
ABSTRACT 

GRANTHAM, ASHLEY ERIN.  Exploring campus response to state mandated change:  A 
case study of the implementation of legislation allowing guns on campus. (Under the 
direction of Audrey J. Jaeger). 

This case study examines the implementation of a state legislative mandate to allow 

guns on campus at a public higher education institution in the southeastern United States.  

This study explores the process that one campus underwent to implement an externally 

mandated change.  Additionally, this study examined whether Newcombe and Conrad’s 

(1981) model applies to state mandated change in addition to the federally mandated change 

it was originally developed for.   

 Study findings show that implementation of the legislation followed the following 

steps: 1) Learning about the proposed legislation, 2) speaking out against the legislation, 3) 

communicating the new legislation to campus, 4) interpreting the legislation, 5) training, and 

6) education and outreach.  Other factors emerged that had the potential to affect 

implementation, including: 1) Impact of legislation of daily operations, 2) perceived impetus 

for legislation, 3) personal values and experiences with guns, 4) concerns for safety, 5) 

spurring advocacy and action, and 6) college as a special time and space.  

 Aspects of Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model of mandated academic change 

were present while others were not.  This study proposes a new model of implementation of 

state mandated change allowing guns on campus. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

Higher education is an enterprise that has faced significant changes throughout its 

history, many of which have been imposed from external sources rather than originating from 

within colleges and universities themselves (Kezar, 2014, p. 3).  From the Yale Report of 

1828 to the Morrill Act of 1862, the GI Bill, and the expansion of higher education in the 

1950s and 1960s, government has become increasingly involved in higher education over 

time (McGuiness, 2011). While higher education has been influenced by entities external to 

college and university campuses for some time, over the past half century, funding for higher 

education at both the federal and state level has increased, often coming in the form of 

research grants and student financial aid (Kezar, 2014).  This money does not come without 

strings, however, and state legislatures have simultaneously increased their involvement in 

higher education affairs as a result of their greater financial investment (Kezar, 2014).   

In 2015, for the second year, guns on campus appeared on the American Association 

of State Colleges and Universities’ (AASCU) annual list of top ten higher education state 

policy issues.  The AASCU predicted that throughout 2015, state governments would tackle 

a variety of policy issues with the potential to directly impact college campuses, including 

topics such as tuition policy, state appropriations for higher education, campus sexual assault 

and undocumented students (AASCU, 2015). For institutions used to having relative 

autonomy in most campus level decision-making, external involvement from state 

governments in decision making could pose significant challenges for university 

administrators and other members of the campus communities.   
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The AASCU’s predictions are supported by trends in recent years in regards to 

legislation about guns on campus.  In 2012, according to the non-partisan organization 

National Conference of State Legislatures (2014), 16 states considered legislation regarding 

campus concealed carry; all failed to pass.  In 2013, “at least 19 states introduced legislation 

to allow concealed carry on campus in some regard” (NCSL, 2014, p. 1). A bill allowing 

campus concealed carry passed in Kansas, and a bill giving faculty the right to concealed 

carry passed in Arkansas (NCSL, 2014).  The following table from Morse, Sisneros, Perez, 

and Sponsler’s (2016) report on guns on campus “highlights legislative activity by policy and 

bill status in the two primary categories for the 2015 legislative session,” showing that there 

was a great deal of legislative activity around guns on campus in the past year (p. 5): 

 

Table 1 

Legislation addressing guns on campus by policy area and final action (2015) (Morse, 
Sisneros, Perez, & Sponsler, 2016) 
State Allow Prohibit 

Arkansas Died  

California  Enacted 

Florida Died  

Georgia Died  

Indiana Died  

Montana Died  

Nevada Died  

Ohio Pending  

Oklahoma Died  

South Carolina Died  
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State Allow Prohibit 

South Dakota Died  

Tennessee Died  

Texas Enacted  

Virginia Died  

West Virginia Died  

Wyoming Died  

Total 15 1 

 

It is important to note that although many states introduced legislation regarding guns 

on campus in 2015, Texas was the “only state that enacted legislation to allow concealed 

weapons on college campuses” that year (Morse et al., 2016, p. 8).  However, despite the 

relatively high rate of failure of legislation dealing with this topic, the increase in proposed 

legislation suggests an increase in attention paid to gun control issues more broadly and guns 

on campus in particular among state politicians.   

While much of the legislation dealing with guns on campus has failed, several states 

do permit the carrying of concealed weapons on college campuses.  Currently, Arkansas, 

Idaho, Kansas, Mississippi, Texas, Utah, and Wisconsin allow guns on campus while 21 

states prohibit guns on campus (Morse et al., 2016, p. 10).  However, to fully understand the 

policies allowing guns on campus across states, it is important to understand that of the states 

banning guns on campus, “at least eight states have policies in place that allow firearms to be 

stored in a locked vehicle parked on the institution’s premises” (Morse et al., 2016, p. 12).  

These states include North Dakota, Minnesota, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Kentucky, South 
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Carolina, Georgia, Florida, and North Carolina, the focus of this study (Amend various 

firearm laws, 2013; Armed Campuses, n.d ; Morse et al., 2016.).   

By conducting a case study of how a public higher education institution recently 

implemented legislation allowing guns on campus in certain circumstances, I aim to 

illuminate an important aspect of the guns on campus debate that has been neglected to date: 

how campuses actually put the legislation permitting guns on campus in place once it is 

mandated by the state legislature.  I chose to study this type of legislation as it is more 

prevalent than concealed carry across campus, making this study potentially more relevant to 

a greater number of settings, institutions, and practitioners. 

Research Problem 

 While groups like AASCU and scholars (Birnbaum, 2013; Fennell, 2009) argue that 

the issue of guns on campus will likely continue to be a major policy debate with the 

potential to significantly impact higher education institutions, relatively little scholarly 

literature examines the topic of guns on campus in general.  Further, we know very little 

about another major aspect of the issue that is of large importance to campus decision 

makers:  how institutions implement legislation allowing guns on campus once state policy 

makers mandate it.  

Studies on the Implementation of Legislation Allowing Guns on Campus 

 To date, studies addressing the implementation of legislation allowing guns on 

college campuses do not exist.  In terms of campus concealed carry, the current literature 

focuses on several major areas:  pieces outlining different interest group stances on campus 

concealed carry (for and against) (Birnbaum, 2013; Fennell, 2009; Harnisch, 2008; Olson, 
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2012), trends in state legislation (Cunningham, 2011), stakeholder opinions and beliefs about 

campus concealed carry (Miller, Hemenway, & Wechsler, 2002; Patten, Thomas, & Wada, 

2012; Price, Dake, & Thompson, 2002; Thompson, Price, Dake, & Teeple, 2013; Thompson, 

Price, Mrdjenvoich, & Khubchandani, 2009) and the implications of guns on campus in 

general (Bouffard, Nobles, Wells, & Cavanaugh, 2012).    

Organizational theory literature has not examined how university administrators 

implement externally mandated change in terms of guns on campus specifically; however, 

much of the organizational theory literature focusing on higher education does deal with 

change and the ways external environments impact higher education institutions.  Bolman 

and Deal (2008) present organizational change and the relationship between organizations 

and their environments from the perspective of four frames: political, symbolic, cultural, and 

human resources.  Kezar (2014) outlines the importance of higher education leaders and 

institutions while being cognizant of their environments so that they can shape external 

changes.  Likewise, Brown (2000) argues that although all organizations “interact with their 

social environment to some extent,” colleges and universities are unique organizations as 

they are especially vulnerable to their environments, a characteristic which changes 

governance structures on the campus level (p.130). 

Some previous studies have focused on the relationship between higher education 

institutions and state government, though not in the context of campus concealed carry.  

McLendon (2003) and Pusser (2004) studied the influence of state politics on two major 

policy decisions:  state decentralization of higher education and implementation of 

affirmative action policy, respectively.  Several studies have examined the relationship 
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between state governments and higher education institutions more generally as well, 

especially through the lens of campus governance, campus decision-making and institutional 

autonomy (Dunderstadt, 2001; McGuiness, 2011; Millett, 1984; Olivas & Baez, 2011; 

Schmidtlein & Berdahl, 2011).         

Limitations in Previous Studies  

 To the knowledge of the researcher, no study has specifically looked at the 

implementation of policies allowing guns on college campuses.  Previous work on guns on 

campus has illuminated important aspects of the issue such as faculty and administrator 

perspectives on the issue as well as student beliefs, and scholars and policy analysts have 

effectively outlined the two major sides of the issue.  The organizational theory literature and 

studies on the relationship between state governments and higher education institutions are 

likewise helpful in framing the issue but for several reasons do not fully explain the 

implementation of legislation allowing guns on campus.  

 First, previous studies have not examined how legislation allowing guns on campus 

impacts individual campuses once implemented.  Though legislation allowing guns on 

campus is a relatively new phenomenon that perhaps contributes to this deficiency in the 

literature base, it is crucial to understand how this legislation is implemented once mandated 

at the state level.  If legislation dealing with guns on campus continues to be introduced, 

debated, and enacted, campus decision-makers will have to deal with the issue of 

implementation at an increased rate as well.  Quality research on the implementation of the 

policy can help inform administrative practices, helping administrators perform their jobs 

successfully.  Further, building an understanding of how campuses implement change 
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mandated by state legislatures in this instance can help develop a more complete picture of 

how campuses implement externally mandated change in other cases, further helping to build 

theory.   

In short, previous work related to organizational theory, guns on campus, and the 

relationship between states and higher education institutions in terms of institutional 

autonomy has not sufficiently explained campus concealed carry implementation at the 

institutional level.  More studies, such as the one proposed here, are needed to fully 

understand how campuses implement policies allowing guns on campus.   

Purpose Statement 

 The purpose of case study is to describe how a campus has implemented legislation 

allowing guns on campus.  By examining one institution’s experience implementing the 

policy, this study has the potential to inform administrative practice on a practical level, as an 

increasing number of states (and thereby, colleges and universities) have been considering 

the policy issue in recent years.  This study has the potential to inform theory, helping to 

build organizational theory in terms of how an institution implements an externally mandated 

change handed down from the state government.  Further, the study has the potential to 

inform practice in terms of addressing future externally mandated policies, as well. 

Research Questions 

 Two primary research questions inform this study, helping to build a deeper 

understanding of how campuses implement legislation that allows guns on campus. First, 

how does a higher education institution implement an externally mandated policy change 
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(guns on campus)?   Second, how does Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated 

academic change explain the implementation of a state mandated change?   

Introduction to Theoretical Framework 

 To date, much of the organizational theory research in the field of higher education 

focuses on planned, rational change or assumes that institutions are, in turn, able to act on 

their environments much like the environment impacts the institution, as can be seen in 

theories such as resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).  While many 

scholars, including Kezar (2014) note the importance of studying the environment and how it 

affects change in higher education institutions, much of the literature on organizational 

change and leadership does not fully address the fact that often higher education institutions 

have to change in response to government mandates rather than change for the sake of 

becoming more like their peers or more competitive in the market, as concepts such as 

isomorphism assert.   

 Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated academic change serves as the 

theoretical framework for this study.  Based on the results of a three-phase grounded theory 

study, Newcombe and Conrad developed a theory of how higher education institutions 

implement federal mandates.  Their theory argues that “the implementation of federal 

mandates in institutions of higher education occurs in four consecutive stages: (1) infusion; 

(2) preparation and policy formation; (3) trial and transition; and (4) policy execution” (p. 

559).  The theory holds that the rate at which an institution moves through the stages of 

implementation of federal mandates depends on four major factors or variables, including 

administrative leadership, facilitative substructures, institutional subsystems, and 
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governmental intervention (Newcombe & Conrad, 1981).  This study will build on 

Newcombe and Conrad’s theory, examining whether or not it holds true when examining a 

mandate from the state legislature (versus the federal government) allowing guns on campus. 

Brief Description of Method  

In keeping with other studies that have examined the relationship between state 

government and campus policies (McLendon, 2003; Mills, 2007; Pusser, 2004), this study 

will utilize case study methodology.  Case study research involves the study of a case or an 

individual, small group, organization, or decision process in a real-life setting over time 

(Creswell, 2013).  In order for case study methodology to be appropriate, the topic or case 

must be a bounded system “within certain parameters such as place and time” (p. 98). The 

researcher “seeks to provide an in-depth understanding of a case” through extensive data 

collection, including interviews, observations, and document analysis, among others  (p. 

100).  Case study methodology is a particularly useful tool for conducting this study because 

it allows the researcher to “probe the motivations and meanings of policy 

deliberations…allowing a researcher to grasp thoroughly the actors’ goals and considerations 

as they assessed policy directions and organizational schemes,” enabling the researcher to 

gain an understanding of “how and why events occur” (Mills, 2007, p. 169).  

This case will focus on the implementation of legislation allowing guns on campus 

under certain circumstances at a single institution in North Carolina, a state that recently 

passed legislation regarding guns on campus in 2013.  North Carolina is chosen as the 

location for this case study because, among other reasons, some stakeholders within the 

system spoke out vocally against the policy change. Despite their protests, the state 
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legislature passed legislation allowing guns on campus.  In this instance, there was clearly a 

disconnect between the opinions of campus stakeholders and the state legislature, making it 

an exceptionally interesting context in which to study how a campus implements an 

externally mandated change. If the change had been supported internally or generated from 

campus leaders, more traditional organizational theories may apply. This case allows the 

opportunity to study how a campus implements an external change when organizational 

leadership has publicly denounced it, a situation not typically found in the organizational 

theory literature.   

Additionally, because the change is relatively recent, the case provides the 

opportunity to gain insight into the challenges of policy implementation on a campus level 

while it is ongoing.  While change is ongoing, sufficient time has passed for administrators, 

who constitute the sample for this study, to have worked on campus plans, making it both an 

excellent time and location for the study. 

Finally, the type of legislation allowing guns on campus in North Carolina is more 

common than legislation allowing concealed carry on campus by law (Morse et al., 2016).  

For this reason, this study has the potential to be more beneficial to a greater number of 

states, higher education institutions, and practitioners.   

Limitations and Delimitations 

 As with any study, this proposed study has limitations, which are discussed in greater 

detail in Chapter 5. Possible limitations for this study include the sample, which consists of 

campus administrators and others involved in implementing the legislation, or whose roles 

make them or their units potentially affected by the legislation, including faculty involved in 
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faculty governance activities.  Due to the busy schedules of those involved in this case, the 

sample is limited to those who have the time and willingness to participate, which limits the 

range of perspectives reflected in the data.  Likewise, since the study focuses on a single 

institution, it is possible that the process of implementing legislation allowing guns on 

campus may look vastly different depending on the institutional context, including 

institutional history, culture, mission, and values. 

 Timing of the study may be a potential limitation.  Different results may have been 

obtained if data had been collected at another time in the implementation process (for 

example, very soon after the legislation passed versus more recently).  However, to ensure 

validity, all interviews and other data collection took place within a short time frame (over 

the course of one summer). 

Summary 

 This study examines the implementation of legislation allowing guns on campus at a 

public university.  By interviewing individuals involved in the implementation of the 

legislation (faculty involved in university governance activities as well as university 

administrators in departments and units involved in the implementation of the legislation or 

affected by its implementation) and analyzing any documents related to the legislation, this 

study aims to develop a nuanced understanding of how a campus implements an externally 

mandated change from the state legislature.  This study utilizes case study methodology to 

develop a deep, rich understanding of the implementation process.  Newcombe and Conrad’s 

(1981) theory of mandated academic change provides the theoretical framework for this 

study.    
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Overview of the study 

 This dissertation consists of five chapters.  Chapter 2 provides an overview of the 

literature on topics related to guns on campus and organizational change in higher education, 

while Chapter 3 discusses the methodology used in this study in depth.  Chapter 4 presents 

this study’s findings, and Chapter 5 offers an interpretation of these findings and implications 

for policy, practice, theory, and future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Literature Review 

Several areas of literature frame this study.  First, I provide an overview of the 

literature dealing with guns on campus, including information about policies on guns on 

campus across states, the two main stances on the issue, and stakeholder attitudes towards 

campus concealed carry.  Next, I examine the unique characteristics of higher education 

institutions as organizations, focusing on higher education’s unique task of pursuing mission 

(providing education) and money (profit) (Weisbrod, Ballou, & Ashe, 2011), the 

environmental vulnerability of colleges and universities, and shared governance within 

higher education. Then, I review literature examining the relationship between higher 

education institutions and state government and the involvement of external stakeholders in 

higher education.  Finally, I examine organizational change theories, present the theoretical 

framework for this study, Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated academic 

change, and close with a discussion of previous studies that have also utilized this 

framework. Together, this body of literature informs and guides this study, giving this study 

a solid foundation. 

Guns on Campus 

 In order to fully understand the implementation of legislation allowing guns on 

campus, it is important to understand the body of research on the topic to date, including 

information about court cases and legislation, the main perspectives in the debate over 

campus concealed carry, and on stakeholder perceptions about campus concealed carry.  
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Guns on campus: court cases.  Cunningham (2011) highlights the cases in which 

students or advocacy groups on the behalf of students have sued higher education institutions 

over the right to carry concealed weapons on college campuses.  Beginning with District of 

Columbia v. Heller in 2008, court cases have increased in frequency, suggesting a growing 

prominence of the issue in the politico-legal realm.  In 2009, Michigan State University 

Board of Trustees voted to permit concealed weapons on campus, citing a desire to better 

align campus policies with state concealed carry laws (NCSL, 2014).  In 2010, Colorado 

State University passed a gun ban, overturning its prior policy that allowed the concealed 

carry of weapons on campus.  In April 2010, however, a Colorado Court of Appeals 

overturned the University of Colorado’s policies, allowing concealed carry on the Colorado 

State University campus as long as individuals possess a concealed carry permit (NCSL, 

2014). The Oregon State of Appeals overturned the Oregon University System’s policy 

banning guns on campus in 2011, as well, (NCSL, 2014) and in March 2012, the Colorado 

Supreme Court ruled in favor of campus concealed carry, arguing that Colorado’s concealed 

carry laws permit the carrying of weapons on college campuses (NCSL, 2014).   

Guns on campus: permissions by state.  Permissions regarding guns on campus 

vary from state to state1.  As of January 2016, Utah, Idaho, and Colorado allow concealed 

carry on campus by law (Armed Campuses, n.d.).  Six states (Oregon, Texas, Kansas, 

Wisconsin, Arkansas, and Mississippi) allow concealed carry by law but give higher 

education institutions the ability to enact limits on these permissions in terms of locations 

where concealed carry is allowed as well as who has permission to exercise concealed carry 

                                                
1 This information is accurate as of January 30, 2016.   
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on campus. Many states allow individual institutions to decide weapons policies, including 

Washington, Nevada, Arizona, Montana, South Dakota, Iowa, Alabama, Pennsylvania, West 

Virginia, Virginia, Delaware, Maryland, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Vermont, New 

Hampshire and Maine (Armed Campuses, n.d.).  New Mexico, Wyoming, Missouri, Illinois, 

Tennessee, Michigan, Ohio, Louisiana, New York, and Massachusetts prohibit concealed 

guns on campus by law (Armed Campuses, n.d.).  Several states including North Carolina, 

the site for this study, prohibit concealed carry across campus but allow concealed carry 

weapons in locked cars in parking lots (Armed Campuses, n.d.). These states include North 

Dakota, Minnesota, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Kentucky, North Carolina, South Carolina, 

Georgia, and Florida. The following map produced by Armed Campuses (n.d.) and 

reproduced with permission here provides a visual overview of policies regarding guns on 

campus by state. 

  

Figure 1: Guns on Campus Laws for Public Colleges and Universities (Armed Campuses, 
n.d.) 

 

As noted in Chapter 1, in 2015, legislation or court cases in several states dealt with 

the topic of guns on campus, though far more cases and legislative debates regarded 

Key 
 
“Red: Concealed guns allowed by law 
 
Grey: Concealed guns allowed by 
law, but schools limit locations/who 
carries 
 
Green: Concealed guns on campus 
prohibited by law 
 
Orange: Concealed guns allowed only 
in locked cars in parking lots” (Armed 
Campuses, n.d.) 
 



 

16 

expanding permissions for guns on campus rather than restricting them.  In 2015, California 

Senate Bill 707 was signed into law, “prohibit[ing] individuals with concealed weapon 

permits from carrying firearms on school grounds and college campuses” (Morse et al., 2016, 

p. 11).  Conversely, Texas became the only state to grant concealed carry on campus in 2015 

(Morse et al., 2016).  Many other states experienced legislative activity regarding guns on 

campus, however.  The following table from Morse et al. (2016) summarizes legislative 

action addressing guns on campus in 2015: 

Table 1 

Legislation addressing guns on campus by policy area and final action (2015) 

State Allow Prohibit 

Arkansas Died  

California  Enacted 

Florida Died  

Georgia Died  

Indiana Died  

Montana Died  

Nevada Died  

Ohio Pending  

Oklahoma Died  

South Carolina Died  

South Dakota Died  

Tennessee Died  

Texas Enacted  

Virginia Died  

West Virginia Died  
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Table 1 continued   

State Allow Prohibit 

Wyoming Died  

Total 15 1 

 

The debate about guns on campus.  The scholarly literature on guns on campus is 

fairly homogenous.  Most studies show a lack of support for concealed carry and firearms on 

college campuses in general among members of the campus community and highlight 

potential risks, a topic discussed in more detail later in this literature review.  Among more 

popular, non-peer-reviewed sources, however, two distinct narratives emerge between those 

who are in favor of guns on campus, a stance Birnbaum (2013) labels MoreGuns, and those 

who are against (BanGuns in Birnbaum’s nomenclature, which I adapt here to describe the 

two perspectives on the issue).   

Essentially, MoreGuns supporters argue that college students have a fundamental 

right to protect themselves against violence, particularly campus shootings or assaults 

(Birnbaum, 2013; Olson, 2012). BanGuns supporters, on the other hand, base their arguments 

primarily in the ideas of academic freedom and autonomy, arguing that “each institution 

should have the responsibility for establishing policies that promote both learning and 

campus security” (Birnbaum, 2013, p. 8).  At the crux of the matter is that “MoreGuns 

advocates view data and arguments through the lens of legal values” while “BanGuns 

proponents do the same thing through the lens of academic values” (Birnbaum, 2013, p. 11). 

The debate about guns has also been a part of larger conversations about safety on 

college campuses.  In particular, the issue of guns on campus has become intertwined with 
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conversations about campus sexual assault, a topic that has become extremely prevalent in 

higher education since the U.S. Department of Education’s (2014) Office for Civil Rights 

released a list of 55 colleges and universities facing Title IX investigations over their 

handling of reports of sexual harassment and sexual assault in May 2014. Proponents of 

MoreGuns argue that college staff and administrators do a poor job of ensuring student 

safety, pointing to examples of sexual assault on college campuses as support for their 

argument.  In turn, they argue that students, faculty and staff should be able to have 

concealed weapons to protect themselves on campus (Kingkade, 2015; Nunn, 2015; Valone, 

2013).  An editorial by the president of Grassroots North Carolina, a gun advocacy group, 

points to a sexual assault on the North Carolina State University campus as evidence that 

House Bill 937 was needed, writing: 

The University of North Carolina is doing a woefully inadequate job of protecting its 

students, staff, faculty, and visitors.  In fact, just a few hours after your 

representatives testified to the North Carolina House Judiciary A Subcommittee in 

opposition to the bill, one of your students was raped outside North Carolina State 

University’s Free Expression Tunnel.  Is that your idea of ‘protection?’(Valone, 

2013). 

This view is not isolated to one advocacy organization.  Students for Concealed 

Carry, a student gun advocacy group, cite campus crime as a reason for supporting concealed 

carry on campuses (Kingkade, 2015; Nunn, 2015).  Recent testimony regarding concealed 

carry legislation in Texas argued that guns on campus would reduce sexual assault on 

campus (Watts, 2015).  Michele Fiore, an assemblywoman in Nevada who sponsored a bill 
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regarding guns on campus, drew media attention for her statement “if these young, hot little 

girls on campus have a firearm, I wonder how many men will want to assault them” 

(Schwarz, 2015, p. 1). 

 BanGuns advocates, however, argue that more guns on campuses do not help curb 

sexual assault or other crimes.  The Association of Title IX Administrators (ATIXA), “a 

membership association of more than 3,000 college and school administrators whose 

responsibility is to assure gender equity under federal law,” argues that  

Research conducted by the Department of Justice and others shows that the vast 

majority of sexual assaults committed against students on college campuses are 

committed by an individual known to the victim, occur in a shared setting...and 

involve alcohol as a facilitator for the assault.  There is no research supporting the 

idea that gun access would reduce the risk of rape in such situations. (2015, p. 1) 

Further, ATIXA (2015) argues that MoreGuns advocates neglect to consider “the possibility 

that a victim’s own weapon could be turned against him or her.  Defensive use of weapons in 

close proximity with a known offender is a tactic even the most savvy gun owner might 

question” (2015, p.1).   

ATIXA’s assertions are bolstered by a 2015 study conducted by the Campaign to 

Keep Guns Off Campus.  The findings of the study contradict assertions that allowing guns 

on campus reduces crime, finding “that on college campuses where concealed carry is 

permitted, the crime rates actually increased while the student population decreased” 

(Campaign to Keep Guns Off Campus, 2015, p.1).  Further, the study found that “the rate of 

forcible rape on Utah and Colorado campuses,” states that allow guns on campus, “is rising 
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at an alarming rate, much higher than the rate of the national average and steady with the 

national average on college campuses” (Campaign to Keep Guns Off Campus, 2015, p. 2).  

While this does not mean that concealed carry legislation increases rape, these findings 

suggest that perhaps the legislation does not have the desired effect of keeping college 

campuses safer, at least from the perspective of BanGuns supporters. 

 The literature on the campus concealed carry debate shows that the perspectives on 

the issue are varied.  Both sides of the debate, however, focus on the safety of college 

campuses, differing over the best way to keep students, faculty, and staff safe.  The next 

section of this literature review, stakeholder perceptions of and attitudes toward guns on 

campus, offers further insight into the debate about guns on campus by providing an 

overview of the research on stakeholder perceptions about guns on campus. 

Stakeholder perceptions of and attitudes toward guns on campus.  The majority 

of the literature on guns on campus focuses primarily on faculty and student attitudes towards 

guns on campus.   Several studies (Patten et al., 2012; Thompson et al., 2013) have assessed 

stakeholder attitudes toward the concealed carry of guns on college campuses.  Thompson, 

Price, Dake & Teeple (2013) focused their study on the “perceptions and practices of college 

faculty regarding support for carrying concealed handguns on their campuses,” finding that 

94% of the faculty members surveyed were not supportive of people carrying concealed 

handguns on campus (p. 366).  Further, the researchers identified factors that may indicate 

support for the carrying concealed handguns on college campuses, including owning two or 

more firearms, being a registered Republican, being male, and growing up with a firearm in 

the home (Thompson et al., 2013).  In addition to these factors, faculty who were 
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significantly more concerned with being a victim of a crime and faculty who were not 

confident that their local police could protect them from violent crime on campus were more 

likely to support the concealed carrying of firearms on campus (Thompson et al. , 2013). 

         Patten, Thomas, & Wada (2012), however, found that 70% of the faculty members 

surveyed “did not think qualified individuals should be allowed to carry a concealed firearm 

on campus” (p.15).  In contrast to the findings of previous studies (Thompson et al., 2013), in 

this instance, “even White men, gun owners, and those with a conservative political 

affiliation—those most likely to support concealed guns on campus—were disinclined to 

support the idea of more concealed weapons on campus” (Patten et al., 2012, p. 15).  

The differences in findings between these two studies may be due partially to 

methodology, as Patten, Thomas & Wada (2012) based their study on a relatively small 

sample found at two institutions at California.  Regardless, these two studies illustrate 

important aspects of the current literature on guns on campus.  First, there is little consensus 

on the topic, necessitating further research.  Second, the research that does exist contains 

potential methodological limitations.  To date, no large scale surveys of college faculty or 

staff attitudes toward the concealed carry of handguns on college campuses or qualitative 

studies exploring the perspectives of those affected by these policies exist, suggesting that 

policies are made perhaps more on environmental political factors than on the perceptions or 

needs of key stakeholders in campus communities. 

Just as there are very few studies of faculty perceptions of the concealed carry of 

handguns on college campuses, there are very few studies that focus on student perceptions 

of the issue.  Bouffard, Nobles, Wells & Cavanaugh (2012) asked students to predict whether 
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they would carry a concealed firearm on campus if it were legal, finding that concealed carry 

on campus would increase based on their responses.  It is important to note, however, as with 

studies of faculty perception, that this study was based on a relatively small sample (less than 

1500 students) at a single institution in Texas.  Due to sampling, it is difficult to extrapolate 

that these findings would be applicable in all contexts or indicate a general support for the 

concealed carry of handguns among the United States college student population as a whole. 

Student support for the concealed carry of handguns on college campuses has also 

been studied through the lens of college major.  Findings suggest that criminal justice majors 

are more likely to carry a legally concealed weapon on campus than others if allowed by 

campus policies (Bouffard, Nobles, & Wells, 2012).  Research shows that these findings hold 

true even when other known predictors for support for concealed carry, such as political 

affiliation, are controlled for (Bouffard, Nobles, & Wells, 2012).   

While these studies have shown the likelihood of students to carry a concealed 

firearm if the legislation were to pass, additional work has examined the characteristics of 

students who are already carrying a concealed weapon on campus, despite its legality.  

Miller, Hemenway, and Wechsler (2002) found that  

students who have firearms at college and students who have been threatened with 

firearms while at college tend to drink to excess, engage in aggressive and dangerous 

behavior after drinking, and attend college in regions of the United States where 

firearm ownership is high. (p. 63)   

In 2002, at least 4% of college students reported having a gun at school (Miller et al., 2002).   
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In addition to the factors that influence faculty and student support for guns on 

campus, research has also examined police chiefs’ perceptions about guns on college 

campuses (Thompson et al., 2009).  Thompson et al (2009) found that “the vast majority 

(86%) of the police chiefs believed that allowing students to carry concealed firearms on 

campus would not prevent some or all campus killings” (p. 251), calling into question the 

argument that allowing campus concealed carry would potentially reduce the damage done in 

campus shootings such as Virginia Tech.   

In addition to studies that have examined the perceptions of campus stakeholders, 

including faculty, students, and some staff members, studies have also examined support for 

firearm control legislation among another key stakeholder group: members of Congress.  

Price, Dake, & Thompson (2002) found that “in the House, males, Republicans, those from 

the South, and those who received gun rights funds were more likely to vote pro gun rights” 

while “in the Senate, support for gun rights occurred more often for those from the West, 

Republicans, or those who had received gun rights donations” (p. 419).   

Higher Education Institutions as Organizations 

 While the literature on guns on campus and campus concealed carry certainly helps 

inform and frame the debate on guns on campus, it is also necessary to understand the 

complex character of higher education institutions themselves.  As organizations, higher 

education institutions occupy a unique place, differing in several ways from private firms that 

often serve as the basis for much organizational theory, and also sharing similarities with 

them. This literature frames the discussion of guns on campus from the unique perspective of 

higher education institutions.   
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As Weisbrod, Ballou, and Asch (2011) note, from a financial perspective:  

the higher education industry has a great deal in common with most other industries--

having, for example, successful and unsuccessful organizations, with new entrants to 

the industry as well as exits from it, with schools borrowing money and developing 

credit ratings, with mergers occurring, and schools advertising and competing 

vigorously while collaborating when useful (p. 39).   

Unlike most private firms, however, colleges and universities are both “a socially conscious 

provider of educational services and a business searching for revenues and cost-cutting 

methods” (Weisbrod et al., 2011, p. 2).  Essentially, this characteristic can be summarized as 

in the following way:  “schools provide teaching and basic research, even when they are 

unprofitable for the individuals schools, and finance these mission activities through 

conventional businesslike revenue-generating activities” (Weisbrod et al., 2011, p. 2).  While 

the focus of this paper is not on higher education finance, a basic understanding of how 

higher education institutions differ from firms in the private sector (which are largely the 

basis for much of the literature in organizational theory and on organizational change) in 

terms of mission and the pursuit of profit is essential for understanding how higher education 

institutions operate, and thus, how they respond to change.  

In addition to having a unique focus on both mission and money (Weisbrod et al., 

2011), higher education institutions differ from other organizations in terms of their 

environmental vulnerability (Brown, 2000).  Brown (2000) argues that all organizations from 

small businesses to large corporations to donative nonprofits such as hospitals lie on a 

continuum in terms of their environmental vulnerability that ranges from organizations that 
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are “captured” to “independent” and that their place on the continuum has a significant 

impact on how they are managed. At one end of the spectrum, public schools represent 

organizations that are completely captured or that have little autonomy while firms have the 

most independence or freedom from their environments in terms of decision-making and 

autonomy (Brown, 2000).  Brown (2000) argues that “colleges and universities are 

somewhere in the middle on a continuum from ‘independent’ to ‘captured’” (p. 130).  In this 

middle ground, higher education institutions have traditionally enjoyed being isolated from 

their environment to some extent; however, Brown (2000) notes that external groups have 

had an increasing influence on colleges and universities.  As a result, “the operating 

autonomy of the academic professionals is seriously reduced.  The faculty and administrators 

lose some control over the curriculum, the goals, and the daily operations of the institution,” 

a trend that Brown (2000) argues is increasing (p. 130).  As organizations, as higher 

education institutions become more ‘captured’ and their “vulnerability increases, their 

governance patterns change significantly” (Brown, 2000, p. 131).   

In addition to environmental vulnerability and having a mission- and money-focused 

purpose, higher education institutions are also unique as organizations due to their 

governance structure. While some aspects of shared governance in higher education may be 

similar to roles within a business firm, a significant difference between higher education 

institutions and firms is that at colleges and universities, decision-making involves faculty, 

staff, and often students, allowing for many decisions to come from the bottom up versus the 

top down, at least in theory (Ehrenberg, 2002). Shared governance is built on the idea that 

“those whose concerns and lives are most affected by campus activities should surely have a 
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part in their control” (Keeton & Plumer, 1971, p. 9).  Ideally, this arrangement should include 

faculty and students, both of which are discussed here.   

First created in the early 20th century, student government associations have become 

increasingly involved in university governance.  Since the 1960s and 1970s, students have 

participated in university decision-making by occupying seats on committees and 

contributing to conversations on campus issues, such as the use of student fees, parking, and 

other issues pertinent to student life (Laosebikan-Buggs, 2006).  Across campuses, student 

governments are supposed to represent the needs and desires of the student body as a whole, 

giving students a voice in the governance process (Laosebikan-Buggs, 2006).  Student 

governments are also supposed to serve an advocacy role, representing the student voice in 

the discussion of university policies.  The inclusion of students in the governing process 

serves multiple purposes.  At its most basic, students sustain the institution in many ways 

with their tuition money and have the potential to continue to sustain the institution 

financially as alumni; thus, they have the right to be heard when it comes to institutional 

decision-making (Keeton & Plumer, 1971).  Further, student cooperation with university 

initiatives helps ensure a well-run campus (Keeton & Plumer, 1971).   

While there are benefits, the inclusion of students in the governance process can often 

come with challenges.  As Lizzio & Wilson (2009) note in their study of student government 

representatives’ participation in departmental committees, students may experience role 

ambiguity and be uncertain about their part in the governance process.  Additionally, students 

can only participate in governance fully if administrators are committed to engaging students 

in the dialogue about campus policies (Lizzio & Wilson, 2009).  Some students may bring 
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biases to decision-making processes, and less mature students may struggle without proper 

guidance and support from faculty or staff advisors (Bray, 2006).  Finally, while student 

government is designed to provide representation for all students, student governments may 

suffer from unequal representation and may not enjoy participation from students from a 

wide variety of backgrounds, identities, and majors (Bray, 2006).   

In addition to representing the needs of students within an institution, shared 

governance also provides voice to faculty in the decision-making processes of higher 

education institutions.  As Keeton & Plumer (1971) note, faculty are primarily given a voice 

in campus governance because they are “the most competent to do the work of the campus” 

in terms of teaching and research (p. 9).  When it comes to academic issues such as 

curriculum, faculty members reign supreme (Ehrenberg, 2002).  Even outside of strictly 

academic issues, however, faculty voices can have a significant impact, including in areas 

that on the surface may seem to be outside of the academic realm such as budget and other 

campus operations and policies (Bess & Dee, 2012).   

The model of faculty governance that is pervasive across campuses did not exist until 

the late 19th century.  Gerber (2014) argues that the founding of Johns Hopkins, which was 

created based on the German model of the university that gave power to head professors, as 

well as William Rainey Harper’s system of governance at the University of Chicago largely 

contributed to the form of faculty governance we see today.  However, it wasn’t until the 

1960s that the benefits of involving faculty in institutional governance were formally 

declared in the Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities by the AAUP, the 

Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, and the American Council on 
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Education (Gerber, 2014).  Today, faculty enjoy an active voice in institutional governance, 

though the role of faculty in governing institutions of higher education has been challenged 

by the increasing involvement of corporations, government at both the state and federal level, 

and accrediting agencies in institutional affairs (Gerber, 2014).  That role is not completely 

secure, however, and Gerber (2014) notes that current trends, such as the 

“deprofessionalization” of faculty and an increased reliance on non-tenure track faculty, who 

are not always included in shared governance, could pose a danger to shared governance in 

the future if not carefully monitored.   

As with student involvement in shared governance, the involvement of faculty in the 

governance process is not without problems.  Trackman (2008) questions whether shared 

governance structures are able to address “increasingly complex educational environments” 

due to declining funding and international competition (p. 63).  Likewise, Eckel (2000) 

provides a succinct summary of the conflict between principles of shared governance and the 

need to be responsive to changing environments, noting that “many suggest that higher 

education’s difficulties with change are due to shared governance” (p. 15).  Others (Benjamin 

& Carroll, 1996) assert that faculty governance obstructs the ability of institutions to 

effectively address problems that arise and contributes to a sense that American higher 

education institutions are losing ground in the international market.   

Another challenge of faculty governance lies in the relationship between faculty and 

administrators, which Del Favero and Bray (2005) describe as “tenuous but essential for 

shared governance to operate effectively” (p. 53).  While administrators such as academic 

deans of colleges and provosts rise through the faculty ranks, Levinson (1989) notes that 
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many administrator positions are being filled by professionals with advanced degrees and 

training in areas such as higher education administration, business, and law who may lack a 

faculty background.  Lacking a shared background as a faculty member may create conflicts 

when it comes to decision-making about campus issues.  Del Favero and Bray attribute 

conflicts between faculty and administrators in campus governance to the fact that both 

groups operate with two competing perspectives.  Del Favero and Bray argue that faculty are 

primarily self-directed and value autonomy, creativity, and independence, while 

administrators are driven by the collective good and compromise.  They note that while a 

symbiotic relationship between the two groups is deal when it comes to governance, often 

there is a lack of trust between faculty and administrators, which, when combined with 

differing motivating factors to their work, can create complications in institutional decision-

making and governance.   

 Regardless of whether it helps or hinders higher education institutions, shared 

governance, especially the involvement of faculty and students in institutional decision-

making, sets colleges and universities apart from other large institutions like corporations, 

further defining them as unique entities worthy of specific study.  

Relationship Between Higher Education Institutions and State Government 

 In order to understand how state legislatures and political contexts impact colleges 

and universities, it is important to understand both the history of the relationship between the 

states and higher education institutions as well as involvement of external stakeholders in 

public universities more broadly. 
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History of relationship between the states and higher education.  Historically, 

states were relatively uninvolved in higher education in the 19th century.  As established in 

the Dartmouth College v. Woodward case in the early 1800s, “states accorded both public 

and private institutions significant autonomy, especially on ‘substantive’ decisions on who to 

admit, what should be taught and who should teach” (McGuiness, 2011, p. 140).  State 

interest in higher education began to increase with the advent of the Morrill Act and the 

creation of land grant institutions in the 1860s and 1870s (Kezar, 2014).  In the 1950s and 

1960s, as the number of students enrolling in higher education institutions grew, “states 

began to undertake more deliberate efforts to promote the coordinated development of public 

higher education to establish more systematic approaches to the allocation of state funding” 

(McGuiness, 2011, p. 141).  In the past 40 years, state (and federal) governments have 

become increasingly involved in institutional operations within higher education, largely, due 

to increased funding (Kezar, 2014; McGuiness, 2011).   

Involvement of external stakeholders in higher education.  Involvement of state 

legislatures in campus governance is based on the principle that public institutions are 

answerable to the general public and, “in response to this public interest...state governments 

intervene in institutional affairs” (Schmidtlein & Berdahl, 2011, p. 85).  This legislative 

intervention at the state level can be both positive or negative, with state legislatures 

sometimes even “attempt[ing] to turn an institution, or even a system, in inappropriate 

directions” (Schmidtlein & Berdahl, 2011, p. 85).  And, as Duderstadt (2001) notes, while 

state legislative involvement in higher education often takes place “in the name of 



 

31 

performance and public accountability,” involvement can be “all too frequently driven by 

political opportunism” or other political factors, such as upcoming elections (p. 27).   

As campuses are largely used to operating independently, involvement from the state 

legislature can be a source of conflict between the two groups.  McGuiness (2011) argues 

that state legislators and higher education institutions encounter conflict most often because 

of “four broad trends: 1) escalating demands, 2) severe economic constraints, 3) the 

academy’s inherent resistance to change, and 4) instability of state political leadership” (p. 

139-140).  Problems in the relationship between states and public universities do not solely 

originate with state governments, however. Among academics, McGuiness (2011) asserts, 

“there continues to be a widespread sense...that virtually any state involvement, other than 

providing funding with no strings attached, is an infringement on legitimate institutional 

authority,” contributing to conflict between the two groups (p. 142).   

As state governments begin to show more interest in topics such as student outcomes, 

so do other stakeholder groups, including citizens within the state who believe higher 

education institutions receiving public funds should be accountable to the general public 

(Kezar, 2014).  As a result, higher education administrators and leaders are faced with new 

external pressures that affect how change is managed within institutions (Kezar, 2014).  

While administrators of the past may have had the freedom to “define a change agenda 

largely on their own or with a focus on internal constituents,” modern campus administrators 

“as well as other campus change agents, need to consider a broader array of stakeholders and 

balance different views and priorities in their decision-making” (Kezar, 2014, p. 8).   
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A new direction in research on higher education and the states.  This is not the 

first study to consider the relationship between higher education and the state when it comes 

to policy implementation.  Pusser (2004) examined the organizational issues and policy 

struggles that took place after the University of California Board of Regents voted to end 

affirmative action in admissions and employment in 1995 despite widespread support for 

affirmative action nationally.  Pusser’s work highlights the dearth of research, a lack that still 

continues today, on colleges and universities as political organizations.    

As Pusser (2004) notes, while “research in higher education has been based in 

pluralist paradigms that conceptualize the university as distinct from the State and that 

conceive of the State as a political actor operating independent of higher education 

institutions,” there is a much more tightly coupled relationship between state government and 

higher education, especially in terms of policy, than previously assumed (p. 9).  Pusser 

argues instead that state theoretical perspectives reveal “that powerful external forces, 

operating within a context of historical developments and conditions, shape political action 

and decision making at the institutional level” (2004, p. 10).  This study builds on Pusser’s 

(2004) work and work of other scholars focused on issues of policy, organizations, and 

change within higher education, investigating campus-level implementation of state-

mandated change.   

Related Change Theories 

  The body of literature on organizational theory addresses the topic of change in great 

detail. Popular management books delineate different strategies to manage change within the 

corporate world and draw on change theories such as Kotter’s (2012) eight-step change 
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model that argues that managers should establish a sense of urgency, develop a vision and 

strategy, and empower employees, among other steps, to effectively initiate change.   

 The concept of change is heavily covered in the more traditional academic 

organizational theory literature base as well, and much of the classic literature talks about 

different change theories, from scientific management approaches to evolutionary, political, 

social cognition, cultural, and institutional and neo-institutional change approaches (Kezar, 

2014).  To provide context for this study, I focus on three significant perspectives within 

organizational theory that have been used to study how organizations interact with their 

external environments: resource dependence theory, contingency theory, and institutionalism. 

I will also illustrate the deficiencies in these theories in terms of this study and offer a 

rationale for utilizing Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated academic change 

instead.  

            Resource dependence theory.  Resource dependence theory, developed by Pfeffer 

and Salancik (1978), asserts that organizations depend on their environments, which consists 

of “federations, associations, customer-supplier relationships, competitive relationships, and 

a social-legal apparatus defining and controlling the nature and limits of these relationships,” 

for resources and support (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978, p. 2).  Effective or successful 

organizations survive because they are able to positively manage these external relationships, 

especially with those that provide needed resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Bolman and 

Deal (2008) neatly summarize resource dependence as the idea that “organizations are much 

more creatures than creators of their environment” (p. 243).   
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In order to survive, organizations have to change in response to their environments; 

however, organizations often face challenges in adapting to their environments because the 

information they receive is often not complete or is incorrect and “organizations confront 

multiple constituencies whose demands are often inconsistent” (Bolman & Deal, 2008, p. 

243).  Within resource dependence theory, managers have three potential roles: to respond to 

their environments by making changes to operations to meet the expectations of external 

constituencies, to change the organization’s relationship with the environment, and what 

Bolman and Deal term “ a symbolic role arising from the widely accepted myth that 

managers make a difference” (p. 244).   

Resource dependence theory has been used to study the relationship between public 

funding for higher education and the behavior of higher education institutions.  Fowles 

(2014) uses resource dependence theory to investigate the “relationship between institutional 

reliance on net tuition dollars as a source of revenue and institutional expenditures for 

education and related activities at public, four-year institutions of higher education in the 

United States,” finding that “institutional expenditures are quite responsive to changes in 

revenue patterns” (p. 272).  Of note, Fowles (2014) found that when universities lose funding 

from public appropriations, they tend to seek new sources of funding that may be at odds 

with their institutional missions and goals. 

Slaughter and Leslie (1997) examined financial trends over decades, including 

alternative funding sources for higher education institutions in their study of academic 

capitalism.  They assert that a decrease in public funding “created increased resource 

dependence at the institutional level,” prompting faculty and administrators to seek 
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alternative sources of funding (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997, p. 64).  Using resource dependence 

theory, Slaughter and Leslie (1997) argue that this trend changes the role of academics within 

their institutions, putting them in the role of “state-subsidized entrepreneurs” (p. 9).   

 While some aspects of resource dependence theory could be applied to the study of 

campus concealed carry policy implementation, the way change and change management is 

addressed in this theory assumes a level of reciprocity between the organization and the 

environment that is not present when considering externally mandated change by state 

government, the focus of this paper.  

While an interdependent relationship between the state and higher education 

institutions does exist to the extent that the public needs public higher education 

opportunities and colleges depend on public resources such as financial aid for survival, 

when discussing regulatory or mandated change, the relationship is less interdependent and 

more one way.  Further, resource dependence theory assumes that organizations are able to 

adapt a “discretionary role in which they seek to alter the organization’s relationship with its 

environment” (Bolman and Deal, 2008, p. 244).  While some higher education institutions, 

especially larger organizations that may employ lobbyists or influence policies in other ways, 

do have some power over the states, as Brown’s (2000) work reviewed earlier in this 

dissertation shows, colleges and universities are more “captured” than private firms, making 

them less likely to be able to push back against the state in the same sense that a 

manufacturing company may be able to by switching suppliers. Finally, resource dependence 

theory focuses primarily on managers, ignoring the potential role of students and faculty 

represented through shared governance, making it difficult to apply in situations such as 
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campus implementations of legislation that requires the buy-in of many stakeholders beyond 

those in management roles. 

Contingency theory.  Kezar (2014) groups contingency theory along with resource 

dependence theory under the umbrella of evolutionary change theories that discuss how 

organizations change in relationship to their environments. Morgan (2006) provides an 

excellent overview of contingency theory, arguing that under contingency theory, 

organizations are “open systems” that adapt to their environments through the work of 

managers.  The theory holds that “there is no one best way of organizing,” as “the 

appropriate form depends on the kind of task or environment with which one is dealing” 

(Morgan, 2006, p. 42). Organizations can be seen as functioning like organisms, receiving 

inputs from their environments that, when combined with characteristics and mechanisms 

particular to the specific organization, impact the organization’s outputs (Morgan, 2006).  In 

contingency theory, the more unstable the field, the more open the organization (Morgan, 

2006). 

 Contingency theory has been used throughout the social and behavioral sciences to 

study the behavior of organizations and organizational members.  In their literature review of 

the use of contingency theory in education, Derr & Gabarro (1972) note that contingency 

theory has been used to frame a variety of studies, including urban schools’ process of 

attempting to adapt to “the needs of increasing minority enrollments” (p. 29), the behaviors 

of K-12 school system administrators as they attempt to increase diversity in response to 

demands of external constituents, and the organization of a department of education in 

Australia.  Contingency theory has also been used to study leadership in organizations in the 
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corporate world.  Vroom and Jago (2007) use contingency theory to frame their examination 

of situational leadership while Fielder (1971) uses contingency theory to study leadership 

effectiveness.  

 While contingency theory enjoys a strong tradition of scholarship in organizational 

studies, it does not fully explain change in relation to guns on campus as contingency theory 

assumes that organizations are scanning their environments and looking for ways to adapt.  

In the instance of this case study, the organization actively resisted change and was required 

by the law to implement the legislation; it was not seeking change.  Additionally, like 

resource dependence theory, contingency theory assumes that organizations have a great deal 

of agency in terms of their relationships with their environments, which is not the case when 

examining campus concealed carry policy and other externally-driven mandates, situations in 

which higher education institutions may be forced into compliance.  Finally, contingency 

theory assumes that organizations have a transactional relationship that does not necessarily 

exist when discussing public higher education institutions and state governments. 

Institutionalism and neoinstitutionalism.  Institutional and neoinstitutional theories, 

like resource dependence theory and contingency theory, focus on how organizations interact 

with their environments; however, there are some key differences (Kezar, 2014). Unlike 

resource dependence and contingency theory, there is more of a focus on unplanned change 

in institutional and neoinstitutional theories (Kezar, 2014).  Additionally, institutional theory 

challenges the idea that organizations act agentically in creating change, instead reacting to a 

variety of pressures in the external environment (Kezar, 2014).  In institutional theory, 

organizations survive and thrive based on their ability to conform to their environments 
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(Gornitzka, 1999), a principle presented effectively in Dimaggio and Powell’s (1983) 

writings on isomorphism that argue that normative, mimetic, and coercive pressures 

incentivize organizations to change.   Another key difference that separates institutional 

theory from resource dependence theory and contingency theory is that while all deal with 

how organizations adapt to their environments, the definition of environment is different in 

institutional theory.  The environment consists not just of stakeholders that an organization 

depends on for resources, as is the case in resource dependence theory, but also professional 

associations, norms among competitors, accrediting bodies, and so on (Bolman & Deal, 

2008).  

 Isomorphism, one of the more commonly used institutional theories, has been used to 

inform numerous studies on change in higher education.  Joo and Halx (2012), for example, 

apply the concepts of coercive, mimetic, and normative isomorphism to examine the 

adoption of a performance-based pay system for faculty in Korean National Universities 

modeled on the stair-stepped pay scale for tenure-track faculty at universities in the United 

States.  Gates (1997) also uses all three isomorphic concepts (mimetic, coercive, and 

normative) to examine university retrenchment at a public institution in the Pacific 

Northwest, finding that all three types of isomorphism were present in the retrenchment 

process.   

 While institutional theory comes closer to addressing the issue of mandated change, it 

still presents the idea that organizations are often looking to change to keep up with their 

competitors, as is the case with mimetic isomorphism.  The environment in institutional 

theory, while broader, does not adequately address the relationship between state mandates 
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and public higher education institutions.  For example, higher education institutions are not 

necessarily looking to other campuses and states to determine whether or not they should 

implement campus concealed carry; it is being forced upon them.  While institutional theory 

addresses the concept of unplanned change more adequately than resource dependence 

theory, it still does not sufficiently address mandates.  

 While all three theories contribute to the larger understanding of how organizations 

interact with their environments more broadly and help frame this study, none of these 

theories have the specificity that Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated 

academic change does.  Mandated academic change is tailored specifically to the higher 

education environment and specifically addresses the response of higher education 

institutions to government-mandated change.  Furthermore, its emphasis on day-to-day 

administration of change rather than grand theory makes it a suitable choice for a study that 

seeks to inform theory, policy, and praxis. 

Mandated academic change. Developed from a grounded theory study of how 13 

public universities in Virginia implemented Title IX in college athletics programs, a federally 

mandated change, Newcombe and Conrad (1981) assert that “the implementation of federal 

mandates in institutions of higher education occurs in four consecutive stages: (1) infusion; 

(2) preparation and policy formation; (3) trial and transition; and (4) policy execution” (p. 

559).  Each of the four stages “begins with an initial activity calling for some type of 

administrative response” which “generates the potential for conflict, reaction, and response 

on the part of constituents within and outside of the university community” (p. 559).  The 

first stage of Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model, infusion, “begins with the introduction 
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of the mandate at the institutional level” while “the second stage, preparation and policy 

formation, reflects the attempts of institutions, and particularly college administrators, to 

formulate plans for change” (p. 560).  Stage three, “trial and transition, begins with the onset 

of observable changes and is characterized by cycles of decision making, conflict, action, 

reaction and adjustment” while stage four, “policy execution, is characterized by gradual 

acceptance and implementation of institutional policy” (p. 561).   

Newcombe and Conrad (1981) note that many variables affect the rate at which an 

institution progresses through the four stages, including administrative leadership, facilitative 

substructures (such as budget and communications), institutional subsystems (the “wide 

range of departments, divisions, schools, offices, and other recognized groups of constituents 

that comprise the organization as a whole”), and governmental intervention (p. 562).   

 Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory has been cited and applied in other studies of 

policy and change implementation, from a case study of affirmative action for women faculty 

(Hyer, 1985) to a study examining the implementation of mandated assessment practices in 

community colleges in Virginia (Geiger, 1991), which are described in more detail below. 

This proposed study will extend Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated 

academic change, determining whether it holds true when applied to a single institution 

implementing a state mandated change, contributing to both the practical literature on 

organizational theory in higher education as well as theory.   

  Studies utilizing Newcombe and Conrad’s theory of mandated academic change. 

To date, Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated academic change has 

not been utilized extensively in the literature base on change initiatives.  The existing 
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literature that utilizes Newcombe and Conrad’s work focuses on the implementation of new 

policies and procedures, including topics such as diversity or affirmative action initiatives in 

higher education institutions (Carpenter, 2009; Hanna, 1988; Hyer, 1985; Johnston, 1997), 

the process of implementing new quality assurance methods in hospital anesthesia 

medication management (Shultz, Davis, Caird, et al, 2010), and the introduction of new 

policies such as state mandated student outcome assessment measures in community colleges 

(Geiger, 1991).  Though not widely used, as these studies show, Newcombe and Conrad’s 

model provides a solid framework for studying mandated change in higher education 

environments.   

There are several possible explanations that could provide context for the lower rate 

of utilization of Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory.  First, while change management 

theories are plentiful, as the literature reviewed elsewhere in this paper shows, Newcombe 

and Conrad’s theory focuses on a particular kind of change that is not as well studied—

mandated academic change.  The theory was developed primarily to explain a specific kind 

of change in a particular environment, and while it could be extended to apply to other 

situations and settings in the future, the specificity of the theory may limit its use in a way 

that does not apply to other, more broad change management theories.  

Second, it is possible that the lower rate of utilization of the theory does not reflect 

the strength of the ability of the theory to provide a framework for understanding the 

implementation of mandated change in higher education environments but rather reflects the 

tendency of scholars to gravitate towards theories that are better known or more widely cited.  
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 As noted previously, the majority of the studies reviewed utilizing Newcombe and 

Conrad’s (1981) work focus on diversity or affirmative action initiatives.  This trend can be 

possibly attributed to several factors.  First, Newcombe and Conrad developed their model 

based on their qualitative study of several institutions as they implemented Title IX in terms 

of women’s athletics.  The topic of the original study may have led others who were 

interested in examining issues of gender diversity at higher education institutions to utilize 

the theory in their work.  Second, other change management theories, reviewed elsewhere in 

this paper, do not adequately explain mandated change, which originally provided the 

impetus for many diversity and affirmative action initiatives, making Newcombe and 

Conrad’s theory particularly well-suited for exploring this topic.   

 Carpenter (2009) uses Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory to investigate “whether 

there were differences between staff and faculty in their understanding of campus norms 

related to diversity” (p. 2).  Newcombe and Conrad’s work is used in conjunction with other 

literature on the topics of organizational factors that affect the implementation of successful 

institutional change related to diversity and climate towards diversity on campuses.  More 

specifically, Carpenter uses Newcombe and Conrad’s theory to help frame two primary 

research questions seeking to uncover whether “factors at different organizational levels 

influence faculty and staff differently” and whether factors influencing commitment differ 

depending on having faculty or staff employment status (p.4).   Carpenter’s findings assert 

that institutional administrators are key in establishing agendas to support diversity for the 

organization and that communicating a clear vision for diversity initiatives plays a significant 

role in ensuring the success of diversity initiatives, findings that support Newcombe and 
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Conrad’s theory as well as that of other scholars who have also incorporated mandated 

academic change into their own work (Hanna, 1988; Hyer, 1985). 

 Hanna (1988) applied Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory to the faculty hiring 

process, focusing on affirmative action and the hiring of female faculty in response to federal 

mandates such as the Higher Education Guidelines: Executive Order 11246 which mandated, 

among other things, that institutions create affirmative action plans. Three case studies, 

including Newcombe and Conrad’s work, form the theoretical framework for the study, 

which was conducted at two major research universities—one private, one public.  Hanna’s 

findings confirmed the need for faculty liaisons that Newcombe and Conrad names in their 

study to connect institutional administrators with faculty to ensure that centrally developed 

policies and procedures find their ways into departmental structures.   

 Like Hanna and Carpenter, Hyer (1985) utilized Newcombe and Conrad (1981) to 

frame her case study of three institutions that successfully implemented affirmative action for 

female faculty members.  Hyer combines Newcombe and Conrad’s discussion of mandated 

academic change with previous work on the development of affirmative action programs to 

encourage black student enrollment to develop a theoretical framework.  Like Hanna and 

Carpenter, Hyer’s findings support Newcombe and Conrad’s assertion that central 

administrators are crucial in implementing federal mandates.  Likewise, Hyer found support 

for Newcombe and Conrad’s model in terms of the importance of change agents at the 

department level and the importance of anticipation of government intervention as a factor 

contributing to institutional compliance with federal mandates.  However, the model did not 

fully apply to Hyer’s data, especially in terms of environmental factors.   
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 While affirmative action and diversity initiatives have been studied from the lens of 

mandated academic change, Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) work has also been applied to 

other contexts.    Geiger (1991) explored whether the theory of mandated academic change 

applied to state mandated change at the community college level in Virginia.  Specifically, 

Geiger studied whether mandated academic change explained the implementation of 

mandatory college student outcome assessment plans by interviewing staff charged with 

implementing the mandate.  Unlike Hyer (1985), Geiger found that the four stages of 

mandated academic change did not explain the implementation process in this context.  

Further, Geiger found support for extending the model and separating out communication 

from visions and adding each as separate variables to the model.  

 This proposed study will add to the body of literature using Newcombe and Conrad’s 

(1981) theory, contributing to the scholarly conversation already in place by examining 

whether or not the theory holds true when applied to the implementation of state-mandated 

academic change allowing guns on campus. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Methodology 

This chapter will provide an overview of this study of the implementation of legislation 

allowing guns on campus at a large research institution.  This chapter will discuss qualitative 

research methods more broadly, provide an overview of case study methodology, and discuss 

the specific research methods that were applied to this study in terms of sampling, data 

collection, and data analysis.  This study addresses two specific research questions:  

1. How does a higher education institution implement an externally mandated policy 

change (guns on campus)?   

2. How does Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated academic change 

explain the implementation of a state mandated change?  

Qualitative Research 

 This study will utilize qualitative research methods to study one public higher 

education institution’s implementation of a piece of legislation allowing guns on campus.  

Qualitative research has its foundations in the fields of anthropology, sociology, and clinical 

psychology and is commonly used in social science research and professions such as nursing, 

social work, and education (Merriam, 2002).   Qualitative research allows researchers to 

conduct studies on topics or scenarios when quantitative methods are not sufficient because:  

● “The problem involves complex interactivity and feedback loops/systems 

● The process does not have quantitatively identifiable outcomes 

● The focus of the study is mainly on a process and its internal dynamics or its strengths 

and weaknesses rather than on its product or effect 
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● Detailed, in-depth information is sought (e.g. on the implementation or quality of a 

program or process) as well as a description with many nuances and details 

● A holistic picture of phenomena will restore perspective on the phenomenon 

● There are too few cases or too little data to handle the problem quantitatively” 

(Krathwohl, 2009, p. 237-8).  

Qualitative research methods can also be helpful when writing for a practitioner 

audience since the studies provide “real-life context and stories [that] may be particularly 

effective in communicating with practitioners who can identify with the examples portrayed” 

(Krathwohl, 2009, p. 239).  Marshall and Rossman (1995), as cited in Merriam (2002), also 

provide recommendations for when to utilize qualitative research, stating that it should be 

used to “understand processes, describe poorly understood phenomena, understand 

differences between stated and implemented policies or theories, and discover thus far 

unspecified contextual variables” (p. 11).   

 This study meets the majority of the criteria that Krathwohl (2009) and Merriam 

(2002) recommends using as a guide to determine whether qualitative or quantitative 

methods are the most appropriate to examine a given topic.  The issue of guns on campus is a 

complex process, and the purpose of this study is to understand how this process is enacted.  

Additionally, this study seeks in-depth information about how the policy is implemented, 

again meeting Krathwohl’s (2009) criteria.  Since one of the goals of this study is to inform 

both theory and practice, using a qualitative approach will provide enough rich description 

and detail for practitioners to potentially apply aspects of the lessons learned through data 

collection and analysis to their own work.  Data analysis may also reveal “variables” or other 
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factors that need to be considered when examining policy implementation that results from a 

state mandate not currently addressed in extant theories.   

Within the field of qualitative research, there are multiple factions in terms of 

epistemological perspectives on qualitative research ranging from interpretivist to more 

realist perspectives.  Researchers such as Merriam (2002, 1998), Hesse-Biber and Leavy 

(2011), and Stake (1995) adhere to the interpretivist strand, which “focuses on 

understanding, interpretation, and social meaning” and asserts “meaning does not exist 

independent of the human interpretive process” (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011, p. 17).  Stake 

(1995), as cited in Krathwohl (2009), notes that the goal of qualitative research is “’not 

necessarily to map and conquer the world but to sophisticate the beholding of it’” (p. 237).    

While a goal of this study is to “humanize” (Stake, 1995) the guns on campus to some extent 

by discovering how policies are actually implemented on a campus once mandated by policy 

makers, this study aims to apply theory on the implementation of federally mandated change 

in a higher education environment to the case of a state mandated change, hoping to test 

theory to some extent as well as develop a more complete understanding of how policies are 

implemented and processes created. For this reason, and others, this study is rooted in what 

Yin (2014) terms a realist perspective, or one “which assumes the existence of a single reality 

that is independent of any observer” (p. 17).  As Yin notes, case study research can 

accommodate both interpretivist, which he labels “relativist,” and realist perspectives easily.  

While qualitative research is always rooted to some degree in interpretivist understandings 

since people describe their experiences as they understand them, through triangulation and 

other methods, I have aimed to construct the most complete, realistic picture of how campus 
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concealed carry is implemented, providing enough detail that practitioners and scholars can 

apply findings to their own contexts.  

Case study methodology.  In order to conduct this study, I used a case study 

methodological approach.  While there is some debate in the field about whether case study 

is an approach or the unit of analysis (Stake, 2005), I use the term “case study” to describe a 

methodological approach in keeping with Creswell (2013) who asserts that case study can 

refer to “a type of design in qualitative research that may be an object of study, as well as the 

product of the inquiry” (p. 97).  According to Creswell (2013), “case study research is a 

qualitative approach in which the investigator explores a real-life, contemporary bounded 

system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time” with the purpose of 

“understand[ing] a specific issue, problem, or concern” (p. 97-98).  Case studies may focus 

on multiple cases with a cross-case comparison, or, like this study, focus on a single case 

(Creswell, 2013).   

Yin (2014) asserts “the distinctive need for case study research arises out of the desire 

to understand complex social phenomena.  In brief, a case study allows investigators to focus 

on a ‘case’ and retain a holistic and real-world perspective” (p. 4).  Because of its ability to 

explain real-world situations, case study has been used to study topics such as “small group 

behavior, organizational and managerial processes, neighborhood change, school 

performance, and international relations” among other topics (Yin, 2014, p. 4).   

Merriam (2002) notes that case studies “can be characterized as being particularistic, 

descriptive, and heuristic,” qualities that are not necessarily the case with other qualitative 

methodologies (p. 29).  According to Merriam (2002) “heuristic” means that case studies 
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have the potential to generate insights within the reader about the topic or phenomenon being 

studied.  Case study research is particularly well suited to: 

● “Explain the reasons for a problem, the background of a situation, what 

happened, and why 

● Explain why an innovation worked or failed to work 

● Discuss and evaluate alternatives not chosen 

● Evaluate, summarize and conclude, thus increasing potential applicability” 

(Merriam, 2002, p. 31).  

In addition to possessing heuristic qualities, case study also generates knowledge that 

is highly beneficial in several ways.  One benefit of case study is that the knowledge 

generated from the research is concrete, “resonating with our own experience because it is 

more vivid…and sensory than abstract” (Merriam, 2002, p. 31).  Additionally, case study 

methodology provides research findings within context and “more developed by reader 

interpretation” (Merriam, 2002, p. 31).  According to Merriam (2002), in case study research, 

“readers bring their own experience and understanding” to their interpretation of the case, 

“lead[ing] to generalizations when new data for the case are added to old data” (p. 31).   

Although there are multiple kinds of case studies, case studies generally follow the 

same basic steps.  After determining that case study methodology fits the research question to 

be studied, researchers identify a potential case or cases (Creswell, 2013).   Researchers may 

select a case in order to understand a specific issue or problem, a strategy that is called 

choosing an instrumental case (Creswell, 2013).  Likewise, a researcher might choose an 

intrinsic case, or a unique case that merits study because of its unusual characteristics, or 
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multiple cases, to do cross-case analysis (Creswell, 2013).  Next, the researcher collects data, 

which in a case study takes many different forms, including interviews, observations, and 

documents.  Finally, the data is analyzed and themes are generated based on the results 

(Creswell, 2013).   

Rationale for using case study methodology. As stated previously, one of the key 

steps in deciding whether or not to conduct a case study is deciding whether case study 

methodology is the appropriate path for the project.  Based on the literature from major 

scholars of qualitative research and case study, this proposed study meets the criteria for 

using case study methodology.  

This examines a complex, real-world issue: how a campus implements legislation 

allowing guns on campus.  In keeping with Creswell’s (2013) definition of case study, this 

project focuses on a bounded system, a single campus implementing a piece of legislation 

during a specific period of time (approximately two years after the campus was required to 

allow guns on campus by the state government under certain circumstances).  Yin (2014) 

argues that “the distinct need for case study research arises out of the desire to understand 

complex social phenomena” and topics “such as organizational and managerial processes” (p. 

4).  This study meets these criteria as well, studying how an organization, a single higher 

education institution, implements a state mandated change related to guns.  Merriam (2002) 

states that case study research is best suited to explain problems, contextualize situations, and 

explain why initiatives succeed or fail.  This study aims to accomplish these goals, 

illuminating how a campus implements legislation allowing guns on campus.  
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In addition to meeting these criteria, case study methodology is in keeping with other 

studies that have examined the relationship between state government and campus policies 

(McLendon, 2003; Mills, 2007; Pusser, 2004) and has been a mainstay in the fields of 

organizational theory, management studies, and policy studies, fields that intersect in this 

case.  Finally, Hanna (1988) and Hyer (1985) both utilized case study methodology to 

examine the applicability of mandated academic change to the instances of mandated 

diversity initiatives on college campuses, setting a precedent for utilizing case study 

methodology to examine this theory. 

Summary of study design.  In summary, this study is a single case study of the 

implementation of legislation allowing guns on campus under certain circumstances.  This 

study is an instrumental case study (Creswell, 2013) or, in the words of Yin (2014) a critical, 

holistic single-case, designed to help develop a greater understanding about the following: 1) 

how legislation allowing guns on campus is implemented at a public higher education 

institution and 2) whether mandated academic change theory explains state mandated change 

in addition to the federal mandates it was originally developed to describe.  

Critical cases are, essentially, “critical to your theory or theoretical propositions” 

(Yin, 2014, p. 51). The holistic design is chosen as this case does not contain logical subunits 

to study and “the relevant theory underlying the case study is itself of a holistic nature” (Yin, 

2014, p. 55). Rooted in the tradition of Yin (2014), this study assumes a realist epistemology.   

Study Site 

Southeastern State University served as the site for this study. Southeastern State is a 

highly selective, established research institution. Classified as a doctoral-granting research 
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institution and attended by over 20,000 students, it has been ranked among the best public 

universities according to U.S. News & World Report and appears in the top 100 list of the 

2014 Academic Ranking of World Universities.  More than half of first-year students 

graduated in the top 10% of their high school classes, and the average SAT score for the fall 

2013 class was over 1200.    

As a public institution, Southeastern State University’s mission statement 

demonstrates a commitment to the state and its citizens. Desiring to achieve excellence in 

research and scholarship as well as teaching all levels of learners, from undergraduate to 

professional students, Southeastern State University places an emphasis on training future 

leaders within the state.  Additionally, Southeastern State University envisions itself as 

serving a leadership role to help find solutions to great societal challenges.  

Administratively, Southeastern State University is divided into more than 10 schools 

and college.  Together, these colleges and schools award over 200 undergraduate, graduate, 

and professional degrees.  In terms of governance, Southeastern State University enjoys a 

long tradition of both student and faculty governance.  The faculty handbook, adopted in in 

the first half of the twentieth century, outlines many details of faculty governance at 

Southeastern State University, including enumerating the powers of the faculty such as the 

right to discuss and debate matters of the university and right to request information from and 

give advice to the chancellor on university affairs.   The Student Government at Southeastern 

State University governs the student body and consists of several branches, including the 

Student Congress and Executive and Judicial branches.  The members of these groups are 

tasked with representing student interests on campus.   
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Southeastern State University was chosen as the site for this study for several reasons.  

First, North Carolina is one of the more recent states to implement legislation allowing 

concealed carry permit holders to bring guns to campus under specific circumstances 

(Amend various firearm laws, 2013).  Although North Carolina prohibits concealed carry 

permit holders from carrying on campus, legislation passed in the summer of 2013 allows 

individuals who possess concealed handgun permits to keep handguns locked in cars parked 

on public college and university campuses in locked containers (Amend various firearm 

laws, 2013).  Similar policies exist in other states, including Florida, South Carolina, 

Georgia, and North Dakota (Armed Campuses, n.d.; Morse et al., 2016).  

The political context of the state also makes it an interesting place to examine the 

implementation of legislation allowing guns on campus.  North Carolina was experiencing a 

political shift when HB 937 was introduced. Governor Pat McCrory had been elected in 

November 2012, the first Republican to hold the governor’s office in North Carolina in more 

than twenty years (Frank, 2012).  As a result of McCrory’s election, the Republican party 

assumed “complete control of lawmaking for the first time since the 1800s” in the state 

(Frank, 2012).   

HB 937 was introduced in spring 2013 by four Republican representatives (Rep. 

Jacqueline M. Schaffer, Rep. Justin P. Burr, Rep. John Faircloth, and Rep. George S. 

Cleveland).  It became a subject of controversy throughout the spring and summer of 2013 

within the state.  In late April 2013, Tom Ross, President of the 17 campus University of 

North Carolina system, released a statement against the bill that was picked up by many news 

outlets throughout the state, arguing that the bill, if passed, “‘would increase the risk to 
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public safety and hamper our ability to protect not only our students, staff and faculty’” 

(Burns, 2013, p. 1).  Ross was joined by other administrators throughout the UNC system in 

voicing opposition to the policy.  In June 2013, these administrators were joined by the 

police chiefs of all 17 UNC system campuses (Keck, 2013) and student body presidents from 

11 campuses in speaking out against the bill (Capshaw-Mack, 2013; Appendix F; Appendix 

G; Appendix H).  

Not everyone was against the legislation, however.  Conservative groups within the 

state such as the Civitas Institute and Grass Roots North Carolina, a conservative advocacy 

group, criticized leaders within the state university system for speaking out against the 

legislation.  The president of Grass Roots North Carolina argued that guns on campus were 

needed due to failure of the UNC system leaders to keep students safe on campuses across 

the state (Valone, 2013). A post on the blog of the Civitas Institute, the Civitas Review, 

criticized the system president’s statement against the legislation as well, arguing that 

“instead of stopping law abiding citizens from exercising their constitutional rights,” campus 

and system leaders should focus on “making sure campuses and the people on them do not 

have to fear for their property” (De Luca, 2013, p. 1). 

Clery Crime data provides interesting context for the debates.  The Clery Act, 

formally known as the Jeanne Clery Act, is “a consumer protection law passed in 1990” that 

“requires all colleges and universities who receive federal funding to share information about 

crime on campus and their efforts to improve campus safety as well as inform the public of 

crime in or around campus” (Clery Center for Security on Campus, 2016).  This data 
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confirms what both sides of the debate assert.  First, motor vehicle thefts and burglaries are 

relatively common, as are forcible sex offenses.  

Table 22 

Clery Crime Data by UNC Campus for 2012 

 Sex offenses 
(forcible and 
non-
forcible) 
 

Robberies 
 

Aggravated 
assaults 
 

Burglaries 
 

Motor 
vehicle 
thefts 
 

Arson 
 

Appalachian 
State 
University 

15 1 0 31 0 4 

East Carolina 
University 

17 0 0 14 0 0 

Elizabeth 
City State 
University 

2 2 2 29 2 0 

Fayetteville 
State 
University 

5 1 1 37 3 0 

North 
Carolina 
A&T State 
University 

4 1 2 14 0 2 

North 
Carolina 
Central 
University 

8 1 2 55 3 3 

North 
Carolina 
State 
University 

3 11 12 50 11 0 

UNC 6 0 0 5 0  2 

                                                
2 (Appalachian State University, 2015; East Carolina University, 2015; Elizabeth City State University, 2015; 
Fayetteville State University, 2015; North Carolina A&T State University University Police Department, 2014; 
North Carolina Central University, 2015; North Carolina State University, 2013; University of North Carolina 
Asheville, 2013; University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2013; University of North Carolina Charlotte, 
2013; University of North Carolina Greensboro, 2015; University of North Carolina Pembroke, 2013; 
University of North Carolina Wilmington, 2015; University of North Carolina School of the Arts,  2015; 
Western Carolina University, 2014; Winston Salem State University, 2015) 
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Asheville 
UNC-Chapel 
Hill 

21 1 1 29 11 1 

UNC 
Charlotte 

9 4 4 77 2 1 

UNC 
Greensboro 

0 1 0 22 2 0 

UNC 
Pembroke 

3 1 0 10 0 0 

UNC 
Wilmington 

6 1 1 13 4 0 

UNC School 
of the Arts 

0 0 0 13 2 1 

Western 
Carolina 
University 

7 1 0 26 0 0 

Winston 
Salem State 
University 

2 4 2 14 4  0 

 

Another important piece of contextual information to frame the case is polling data 

and approval ratings of state government leadership at the time the legislation was being 

debated and enacted.  Public Policy Polling survey results from June 2013 showed an overall 

bleak view of state political leadership at the time. According to the poll, only 21% of 

respondents would “support a bill that would allow guns on all educational properties and 

eliminate permits for them” (Public Policy Polling, 2013, p. 1).  Additionally, one month 

before the passage of the legislation, only 20% of voters approved of the legislature’s actions 

while 56% disapproved (Public Policy Polling, 2013, p. 1). According to the poll, the 

majority of Republicans disapproved of the legislature even though the Republican party 

controlled both the executive and legislative branches (Public Policy Polling, 2013, p.1). 

Further, poll results indicated that Governor McCrory’s approval ratings had dropped 

significantly since taking office (Public Policy Polling, 2013).  Despite these trends in 
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approval ratings and protests from campus leaders across the state, Governor Pat McCrory 

signed HB 937 into law in July 2013.     

The study site is interesting for studying the implementation of legislation allowing 

guns on campus for several reasons.  First, as stated earlier, this type of legislation is more 

common than more widespread concealed carry permissions (Morse et al., 2016). Focusing 

on this type of legislation makes the findings of this study more widely applicable to other 

public higher education institutions and institutional leaders.  Second, about two years had 

passed between the passage of the legislation and the time data was collected, allowing the 

implementation process to be somewhat in place and established.  By studying a campus that 

was potentially toward the end of the implementation process, I could provide a more 

complete picture of what implementation looks like from start to finish.  In addition to these 

factors, the political context within the state makes it an interesting site for the study.  

Finally, as a nationally reputable research institution, it can be argued that the institution 

serves as a model for many other institutions.  In accordance with principles of isomorphism, 

it can be argued that many other institutions may look to Southeastern State University as a 

leader in terms of implementation of policy directives affecting the entire system, making it 

an interesting case to study the implementation of legislation allowing guns on campus. 

Sample and Participants 

 Selecting the appropriate sample and participants is crucial to conducting a well-

designed case study.  Merriam (2002) notes that within case study methodology researchers 

have the option of utilizing probability (such as simple random sampling) or nonprobability 

sampling, which is most commonly used in qualitative research.  Purposeful sampling is a 
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kind of nonprobability sampling that allows the researcher to study the problem at hand most 

effectively and allows the researcher to gather the best and most complete data possible 

(Merriam, 2002)3.  This study utilizes a combination of sampling strategies, including 

theoretical sampling and snowball sampling, a sampling procedure in which the researcher 

“identifies cases of interest from people who know people who know what cases are 

information-rich” (Creswell, 2013, p. 158).   

 The sample for this study is motivated by a desire to gain detail about the process of 

implementing legislation allowing guns on campus.  The sample for this case study consists 

of administrators, faculty, and staff at Southeastern State University or within the system 

office that oversees Southeastern State University. Individuals were chosen because their 

roles on campus place them in the position of being involved in implementing the legislation 

or because they work in units that were impacted by the policy (e.g. student conduct, 

transportation).  This decision is in keeping with Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) sampling 

strategies, which consisted of interviewing “key personnel” at the institutions that formed the 

basis for their study.  As the policy has the potential to impact many different areas of 

campus life, a variety of units and individuals were included in the sample.  Further, as 

Bastedo (2012) notes, “we have a far better understanding of the work of college presidents 

and trustees than we do of academic deans or vice presidents, much less lower-level 

administrative and academic managers” (p. 9).  Thus, while the main rationale for this 

                                                
3 Yin (2014) argues that discussions of “samples” should not be included in case study in 
order to avoid “undesirably reigniting the specter statistical generalization” (p. 44).  While 
my approach to case study aligns most closely with that of Yin, I deviate from Yin’s 
philosophy on sampling and utilize Merriam’s definitions of different sampling procedures 
here.   
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sample is to involve individuals as participants in the study who have the potential to inform 

the case based on their involvement in the implementation of campus concealed carry policy, 

the sample also responds to Bastedo’s call for studies involving organizational theory in 

higher education to focus scholarly attention on lower-level administrators and managers 

who have the potential to impact their organizations in a very real and tangible way in their 

day to day operations and interactions.   

More specifically, in keeping with the literature on guns on campus, the campus 

director of public safety is included in the sample.  I chose to include campus law 

enforcement due to their “unique responsibility of ensuring student safety on campuses and 

assessing any imminent threats to the campus community” as well as their overall 

responsibility for  

managing and directing all college security activities; preparing comprehensive 

security operations plans; managing ongoing assessments of the status of the 

college’s entire campus security program; directing the investigation of criminal 

and/or violent incidents occurring on campus; and coordinating with other college 

administrative officials to assure that the college security plan is adhered to for 

securing persons and property and for preventing fire and crime. (Tompson, Price, 

Mrdjenvoich & Khubchandani, 2009, p. 248).   

In addition to law enforcement, other administrators within the division that houses 

the university police at Southeastern State University are included as they were either 

involved in the implementation process or their work had the potential to be impacted by the 

implementation of the legislation.  Departments that fit this category include, for example, 
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parking and communications.  Other individuals were included in the sample based on either 

their involvement in the implementation of the legislation or because of the impact of the 

legislation on their professional areas of responsibility include individuals within student 

affairs, such as professionals within the student conduct, and housing and residential 

education. Finally, faculty members who are involved in campus governance activities were 

included in the sample.  A list of all study participants, including their work titles, is below. 

Table 3 

Participant Pseudonyms and Roles on Campus 

Pseudonym Pseudonym title 
Frank Rawls  Director of Public Safety 
Jim Edwards Student conduct professional  
Elizabeth Lee Director of Transportation 
Ben Clayton  Elected faculty leader 
James Woodruff System administrator 
Greg Black Senior housing staff member 
Richard Olive  Emergency management professional 
Dan Smith Communications specialist 
David Wells Faculty member involved in governance activities 
Alice Gregory Senior housing official  

 

To gain access, I started by contacting a list of administrators whose positions made 

them “key personnel” (Newcombe and Conrad, 1981) in the implementation of the 

legislation. I also contacted key faculty leaders whose roles would put them in a position to 

interact with administrators about policies.  During interviews, I asked participants if they 

would be willing to provide the names of other individuals or units who it would be 

advantageous to contact, a variation on snowball sampling.  This was done to help ensure 

that the most complete and encompassing range of perspectives on the issue was obtained.  
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 Potential participants who met the study criteria (either were directly involved in the 

implementation process or worked in units that would be potentially impacted by the 

legislation) were contacted via email.  Email addresses were obtained from the university 

website.  Participants who were recommended to participate by other participants (snowball 

sampling) were also contacted via email.   

Data Collection Procedures 

 Data collection is crucial in case study to help the researcher develop an in-depth 

understanding of the case.  Data collection takes multiple forms, and can utilize “multiple 

sources, such as interviews, observations, documents, artifacts” (Creswell, 2007, p. 79).  In 

keeping with best practices in case study research, this study utilized “in-depth data 

collection involving multiple sources of information” (Creswell, 2013, p. 97).  More 

specifically, this case study included semi-structured interviews with participants.  

Documents were also collected; however, these documents were not analyzed for themes but 

were rather used to triangulate participant statements and to provide context for the case. 

 While the institution forms the basis for the case, as Patton (2002) notes that in case 

study research, “no matter what you are studying, always collect data on the lowest level of 

analysis possible” (p. 448).  In keeping with this philosophy, I conducted semi-structured 

interviews with a variety of stakeholders associated with the implementation of the 

legislation, focusing on the staff and administrators previously named as well as individuals 

referred to me during the snowball sampling process.  In semi-structured interviews, 

participants are asked similar questions, but they “are flexible in that the interviewer can 

modify the order and details of how the topics are covered.  This cedes some control to the 
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respondent over how the interview goes, but, because respondents are asked more or less the 

same questions, this makes possible comparisons across interviews” (Bernard & Ryan, 2010, 

p. 29).  Semi-structured interviews were used as they provided enough structure to ensure 

that I obtained data to answer the study’s research questions and explore the theoretical 

framework, but also provided space for participants to share their experiences and add details 

and information that may otherwise be lost if adhering to a more rigid, structured format.   

 Participants were given the option to choose the location for the interviews.  All 

participants chose to conduct the interview in their places of work, either in the participant’s 

personal office or in a nearby conference room. Ten participants were interviewed.  

Interviews ranged from 14 to 48 plus minutes in duration. 

from 14 to 48 minutes in duration.   

  Given the potentially sensitive nature of the focus of this study, I expected the 

interview process to be somewhat difficult. Some of the interviews posed challenges to me as 

the interviewer. Frank, for example, with a background in law enforcement, was a somewhat 

difficult interview in that he was slightly slightly intimidating..  Only two participants were 

less forthcoming with information: Alice and Elizabeth.  Elizabeth mentioned being very 

busy in our communication prior to the interview and the day of the interview, which may 

have contributed to the brevity of the interview. Alice’s formal interview was fairly brief as 

well, but she was willing to share much more information “off the record,” or once the 

recorder was turned off.  As a whole, however, participants were eager to talk about the issue 

and quick to share their opinions on the topic.   
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 I feel that I was able to establish positive rapport with the majority of the participants.  

Two participants had questions regarding my experience writing the dissertation and my 

doctoral program as they were considering returning to graduate schools themselves.  Many 

of the participants seemed eager to help my project along by participating, which I 

appreciated. 

Interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed by the researcher, a process 

recommended by Merriam and Tisdell (2016) to help immerse the researcher in the data.  

Recordings and transcripts were stored on the researcher’s password protected computer.  To 

ensure confidentiality to the degree possible, participants were assigned pseudonyms.  

Participants had the option to select their own pseudonyms as part of the study, but all 

participants declined this opportunity and instead directed the research to assign one.  Due to 

the potentially sensitive nature of the study, participants were asked to state how they would 

like their position titles shared in the final write up of the study. Thus, both the names and 

position titles given in this document are pseudonyms.  The list of pseudonyms and the 

corresponding participant information is stored on the researcher’s computer and is available 

only to the researcher.   

 In addition to the interview data, I also collected documents for this study.  As noted 

earlier, these documents were not analyzed for themes, but rather used to provide context for 

the study. For example, news stories on legislation regarding guns on campus and as well as 

websites of advocacy groups helped provide context for the various sides of the debate.  At 

times, these documents were also used to triangulate participant interview information. 
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Documents were also important for helping give me as the researcher a deep understanding 

of the nuances of the issue.  Documents collected include: 

● Polling data on political issues within the state 

● Legislation pertaining to the case 

● Memos and documents from campus and system leaders 

● News stories from popular media sources, such as MSNBC and local papers 

● An article from the campus newspaper 

● Articles from Inside Higher Ed, an industry publication that covers higher education 

news 

● The website of the campus that served as the study site 

● Website posts from advocacy groups, including Civitas Institute, Grassroots NC, 

Clery Center for Security on Campus, The Campaign to Keep Guns Off Campus, and 

Armed Campus. 

Throughout the data collection process, I wrote field notes after interviews with 

participants that also included my reflections on the interview.  The field notes are only 

accessible to the researcher.  

Data Analysis 

 In case study, “data consist of all the information one has about each case:  interview 

data, observations, the documentary data...impressions and statements of others about the 

case, and contextual information” (Patton, 2002, p. 449).   This case is an instrumental case, 

so I focused on direct interpretation of the data collected in order to better understand how a 

campus implements externally mandated change allowing guns on campus.   
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As is best practice in qualitative research, data collection and data analysis took place 

simultaneously (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).  That is, while conducting interviews, I would 

compare the interview data collected to other interviews conducted so far to try to establish 

themes or working hypotheses (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).  Further, conducting interviews or 

analyzing data would sometimes prompt the need to collect more documents to try to 

triangulate participant comments.  Likewise, the transcription process allowed me to generate 

“ insights and hunches about what is going on in [the] data” prior to formal coding (Merriam 

& Tisdell, 2016, p. 200).   

 The data analysis process was iterative and overlapped with data collection 

somewhat, as noted above.  Once data collection was complete, I used a two-step process to 

complete coding.  The first step involved coding for components of Newcombe and Conrad’s 

(1981) theory of mandated academic change using preexisting or a priori codes that 

represented components of the theoretical model (Creswell, 2013).  In keeping with 

Creswell’s (2013) recommendations for using a priori codes, I remained “open to additional 

codes emerging during the analysis” (p. 185).  Throughout the data collection and coding 

processes, I made note of additional themes that emerged that related to implementation of 

the legislation but fell outside of Newcombe and Conrad’s framework, a form of open coding 

(Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).  Then, I coded the transcripts again for these themes. Coding was 

done using Microsoft Word comments to facilitate data write up. 

Strategies to Ensure Trustworthiness 

 In all qualitative approaches, including case study, it is important to establish the 

trustworthiness or validity and reliability of the study by utilizing best practices in qualitative 
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research. This study utilized several strategies to ensure validity, or credibility, throughout 

the research process.  First, I utilized well-recognized case study methods.  I developed an 

early familiarity with the culture of the study site by spending time reading the campus 

website before beginning official data collection (Shenton, 2004).  Additionally, I 

familiarized myself with the topic of guns on campus and the particular legislation being 

studied here by speaking with two individuals in law enforcement in higher education that 

did not work at the campus being studied to gain a deeper understanding of the issue. 

I increased my credibility by communicating regularly with my advisor to get 

feedback from an experienced researcher.  Additionally, I provide details about my own 

positionality as a researcher (Shenton, 2004). I obtained internal validity during data analysis 

by doing explanation building, addressing rival explanations, and using logic models (Yin, 

2014).  To obtain external validity, which Shenton (2004) terms “transferability,” I 

incorporated theory into the research design of the study, letting theory guide my research 

questions and interview protocols (Yin, 2014).  

 In order to ensure reliability (Yin, 2014) or dependability (Shenton, 2004) during 

data collection, I use case study protocol and also provide an in-depth discussion of the 

methodology of the study in the final dissertation so future research can build on my work 

(Shenton, 2004).  

Finally, to ensure confirmability, I utilize triangulation by collecting multiple sources 

of data (interviews, documents) (Creswell, 2013; Patton, 2002; Yin, 2014), hopefully 

reducing researcher bias (Shenton, 2004).  By recognizing my own beliefs as a researcher as 



 

67 

well as acknowledging potential limitations of the study, I worked to create confirmability 

(Shenton, 2004). 

Ethical Issues  

 This study was designed and carried out in accordance with best practices in 

qualitative research and in accordance with NC State’s policies and procedures for human 

subject research.  On a basic level, this involved obtaining approval from the university’s 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) and following procedures such as maintaining participants’ 

privacy and obtaining informed consent.  During data collection and analysis, I followed 

procedures such as maintaining participant confidentiality and properly storing data such as 

field notes and interview recordings and transcripts. 

 Because of the nature of this study, it was and is important to maintain the 

confidentiality of the participants.  Due to this, information that could identify participants 

and the study site, even if it would add to the richness of this case or help triangulate data 

points, has been removed from this write up.   

Researcher Subjectivity Statement 

 In qualitative research, it is important as a researcher to acknowledge and discuss 

individual biases and viewpoints on our research projects. In this subjectivity statement, I 

explore my positionality as a researcher in an attempt to disclose and explore my own biases, 

strengthening this study.   

My interest in the topic of guns on campus began in a higher education policy course 

taught by one of my committee members.  For my course term paper, I developed a study 

proposal that eventually morphed into my dissertation study.  For me, the topic was 
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interesting due to the fact that the issue pitted campuses, which rely on state funding to a 

large degree, against state politicians in many instances.  Additionally, it provided an 

interesting lens for studying broader topics that interested me, including state politics, policy 

implementation, organizational theory, leadership, and change management. 

When I began this study, I was against allowing guns on college campuses as I am 

today.  I do not believe that allowing guns on campus is the solution to campus safety 

challenges.  I do not hold a concealed carry permit.  In terms of political leanings, I vote 

regularly and am a registered Democrat.  

Throughout the study, I did not change my position on guns on campus.  While I 

acknowledge the arguments both for an against guns on campus, I do not believe that 

allowing guns on campuses is prudent for many reasons, including the ones shared by 

participants in this study such as college student mental health and the possibility for 

increased confusion or even loss of life in the event of an emergency such as an active 

shooter.  What did change throughout this study, however, is that I gained a more nuanced 

understanding of the issue. 

Another personal benefit of conducting this project was an increased appreciation for 

the challenges of campus law enforcement officers.  While I have worked in higher education 

my entire career, prior to this study I had not interacted with campus law enforcement 

officers other than hearing large group presentations at events such as new employee 

orientation.  Conducting this study gave me an appreciation for the work they and other 

individuals who work in campus public safety more broadly do as well as their potential roles 

as important policy players in the guns on campus debate.   
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While I am a student at an institution within the University of North Carolina system 

and have worked at an institution that is a member of the University of North Carolina 

system, I do not have an affiliation, professional or otherwise, with the study site.  I was not 

personally acquainted with study participants prior to beginning this project 

CHAPTER 4 

Findings 

This study explores the implementation of a policy permitting concealed carry permit 

holders to bring guns on the campuses of public higher education institutions as long as they 

remained locked in vehicles.  A new policy within the state, this legislation was a departure 

from the previous policy that banned all guns on public higher education campuses.  Two 

research questions inform this study:  

1) How does a public higher education institution implement an externally mandated 

policy change, specifically legislation discussing guns on campus? 

2) How does Newcombe and Conrad’s theory of mandated academic change explain the 

implementation of a state mandated change? 

This study is significant for several reasons. While groups like American Association of 

State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) and scholars (Birbaum, 2013; Fennell, 2009) argue 

that the issue of guns on campus is likely to continue to be a major policy debate with the 

potential to significantly impact higher education institutions, relatively little scholarly 

literature examines the topic of campus concealed carry in general.  Further, we know very 

little about another major aspect of the issue that is of large importance to campus decision 
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makers:  how institutions actually implement campus concealed carry once state policies 

mandate it on their campuses.   

   Data for this case study consists of interviews with key faculty and administrators 

who were either involved in the implementation, individuals whose roles gave them 

perspective on the implementation process (for example, individuals who are involved in 

faculty governance or public safety), or individuals whose units would potentially be affected 

by the legislation (for example, student conduct). Documents such as news stories and press 

releases were also collected to provide context for the case and to help triangulate participant 

statements about the implementation process; however, these documents were not analyzed 

for themes themselves.   

This chapter presents this study’s findings. First, I discuss my participants and 

provide information about their professional roles to frame the study and provide context for 

quotes from participants.  Next, I present the findings that answer my first research question: 

How does a higher education institution implement an externally mandated policy change, 

specifically a policy allowing guns on campus? I discuss the steps to implementation of the 

policy, presenting themes that emerged to provide as complete a picture as possible of the 

implementation on campus from the perspective of stakeholders involved in or affected by 

the policy. Then, I present the findings that address my second research question: How does 

Newcombe and Conrad’s theory of mandated academic change explain the implementation 

of a state mandated change? I compare the findings from this study to the findings from 

Newcombe and Conrad’s work, discussing where the model explains state mandated change 

related to guns on campus and where it does not.   
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Participant Information 

 Ten participants were interviewed for this study.  Participants were chosen based on 

their professional roles within units on campus that were either tasked with implementing the 

legislation or units that would likely be affected by the legislation (i.e. student affairs, 

parking and transportation).  Individuals in these roles were chosen because they would be 

able to provide the best insight into the implementation process due to their involvement in it 

or because they would potentially be affected by its implementation.  For example, since the 

legislation involved concealed handguns in cars, the sample includes an individual in a 

leadership role within the parking and transportation unit charged with parking permitting 

and enforcement on campus.  Likewise, since the legislation affects campus policing, the 

sample includes individuals who work within the public safety department on campus that 

served as the study site for this project.  The study participants included two faculty members 

involved in governance activities:  Ben Clayton, an elected faculty leader, and David Wells, a 

faculty member involved in governance activities.  Student affairs professionals   were also 

represented in the sample.  Participants from student affairs units included: Jim Edwards, a 

student conduct professional, Alice Gregory, a senior housing official, and Greg Black, a 

senior housing staff member.  Elizabeth Lee, the director of transportation on her campus, 

represented the parking and transportation perspective, one that was needed due to the fact 

that the legislation permitted guns in locked cars in campus parking lots.  Several 

professionals involved in public safety participated in the study: Frank Rawls, director of 

public safety, Richard Olive, an emergency management professional, and Dan Smith, a 

communications specialist.  James Woodruff, a system administrator, represented the central 
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state university system office’s perspective in this study.  Together, these professionals 

provided a wide variety of perspectives on the case.  The following table provides an 

overview of participant names and roles on campus. 

 

 

 

Table 3  

Participant Pseudonyms and Roles on Campus 

Pseudonym Pseudonym title 
Frank Rawls  Director of Public Safety 
Jim Edwards Student conduct professional  
Elizabeth Lee Director of Transportation 
Ben Clayton  Elected faculty leader 
James Woodruff System administrator 
Greg Black Senior housing staff member 
Richard Olive  Emergency management professional 
Dan Smith Communications specialist 
David Wells Faculty member involved in governance activities 
Alice Gregory Senior housing official  

 

Implementation of an Externally Mandated Policy Regarding Guns on Campus 

This section explores my first research question: How does a higher education 

institution implement an externally mandated policy change, specifically a policy allowing 

guns on campus?  In this section, I walk through the steps that led to implementation of the 

legislation, starting at the point participants learned of the legislation, then moving to the 

advocacy activities that took place prior to the legislation’s passage and ending at 

implementation.   
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After presenting the findings related to the implementation process, I discuss themes 

that emerged that influenced implementation, including the influence of personal values and 

experience with guns on perceptions of the legislation, concerns for safety, college as a 

special space and time, and spurring advocacy and action. These themes are presented along 

with the first research question as they had the potential to affect the implementation process.   

 

Steps in the Implementation Process 

Learning about proposed legislation.  The first step in examining the 

implementation of this legislation at the study site was to explore how the participants first 

learned about the legislation.  Determining how participants first learned about the legislation 

allowed me to understand participants’ personal involvement in the implementation process 

in more detail. Many of the participants learned about the legislation prior to it being passed, 

and members of the university community learned about the proposed policy through several 

different avenues.  Frank was involved in discussions about the legislation and the policy 

process:  

 I don’t recall when I originally found that.  There was a lot of discussion among the 

system chiefs about the policy as it was being put forward.  And then, like I said, we 

wrote a position paper in opposition and [that] went to the working committee.  It was 

pretty plain to me when we appeared at that committee that our opposition was not 

going to be taken into consideration at that point and that it was probably going to 

pass and it did.   
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 In his role as a system administrator, James found out about the legislation originally 

via a staffer whose role involved governmental affairs at the system level: 

I don’t remember for sure, but I imagine my legislative liaison. We knew that there 

[were] movements around the country and there’s a national organization that spurs 

along some of this kind of legislation, so we anticipated it could happen and when the 

bill was introduced, I’m sure he let me know. 

Dan learned of the policy from a system administrator at the central offices whose 

position focuses primarily on campus safety and security:  

He works down at UNC General Administration and he keeps us pretty well up to 

date on legislation, potential legislation, things that are on the floor, things that are 

ratified or are likely to be ratified. Then we discuss it with our legal counsel. 

 Participants also mentioned learning about the proposed legislation via professional 

networks and associations they were affiliated with.  Jim mentioned learning about the policy 

through a professional group for student conduct professionals:  

I had known about it just through my affiliation within kind of the network in the 

state, which is a state network within a kind of larger professional organization...So 

we cycled the information around here. Also just talking with colleagues across the 

state we keep up on the legislation that comes out that might [affect] our jobs and 

things like that.   

Likewise, Greg learned about the proposed legislation through involvement in a professional 

association for student affairs administrators who work in housing: 
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I’m on a couple of boards for ACUHO-I, which is our professional association 

nationally. Texas and a few others have had much more pervasive rights given to 

folks who want to carry on campuses and so we’ve been watching it as an issue for 

the past few years. 

 For some participants, the formal announcement of the legislation, discussed later in 

this chapter, was not the first time they had heard of it.  Many of the participants knew about 

or were following the proposed legislation while it was still in session, showing the 

importance of the legislation to the campus community.  This importance might be one of the 

reasons that some individuals chose to speak out against the legislation, the next step of the 

implementation process discussed below.  Further, the range of ways participants learned 

about the legislation shows the diversity of groups that were engaged in the issue.  The 

implications of this involvement are discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.   

Speaking out against the legislation. Prior to the passage of the legislation, 

individuals at both the institutional level and across the university system spoke out against 

it.  For Frank Rawls, Director of Public Safety, this type of involvement in the legislative 

process was a new phenomenon and outside of his normal reaction to legislation pertaining to 

the state university system.  Frank described his decision to become involved in the policy 

process, saying:  

As far as I’m concerned, on the other levels of university administration there’s 

always some type of legislation that’s proposed that impacts the universities whether 

it has to do with fees or whatever.  Most of the times, though, those proposals don’t 

directly impact me and campus safety in the way that the firearms proposals do, so I 
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usually don’t have to respond to the other ones.  This is one that I felt like I needed to 

respond to.  And I think that individuals in positions like mine on the other campuses 

felt the same way.  Like I said, I usually don’t go down to the legislature and try to 

talk to legislators about proposed legislation because it doesn’t really fall in my 

purview like this did.   

Frank was not the only individual motivated to speak out against the legislation 

within the university system.  Other individuals in similar positions across the university 

system within the state joined Frank in speaking out against the proposed legislation:   

I was opposed to that legislation as were the other [university] system chiefs.  We 

actually wrote a position letter to the working committee who was working on that 

legislation. 

This statement is provided in Appendix F. 

Administrators at the system level supported Frank and his peers in their efforts.  

James Woodruff, a senior system administrator, noted that it was important for state 

legislators to hear the perspective of law enforcement due to the potential impact on the work 

of individuals in those roles.   

In this particular case, knowing how such a piece of legislation might affect our law 

enforcement and that they were probably the constituency that would be most 

affected by this, we felt it important that they know about it and that they have a 

chance to be heard. So many of them went to Raleigh and testified, at least were 

present, to make their views known about this.   
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 While Frank somewhat downplays his involvement in the legislative process 

throughout his interview, his involvement was well known by other staff members 

interviewed on campus.  Some participants mentioned Frank’s interactions with the 

legislature, as well as the actions of police chiefs across the system.  Richard Olive, an 

emergency management coordinator, referring to Frank, noted: 

He’s one of the campus chiefs who went down to lobby against it. Or testify, maybe 

that’s the right word, he wasn’t lobbying. I know many of the campus chiefs did not 

want that implemented. 

Elizabeth Lee, Director of Transportation, noted Frank’s involvement as well, contrasting it 

with her own lack of involvement in the legislative process. 

I don’t know that it was on my radar screen. It was really in the legislative review 

process. I don’t really keep up with those sorts of things.  Now the police chief, 

obviously a big issue on his radar, but it’s just not something that I was tracking. 

Communicating the new legislation to the campus. Once the legislation passed, 

legal counsel at the system level vetted it.  Once vetted, state university system officials 

communicated the change to the individual institutions.   James noted that the first step from 

the system level was communicating the change to law enforcement and other senior 

officials: 

When a piece of legislation like this one and including this one passes, our legal 

department will generally take a look at it, figure out what the consequences are, and 

then advise the appropriate campus officials.  In this case, there was enough 

involvement by law enforcement in the debate over the bill and by chancellors and 
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the discussions I had with them but also [that] law enforcement had with them [that] 

there was a pretty high level of awareness of the bill, what it does and doesn’t do.   

At the campus that was the site for this study, the director of public safety and his staff then 

informed members of the campus community about the change. 

Dan Smith, a communications specialist, learned about the policy directly from the 

director of public safety.  Their conversations focused on how to address the situation and 

communicate the campus police department’s stance on the new policy. 

We [sat] and had fairly colloquial conversations about what it meant, where it was 

probably going and just kicked around a number of concerns. I think narrowed it 

down to three or four major talking points, each of which encompasses a world of 

concerns when envisioned.    

Other staff members on campus were notified via email.  Jim recalled 

I believe that there was an email notification sent out to the campus community about 

it that was kind of the formal announcement from the chancellor, and I think the 

Chief, back around when it came out. 

Elizabeth also recalled a formal email announcement, as well as more informal discussions 

due to the proximity of her department to campus police and a shared reporting structure. 

I think emails went out...we talked internally about it obviously because we share a 

building with police so just to make sure there was a clear understanding of what [the 

legislation] meant. 

In his role as a communications professional on campus, Dan was involved in helping 

communicate the policy, which was issued via newsletter:  
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I think the chiefs jointly issued a statement...and that was … put out in the University 

Newsletter. 

 Campus law enforcement and related support staff within campus safety received 

what seems to be the most formal introduction to the new legislation.  Richard, an emergency 

management professional, mentioned that the news of the legislation was communicated to 

campus law enforcement officers through the formal chain of command: 

Our chief, director of public safety...he would pass something down.  I do know our 

general administration may send some type of information down that we have to do 

something here on campus...but if it’s law enforcement something like that it would 

probably be our director.  It would not be me for sure...It’s chain of command. ...And 

everybody follows it.  Everybody respects it. I’m sure it’s the chain of command.  

Again I’m not sworn so...sometimes I’m brought in after the fact.  They may have 

implemented something and I ask a question or two.  We have a 9 o’clock briefing. I 

sometimes go to those meetings just to listen and learn if there’s a particular subject 

that comes up. But it starts with the chief and it works its way all the way down.   

Frank noted that communicating the change was important, primarily so his staff of active 

duty law enforcement officers could properly enforce the new legislation.   

It’s a big change from going to where nobody is supposed to have a gun on the 

property period to allowing them to have it in their vehicle if its secured properly.  So 

once the legislation passed, we certainly talked to the officers and explained this is 

what the new rules are and we just need to make sure we’re enforcing the law 

properly based on the new legislation.  There was some discussion I think on the 
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UNC system wide [level] once we realized that it was going to pass and we were 

going to have to let our officers understand what the new law was...It wasn’t like we 

had to call any huge meetings or anything.  We just fit it into our normal channels of 

communication. 

 Two participants (Jim and Greg) felt that the legislation was not widely 

communicated or highly advertised to the campus community, perhaps intentionally.  Jim 

speculated that perhaps campus safety professionals were trying to strike a balance between 

communicating about the legislation appropriately without driving additional interest, 

perhaps due to public perception of the issue: 

I know that there was, I guess, appropriate notice that was given which might have 

been part of the negotiated rule making of the bill or kind of the guidelines of how to 

enact the bill. But other than that, other than being able to notify the campus about it, 

I haven’t seen anything out in public notifying people.  I don’t know the answer to 

this, but I wonder if over in the Department of Public Safety they have some more 

information for students around their rights, what they can do under this legislation.  

Just so they’re falling within their rights but also so falling under the law as well.  But 

otherwise I really haven’t seen anything that has stood out to me in terms of like ‘hey 

this is here’.  And I think that’s probably a balance of “we’ve fulfilled our obligation 

by sending a notice through email but we don’t want to put signs out because maybe 

that’s not the best PR situation.”   

Greg, a senior housing staff member, noted  
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I’m not sure which group made the decisions but I don’t think they’ve made a 

wholesale effort to educate everybody that the policy has changed.  I think all the 

appropriate references have been changed.  I think the responding agency, the police, 

is ready to know the nuance of where weapons are allowed now and where they’re 

not. 

Jim, a student conduct professional, echoed Greg’s statement about the policy not being well 

known on campus: 

 I think more people are unaware of it than are aware of it...so in terms of acceptance 

I don’t even think that they’re at the level of acceptance because people probably just 

don’t even know. 

It is important to note that the belief that the university leadership did not attempt to 

make the policy widely known among members of the campus community is bolstered by 

where the legislation is not mentioned.  For example, the legislation is not mentioned in the 

undergraduate bulletin that provides students an overview of other campus policies, such as 

immunization requirements.  This document only mentions the legislation that prohibits 

carrying (either open carrying or concealed carrying) firearms and other weapons on campus.  

This document does mention the exception allowed under HB 937.  Likewise, the legislation 

was not mentioned in the 2014 security report that provided Clery information and a 

highlight of legislation and new developments affecting the campus from a security 

perspective.  Further, the legislation is not mentioned in the university’s housing contract. 

As the findings from this section show, participants learned about the legislation in a 

variety of ways based on their involvement in the policy process, membership in professional 
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associations, and roles on campus.  This diversity may be the reason that step four, 

interpreting the legislation, was prevalent in the interview data collected. 

Interpreting the legislation. In addition to the formal communication efforts around 

the legislation, many participants also mentioned working through a process of clarification 

and interpretation of the policy to determine what it meant on a practical level of members of 

the campus community once it was announced.   

  Alice, a senior housing official, stated that more senior staff members within the 

housing department worked with the department of public safety to clarify the meaning of the 

legislation, while her interaction with the legislation focused primarily on clarifying the 

legislation with staff members, particularly with live-in staff who were employees of the 

housing department.  Elizabeth, a leader in the transportation department, expressed wanting 

to gain a clearer understanding of the legislation and its limitations, both for her own benefit 

and for the staff members she supervises:  

When laws change or policies change, it's just a clear understanding both for myself 

and the staff. What does it mean? Concealed carry has different meanings for 

different people so just understanding that by law that they are only allowed to be on 

campus in a locked vehicle. It's not like concealed carry you can walk down the street 

or those kinds of things. It has to be in a locked vehicle. The first priority is making 

sure that we all understand the policies clearly. Public safety and police services, they 

outlined and defined that and made sure we understood.   
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Dan echoed Elizabeth’s sentiments about individuals trying to gain clarity about the 

implications of the policy and its practical effects from his position as a communications 

professional: 

I think there was a fear that this was just going to be abandoning all restrictions on 

handguns or any other guns, concealed carry permit would basically be opened up on 

the campuses, city parks and restaurants and so on.  [When] this legislation unfolded, 

you also saw a lot of folks consulting private businesses...you saw a lot of folks 

scurrying to find out exactly what their rights were in terms of limiting access to 

anybody with a possession of a handgun…It wasn’t just on campus [that] you saw a 

lot of scurrying and positioning and posturing. 

James noted that staff members at the system level whose roles involved public safety 

helped staff members at the institutional level interpret the legislation:  

The implementation step we would leave to our legal counsel and primarily the police 

chiefs on the campuses. They and our Associate Vice President here would be sure 

that they would have the appropriate training, understood the law, understood what it 

did and didn’t allow so that they could enforce it…It was important for our officers 

and others to understand what was permitted so they didn’t interfere with permissible 

activity but at the same time understand what wasn’t permitted and to…enforce the 

law…I’m certain our officers convey[ed] that information to both our officers and 

probably some student affairs [administrators] and others. 

  The interpretation of the legislation was an important part of the implementation 

process.  As these findings show, anxiety existed about the meaning of the legislation and its 
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practical implications.  The implications of these findings are discussed in more detail in 

Chapter 5. 

Training. Participants reported that the implementation of the legislation did not 

require training or emergency management planning activities that were a significant 

departure from existing policies, programs, and plans.  

At the system level, a senior campus safety officer was responsible for 

communicating training needs with the campus police chiefs throughout the university 

system, which is a normal operating procedure for the introduction of new policies or 

procedures.  This case did not merit new training beyond educating officers about the change, 

according to James, due to the specificity provided in the legislation.  Training for law 

enforcement largely involved communication and ensuring understanding, as discussed 

above, rather than developing new training programs or activities.   

 While participants did not highlight new training programs related to the legislation, 

participants did describe existing training initiatives dealing with safety issues related to guns 

on campus in their responses.  Dan, a communications professional, notes that campus law 

enforcement officers participate in active shooter drills on campus, sometimes in tandem 

with other organizations: 

Our officers are trained every year at twice the mandated levels and hours…One of 

[the trainings] is first response to an active shooter.  We drill once a year as a 

cohesive response with multiple agencies.  We’re staging one in a couple of weeks.  

We’re going to have a active shooter response. Last year it was bio toxin release. But 

it’s a live drill...very often involving hostages or an active shooter or so on. We work 
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with local police…the sheriff’s department, highway patrol, county emergency 

management, local hospitals, security, our officers, all work together to simulate a 

response to a active shooter. That’s just one that’s over and above in-service training. 

Richard, an emergency management professional, shared similar information regarding 

training and practicing for emergency events: 

That’s active shooter, hurricane, pre-planning for special events, football games, 

basketball games, having a plan of action in the event that something does occur.  It 

could be--just name it and we’ve got to have some type of all hazard plan for us to 

react...but most of the policies and procedures regarding something like that are 

already in place here in the department.  They have general orders discussing things 

like that.  They will review a general order.  Right now we got a general order that 

we’re going to break it outside the law and general order.  We’re going to break it up 

maybe into four or five general orders.  And one of them is talking about safety. 

 Like Dan, Richard highlighted that a key component of training for public safety 

personnel is collaborating with other departments and groups providing services and defining 

roles and responsibilities to ensure a smooth response in the event of an emergency:  

We need to know face to face what the fire department can do and their 

responsibilities and roles, what the vice chancellor’s roles and responsibilities are, 

chancellor, myself when the event occurs.  What the executive group can do, what 

our emergency operations center should do and what our incident command should 

do and have a working relationship to understand how and what we’re going to do in 

the event... We just did a training Tuesday to try to discuss…what we would do, what 
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type of resources.  Resources could be personnel, dump trucks, cranes, anything that 

would help the situation, get us back to normalcy.  When do we resume classes, when 

should we do feeding, sheltering in place?  When do we lift that? How long will the 

investigation take place?  So whatever it is. 

In terms of planning, Richard noted that no special emergency management plans were 

created in response to the legislation, a pattern that is consistent with standard operations in 

emergency management on campus, where change in operating procedures and plans 

normally take place in response to events rather than policies:  

So yeah, certain events but not necessarily policy...There’s a lot of issues when these 

new laws come out. There’s repercussions down the road.  You got to take a look at 

them.  Do we develop a plan? I don’t know.  It just depends on what it is because our 

plan is we try to plan for all hazards.  If a tree falls, regardless if it’s a flood, 

hurricane, tornado, someone backed into it, they’re the same people [who] have to 

clean it up.   

Essentially, for Richard’s position as emergency management coordinator, legislation 

allowing guns on campus does not necessitate a new plan as emergency management 

protocols are already in place for emergencies involving guns on campus, such as active 

shooters.   

 In addition to clarifying the implications of the legislation for staff and constituents, 

communication, and outreach initiatives, there were other concrete steps to implementing the 

policy on campus, including updating signage.  Signs that previously declared the campus to 

be a gun free zone were removed to reflect the new legislation.  
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 The steps denoted here reflect the minimal activities that took place in terms of 

training and planning.  Combined with interpreting the legislation and the other previously 

discussed steps, this information helps paint a more complete picture of the implementation 

process at the study site.  The next step, education and outreach, was also an important part 

of implementing the legislation.  

Education and outreach.  Similar to spending time working with campus 

constituents to clarify the legislation and what it meant practically for the campus, education 

and outreach was an essential part of the implementation of this legislation.  While this task 

did share some overlap with interpreting the legislation, education and outreach efforts 

focused largely on discussing concerns with members of the campus community. The 

director of public safety, Frank, was responsible for these education and outreach efforts, a 

pattern that one participant noted was a departure from standard operations in that outreach 

activities were normally conducted by lower ranking officers within the department.   

 Staff in student affairs, for example, received a visit from the director of public safety 

at the start of the semester that provided some information about the legislation as part of an 

overall discussion about public safety issues on campus, according to Jim.  The most 

pronounced outreach efforts seemed to involve faculty members involved in faculty 

governance groups.   

 Ben, an elected faculty leader, mentioned working closely with Frank to both 

understand the 2013 legislation as well as another piece of legislation related to guns on 

campus, HB 562, which was introduced during the study (Appendix E).  According to Ben,  
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When there’s something that affects public safety, of course that would go through 

university police, Frank Rawls.  Now where the faculty come in is that they 

frequently weigh in on these policies and procedures and sometimes comment on the 

laws themselves.  So we have had faculty ask about this particular statute and what its 

implications would be for the university and the community.  And we have worked 

with Frank Rawls to identify when would be a good time to have that conversation 

with the faculty preferably when the school year is in place so we have the most 

people here and that we have a best understanding of the statute. 

Conversations between the faculty and the police chief were ongoing, and seemed like they 

would continue based on Ben’s remarks: 

We’re in a process of working with Frank Rawls to make sure that we get the right 

message. That is sort of where we’re at.  But I’m not done.  I mean clearly if the 

situation changes in the state then we’ll have to respond in some fashion. 

Upset by HB 562, the more recent piece of gun legislation, David, a faculty member, 

reached out the to the faculty senate to discuss his concerns about the extent and pending 

legislation.  The director of public safety was also present at this discussion, according to 

David. 

 I had been corresponding with the chair of the Faculty Council and my colleague, my 

faculty colleague, and on Monday I got a call and an email message from the 

Secretary of the Faculty [asking] “Are you free this afternoon? We’re talking about it 

this afternoon.”…So sure enough I went to the Faculty Council meeting.  The Faculty 

Council is like the steering of the Faculty Senate.  When it was my turn to talk with 
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the Faculty Council I was joined by the Chief of Police.  And so the two of us had a 

conversation you know with the ten to twelve faculty members on the Faculty 

Council for about the next hour and I would say that they were very concerned about 

this policy.  

Education and outreach efforts were ongoing at the time of this study as evidenced by 

the fact that Frank reported having a talk scheduled with a campus group later that afternoon 

on the day of his interview.   

From learning about the legislation to speaking out against it to meeting with campus 

constituents, these steps constitute the implementation process on the study site campus.  The 

next section, impact of the legislation on daily operations, provides context for these steps by 

showing how they did or did not have an effect on the day-to-day activities of the campus. 

Impact of the legislation on daily operations.  Throughout discussions of 

implementation steps and phases, a key finding emerged related to the impact of the 

legislation on daily operations. Though the legislation garnered attention in the press and in 

the campus communities throughout the university system in the state, the legislation did not 

have a great impact on daily operations in their units according to participants.  Alice notes 

that within housing, policies remained largely the same, partially due to the age of the 

population that typically lives in on campus housing and the age restrictions around 

concealed carry permitting within the state: 

Our policies still remained the same and this did not impact it in any way, shape, or 

form.  Most of our student population is first year students and students are not 

allowed cars on campus and so when we talked to them about it, I mean, when we 
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talked about our firearms policy, it didn’t really connect with them because they 

aren’t even allowed to have cars on campus.  

Only one participant interviewed stated that he felt like the legislation impacted his 

day to day work and that response was couched in terms of feelings of safety on campus and 

the ability to do his work in an environment he perceived to be safe, findings which are 

discussed in more detail later in this chapter. 

 Participants noted, however, that the legislation could have an impact on how officers 

respond to incidents on campus involving guns, particularly active shooters.  James noted 

that one of the biggest implications of the legislation is difficulty determining who the 

perpetrator is if there’s a report of a gun crime on campus: 

What we worry about more than anything else is if you had a circumstance where 

there was a live shooter on campus or some other incident taking place with 

individuals [who] were armed, engaged in illegal activity on the campus but not in 

custody, someone on campus, roaming around, students might go to their cars, if they 

had guns, get their guns, and come back to try to protect themselves or try to help law 

enforcement or whatever.  Problem is, law enforcement doesn’t know who’s who in 

that situation. I think it puts the students maybe at more risk, not less. What we would 

rather do if there’s an incident is ask people to shelter in place and lock themselves in 

the room where they are and just stay out of harm’s way if at all possible.   

James expands on his belief about the impact of the legislation on officer response again later 

in his interview: 
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	They need to be aware of it because as I said earlier, if there’s a shooter on campus, 

you’ve got to be aware that someone may go get their gun and try to help out…this is 

part of what we worry about.  You could imagine you’re a law enforcement officer, 

you know somebody’s out on campus with a gun.  Already killed two people.  And 

you round the corner of a building, and there’s someone standing with a gun beside 

them.  Now historically, we haven’t really had to go through the thought process of 

“well, that could be a student who went and got their gun or it’s the shooter.” We 

haven’t had to have that pause to think about that.  Now I think we have to do that 

and that split second could be the difference...and I think that’s the concern we have 

to have and so we still need law enforcement to be aware of it because what we don’t 

want to have happen is for them to not pause and think about it and just react 

immediately and shoot the person when it could be a student...So that’s why I think it 

puts officers at a little more risk but it also it will potentially affect the way they 

respond and how quickly they can respond.   

Frank echoed James’ concerns about campus response to an active shooter and the change in 

behavior the new legislation could potentially require of campus law enforcement: 

One of the things that we’re concerned about is the way that officers respond to an 

active shooter on campus has changed over time.  So it used to be when there was a 

shooter in a building, uniformed patrol officers would arrive at the scene, secure the 

scene, wait for some sort of special tactical unit to come in, and confront the shooter.  

After the Columbine incident occurred, law enforcement across the country realized 

that that’s not the best approach because while you’re holding the scene waiting for 
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somebody to get there, the bad guys are still inside doing damage.  So everybody is 

trained now to respond as quickly as possible, form up teams and go in and confront 

the shooter.  And it depends on where you are. If you’re in a very small community, 

you could just be one officer, could be two.  The optimal [situation] is to have four 

officers respond, but there’s no more waiting to do that.  So the concern we have is 

they’re always responding to the sound of gunshot and looking for people with a gun.  

If people begin to carry on campuses all the time and there’s a situation that does 

occur and officers respond and they confront three or four people with a gun, its 

going to be very difficult for them to determine who’s the good person, who’s the bad 

person. I’m afraid in that situation that people could get hurt and so that ultimately I 

think is the most troubling part for us is the impact it could have on how we respond 

to a shooting on campus.   

 Findings related to the perceived impact of the policy on daily operations are included 

as they provide context for understanding the steps to implementing the policy.  While the 

steps enumerated above were part of implementation, they did not necessarily result in a 

change of individual job duties, for example, on a daily basis.   

 While implementation of the original policy permitting guns on campus was the focus 

of the first research question, some participants expressed the belief that this piece of 

legislation was just one of many steps towards loosening gun restrictions on public campuses 

within the state university system more broadly which could have a greater impact on day to 

day operations.  Although this theme is not necessarily a step explaining the implementation 

of the policy, I present this finding as it illuminates participant beliefs about the motivation 
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behind the legislation that could potentially affect implementation in this case. David, a 

faculty member involved in governance activities, noted that a conversation about future 

potential legislation emerged at a faculty senate meeting: 

We discussed some strategies that we might take to head off what might be the next 

attempt to weaken this regulation even further...The Chief actually was the one who 

brought it up...He does anticipate that there will be another attempt.  It’s completely 

possible and even likely in the next legislature they’ll turn the cog another click and 

perhaps want to make it possible to carry weapons on campus, not just leave them in 

a car where you can go back and get them.  That policy exists in a handful of 

universities around the country.  I think maybe the University of Colorado, maybe 

Brigham Young, I’m not sure.  And there is a concerted national strategy to make 

guns as freely available freely accessible as possible.  I think this is the next step.   

Dan, a communications specialist, echoed David’s statement saying: 

I think the belief was that this was one of several moves to come...that it was possibly 

a liberalization of gun laws and I don’t mean liberal politics but loosening of gun 

laws...That proved essentially correct because there’s legislation that’s coming in now 

to further liberalize the use of guns on campus when necessary.  

 Participants agreed that if the state were to adopt a policy allowing concealed carry 

across campus similar to legislation that had recently passed in Texas, implementation and 

planning would be dramatically different. James, a system administrator, stated: 

We definitely would have reacted differently if there had been a piece of legislation 

that said any student that has a concealed weapon permit would be permitted to carry 
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a gun on campus. I don’t know how we might have responded because I think we 

would have had to go through our legal folks...to be sure we were doing it correctly.  

But I could imagine wanting to at least require that any student that’s going to bring a 

concealed weapon on campus register with law enforcement so we know who’s got 

what, who doesn’t.  I think we would want to have, to the extent possible, clear 

evidence that they have a concealed weapon permit.  I think we might pass some 

campus rules. This is where the legal issues would come...that might say things like 

you can have a firearm it can’t be left, you can’t keep it loaded.  You know I don’t 

know what we might want to do but you can see real quickly how you might cross the 

legal line that says “well, they have the right to carry a concealed weapon, you can’t 

tell them it can’t be loaded” but we might want to try because we know a loaded gun 

lying around in a dorm room on a Friday night isn’t the safest thing around.  So that’s 

the difficulty I think we would face.  For example, we might want rules that say you 

can have a concealed weapon but…a concealed weapon permit restricts your ability 

to consume alcohol but we might even say you can’t take it into a fraternity house or 

into a sporting event or something...but it would definitely require different level of 

training and different kind of training for law enforcement. 

 Greg, speaking from the perspective of a professional in housing, noted that 

procedures would have been different if the legislation had provided for a more widespread 

definition of concealed carry, contrasting that experience with the current legislation: 

It’s not like Texas where they’re allowing concealed carry all over campus and 

they’re talking about RAs carrying guns and all kinds of things that would be a little 
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more invasive... that would have been hugely problematic because then I’m sending a 

student into a situation where there could be a gun. 

 The perceived impact of the legislation is important in terms of providing context for 

understanding the stages to the implementation process.  If the perceived impact of the 

legislation on day-to-day operations had been greater, it is possible to conclude that the 

implementation process may have looked slightly different, as participants noted when they 

discussed what implementation may have looked like if broader concealed carry permissions 

were granted under the legislation. Findings related to the perceived impact of the legislation 

also help provide context for the themes that emerged throughout data collection that discuss 

the less structural aspects of implementation, which are discussed in greater detail below.  

Beyond Implementation and Impact: Additional Findings Impacting Implementation 

So far, this chapter has presented the steps that the campus went through to 

implement the policy and offered findings about the perceived impact of the legislation (and 

potential changes to come).  Throughout the data collection process, additional themes 

emerged that had the potential to affect the implementation of this legislation.  These include 

beliefs about the impetus for the policy change and personal values and experiences with 

guns, among others.  These factors, while not necessarily related to the structural experience 

of implementation, affect implementation from a psychological or social perspective. The 

implications of these findings are discussed in more detail in Chapter 5 in terms of their 

inclusion in Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model. 

Perceived impetus for change.  Participants were asked about their beliefs about the 

impetus for the legislative change.  This question was asked as beliefs about why the 
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legislation was being passed could affect implementation at the institutional level due to 

participant perceptions. For example, participants who perceived the legislation to have 

positive intentions to help the campus address an ongoing safety issue might be more 

amenable to help the implementation process move forward.  Further, understanding beliefs 

about the rationale for the legislation helps us understand how administrators and staff 

respond to mandated change at the state level.    

When asked about the motivation behind the policy change, several participants noted 

the involvement of gun rights groups in the legislative process surrounding this bill.  James 

noted that he saw the pressure for the change coming from “the organized groups that 

support the right to bear arms which I don’t disagree with.” Frank, director of public safety, 

echoed James’s statements, saying 

There’s actually I think they’re called grassroots…this grassroots firearms rights 

movement.  It's not just here, it’s all across the country.  

Richard, who mentions that he is a member of the National Rifle Association during his 

interview, also noted the involvement of gun rights advocates in introducing the legislation 

within the state.   

Well I think the lobbying groups.  I know NRA, they’re pushing a lot of legislation.  I 

don’t think it's right in some circumstances.  I think there is probably money spent 

….I have no proof. This is my opinion.   

David Weinberg, a faculty member involved in governance activities, also pointed to gun 

rights advocacy groups as being behind the policy: 
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[It’s] coming from two sources specifically.  The NRA being one and they have a 

spokes group in North Carolina called Grassroots North Carolina.  They are very 

much the spokespersons for the NRA on that view in this state and then this 

organization called ALEC.  I don’t know what ALEC actually stands for but it’s a 

national group of right wing policy advocates who are pumping out all kinds of 

legislation. 

 Another participant drew parallels between this legislation and other legislation that 

impacted public higher education institutions within the state and was introduced and passed 

during the same legislative session, suggesting that the bills together signified a focus on 

public higher education institutions. When asked where he perceived the pressure for the 

policy change was coming from, Jim Edwards, a student conduct professional, commented:  

I think with anything, just the state of our state right now, really to me goes back to 

our general assembly.  There’s a lot of interesting change that’s really impacted my 

job over the past few years [that] has come out of the general assembly and it’s really 

the power of two or three people who kind of [said] “I think this is going to be a good 

idea.” They got some support behind them, they bring it to a vote, no one has any 

objections to the alternative, so it’s like okay, let’s pass it through.  I think the same is 

the case if you’re familiar with the attorney non-attorney advocate bill...That was the 

same thing.  Two people really championed that bill, a Democrat and a Republican, 

and they brought it through the House and the Senate and no one had any complaints 

about why it would happen even though … all 30 of us who work in student conduct 

across the state were like “this is a bad idea.”  And we became the first state in the 
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union to allow that to happen.  And so I think this bill and this law really was 

similarly politically driven in in that sense... With this bill I don’t know what the 

back-story was.  I don’t know what the motivation behind it was, but to me, the 

impression that I get was it was similar.  It came about because people said maybe 

this would be a good idea. Maybe something happened or maybe it was like we want 

to be able to provide people the extra protections.  They have this right. They have a 

constitutional right. Our state allows them to be able to concealed carry and possess 

it.  We want to be able to allow them to have access to this in more spaces than there 

are now.  And so people championed it and kinda worked through the process.    

Not all participants associated the passage of the legislation with political activism 

within the state.  Ben Clayton, an elected faculty leader involved in faculty governance, 

expressed confusion about the practical significance of the law when asked about the impetus 

for it: 

But we’re still trying to understand what motivates this law.  It can’t be taken out of a 

container, then what’s the value of the law? Do you know? 

Ben also noted that the legislation did not seem to be a “win” for either pro-gun rights 

activists or pro-gun control activists, stating:  

I am not quite entirely sure why we did this, actually, because it doesn’t really do 

either one of the groups.  It doesn’t really achieve anything other than create concern.  

And I imagine unhappiness on both sides. 

 The findings surrounding beliefs about the impetus for the legislation are important in 

terms of creating context for the implementation of the policy. In this case, the belief that the 
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impetus for the policy change was motivated by gun lobby groups and other political entities 

to serve the purpose of expanding gun rights rather than serving the interests of the campus 

community could affect implementation. Further, this finding is interesting to consider in 

light of the next emergent theme, personal values and experiences with guns.  Together, these 

findings show the importance of individual beliefs and experiences on perceptions of 

implementation. 

 Personal values and experiences with guns. In addition to perceived impetus for the 

change, personal values and experiences with guns emerged as an additional theme within 

the interview data.   Participants were quick to mention their own personal values and beliefs 

about guns and gun control more broadly when discussing the legislation and their views of 

the bill, suggesting that personal experiences could have an impact on the implementation of 

this and similar legislation on college campuses or, at the very least, should be considered as 

a factor that has the potential to affect implementation of legislation and the creation of 

campus policies.  While the goal of my first research question was not necessarily to examine 

personal beliefs about guns, the emergence of this theme in the data combined with its 

potential to impact implementation makes it worthy of discussion here.  As with beliefs about 

the impetus for the legislation, while this finding does not explain the structural 

implementation of the legislation in terms of steps that needed to be taken or programs that 

needed to be in place, the prevalence of this theme provides context for understanding the 

participants’ perceptions of the implementation of the policy on campus.   

         No participant stated that he or she was in favor of the legislation, despite their 

personal beliefs, gun ownership, or experiences with gun ownership. Richard, a member of 
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the National Rifle Association who owns several guns, has a history of gun ownership 

personally and within his family.  Despite his background, Richard expressed shock that the 

legislation passed, noting the potential negative ramifications: 

I was shocked…Many people are not trained to carry a gun...my initial gut thing was 

we’re going to get innocent people shot.  In an emergency situation, law enforcement, 

they’re going to be giving out commands: “let me see your hands.” If you raise your 

hand with a gun in it, they’re going to shoot…and of course society is going to blame 

them.  They saw a weapon.  

         Participants whose personal values put them in the pro-gun control camp also 

expressed sentiments that suggested their personal values influenced the way they perceive 

the legislation. Alice, for example, expressed that she does not believe that legislation 

permitting guns on campuses will keep campuses safer: 

 I think that there’s this sense that if more people have guns then we can protect 

ourselves, which in my opinion is flawed at its core.  I don’t think that handing out 

more guns is the solution. 

David, a faculty member, applied his professional knowledge to his opposition of the 

legislation: 

 I see it is a public health issue… You get to the policy level where you can make 

changes that are system wide, affect communities and populations as a whole, and 

hopefully prevent the problem from happening in the first place. Having reasonable 

control on access to weapons is a perfect example because then you don’t have the 
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agent of injury circulating in the population and you reduce the risk of an untoward 

event.   

As these quotes illustrate, when it comes to policies regarding guns on campus, 

reactions can be intense and based on deeply held beliefs about guns more broadly in society.  

Of interest, however, is the fact that despite varying perspectives on guns and gun ownership, 

no participants interviewed for this study mentioned supporting this legislation.  This does 

not mean, however, that no individuals at the study site support the legislation. The presence 

of a student group called Students for Concealed Carry on Campus at the institution that 

served as the study site indicates otherwise.  Regardless, beliefs about guns in society and 

opposition to the legislation despite gun ownership among the participants help provide 

context for understanding the next emergent theme, concerns for safety. 

Concerns for safety. Fear about possible negative ramifications of having guns on 

campus emerged as a theme during the interviews.  Often, this emerged as concerns about the 

safety of other members of the campus community or potential negative effects.  As with 

perceived impetus for the change and personal beliefs about guns, concerns for safety 

emerged as an additional theme during discussions of the implementation of the policy.  

These findings, which are discussed in more detail in Chapter 5, are likely specific to the 

implementation of policies permitting guns on campus rather than mandated academic 

change more broadly, hence their presentation along with the first research question.  These 

findings provide insight into the psychological factors that should be taken into account when 

considering the implementation of this and similar policies.   
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 Several participants expressed concerns that concealed carry permit holders who 

chose to take advantage of the law allowing them to bring guns to campus might actually get 

themselves hurt or killed while trying to help stop an active shooter, for example.  Dan, a 

communications specialist, noted that people could cause more potential damage or loss of 

life because of their desire to help out law enforcement in responding to an incident: 

If there’s an active shooter on campus and a police officer enters or force enters and 

intervenes, and there are other handguns introduced, it becomes fairly problematic to 

discern, to put this in layman’s terms, who the bad guy is...We don’t need a gun fight 

to suddenly emerge out of this thing where somebody wants to be a hero or an excuse 

to enter their own firearms into the situation and just elevate the situation.  Obviously, 

handguns elevate the gravity of a situation and sometimes elevate just the 

temperature. 

Further, Dan expressed being worried about campus shootings more broadly, stating: 

I think everybody at any university these days is a little bit more leery of and 

envisions situations, internalizes situations that they see at other universities...I don’t 

know that that has to do with the current state of legislation.  I think it has to do with 

the current state of access to information.  Visuals, videos, things that we see, 

histrionics in the wake of tragic situations...like at Sandy Hook and so on and 

everybody internalizes that.  Everybody says to themselves at one point in time or 

another “I work at a institution of higher learning” and imagines the tragedy 

unfolding.  The kind of tragedy here or any school that had unfolded at Virginia Tech 

or Northern Illinois or Montreal or Aurora or Columbine or any places like this.  We 
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internalize it.  So that raises the level and the temperature I think.  Does it impact 

minute by minute my job? Not more than some other things that have occurred here 

do. 

 For other participants, the concern for safety was based on the existence of guns on 

campus.  Jim noted that the access to guns on campus, even in cars, makes him 

uncomfortable: 

I think we were just concerned about the access thing...Like what if somebody just 

got really angry and had it in their car, went to their car, got it and then did something 

with it?  We haven’t seen that but I think the hesitation around it is that it provides 

access in situations where if the law wasn’t as it was, they wouldn’t legally have had 

access otherwise. 

 Greg noted that, in his opinion, the topic of guns on campus is uncomfortable for a lot 

of people: 

I think…everyone gets the heebie jeebies when people talk about guns and guns on 

campus and what are they even doing here? 

 As these findings illustrate, concerns for safety took a variety of forms, ranging from 

being concerned that the presence of more guns would complicate response to active shooter 

situations to being generally uncomfortable with the idea of guns on campus. This theme, 

along with others in this section, provide context for understanding the perspectives of 

campus constituents involved in the implementation process.  Combined with the next theme, 

college as a special space and time, these themes provide valuable insight into the beliefs 

about legislation allowing guns on campus in higher education.   
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College as a special space and time. Another theme about participant beliefs that 

emerged in interviews and that has the potential to impact the implementation of legislation 

related to guns on campus deals with opposition to the legislation on the grounds that 

colleges and universities are special physical places that should be safer or have different 

restrictions than areas that are more readily publically accessible.  Likewise, participants 

expressed ideas that college is a special time, one that would be better without the 

introduction of guns into the environment.  Perhaps unique to the issue of guns on campus 

rather than state mandated change more broadly, I present this theme in the context of the 

first research question: How does a campus implement policies related to guns on campus? 

Like personal values and experiences with guns, this theme helps paint a better picture of the 

context in which implementation of a policy regarding guns on campus takes place.   

Ben, an elected faculty leader, argued that even though concealed carry is permissible 

in other areas in North Carolina, college campuses are different and should be permitted to 

have different regulations, such as requiring a campus ID to be present in certain buildings: 

So you know I’m not an expert on that issue but these are public buildings.  They’re 

owned by the people of the state and the county but you still have to have an ID...So 

even though they’re public, they’re not open access.  And so there’s a reasonable 

expectation that it is a little different. 

Using ID cards as an analogy, he highlighted that college campuses are special places that 

should have different rules than other physical areas within the state.   
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 The argument that college campuses are special places had parallels to the assertion 

that college is a special time in people’s lives, one that does not lend itself well to the 

presence of guns for variety of reasons, including alcohol use and mental health issues. 

Dan noted: 

Students arrive here and not to quote Twain but it says ‘my parents were the dumbest 

people I ever knew when I was 18.  It’s amazing how much they learned in four 

years’.   The whole thing, well I mean obviously it’s an extremely formative period in 

a person’s life.  There’s a lot of maturing that goes on.  There’s a lot of folks that 

arrive here unsure of their future.  And sometimes that involves experimental 

behavior.  Sometimes it involves choices of use of substances whether it be alcohol or 

anything else.  In an environment where people are still forming their personalities, 

still forming their view of the world, still maturing, still discovering what, who they 

are and what they want to be, and as we said, experimenting sometimes over 

experimenting...he introduction of live ammunition into that scenario…it’s just not 

prudent…It’s just that’s problematic for us.  You know people tend to be more prone 

to rash behavior or be less self-aware and the introduction of firearms into that just 

obviously raises major concerns for us.   

Frank expressed similar concerns: 

You know college campuses are unique.  I don’t think it’s an environment where we 

need handguns.  We’ve got a lot of young people away from home for the first time.  

They’re under tremendous stress with classes and things like that. There are a lot of 

emotions at that age involved as well.  We know that alcohol abuse is a problem on 



 

106 

campuses across the country and I don’t think that’s a really good environment 

generally to introduce handguns into.  One of the other issues that is of concern to me 

is we have a number of attempted suicides...each year like other campuses do as well 

and I worry that the more available handguns become the more of those attempts will 

be successful and that’s a concern as well.   

Ben echoed Dan’s beliefs, as did James.   

Knowing that young people when they go to college tend to make bad decisions, 

which they can then recover from ... actions involving a loaded weapon do not 

generally fall in that category of irreversibility and that would be a real tragedy.   

--Ben 

 

I think we have a right to bear arms.  I think that doesn’t ….we still restrict guns from 

being in the legislature so do we really want to have guns on college campuses when 

we know we have people I think it is fair to say have not reached full maturity...and 

they’re engaged in activities sometimes that don’t mix well with weapons?  --James 

As these quotes illustrate, legislation permitting guns on campus was viewed 

negatively due to participant beliefs about college campuses as special spaces and college as 

a special time in a person’s growth and development.  These quotes help provide context for 

understanding why some participants might have been motivated to publically share their 

opposition to the legislation, a phenomenon which is discussed in the next section.    

Spurring advocacy and action. As with the past several themes discussed, the theme 

“spurring advocacy and action” emerged during data collection.  These findings help provide 
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context for the implementation of the legislation (and potentially other similar legislation on 

other campuses) in the sense that this theme shows the depth of reaction that these types of 

policies may invoke in individuals.  Further, this theme illustrates the context in which 

policies related to guns on campus may be implemented.  I present this theme along with the 

first research question as it helps explain the greater organizational context, especially from a 

human resources frame perspective (Bolman and Deal, 2008) that individuals tasked with 

implementing similar policies may face.   

For two of the participants in this study, this specific legislation prompted them to 

speak out against the bill.  For Frank, this was the first time he had become involved in 

activities such as writing position papers or speaking to the legislature.  For David, the issue 

of guns on campus along with other issues related to gun control within the state more 

broadly prompted him to return to becoming involved with advocacy groups as well as 

faculty governance. 

When asked about initial reactions to the legislation, David responded strongly, 

showing his passion about the topic: 

Revulsion.  It’s a bad policy and my reaction at that time was this is a bad idea but I 

wasn’t motivated at that point to do anything about it.  [Have you done anything 

about it since then…] Yes, very much so but in connection with the recently passed 

legislation which was House Bill 562 which modified this particular policy…It was 

actually the debate over whether guns would be carried into the State Fair that made 

me realize that I was still a passionate gun control advocate.  Twenty years ago I was 

president of [a gun control advocacy group]...I let my activity lapse and other health 
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care related issues took their place, but now I’m a grandfather.  I have three 

grandchildren that live here...I said …the older one and now the middle one go to the 

State Fair every year and I don’t want them to be in an environment where there are 

concealed weapons.  So that made me mad.  So I got back in touch with [an advocacy 

group] and said you know I want to be active again...And so since that time I have 

been and being active initially meant recruiting new members, soliciting donations. 

But then in the winter when the legislature came back in session, House Bill 562 was 

introduced and had a number of obnoxious provisions including one which would 

allow concealed carry permit holders return to their cars, get their locked weapons out 

of their cars and return to a scene where they thought deadly force was indicated.  

And as stupid as the original policy was, this policy was even stupider.  So I got very 

engaged with [an advocacy group], going to the legislature, speaking to the 

legislators- both senators and representatives- and ultimately being a part of a mass 

group all wearing the same color, one of two colors, in the gallery in the House of 

Representatives when this bill was debated.   

Frank expressed a similar sentiment about being moved to action by the legislation: 

 Most of the times though those proposals don’t directly impact me and campus safety 

in the way that the firearms proposals do.  So I usually don’t have to respond to the 

other ones.  This is one that I felt like I needed to respond to.  And I think that 

individuals in positions like mine on the other campuses kind of felt the same way so 

it was different for me.  Like I said I usually don’t go down to the legislature and try 
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to talk to legislators about proposed legislation because it doesn’t really fall in my 

purview like this did.  

 

 

Summary of Findings for Research Question 1 

This section of Chapter 4 presented findings related to the first research question for 

this study: How does a higher education institution implement an externally mandated policy 

change, specifically a policy discussing guns on campus?  Findings reveal that the steps to 

implementation included: 

● Learning about the proposed legislation 

● Speaking out against the legislation 

● Communicating the legislation to campus 

● Training  

● Education and outreach 

 
Although these steps constituted the steps to implementation, it is important to note that 

the participants perceived the impact of the legislation on day-to-day operations to be 

minimal.  This information, which emerged during interviews, is important for understanding 

the greater context of the implementation process.  The implications of this finding along 

with the implementation process are discussed in greater detail in Chapters 5 and 6.   

 In the course of analyzing data regarding the implementation process, additional 

themes about participant beliefs and perceptions related to the implementation of the policy 
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emerged.  These themes are:  a) impact of legislation on daily operations, b) personal values 

and experiences with guns, c) concerns for safety, d) college as a special space and time, and 

e) spurring advocacy and action.  I present these findings along with the data related to the 

implementation process as they help illuminate the larger environmental and social contexts 

in which university leaders implement policies related to guns on campus. While the first 

research question was originally intended to explore the structural aspects of implementing a 

policy related to guns on campus, these emergent findings illustrate the importance of 

psychological, cultural, and environmental characteristics in implementation (Bolman & 

Deal, 2008; Clark, 1972; Kingdon, 2011; Lawrence & Ott, 2013; Maslow, 1954).  These 

findings are discussed in greater detail in terms of the literature on organizational theory 

presented in Chapter 5. 

Research question 2: How does Newcombe and Conrad’s theory of mandated academic 

change explain the implementation of a state mandated change?  

 This section reviews the implementation of the legislation permitting guns on campus 

from the lens of Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated academic change, 

exploring whether the theory, originally developed to examine federally-mandated change, 

explains state mandated academic change.  

Stage one: infusion. Stage one of the theory of mandated academic change pertains 

to the “introduction of the mandate at the institutional level” (Newcombe & Conrad, 1981, p. 

560).   The first step, infusion, is the “introduction of the mandate at the institutional level” 

(p. 560).  In this instance, infusion was possibly influenced by the fact that administrators 

were already aware of the legislation before it was passed and involved in speaking out 



 

111 

against the legislation, as quotes from Frank and James earlier in this chapter illustrate.  

However, formal policy infusion did still take place in the form of informing members of the 

campus community about the passage of the legislation.   

 Many of the activities that Newcombe and Conrad (1981) describe as infusion 

activities were present in the implementation process at the study site.  Newcombe and 

Conrad (1981) note that one key component of the infusion process is the introduction of the 

mandate to personnel, either in a formal or an informal manner.  In this case, both actions 

were present.  Jim and Elizabeth, personnel who work in student conduct and transportation, 

respectively, described formal communication of the mandate via email, while Dan, a 

communications specialist, noted the inclusion of an announcement in the campus newsletter 

sent to faculty and staff.  Frank described formal communication of the mandate to public 

safety personnel in the form of regularly scheduled meetings: 

It was kind of like roll call trainings... so all of our shifts when they report to duty 

they come in and they learn what happened on the previous shift and that kind of 

thing and if there are changes or things they need to be instructed on, that’s kind of 

when we did it...so it wasn’t like we had to call any huge meetings or anything.  We 

just fit it into our normal channels of communication. 

Dan, in his role as communications officer, received more informal communication about the 

policy:  

I met with our chief and some of the commanding officers and said exactly do we 

have a holding statement or a policy statement on this? On exactly what it means to 

the university? And at the time, I think it had risen to the level really where it tripped 
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the need for the chiefs of police for the entire system...to make a statement. I had 

talked with the chief about our philosophy were this liberalization, if it were to occur, 

what our philosophies were.  And there were numerous points I kinda had bolded in 

my own mind on how to respond to these things. 

In addition to the introduction of the mandate, other components of the first stage of 

the model were present.  Colleague discussions, defined by Newcombe and Conrad (1981) as 

“formal or informal discussion among various university personnel” about the policy took 

place.  Richard describes informal discussions he had about the policy with colleagues in his 

department (public safety): 

 Like I said other than that little meeting we had, I don’t think there were any others. I 

mean we’ve had some...I’ll call them water cooler conversations, but other than that, I 

don’t there was anything formalized except that one meeting. 

Also present was the “interpretation of the mandate by institutional leaders,” 

particularly key administrators (Newcombe & Conrad, 1981, p. 560).  As Frank notes, he 

was often called upon to clarify the policy and its implications: 

I am requested to give presentations to different groups all the time on 

campus...whether it be faculty council or whatever and that was one of the topics that 

I was specifically asked to talk about was “What is the change in handgun law?” 

“What does it mean?” 

Frank, Dan, and James made comments that hint at the projection of effects, yet they 

did not describe a formal attempt on the behalf of specific departments or units to capture 

these concerns about how the mandate would impact the institution.  Rather, they described 
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general concerns about potential situations that could arise now that the legislation was in 

place, such as difficulty determining who the shooter is during an active shooter situation.  

Frank’s comments exemplify concerns about potential negative ramifications of the 

legislation in terms of responding to an active shooter: 

If people begin to carry on campuses all the time and there’s a situation that does 

occur and officers respond and they confront three or four people with a gun, it's 

going to be very difficult for them to determine who’s the good person, who’s the bad 

person.  And I’m afraid in that situation that people could get hurt. And so that, 

ultimately, I think, is the most troubling part for us-- the impact it could have on how 

we respond to a shooting on campus.   

 Other aspects of the first stage of the model were not present, however, at least not 

during the introduction of the mandate at the institutional level.  For example, feedback about 

the legislation was not sought out from university constituents.  James, a system 

administrator, explained how doing so would have been a departure from business as usual: 

When a bill pops up in the legislature it is not our normal procedure to then go solicit 

opinions of everybody on campuses.  It is our job is to try to speak for the university 

on behalf of everybody on whatever the issue might be.  And so in this particular 

case, knowing how such a piece of legislation might affect our law enforcement and 

that they were probably the constituency that would be most affected by this, we felt 

it important that they know about it and that they have a chance to be heard. So many 

of them went to [the state capital] and testified, at least were present, to make their 

views known about this…We have a structure…with liaisons on every campus that 
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we work through to be sure they understand the legislation that is pending and it is 

really up to them to decide how much of that they want to distribute.  It stays at the 

administration level or goes further than that. So in this particular case I think we 

made an intentional attempt to be sure law enforcement was aware of it 

 Likewise, while participants certainly expressed their personal values about gun 

ownership and gun control more broadly as well as their personal beliefs about the 

legislation, the interview data did not suggest that institutional leaders or administrators 

spoke out against the legislation publically after its passage-- those actions took place at the 

very beginning of the process, when the legislation was still making its way through the 

policy process.  Once the bill had passed, participants acknowledged that the legislation was 

now state law and therefore non-negotiable.  James noted, 

As I said, I don’t think law enforcement supports it.  I think they’re pretty uniformly 

not in support of it, but they’ve accepted it because it’s the law... they’re there to 

enforce the law and so they’re going to do that the best they can…we all are.   

 Data did not suggest that an external inquiry, or “inquiry into the reaction to the 

mandate by external organizations with which the university and its constituents are 

affiliated,” took place during the implementation of this legislation (Newcombe & Conrad, 

1981, p. 560).   No participants cited the involvement of external entities in the 

implementation process beyond the creation of the legislation.   

Stage two: preparation and policy formation. Stage two, preparation and policy 

formation, “reflects the attempts of institutions, and particularly college administrators, to 

formulate plans for change” (Newcombe & Conrad, 1981, p. 560). Some components of 
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stage two were present in the data I collected though others were not.  As a whole, stage two 

did not seem to be pronounced in the data, at least not nearly to the extent of stage one. 

I did not find evidence in the data I collected of an internal investigation done by 

campus administrators, a step Newcombe and Conrad (1981) describe as being “generally in 

the form of an institutional self-study prescribed by the government agency responsible for 

enforcement” (p. 560) and as characterizing stage two of the model.  Participants did not 

name any groups external to the institution as being responsible for enforcing the policy or 

following up with the institution to ensure that the legislation was being followed, despite 

naming the legislature and advocacy groups as being key stakeholders in getting the 

legislation passed.  Further, I did not find any evidence that an “evaluation of internal and 

external receptivity to change,” “an examination of potential conflicts, risks, and options,” or 

“the creation of substructures to facilitate initial compliance efforts and the formation of 

tentative priorities within the institution” took place in this case (Newcombe & Conrad, 

1981, p. 560-1).  This could be potentially due to the specificity of the legislative mandate.   

 Other components of stage two were present, however.  An implicit “declaration of 

intent to comply with the...mandate” was made in the statements by James and Frank about 

implementing the legislation on campus despite disagreeing with it because it is the law; 

however, in this case, there was not a clear distinction between the declaration of intent and 

the emergence of a preliminary institutional policy, perhaps due to the specificity of this 

legislation (Newcombe & Conrad, 1981, p. 560-1).  Likewise, another possible reason for 

this action could be the professional values and duties of some of the participants.  Frank, in 
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his role as a police officer, is sworn to uphold the law, regardless of whether he personally 

agrees with it (Appendix I). 

Once the legislation was passed, it was implemented on campus relatively shortly 

after its passage.  That is, there was not a statement made that hinted that more information 

was forthcoming or that issues were still being considered and debated.  Once the legislation 

passed, it was put into effect on campus.   

Stage three: trial and transition. The next stage of the model, trial and transition, 

“starts at the onset of observable changes” when the “organization begins to settle into a 

recognizable course of action and the formal institutional policy on implementing the 

mandate is established, clarified, and articulated” (Newcombe & Conrad, 1981, p. 561).  As 

with stage two, some aspects of stage three were present in the data; others were not.  As 

noted in the discussion of stage two, there was little testing and revising of new policies and 

operating procedures, perhaps due to the clarity of the legislation and what was required on 

the campuses within the state system.  There were no reported personnel changes or policy 

revisions as a campus-specific policy was not developed, and the institutions implemented 

the legislation as passed by the legislature; however, conflict cycles, as described by 

Newcombe and Conrad (1981), were present.  Individual units worked to clarify the 

implications of the legislation, aiming to define exactly what it would look like on campus.  

Once clarified, it seemed that participants were able to accept the legislation and adjust their 

understanding of it.  This did not result in any revision to the policy, however, as that came 

straight from legislators and took the form of individual acceptance of the new legislation 
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once it had been enacted and the ramifications had been clarified.  The clarification and 

interpretation process is described in more detail earlier in this chapter.   

 Stage three in the model is also characterized by “new definitions of roles, 

responsibilities, and expectations among participants (especially those within the 

subsystems)” (Newcombe & Conrad, 1981, p. 561).  In this case study, the primary 

subsystem affected by the legislation was campus law enforcement and associated personnel 

within the department.  While there were no new roles created to support the implementation 

of legislation on campus, expectations surrounding the presence of guns on campus needed to 

change, especially for law enforcement responding to calls regarding active shooters.  As 

noted in the discussion of the data for the first research question, this process consisted of 

notifying personnel that the law had changed and ensuring that they understood it fully in 

order to enforce it accurately.  Frank summarizes the notification process as it pertained to 

the officers in his department: 

Once the legislation passed, we certainly talked to the officers and explained this is 

what the new rules are and we just need to make sure we’re enforcing the law 

properly based on the new legislation. 

Participants noted that no special training programs or consultants were needed to fulfill this 

task. Rather it took the form of informing staff of the change and discussing it in the context 

of existing training exercises, which are detailed in the discussion of research question one 

under training and education efforts.   

Stage four: policy execution. Stage four, policy execution, is marked by the “gradual 

acceptance and implementation of institutional policy” (Newcombe & Conrad, 1981, p. 561).  
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Newcombe and Conrad (1981) note that at this stage in the process, the 

action/conflict/response cycle is reduced.  In the case of the study site and the 

implementation of the legislation permitting guns on campus, acceptance came early in the 

process.  As stated previously, administrators stood behind the enforcement and 

implementation of the law from the beginning, regardless of personal opinions about the law.  

James stated that a key responsibility of campus officials in the implementation process was 

to: 

Be sure that people understood what the law is, what it allo   ws and what it doesn’t 

allow…I spent seventeen years as a judge, so I believe in the law.  It’s the law 

whether I agree with it or disagree with it.  We’ve got to abide by it. 

 In terms of implementation of the policy, the actual implementation steps were fairly 

minimal.  Frank noted: 

There wasn’t really a lot that was done.  And there was no real need to.  There was a 

change in the law. I have no way of knowing how many people took advantage, if 

that’s the right word, of the change in the law and began to bring their guns to 

campus...I don’t know how many of our employees and our students actually have 

concealed carry permits.  So it could vary.  It may have been very little actual change, 

it's just hard to tell. But no, we didn’t do, like I said, the change in the signs and 

letting our officers know and understand what the change in the law was really the 

main thing that we did.   

As noted in the discussion of research question one, implementation largely involved  

communicating the legislative change to campus constituents or members of subsystems 
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affected by the legislation and clarifying concerns.  Signage was also changed, and education 

effort and outreach efforts took place.  Discussions of the new legislation were incorporated 

into existing activities among public safety personnel. 

Challenges to the Model 

 Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model portrays policy implementation of 

government mandated academic change as proceeding step by step through a variety of 

stages from introduction/infusion to preparation and policy formation to trial and transition 

and then to policy implementation.  In this instance, the model did not completely describe 

the implementation process.  Perhaps due to the nature of the mandated change--legislation--

many of the characteristics of stages two and three that focus on obtaining feedback or trying 

out a new plan of action and then revising policies were not mentioned.  Rather, once the 

legislation passed, steps were taken to implement the policy on campus.  In this case, 

implementation more heavily involved the first and fourth stages of the model with very little 

time or attention paid to the intermediary stages. 

 Another key component of the model that is challenged when applied to this case is 

the timing of constituent reaction to the legislation.  In this instance, participants strove to 

gain a sense of what the legislation meant in practical terms, as discussed earlier in this 

chapter.   

Constituent reaction did not take place in stages two and three, but rather happened at 

the beginning of the process once the legislation was announced to campus.  This feedback 

was not sought out by administrators, but rather happened due to the initiative of members of 

the campus community who felt strongly about the issue. Some participants, like Elizabeth 
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and Alice, seemed content when their questions about the legislation were answered 

satisfactorily. Other constituents, however, remained upset or in the reaction stage.  David, 

for example, became more upset when other legislation was introduced within the state that 

would allow for the expansion of the original legislation and extend guns rights on campuses.  

In this instance, constituent reaction did not seem to resolve despite reaching the 

implementation step of the model, perhaps due to the fact that the legislation was perceived 

as one step towards a broader relaxation of gun laws regarding campuses, a finding that is 

discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5.   

Variables Affecting Implementation 

 In addition to providing characteristics of stages that institutions may progress 

through as they implement mandated changes, Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model also 

presents key variables that have the potential to “impact the rate at which organizations 

progress through the stages as well as whether or not the organization regresses to a previous 

stage of policy implementation” (p. 561).  While the implementation process did not 

completely correspond with the model of mandated academic change used to frame this 

study, many of the variables Newcombe and Conrad discuss were present in the 

implementation of the legislation.  

 The model notes the importance of an effective change agent who possesses “the 

ability to act in a manner that promotes progress and acceptance to change within the 

institutional environment” (Newcombe & Conrad, 1981, p. 562).  An effective change agent 

in the model makes “both a decision and a commitment to change” that leads the way for the 

rest of the institution (Newcombe & Conrad, 1981, p. 562).  In this case, Frank acted as the 
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primary change agent, serving as the liaison between system officials and the campus 

community and leading the change on campus.  When asked who seemed to lead the 

implementation of the change, participants all mentioned Frank by name or position or the 

department itself, which acts as the subsystem charged with implementing change.  When 

asked who led the change on campus, Alice cited public safety, noting: 

In my opinion they would be the leaders in this area simply because they are sworn 

law enforcement...and they are upholding state law.   

Her statement was echoed by others, including Jim, a student conduct professional:  

 I think…it was our Department of Public Safety because…if anything, it was going 

to fall on them. 

While Frank’s positional power within the department of public safety likely enabled him to 

be an effective change agent, a theme that emerged in participant interviews centered on 

positive perception of and trust in Frank as a leader.  Further, participants mentioned having 

great trust and faith in the ability of campus law enforcement to keep campus safe and make 

good decisions about safety on behalf of the community.  As Ben noted, 

I think we have an outstanding security force and I have confidence that if they 

thought we needed to do more about this that weighing the risks and benefits, that 

expanding and enhancing our professional force would be a more effective strategy to 

address the concerns that are driving this kind of legislation.  

This finding is especially important since a factor affecting effective implementation 

in the model is the perception that “the activities and contributions of the subsystem are 
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perceived to be important by influential leaders in the central administration” (Newcombe & 

Conrad, 1981, p. 563).  

 Newcombe and Conrad (1981) also note the importance of facilitative substructures, 

or “structures designed and utilized to perform mechanistic support services and task-

oriented functions” as being a factor that can influence policy implementation (p. 567).  In 

this case, the established training and communication protocols Richard and others describe 

helped enable the effective implementation of the legislation.  For example, Richard 

described learning about the legislation at a committee meeting prior to its passage: 

There’s another safety committee that I’m not on that the chief and some of the other 

directors and vice chancellors are on, and they’re looking at Clery compliance and 

other issues regarding those types of things. But we just met briefly within the 

department to discuss.  We had lieutenants, sergeants, we also had I think we had our 

parking control officers there also if they were to look and see something.  It was just 

a good, open, broad discussion regarding that particular ordinance or law that came 

out.   

Having communication and training mechanisms in place likely hastened the implementation 

of the legislation. While these variables were present, other variables that are noted in the 

model were not present in the data collected in this case, particularly the intervention of 

government officials or constituents external to the university.  While advocacy groups and 

state legislators were described by participants as being highly influential in the policy 

creation process, participants did not identify these groups as being involved in the 

implementation of the legislation once passed.   
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 Finally, Newcombe and Conrad (1981) describe conditions that can impact a leader’s 

commitment to change. In particular, they note that leaders will be more committed to 

change and thus implement it more effectively if they favor the mandate or hold “positive 

beliefs about the mandate,” or if the change is perceived as being “politically favorable or 

sound to the leader” (Newcombe & Conrad, 1981, p. 565).  In this instance, even though the 

participants perceived Frank to be an effective change leader, there was no evidence to 

suggest that Frank found the change to be politically advantageous.  On the contrary, Frank 

criticized the legislation prior to its passage yet managed to effectively implement it on 

campus while maintaining the respect of the campus community, at least according to 

participants interviewed.  This perhaps highlights his strengths as an effective leader and 

change agent, findings that will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5.   

Summary 

 This chapter presents the findings of this study, answering two research questions:  

1) How does a higher education institution implement an externally mandated policy 

change, specifically a policy discussing guns on campus? 

2) How does Newcombe and Conrad’s theory of mandated academic change explain the 

implementation of a state mandated change? 

 In this case, implementation of the legislation followed a process of learning about 

the legislation, speaking out against it, communicating the legislation to campus, interpreting 

the legislation, training, and education and outreach. This chapter also discusses other themes 

that emerged regarding implementation of the legislation, such as its impact on daily 

operations, perceptions regarding the impetus for legislation, personal values and experiences 
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with guns, concerns for safety, beliefs about college as a special time and place, and spurring 

advocacy and action.  

 This chapter also discusses the applicability of Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) 

theory of mandated academic change to state mandated academic change.  While some of the 

components of the theory, particularly stages one and four, were represented in the data, 

stages two and three were not represented to a great extent, perhaps showing that the model 

did not completely explain the policy implementation process in this specific instance.  The 

following table presents the components of Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory that are 

(and are not) present in this case. 

Table 4 
 
Findings in relationship to Newcombe and Conrad’s 1981 model 
 
Components of 
Newcombe and 
Conrad’s model (1981) 

 Elements present in 
findings 

Elements not present in 
findings 

Stages of 
implementation 

Stage 1: Infusion Introduction of mandate 
to personnel (formal or 
informal) 

Feedback from university 
constituents 

  Discussion among 
university personnel 
(formal or informal) 

External inquiry  

  Interpretation of 
mandate 

Involvement of external 
entities in implementation 
process 

  Projection of effects 
(discussion of possible 
negative effects) 

 

 Stage 2: Preparation 
and policy formation 

“Declaration of intent to 
comply with 
the...mandate” (p. 560) 

Internal investigation by 
campus administrators 
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   External enforcement of 
policy 

   “Evaluation 
of...receptivity to change” 
(p. 560) 

   “Examination of potential 
conflicts, risks, and 
options” (p. 560) 

   “Creation of 
substructures” (p. 561) 

    
 Stage 3: Trial and 

transition 
Conflict cycles Testing and revising 

policies 

  Notifying law 
enforcement officers of 
legislative change 

Personnel changes  

   Campus-specific policy 

 Stage 4: Policy 
execution 

Acceptance of policy 
change 

Reduced conflict-
response cycle 

Categories of variables Category A: 
Administrative 
leadership 

X  

 Category B: 
Facilitative 
substructures 

X  

 Category C: 
Institutional 
subsystems 

X  

 Category D: 
Governmental 
intervention 

 X 
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 Chapter 5 explores these findings in more detail, offering interpretations of the data as 

well as implications for theory and practice. 

 
CHAPTER 5 

Discussion and Implications 

This chapter interprets the findings of this study.  To accomplish this, I start by 

summarizing each finding from Chapter 4 and then offer an interpretation of the findings, 

discussing how they map onto existing theories and literature.  I also explore areas where my 

findings extend the existing body of knowledge on my topic.  Next, I discuss limitations to 

this study. Finally, I close by discussing implications for policy, practice, theory and 

research.  Throughout, I draw on work in the fields of organizational theory and policy 

studies to help frame my interpretation of the study’s findings and its implications. 

Summary of Research Questions and Methodology 

         This qualitative study explored two research questions: 1) How does a higher 

education institution implement an externally mandated policy change, specifically a policy 

discussing guns on campus? and 2) How does Newcombe and Conrad’s theory of mandated 

academic change explain the implementation of a state mandated change? 

         During the course of the study, I interviewed ten participants who were either 

involved in the implementation of the policy or who worked in areas that were likely to be 

affected by the policy, such as housing and public safety. Documents collected include: 

● Polling data on political issues within the state 

● Legislation pertaining to the case              
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● Memos and other documents from campus and system leaders 

● News stories from popular media sources, such as MSNBC and local papers 

● An article from the campus newspaper 

● Articles from Inside Higher Ed, an industry publication that covers higher education 

news 

● The website of the campus that served as the study site 

● Website posts from advocacy groups, including Civitas Institute, Grassroots NC, 

Clery Center for Security on Campus, The Campaign to Keep Guns Off Campus, and 

Armed Campus. 

These documents were collected to provide context for this case as well as triangulate 

data from interviews; however, they were not analyzed for themes.  Data analysis and data 

collection were closely intertwined, as is both common and best practice in qualitative 

research (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).  Interview data was coded first using a priori codes 

determined by Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated academic change 

(Creswell, 2013).  Codes were also developed that reflected emergent themes related to the 

implementation process (Creswell, 2013). 

Discussion of Findings: Research Question One 

In this section, I walk through the steps of the implementation process that data 

analysis revealed and offer an interpretation of the findings related to each step.  Steps to 

implementation included  

●     Learning about the proposed legislation 

●     Speaking out against the legislation 
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●     Communicating the new legislation to campus 

●      Interpreting the legislation 

●      Training  

●      Education and outreach 

 
In addition to these implementation steps, additional findings emerged during data 

analysis that provide context for understanding the implementation of the legislation in this 

case as well as the less structural aspects of policy implementation.  These themes include: 

●      Perceived impetus for policy change 

●      Personal values and experiences with guns 

●      Concerns for safety 

●      College as a special space and time 

●      Spurring advocacy and action 

I present the findings related to the steps to implementation first, offering 

interpretation and discussion after each stage of the process.  Then, I present the themes that 

emerged that provide important context and information about the psychological and 

environmental aspects of implementing the legislation in this case.  I offer interpretation and 

discussion of these themes as well before moving on to the presentation and discussion of 

findings related to my second research question. 

Learning about the legislation and speaking out against it.  The first step in the 

process was learning about the legislation, which took a variety of forms.  Participants 

learned about the legislation from professional associations they belonged to, from staff 
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members at the university system level office, through other staff on campus, or through 

university memos or emails. Some participants in the study were involved in the policy 

making process itself through efforts to speak out against the legislation, a fact that was well 

known among other participants.  

Even though these steps predated the passage of the policy, they were significant to 

understanding implementation of the policy in this case.  First, the fact that some participants 

learned about the proposed legislation from professional associations can be interpreted to 

mean that the topic was an issue of concern for some professional disciplines within higher 

education, such as student conduct and residence life.  This finding lends credence to the idea 

that the legislation, and similar legislation related to guns on campus in other states, can be a 

source of concern for some professionals working in higher education  

Advocacy activities against the legislation also took place before the implementation 

of the legislation.  Frank spoke against the legislation, yet ultimately was charged with its 

implementation when it passed despite his and other key leaders’ opposition to it.  While I 

discuss Frank’s role as a change agent primarily in relationship to the second research 

question, this step provides context for the other steps of implementation illuminating the 

environmental and social conditions in which the policy was implemented: in a climate and 

in an organization in which leaders had spoken out condemning the legislation and then were 

charged with enacting it on the campus. 

Both of these steps to implementation, learning about legislation and speaking out 

against legislation, are important for understanding the rest of the implementation process 

because they provide context for the change and illustrate the fact that it was opposed by 
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stakeholders within the university system from the beginning of the process.  They are also 

important for answering the first research question, which seeks to determine how a public 

higher education institution implements an externally mandated policy change, specifically a 

policy permitting guns on campus.  These steps are important because they help show the 

range of activities that are involved in the implementation process as well as the timeframe of 

the implementation process.  Put another way, this finding shows that implementation for 

campus leaders charged with the task may start before the actual legislation is passed, a 

finding that may not be necessarily intuitive. 

However, beyond practice, these findings are also important from a theoretical 

perspective.  In the instance of policies regarding guns on campus, these findings suggest that 

campus administrators and leaders may become important players in a larger political game 

within the state, a role that they may or may not be accustomed to filling.   

In his work on policy creation, Kingdon (2011) argues that there are three families of 

processes in agenda setting:  problems, policies, and politics.  The first step in the policy 

process, Kingdon argues, is that problems attract the attention of participants in the policy 

process.  Then, the policy community generates proposed solutions to the problems; 

however, the solutions are often based on personal proclivities or agendas (Kingdon, 2011).  

Policy specialists then debate and negotiate the proposals (Kingdon, 2011).  As a result, some 

proposed ideas move forward, and some are taken off the table (Kingdon, 2011).  The third 

stream, the political stream, or “swings of national mood, vagaries of public opinion, election 

results, changes of administration, shifts in partisan or ideological distributions in Congress, 
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and interest group pressure campaigns,” also has an important impact on the policy process 

(Kingdon, 2011, p. 87). 

While these streams often act independently of each other, policy change takes place 

when the streams converge, creating a policy window, or an “opportunity for advocates of 

proposals to push their pet solutions, or to push attention to their special problems” 

(Kingdon, 2011, p. 88).  This process happens at critical times when “a problem is 

recognized, a solution is available, the political climate makes the time right for change, and 

the constraints do not prohibit action” (Kingdon, 2011, p. 88).  While the process seems 

rather serendipitous, Kingdon (2011) argues that it is not entirely coincidental.  Policy actors 

and advocates for particular solutions wait, Kingdon argues, until problems develop that they 

can attach their solutions to.  When policy windows do emerge, policy actors must move 

quickly, as changes in the political stream such as a new administration or a focusing event 

create temporary windows or moments of opportunity (Kingdon, 2011).  Policy 

entrepreneurs must act as quickly as possible to capitalize on these opportunities to push their 

agendas into the policy arena (Kingdon, 2011). 

The findings of this study coupled with the fact that legislation regarding guns on 

campus is being introduced more frequently in state legislations over the past few years 

suggest that the policy window is currently open. This open window allows policy 

entrepreneurs at the state government level to create policies that advance their causes related 

to guns and gun control issues, attaching their solutions to existing problems (Morse et al., 

2016).  The findings from this study regarding learning about the legislation and lobbying 

against legislation suggest that university leaders may be called upon more frequently to 
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fulfill roles of what Kingdon (2011) terms “policy specialists” in the debate about guns on 

campus.  I discuss these findings in more detail in the section of this chapter devoted to 

implications for policy, practice, and theory. 

Communicating the new legislation to campus.  Once the legislation passed and the 

legal counsel at the system level vetted it, the next step in the implementation process was 

communicating the policy change to campus constituents.  Communication about the 

legislation took a variety of forms.  Public safety personnel, who were the individuals tasked 

with enforcing the policy at the study site, were informed via a staff meeting.  Other 

individuals on campus found out about the policy through other channels, including an 

announcement in the campus faculty/staff newsletter.  Though both informal and formal 

attempts at communicating the policy were made, some participants felt that the policy was 

not communicated widely, either out of lack of necessity or as an attempt to control a 

negative public relations situation.  Greg noted that he does not “think they’ve made you 

know kind of a wholesale effort to educate everybody that the policy has changed,” perhaps 

because the police department “is ready to know the nuance of where weapons are allowed 

now and where they’re not,” removing the need for more intentional, widespread 

communication strategies.  Jim, on the other hand, attributed the lack of communication to 

and effort to avoid a negative perception of the campus, noting that he thinks “that’s probably 

a balance of we’ve fulfilled our obligation by sending a notice through email but we don’t 

want to put signs out because maybe that’s not the best PR situation.” 

This finding highlights the perceived intentions of the university in terms of 

complying with the legislation, at least from the perspectives of two participants.  Based on 
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these comments, participants perceived that the university complied with the legislation but 

did not pursue any additional steps to advertise the legislation to students or other 

stakeholders.  

Beyond the perception of some participants that the university was complying with 

the law without advertising it, this finding is significant for practice as it shows how 

stakeholders may read motivation into actions campus leaders take regarding the 

implementation of legislation permitting guns on campus.  This finding shows that campus 

leaders charged with implementing similar policies should take great care to think through 

not only the technical aspects of how communications about the new legislation will be 

distributed, but also the intentions that campus stakeholders may read into the 

communication strategies of choice.  

These findings are also interesting in light of Lawrence and Ott’s (2013) work on 

perception of organizational politics.  While Lawrence and Ott (2013) focused on faculty 

perceptions, the findings discussed here also suggest that similar constructs may apply to 

staff perceptions of organizational politics, or politics more broadly.  Lawrence and Ott 

(2013) note, “when administrators make decisions with little faculty input (high 

centralization), perceptions of organizational politics will increase” (p. 167).  In this instance, 

communication of the policy was highly centralized.  For example, Frank learned of the 

legislation from his involvement in advocacy activities and his ties to central administration 

(Lawrence & Ott, 2013).  He then passed information to other individuals through a chain of 

command or through meetings.  Communicating the policy this way could, according to 

Lawrence and Ott’s theories, give the perception that politics were at play due to the lack of 
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staff involvement in the communication process.  I discuss this in more detail in the section 

of this chapter devoted to implications for theory and practice, but Lawrence and Ott’s 

(2013) work suggests that a more democratic, involved communication strategy involving 

campus governance channels may have reduced the perception of the role of politics in the 

communication plan. However, it may also be possible that individual beliefs about guns 

more broadly, guns on campus, or perceptions of the current members of state government 

would have influenced perceptions of the implementation process as inherently political 

regardless of actions taken by administrators and change leaders. 

Interpreting the legislation. Beyond communicating the legislative change, a 

significant component of implementing the policy on campus was clarifying exactly what  

the policy meant for campus constituents on a practical level, including correcting 

misinformation about the practical implications of the policy.  Participants noted that this 

clarification came primarily from public safety, a senior administrator at the university 

system level involved in campus safety and legal counsel at the system level. This supports 

the assertion made above that the implementation process was centralized on several key 

figures, including the primary change agent, Frank. Alice noted in her interview, for 

example, that senior staff members within residence life worked with the public safety 

department to gain clarity about the statute while she explained the legislation and its 

boundaries to live-in staff within residence life herself. 

The findings regarding communication of the policy and interpretation of the policy 

provide insight into the challenges with implementing state mandated change, specifically 

change related to guns on campus.  The issue may be emotionally charged, and in this 
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instance, due to the multifaceted communication process, different groups of stakeholders 

may have different information at different times. I discuss the implications of this finding in 

more detail in regards to the implications for practice; however, the findings related to the 

communication and clarification aspects of the policy implementation process suggest that 

this step can be a significant challenge to the implementation process, especially for state 

mandated change regarding guns on campus. In this instance, as Elizabeth noted, “concealed 

carry, it has different meanings for different people.”  This finding suggests that an important 

part of implementing state mandated change, especially change related to a potentially 

emotionally-charged or controversial topic, is to carefully, thoroughly and clearly 

communicate the specifics of policy changes to the campus more broadly in order to allay 

fears and quell controversy, regardless of whether or not every individual receiving the 

communication is directly involved in the change or implementation process. This is 

especially important when considered from the perspective of theoretical work on employee 

motivation, including work by Maslow (1954).  Without this sense of safety, employee work 

and commitment may suffer.   

Training. Training and emergency planning activities that emerged as a result of the 

legislation were minimal.   These activities primarily included sharing information about the 

legislation and did not involve making changes such as creating new programs or training 

exercises.  This could be due to several factors. As Richard noted, emergency management 

policies typically do not emerge as a result of new legislation or policies, at least at the 

campus that served as the site for this case study.  On this campus, “certain events but not 

necessarily policy” typically guide the creation of new campus emergency management 
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plans.  For example, according to Richard, a new emergency management plan might be 

created regarding adverse weather policies if the campus experienced a negative event on a 

snow day, but emergency management staff would not necessarily scan the environment 

looking to improve policies without a precipitating event.  In this instance, campus plans for 

emergency events are put into place based on the end result.  For example, in Richard’s 

practice of emergency management on his campus, “if a tree falls, regardless if it’s a flood, 

hurricane, tornado, someone backed into it, they’re the same people who have to clean it up.” 

Using the tree as an analogy for understanding campus concealed carry helps explain why 

additional training and planning was not required for implementing this specific policy.  

Since active shooter protocols and training activities related to other threats to campus such 

as bomb threats or terrorism are already in place, this legislation did not require the creation 

of specific response protocols.  

This finding is significant as articles have surfaced regarding the costs of 

implementing legislation related to guns on campus (Arant, 2015; Clark, 2015).  These 

findings suggest that for a campus that already regularly works to provide officers with a 

high level of training and works well with outside agencies that may need to help respond in 

the event of an active shooter or other emergency on campus, little training or emergency 

management planning is needed to implement legislation permitting guns on campus, at least 

in this narrowly defined and restricted sense. However, these findings are not necessarily 

generalizable to other campuses and other contexts.  As participants speculated in interviews, 

the implementation process would have likely looked different had the legislation granted 

more liberal permissions in terms of carrying guns on campus. 
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Impact of the legislation. 

Impact of the legislation on normal operations. First, the specific legislation that 

formed the basis of this case study in practice required little change in normal operations.  

The lack of impact on daily operations could be due to the fact that the policy was fairly 

limited in terms of what was permitted, a fact that participants noted.  Under the new 

legislation, members of the campus community would only be permitted to keep handguns in 

a locked container in their cars on campus if they were concealed carry permit holders.  Thus, 

under normal circumstances, guns would not be visible on campus.  While the policy was a 

departure from a previous zero tolerance policy toward guns on campus, the practical impact 

was somewhat limited, at least at the time of the majority of the data collection for this study.  

Second, because of the restrictions on concealed carry permit holders within the state, 

the majority of undergraduate students would not be able to avail themselves of the policy 

due to their age.  In North Carolina, individuals must be 21 years old to obtain a concealed 

carry permit in North Carolina (Cooper & Aldridge, 2015).  Thus, the population of 

individuals who could take advantage of the policy and start bringing guns to campus under 

the law was restricted to a subset of the overall population of the campus: students who are 

21 or older, graduate students, postdoctoral scholars, faculty, staff, and visitors to campus.  

Third, this legislation required little additional training, staff members, or other 

resources in order to implement it effectively on the campus that served as the site for this 

study.  This could be due to the fact that active shooter response was already a component of 
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emergency management planning and officer training.  Regardless, this fact meant that new 

programs or plans did not need to be put into place to effectively implement the legislation.  

         Impact of the legislation on active shooter response. While impact on normal 

operations was reported to be minimal for the reasons noted above, an important finding that 

emerged was that the legislation did have the potential to impact campus response to an 

active shooter situation or other events involving reports of crimes related to guns happening 

on campus, a potentially deadly situation.  Participants noted concerns that individuals who 

chose to avail themselves of the legislation permitting concealed carry permit holders to 

bring guns on campus would try to aid police officers in an emergency situation by retrieving 

their guns.  Participants explained that this type of scenario could end in additional confusion 

or potential loss of life because it would make it more difficult to distinguish the perpetrator 

from other individuals attempting to assist officers. This finding suggests that there is little 

support for the assertion made by some campus concealed carry advocates that more guns on 

campus would create a safer environment if a crime occurred (Birnbaum, 2013; Olson, 

2012).  

         In summary, the legislation did not significantly alter normal operations due the 

specificity of the legislation, the limited nature of permissions granted under it, an existing 

high level of training and emergency planning on the campus that served as the site for the 

study and the limited population who could take advantage of the permissions given by the 

legislation.  However, the potential impact if an active shooter situation were to occur on 

campus could be significant as the presence of civilian guns on campus could create 

additional confusion for responding officers.  It is important to note that this finding is not 
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necessarily generalizable to other public higher education institutions and other pieces of 

legislation regarding guns on campus.  Implementation may look significantly different on 

campuses where broader permissions to carry concealed carry handguns on campus are 

granted, a fact that participants noted throughout the interviews. 

Discussion of emergent themes.  As noted in Chapter 4 and earlier in this chapter, 

the first research question was intended to obtain information about the implementation of 

this piece of legislation from the perspective of what Bolman and Deal (2008) call the 

structural frame, which focuses on the mechanics of organizational change, how to create 

efficiency, and what the division of labor looked like in the implementation process.  

Throughout data collection and analysis, however, additional findings emerged regarding 

what Bolman and Deal would term the human resource, political, and symbolic frames.  In 

other words, themes emerged that are important for understanding the environment or 

context in which this policy change was enacted as well as the psychological factors at play 

in implementing state mandated change related to guns on campus. The emergence of these 

themes is significant as it shows the importance of these factors--those that go beyond the 

structural implementation of a piece of legislation--to the implementation process.  Further, 

these particular themes may be specific to implementation processes involving guns on 

campus rather than state mandated change more broadly and provide important insights to 

research, policy, and practice which are discussed in greater detail in the implications section 

of this chapter.  These themes include: 

●      Perceived impetus for policy change 

●      Personal values and experiences with guns 
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●      Concerns for safety 

●      College as a special space and time 

●      Spurring advocacy and action 

I present the themes and provide conclusions about each before presenting a brief 

summary of the findings from research question.  I then move on to discuss my second 

research question. 

Perceived impetus for legislation.  As noted in Chapter 4, some participants 

attributed the motivation behind the policy change to pro-gun rights groups including 

grassroots gun advocacy organizations and the National Rifle Association (NRA).  Other 

participants attributed the change in legislation to a perceived trend towards legislation 

affecting public higher education institutions within the state or the larger political 

environment within the state in which the university system operates.   

These findings support two assertions found in the literature on organizational theory, 

policy, and change on higher education campuses.  First, these findings suggest that Brown’s 

(2000) assertion that campuses have become increasingly vulnerable to outside influence 

applies in the case of policies related to guns on campus, at least from the perception of some 

of the participants in this study.  By pairing legislation related to guns on campus to 

legislation affecting student conduct proceedings, Jim, for example, presented a perspective 

of the legislature as intruding on the operations of the campus, a perspective that supports the 

study of this implementation process from the perspective of Kingdon’s  (2011) policy 

streams.  By coupling other policy changes affecting higher education in the state along with 
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this one, Jim built the case that policy streams were likely a factor in the implementation 

process in terms of getting the legislation passed despite the actions of university leaders. 

Similarly, these findings lend strength to McGuiness’ (2011) assertion that “virtually 

any state involvement, other than providing funding with no strings attached” can be 

perceived as an intrusion on institutional governance by members of campus communities (p. 

142).  This finding is important for two reasons.  First, it illustrates a view among the 

majority of study participants that the legislature is not necessarily acting in the best interests 

of the public higher education institutions and members of the campus community.  This 

view may or may not be prevalent among the larger campus community, as there are likely 

members of the campus community who support the legislation and the actions of the 

legislature and other members of state government more broadly.  Regardless, this finding 

indicates that, presumably, a faction of the campus community perceives the legislature and 

the state public higher education institutions to have an oppositional relationship. Second, it 

creates an environment in which state mandated change may be perceived suspiciously, a 

finding that has the potential to affect implementation if the individuals on campus impacted 

by or charged with implementing the policy hold the view that it is not in the best interest of 

the campus to implement.  For example, change agents in these circumstances may attempt to 

create institutional policies that undermine aspects of the legislation (Inside Higher Ed, 

2015).  Even if change agents implement the legislation as presented to them, they may have 

to spend more time and energy meeting with members of the campus community opposed to 

the legislation to regain trust and rapport, especially if faculty do not feel that administrators 

are taking their perspectives into account (Del Favero & Bray, 2005).  Ways to remedy this 
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phenomenon are discussed in the section of this chapter dedicated to implications for 

practice.   I use the work of Lawrence and Ott (2013) to frame these recommendations. 

Personal values and experiences with guns. Another finding that emerged was that 

participants’ stated position on the legislation was often influenced by their personal 

experiences and beliefs about guns and control issues more broadly.  For example, Amy 

expressed her beliefs about gun control more broadly to explain her stance on the legislation, 

stating,“I think that there's this sense that if more people have guns then we can protect 

ourselves, which in my opinion is flawed at its core.  I don’t think that handing out more 

guns is the solution.” 

         This finding is significant for understanding both state mandated academic change 

and changes related to gun policies more specifically.  First, like the finding related to 

perceived impetus for change, this finding shows that mandated academic change is often 

complicated by stakeholder emotions and experiences which a savvy, effective change agent 

must take into account. Second, while the purpose of this study was not to compare 

emotional response to state mandated change regarding guns on campus to other types of 

state mandated change, it is also important to note that these types of policies may be even 

more sensitive to being interpreted through the lens of personal values and experiences due to 

their potentially controversial nature and the polarized nature of pro- and anti-gun stances in 

society at large. 

Finally, despite varied beliefs about gun control and gun ownership and experiences 

with guns, no participants supported the legislation, a finding consistent with literature 

examining beliefs about guns on campus among members of the campus community (Patten 
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et al., 2012; Thompson et al., 2013).  Even the change agent in this instance publically 

opposed the legislation only to find himself later tasked with rolling out the change to the 

campus where he worked as an administrator.  While in this instance there did not seem to be 

a significant impact on the implementation of the legislation as the institution was still 

compliant and did not pose a challenge to the lead change agent, it is possible that 

implementation could be significantly challenged by these types of reactions. For example, if 

the change agent enjoyed less power, implementation may have to include political strategies 

to build alliances to gain influence to implement the legislation successfully.  While the end 

goal may not be different, the strategies that would need to be employed could vary.   

This finding is important to consider for implementation as it shows a disconnect 

between the values of those passing the legislation versus those having to implement it on 

their campuses. This disconnect has the potential to create an oppositional mentality when it 

comes to perceptions of state mandated change regarding guns on campus. This may pose 

additional challenges to effective implementation for change agents and may be detrimental 

to the implementation process.  This finding should be taken into consideration by change 

agents, and sensitivity must be demonstrated throughout the process to show members of the 

community that their opposition to policies regarding guns on campus is heard and noted, 

even if implementation must still proceed.   

Concerns for safety.  Another finding that emerged during data collection and 

analysis involved participant concerns for safety--both for themselves and for others.  

Participants were concerned about individuals trying to assist responding officers in the event 
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of an active shooter attack or other crime on campus, easier access to guns on campus, and 

general discomfort with guns. 

As with the other emergent themes related to implementation, this theme shows the 

psychological impact of this type of change.  As with concerns for safety, this finding is 

likely the most closely linked to the fact that the particular state mandated change examined 

in this study dealt with guns on campus instead other types of state mandated change such as 

policies related to tuition increases, that perhaps have less of an impact on physical safety. 

This finding is important for several reasons.  First, the need for a sense of safety is one of 

Maslow’s (1954) most basic needs in his hierarchy of needs, second only to physiological 

needs such as food, shelter, and water.  Lacking a sense of safety could inhibit teachers, 

learners, and employees from reaching their full potential, harming both the learning and 

work environments for many.  An essay by DeBrabander (2015) that posits that guns on 

campuses violate academic freedom summarizes this view.  DeBrabander (2015) argues that 

“guns stand opposed” to the “atmosphere and pedagogical goals of the classroom,” 

“threaten[ing] the intimacy and openness that academe hopes to foster,” especially in 

classroom settings where “controversial ideas are aired, deliberated and contemplated from 

many angles” (p. 1-2).  While interview data did not suggest that the educational 

environment of study site had been compromised as a result of this policy, from a theoretical 

perspective, it is possible.   

Second, this finding shows that leaders who are charged with the implementation of 

state mandated policies related to guns on campus may need to spend special attention to 

make sure that members of the campus community feel reassured in their safety as part of the 
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implementation process.  Findings from this study show that communication in these 

situations is key.  I discuss this finding in more detail in terms of practical steps for 

implementation for leaders in the section of this chapter devoted to implications for practice.  

College as a special space and time. Another theme that emerged included the belief 

that college is a special time in people’s lives and a special space--one where individuals 

wrestle with issues of identity, stressors like potentially living on one’s own for the first time, 

and mental health issues like substance abuse, depression, and others.  Some participants, 

including Frank, Dan, and Ben, cited a belief of college as a special space and time as one 

reason for opposing the legislation.  Again, this theme likely applies to legislation related to 

guns on campus rather than other types of state mandated change, but it illustrates several 

principles that could inform the implementation of similar legislation.  First, the finding 

shows that potential reasons for opposing policies related to guns on campus include deeply 

held beliefs about the meaning and purpose of college based on philosophical beliefs about 

higher education as well as the practical experiences and professional knowledge of those 

who participated in the study.  In other words, this finding shows that state mandated change, 

though merely structural or political on the surface, can have deep symbolic meaning to those 

affected.  This finding is perhaps best understood in the lens of the role of culture in 

organizations, particularly higher education institutions.  As Tierney (1988) notes, 

Institutions certainly are influenced by powerful, external factors such as 

demographic, economic, and political conditions, yet they are also shaped by strong 

forces that emanate from within.  This internal dynamic has its roots in the history of 

the organization and derives its force from the values, processes, and goals held by 
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those most intimately involved in the organization’s workings.  An organization’s 

culture is reflected in what is done, how it is done, and who is involved in doing it.  It 

concerns decisions, actions, and communication both on an instrumental and a 

symbolic level. (p. 3). 

It is possible to conclude that opposition to the legislation based on the belief that 

college is a special time and place has its roots in practical, professional experience in fields 

such as student affairs or campus law enforcement; however, it is also possible to conclude 

that this type of opposition is part of the culture of higher education.  As the Tierney (1988) 

quote illustrates, these cultural beliefs about organizations can have a significant impact on 

the change process.   Those charged with implementation must take into account the cultural 

beliefs about the mission and values of higher education institutions.  Ideally, in order for 

change to be widely accepted, change agents must demonstrate that policies related to guns 

on campus do not fundamentally alter the concept of college as a special space and time and 

do not erode institutional culture.  I discuss this finding in more detail in terms of practical 

advice for administrators charged with implementation in the section of this chapter devoted 

to implications for practice. 

Spurring advocacy and action. As noted previously, two of the participants in this 

study participated in advocacy activities against the bill while a third spoke out against 

similar legislation and spurred a conversation about the legislation through the faculty 

governance channels that exist on the campus of the study site.  Like the other themes 

discussed here, the fact that the legislation moved individuals to action shows the depth with 

which people were affected by its proposal and eventual passage, as well as the introduction 
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of similar legislation related to guns on campus.  This fact is important for understanding 

implementation because it shows that first, public higher education institutions, at least the 

one discussed here, are not necessarily passive victims of their environment.  In fact, 

stakeholders may act as policy actors, entering the policy arena and debating issues 

(Kingdon, 2011).  While they are certainly more “captured” on the scale than other types of 

organizations in terms of their responsiveness to the political environment around them, they 

are not without agency (Brown, 2000).  However, the legislation did still pass despite best 

efforts to the contrary.  It is important to recognize that while campuses do have agency and 

individuals may feel moved to action, this may not change the final outcome.  Effective 

change agents and leaders must be able to transition effectively from advocating against 

legislation to implementing legislation if needed.  

Summary of discussion of findings related to research question one. This section 

of the chapter has presented and discussed the findings related to the first research question 

seeking to explore how an institution implements a state mandated change allowing guns on 

campus.  Appendix J provides a visual representation of these findings.  As these findings 

and related discussion show, the structural steps to implementation were fairly 

straightforward and offered little impact on daily operations due to a variety of factors, 

though the potential to have a greater impact on response to an active shooter due to a 

possible increased number of guns on campus does exist.  However, several findings 

emerged that highlight implementation as not necessarily related only to the actual step-by-

step proceedings of writing memos and removing signs.  Themes emerged that suggest that a 
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great deal of the implementation process revolves more around the political side and 

psychological effects of this legislation, an important finding. 

Together, these findings suggest that the greatest challenge in implementing 

legislation related to guns on campuses, at least ones similar in scope to the legislation that 

forms the basis of this study, is managing stakeholder reactions and fears and helping 

stakeholders reconcile these types of policies with their own personal beliefs about guns, 

beliefs about college students and the college environment, and concerns for safety.  Put 

another way, the greatest challenges to implementation of the policy studied here were 

emotional or philosophical rather than logistical. While the policy seemed to have been 

implemented successfully from a structural perspective, the presence of these finding suggest 

that more work may need to be done to fully break the conflict cycle and address the 

concerns of members of the campus community. 

Interpretation of Findings: Research Question Two 

         In this section, I discuss the findings related to my second research question:  How 

does Newcombe and Conrad’s theory of mandated academic change explain the 

implementation of a state mandated change?  In summary, some of these steps to 

implementation discovered in response to the first research question mirrored those outlined 

in Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated academic change, but the model did 

not completely explain the implementation process, and many components of the original 

model were not present in this case study. For example, some ways that the implementation 

process in this instance deviated from the model include: 
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●      The lack of involvement of external entities in the implementation process 

beyond passing the legislation 

●      No specific substructures created to help facilitate implementation of the policy 

●       No personnel changes as a result of the policy.   

I discuss possible reasons for these inconsistencies and others later in this chapter.  

Stage one.  Findings presented in Chapter 4 show that some stage one activities such 

as an introduction of the mandate to campus personnel, informal discussion of the policy 

among university personnel, interpretation of the mandate by institutional leaders, and a 

version of the construct that the model labels “projection of effects” were present, though 

others were not.  Participants indicated that markers of stage one of the model, such as 

seeking feedback from university constituents, were not present, nor were external entities 

involved in ensuring compliance.  No participants, when asked, commented that any external 

groups such as advocacy organizations, state legislators, or any other group followed up on 

the implementation process once the legislation was passed. 

The missing components of stage one are interesting to consider in light of the 

findings from the first research question, particularly the emergent themes related to the 

human resource, symbolic, and political frame perspective on the implementation process.  It 

is possible that the absence of these steps in the implementation process, particularly the 

seeking of feedback from university constituents and the involvement of external entities in 

implementation, contributed to the perceptions that the legislation was politically motivated 

rather than being enacted with the interest of the campus at heart. While it is likely that those 

opposed to the legislation based on personal beliefs about gun control and other values would 
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have still opposed the legislation, these actions might have acknowledged the depth of 

feelings involved versus ignoring them, perhaps helping to build a more positive view of the 

change. Further, perhaps the absence of seeking feedback from constituents in the 

implementation process contributed to concerns for safety or the need for education and 

outreach activities because the opportunity to share feedback, express concern, and feel heard 

was not provided explicitly in the implementation process.  Although individuals involved in 

faculty governance had the opportunity to discuss the change with the director of public 

safety, not all members of the campus constituency were offered these options.   

From a theoretical perspective, this finding reveals information about the nature of 

the change process on the campus, suggesting that it was highly centralized and hierarchical 

(Cohen, March & Olsen, 1972; Lawrence & Ott, 2013).  The absence of components of stage 

one from this perspective does not necessarily suggest that the model does not apply to state 

mandated change regarding guns on campus. It may suggest, however, that institutional 

culture and leadership style may impact the implementation process.  I discuss this finding in 

more detail in the sections of this chapter devoted to implications for practice and theory. 

      Stage two. As with stage one, some aspects of stage two, preparation and policy 

formation, were present, while others were not.  Due to the lack of external involvement in 

the implementation process, many steps were missing, which are discussed in detail in 

Chapter 4 and summarized here.   In this case, in terms of stage two of the Newcombe and 

Conrad’s (1981) model, there was no “internal investigation prescribed by the government,” 

nor an “evaluation of internal and external receptivity to change,” “an examination of 

potential conflicts, risks, and options,” or the “creation of substructures to facilitate initial 



 

151 

compliance efforts and the formation of tentative priorities within the institution” 

(Newcombe and Conrad, 1981, p. 560-1). As noted in Chapter 4, there was an implicit 

declaration of intent to comply with the mandate, however, campus leaders and change 

agents did not make an explicit statement, perhaps because in this instance, implementation 

of the policy happened quickly after the passage of the legislation. 

The lack of external involvement in the implementation process could be attributed to 

a variety of reasons.  First, as noted in other points in this chapter, the legislation was 

narrowly defined and relatively straightforward, especially when compared to the broad 

federal mandates that Newcombe and Conrad (1981) originally developed their model to 

address.  External involvement may have not been necessary because there was little need for 

individuals within the state government to provide counsel to institutions trying to implement 

the policy as the policy was straightforward.  Second, it is possible that state mandated 

changes do not receive the same level of attention and support as federal policies from the 

policy creators.  For example, while organizations like the federal Department of Education 

employ large staffs, relatively few individuals are employed by state legislatures, leaving the 

follow up for the implementation of a policy to a smaller group of individuals rather than a 

team devoted to ensuring compliance with a federal mandate.  In addition, it is possible that 

participants were correct that the introduction and passage of the legislation was the result of 

policy streams at work and that there was not a great deal of interest from the legislators on 

how the change was implemented on each campus of the system once the goal of passing the 

legislation and making a political point about gun rights was met (Kingdon, 2011).  

Other steps that were missing from this stage of the implementation process include: 
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●   Evaluation of external and internal receptivity to change 

●   Examination of potential risks, conflicts, and options 

●   Creation of substructures  

The first missing component, evaluation of external and internal receptivity to 

change, is important to consider given the emergent themes in this case.  This step could be 

missing for a variety of reasons.  First, there was no opportunity to object to the legislation 

once it was enacted; thus, an evaluation of receptivity to change may not have been wise as it 

could have misled campus constituents to believe that the change did not have to be 

implemented as mandated.  Second, as James stated, “when a bill pops up in the legislature it 

is not...normal procedure to then go solicit opinions of everybody on campus.”  Perhaps due 

to reasons regarding campus culture or even feasibility of logistics of setting up forums to 

elicit feedback, conducting evaluations of receptivity to change or seeking feedback from the 

campus community is not part of standard operating procedure at the study site; however, as 

work by Lawrence and Ott (2013) shows, “when faculty believe campus norms stipulate they 

are to be consulted but decision-making does not follow established procedures, they will 

distrust the outcomes” (p. 166).  Though perhaps not part of standard operating procedure, 

conducting this type of evaluation may have helped to gain buy-in of individuals in the 

implementation process. While it may not have necessarily changed the opinions of faculty 

regarding guns on campus, this step could be important symbolically as it would 

acknowledge that even in mandated change, faculty voices are important.   

         Though there was not a formal consideration of risks and options, again, perhaps due 

to the specificity of the legislation being studied conducting this sort of analysis was not 
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necessarily an option. There was not leeway for the institution to weigh options in terms of 

compliance.  Once legally mandated, the campus had no choice but to implement, regardless 

of potential risks, etc. in order to be compliant with the law unless they wanted to make a 

stand by not complying with the legislation, thus breaking the law.  

         Finally, as noted above, no substructures were created to facilitate the implementation 

of the policy, a component of Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model that was missing in this 

case.  This could be due to the fact that substructures already existed to implement the 

legislation on campus in the form of the existing public safety department and the policies 

and procedures of that organization that were already in place, or, again, it could be a by-

product of the fact that the legislation was fairly specific and limited and did not necessitate 

such a change. 

Stages three and four. Stages three and four follow a similar pattern. In stage three, 

a similar pattern emerged.  Conflict cycles were present as participants and their units sought 

to make meaning of the policy; however, there was no evidence that indicated a period of 

testing and revising operating procedures, nor were there changes that needed to be put into 

place in terms of staffing or training. 

As noted in regards to other steps and stages of the implementation process, this 

departure from Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model can likely be attributed to the 

following factors.  First, perhaps due to the somewhat varied methods of communicating (or 

not communicating) the legislation to the campus community, conflict cycles may have been 

heightened as stakeholders learned about the legislation in stages based on their membership 

in professional associations that notified members about the proposed legislation and 



 

154 

involvement in the implementation process.  Second, testing and revising operations 

procedures may not have been necessary due to the specificity of the legislation, the 

narrowness of the permissions it granted, and the fact that existing procedures for responding 

to crimes involving guns on campus, such as active shooter response protocols, were already 

in place.  Along the same lines, additional staffing and training were not needed due to the 

fact that existing structures were already in place at the institution that served as the site of 

this study.  

Stage four, policy execution, was present, but at the beginning of the process rather 

than the end, as the stage was implemented once mandated.  The presence of policy 

execution at the beginning of the process rather than the end could reflect the fact that, again, 

the legislation was fairly specific in what it required. 

From a theoretical perspective, as stated earlier, the absence of these components of 

stages three and four may also be indicative of the campus culture surrounding the 

implementation of the change, a concept that is discussed in more detail in the section of this 

chapter devoted to implications. 

Summary of findings related to Newcombe and Conrad’s model. All in all, some 

aspects of Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model explain mandated change in this instance; 

though others do not.  There are several possible reasons for this, including the fact that the 

legislation was extremely specific in its requirements and limited concealed weapons on 

campus to very specific circumstances.  Because the legislation was so specific, there was 

little need for policy interpretation; the legislation clearly delineated what was permitted and 

what was not under the statute.  While broader federal mandates may need more 
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interpretation due to their lack of specificity, that was not the case in this instance.  This does 

not necessarily mean that the model does not apply to state mandated change. Instead, it 

suggests that the implementation process in this instance was slightly different due to the 

nature of the legislation.  To examine whether the specificity of this legislation impacted the 

applicability of this model, it would be necessary to examine the model in regards to another 

piece of state mandated legislation affecting higher education that was perhaps less specific 

and more broad, a topic for future research.  

Additionally, it is possible that state mandated change is more specific than the 

federally mandated change related to affirmative action, the mandated change that the model 

was originally developed to explain.  Likewise, it is possible that the model explains the 

affirmative action policies that Newcombe and Conrad (1981) sought to understand in more 

detail with their original grounded theory study but does not explain the implementation 

process for state mandated gun policies very well.  In that case, the findings of this study do 

not necessarily indicate that the model lacks the ability to explain state mandated change 

more broadly, but rather suggests that the model does not fully explain this specific state 

mandated change.  When it comes to policy implementation, context could have a significant 

impact.  Certain variables such as the larger political environment within the state, the culture 

of the university system and its governance processes, or the culture on the campus of the 

study site, may have impacted implementation but may not necessarily disprove the 

applicability of this model to other incidents of state mandated change. 

According to Newcombe and Conrad (1981) present their model as moving in stages 

in order from beginning to end with the speed and ease of the process depending on several 
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variables.  In this instance, while at least part of each stage was present, the stages did not 

necessarily proceed in order from start to finish. Acceptance of the legislation came very 

early in the process, for example, while the need to clarify the legislation came after it was 

passed and not prior to the passage of the legislation.  The reason for this change in 

chronological order of the steps may well be the result of variables, discussed below, or 

could be a weakness in the model.     

The model indicates that the presence of a change agent is an important variable to 

facilitating policy implementation.  In this instance, Frank served as a positive change agent 

on the campus level throughout the implementation process.  Despite his public opposition to 

the legislation before its passage, Frank effectively implemented the legislation.  All the 

participants spoke very positively of Frank and the public safety department more broadly, 

which functions as a subsystem in the model.  However, despite having strong opinions about 

the legislation, participants reported having a hands-off attitude towards implementation, 

leaving it largely up to Frank and his staff.  This could be due to a variety of reasons. First, 

this finding could highlight the strengths of Frank as an administrator and his status as a 

respected content expert.  Second, it could reflect a possible silo effect on campus, with 

administrators in student affairs or faculty, for example, not wanting to comment on police 

practices because they felt that it was outside of their area of expertise (Lawrence & Ott, 

2013). 

  While more research would be needed to probe this finding in more detail, the 

importance of the change agent and the facilitative substructure in the implementation of this 

policy lends strength to Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model in this area.  
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Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model argues that policy implementation will be 

more successful if the change agent favors the mandate because it benefits him or her in 

some way.  This is one of the areas in which the findings deviate from the model.  Frank 

openly criticized the legislation, yet effectively led the implementation process on campus, to 

positive reviews from colleagues, as noted previously, a fact that seems to stand in contrast to 

the assertion of the model that success in implementation is influenced by personal gain.  

This finding suggests several possible options.  First, it is possible that this is an area of 

weakness in the model, that it applied in the cases studied in its development, but does not fit 

all cases.  However, based on the statements from participants who showed respect for Frank, 

it is possible that Frank was a strong enough change agent and leader to still be able to 

implement the change even though it opposed his personal values.  Additionally, it is 

possible that Frank’s professional values as a law enforcement officer led him to implement 

the policy successfully because of his duty to uphold the law.  If this is the case, it does not 

necessarily disprove this aspect of the model but suggests that it may not always apply across 

the board to all change agents in all contexts. Again, as mentioned earlier, this could be due 

to a variety of factors, including the specificity of the change, characteristics of the campus 

on which the change was implemented, or the narrowness of permissions granted under the 

policy. 

Summary of discussion of findings related to research question two. This section 

explored findings related to my second research question: How does Newcombe and 

Conrad’s (1981) theory of mandated academic change explain the implementation of a state 

mandated change?  As discussed in detail in the section above, some aspects of the model 



 

158 

applied in this instance while others did not.  These discrepancies could be due to a variety of 

reasons, including the nature of the legislation itself, differences between the implementation 

of state mandated change and federally mandated change or possible factors related to the 

context of the study site itself, including its culture.  In the next section, I explore ways to 

strengthen the model based on my findings from this study to make it more applicable to 

state mandated change related to guns on campus.  

Limitations 

         As with all research, this study is not without limitations.   In this section, I explore 

some of the limitations of this study. 

         One of the limitations of this study is the absence of student participants.  I did not 

receive a response from the individual who was in the role of student body president at the 

study site at the time the legislation went into effect.  The individual in the role of student 

body president was selected as a potential participant because the student body presidents 

within the state university system spoke out vocally against the policy and released a joint 

letter voicing their opposition to the policy in a manner similar to the initiatives Frank 

describes undertaking with other police chiefs across the university system campuses.  For 

this reason, the participants in this study are limited to being faculty and staff members.  

While these participants provided a great amount of detail about the implementation process 

on their campus, having the perspective of an individual involved in student government and 

opposition efforts at the time would have added richness to the study. While this additional 

richness would be potentially beneficial to providing additional context to the study, the 

absence of student participants does not significantly detract from the study and its 
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significance for several reasons.  One, staff members from student affairs participated in the 

study and represented the perspective of the students they encounter in their daily work as 

part of their responses to interview questions.  Further, participants did not mention student 

involvement in the implementation process.  Implementation, according to participants, was 

largely handled by individuals within campus public safety; thus, the absence of students in 

the study population does not likely represent a huge gap in data collected about the 

implementation process. 

         Another limitation of the study is the possible effects of institutional type, culture, 

and characteristics on the study.  While this study and qualitative research more broadly does 

not necessarily seek generalizability, the results of this study may not be able to be 

completely generalized to another campus.  This study examined a predominantly white, 

doctoral degree granting institution in an urban setting.  It is possible that the implementation 

of the legislation, and thus its findings and interpretations, may be impacted by institutional 

type.  A campus with a large population of adult commuter students who drive to campus in 

the evenings, for example, may have had to add additional implementation steps in order to 

prepare for a potentially greater number of guns on campus.   Likewise, a campus with less 

of a cultural tradition of shared governance may not experience the same emphasis on 

liaising with the faculty senate that was present at the study site. Although this is a potential 

limitation in terms of generalizability to other campuses, the goal of this study was to 

examine how one campus implemented the change and the applicability of the theory of 

mandated academic change in this setting, so this limitation is not severe enough to lessen the 

impact of the work presented here. 
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         Another possible limitation to generalizability about policies related to guns on 

campus is the nature of the legislation studied.  As participants noted, this legislation was 

fairly prescriptive and narrowly limited the presence of guns on campus (individuals must 

have a concealed carry permit and keep the guns in a locked container in a locked car on 

campus).  The legislation was prescriptive, clear and did not leave much room for 

interpretation.  Throughout this document, I note that implementation process was fairly 

straightforward in terms of logistics, though aspects of the process related to communication 

and clarification were certainly more nuanced and complex.  That is not to say, however, that 

all policies related to guns on campus are straightforward to implement.  Studying this 

legislation provides valuable insight into a relevant policy topic facing higher education, but 

the findings of this study may be influenced by the fact that the legislation was more 

narrowly defined and very specific in comparison to other policies related to guns on 

campuses.  

Implications of This Study 

         To this point, this chapter has explored and discussed findings related to the first and 

second research questions for this study.  The first research question explored steps to the 

implementation process of the policy more broadly, discussing both the structural steps to the 

implementation process as well as the emergent themes that dealt with the political, 

environmental, emotional, psychological, and symbolic aspects of the implementation 

process.  Discussion of findings related to the second research question compared the 

implementation process to Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model of mandated academic 

change, noting where the findings from this study confirmed or contradicted the model.  The 
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following section of this chapter is devoted to discussing the implications of this study and 

exploring implications for policy, practice, theory, and research.  I use research from 

organizational theory and policy studies to help frame these implications and 

recommendations. 

Implications for policy. Implications for policy discussed in this section will focus 

on suggestions for policy makers and individuals within state public higher education 

institutions facing the possibility of state mandated change related to guns on campus 

         The findings of this study show that the impact of enacting policies related to guns on 

campus can be both significant and varied.  Policy makers should be aware that attempts to 

pass legislation regarding guns on campus may be met with fairly widespread opposition to 

such policies, which may complicate relationships between legislators and university and 

system administrators.  Policy makers should be aware that opposition to the legislation as 

well as lobbying activities against policies might stem from deeply held beliefs about guns 

more broadly, as well as beliefs about the nature of college and even feelings of safety on 

campus.  These issues of safety and culture (Maslow, 1954; Tierney, 1988) should not be 

taken lightly as they reflect principles and values of higher education institutions from an 

organizational theory perspective.  Put another way, policy makers should be aware that 

constituents in higher education may oppose legislation related to guns on campus regardless 

of political affiliation or beliefs about guns in other contexts if the participants in this study 

are thought to be representative of higher education professionals on other campuses. 

         Other implications that policy makers should consider when thinking about whether 

or not to introduce legislation allowing guns on campus include: resources needed for the 
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implementation process, training needed for law enforcement, the potential impact on 

response to active shooters and other emergencies, and the psychological impact on 

employees and other members of the campus community affected by the policies.  This study 

did not examine the fiscal costs associated with implementation, though the participants’ 

statements that implementation did not require significant resources such as additional 

training programs or consultants in this case implies that costs were not exorbitant.  

However, it is possible that not every campus or university system faced with this type of 

policy change has sufficient structures in place to implement the legislation. Policy makers 

should be aware that in those situations, additional funding may be needed in order to help 

campuses ensure compliance.           

Conversely, campus leaders and administrators should be aware that policies related 

to guns on campus have been increasingly introduced in the past several years (NCSL, 2015).  

This increase in legislation could be due to a variety of factors, including “swings of national 

mood, vagaries of public opinion, election results, changes of administration, shifts in 

partisan or ideological distributions in Congress, and interest group pressure campaigns” 

(Kingdon, 2011, p. 87).   These variables, also known as policy streams, create what Kingdon 

(2011) terms “policy windows” or opportunities “for advocates of proposals to push their pet 

solutions, or to push attention to their special problems,” leading to legislation (p. 88) 

In these instances, campus leaders may become policy actors involved in the policy 

creation process (Kingdon, 2011), a role that may be new for some professionals, as was the 

case for Frank in this study. While in this instance, lobbying and other advocacy activities 

did not result in the desired outcome, this case establishes a precedent for groups of higher 
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education professionals, such as police chiefs and others who may be eventually tasked with 

the implementation of these policies, to speak out collectively.  Campus leaders may look to 

this example and others to inform their involvement in advocating against policies regarding 

guns on campus if they so choose.  

         Another implication for policy surrounds the development of campus-based policies.  

The findings of this study showed that there was widespread opposition to the legislation on 

campus that served as the focus of this study. As legislation continues to be introduced, 

passed, and implemented across the country, it is likely that we may see the development of 

campus policies restricting guns on campus, as has happened recently in Texas where 

campus officials attempted to restrict guns from being kept in campus dormitories, an action 

that the attorney general advised was in conflict with the state legislation (Inside Higher Ed, 

2015; Paxton, 2015).  In these instances, campuses may have to continue to reframe and 

revise campus policies to ensure compliance with state laws.  Further, campus administrators 

may need assistance interpreting policies that are less restrictive and less specific than the 

one studied here, perhaps necessitating increased demand on campus and system legal 

resources. 

Implications for practice. The findings of this study have the potential to inform 

those who are tasked with implementing policies related to guns on campus.  This study has 

illuminated the steps that an institution may have to progress through in order to implement a 

mandated state change regarding guns on campus.  These steps are visually represented in 

Appendix K. 
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This knowledge can help practitioners and leaders charged with implementing similar 

policies on their campus anticipate issues they may face, providing administrators with a 

roadmap of sorts of implementation.  In addition to outlining the steps that one campus went 

through to implement a policy regarding guns on campus, the emergent findings related to 

the first research question highlight for practitioners the importance of considering the 

broader needs and characteristics of the campus community, including its culture, when faced 

with implementing policies related to guns on campus.  

         While highlighting areas of concern that managers and leaders may encounter is 

certainly important, it is not enough to only present problems without offering solutions or 

suggestions for improvement.  The multi-faceted and complex nature of the implementation 

process highlights the need for administrators to be savvy leaders who are aware of a variety 

of needs within their organizations.  I present suggestions for practice here, using Bolman 

and Deal’s (2008) four frames and additional theories from the field of organizational theory 

to offer theoretical grounding for my recommendations. I use Bolman and Deal’s paradigm 

to frame my suggestions as research has shown that “the ability to use multiple frames” as a 

leader is “a consistent correlate of effectiveness” (2008, p. 325).  By presenting the findings 

this way, I aim to assist those charged with implementation in doing so effectively. 

         From a structural frame perspective, administrators faced with implementation must 

work to both “set goals and policies under conditions of uncertainty” (Kotter, 1982 as cited in 

Bolman and Deal, 2008) and “attain [an] intellectual grasp of policy issues” (Lynn, 1987 as 

cited in Bolman and Deal, 2008).  The goal setting process may involve setting a timeline for 

implementation or may involve other larger, more complex goals such as establishing a new 
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training program within the first six months of the implementation process, for example.  If 

the legislation is as specific or narrowly defined as it was in this instance, change agents may 

spend less time on this component of the implementation process than on other issues, such 

as addressing campus constituent concerns for safety.  In other words, the need for goal 

setting may be guided by the nature of the mandated change and the structure provided in the 

mandate. Institutional contexts matter as well for this recommendation (Cohen, March & 

Olsen, 1972). 

Findings from this study showed the importance of the change agent having an 

understanding of and involvement in the policy-making process, practices which are 

important from both the perspectives of the political and structural frames.  As noted 

previously, campus leaders may find themselves in the role of policy actor as Frank and 

others did in this case (Kingdon, 2011).  Without a thorough understanding of the policy 

arena, campus leaders may not be able to effectively advocate for their interests.   

Developing an “intellectual grasp of policy issues” can also allow the change agent to 

anticipate other changes to come, a pattern that did occur in this instance and would possibly 

occur in other states that adopt more moderate policies towards guns on campus. The 

findings of this study suggest that campus leaders should pay attention to factors that may 

lead to policy windows, including “swings of national mood, vagaries of public opinion, 

election results, changes of administration, shifts in partisan or ideological distributions in 

Congress, and interest group pressure campaigns” (Kingdon, 2011, p. 87). 

While the findings of this study show the importance of members of the campus 

community as change agents and policy actors, these may be new roles for some.  As noted 
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in this case, while the primary change agent, Frank, had a great deal of leadership experience, 

this was the first time he had been actively involved in legislative efforts.  This may the case 

on other campuses as well.  Campus leaders may need training and support to become 

effective policy actors.  As legislation regarding guns on campus is being introduced fairly 

quickly in many states, it may become part of leadership training for specific roles.  System 

or other central offices would likely be good resources for training support in the political 

arena due to their more regular interaction with legislators and other members of state 

governments.   

         Beyond being involved in the political process in terms of advocacy activities, the 

change agent needs to gain support (or at least acceptance of the policy and compliance with 

it) from a wide variety of stakeholders in order to successfully implement it.  It is important 

for the change agent from a political perspective to be a successful networker, comfortable 

with interacting with those both inside and outside the organization (Luthans, Yodgetts, and 

Rosenkrantz, 1988 as cited in Bolman and Deal, 2008).  While change agents may already 

possess these networks and relationships if they are already in high positions as senior 

administrators, it is important for change agents to make a conscious effort to maintain and 

even expand their relationships with both external stakeholders, such as leaders in system 

officers or even with the legislature or advocacy organizations, as well as internal 

stakeholders, such as faculty members involved in governance activities.  

The findings from this study show that some faculty may possess strong feelings 

about policies regarding guns on campus, and successful implementation efforts will likely 

involve buy-in from the faculty and staff.  Research, however, points to some of the 
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challenges involved in obtaining faculty feedback and participation.  Faculty may be 

reluctant to provide input in areas that they may find to be outside of their area of expertise or 

that they perceive to not have a significant impact on their daily lives; however, when faculty 

are not involved in the decision-making process surrounding campus policies, they may 

distrust the outcome or blame organizational politics for decisions that are not in congruence 

with their opinion (Lawrence & Ott, 2013).  Savvy change leaders should be cognizant of 

this unique aspect of change management in higher education and involve faculty 

appropriately, perhaps working with faculty leaders to determine the appropriate amount of 

faculty involvement in the decision-making process. Although faculty beliefs about 

legislation allowing guns on campus may not necessarily change as a result of these efforts, it 

is still an important leadership gesture to help build and reinforce good will during a 

potentially tumultuous time.  

While faculty and staff are certainly key stakeholders on college campuses, parents 

and students are also important members of the campus community as well.  The findings of 

this study did not reveal concerted efforts to notify parents and students about the change in 

legislation. However, as legislation regarding guns on campus continues to be debated and 

passed, these individuals will likely become key proponents or opponents of these policies.  

Effective change agents should take care to reach out to parents and students to ensure that 

they are aware of what permissions are granted and are not allowed under laws allowing guns 

on campus.  Likewise, change agents should consider that some parents may be concerned 

about the safety on campus.  Producing materials for parents and students could potentially 

help reduce confusion about legislation for those individuals who choose to avail themselves 
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of legislation allowing guns on campus as well as reassure concerned parents and students 

who oppose the legislation by providing information about what exactly is permitted and 

what is not.  In short, effective change agents tasked with implementing similar legislation 

should pay attention to the range of campus constituency groups, from faculty to students, 

parents and staff. 

Essentially, education and outreach are valuable activities for gaining buy in from 

members of the campus community, a key political frame activity.  By reaching out and 

including these groups and proactively sharing information, implementation efforts may be 

perceived more transparently, increasing buy in.   

         While all four frames provide valuable insight for practice regarding the 

implementation of policies pertaining to guns on campus, findings from this study place a 

particular importance on the human resource and symbolic frame perspectives.  Findings 

showed that some participants felt unsafe on campus as a result of the legislation, or at least 

somewhat uncomfortable with the idea of guns being on campus, while others worried for the 

safety of members of the campus community due to the introduction of guns into situations 

that may be volatile due to student mental health issues, for example.  

         This feeling of safety can have a significant impact on the work of employees within 

an organization.   Maslow (1954) presents human needs as a pyramid, moving from the most 

basic needs, such as the needs for food, shelter, and physical safety, to more advanced needs, 

such as a sense of belonging and self-actualization.  Maslow argues that the more advanced 

needs cannot be satisfied until lower level needs are met.  Essentially, the failure to meet 

lower level needs can essentially lead to an inability to meet higher level needs.  In this 
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instance, without feeling physically safe, members of the campus community may find it 

difficult to perform to their highest potential (Maslow, 1954), an outcome that can lead to a 

negative impact on the organization.  

In the long-term, failure to reach higher level stages of Maslow’s (1954) hierarchy 

could result in turnover as employees leave the organization to find one that better meets 

their needs.  It is important to note, however, that none of the study participants mentioned 

leaving the institution as a result of the legislation in this case; however, that fact does not 

mean that this is the case everywhere.  For students, feeling unsafe could lead to other 

negative outcomes in motivation. Managers and leaders in the organization must find a way 

to reestablish a sense of safety so that faculty, students, and staff can all do their best work 

and contribute to the campus community. For this reason, one of the roles of change agents 

charged with implementing policies related to guns on campus should be taking steps to 

reassure members of the campus community of their physical safety. Ways to help assuage 

fears may include sharing emergency plans with members of the campus community, letting 

people know how to get in touch with campus police and what response may entail, and 

simply providing space for individuals to ask questions and share their concerns.  Again, as 

mentioned in the discussion of the structural frame, providing clear communications 

regarding legislation allowing guns on campus, including what is allowed and what is not 

may help assuage fears about safety by giving members of the campus community a clearer 

idea of what to expect once legislation is enacted. 

         The symbolic frame posits “what is most important is not what happens but what it 

means” (Bolman & Deal, 2008, p. 253).  In this study, as I have noted throughout Chapters 4 
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and 5, the implementation of legislation permitting concealed carry permit holders to keep 

guns in locked containers in their vehicles on campus may not have dramatically altered 

normal, day-to-day operations to an extensive degree, barring a crime on campus or other 

event in this case.  I argue that the symbolic value of the change, however, makes it a much 

more significant event and policy.  Effective change agents must pay special attention to the 

symbolic aspects of implementing guns on campus as policies regarding guns on campus 

may perhaps raise ire because they violate deeply held beliefs about public higher education 

more broadly that are an integral part of the culture of higher education.  

         According to Bolman and Deal (2008), “culture forms the superglue that bonds an 

organization, unites people, and helps an enterprise accomplish desired ends” (p. 253).  

Likewise, “myths undergird an organization’s values,” while “values characterize what an 

organization stands for” (Bolman and Deal, 2008, p. 255).   Many of the emergent findings 

deal with just these principles, values, and myths about the campus and higher education 

more broadly.  For example, several participants spoke passionately about college as a 

special time in people's lives and as a special place where students should grow and explore 

without the potentially dangerous availability of firearms on campus.  Further, participants 

used the lens of their own values and beliefs about guns to interpret the policy in several 

instances.  Frank’s role as a change agent and his opposition to the policy, for example, could 

be read as fulfilling the role of hero in the cultural saga on campus, an individual standing up 

for the campus constituents and representing their perspective in a fight against the 

legislature.  These beliefs make up what Clark (1972) terms the organizational saga, a story 



 

171 

that “helps rationalize for the individual his commitment of time and energy for years, 

perhaps for a lifetime, to a particular enterprise” (p. 179).  

         The themes that emerged dealing with the symbolic aspects of implementation 

highlight the need for change agents at other institutions to pay special attention to this 

component of the change process.  In order to effectively implement change, Tierney (1988) 

suggests that change agents take the following steps in order to ensure changes are in line 

with the organizational culture of an institution: 

• “Consider real or potential conflicts not in isolation but on the broad canvas of 

organizational life; 

• Implement and evaluate everyday decisions with a keen awareness of their role in and 

influence upon organizational culture; 

• Understand the symbolic dimensions of ostensibly instrumental decisions and actions; 

and 

• Consider why different groups in the organization hold varying perceptions about 

institutional performance” (p. 6) 

These recommendations serve as excellent guidelines for practitioners charged with 

implementing policies regarding guns on campus, policies which this study has shown to be 

sensitive from the perspective of the culture frame. 

Additional suggestions for practice include discussing the change in light of values, what 

changes and what doesn’t.  While providing forums to listen to participant feedback may be 

difficult to facilitate or outside of normal operating procedures, as James noted, taking this 

step may serve an important symbolic role for members of the campus community. 
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Participant forums may serve a ceremonial role to help show stability and offer reassurance 

as well as pay homage to an important part of university culture, shared governance 

(Lawrence & Ott, 2013).  Doing this early on in the implementation process may help 

alleviate people’s uncertainty and feeling of unease, helping them find direction and giving 

them hope in a potentially challenging time (Bolman & Deal, 2008).  

Implications for practice: Parents, students, and alumni.   These recommendations for 

practice have focused primarily on what campuses should do when tasked with implemented 

legislation allowing guns on campus; however, parents, students, and alumni can also serve 

as important policy actors in the debate about guns on campus.  Students, along with their 

parents, should express their opposition to legislation allowing guns on campus by contacting 

their state representatives.  Whether current or prospective students, state legislatures could 

be swayed by their responses due to the fact that these students, and their parents, may be 

registered voters within their districts.  Likewise, alumni voices may be important group to 

utilize in efforts to oppose legislation allowing guns on campus.     

Implications for practice: Another perspective.  The aforementioned recommendations 

for practice outline ways campuses can utilize best practices in leadership to implement 

legislation allowing guns on campus once mandated by the state; however, that is not to say 

that the implementation process studied was not effective for another purpose.  It is possible 

that some of the areas that are highlighted as weaknesses in this implementation process may 

have been intentional ways of implementing a policy that was unfavorable to the campus 

community.  For example, limiting communications regarding the new permissions granted 

under the legislation may have been an intentional strategy to try to reduce the number of 
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people bringing concealed weapons to campus under the new legislation.  Further, keeping 

the size of the group of individuals tasked with implementation or involved in providing 

feedback relatively small may have been an intentional strategy to limit the amount of 

attention given to the legislation.  While I did not specifically explore whether or not this was 

the intention of the participants, it is possible to conclude that these strategies may provide 

advice for other campuses that find themselves in a similar situation—having to implement 

legislation that is unfavorable.   

Implications for theory.  In addition to offering implications for policy and practice, 

the findings of this study also contribute to existing theoretical work on mandated academic 

change.  As discussed in Chapters 4 and 5, findings from this study showed that some aspects 

of Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model applied to the specific state mandated change that 

served as the focus of this study while others did not.  In this section, I address ways that this 

study contributes to the theory of mandated academic change, offering suggestions for 

additions and alterations to the model to help it more thoroughly represent state mandated 

academic change related to guns on campus. 

         One contribution to the theory is that the stages to implementation do not necessarily 

happen in the order prescribed by Newcombe and Conrad (1981).  While they note that the 

implementation process may be iterative, the findings from this study revealed that there is 

more fluidity in the order in which things happen, at least in this instance.  

This departure from the model may be due to a variety of factors, including the topic 

of mandated academic change studied here.  As noted in Chapter 4, constituent feedback took 

place at the beginning of the process in the form of campus community members expressing 
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their opposition to the policy rather than in the later stages.  “Conflict” in this instance did 

not resolve, perhaps because people felt there was not a satisfactory sense of resolution in 

their eyes.  Despite their opposition, the legislation still passed. Whether the outcome of the 

mandated change is satisfactory to constituents may have an impact on conflict cycles, 

including when they appear and whether they are resolved.  

Another important finding is that the middle stages of the implementation process in 

the model were somewhat removed, again perhaps due to the specificity of the legislation.  

While the model places a great deal of importance on interpretation, discussion, and 

formulating plans for change, in this instance, the legislation was so straightforward that this 

process was extremely truncated.  Once it was passed, it was implemented.  In terms of 

theory, this again shows that a variable affecting the presence of these stages of the model 

may be the type of legislation and its specificity or lack thereof. 

         However, beyond characteristics of the legislation or policy itself, other factors could 

impact the order in which the stages of the model occur.  The nature of the change process 

itself, such as whether it involves the input of various governance groups or is more 

centralized, could also have an impact as could other institutional characteristics such as fluid 

participation in the change process or university governance more broadly (Cohen, March & 

Olsen, 1972).  

         Along the same lines, the lack of external involvement in the process could also be a 

reflection of the nature of state mandated academic change versus federally mandated 

change, perhaps weakening the applicability of the model beyond the federal level.  As noted 

previously, there was no reported government involvement in the implementation process 
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beyond introducing and eventually passing the legislation, though government involvement 

was a variable affecting implementation in Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) original study.  

As discussed in a previous section of this chapter, this could be attributed to the more defined 

nature of the mandate, as well as characteristics of state government versus the federal 

government in terms of staffing and the overall types of mandates given to higher education.  

This finding could suggest that the model needs to be tweaked in this area, perhaps removing 

or at least minimizing the importance of the involvement of external entities in the 

implementation process if it is to be used to explain mandated academic change at the state 

level. 

Conversely, this finding could suggest that incorporating aspects of Kingdon’s (2011) 

policy streams model would strengthen the model of mandated academic change.  

Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model assumes a level of rationality in the change process 

that may not hold true in other organizational settings, particularly in higher education when 

problems and solutions are often loosely coupled or rather uncoupled (Kingdon, 2011: 

Cohen, March & Olsen, 1972).    

         Overall, the model does explain state mandated change in some ways, though making 

alterations to the model would help explain this state mandated academic change more 

completely.  In addition to the variables named above regarding the nature of the mandate 

itself, I propose including a variable representing the environment in which the higher 

education institution is situated and the change being enacted. As Jim noted when he 

described his reaction to the legislation in the context of other recent legislation affecting 

public higher education institutions, the “state of [the] state,” or larger political environment 
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within the state, is an important variable to be considered in terms of the implementation 

process. 

         In Chapter 2, additional change theories were reviewed in order to highlight 

mandated academic change as the most appropriate theoretical framework for this study.  

What one of these theories, resource dependency theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), 

contributes to the understanding of the findings of this case that Newcombe and Conrad’s 

(1981) model does not is a focus on the impact of the environment on an organization and the 

change process (Kezar, 2014).  Adding the environment into the model is important for 

building a more complete picture of the implementation of state mandated academic change 

in higher education as colleges and universities, since a “characteristic that sets colleges and 

universities apart from many other complex organizations is environmental vulnerability” 

(Brown, 2000, p. 130).  

Additionally, adding environment to the model helps us understand the greater 

context of the mandated academic change.  Certainly, environment affects the managerial 

decisions leaders make in the implementation process as they “adjust the organization’s 

activities to comply with pressures from the environment” (Bolman & Deal, 2008, p. 244).   

Further, building a greater understanding of the larger political environment within the state 

is important for understanding state mandated academic change as it helps illuminate 

constituent reaction to change and their amenability to complying with mandated changes.  

For example, Jim noted that the mandated academic change studied here was one of two 

changes that affected public higher education institutions within recent history in terms of 

policies and procedures, a factor that may contribute, for example, to increased conflict 
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cycles during the implementation process due to the fact that constituents may push back 

against a series of state mandated changes.   

         Environment can be conceptualized in several ways here.  The two primary ways that 

environment can be understood in the context of this model is 1) the external environment in 

which the institution is situated, and 2) the campus environment.  Environment variables that 

relate to the broader political environment within the state and the nation could include the 

factors that Kingdon (2011) notes contribute to policy windows.  In this instance, these 

factors could include focusing events such as campus shootings or other events that bring 

attention to issues regarding guns on campus or gun control and gun rights more broadly 

(Birkland, 1998).  Or, they can include shifts such as changes in control of the state 

legislature as was happening in North Carolina in the time preceding the passage of the 

legislation examined here. 4 

Further, even though state change is the focus of examination here, national political 

changes could also impact the change process from an environmental perspective. While 

government is represented in Newcombe and Conrad’s (1981) model in the sense that 

government intervention is discussed as a variable that can facilitate the change process, 

expanding the role of government to the broader environment in the sense of the external 

environment in which the institution is situated allows for the model to better capture all the 

factors that may affect the change process. 

         On an institutional level, environmental variables could include characteristics of the 

campus culture as well as characteristics of the institution itself.   These could include the 

                                                
4 The political context within the state is discussed in more detail in Chapter 1. 
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prevalence of participation in shared governance and other decision-making entities, which is 

termed fluid participation in Cohen, March, and Olsen’s (1972) garbage can model of 

organizational change.  Other factors like decision styles of administrators and institutional 

characteristics such as financial resources, size, type of student population (primarily 

residential versus primarily commuter) may also come into play (Cohen, March & Olsen, 

1972).  For example, a large-enrollment campus where older students commute to campus 

for evening classes may have to approach the implementation of legislation allowing 

concealed carry permit holders to have firearms locked in their cars differently than a small, 

largely residential campus that only grants undergraduate degrees and has a primarily 

traditionally-aged population due to the number of people who could avail themselves of the 

legislation. 

         Adding and removing these suggested variables from the model would help 

strengthen it, making it more applicable to examining state mandated academic change in 

addition to federally mandated academic change.  Further, adding the environment allows the 

model to more completely portray the variety of factors that influence the implementation 

process. 

Suggestions for Future Research   

         While this study has helped explore the issue of guns on campus more broadly and 

helped develop a deeper understanding of legislation related to guns on campus, a growing 

public policy trend across the country, more work is needed on this issue due to its 

importance from a higher education policy perspective and its potential to have a significant 
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impact on the campus environments in which students, faculty and staff learn, live, and work 

(Birnbaum, 2013; Morse et al., 2016).  

         This study was designed to be a case study of a single institution working through the 

implementation process of a piece of legislation related to guns on campus. In order to build 

a deeper understanding of the issue of guns on campus more broadly, and campus concealed 

carry in particular, additional case studies are needed to explore how similar policies are 

implemented on different types of campuses.  This case study focuses on a large, doctorate 

granting research institution in the southeastern United States.  Is the reaction to these types 

of policies different at a more rural institution, an HBCU, a regional public institution that 

enrolls a largely commuter population, a community college?  To my knowledge, studies do 

not exist that compare implementation of legislation allowing guns on campus across 

institution types.  Further research should explore the role of these types of institutional 

characteristics, and characteristics of the student body and the community in which the 

institution is located, on this type of legislation. 

         In addition to examining the impact of institutional characteristics on the 

implementation process, further research is needed to understand the implementation of 

policies allowing broader concealed carry permissions on college campuses.  This study 

examines a fairly restrictive piece of legislation allowing guns on campus.  As noted 

throughout, in order to take advantage of the newly-granted permissions, individuals must be 

concealed carry permit holders and guns must remain in locked vehicles, though a piece of 

legislation allowing for their retrieval if an individual perceives his or her life to be in danger 

passed during the course of this project.  In order to fully understand the implications of guns 
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on campus in the form of broader concealed carry, such as concealed carry in residence halls 

and classrooms, research must be conducted on the implementation process in states that 

allow gun owners to exercise these privileges, such as Texas.  

         Additional research is also needed on the role of campus police officers.  As seen in 

this study, campus police, and campus police chiefs in particular, can have a significant 

impact on the implementation of policies related to health and safety on college campuses.  

As law enforcement and policing practices are becoming increasingly scrutinized in the 

popular press and on social media outlets, more scholarly attention needs to be paid to 

administrators and staff who serve in that capacity due to their importance as policy 

influencers and enforcers.  In particular, future research could explore the role of campus 

police chiefs as policy actors, a topic that has not been explored in the higher education 

administration literature to great length to date.  

         Finally, further research is needed to explore the changes made to the theoretical 

model proposed in the section of this chapter devoted to implications for theory.  Testing 

these propositions in another case would help strengthen the model, continuing to refine it. 

Summary 

         This chapter discussed major findings from this study, offering interpretations of the 

findings and their meaning.  Additionally, this chapter discussed limitations to the study, as 

well as implications of the findings for policy, practice, theory, and future research. 
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Appendix A 

IRB Approval 

Dear Ashley Grantham 

IRB Protocol 5625 has been approved 

Title: Exploring campus response to state mandated change: The case of guns on campus 

PI: Jaeger, Audrey 

The project listed above has been reviewed by the NC State Institutional Review Board for 

the Use of Human Subjects in Research, and is approved for one year. This protocol will 

expire on 05/22/2016 and will need continuing review before that date. 

NOTE: 

1. You must use the approved consent forms (available in the IRB system with the 

documents for your protocol) which have the approval and expiration dates of your 

study. 

2. This board complies with requirements found in Title 45 part 46 of The Code of 

Federal Regulations. For NCSU the Assurance Number is: FWA00003429. 

3. Any changes to the protocol and supporting documents must be submitted and 

approved by the IRB prior to implementation. 

4. If any unanticipated problems occur, they must be reported to the IRB office within 5 

business days by completing and submitting the unanticipated problem form on the 

IRB website. 
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5. Your approval for this study lasts for one year from the review date. If your study 

extends beyond that time, including data analysis, you must obtain continuing review 

from the IRB. 

6. If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to call us. 

Thank you, 

The IRB Team 
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Appendix B 

Interview Protocol 

1.  Thanks for agreeing to talk to me today about the implementation of the state policy 

allowing guns in locked cars on campus if individuals have a concealed carry permit.  Can 

you please describe your position for me?  How are you involved in the implementation of 

this policy? 

2. How did you find out about the new policy? 

3. What were your initial reactions to the policy?  How would you describe the reactions of 

your colleagues? Was it seen as being a sensitive policy, or one that needed to be handled 

differently than other policy changes? 

4. Where do you see the pressure for this change coming from? Who initiated it? 

5. Were there any discussions about the policy within your department or unit?  How did 

these conversations come about?  What was discussed?  Who was involved? 

6. Do you feel like the policy affects your daily work?  If so, how? 

7. How did the administrators you work with explain the new policy in discussions with staff 

and other members of the campus community?  

8. Were any mechanisms like all campus meetings, for example, provided to obtain feedback 

on the new policy from the campus community?  If so, can you please describe that process 

for me? 

9. What was the plan to implement this policy on campus?  How was the plan created?  Who 

was involved?  Did the planning process take place across departments?  Across institutions? 
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10.  Once the plan was put in place, was it revised in any way?  If so, what prompted those 

changes? 

11.  How did the institution support your unit in implementing the new policy?  Examples of 

ways institutions might support new policy initiatives could include providing funding for 

new positions, providing staff training, or personnel changes. 

12.  How widespread is acceptance of the policy on campus? 

13.  Throughout the process, was there one person or multiple people or multiple units who 

seemed to lead the change on your campus? Do you think they were effective in their roles?  

Why or why not? 

14.  Who is involved in implementing the policy on campus?  Does the implementation 

process involve any individuals or groups external to the campus?  Do you perceive any 

external entities being involved in enforcing the policy? 

15.  How do you think university leaders perceived the work you are doing or the work that 

you did to help implement the change?  Did you feel your efforts were valued?  How could 

you tell? 
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Appendix C 

Codebook 

Stage 1 Codes 

Mandated change theory 
component 

Definition from Newcombe 
and Conrad 

My code 

Infusion “introduction of the mandate 
at the institutional level” (p. 
560) 

Infusion  

Infusion activities “Introduction of the mandate 
to appropriate personnel in a 
formal or informal manner” 
(p.560) 

Mandate intro formal  

 “Introduction of the mandate 
to appropriate personnel in a 
formal or informal manner” 
(p.560) 

Mandate intro informal 

 “Inquiry into the reaction to 
the mandate by external 
organizations with which the 
university and its constituents 
are affiliated” (p.560) 

External inquiry 

 “Examination of the social 
values of the mandate from 
the perspective of individuals’ 
personal value systems and 
priorities” (p. 560) 

Personal values  

 “Formal or informal 
discussion among various 
university personnel” (p. 560) 

Colleague discussion 
formal 

 “Formal or informal 
discussion among various 
university personnel” (p. 560) 

Colleague discussion 
informal 

 “Projection by groups and Projection of effects 
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individuals with regard to the 
potential effects of the 
mandate on the institution” 
(p. 560) 

 “Interpretation of the mandate 
by institutional leaders, 
particularly key 
administrators” (p. 560) 

Mandate interpretation 

 “Articulation and 
communication of the 
institutional interpretations of 
the requirements of the 
mandate” (p. 560) 

Institutional 
interpretation 

 “Feedback from university 
constituents” (p. 560) 

Constituent feedback 

 

Stage 2 Codes 

Mandated change theory 
component 

Definition from Newcombe 
and Conrad 

My code 

Investigation “generally in the form of an 
institutional self-study 
prescribed by the government 
agency responsible for 
enforcement” (p. 560) 

Internal investigation 

Activities that follow or are 
accompanied by internal 
investigation 

  

 “an evaluation of internal and 
external receptivity to 
change” (p. 560) 

Receptivity to change 

 “an examination of potential 
conflicts, risks, and options” 
(p. 560) 

Risk assessment 

 “an interpretation of results of Interpretation of self-
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the self-study coupled with a 
decision regarding how this 
information will be utilized” 
(p. 560) 

study 

 “a declaration of intent to 
comply with the federal 
mandate” (p. 561) 

Declaration of 
compliance 

Selection/creation of 
substructures 

“decision-making involves 
the selection/creation of 
substructures to facilitate 
initial compliance efforts and 
the formation of tentative 
priorities within the 
institution”(p. 561) 

Substructure formation 

Declaration of intent  “takes the form of a real or 
implied institutional policy 
which may also be tentative 
in nature and may or may not 
affect institutional priorities” 
(p. 561) 

Declaration of intent 

Emergence of preliminary 
institutional policy 

“the activities that occur 
throughout this stage result in 
the gradual emergence of a 
preliminary institutional 
policy related to the 
forthcoming implementation 
procedures and expectations” 
(p. 561) 

Preliminary policy 

Characteristic of second stage “reaction and response of 
various constituencies to 
emerging interpretations, 
policies, and procedural 
directives” (p. 561) 

Constituent reaction 

 

 

 



 

205 

Stage 3 Codes 

Mandated change theory 
component 

Definition from Newcombe 
and Conrad 

My code 

Cyclical--trying out new 
options 

“Characterized by cycles of 
decision-making, conflict, 
action, reaction and 
adjustment” (p. 561) 

Conflict cycle 

Testing alternatives “testing one or more 
alternative courses of action 
for dealing with the mandate 
as the institution takes steps 
towards implementation” (p. 
561) 

Testing alternatives 

Effects of implementation 
efforts 

  

 Personnel changes Personnel changes 

 Policy revisions Policy revisions 

 “new definitions of roles, 
responsibilities, and 
expectations among 
participants (especially those 
within the subsystems)” (p. 
561) 

New definitions (roles) 
 

 “new definitions of roles, 
responsibilities, and 
expectations among 
participants (especially those 
within the subsystems)” (p. 
561) 

New definitions 
(responsibilities) 

 “new definitions of roles, 
responsibilities, and 
expectations among 
participants (especially those 
within the subsystems)” (p. 
561) 

New definitions 
(expectations) 
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 “Activity-conflict-response 
cycle may be heightened” (p. 
561) 

Heightened cycle 
response 

 

Stage 4 Codes 

Mandated change 
theory component 

Definition from 
Newcombe and 
Conrad 

My code Notes 

Gradual acceptance  Acceptance Statement 
accepting 
policy 

Implementation of 
policy 

 Implementation  

Action/conflict/respo
nse reduced 

 Reduced cycle 
response 

 

 

Variables Codes 

Mandated change 
theory component 

Definition from 
Newcombe and 
Conrad 

My code Notes 

Administrative 
leadership variables 

   

 Change agent Change agent  

Qualities of an 
effective change 
agent 

Change agent 
“making both a 
decision and a 
commitment to 
change” (p. 562) 

Change agent: 
commitment 

 

 “The ability to act in 
a manner that 
promotes progress 

Change agent: 
promote acceptance 

 



 

207 

and acceptance to 
change within the 
institutional 
environment” (p. 562) 

Facilitative 
substructure variables 

   

 “Structures designed 
and utilized to 
perform mechanistic 
support services and 
task-oriented 
functions” (p. 562) 

Support structures  

 “Substructures may 
also serve as the 
primary means for 
generating or 
increasing support for 
anticipated reforms” 
(p. 562) 

Generating support  

Institutional 
subsystem variables 

   

 “A wide range of 
departments, 
divisions, schools, 
offices, and other 
recognized groups of 
constituents that 
comprise the 
organization as a 
whole” (p. 562) 

DPS  

  Student Affairs  

  Housing  

  Parking and 
transportation 

 

  Communications 
(university) 
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  Faculty Senate  

  Student government  

  Faculty Council  

  Staff Senate  

  DPS Chief  

  DPS officers  

  DPS emergency 
management 

 

  DPS communications  

  Student conduct  

  General 
Administration 

 

  System administrators  

  Faculty  

  Students  

  Staff  

 Constituents external 
to university 
 

State legislators **not part of 
Newcombe and 
Conrad, but 
part of my 
study) 

  Governor  

  Advocacy groups  

  General public/ 
taxpayers 

 

  Federal government  

Factors affecting 
effective 
implementation in 
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subsystems 

 Change agent in 
subsystem 

Change agent 
(subsystem) 

 

 “The activities and 
contributions of the 
subsystem are 
perceived to be 
important by 
influential leaders in 
the central 
administration” (p. 
563) 

Work perceived 
important 

 

Governmental 
intervention 

Second intervention 
on behalf of the 
government to 
enforce 
implementation 

Second intervention  

 

Conditions that Impact Leader’s Commitment to Change Codes 
 

Mandated change theory 
component 

Definition from Newcombe 
and Conrad 

My code 

 Favors mandate, positive 
beliefs about mandate 

Agrees with mandate 

  Disagrees with mandate 

 Change is politically 
favorable/sound to leader 

Sound change 
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Emergent Codes 

Code Notes/ definitions 

Fear  

Gun rights (pro) 
 
Gun rights (against) 

Use for comments about personal 
stance on guns more broadly, or to 
describe others’ stances on guns 

Student development  

Special space Colleges as special, safe spaces 

Police shootings  

School shootings (K12)  

School shootings (college)  

Campus culture Use for discussions of what makes 
institution special culturally (student 
body, traditions) 

Town/gown  Relationship of university to town 

Campus events Events that involve large groups of 
students 

Community events Campus events that involve community 
members (i.e. sports) 

Hospital  

State legislation (other) Use for discussions of legislation 
outside of this bill 

Shootings (other)  
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Appendix D 

HB 937 
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Appendix E 

HB 562 
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Appendix F 

Opinion Statement by UNC Police Chiefs 
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Appendix G 

Memo from Tom Ross 

UNC President Tom Ross: Budget Update 

August 21, 2013 

Members of the University Community: 

Last month, the NC General Assembly approved a state budget for 2013-15 that 
included a significant funding reduction for the University of North Carolina system, 
as well as a number of policy changes that will affect faculty, staff, and students across 
our campuses. While we also secured a number of important wins during this session 
and the University remains fundamentally sound, some of these changes will present 
real challenges. 

For 2013-14, permanent funding reductions assigned to the UNC system total $115 
million, or about 4.5% of our base operating budget. The largest cut components 
include a management-flexibility reduction ($65.8 million), the recapture of all 
efficiencies proposed in the University’s new five-year Strategic Plan ($25.8 million), 
and the elimination of funding for the School of Medicine at UNC-Chapel Hill ($15 
million). After accounting for funding adjustments for enrollment changes and 
reserves for operating new buildings, the net funding reduction for the system is just 
over $64 million, or about 2.5%. For 2014-15, the legislature also mandated tuition 
increases for most nonresident undergraduates that will further reduce our state 
appropriation by $27.2 million. 

While no new funding was appropriated to begin implementing our Strategic Plan, the 
General Assembly authorized the University to redirect some existing resources. At its 
August 9 meeting, the UNC Board of Governors approved the allocation of targeted 
new funding and assigned cuts across our campuses, UNC General Administration, 
and affiliated entities. 
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Absorbing these required reductions will be difficult and painful, but the General 
Assembly provided us with the flexibility to determine how many of the cuts will be 
implemented, enabling campus leaders to mitigate harm to the core mission of our 
institutions. Importantly, we were able to avoid far deeper budget cuts and onerous 
line-item reporting requirements proposed during the session, limit the scope of 
mandated nonresident tuition increases, protect the ownership of intellectual property 
developed on our campuses, and retain oversight and control of our information 
technology operations. In addition, the General Assembly appropriated $60 million for 
building repairs and renovations. This marks the first time in several years that the 
state has provided any resources to help address the growing backlog of deferred 
maintenance on our campuses. 

As we all know, North Carolina is in a period of transition, as evidenced by the fact 
that more than 60% of state legislators are in their first or second terms. We have much 
work to do to build our base of support within the General Assembly. We must help 
new legislators and the public better appreciate our University’s pivotal role in talent 
development and building a strong future for North Carolina. We will need your help 
and support. 

While this is a long-term endeavor, we have already met with some success. Aside 
from the budget, we achieved several positive policy objectives during this legislative 
session, including expanding our authority to self-perform energy conservation and 
efficiency efforts, enabling our campuses to expand e-commerce initiatives, 
streamlining processes that enable our millennial campuses to promote economic 
development, and gaining approval of over $450 million in self-liquidating capital 
projects across the system. We should not forget these legislative victories or the 
legislators on both sides of the aisle who worked with us to achieve them. 

We were not successful on every front. I am concerned about the potential 
consequences of several pieces of new legislation, including House Bill 937, which 
allows concealed-carry permit holders to bring weapons onto campus so long as they 
are kept in a locked vehicle. Our Chancellors and Chiefs of Police worry that having 
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guns on campus will increase risks to public safety and hamper our ability to protect 
students, employees, and visitors. I am also troubled by a section of House Bill 74 that 
allows attorneys to fully participate in student disciplinary proceedings, as it has the 
potential to fundamentally alter processes intended to help students make better 
decisions and is likely to add delay and significant costs to the student disciplinary 
process. 

Despite these funding and policy challenges, the University of North Carolina remains 
one of the most respected institutions of higher education in the world. North 
Carolina’s continued economic recovery will hinge on our ability to develop the strong 
talent pool our businesses and industries need to remain competitive, while also 
continuing to support and nurture the innovation historically present in our state. In 
recent years, we have done all we can to become more efficient without sacrificing 
academic quality. We must continue to ensure that every dollar is spent wisely and 
work with our state leaders, alumni, and other advocates to secure the resources 
required to sustain excellence and better serve the people of North Carolina. 

I am grateful for your dedication to the UNC system and look forward to our continued 
success. We have much about which to be proud, and it is our time to continue our 
University’s historic greatness. Together we will be successful. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Ross 
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Appendix H 

Letter from UNC Student Body Presidents 
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Appendix I 

116.40.5 – Campus Law Enforcement Agencies 
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Appendix J 

Visual Representations of Study Findings 
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Appendix K 

Recommendations for implementation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


