles, department chairs and academic 

deans often shoulder a double burden of implementing institutional change initiatives among 

departmental faculty and in their own teaching practices (Whitsett, 2007). Consequently, 

academic personnel may make meaning of change initiatives differently than individuals who are 

wholly vested in either administrative or teaching roles because these administrators are 

generally required to not only navigate the change themselves, but also to support its 

implementation among the faculty they supervise (Berdrow, 2010; Brown & Moshavi, 2002; 

Hancock, 2007; Nguyen, 2012; Roach, 2009; Smith & Stewart, 1999). 

In addition to their unique perspective on change, department chairs and academic deans 

are vital to the operation of institutions because they are responsible for making the majority of 
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administrative decisions in higher education (Roach, 2009; Whitsett, 2007). Whitsett (2007) 

stated that “department chairs have the authority to make most departmental decisions,” (p. 44) 

and, therefore, play an integral role in the change process. Whitsett (2007) described academic 

deans as decision makers, and suggested that many academic deans have an even greater 

decision-making responsibility than they realize. According to Roach (2009), 80 % of all 

administrative decisions in higher educational institutions are made at the departmental level by 

either a department chair or academic dean. Smith and Stewart (1999) explained that academic 

personnel, specifically department chairs, are “vital to institutions of higher education that are 

redirecting their efforts, moving forward toward new organizational forms, and creating climates 

conducive to cooperation and collaboration” (p. 29). For this reason, this study proposed a need 

to gain information on how department chairs make meaning from the internal academic change 

initiatives they were implementing to accommodate external changes.  

Because of the centrality of their role in higher education, the study of academic 

personnel as internal change implementers could provide insight to facilitate college and 

university’s efforts to respond constructively to the many external pressures for change. The 

existing literature on the role that department chairs and academic deans play in the operation of 

higher education institutions establishes the importance of understanding how these key 

personnel experience change initiatives. These middle manager types are seen as critical to the 

change initiative. This study has potential to expand the existing body of research on the 

perceptions of academic personnel and the findings are beneficial to institutional leaders who 

wish to successfully plan, implement, and sustain change initiatives in their own institutions. 

Summary 

Together, Kezar and Eckel’s (2002) core strategies for implementing change and the key 

themes emerging from the literature work to lay the groundwork for the current study. The next 
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chapter will describe the study’s methodology, which was designed to generate a clearer 

understanding of academic personnel’s perceptions of change in higher education. 
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Chapter 3 - Methods  

This basic qualitative study provides insight into the experiences of key academic 

personnel who have encountered institutional change in higher education. I selected a qualitative 

research approach because, according to Merriam (2009), a qualitative research approach is most 

appropriate when the researcher wishes to study “1) how people interpret their experiences, 2) 

how they construct their worlds, and 3) what meaning they attribute to their experiences” (p. 23). 

The overall purpose of this study is to understand how people make sense of their lives and their 

experiences. Since qualitative research gives voice to participants more naturally than the 

statistical approach typically used in quantitative research (Creswell, 2012), the qualitative 

methodology of the study is the most appropriate strategy for uncovering and analyzing 

academic personnel’s experiences with change in higher education.  

Basic Qualitative Study 

The term qualitative research covers many techniques like an umbrella. The term is broad 

and inclusive. The techniques most often included in the category “seek to describe, decode, 

translate and otherwise come to terms with the meaning, not the frequency, of certain more or 

less naturally occurring phenomena in the social world” (Merriam, 2009). The meaning people 

have constructed around an event or idea is the heart of qualitative research.  

Merriam (2009) states that the key characteristics in qualitative research are focus on 

meaning, induction, rich description, and where the researcher is the primary instrument. 

Merriam defines each of these characteristics as follows. A focus on meaning and understanding 

is an interest in “how people interpret their experiences, how they construct their worlds, what 
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meaning they attribute to their experiences . . . a key concern is understanding the phenomenon 

of interest from the participants’ perspectives not the researcher’s” (Merriam, 2009, p. 14). 

Qualitative research is sometimes done because there is a gap in the research around a particular 

phenomenon. Because of this, a characteristic of qualitative research is its inductive nature, 

which means, “the researchers gather data to build concepts, hypotheses, or theories rather than 

deductive testing hypotheses” as in other research methods (Merriam, 2009, p. 15). My 

observations, interviews, and documents were ordered into themes. The rich description 

developed as a product of qualitative research typically contains “data in the form of quotes from 

documents, field notes, and participant interviews” (Merriam, 2009, p. 16). In qualitative 

research, the researcher is the primary instrument of collection and analysis. The researcher is 

responsive and adaptive, can expand or redirect based on verbal, nonverbal, and situational data 

to gain a more thorough understanding. Merriam (2009) states, 

The human instrument has shortcomings and biases that might have an impact on the 
study. Rather than trying to eliminate these biases it is important to identify them and 
monitor them as to how they may be shaping the collection and interpretation of data. (p. 
15)  
 
Qualitative research has philosophical roots in phenomenology, symbolic interactionism 

and constructivism (Merriam, 2009). Qualitative research is associated with fieldwork, 

ethnographic, naturalistic, grounded, and constructivists, having the goal of understanding, 

describing, discovering, hypothesizing and generating. The design of qualitative research is 

typically flexible, evolving and emergent with samples that are small, nonrandom, purposeful, 

and theoretical. These studies yield interviews, observations, and document analysis with the 

researcher as the primary instrument of collection and analysis.  

There are several types of qualitative research: case study, critical research, narrative 

analysis, phenomenology, ethnography, grounded theory, and basic qualitative study (Merriam, 
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2009). According to Merriam (2009), a case study is for bounded systems when an in-depth 

analysis is desired. Critical research is appropriate when the researcher seeks to challenge or 

transform. A narrative analysis is appropriate when a researcher is telling a story with biography 

or linguistic analysis. Merriam (2009) states that phenomenology is an appropriate method to 

delve into the essence of an experience with phenomenological reduction or bracketing. 

Ethnography consists entirely of fieldwork. Grounded theory uses theoretical sampling and 

constant comparison. Merriam (2009) describes basic qualitative study as a “focus on meaning, 

understanding and process” (p. 15) with a purposeful sample and data collection via interviews, 

observations, and documents. Data analysis in basic qualitative studies is inductive and 

comparative. Findings are richly descriptive and presented as themes or categories. 

This study used a basic qualitative study design. The difference in basic qualitative 

research and other qualitative methodologies is the simplicity of the methodological design: “the 

primary goal of a basic qualitative study is to uncover and interpret meaning” (Merriam, 2009, p. 

24). The basic qualitative approach is used across disciplines and represents the most commonly 

utilized methodology for education research studies (Merriam, 2009). Since the purpose of the 

study is to uncover and analyze the experiences of academic personnel who have undergone 

institutional change initiatives, this straightforward qualitative research design is appropriate and 

effective. One advantage of a basic qualitative study is that it allows researchers to study a 

phenomenon or case holistically by incorporating data from multiple participants and 

perspectives. Further, a basic qualitative study allows researchers to approach descriptive data 

arising from a theoretical perspective (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). Because it is largely 

interview-driven (Merriam, 2009), a basic qualitative study design allowed the researcher to 

investigate the phenomenon of change in higher education through the eyes of key individuals 



34 
 

who have experienced it directly (Hatch, 2002). The collection of abundant, in-depth participant 

data through open-ended interviews is critical, since the focus of the study is interpretive. 

Further, open-ended interviews give voice to academic personnel who have worked in higher 

education to implement academic change. To triangulate the interview data and enhance my 

understanding of participants’ experiences within the higher education context, I collected data 

through document analysis. Data collection through document analysis allowed me as the 

researcher to explore the espoused values of the institution for comparison with the lived 

experiences shared by participants (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). Framing the inquiry as a basic 

qualitative study provided a methodological foundation specifically designed to support my work 

in generating detailed insight about the institutional change experiences. 

As the researcher, my primary method of inquiry was one-on-one interviews. Creswell 

(2012) describes the one-on-one interview approach as the most timely and costly approach. 

Creswell (2012) states that “the researcher asks questions to and records answers from only one 

participant in the study at a time…One-on-one interviews are ideal for interviewing participants 

who are not hesitant to speak, who are articulate, and who can share ideas comfortably” (p. 218). 

The participants and I were geographically dispersed. Telephone interviews were conducted. 

Creswell (2012) states, “Conducting a telephone interview is the process of gathering data using 

the telephone and asking a small number of general questions” (p. 218). In this study, I served as 

the main source of data collection and interoperation and I conducted the interviews over the 

phone. I felt that this manner allowed me to accommodate the schedules of the participants as 

well as have an open conversation in an environment in which they were comfortable. Each 

interview participant’s information was confidential throughout the interview, transcription, and 

coding processes. The participants were given the opportunity to read the transcript, as well as 
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the final research; however, no one took either opportunity. The participants also had the 

opportunity to forego the use of an audio recorder in their interviews, but no one opted to do so. 

As the researcher, I was able to develop rapport with the participants quickly, since both shared a 

common interest in higher education. More information on the methods used in the study is 

detailed in the upcoming section, Data Collection. 

Research Questions 

Yin (2009) suggested that qualitative research questions are exploratory in nature and 

should be “how or why questions or questions that deal with contemporary events where the 

researcher has little or no control” (p. 13). A qualitative research design is often the best design 

for research questions that are stated in a broad fashion and center on participants’ experiences 

(Creswell, 2012). In light of these parameters, the study was guided by the following research 

questions:  

1. How do academic personnel perceive their roles in the process of institutional 

change initiatives? 

2. How do academic personnel perceive academic restructuring to affect them? 

3. How do academic personnel perceive academic restructuring to affect their 

institution? 

Site and Participant Rationale 

The site of the research is more than the physical space where the research is conducted; 

it is a “critical element of the knowledge that is uncovered” (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013, p. 

307). Consequently, the site for any research inquiry should be selected with care. The study 

collected data from a single university. Delimiting the study to a single institution allowed for an 

in-depth study of institutional change that would not have been feasible if multiple study sites 

were incorporated into the research design. In a basic qualitative interview study, selecting only a 
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single site may have made ensuring confidentiality of participants somewhat difficult. Therefore, 

the identity of the study institution was not disclosed. To provide a breadth of exposure within 

the single study site, as the researcher, I examined multiple schools, colleges, and departments 

within the study institution. 

The study used purposeful sampling to locate an institution of higher education that had 

planned and implemented operational and systemic academic changes in order to ensure the 

continued viability of their institutions in recent years. Purposeful sampling is used when the 

researcher would like to gain understanding about a specific phenomenon or area of interest and, 

consequently, needs to “select a sample from which the most can be learned” (Merriam, 2009, p. 

77).  

The institution chosen for this study has reworked their academic structure to better 

compete with peer institutions and develop student skill sets that match those the market is 

demanding. The study site has implemented an aggressive strategic plan that is designed to allow 

the institution to remain competitive and fulfill the institutional mission. These institutional 

changes involved adding the College of Health and Science, moving three existing schools to 

this college, creating a new school to house three existing departments, and creating two new 

departments. Several of these departments were previously housed in other schools or colleges. 

These changes directly affected several colleges within the institution and have required the 

purchase of land from a neighboring business to expand the footprint of the institution. The 

leadership of the chosen site planned for the academic restructuring to be implemented over the 

last five years in several waves. For these reasons, the selected study site should prove to be rich 

with data that is highly relevant to the purpose of this study.  
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According to the institution's website, the institution is the state’s top private university. 

Furthermore, the 2015 U.S. News and World Report ranked the institution in the top 5 in the 

region for regional universities and for undergraduate teaching and in the top fifteen for best 

value. The institution boasts the oldest Master of Business Administration program in the state 

and the Department of Education has given the College of Education an award for effective 

teacher preparation for early childhood education. The institution is also stately and comfortable, 

ranked as one of the most beautiful campuses by the Best Colleges website. The institution has a 

13:1 student teacher ratio. The institution is one of the state’s oldest, founded before 1850. The 

bold Christian mission sets the institution apart from competitors. However, the institution is in a 

highly competitive bracket and, with an enrollment of just over 5,000, the self-described tuition-

driven institution has to remain aware of the competition. The vision of the institution first 

describes a Christian backbone and then a community of innovation, sensitive to global issues 

and aggressive in continuous improvement. This institution’s outward push for excellence in 

everything they do is a key factor in choosing the institution as the site for this study.   

In qualitative studies, participant selection is focused on locating and recruiting 

participants “who might best provide answers to the research question” (Savin-Baden & Major, 

2013, p. 312). As the researcher, I opted to focus on the experiences of academic personnel, 

including department chairs, academic deans, and their assistants. Many academic personnel 

serve as liaisons between management and faculty (Hancock, 2007; Smith & Stewart, 1999) and 

are responsible for much of the decision making that goes on in higher education (Berdrow, 

2010; Brown & Moshavi, 2002; Hancock, 2007; Nguyen, 2012; Roach, 2009; Smith & Stewart, 

1999). Since institutional change initiatives most often occur from the top down (Kezar et al., 
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2011), academic personnel occupy the middle ground between the individuals who initiated the 

change and faculty members who may have had little or no input in the decision making process.  

Sampling began with an invitation to all department chairs from the institution to 

participate in the research, with the hope that a minimum of fifty % would agree to participate. 

Only seven department chairs agreed to participate. This was very disappointing. After multiple 

calls, emails, and a letter writing campaign, it was determined that the multiple appeals to the 29 

department chairs would not yield additional participants. The study’s sample was broadened to 

include the 8 academic deans and the 24 assistants of department chairs and academic deans. 

This yielded seven (three deans and four assistants) additional participants, for a total of 14. The 

study was broadened again to include invitations to faculty who participated in the institution’s 

committee structure. There were a total of 34 faculty participants invited, and five responded and 

participated in the study. This gave the study a total of 20 participants from the 95 academic 

personnel invited. Table 3 below gives a detailed review of the groups invited and the 

respondents. 

Table 3 - Academic Personnel Invited to be a Part of the Study vs. Those Participating in 
the Study 

Description of Academic Personnel      Number Invited     Number Participated 

Department Chairs    29    9 

Deans/Associate Deans   8    1 

Faculty     34    5 

Dean’s Assistant    24                           5 

Total      95    20  
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Data Collection 

Prior to data collection, as the researcher, I acquired permission to conduct research from 

the Institutional Review Board of the institution being researched, as well as the institution of the 

researcher. As the researcher, I followed all procedures required by the participating institution 

to obtain full permission to conduct research. As the study broadened, I obtained permission 

from both institutions again prior to reaching out to potential participants. 

As the researcher, I primarily utilized interviews for data collection. The basic qualitative 

design is primarily an interview-driven process that explores the world through the eyes of those 

living in it (Hatch, 2002). Document analysis served as a secondary method by which to 

supplement and triangulate the data collected through direct interviews with participants. 

Interviews 

For the study, in-depth, open-ended interviews served as the primary data collection 

method. Interviews provided direct access to the insight and experiences of participants: 

academic personnel who had recently experienced change initiatives at their universities. 

Participants were invited by letter to participate (Appendix A); a copy of the interview 

protocol/questions was provided to participants (Appendix B), along with disclosure and consent 

forms prior to the interview. Multiple interviews were conducted for this study in order to gain a 

variety of perspectives from participants on their experiences with change in higher education. 

As the researcher, I guided the interviews using a series of open-ended interview questions 

(Appendix B). These questions are designed to encourage participants to discuss the aspects of 

their experiences that are most relevant or meaningful from their perspective. This approach is 

similar to Patton’s (2012) conversational interview style, which is guided by the following types 

of questions: 
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1. Experience/behavior questions are “aimed at eliciting descriptions of experiences, 

behaviors, actions, and activities that would have been observable had the 

observer been present” (p. 207). 

2. Opinion/value questions are designed to reveal “what people think about the 

world or a specific program. They tell us people’s goals, intentions, desires, and 

values” (p. 207). 

3. Feeling questions are “aimed at understanding the emotional response of people 

to their experiences and thoughts” (p. 207). 

4. Knowledge questions are formed to discover what the participant considers 

factual data regarding the phenomenon of interest. 

5. Background/demographic questions help to “locate the respondent in relation to 

other people. Age, education, race, residence/mobility and the like” (p. 209). 

Immediate follow-up and clarification questions are sometimes used in a conversational 

style, which can help to put the participant at ease and allow me to request clarification or 

elaboration on key points that arise during the interview. 

All interviews were recorded with the permission of the participant. As the researcher, I 

made notes during and immediately after the interviews to capture her thoughts about salient 

themes, key phrases used by participants, and other relevant impressions. The interviews were 

transcribed, and each transcript was compared with the audio recording and notes taken during 

the interview. Participants were offered the opportunity to review their interview transcripts prior 

to data analysis.  

I kept all data secure and confidential. The identity of the study university and the 

identities of the individual participants were not disclosed and all transcripts and related 
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materials were coded to ensure participants’ confidentiality. All documents, transcripts, and 

digital recordings will be destroyed one year after the study is complete. 

Document analysis 

Document analysis was used to establish the espoused values of the institution. As the 

researcher, I carefully analyzed the institution’s website, mission statement, view books, and 

organizational chart of the study institution. I was also given emails from participants as 

documents that gave depth to the stories they were sharing. These documents proved to be 

beneficial additions to the voices of the participants. Merriam (2009) cautioned that the data 

found through document analysis “may be incongruent with emerging findings based on 

observational or interview data” (p. 154) because espoused and observed data are sometimes in 

conflict. Document analysis was also used to triangulate the data from the interviews and 

observations and to identify any inconsistencies between the study institution’s espoused and 

actualized values (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). 

Data Analysis  

In accordance with Miriam’s (2009) suggestion for using multiple methods and multiple 

sources of data to substantiate findings, the validity of current study’s findings are strengthened 

through the analysis and comparison of data from interviews and institutional documents. 

Identifying common themes in the data was the primary focus of data analysis for the study. The 

significance and potential implications of common themes and concepts emerging from the data 

are explored in the findings section.  

The strategy for data analysis is based on a combination of Creswell (2012) and 

Merriam’s (2009) process of analysis. First, I began by carefully reading and reviewing all of the 

study data to develop a broad understanding of the study’s underlying themes and conceptual 

patterns. The interviews were transcribed and thus were easily reviewed. During the initial 
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review, I began to compile a tentative list of recurrent themes, categories, and concepts from the 

data. Once the researcher has developed a general understanding of the major themes reflected in 

the data, line-by-line review began using constant comparative analysis (Creswell, 2012). During 

constant comparison, text segments were coded to assist in identifying and developing 

underlying themes in the data. Creswell (2012) described this as finding “major and minor 

themes: themes that represent the major ideas and the minor, secondary ideas” (p. 249). After 

developing major and minor themes similar codes were grouped together, along with direct 

quotes from participants to be used in Chapter 4 for illustrative purposes. Ongoing revision of 

categories took place upon further readings of the transcripts and multiple reviews of the 

documents (Merriam, 2009). The core strategies of Kezar and Eckel (2002) were then compared 

against the major and minor themes. Generally the themes aligned with the core strategies 

discussed in Chapter 2 as the theoretical framework. The data is organized in Chapter 4 to show 

similarities and differences between the findings and the core strategies of Kezar and Eckel 

(2002). Creswell (2012) points out that “unexpected themes” (p. 249) often arise along with 

“hard to classify themes” (p. 249) which are those that overlap multiple themes.  

The goal of data analysis according to Merriam (2009) is to “make sense of the data . . . 

consolidating, reducing and interpreting what people have said and what the researcher has seen 

and read - it is the process of making meaning” (p. 176). She states the overall process of data 

analysis can be described as segmenting data into ways that give answers to research questions. 

How the data for this study was segmented into themes is discussed more in Chapter 4. 

Quality Considerations 

As the researcher, I ensured that each participant’s identifying information is kept 

confidential; information linking participant identities and data is accessible only to me. Each 

participant had the option of declining his or her invitation to participate. Participants also had 
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the opportunity to opt out of the digital recording of their interviews. Participants were offered 

the opportunity to review a copy of the final research report after the study was complete.  

The validity of the qualitative process was established for this study through member 

checking and triangulation. The participants themselves had the ability to review their interview 

transcripts to ensure the transcripts accurately reflected their intentions and experiences. This 

quality assurance measure is known as member checking (Appendix C). The single-site study 

with multiple participants allowed for triangulation among academic personnel, thereby 

increasing the validity of the study’s findings by increasing the study’s overall “breadth of 

exposure” (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013, p. 309). This type of triangulation allowed me to 

compare themes, ideas, and concepts expressed in individual interviews. Document analysis also 

allowed for further triangulation confirming some of the statements made in the interviews. 

Limitations 

Limitations to the design of research are found in all research efforts. However, there are 

specific limitations that should be considered with this study: the nature of single-site research, 

the size of the participant pool, and my experience as a long-time administrator and consultant. 

This discussion of the limitations of the study is intended to provide additional background for 

the discussion of future research and implications for practice. The methodology and reliability 

of the study is addressed in Chapter 3.  

Single-site research 

The site for this study is a small liberal arts institution. The institution is not identified in 

the study and the findings are discussed in a way as to ensure the confidentiality of participants. 

The site was chosen because it met the criteria established early in the research design. The 

institution has planned and implemented operational and systematic changes to ensure the 

continued viability of the institution. The institution’s Institutional Research Board spent time 
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with the research design and was willing to grant access to campus for the purpose of the 

research. There are both benefits and complexities inherent in single-site research. There is no 

doubt the opportunity to deeply explore the institution can most easily be achieved when 

working with one institution. As a practitioner the complexities and nuances faced by higher 

education institutions when change is initiated are clear. This single site provided ample data to 

draw conclusions based on the goals of this study. However, examining comparable data from 

other institutions would undoubtedly increase the validity of the current study.  

Size of participant pool 

The participant pool of this study has been broadened since the original inception of the 

research design. The original design was very focused and proved to be too small. The original 

design was limited to interviews with administrators that held the title of Department Chair. 

There were 30 administrators that fit this category and after multiple attempts only eight were 

willing to participate in the research. This was discouraging but the study did not stop. This 

redesign and the need to engage the Institutional Research Board a second time lengthened the 

time to complete research. That being said, the potential participant pool was broadened to 

include academic deans and their assistants, as well as faculty who served on academic 

committees. This expansion of the participant criteria resulted in a total of 58 potential 

participants. In the end, twenty participants completed the interview. While 30 would have been 

optimal, information gained from these 20 interviews provided sufficient data to draw sound 

conclusions about participants’ perceptions of the change initiative at the study institution. The 

details of the participant pool are included in Table 3.  

Researcher’s background 

As a researcher, I am aware of my bias in my review and data collection. I have made 

every effort to review and interpret the data in an unbiased fashion to contextualize the voices of 
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the participants within the foundational research of Kezar and Eckel (2002). I have spent fifteen 

years as an administrator on a small college campus and am currently employed as a consultant 

to come to small campuses that are involved in growth initiatives. I have experienced change 

initiatives from all directions. I have been the administrator visioning the change, a key part of 

the personnel implementing the change, and the person at arm’s length watching the change 

initiative unfold. I have both applauded and been appalled by the design and implementation of 

the initiatives. Through this study, it is my hope that the voices of those involved in this study’s 

change initiative are heard and that those implementing changes understand the importance of 

including the perceptions of all key stakeholders in the institution into consideration as they plan 

and implement.  

It is also important to note that I am a social constructionist and believe that the 

relationships and social interactions we have as humans affect our learning (Vygotsky, 1978). 

This applies equally to the learning we have in formal classroom or book settings as it does to 

informal learning about ourselves and our interactions with others. Most learning functions 

originate in relationships, as this is the place humans gain most meaning-making tools. Therefore 

it is a powerful tool to give study participants a voice to describe their perceptions. Perceptions 

of participants may be different from person to person and group-to-group based on their 

relationship with the current situation, with past similar situations, and their relationships with 

those that are both influencing the situation and with peers that are interpreting the situation 

alongside of them. Let us all learn from the past perceptions as we architect the future. 

Summary 

For the study, a basic qualitative design was used to explore how academic personnel 

experience change. The study’s data was collected primarily through interviews and 

supplemented through analysis of institutional documents. Analysis of the data revealed common 
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conceptual themes and patterns among participants’ experiences with change in higher 

education. The study provided much needed insight into the meaning-making experiences of 

department chairs involved in change initiatives, which can be utilized by leaders in higher 

education to successfully plan, implement, and sustain change initiatives to benefit their 

institutions. 
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Chapter 4 - Findings 

“Sometimes we’re not all excited about change until we actually dig our elbows through 
it and kind of see how it actually works rather than just hearing it explained.” (Connie, 2016) 

 
The purpose of this qualitative research study was to learn from the perspectives of 

academic personnel who implement the change initiatives in higher education. How the 

participants perceive change initiatives could be informative to administrators who are 

implementing future changes. This study illustrates how the perceptions of institutional change 

initiatives are affected by the strategies used when presenting the change initiative to those asked 

to implement and champion the initiative. At the study institution, the change initiative that most 

participants spoke about affected the organizational chart of the institution. While some saw their 

day-to-day activities as unchanged and others felt that the initiative affected their entire work 

life, they all saw the creation of the College of Health Sciences as an historic moment in the life 

of the institution.  

The initiative is described by the president of the study institution in an email (Appendix 

D) to all employees after the spring executive committee meeting of the board. The entire email 

contained a summation of the Board Meeting and other items that were relevant to the 

institution’s employees but not to the study. An abbreviated version of the email is included in 

Appendix D. This email is included because the way the initiative is framed and communicated 

is mentioned by several of the administrators when they discuss their perceptions. 
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The President seems to acknowledge a struggle with how to communicate this initiative. 

The email also acknowledges the leadership of deans and faculty senate in the decision-making 

process. 

 The study institution, founded before 1850, is one of strong history and a robust 

enrollment of just over 5,000. The institution’s website declares the institution as top in the state; 

the institution has much of which to be proud. The institution has strong Christian values that are 

referenced in their motto, mission, and vision. The tenure track institution with a strong faculty 

senate describes themselves as having shared governance, as well as being tuition-driven. The 

University has previously been organized with departments that report through to a Provost.  The 

institution has now put in place a College structure for the area of Health Science and instituted 

an Associate Provost to govern the area.  No other area has a College or an Associate Provost.  

The interdisciplinary College of Health has been met with mixed emotions. The faculty portion 

of the organizational chart prior to the addition of the College of Health had each Academic 

Dean reporting directly to the provost. So almost all faculty would report to a department chair, 

who then reported to a Dean who reported to the Provost. With the addition, there was not only a 

new College but also a new organizational hierarchy. An associate provost heads the College of 

Health and has several deans reporting to this person. Thus, in the new College of Health, the 

faculty has an additional layer in the reporting structure. The study participants had differing 

perceptions of this change.    

Participants 

The academic personnel in this study have different stories and backgrounds. There were 

a total of 20 participants that included nine department chairs, one associate dean, five faculty 

members who serve on committees, and five dean’s assistants. Some participants have been at 

the institution for many years. Some have worked exclusively at the study institution, and others 
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have worked at many institutions and are new to the study institution. See Table 3 for more 

details on participant demographics.  

The data gathered from the participants speaks very little of the decision to add the 

College of Health.  Most participants articulated the decision to be one that was in line with the 

institutional values and may even be the answer to the stagnated growth the institution was 

looking for move away from.  However, most of the participants felt that everything about the 

way the decision was made and how it was communicated made the decision difficult to live 

with and may have even hurt the institution. 

The study institution has a traditional faculty senate structure.  Most large decisions for 

the institution are brought before the senate for approval prior to moving implementation.  The 

College of Health was not.  Once decisions were made the institution typically discussed them in 

committee or departmental meetings to ensure all voices were heard and that all affected parties 

had a chance to make alterations to the overall plan.  The College of Health did not go through 

this process.  There was even a task force in the process of making recommendations on 

programs to add and which to eliminate.  The decision to move forward with the College of 

Health moved forward without the committee’s recommendations.  So, this decision came 

through abnormal channels.  This as well as the manner in which most academic personnel heard 

about the College is why there is so much to learn from this change initiative. 

There are a few who are champions of the change.  There are a few who were upset by 

the change and several who thought the initiative did not affect them.  Looking at the differences 

in these perspectives and what causes the different lenses is where administrators can gain 

information.        
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Table 4 - Participants Described 

Name Academic Area Type General Description 

Amy Education Department Chair --- 
Anthony Sociology Department Chair 23 years at institution 
Connie Education Faculty/Administrative Recent hire, coordinates 

graduate programs and 
teaches 

David Linguistics Department Chair Chair of the largest 
department at the 
institution 

Deborah --- Administrative Dean’s Assistant 
Gary Nursing Department Chair Heavily involved in 

restructure 
James Accounting Faculty 12 years at institution, 

multiple committee 
assignments 

Jay Art & Science Department Chair --- 
Jenny Education Department Chair New to institution, 28 

years in K-12 education 
John --- Faculty --- 
Karen Nutrition Department Chair Multiple committees 
Laura Education Faculty/Administrative Admission for 12 

graduate programs and 
teaches 

Mary Art & Science Department Chair 27 years at institution 
Melissa --- Administrative Dean’s Assistant 
Nancy Nursing Department Chair Department chair 

promoted in restructure to 
Associate Dean 

Patricia --- Administrative Dean’s Assistant 
Paul --- Faculty Retiring, with the 

institution for over 20 
years 

Sandra --- Administrative Dean’s Assistant 
Sue --- Administrative Dean’s Assistant 
Susan Fine Arts Associate Dean 15 years at institution 

 

Associate Dean 

There is one associate dean who participated in the study, Susan. Susan has been with the 

study institution for 15 years as a Department Chair. She said,  

I’m currently the Department Chair and also now an Associate Dean. I carry both titles, 
but I won’t be Department Chair terribly much longer…I’m naming another Department 
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Chair probably in eight months…but I’ve been the Department Chair for the past 15 
years. 
 
The tenure Susan has had with the institution means she understand the ways of the 

institution. Her new title of Associate Dean could color her opinion about the change initiatives, 

so she was not included with the department chairs in this study, even though her longstanding 

position as a department chair is what gave her inclusion as a participant.  

Susan describes her current position as being split into three evaluative areas: teaching, 

scholarship, and service. She explains, “I’m very robust in my scholarship yet probably don’t 

have to be as robust as I am.” The study institution is considered a teaching institution. While 

scholarship is a part of each faculty member’s responsibility, it is not as big a criterion as it 

would be at a research institution. Susan’s teaching load as Associate Dean is half that of non-

administrative faculty member because of her service to the department, which includes “budget, 

scheduling, recruiting, retention, students, fundraising, just kind of a bit of everything. It seems 

like fundraising and recruiting are becoming more [of my job] than they used to.”  

Susan described several changes at the study institution. The creation of her position is 

the first she discusses. The dean she reports to created parallel structures in the departments that 

report to him. One department had an associate dean and multiple department chairs. The other 

did not have an associate dean. When a design department was moved from another dean to his 

responsibility, he added an associate dean to the arts side and named Susan to the position. Susan 

was reluctant at first:  

I’m a very active artist, and I’ve got a couple of major shows coming up. And I was just 
like, I don’t know that I need more administration. And yet I was thrilled because 
historically [the departments that report to me now] have taken a bit of a backseat. 
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Second, Susan discusses the creation of the College of Health saying, “I had no dog in 

that fight, so to speak.” She later says as a member of Faculty Senate, it has been hard to get 

representation for the new College because they were told after the fact. Susan continues:   

I’m still a member of the faculty, and I’m one of the people on campus that would always 
say the more transparency the better and that yea we have had some but also some big 
campus wide changes we kind of found out about through an email.  
 
She likes the change because “it lets me know that [the study institution] is evolving and 

trying to move forward and looking at what it does and asking the question, ‘Can we do it 

better?’” Susan also acknowledges there is a faculty constituency for which change comes hard, 

and so “it sometimes can be messy, and it certainly causes angst amongst some because certain 

things seem to always be in a state of flux.” 

Department Chairs 

There are nine department chairs who participated in the study: Amy, Anthony, David, 

Gary, Jay, Jenny, Karen, Mary, and Nancy. They each bring different backgrounds to the focus 

institution, which colors their perception of change initiatives. Anthony has been with the study 

institution for twenty-three years as a chair and tenured faculty member. Prior to the study 

institution, Anthony worked with another institution for twenty-three year in the area of 

sociology. David is the chair of the largest department at the study institution, which 

concentrates on languages. Greg has been the chair of the Nurse Educator Department since 

2013 and says much has been delegated to the department chairs during the transition of 

personnel from previous positions to leadership positions in the College of Health. Karen is 

Chair of the School of Public Health/Nutrition and is in the process of hiring a dean for the new 

school that is now part of the College of Health. 

Mary has taught in the School of Education for many years and Jenny in the same area as 

Mary. Jenny has been in leadership from the beginning of her time at the study institution, while 
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Mary has risen from faculty to lead the department. Jenny has been in education her entire 

career, but most of it has been in K-12 schools. She has not been at the institution long. 

Each department chair describes the position slightly differently. Anthony describes his 

position as department chair starting with the people to whom he is responsible: “We are to work 

at the behest of the Dean and the Provost.” He adds that his responsibilities include “budgetary 

issues, oversight of curriculum, development of programs, management of staff and faculty.” 

Gary’s description starts with accrediting bodies, stating that the department chair in his 

discipline is responsible for maintaining compliance with the accreditors. Jenny also speaks of 

accrediting visits and reports as a big part of her position as one of the education chairs.  

Jay describes the position with change in mind: “I do many things that used to be 

considered dean’s work such as recruitment, such as development clearly has become part of my 

job, and at a private institution, you must recruit to keep your department viable.” Amy describes 

the primary responsibility of the position as  

Making sure that the courses that are necessary to for the completion of the degree are 
offered for the students and to manage the teaching and administration for those courses. 
And that involves things like faculty course load, timing of courses, ensuring that they’re 
entered into the system correctly.  
 
Amy continues by mentioning additional expectations at the study institution: “well-

being of students…recruiting students, more responsibilities for marketing the degree and the 

department…keeping the numbers up . . . there is a much greater emphasis on numbers of the 

years.” Amy also said that, “No one has said, ‘If your numbers drop that’s a problem.’ Everyone 

is well aware that the numbers need to be as high as you can get them within reason.” Laura also 

speaks to the numbers piece: 

The addition of the College of Health does make us a little competitive as far as we need 
to make sure we keep our numbers up…In the past when a program shrinks down to 
nothing, they’ll usually incorporate that program with another school.  



54 
 

 
David echoes the need to take care of faculty: “I’m a cheerleader at times, to be honest.” 

David hires native speakers to teach the languages courses. He is responsible for “buying 

materials for that faculty.” He also discussed faculty meetings and “one of the things I do which 

might be unexpected, we have a very big [Christmas convocation]…with approximately 650 

people involved.” Anthony says, “I see myself as an advocate for faculty, a buffer against the 

administration. I tried to maximize their opportunities for tenure and promotion.” Mary says her 

tasks can be as big as pay raises and faculty loads or as little as “not enough desks or the 

chalkboards are not working to show the PowerPoint presentation. A lot of it is finding out who 

are the people that really do fix things and getting the issues to them.” 

Laura is the graduate school chair for her department. Her work is specifically for the 

graduate faculty and students. She explains, “We are kind of in a bubble over here in the [area of 

Education]. We’ve divided the department up to two different areas and I work with both.” 

Karen is also in a unique situation. She is on the committee to hire her boss, the new school dean. 

During this transition, Karen reports directly to the head of the College of Health Sciences, 

which will not happen once a dean is hired. She is also involved in the plans for the new 

building, which promises new space for her department.  

The department chairs in this study had many different perceptions of change. Gary 

explained the need for change: “It had to do with the future of [the institution] and the future of 

healthcare. There are tremendous opportunities in the future of healthcare.” Gary, the department 

chair for nursing, continues saying, “this sounds dramatic…but the [head of the College of 

Health] recognized that this was an opportunity to provide for a future for [the institution] to 

remain viable.” Karen, who is currently reporting to the head of the new College of Health, 

discusses the lack of knowledge around the decision to move forward with the change initiative:  
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From the very beginning, none of us knew this was coming. This just came out of the 
blue…it was announced that we would be part of the College of Health, we would be a 
new school, we would be a new department, and that is the way it was. No discussion.  

 
Mary describes the initiative with very little emotion, saying, “It happened for growth 

and efficiencies.” 

Jenny discussed feeling threatened: “For some of those that have been here a long time, 

this is not the school it has been…I think they feel a little threatened. But they have embraced it.” 

Karen described her feelings: “We feel like we are guinea pigs because we are the first of the 

departments to have a new program up and going… it is like we are the forefront of how change 

has affected everybody.” Amy stated, “My area [education] has not changed. I still report to the 

same dean.” She continues that the addition of the College of Health did change the reporting 

structure for some of her peers. A design program that previously reported to Amy’s dean is now 

reporting to a different dean. This was not directly a result of the College of Health, but it was a 

ripple effect of this decision. Amy is “not sure if those department chairs were consulted or not, 

but for the College of Health, all of the groups that were involved in the changes were brought 

together. The rest of us were notified via email.”  

Jay discussed change at the institution in general and how different this initiative feels: 

“The rate of change is typically incremental; the College of Health was quick.” Karen echoes this 

sentiment: “They could have slowed the process down just a bit, so we could have hired the 

correct people in the first place rather than trying to do it as fast as we could.” Mary described 

her experience of receiving the news as a surprise: “I was walking down from the gate to get a 

rental car and [a colleague] said, ‘I hear y’all have started a new college’ I said, ‘What?’ It was 

in the newspaper, and I didn’t even know it.”  
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With the addition of the College of Health, Anthony stated that “they encourage 

interdisciplinary work between departments…we have a lot of faculty who can cross list and 

teach in the new college.” David enjoys spending time with the president of the study institution: 

“He’s laughing often in our meetings together. And normally, he’s really good with the 

department. He’s very helpful.” Amy has no problem with the addition of the College of Health 

because it fits with the study institution's mission. She said, “My understanding, whether it was 

stated or something I just picked up, my understanding was the restructuring was to create the 

best possible program with a Christian emphasis.” David agrees with Amy: “We have a really, 

really strong mission to help people and to act as caring generous people, to really be Christians 

in the best sense of the word. I think the healing arts is a part of that.” Karen said, “We are going 

to be sending out Christina vision assistants, nurses, dietitians, physical therapists, occupational 

therapists, and social workers, which is amazing. It is how it has been done that is concerning. 

Things were dictated.” Karen continued, “I think that the vision for the College of Health 

deserves a pat on the back.” Amy perceived the move has being handled professionally: “I just 

don’t see those people as frequently as I used to. If we were having department chair meetings, 

that department chair is not there anymore in those meetings. So the change affected us more 

from a personal standpoint.” However, Amy said, “change is generally scary. So if there had 

been a different process, would it have made a difference? I don’t know that it would have. I 

think change is just scary.” David said,  

The College of Health, that’s an interesting one. I think it could have been communicated 
better, to be honest. This is an enormous change for this particular university. Our 
enrollment has been flat for basically fifteen years… The College of Health could have as 
many as twenty five hundred students, so that’s going to be an enormous change…the 
faculty were fairly upset about how fast it was to take place.  
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David looks at it as a positive in the long run: “We’re going to offer [language] to the 

College of Health. We’ll create specialized courses for them. We’ll get them over working with 

us, and we’re going to grow as a result of them.” David reports some jealousy from the faculty: 

“They are feeling that [the College of Health] is getting a shiny new building.” Anthony sees 

listening as a priority: “I always consider it important if you’re an administrator or management 

that you listen to others and solicit their input. In the development early on, this was an 

administrative decision.” He tempered his statement, saying,   

I could see administratively from that point of view that’s a reasonable way to do it, but 
I’ve always considered that you want to minimize any kind of feelings of distance or 
alienation by people who are going to be asked to participate. 
  
Jay summarizes his thoughts on the College of Health Science:  

I think the typical faculty member knows the procedure for the College of Health was not 
typical. I wish there were more vetting of this, but politics behind the scenes, I don’t 
think they have a clue how it happened… They know the administration made a decision 
and we are going to gamble on healthcare. 

  
Laura discussed change in general in higher education and how it could be done better:  

I think a lot of people, and understandably so, like to have control over their own 
programs or their own positions. And I think in order to keep their positions safe, 
sometimes they’ll withhold information or cover up some information to make their job 
more secure. This creates this shroud of confusion because people don’t know exactly 
what’s going on. If people were more transparent and just more honest about what 
exactly is going on, I think it would help ease people’s minds. 
  
Mary talked about the decision, stating, “From my perspective, they are doing their job. 

Would I do it differently? Probably, but I’m not sure if I know what to do, right? How can one 

judge a chief administrator like our president?”  

Faculty 

There are five faculty members that have committee responsibilities who responded to 

the call for participants: Connie, James, John, Laura, and Paul. James has been at the study 

institution a little more than twelve years. James is proud to tell us he has been on one of the 
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committees for five consecutive years and has always served on an internal college committee. 

This year, he was asked to serve as a leader on yet another institution-wide committee. James has 

announced his retirement from the area of business at the study institution; he was able to do that 

because he came to higher education from a well-established career in business. James describes 

himself as hardworking: 

I spent twenty years with one of big four accounting firms doing [several big projects] 
and that gave me the perspective of understanding hard work and understanding that 
organizations are going to make changes to implement strategies to be able to survive and 
improve. 
 
Paul served as a faculty member at another institution, but stated, “I’ve been at [the study 

institution] the bulk of my career…The other place where I taught, I wasn’t there long enough or 

involved long enough to have any sort of useful comment about a comparison.” Paul did name 

the other school and his experience there would likely have been very different, since it is 

primarily an institution of commuting students and would be larger and in a bigger city than the 

study institution. Connie is a recent hire to the study institution. She works in a combination 

teaching and administrative position in the area of education.   

Paul is a tenured full professor with several committee duties that he has handled for 

years. He describes his position, saying, “I’ve been at this long enough that the job fits like a 

comfortable sweatshirt.” James had a very different experience. He worked under three deans 

and a few interim [deans] during his career. He said, “I was surprised at the turnover in our 

leadership, deanship in the [school I worked in].” Because of this turnover, James’ expectations 

as full time professor changed drastically over time in relation to research and course load. 

Because he comes from a practitioner background with a long career in business and is not a 

Ph.D., he was told he would be relieved of a research load when he was hired and in place of that 

he would remain active in his business organizations, so he could bring real world experiences to 
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the classroom. However, as the leadership in James’s school changed, this expectation changed, 

and the path to tenure was self-described as a “rocky one.” James responsibilities included 

“teaching five or six different preparations per year including courses that were changing every 

year, doing the things that were suggested to maintain my professional qualifications, and then 

providing service to the University committees.” He continued stating that “quite frankly, it 

became more than I believed the salary actually justified.” Connie stated,  

My position is a little different than most. I help recruit. I advise all for our students [in 
five different graduate programs]. I register them and coordinate their scholarships with 
the Financial Aid office. I’m also the course guardian, which means I create all the 
courses each semester. It is a lot of administrative duties, but really my main job is to 
work with our graduate students in advising and registering and recruiting.  
 
Connie worked for a long time at a similar institution in a neighboring state.  

These faculty members also had a range of perspectives regarding institutional change. 

Paul was proud to say that, “There is no state bureaucracy…this can be a fairly nimble place,” as 

he described the higher education climate as one that demanded change. Paul described a 

president that was well liked: “His first appearance in front of the faculty, he got off the stage 

and was walking in front of everybody, where the former president never stepped away from the 

podium, very different kinds of folks.” He goes on to describe the decision to add the College of 

Health, saying, “I suspect he thought he’d built enough goodwill that there wouldn’t be any 

issues with a decision like this.”  

Paul remembers getting an email announcing the addition of the College of Health: “The 

whole world knew at the same time.” If Paul could make a change in how the announcement was 

made, he would let the faculty know that “there is this big announcement that is coming and 

there is a number of things we are working on” ahead of the announcement with “a little bit more 
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about the rationale.” Paul stated even if there is an illusion that faculty is in on the secret, it 

would have gone a long way: “[the announcement] caught a lot of people by surprise.”  

James had a different recollection about the email message: “I recognized immediately 

that it is a positive and from a business standpoint, it is what appeared to be a pretty smart thing 

to do…I don’t recall a tremendous amount of negativism in [my department].” James said, “The 

change overall has been positive…I’ve seen changes in [my school]…I do believe they were 

strategic, and I believe they were successful.” When discussing the College of Health and his 

perspective from one of his committee positions, James said,  

The first Friday of every month I spent almost the entire day listening and participating 
in discussions arising out of and relating to that change. My personal perception, again – 
again coming at this with a long-term business focus, I view it as positive, a strong 
positive for us in the marketplace. 
  

 James describes one of the departments that drove the change as “one of the strongest 

programs on campus…they were pioneering with respect to online education, and they have been 

very successful in garnering a national reputation.” Paul goes on to describe the addition of the 

College of Health Sciences from his perspective: 

I feel that all of that change is very good, is very positive for the University, and the 
change appears to be perceived positively by [my department] because we are getting a 
new building and that has been a bone of contention from twelve years ago. 
  
James adds that from his committee work he knows that “there are some concerns” from 

other departments because of “turf battles.” Departments that have previously been the largest 

have received favor and they are showing anxiety with this change according to James.  

Although much of the change was in place before Connie was hired, her perception is 

valuable. She stated,  

We have a provost and then the College of Health is so large…they have their own. She 
is the vice provost. They have a whole different feel than the rest of the university. They 
are much larger, and they are continuing to grow. 
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When describing her perception of the change, Connie stated,  

I have been told, and I have found out just in my own personal or professional career that 
we don’t handle change very well. Not that we don’t want to change. I just think how it’s 
communicated and this was not communicated very well. 
  
Connie went on to explain her personal situation and came back to say, “I feel like 

administrators, we’re all just so overwhelmed and busy and everything, we don’t communicate 

well.” She gave an example, stating, “This is a small scale example. We were changing the way 

we tracked our administrative hours and were told ‘It’s going to be absolutely awful, but actually 

ended up liking it.” The setup was that it was awful, “and that is no way to get people excited.” 

She summed up her comments, stating, “In order to grow, you have to change, but you also have 

to restructure to make change more effective and more productive for the future and drive to the 

potential. It can scare us sometimes but it is the future.” 

Dean’s Assistants 

Four dean’s assistants participated in the study: Melissa, Patricia, Sandra, and Sue. None 

of the four women openly discussed themselves and three of the four thought that they had no 

study-related knowledge. When the interview invitation was initially extended they forwarded it 

to other people in their office. Melissa works in the area of education. The other three did not 

share their areas of work and none shared how long they had worked at the study institution. 

Sandra and Sue barely shared anything. They primarily told me their work did not make them 

privy to any information that might help me. Sandra even cut her interview short to take care of 

an urgent matter and did not return my call when I called back.  

Melissa was the most descriptive about her position, stating that “my responsibilities are 

to maintain this office, and of course, to respond to the things that are needed by the dean. [The 

dean and I] do deal some with students and parents—more problems-related or something like 
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that.” She continued to describe her responsibilities of keeping the dean’s calendar and ensuring 

the requests of the president or provost were followed through on. Melissa also talked about 

maintaining the dean’s Executive Council notes and ordering lunches and arranging rooms for 

them to meet in. “I just do it. Whatever is needed, I try to do for her, but those are some of the 

main things.” Patricia, one of the other dean’s assistants who participated in the study, discussed 

supporting 12 faculty members including a dean and two department chairs.  

These participants were no more forthcoming about their perceptions of change in the 

institution. Patricia started the interview stating, “I just don’t know how much I can help you.” 

When asked to describe the addition of the College of Health, she stated, “I just know what has 

been publicized. Most of what I’ve seen of it just what’s in the public marketplace or through the 

media.” This is significant in that she feels her opinion does not matter and that she, as an 

institutional employee, did not know anything more that the average person that lived in the town 

and watched the news. After additional conversation about how she found out about the College 

of Health, Patricia added, “I think the President or somebody from the administrative offices 

probably emailed us. I don’t remember…from what I understand or knew anything about it, it 

seemed to be positively received.” When asked specifically about where the College of Health 

would be housed, she told me that property adjacent to campus had been purchased and stated, “I 

think whenever you have a big change like that, there’s bound to be mixed feelings about 

things.” Melissa, one of the other dean’s assistants was more vocal, saying the communication 

about the College of Health could have been done easier. Melissa said,  

I think it could have been done better because we didn’t know about them until they were 
basically accomplished and already done, so to speak. So that would have helped had we 
been more in the process of it rather than just being informed of what had been done. I 
think that has created some feelings of discord. 
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Melissa works in education, an area that a few departments left during the creation of the 

College of Health. She stated, 

Those departments came to us when they were having problems and they were given to 
us during the time of the other administration in order for us to help get them accredited 
and to bring them to where they should be, and we did that. So we didn’t feel badly about 
them leaving. 
  
She described the academic areas that left and stated it was good for the department to be 

able to focus more on education and less on areas that were tangential. As stated above, Melissa 

was the most communicative of the dean’s assistants. Her perspective on the change initiatives 

can be summed up in the following statement:  

Things were being kind of pushed down our throats or whatever. I don’t mean it to be 
really bad, but I don’t know how else to say it. The information could have been given in 
a little different way, I think. 
 
While the other dean’s assistants were not as clear, their perception of not mattering or 

not knowing enough could be interpreted as a similar statement.  

The voices of the participants give a picture of how the initiative affected them. Jay is a 

department chair at the institution who was involved in some of the initial discussions regarding 

the addition of the College of Health. Jay’s overview of the emergence of the change sets the 

stage for a deeper analysis of the data: 

The proposal came from [the head of nursing]. She took the proposal to the provost, who 
said, “No, I’m not doing this.” [The head of nursing] then called a meeting with the 
President and Vice-President of Business Affairs, who then saw the proposal and said 
“Yes,” overruling the Provost. There were some interesting, complex politics that played 
out in that proposal. So the [head of nursing] was able to finesse the President and Vice-
President of Business Affairs to get it approved. I would argue with that process … I 
think this proposal will ultimately benefit [the study institution] enormously, but I don’t 
believe it was vetted.  
Jay was close to the politics of the change initiative. According to Jay there were a lot of 

conflicting opinions about the proposal to create the College of Health. There were key players, 

such as the President, Provost, Associate Provost, Vice President of Business Affairs, academic 
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deans, and others who came to the discussion from differing backgrounds, all hopefully wanting 

the best for the institution but not entirely agreeing on what that meant. This is not uncommon in 

higher education, and the study hopes to learn from the perceptions associated with this 

initiative. 

Themes 

Much of the study data parallels Kezar and Eckel’s (2002) core strategies; however, there 

are also a few themes that did not align with Kezar and Eckel. Kezar and Eckel’s (2002) five 

core change strategies provided a comprehensive framework for the study of change. The 

participants’ narratives provided rich details revealing how the academic administrators 

perceived the change initiative. The participants provided information concerning many facets of 

a major institutional change initiative at their campus. The data collected provide an 

understanding of the ties between the perceptions of academic administrators and institutional 

change strategies.  

This chapter reviews Kezar and Eckel’s (2002) five core strategies and presents data that 

align with each strategy. The strategies are listed and defined again in Table 5 below. Reviewing 

these themes and how the participant data did and did not reflect some of these themes is 

foundational while remembering the difference between the champions and the other participants 

that were not as excited about the change is the primary take away point.  If administrators can 

gain information on how to best create champions for a cause that is what is preferred; or if an 

administrator could avoid creating a situation where participants felt alienated.  The differences 

between the two perspectives are interesting. 

 

 

 



65 
 

Table 5 - Kezar and Eckel's (2002) Five Core Change Strategies Summarized (Restated) 

Strategy Definition 

Senior Administrative Support Leaders providing support by allocating 
resources, creating new administrative 
structures, etc. 

Collaborative Leadership Positional and non-positional individuals 
throughout the campus are involved in the 
change initiative across campus silos and 
hierarchy 

Robust Design Flexible picture of the future that is clear and 
understandable including goals and objectives 
related to the implementation of that picture 

Staff Development Programmatic efforts that offer opportunities 
for individuals to learn certain skills or 
knowledge related to issues associated with the 
change effort 

Visible Actions Advances in the change process that are 
noticeable and usually physical so that 
individuals can see the movement is continuing 

Note. Adapted from Kezar & Eckel, 2002, p. 444-441. 

 

The study institution has undergone a great deal of change.  

Senior administrative support 

The core strategy of senior administrative support is defined by Kezar and Eckel (2002) 

as “the way senior administrators can facilitate change through resources, structures, and so on” 

(p. 447). Kezar and Eckel (2002) later added that senior administrative support involves focusing 

attention on related issues, providing resources, guiding the process, and creating new 

administrative structures. The two secondary strategies associated with senior administrative 

support are fiduciary responsibilities and making decisions. Communicating the decisions is a 

major factor in making the decision a reality for the faculty and staff. At the focus institution, 

data demonstrate the importance of support from senior administrators when implementing 

change; the consequences of a perceived lack of support are also evident in the data. The 
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narrative of participants in the study shows how this strategy manifested its importance in 

communication and decision making from senior administrators. At this institution, there was 

very little discussion of fiduciary responsibility. These manifestations lead to differing 

perceptions among participants.  

Communication. The decision to create a College of Health Sciences was communicated 

via email to faculty and staff after a Board of Trustees meeting, according to Connie. This email 

contained several summary items from the board meeting with the creation of the College of 

Health Sciences as a part of the summary. The following passage stating the President’s purpose 

was included in the email:  

Because these matters are of importance to every member of our campus community and 
because I want to share as many details as possible, I am taking the liberty of sending this 
rather lengthy message to all employees.  
 
This passage indicates that the president knew this was a multi-faceted announcement 

that would have a ripple effect. However, the President thought email communication would be, 

in his words, “the least tortured path” of distributing a major announcement like the creation of 

the College of Health Sciences. 

The data reveal that this method of communicating the announcement leads to surprise 

and confusion among academic personnel. In fact, Mark, an administrator, stated,  

I was surprised to hear [the news] . . . I was walking down from the gate [in an airport] to 
a rental car with a couple of other people and one of them was associated with the 
institution. She said, “Well, I hear y’all have started a new college.” I said, “What?” It 
was in the newspaper, and I didn’t know anything about it. 
  
Learning about institutional change from someone outside of the institution can make the 

administrator feel unimportant. Susan, another administrator, said that there was angst among 

faculty because the Faculty Senate was not consulted or aware of the creation of the College of 

Health Sciences prior to the announcement: “The weird thing was there was kind of some 
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creation of some new things through that process, and we all woke up one day and realized that 

there’s this new entity on campus.”  

James, a long-standing and active faculty member, stated that “most of the university 

found out at the same time with a message from the president. It was an email message that went 

out.” He did not recall being shocked and stated that “it appeared to me a pretty smart thing to 

do. Did I hear negative reactions from other faculty members? Yes!”  

Some participants were confused by the informal way the message was communicated. 

Many administrators thought that an announcement of this magnitude would have been 

spotlighted in a more prominent manner other than email. The lack of prominence caused many 

administrators to overlook the announcement. For example, Patricia said that she was made 

aware of the new school in the public marketplace and external media, not from any official 

university communication. Paul, who had been an administrator at other institutions prior to the 

focus institution, stated, 

I think I heard from a press release. The whole world knew at the same time. It wasn’t 
like it was some state secret. I would think maybe letting the faculty know ahead of time 
that, hey, there’s this big announcement that’s coming and there’s a number of things 
we’re working on and maybe explaining a little bit more about the rationale behind it, I 
think might have helped people. 
 
In addition to the unorthodox method of communicating the creation of the new college, 

another factor that surprised participants was that the decision was communicated without 

opportunity for discussion or dialogue. Melissa assumed that the deans likely had discussion 

prior to the email, but was uncertain: “I don’t remember whether they had the meetings before 

we got the email or we got the email and then they had the meetings. But I know the deans were 

told”. She also said that the deans “were not in the actual process of when the new health 

professions and public health schools were formed” (Melissa). According to Mark, when 
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administrators were asked about their involvement in the decision, it was clear that they were not 

involved in the decision-making process and that they received the information with the rest of 

the faculty.  

Administrators were also surprised about how quickly the changes would occur and about 

the selection of a new upper-level administrator to head the college. The face-to-face discussions 

and meetings regarding the change were delegated to the new administrator, who was 

inexperienced in this type of role and received the promotion in the announcement of the new 

school. According to Gary, this newly appointed administrator  

Met with the associate deans and department chairs in the school of nursing. She also met 
with the entire faculty for the school of nursing. It would be my guess she also met with 
the faculty of the school of pharmacy and the other departments that were there and kind 
of – there were a group of departments that moved from the school of education, where 
they didn’t really belong, into one of the new schools that were developed. 
 
This participant’s commentary indicates that faculty and staff members not directly 

involved in the change were not informed during the decision-making stage. While the president 

intended to include everyone in the entire institution, the interview data indicates that the 

received perception of the communication differed from the president’s intent.  

Decision making. The confusion about the announcement indicates speculation about the 

procedure of the decision-making process among many members of the faculty and staff who 

were not included. Some stated that there were proposals for this type of change stemming back 

several years:  

I think the original proposal was kind of a decision of [the Academic Head of the School 
of Health Sciences], and it’s my understanding that she had shared this with the president 
of the university, maybe a couple of years before he actually kind of got on board with it, 
if that makes sense. (Jason) 
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Other participants said the creation of the school was a presidential initiative that 

happened quickly (Kimberly). The confusion surrounding the decision-making process has 

caused faculty, specifically department chairs, to feel undervalued. Gary stated,  

Our think tank vetted proposals for every school where we sought faculty input. We 
sought the input of deans, we surveyed them. I looked at peer institutions. I did a 
remarkable amount of research … And as a result, our final recommendations were very 
thoughtful, very deliberate, and were almost unanimously supported and that’s because 
we used a deliberate data-driven approach and that’s kind of just who I am. I’m a 
quantitative guy, and I don’t believe you start new programs based on, hey, this kid says 
he’s interested in it. … I think we have a remarkable president who saw, here’s a 
proposal for another 800 majors at the graduate and undergraduate level, and I certainly 
could understand why he jumped on it; however, I will maintain that there are going to be 
enormous growing pains because not as many people looked at that, and it’s not as data-
driven as I would like. 
  
Gary was involved in looking into potential programs prior to the decision to move 

forward with the new college. Because the decision was made in a way that was very different 

from the process he went through to make his recommendations, Gary stated that the hasty 

creation of the new college was less thorough than his more thorough, data-driven proposal.  

Data show there are rumors of the chief academic officer being displeased by the decision 

of the president (Kimberly). These types of rumors can cause the decision and those who may 

have been involved in the related change to be questioned. Kimberly perceived the chief 

academic officer of the new school as a manipulator, saying, “[the proposal for the new college] 

got nowhere with the provost, I hate to say [the author of the proposal] manipulated the system 

as a pro.” Kimberly brings to light the many rumors that have surfaced about the decision-

making process. The rumor discussed here is that the provost originally turned down the 

proposal for the new college. As soon as the proposal was turned down by the provost, the dean 

brought it to the president, thus going over the head of the provost. Kimberly perceived this 

action as manipulative and slightly inappropriate.  
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The confusion surrounding the decision-making process has created opportunities for 

rumor, suspicion, and distrust. When faculty members were included, they enjoyed and 

appreciated the process. Many did not feel important enough to be a part of this kind of decision. 

Gary said, “These kinds of decisions go to the ultimate level.” The data reveals participants’ 

concerns about who did and did not agree to the change and what kind of decision-making 

process was involved. Kimberly said, 

It was a very smart decision for [the President] to overrule the Provost; however, I will 
always take the perspective that the decision could have been more data-driven. It was a 
good decision, but it could have been a great decision. 
 
Data show that there is disagreement among administrators at the study institution as to 

the effectiveness and appropriateness of the communication methods and decision-making 

methods chosen by the senior administrative group at the institution, namely the president. The 

email announcement appears to be the most controversial point, since many participants thought 

this method was not appropriate, considering the effect that the addition of a new college could 

have on the institution. The decision-making process was also unconventional; many of the 

established channels used for decision making, such as the faculty senate, were not utilized. 

These two manifestations of Kezar and Eckel’s (2002) strategy of senior administrative support 

show how a seemingly small decision, such as to send or not to send an email, can influence 

administrators’ perceptions of an impending change. 

Collaborative leadership 

Kezar and Eckel (2002) stated that for change to be successfully implemented, leadership 

must permeate the entire organization, rather than being primarily top-down. Understanding 

employee contribution to change initiatives is invaluable to successful change implementation. 

Faculty and staff can be a driving force in change implementation; however, they also have the 

potential to resist and undermine institutional change. Kezar and Eckel (2002) defined the second 
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core strategy, collaborative leadership, as involving employees beyond those in formal 

leadership positions in the change initiative. Collaborative leadership involves the supportive 

strategies of initiating participation, creating opportunities to influence results, providing support 

structures along with new interactions and communication. Kezar and Eckel (2002) explained 

that collaboration focuses on the relationship element of the implementation; interaction, 

communication, and participation are the language of collaboration. In the data, communication 

emerges once again as a perceived key to successful change.  

At the focus institution, data indicates that the addition of a new college was perceived as 

a top-down decision with little consideration given to relationship-building as the decision was 

communicated. The data show how participants’ perceptions of the change were affected by the 

way the decision was communicated. The importance of collaborative leadership manifests itself 

in participants’ perception of top-down decision-making. 

Top-down decision making. Among the study’s participants, the perceptions of top-

down decisions are mixed. Data indicate that some participants accepted and even were happy 

with the process. Kimberly explained, 

I think the president taking ownership of it is also a pro [or positive item]. I think this will 
allow [the institution] to market and niche itself in P.A. and nurse practitioner and 
pharmacy in markets that [the institution] never would have recruited real well in before. 
 
The process was also accepted by Jason, who stated, “[There is] a hierarchy. The dean 

goes to meetings. Then she comes back and shares stuff. Sometimes it is special announcements. 

We’ve been informed along the way.” Karen indicated that decisions usually do not involve 

many people. After describing the email communication she received informing her of the 

restructuring, she said, “Well, we felt like that this was business as usual, everything comes from 
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the top down.” According to Amy, an administrator in a department not directly involved in the 

restructuring, 

For the College of Health Sciences, all of the groups that were involved in the changes 
were brought together. The rest of us were notified via email. So it wasn’t like the whole 
university got together. I will say after the fact, there were some question and answer 
time where people could go and ask questions, but the initial announcement was made 
via email, except for those who were involved in the changes.  
Amy clearly saw delineation between those who were involved in the decision and those 

who were not. Those who were not involved were informed via email. The participant stated this 

observation factually, without expressing a positive or negative opinion regarding the decision to 

communicate the change using email. 

Other participants were displeased that there was not more discussion about such a major 

change in the structure of the institution. Mark expressed an underlying theme of discontent: “If 

you want my opinion, because of the role we play as faculty leaders, we have to be there. We’re 

invested in this institution, and we should have had some input into this.” Those individuals who 

considered themselves stakeholders in the institution felt they should have been included in the 

discussion, even if they were not included in the decision-making process. Anthony suggested 

that the inclusion of more stakeholders in the discussion of the change could have created greater 

buy-in:  

I always consider it important if you’re an administrator or management, that you listen 
to others and solicit their input… We had a couple of meetings with folks here in the 
department, but this is after we were already underway. So we’re going to do this, now 
we want your input. 
 
Seeking input could have changed the perception of those in the department according to 

Anthony. However, he goes on to say, 

The process was kind of top-down. It makes sense because this was really a talk – they 
had to consider a huge investment and resources, not only in money but space and stuff 
like that. It really is an institutional decision. So from an organizational standpoint, that 
part of the process, I would say, is understandable but does not optimize the outcomes. 
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Again and again, the data indicate that most participants would have liked to have been 

given the opportunity to comment. Melissa said, 

Even if they did not choose to exercise that opportunity… we would like to maybe have a 
little more information before the thing is a done deal… I can remember that was not 
what happened – that didn’t bring a lot of good feelings because it was basically 
accomplished before we were informed. 
Anthony agreed, saying faculty may not have commented much, but that inclusion would 

have been valued:  

It’s not a matter of substance necessarily that the faculty would have had that much to 
contribute. Hopefully they would have. But the whole concept of including the entire 
organization in the process . . . that’s just a different philosophy that I have about how do 
you manage human beings. 
  
Data show that even those working in the new college did not feel included in the 

decision. In the discussion of lack of inclusion in the new college decision, Laura shared that she 

felt isolated in most decisions:  

I would have liked a little more input. I am the one who is in this every day, working in 
it. And I didn’t get to say a whole lot. I didn’t get to input a whole lot of my opinion on 
how things should be run, and policies, and things like that. 
  
The perception of the top-down nature of the decision rippled into other decisions. Mark 

explained, 

I think it probably would have been better, at least as far as the public perception of it, if 
there would have been some faculty representation in that discussion. Taking into 
consideration the kind of ambivalent or paradoxical role the faculty have here, they 
probably would not have contributed much, but the perception of the decision would have 
been different. 
  
Mark’s explanation of the value of inclusion as directly affecting the perception of the 

decision is powerful. Anthony echoes the sentiment of negativity brought on by feeling distanced 

or alienated from the decision-making process: 

I could see administratively from that point of view that’s a reasonable way to do it, but 
I’ve always considered that you want to minimize any kind of feelings of distance or 
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alienation by people who are going to be asked to participate. You need to have those 
conversations early. Some of the changes that have been made at the college level in the 
last year or so have also been pretty much unilateral. …I think it’s been recognized 
subsequently as problematic. It’s just a difference in philosophy and perspective about 
authority.  
 
Anthony continues to say how it is understandable to see why the decision makers would 

have made the decision without faculty input, but that it was still a mistake. Even symbolic 

involvement would have been appropriate: 

I guess the positive part of it would be it is efficient. It takes a lot of time to round up 
everybody and have all these committee meetings and stuff like that. And the faculty 
would be some of the first people to complain about having to participate in the 
committees, and they’re also the first to complain when they’re not included. And it’s 
kind of a catch-22 for the administration in some ways . . . I would have some way to try 
to accommodate, if nothing else, a symbolic representation of involvement. 
  
Others agreed, saying that entertaining other opinions might have made the process a bit 

more complex: 

There is that constituency that change comes hard for, and so it sometimes can be messy 
or it certainly causes angst amongst some because certain things seem to always be in a 
state of flux . . . You certainly want those that have some valid concerns to have a voice 
and you want to hear those concerns and you want to deal with those concerns, so it 
maybe slows down the process a little bit and causes that change to be a little bit messy. 
(Susan) 
  
Susan and Nancy were two of the few who voiced an understanding for the decision-

making process. Nancy stated, 

I think if too many fingers had been in the pot, so to speak, it might not have been done. 
It is always nice to include people in planning and change . . . You can get too many 
people involved and they start dragging things back. 
  
Nancy voiced that there are some benefits to having fewer people involved in the process. 

Susan did as well. The concept of collaborative leadership is powerful when those at all levels 

feel that their voice is recognized in the process of implementing major institutional change. At 

the study institution, there are leaders who felt that their voice was stifled during the process of 
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adding the new college. While some saw the top-down decision-making model as necessary, 

many participants perceived the top-down model as a process that left them feeling excluded and 

wondering who actually did get a seat at the leadership table.  

Robust design 

The third core strategy is robust design. Kezar and Eckel (2002) define this strategy as 

“developing a ‘desirable’ and flexible picture of the future that is clear and understandable and 

includes set goals and objectives related to the implementation of that picture” (p. 447). They 

add that the “picture of the future and the means to get there are flexible,” serving as a vision that 

is reinforced to all stakeholders as a way of garnering creative support and aligning resources 

(Kezar & Eckel, 2002, p. 447). The power and influence of this strategy is evident as all 

stakeholders create shared vision of the change. At the focus institution, data demonstrate that 

the mission of the university is universally supported. However, the vision for the addition of a 

college is muddied because of transparency. The need for transparency is how this core strategy 

manifests itself at the focus institution in two seemingly opposed camps. One camp appears to 

have perceived the vision for the addition of the College of Health Sciences as being well 

thought out and aligned with the university’s mission; another group of participants appeared to 

be nervous and confused about the change, with no clear sense of the vision or purpose driving 

the initiative. The way design is communicated can hamper the success of the change initiative. 

Jason said, “I’m not saying that we don’t have great leaders, but just kind of stepping up and 

communicating [would be appreciated. Something as simple as, ‘Hey, this is what we’re doing. 

This is what we’re going to do to move forward.’”  

The study institution has a Christian foundation and the addition of the College of Health 

Sciences is seen by some as being fully aligned with that foundation. The new college will 
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increase the number of trained caregivers in an area where there is a need for more skilled 

caregivers. According to David, 

We have a real, real strong mission to help people and to act as caring, generous people, 
to really be Christian in the best sense of the word, I think. And working in the healing 
arts, that’s part of what we should be doing and providing this training to help people and 
take care of their health and improve their health. So I think that’s probably the least 
controversial part about it. 
  
The creation of the new school has been summarized by Amy, an administrator, who 

said, “My understanding, whether it was stated or something I just picked up, was the 

restructuring was to create the best possible health sciences program with a Christian emphasis.” 

Amy described this Christian foundation from which all other things are built when she talked 

about the university’s mission, stating that it was the factor that set the study institution apart 

from the competition: 

[Here] everything just really revolves around the mission, so it’s hard to envision 
something that wouldn’t have incorporated the Christian mission of the institution. But I 
think if we were just creating another College of Health Sciences to compete against [the 
local state school], that would have been a little crazy without the Christian emphasis. 
Because I just think that [the local state school] has a very reputable program, but it’s a 
very different program. So our environment and our mission are different. Both can be 
reputable. 
  
Although adhering to the institution’s Christian’s mission was perceived as a key factor, 

the emphasis on remaining competitive is another main reason cited by participants for the 

change. According to David, 

Our enrollment has been flat for basically fifteen years, so we have not gone above five 
thousand, anywhere from forty-five hundred to close to five thousand. This year we have 
the highest enrollment ever. We’re almost like ten students from going over that magic 
barrier, but the College of Health Sciences eventually could have as many as twenty-five 
hundred students, so that’s going to be an enormous change. 
 
Kimberly sees growth as the motive for the creation of the new college, too, stating that it 

is a gamble that the administration is willing to take: 
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I think the administration made a decision that we’re going to gamble on healthcare, 
we’re going to gamble on combining schools into a health college, and that they can see 
why the president made that decision even if they have apprehensions about certain parts 
of that proposal. 
 
Laura also cited growth as a reason to make changes along these lines:  

I think it definitely has [made us more competitive]. I know with the expansion they’re 
starting more and more programs every day, and so that makes us more competitive… 
We need to have a competitive number of graduate students applying and enrolling and 
matriculating through our school, as well. 
 
Nancy, an administrator who will be getting a promotion because of the restructuring, 

talked about the increased opportunity the new college will provide students:  

I felt very excited [when I heard the plans] because it made sense to see some of the 
changes…they logically lead to opportunities for our students to go on to graduate school 
because of the programs that are being developed. 
  
James, a longstanding, highly involved faculty member, stated, 

I view the [new college] as a positive, a strong positive for us in the marketplace. 
Historically, [the nursing department] has been one of the strongest departments on 
campus . . . The faculty are pioneering with respect to online education, and they have 
been very successful. 
  
This participant sees the new department as a natural movement based on the solid work 

of the faculty and the market. Kimberly cited marketplace statistics that help to justify the 

institution’s addition of the College of Health Sciences:  

Health professions are going to do quite well over the next five, ten, fifteen years if you 
look at Bureau of Labor Statistics projections . . . I think the driving motivation is the 
number of majors and the financial impact that it is believed that this will have on [the 
institution]. 
  
Nancy saw several positive reasons that the restructuring occurred: “It was mission 

driven, financially driven, because with the growth of the programs -and they’re already 

growing- it’s only going to help our university grow.” While growth and competitiveness are key 
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factors in the decision to add the new college, some participants looked to internal differences in 

how students are financed to understand the change. Kimberly said, 

The reason why [the focus institution] is doing this is really simple, and that is if you look 
at our graduate enrollment, the discount rate for students is about ten %. If you look at 
our discount rate at the undergraduate level, it’s about forty %. So the more you can get 
graduate students into the program, the better it is for the university’s bottom line, and 
clearly this proposal accomplishes that.  
Regardless of the institution’s reasons for the decision, there is definitely a faction of 

participants that sees the College of Health Sciences as a move toward growing the institution, 

which inherently increases the number of skilled alumni spreading the Christian message to the 

world. 

Although some participants were satisfied with the change because of its alignment with 

the institutional mission, others were considerably less clear and more anxious about the vision 

for the change. Karen, an administrator involved in the new college, stated, “We felt like we 

were guinea pigs.” She stated that they had no more information than anyone else on campus. 

She even described the new building of which so many stakeholders who are not moving are 

jealous, stating, “It is gorgeous…we’ve already found out before anything is done that they’re 

going to squeeze us in to fit, but we don’t fit comfortably. Every program is losing something to 

move into this property together.” Those involved are sharing the vision because the vision is 

clouded by the realities they are working with each day. Laura stated,  

I think a lot of people, and understandably so, like to have control over their own 
programs or their own positions. And I think in order to keep their positions safe, 
sometimes they’ll withhold information or cover up some information to make their - 
make their job more secure, which is understandable. But at the same time, it creates this 
shroud of confusion because people don’t know exactly what’s going on. I think if people 
were more transparent and just more honest about what exactly is going on, I think it 
would help ease people’s minds. 
 
This participant’s words indicate that some administrators may find it difficult to support 

a change that they feel is unclear. A lack of transparency or clarity of vision may have a 
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profound effect on the buy-in of stakeholders “at the ground level where the suspicion or the 

skepticism is highlighted” (Gary). Unfortunately, the perceived lack of vision and understanding 

of what the change entailed caused issues in governing structures at the focus institution. Susan 

explained the nature of this problem: 

I’m on Faculty Senate, and we’ve had to deal with some of these things just in terms of 
trying to get faculty representation on Senate fairly for some of these new units and 
structures that we’ve had to do after the fact, simply because the administration didn’t tell 
us or clue us in to the conversation before the fact. So, I think honestly the more 
transparency and having those conversations in the open alleviate you having to 
backtrack and then solve problems on the back end and, I think, keep faculty morale a 
little more stable. They feel like there’s a governance process that they’re involved in. 
  
According to Susan, a clearer vision would have made the business of including the new 

college more proactive and less reactive. Inclusion as an afterthought is not something Faculty 

Senate is comfortable with on the campus of the study institution. 

One thing both camps agree on is that communication about the vision for the change 

could have been handled more effectively. David affirmed that the vision “could have been 

communicated better, to be honest. This is an enormous change for this particular university.” If 

the vision had been articulated more clearly, there would have been fewer stakeholders who 

could say, “I don’t know anything about that” (Patricia). The lack of clarity on the vision for the 

creation of the new College of Health Sciences certainly seems to have caused confusion and 

anxiety among participants. Amy emphasized this unease among institutional stakeholders:  

Well, I can’t say that people haven’t been nervous. Any time there’s a change, people 
aren’t sure what’s happening. So I think that some people have been – any time change 
occurs like that, people are out of their comfort zone. 
 
Robust vision is an area where the addition of the College of Health Sciences has created 

division among stakeholders regarding the change. The institution is one of direct and singular 

vision. Participants who perceived the change as being aligned with the mission tended to view 
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the new college in a positive light as a means of increasing the number of Christian health care 

workers. Participants who were confused about the vision for the new college were looking for 

other ways to interpret this major change in the university structure and, in doing so, many have 

become disenchanted with the initiative. 

Staff development 

Staff development is cited as an important strategy in transformative change (Kezar & 

Eckel, 2002). Providing opportunities for staff members to train and develop increases the 

potential for change initiatives to be successful. Organizations that provide adequate professional 

development for staff members may find greater success in implementing change. Kezar and 

Eckel (2002) define staff development as programmatic effort for individuals to learn skills 

related to the initiative. Staff development is linked to outside perspective and communication, 

as well as connections and synergy.  

At the study institution, data show that, in terms of staff development, very little 

traditional staff development would be required to accommodate the academic restructure. 

Because of the nature of the change, there was no need to train people on new software or have 

faculty attend seminars increasing their understanding of some new campus initiative that they 

were going to be required to add to their classrooms. The participants did not discuss staff 

development.  

Visible actions 

The concept of visible actions relates to the advances in the change process that are 

outwardly noticeable by stakeholders. Kezar and Eckel (2002) illustrated the importance of 

people seeing their hard work making progress. Kezar and Eckel (2002) defined visible action as 

continual advancement toward a goal that is widely promoted over time. Retreats, which involve 

focused time away from campus where the group might work toward solving a common 
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problem, can serve as a team building exercise and were a common implementation strategy 

used by the institutions Kezar and Eckel (2002) mentioned when discussing the strategy of 

visible action. The core strategy is flanked by the activities of supportive structure, 

communication, setting expectations and holding people accountable, connections and synergy, 

financial resources, and incentives.  

At the study institution, visible actions manifested in the purchase of land adjacent to 

campus, where the College of Health Sciences could move into a large building on the property. 

Many departments and schools will be a part of the movement into the new building. This visible 

action will likely create a sense of excitement and progress among stakeholders on campus. 

Mark stated that the new facility 

Would encompass some existing programs here, you know, very established, existing 
programs. The pharmacy school will now be in that college. It will no longer be a 
separate school. The nursing school will be part of that. Our exercise science program, 
which is part of the school of education, will be part of that. … They’re starting new 
programs like a physical therapy, a speech pathology, I think, a social work. 
  
Many campus administrators are excited to see movement. When asked what he was 

proud of, Mark stated, “Well, they’ve successfully started it. That’s an accomplishment. I mean, 

they are doing what they set out to do.”  

David imagined that, for people who weren’t moving into the new building, “maybe 

[there is a] little bit of jealousy . . . feeling that they don’t get the shiny place.” However, 

participant data indicate that many participants on campus view the expansion as a welcome 

change and a visible commitment to move the college forward. While laughing and clapping, 

Mark extolled one of the virtues of the new expansion that will benefit everyone on campus: 

“There are like eleven hundred parking places!” Melissa explained that even departments that are 

not moving to the new building are happy to have space allocations changing:  
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Some more space in our building . . . right now we’re still housing [departments that are] 
in other schools. So that is good that they’re going to . . . go to a new property that’s been 
purchased. It adjoins our campus . . . We’re to the point now where we have offices in 
cubby holes and closets. So we’re excited. We want them to move because we 
desperately need more space in our building. We have just run out of space.  
The campus-wide excitement about the visible action of expanding the campus and 

building a new facility for the College of Health Sciences is evident. James, who is not moving 

into the new building, shared his positive opinion of the growth in facilities by reflecting on the 

past:  

When I got [to the institution] there was not even a sign in the parking lot behind the 
building or anywhere on the building that would indicate for the exterior [which school 
was housed there] . . . The faculty were perturbed that they were not teaching in a nicer 
building. Now that we have received a gift to build a new building that has all changed. 
 
He then said that this gift would most likely not have been possible without the attention 

the new college brought to the study institution. Seeing positive results seems to have helped 

some participants overcome negative emotions about the restructure. Jason summarizes these 

points: 

Some people feel a little threatened . . . But then again for the most part, most of the 
faculty are very proud. They’ve embraced it. They think it’s going to add to our security 
for us to survive, and our programs are still growing, so I think we still are pretty   
positive about all of that. 
  
There are several reasons for supporting growth, according to Mark: 

One is that hopefully this will directly attract many students to the university because 
those [the majors we will offer] are growing program. And that will also indirectly affect 
other programs. For instance, they’ll have to take [other classes) . . . with our existing 
students that are here for [other majors]. And so the expectation is that this will help grow 
the university directly and indirectly. A lot of the demographics are pointing that way, so 
I think there’s probably something optimistic about that. 
   
There are market-based reasons for the growth, according to Gary. Gary stated,  

There are tremendous opportunities in the future of healthcare. Part of those are tied to 
the changes that are occurring with the Affordable Care Act, reimbursement types of 
issues. Part of it also has to do with kind of local changes that are occurring in other 
institutions and opportunities that are arising based on those things.  
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Susan admitted that there is some angst about the growth, stating, “Colleagues [in other 

departments], I think some of them are a little afraid that all their courses will become pre-req 

courses, so yeah, there is some angst about what tail wags what dog and that kind of thing.” 

Others simply see restructuring as something that is inevitable. Connie stated, “In order to grow, 

you have to change, but you also have to restructure in order to make that change more efficient 

and more productive for the future and future potential.”  

For stakeholders at the focus institution, the movement to the new building is generally 

perceived a true symbol of growth. The institution appears to be proud of the forward 

momentum, even if they do not rally around the decision itself or the manner in which the 

decision was made and communicated. Parking places and new office space help administrators 

see this aspect of the change initiative in a positive light. 

Additional Themes 

While Kezar and Eckel (2002) did not discuss the role of relationships in change 

initiatives or the role of preconceived notions about change, these themes also featured 

prominently in the participant data.  

Relationships. There are longstanding relationships at the focus institution and data 

shows these relationships color the perceptions of the administrators who are weathering the 

storm of change. These relationships create trust. Data show the study institution is rich with 

relationships. David gave a compelling example of the established relationships at the study 

institution:  

The president I would actually even consider almost a friend. One of the funny things, 
last fall he has a reception at his house for the welcome back, and he pulled me aside and 
said, “You know, I would like you to the come by the office just to talk with me 
sometime because you’re a real interesting person and I would like to talk with you.” 
How about that? 
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The participant’s relationship with the president allowed his perception of presidential 

decisions to be influenced by his perception of the president as a caring person. Because of his 

previous interactions with the president, David immediately assumed that what the president was 

asking for had the best interest of him and other faculty in mind. David went on to say, “For me 

it’s different than for, say, some other people on campus because the provost actually is my 

friend. We have the same birthday.” Participant went on to state that this meant he and the 

provost had an instant bond because of the birthday. 

At the study institution, relationships are valued. David discussed the importance of 

maintaining relationships on campus: “I try to get out of the office, and I try to get over to 

people. It keeps the line of communication open, so I can know better what’s happening on 

campus.” 

Participants who had closer relationships with the decision makers were less nervous 

about the institutional change. Gary said, 

Well, I will be honest, because we had worked under [the associate provost and the new 
head of the College of Health Sciences], we had a lot of trust in what she was proposing . 
. . The level of trust that we had in her was that she would also kind of nurture that 
process and make sure that we ended up with the very best to replace her, and that, 
indeed, has played out. So we honestly really did not have very many concerns. I know 
across campus there were concerns. It’s just a matter of perspective, and, I honestly think, 
relationships. I think our relationship with [the associate provost] totally changed or 
totally affected our opinion of the announcement. 
  
The respectful relationships that are shared across disciplines, as well as up and down the 

administrative organizational hierarchy, influenced the perspectives of stakeholders experiencing 

the initiative. Those with longstanding relationships were more trusting. Kimberly summed up 

his comments, saying,  

I very much respect [the president] and respect his decision-making. He and I have had 
discussions about it, and I said I would have done things differently and I would have 



85 
 

vetted it slightly differently. And I think he understood my perspective, but I have 
enormous respect for our president and would not second guess. 
  
This seems to be the underlying spirit of several participants’ comments on the change. 

They would have done it differently, but they have respect for what was done. 

Pace of change. There are a few themes arising from participant data that cannot be 

categorized within Kezar and Eckel (2002) core strategies. The speed of the change is the main 

one. Karen seems to think that the rapid implementation of the change negatively affected the 

decision-making process:  

We hired a [department] director, I was teaching overseas. So I was only able to 
interview her by Skype, and so it turned out that she wasn’t a good fit. And we’ve already 
[less than a year and half] let her go. That’s a good example of how doing moving so 
quickly didn’t work. 
  
Paul was slightly impressed by the nimbleness of the study institution. After teaching at 

schools where change was more cumbersome, he said, “One thing that did surprise me is that 

changes can happen very quickly. There’s no state bureaucracy. It can be a fairly nimble 

organization.” Findings showed this nimbleness is a double-edged sword. The ability to change 

allows responsiveness; however, the quickness of that change and ability to sidestep protocol 

may cause the perceptions of the change to be negative. 

Summary 

The old adage that perception is reality applies to the narrative provided by participants at 

the focus institution. The study data revealed conflicting perceptions in several of the areas 

Kezar and Eckel (2002) cite as keys to implementing successful change. The strategy of senior 

administrative support left some administrators questioning the communication and decision-

making methods of the administration. The top-down decision to move forward with the new 

college created a perception of stifled voices instead of promoting a collaborative atmosphere. 

The institution’s singular vision of Christian education allowed for an institutional design that 
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gave a perception of robustness and focus for some participants as the change was implemented. 

However, many stakeholders felt disenchanted because they did not “catch” the vision for the 

change or perceive its connection to the mission of the institution. Respectful, longstanding 

relationships at the institution increased participants’ sense of security and helped them to trust in 

and accept the decision to create a new college. Conversely, participants without meaningful 

relationships at the university felt exposed and anxious as a result of the major change. The 

visible action of expanding the campus to accommodate the new college appears to have 

generated a campus-wide sense of anticipation and excitement for all stakeholders. Although the 

decision makers have successfully implemented several of the five core strategies, other 

strategies have been more haphazardly implemented or neglected, resulting in a fractured 

institution with mixed perceptions of the change and various levels of buy-in. Although the 

visible action of expanding the campus has been well received, the data indicate that many 

participants are likely to continue to resent the initial, ill-conceived email communication about 

the change for some time.  
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Chapter 5 - Conclusions 

The change initiatives academic personnel are asked to champion on campuses across the 

United States are vast. This study was designed to gain insight from the voices of those who have 

been active in championing change initiatives: academic personnel. The perceptions gained by 

hearing the voices of past change initiatives are valuable since the lessons learned are resources 

to consider when designing future change initiatives. This study is not designed to delve into the 

content of the change initiative itself but to explore participants’ perceptions related to the 

initiative. This basic qualitative study provided insight into the experiences of key academic 

personnel who have encountered institutional change in higher education. Merriam (2009) stated, 

“The overall purpose [of studies like this] is to understand how people make sense of their lives 

and their experiences” (p. 23). The basic qualitative approach is used across disciplines and 

represents the most commonly utilized methodology for education research studies (Merriam, 

2009). 

The current chapter addresses the three research questions posed in this study based on 

the findings presented in Chapter 4. The goal of this dissertation has been to understand the 

perceptions of key academic personnel asked to engage in change initiatives. The study 

institution is a small, private liberal arts institution; there is hope that the information gained 

there can be applied to other institutions of different types and sizes, as well. Based on this hope, 

this chapter offers considerations for practice and addresses the limitations of the study and 

additional research opportunities in similar areas.  
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Answering the Research Questions 

The purpose of this research was to understand the perspectives of academic personnel 

regarding the change they have experienced. This dissertation was guided by three research 

questions that sought to understand the academic personnel’s perspective towards the change 

initiative, how they thought it affected them and the institution. These research questions were 

designed to understand their perspective. The open system of colleges and universities allows for 

both reactive and proactive internal change (Bess & Dee, 2008). As external factors like politics, 

the economy, and demographics shift, it is difficult to maintain relevance in the market, funding 

from both governmental and private sources, and accountability to the many voters looking for 

education reform (Bell, 2011; Blumenstyk, 2012; Dennen & Dretler, 2012; Dill, 2003; Joachim 

& De Glas, 1976; Kortesoja, 2009; Louvel, 2013; Mbilinyi, 2006; Noel-Levitz, 2014; Pleshko & 

Heiens, 2007; Steltenpohl & Shipton, 2009; Tannehill, 2009). These external pressures give 

institutions the feeling that change is necessary, making change initiatives a common feature in 

higher education. Most often, institutions that embark upon change initiatives take calculated 

care to minimize risks and increase outcomes. This study is designed to learn from those who 

have championed past change initiatives, so that future initiatives can be planned with 

stakeholders’ experiences and perspectives in mind.  

Using individual open-ended interviews, this study was designed to give voice to key 

administrators, while examining Kezar and Eckel’s (2002) framework for the strategic 

implementation of change. The following three research questions were considered: 
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Question 1: How do academic personnel perceive their roles in the process of institutional 
change initiatives? 

Academic personnel are likely to perceive their roles in one of three ways: they may feel 

unaffected by the change, see themselves as simply being compliant with the change, or view 

themselves as champions and direct supporters of the change. There were several academic 

personnel who refused the opportunity to be a part of the study because they felt so separated 

from campus change that they felt they could not contribute to the discussion. Of those that did 

participate, many felt they had no role in the initiative. They discussed decisions being made by 

others and expressed the feeling that their opinions were not heard, or even asked for. The 

communication method in which the academic personnel heard about the restructuring 

contributed to this feeling. 

Others did feel that they were following directives in their roles on campus committees, 

in faculty senate, or as department chairs. They felt like they were told what needed to be done 

and given the parameters in which their responsibilities were to be accomplished. There was not 

much room for free thinking regarding how the restructuring could be accomplished. The main 

contributor to this feeling appeared to be the top-down decision making that occurred during this 

decision-making process. 

There were a few academic personnel who were champions of the restructure. These 

were personnel who had strong relationships with those making decisions or those who were 

being tapped to be a part of the administration of the new college. They understood that they had 

a role to play and that a big part of their role was being an advocate for the restructure. 

Question 2: How do academic personnel perceive academic restructuring to affect them? 

There are three ways in which academic personnel perceive academic restructuring to 

affect them: they felt it had no effect on them, gave them a new opportunity, or caused them to 
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feel uncertain. Most of the academic personnel who agreed to be part of the study did perceive 

that the academic restructuring at the institution either already had or eventually would affect 

them. However, there were a few who thought they were removed enough and in stable 

academic departments that would not be affected. Most however were given opportunities for 

new classroom or office space. Others were asked to take leadership roles. These opportunities 

were perceived as positive effects from the restructuring. 

Some academic personnel perceived the restructuring as affecting them in an uneasy and 

uncertain way. Immediately after the announcement many felt this way because of the 

communication style used and their relationship with those who were making the decision. When 

restructuring occurs, one anticipates that the uneasiness will subside. However, these academic 

personnel shared that what they had observed of the restructuring had given them more 

uneasiness, not less. They thought a decision of this magnitude could have taken more voices 

into account. The top-down nature of this decision lends itself to uneasiness.  

Question 3: How do academic personnel perceive academic restructuring to affect their 
institution? 

Restructuring was perceived by the academic personnel to affect the institution in one of 

two ways: the academic personnel either felt the decision to restructure gave them opportunity 

for growth or they say division was created by the decision. Most of the participants interviewed 

articulated the forward-thinking vision of the institution. They spoke about the need for highly 

skilled healthcare workers who come from a Christian background. The message of growing the 

institution in a way that is market-driven had truly penetrated the academic ranks. Academic 

personnel were able to not only articulate the plan for growth, but also how growth would help 

the institution. It was understood that growth in student numbers would allow for an increase in 

revenue and more flexibility in the budget. This was perceived to have a direct positive influence 



91 
 

in facilities for all programs. The programs that are part of the new College would be moving 

into a newly acquired building, which gave personnel who were staying in the historic buildings 

on the main campus room to spread out more comfortably within their existing space.  

Along with the articulation of a growth plan, the academic personnel also talked about 

division between the decision makers and those who were not involved in the change initiative. 

One was either a part of the decision-making group or not, and very few of the academic 

personnel who were interviewed perceived themselves as part of the decision to restructure. The 

academic personnel primarily referred to the decision-making group as “they,” rarely giving 

names or specifics other than the president of the institution and the provost. Many pointed at 

others who were higher up or more connected who may have been a part of the decision-making 

process. Most participants felt that faculty is part of the group that would follow the direction 

given to them. Although most participants respected the decision and the people who made the 

decision, there was a clear perception of division between the decision makers and the excluded 

stakeholders, nonetheless.  

Implications 

The purpose of this study was to understand the perceptions academic personnel have of 

academic change initiatives, specifically perceptions of their role in the change and perceptions 

of the effect of the change on them and on the institution. The aim of this study was that 

exploring these areas could help administrators understand and consider the perceptions of 

academic personnel and possibly make change initiatives easier to implement and sustain. When 

looking at these areas through the voices of the academic personnel that participated in the study 

and the core strategies of Kezar and Eckel (2002), there are two areas that have the largest effect 

on the perceptions of the academic personnel: communication and relationships. Figure 2 

provides a graphical representation of the research questions and their answers.  
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Figure 2 - Research questions and answers 

The academic personnel who felt the communication was strong and had stronger 

relationships up and down the hierarchy tended to have positive responses to the change 

initiative. Those who felt their role was to champion the change believed that the communication 

was positive and that they had strong relationships. The same can be said for those who believed 

the restructuring was providing them personal and institutional opportunities. Therefore, when 

administrators need input on how to positively lead a change initiative on campus, they might 

benefit from this study’s findings that establishing clear, positive, face-to-face communication 

and generating relationships well before the onset of the change initiative would be productive.  

 

 

How do 
academic 
personnel 

perceive their 
roles in the 
process of 

institutional 
change 

initiatives? 
no role 

follow instructions 
being champions 

 
How do academic personnel 

perceive academic restructuring 
to affect them? 

none 
give them opportunity 

feel uncertain 

 
How do academic personnel 

perceive academic restructuring 
to affect their institution? 

opportunity for growth 
created division 

What do these 
answers tell us? 
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Recommendations for Practice 

The addition of the College of Health Sciences was a forward looking thought and one 

that should serve the study institution well.  The way the change was perceived to be initiated 

hurt the academic personnel of the institution.  More direct communication and a stronger 

relationship across the hierarchy of the institution might have been able to have avoided that. 

 It was my hope that hearing the voices of the academic personnel at the study institution 

could provide a window into the perceptions of those undergoing change initiatives. Better 

understanding the perceptions could help administrators to better conduct future change 

initiatives. Change is going to continue and understanding how academic personnel perceive and 

navigate the challenges that often accompany institutional change initiatives is a critical step in 

planning, implementing, and sustaining successful change initiatives.  

In developing recommendations for practice, the goal is to craft the change initiative so 

that participants are champions of the change and perceive the change as a growth opportunity 

for themselves and for their institutions. There are two areas of concern: participants who felt 

uncertain because of the change initiative and those who felt uninvolved in the initiative. 

Comparing perceptions of change champions with those of uncertain or uninvolved participants 

leaves us with recommendations. The recommendations revolve around communication and 

relationships but may touch on the core strategies developed by Kezar and Eckel (2002) and 

discussed by the participants, as well. 

Change champions, those who positively perceived the change initiative, generally 

described the change as forward thinking, beneficial to the institution, and in line with the 

mission of the institution. Some of them understood that a decision of this magnitude required a 

different decision structure than most academic decisions. In contrast, those who felt uncertain or 

uninvolved did not see the initiative as affecting their academic silo or at a pay grade that was 
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above their own. Both groups generally agreed that the email announcement did not strengthen 

the passion for the initiative.     

Recommendations for Communication  

Future communications about campus-wide change initiatives should involve as many 

people as possible. Ideally many people can give their opinion on the initiative before the 

decision is made, thus refining the initiative from different points of view. Stakeholders from all 

academic areas and all levels of the academic hierarchy can give input. This would ideally create 

buy in. Even if the process needs to be somewhat closed once a decision is announced, the most 

personal announcement possible should be considered and the benefits of the initiative to the 

entire institution should be highlighted. Opportunities for campus-wide discussion directly with 

the administrators responsible for the decision should be available. Voices should feel heard. The 

more transparency there can be into the decision and the path of the initiative the more positively 

the initiative shall be perceived. A clearly delineated plan for success and loops for feedback as 

the initiative is underway are critical. Voices should not only feel heard as the announcement is 

being made, but they should also know that they will continue to be heard throughout the 

process.  

Recommendations for Relationships  

Eliminate as much hierarchy as possible by creating relationships that transcend 

hierarchy. If possible, build relationships that allow everyone in the institution to feel appreciated 

as a person. Celebrating birthdays, asking about weekend plans, and knowing about family go a 

long way. This may not be possible in all institutions. However, celebrating successes and being 

kind is always appropriate. Relationships develop trust.  

In implementing organizational change, it could be helpful to eliminate as much 

hierarchy as possible by creating relationships that transcend hierarchy. According to the 
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literature, forming and building trusting relationships can assist greatly when change initiatives 

are introduced and implemented (Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Mills et al., 2005; Sandmann & Weerts, 

2008). These deeper or more personal relationships help everyone in the institution to feel 

appreciated as a person. For example, celebrating birthdays, asking about weekend plans, and 

knowing about family go a long way in creating a culture of trust.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

Kezar and Eckel (2002) are giants on the subject of change in higher education and the 

research they have done is the framework for many studies. It is foundational and strong 

research. It is recommended that future research be conducted in a way to both broaden and 

narrow the lens that higher education uses for future research. The underlying issue of change is 

expanding. We can learn from different perspectives on the same issue.  

Studies conducted in other disciplines outside of education could be used to broaden the 

lens of future research on change. In the business field, a great deal of research on the effects of 

change initiatives on employees has been conducted, which may prove relevant in higher 

education. Bridges (2003) has written ten books on transition including on why change fails and 

another on managing transition.  The theories presented in these books could give insight to 

educational change management.  

To narrow the lens, it is recommended to pursue future research conducted to specifically 

examine the area of trust during change. Tierney (2003, 2006) has done some new research on 

trust that specifically draws on communication and relationships and could bring the two 

together under the umbrella of trust.   

Institutions where more department chairs would be available should also be perused.  

Research with participant groups with less differentiation in the job title could lead to more 

focused research findings. 
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Summary 

The voices provided by the participants at the study institution highlight the importance 

of listening to those involved before change is implemented as well as during the initiative. 

While upper administrators were aware of the need to engage key academic personnel, they were 

unaware that the perceptions of those same people were detracting from their efforts to 

implement change. Learning from the perspectives explored in this study is vital since higher 

education will continue to feel pressure to change as the result of both internal and external 

circumstances. As these voices tell us, there are multiple factors that can affect the perceptions of 

stakeholders who are responsible for implementing change. Each factor is integral in how the 

initiative will be perceived.  

Change initiatives will continue on campuses of all shapes and sizes. Understanding the 

perceptions of those who are in the midst of the initiatives should inform administrators’ plans 

for the next change initiative. Learning from the past can positively influence the future. 

Informing the actions of today with the voices of yesterday should enable higher education to 

expand the reach of tomorrow. 

  



97 
 

 
 
 
 
 

References 

Allen, D. K. (2003). Organizational climate and strategic change in higher education: 
Organizational insecurity. Higher Education, 46(1), 61-92. 

Barnett, K. (2011). System members at odds: Managing divergent perspectives in the higher 
education change process. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 33(2), 
131-140.  

Bartem, R. & Manning, S. (2001, January/February). Outsourcing in higher education: A 
business officer and business partner discuss a controversial management strategy. 
Change 33(1), 42-47. 

Battilana, J., Gilmartin, M., Sengul, M., Pacje, A. C., & Alexander, J. A. (2010). Leadership 
competencies for implementing planned organizational change. The Leadership 
Quarterly, 21(3), 422-438.  

Berdrow, I. (2010). King among kings: Understanding the role and responsibilities of the 
department chair in higher education. Educational Management Administration & 
Leadership, 38(4), 499-514. 

Bell, N. (2011). Graduate Enrollment and Degrees: 2000 to 2010. Washington, DC: Council of 
Graduate Schools. 

Bergquist, W. (1992). The four cultures of the academy. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  

Bess, J., & Dee, J. (2008). Understanding college and university organization. Sterling, Virginia: 
Stylus. 

Blumenstyk, G. (2012, June). One-third of colleges are on financially 'unsustainable' path. The 
Chronicle of Higher Education. Retrieved from http://chronicle.com/article/One-Third-
of-Colleges-Are-on/133095 

Bok, D. (2003). Universities in the marketplace. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Bridges, W. (2003). Managing Transitions. Making the Most of Change. (2nd Ed). Cambridge, 
MA: DaCapo Press. 

Brown. F. W. & Moshavi, D. (2002). Herding academic cats: Faculty reactions to 
transformational and contingent reward leadership by department chairs. The Journal of 
Leadership Studies, 8(5), 79-93.  



98 
 

Creswell, J. (2012). Fourth edition educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating 
quantitative and qualitative research. (4th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education. 

Daif, K. & Yusof, N. (2011, November). Change in higher learning institutions: Lecturers’ 
commitment to organizational change (C2C). International Journal of Business and 
Social Science, 2(21), 182-194. 

Dennen, J. & Dretler, T. (2012). The financially sustainable university. Retrieved from 
http://www.bain.com/publications/articles/financially-sustainable-university.aspx 

Dill, D. (2003). Allowing the market to rule: The case of the United States. Higher Education 
Quarterly, 57(2), 136. 

Drew, G. (2010). Issues and challenges in higher education leadership: Engaging for change. The 
Australian Educational Researcher, 37(3), 57-76. 

Gallant, T. (2007). The complexity of integrity culture change: A case study of a liberal arts 
college. Review of Higher Education, 30(4), 391-411. 

Ginsberg, S. M. & Bernstein, J. L. (2011). Growing the scholarship of teaching and learning 
through institutional culture change. Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and 
Learning, 11(1), 1-12. 

Hancock, T. M. (2007). The business universities and the role of department chair. International 
Journal of Educational Management, 21(4), 306-314. 

Harper, S. R., & Hurtado, S. (2007). Nine themes in campus racial climates and implications for 
institutional transformation. New Directions for Student Services, 2007(120), 7-24. 

Hatch, J. A. (2002). Doing qualitative research in a university setting. New York, NY: State 
University of New York Press. 

Holley, K. A. (2009). Interdisciplinary strategies as transformative change in higher education. 
Innovative Higher Education, 34(5), 331-344. 

Houston, F. S. (1986). The marketing concept: What it is and what it is not. Journal of 
Marketing, 50(2), 81-87.  

Joachim, R. & De Glas, G. (1976). Resident assignment: A model for institutional change. 
Australian Journal of Mental Retardation, 4(4), 37-39.  

Kezar, A. J. (2005). Consequences of radical change in governance: A grounded theory 
approach. Journal of Higher Education, 76(6), 634-668. 

Kezar, A. J. (2012, September/October). Bottom-up/top-down leadership: Contradiction or 
hidden phenomenon. The Journal of Higher Education, 83(5), 725-758. 



99 
 

Kezar, A. J. & Eckel, P. D. (2002). The effect of institutional culture on change strategies in 
higher education: Universal principles or culturally responsive concepts? The Journal of 
Higher Education, 73(4), 435-460. 

Kezar, A., Gallant, T., & Lester, J. (2011). Everyday people making a difference on college 
campuses: The tempered grassroots leadership tactics of faculty and staff. Studies in 
Higher Education, 36(2), 129-251. 

Kortesoja, S. L. (2009). Postsecondary choices of nontraditional-age students: Non-credit 
courses or a credential program? The Review of Higher Education, 33(1), 37-65.  

Kotter, J. P. (1996). Leading change. Boston, MA: Harvard Business Review Press. 

Kotter, J. P. (2012). Accelerate! Harvard Business Review, 90(11), 43-58.   

Locke, M. G. & Guglielmino, L. (2006). The influence of subcultures on planned change in a 
community college. Community College Review, 34(2), 108-127. 

Louvel, S. (2013). Understanding change in higher education: How academics engage in 
curriculum change. Higher Education, 66, 669-691. 

Marshall, C. & Rossman, G. B., (2011). Designing Qualitative Research. (5th ed.). Thousand 
Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 

Mbilinyi, L. (2006, August). Degrees of opportunity. Retrieved from 
http://www.degreesofopportunity.org/inc/degrees_opportunity_report.pdf 

McDowell, J. M. Singell, L .D. & Stater, M. (2011). On (and off) the hot seat: An analysis of 
entry into and out of university administration. Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 
64(5), 889-909. 

Mendoza, P. (2012). The role of context in academic capitalism: The industry-friendly 
department case. The Journal of Higher Education, 83(1), 26-48. 

Merriam, S. B. (2009). Qualitative research: A guide to design and implementation. San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Mills, M., Bettis, P., Miller, J.W., & Nolan, R. (2005, Summer). Experiences of academic unit 
reorganization: Organizational identity and identification in organizational change. The 
Review of Higher Education, 28(4), 597-619. 

Mitchell, R. J., Shepherd, D. A. & Sharfam, M. P. (2011). Erratic strategic decisions: When and 
why managers are inconsistent in strategic decision making. Strategic Management 
Journal, 32(7), 683-704. 

Noel-Levitz (2014). Noel-Levitz Higher Education Consulting. Retrieved from 
http://www.noellevitz.com 



100 
 

Nguyen, T. L. H. (2012, June). Identifying the training needs of heads of department in newly 
established university in Vietnam. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 
34(3), 309-321.  

Patton, M. (2012). Essentials of utilization-focused evaluation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Plath, D. (2013). Organizational processes supporting evidence-based practice. Administration in 
Social Work, 37(2), 171-188.  

Pleshko, L. P. & Heiens, R. A. (2007). The contemporary product-market strategy grid and the 
link to market orientation and profitability. Journal of Targeting, Measurement and 
Analysis for Marketing, 16, 108-114.  

Press Secretary, The White House. (2013). Fact sheet on the president's plan to make college 
more affordable: A better bargain for the middle class. Retrieved from 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/08/22/fact-sheet-president-s-plan-
make-college-more-affordable-better-bargain- 

Ricke-Kiely, T. A., Parker, J. & Barnett, T. (2013). Nonprofit mergers: An implementation plan. 
Administration in Social Work, 37(2), 158-170.  

Roach, K.D. (2009). University department chairs’ use of compliance-gaining strategies. 
Communication Quarterly, 39(1), 75-90.  

Sandmann, L. R. & Weerts, D. J. (2008). Reshaping institutional boundaries to accommodate an 
engagement agenda. Innovative Higher Education, 33(3), 181-196. 

Savin-Baden, M. & Major, C. H. (2013). Qualitative research: The essential guide to theory and 
practice. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Smith, A. B. & Stewart, G. A. (1999). A statewide survey of new department chairs: Their 
experiences and needs in learning their roles. New Directions for Community Colleges, 
105, 29-36. 

Steltenpohl, E. & Shipton, J. (2009). Facilitating a successful transition to college for adults. 
Journal of Higher Education, 57(6). 

Tamashiro, R. (2011, December). Webster University: A case study in innovative academic and 
organization designs for tertiary education in the 21st century. New Horizons in 
Education, 59(3), 97-103. 

Tannehill, D. B. (2009). Andragogy: How do post-secondary institutions educate and service 
adult learners? (Doctoral dissertation). Available from ProQuest Dissertation and Theses 
database. (UMI No. 3375345) 

Tierney, W. G. (1991). Organizational culture in higher education: Defining the essentials. In M. 
Peterson (ed). ASHE Reader on Organization and Governance, (pp. 126-139), Needham 
Heights, MA: Ginn Press. 



101 
 

Tierney, W. G. (2003). Remembrance of things past: Trust and the obligations of the intellectual. 
The Review of Higher Education, 27(1), 1-15. 

Tierney, W. G. (2006). Trust and the public good: Examining the cultural conditions of academic 
work. New York: Peter Lang Publishing Inc. 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes. 
Cambridge, MA.: Harvard University Press. 

Watson, W. R. & Watson, L. W. (2013, October). Systematic change for higher education. 
TechTrends, 57(5), 42-46. 

Whitsett, G. (2007). Perceptions of leadership styles of department chairs. College Student 
Journal, 41(2), 274-286. 

Yin, R. K. (2009). Case study research: Design and methods (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage.  

Zajac, E. J. & Kraatz, M. S. (1993). A diametric forces model of strategic change: Assessing the 
antecedents and consequences of restructuring in the higher education industry. Strategic 
Management Journal, 14(S1), 83-102.  

 

  



102 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Appendix A: Interview Invitation 

 

Dear XX, 

 

I am conducting a study on department chairs; experiences with campus change 

initiatives. I would like to invite you to participate in my research study. The material gathered 

could assist in future change initiatives at institutions like yours. Your participation in this one 

hour interview is completely confidential and questions will be provided ahead of time. 

 

Your participation is important to the future of higher education, and I hope you will 

consider being a part of the study. If you are able to participate please respond to this invitation 

today so that interviews can be scheduled for the end of the week.  

 

Thank you for considering this invitation, 

 

 

Christina White 

Doctoral Student at the University of Alabama 
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Appendix B: Interview Protocol 

 

Purpose: The study is focused on how academic administrators (Deans, Department 

Chairs and their Assistants) interpret and make meaning of their experiences with institutional 

change initiatives. The proposed study will provide much needed insight into the experiences of 

individuals who have a vested interest in both the administrative and teaching spheres of their 

institutions.  

 

Questions: 

1-Please explain the responsibilities you have as an academic administrator. 

2-What is the current academic structure of the university? What was the structure 

prior to the recent restructuring? 

3-What was the goal of the restructuring? Was the goal achieved? 

4-How long ago did the restructuring begin? Is the restructuring finished? 

5-Overall how do you feel the restructuring project went?  

6-Did you feel differently in the beginning of the restructuring project than you do 

now? 

7-Did your responsibilities change with the restructure? 

8-What were the pros and cons of the restructuring process? 

9-How were you affected by the restructuring? 
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Appendix C: Member Checking Letter 

Dear XX, 

 

Thank you for participating in the study on department chairs’ experiences with campus 

change initiatives. It was a pleasure talking with you. Attached is the transcript of our 

conversation. The accuracy of our conversation is important to me. 

 

I ask that you review the transcript. Please make notes on the transcript where you think 

changes need to be made. There is also a transcript review form. Please fill out the form; return 

the form and the transcript with your notes to me as soon as possible. Again your participation is 

completely confidential. 

 

Your participation is important to me and I appreciate the time you have given me 

already.  

 

Thank you for reviewing the transcript, 

 

Christina White 

Doctoral Student at the University of Alabama 

 

  



105 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D: Partial Email from President of Study Institution 

Dear colleagues, 

  

The members of the Executive Committee of our Board of Trustees met earlier today to 

approve, among other items, the general budget for next year and to endorse the concept for a 

significant realignment and expansion of our academic programs in health sciences. Because 

these matters are of importance to every member of our campus community and because I want 

to share as many details as possible, I am taking the liberty of sending this rather lengthy 

message to all employees…. 

  

Endorsement of [College of Health] 

  

To open new doors for [the institution] in professions related to health care, the trustees 

formally endorsed our recommendation of the concept of a [College of Health]. The new entity, 

when fully developed, will be the home for [several schools]. … Given [the institution]’s 

longstanding commitment to prepare students for meaningful lives of service to God and 

humankind, a [College of Health] fits easily within our mission.    

  

Trustee endorsement of the concept of a [College of Health] is the first step toward 

placing the proposed programs within our regular framework for review and approval, and I 

anticipate much additional work—and many questions—throughout the process. In addition to 
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shared stewardship of the ideas by faculty and administration, we will face accreditation reviews 

at many levels. Despite the challenges, I am convinced of the wisdom of the plan and I will 

invest substantial amounts of my own energy to help us to accomplish these goals in the years 

ahead. 

  

The deans of the schools most affected by the creation of the [College of Health], Dr. 

[Smith] and Dr. [Jones], are strong advocates of the proposed arrangement. In fact, the majority 

of the credit for the vision of the college and related programs must go to Dr. [Jones] . . . 

 

It is difficult for a university president to know the least tortured path for introducing a 

concept of this magnitude to the decision-making apparatus of a campus. I readily acknowledge 

that presidential imprimatur is often the kiss of death for an idea related to the academic 

program. While the bureaucracy of a university works well in managing incremental change, 

plans of the size described in this message sometimes gain traction only when a president steps 

forward. In discussing these ideas with representatives of the Faculty Senate on Monday 

afternoon, we agreed that the rapid changes within the marketplace today compel us to adapt in 

ways that we would previously have found very difficult… 

 

My thanks and best wishes to you—  
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