


136 
 

successful....That’s, I think, our next area to address, and I don’t know 

how we will address it. But that seems to be part of this House Bill. So, 

that was really the only thing that will kind of guide us moving forward 

from where we are right now. 

Full-time faculty were very supportive of the threshold piece of the Principles of 

Best Practices in Remediation policy document as a positive benefit to students.  

Referring to the threshold, Tiffany said that she has taught at institutions that did have a 

threshold and some that did not and found the threshold to be beneficial: “I think in the 

long run it will be good for the students...because they will be placed with people who are 

at a similar level, who score the same, and they can really work with progressing and 

learning.”   

Perceptions of detriment. English faculty indicated that the policies would 

negatively affect their students. Eva felt that there was “much obfuscation” in the 

multiple measures area of the Best Practices in Remediation document. The faculty also 

felt the placement measures/instruments were not ideal for writing. Bryn said, “My 

students have been affected already. They don’t have a community of students who are in 

a similar skill set…and that is detrimental to their ability to advance. I think it will 

negatively affect my students, and I think it already has.”    

Neutrality. Some faculty thought that the mandates would have little effect, either 

positive or negative. Maura said that her own professional development and pedagogical 

approaches were more important to her students’ success than the policy mandates, 

stating, “It’s not the legislature that’s going to affect my students. It’s what I learn from 

various sources—certainly by going to AMATYC, by listening to my colleagues.” The 
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adjunct faculty member said that she was unsure how the policies would affect her 

students because, again, she hadn’t been “informed of any change.”   

  Second cycle findings/central research question. Second Cycle coding was 

used to address the study’s main research question, “How do community college faculty 

perceptions of their involvement in the design of developmental education legislation and 

policies, as well as their perceptions of their involvement in the policy implementation 

process, affect their willingness to implement instructional change?” In the second cycle, 

data were coded in two provisional categories: Change Willingness and Change 

Resistance. Sub-codes that emerged were then correlated to Tummers’ (2010) sub-

dimensions.   

Change willingness. Themes that emerged from the Missouri data indicated that 

Change Willingness was demonstrated when faculty perceived that 

 compliance with the mandates was not optional (Strategic Powerlessness);    

 they experienced high levels of influence during the state workgroup meetings 

(Tactical Power);  

 they experienced high levels of influence, autonomy, and support in implementing 

the changes at their institution (Operational Power);  

  the changes would reap benefits to higher education in their state (Societal 

Meaning); and, 

 the changes would reap benefits to their students (Client Meaning).  

    Strategic power. The data showed that faculty demonstrated change willingness 

associated with strategic power when they perceived that compliance with the mandates 

was not optional. Tiffany said that she feels her role in the institutional process is to make 
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sure that her department looks at the policy and “adhere[s] to that.” As a result of that 

role, she says she has been “making all kinds of changes.” Bryn also indicated the 

importance of being in compliance with the law. The English faculty were very aware of 

the need to comply with the mandates and expressed concern that a lack of clarity in the 

policies in regards to placement made it difficult, initially, to know if they were in 

compliance in that area or not. After more discussion at MoDEC meetings, they were 

reassured that their placement methods were, in fact, in compliance. Bryn said, “I feel 

like my role in implementing this is trying to find a way to protect our very effective 

placement method and abide by the law. And I think I’ve done that. I think we have done 

that. And when I say “we,” I mean the administrators and faculty at [---].”   

When discussing how he felt about his lack of involvement with the development 

of the legislation, Michael said, simply, “We have to do this kind of thing.” As with the 

Connecticut policy compliance willingness, this instance of change willingness was 

coded as strategic powerlessness because the faculty did not institute the changes of their 

own volition. It’s more likely that they adopted the changes because not doing so would 

result in repercussions or some execution of punishment for deviation from the rules 

(Gouldner, 1954).    

Tactical power. The faculty demonstrated change willingness associated with 

tactical power when they experienced high levels of influence during the state workgroup 

meetings.  Faculty who had direct input as MoDEC members during the workgroup 

meeting where HB 1042 was discussed and feedback given to the Missouri Department 

of Higher Education seemed most comfortable with changes outlined in the Best 

Practices in Remediation document. Although Donna did not specifically mention the 
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word “change,” her praise for the Department of Higher Education and their willingness 

to solicit input from the MoDEC group, along with her later statement that students 

would be successful if the best practices in the document were successfully implemented, 

suggest that she experienced change willingness as a result of having experienced tactical 

power during the workgroup discussions.   

Operational power. The faculty demonstrated change willingness associated with 

operational power when they perceived that they experienced high levels of influence and 

autonomy in implementing the changes at their institution. The faculty overwhelmingly 

exhibited a willingness to make changes at their institution to address best practices in 

developmental education, and most indicated that they received positive institutional 

support. However, it is difficult to correlate those changes to the policy mandates, as the 

faculty also clearly indicated that they felt their institution was ahead of the policy 

mandates and had been initiating best practices in developmental education for years.  

Janine said, “We have been really a bit ahead of this bill here at my school. We’ve been 

working on best practices since about 2007. Honestly, anything that they’ve done, I don’t 

feel has affected me at all at this point.” She indicated that the faculty regularly 

conducted research and attended conferences to stay up-to-date with instructional best 

practices:  

If you’ve got a smaller group of people—who are like minded, who have 

been to conferences, who have done our research, who have read the 

research—you can move in a direction rather quickly. I think that’s one 

reason that we’re sort of ahead of the curve as far as the state goes. 
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Maura’s comments were very similar. She said, “We try very hard to do that [implement 

best practices].... So, again, it hasn’t changed so much what we do. It isn’t that we 

haven’t changed. It’s that [the legislation] wasn’t our motivation to change. We were 

doing it anyway.” 

In response to questions regarding the implementation timeline, faculty indicated that 

they didn’t find a timeline especially relevant because their institution was already in 

compliance. Janine said, “No one has said you need to do this by such and such a date.  If 

they have, I missed it. We’ve already been moving forward anyway, so I don’t feel like 

we need a timeline because we’re already doing it.” Maura concurred, saying that “Either 

our administration did not inform us well [regarding the timeline], or we were correct that 

were already in compliance. So, it’s really been kind of a non-issue for us.”  

The English faculty felt that they had confirmed that their “very effective placement 

policy” was already in compliance with the state mandates. Faculty across the three 

discipline areas supported a placement threshold as a best practice that provided benefits 

to students and instruction. Some faculty suggested that their institution already has a 

type of threshold in place, with Janine stating, however, that it is “basic—it’s very basic.”  

Societal meaning. The faculty demonstrated change willingness associated with 

societal meaning when they perceived that the changes would reap benefits to 

developmental education in their state. The faculty demonstrated clear willingness to 

implement change when change was linked to a socially relevant goal. The Missouri 

faculty associated the threshold with socially relevant goals, in terms of instructional 

consistency and use of resources. Tiffany said that the threshold will insure instructional 

consistency because the lowest level students generally don’t have the skill set needed to 
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pass the classes. She said that not having a threshold also “puts all the faculty into a 

difficult position when they have to tell the student, ‘You can’t pass this class; you don’t 

have the ability.’”   

Janine noted the significant amount of time and money that is spent on the students 

who start in the lowest level classes when “maybe about ten percent of them are going to 

make it through their four-year degree.” She added that the state could be spending more 

time “guiding and directing them to the path that better suits their strengths” while 

keeping seats available to students who have the ability to benefit from the instruction:  

You know we’re all going to knock our heads somewhere and change our 

path. So I think it’s good. I think you need some entrance requirements 

because these students are going to have to understand that “I have to 

reach some level of skill set before I can go in and take somebody else’s 

seat in this classroom.”   

Client meaning. The faculty demonstrated change willingness associated with 

client meaning when they perceived that the changes would reap benefits to their 

students. Faculty demonstrated willingness to change in the Client Meaning sub-

dimension, again, in relation to the threshold. Faculty supported the statewide threshold, 

questioning the ethics of taking tuition money from students who often had the least. 

Donna noted that dealing with students who are often “underprepared and poor” is 

“another portion of the ethical and moral dilemma” of open access institutions “taking 

money from people over and over” when the students typically will not reach college 

level courses and, “if they do, they’ve run out of money.” The faculty felt that guiding the 

lowest level students to other types of job training programs, “where they can achieve 



142 
 

and feel successful” (Tiffany) would be to their benefit. It is important to note, however, 

that depending upon the cut scores that are established, a statewide threshold may not 

represent a significant change at this institution, which, according to some faculty, 

already has a “very basic” threshold in place.  

Change resistance. The Missouri faculty demonstrated Change Resistance only 

when they perceived that the changes would have negative effects on their students. The 

faculty exhibited change resistance when they perceived that the changes might have 

negative effects on their students (Client Meaninglessness) in two areas: appropriate 

placement into coursework and standardization across institutions. Bryn said she initially 

was concerned that the placement guidelines outlined in the Principles of Best Practices 

in Remediation document would not allow her institution to continue its current, highly-

effective writing placement practices. This caused her some consternation until she 

learned that her institution was “well within the law.” She said, “I felt protective of our 

methodology, which includes various ways of placement, not just the ACT. But it was 

clarified that we are well within the law. I think that speaks to the divided interpretation 

of the law.” She added that “that little squabble, about whether we have to use the ACT” 

was “really concerning” to her and is an example of how the policy mandates might lead 

to standardization, which she notes is not fair because students in different demographic 

areas have different needs: 

That’s what I don’t like about the Missouri House Bill. Any bill that 

mandates uniformity and standardization is concerning to me because each 

school has its own demographic, each school has its own set of issues. 

Each school has its own identity, and in my opinion, I think that we all 
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need the ability to do what works for our students....and not always, but 

increasingly, developmental learners are from disenfranchised 

communities. So there are certain programs and certain ways of doing that 

that will work for us that may not work for other people....It’s this idea 

that standardization is fair that is a bad idea. Standardization is not 

necessarily fair. 

Summary. Table 4.4 illustrates the relationship of Change Willingness to Change 

Resistance in each of the Connecticut sub-dimension thematic areas: 

Table 4.4.  

Missouri Participant Change Willingness/Change Resistance 

Missouri 

Change Willingness Change Resistance 

Strategic Power 

(Rules/Legal Compliance) 

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

Tactical Power        --------------------------- 

Operational Power        --------------------------- 

Societal Meaning        --------------------------- 

Client Meaning Client Meaninglessness 

 

Case-to-Case Comparisons  

 A comparison of the two cases, the Connecticut community college and the 

Missouri community college, illustrates that despite differences in legislation, governing 

body implementation processes, and demographics, the case-to-case faculty perceptions 

are similar across the majority of the sub-dimensions.   

 Legislation/policy implementation. Although the developmental education 

legislation at Connecticut and Missouri was passed just days apart and went into effect 
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less than two months apart, the content of the policies differs considerably. The 

Connecticut legislation is more prescriptive, specifying placement (multiple measures) 

and pedagogical approaches (embedded support, intensive college readiness programs) 

and limiting non-embedded remedial coursework to one semester. The Missouri 

legislation is more open to interpretation, stating that institutions must “replicate best 

practices in remediation” (MDHE, 2016a, par. 2) and reduce ineffective remediation 

methods, while noting that the interpretation of those best practices is at the discretion of 

the coordinating board and institutions (Missouri House of Representatives, 2012). The 

Missouri legislation includes a data reporting requirement. Both states require K-

12/college readiness curricular alignment. Connecticut’s Substitute Senate Bill 40, Public 

Act 12-40 was approved on May 31, 2012, and went into effect on July 1, 2012. Missouri 

House Bill 1042 was approved on June 7, 2012. The Missouri Department of Higher 

Education notes that “Portions of the law went into effect on August 28, 2012 while the 

remaining sections await the outcome of the rule making process.” (MDHE, 2016a, 

par.1). Appendix A. illustrates the similarities and differences in the remediation areas of 

the laws.  

Connecticut and Missouri Policy Implementation.  The Connecticut State 

Colleges & Universities Board of Regents for Higher Education (CSC & U Board of 

Regents) website provides a link to a PA 12-40 overview document titled Connecticut 

Public Act 12-40 An Act Concerning College Readiness and Completion, Topics: 

Remediation, Placement, High School/College Alignment. The document is structured in 

a “Frequently Asked Questions” format and provides clarification regarding what the law 

does (requires that Connecticut higher education institutions “reconfigure” how they 
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Table 4.5. 

Connecticut and Missouri Policy Implementation Procedures 

Connecticut State Colleges & Universities - 

Board of Regents for Higher Education 

Missouri Department of Higher Education – 

Coordinating Board for Higher Education 

Connecticut Public Act 12-40 An Act Concerning 

College Readiness and Completion, Topics: 

Remediation, Placement, High School/College 

Alignment 

Coordinating Board for Higher Education, 

Principles of Best Practices in Remedial 

Education 

 

Workgroups/Collaborations:  

 PA 12-40 Advisory/Steering Committee  

 (4) Regional Strategies Workgroups 

 College Access Challenge Grant 

Workgroup  

 State Board of Education 

 Educator Preparation Advisory Council 

Workgroups/Collaborations:  

 MDHE Taskforce on College and Career 

Readiness  

 Missouri Developmental Education 

Consortium  

 Department of Elementary and Secondary 

Education  

 Smarter Balanced Assessment 

Consortium  

Funding: Approximately $2.5 million, combined, 

from the Connecticut General Assembly and 

Board of Regents/College Access Challenge Grant 

Funding: Unclear at this time whether Missouri 

has made any additional monetary investments to 

aid implementation of HB 1042 mandates 

 

 

Connecticut and Missouri Case Demographics. The two associate degree-

granting institutions case institutions are similar in size. The Missouri community college 

is a single-campus institution; the Connecticut community college is part of a state-wide 

multi-campus system. The Connecticut institution houses developmental education in its 

own department with English and Mathematics faculty. Following the passage of PA 12-

40, reading instruction is embedded, only, and no longer offered as stand-alone 

coursework. The Missouri institution houses developmental mathematics in its own 

department. Reading is also its own developmental department. The developmental 

writing coursework and instruction are housed within the English department. The 

Missouri faculty, combined, have significantly more years of teaching experience than 

the Connecticut faculty, combined, including more years of experience in teaching 
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developmental education. Table 4.6 provides a side-by-side comparison of these and 

additional institutional and participant demographics. 

Table 4.6. 

Connecticut and Missouri Case Demographics 

Institutions  

Connecticut Missouri 

Associate degree-granting institution Associate degree-granting institution 
State-wide multi-campus public system Public, single-campus institution 

8,200 students (approx.)  7,100 students (approx.)  

Developmental Education Department Developmental Math Department 

Participants 

Connecticut Missouri 
8 full-time faculty   7 full-time faculty, 1 adjunct faculty  

4 English/4 mathematics 2 English/2 reading/4 mathematics 

Total combined teaching years (full and part-time): 

113 

Total combined teaching years (full and part-time): 

174 
Total combined developmental teaching years: 105 Total combined developmental teaching years: 169 

Total teaching years range: 5-24 years Total teaching years range: 9-35 years 

 

First cycle findings/themes, comparisons. Numerous cross-case similarities in 

faculty perceptions emerged from the data. In some instances, faculty narratives were 

remarkably similar across the institutions. The following quotes in which the faculty 

shared how they motivate students demonstrate one example of similarities. Alan 

(Connecticut), said, “I try to start off...[the class] by saying, ‘The state is making an 

investment in you by running this class almost at a loss because they believe that you can 

go forward and you can do this.’” Eva (Missouri), stated that she tells her students:  

“I want you take [the class] seriously. It costs much more for you to be here than 

what you are paying in tuition, and I want you to think about the fact that the 

county is investing in you and the state is investing in you.”   
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Although many cross-case similarities among faculty perceptions regarding their level of 

involvement did emerge from the data, differences also appeared within the themes as 

they correlate to Tummers’ sub-dimensions.   

Strategic power. In the strategic power sub-dimension, themes were very similar 

across both institutions, with the exception of some Missouri faculty indicating that they 

were aware of the legislation in their state and had opportunities for providing input.  

Table 4.7 provides a side-by-side illustration.  

Table 4.7. 

Strategic Power Comparisons 

Tummers’ 

Sub-

dimension 

Connecticut Missouri 

Strategic 

power 

Faculty were unaware of the legislation 

until it was too late to influence its 

passage. 

Faculty who were associated with MoDEC 

were highly aware of the pending 

legislation; those who were not involved 

with MoDEC had little awareness.   

Faculty were not involved in the 

development of the legislation. 

Most faculty indicated that they were not 

involved in the drafting of the legislation. 

Faculty satisfaction with their level of 

involvement varied. 

Faculty satisfaction with their level of 

involvement varied. 

Adjunct faculty were neither informed 

about the legislation before it was passed 

nor involved in the drafting of it.  

Adjunct faculty were neither informed about 

the legislation nor involved in its drafting 

and expressed disappointment at not being 

included in the discussions.   

 

Tactical power. In the tactical power sub-dimension, themes varied considerably.  

Connecticut faculty, as a whole, were more involved in state workgroup discussions, but 

while some felt that they were able to exert influence during the decision-making process, 

others felt somewhat disenfranchised during their participation. In Missouri, faculty who 

were MoDEC representatives indicated that they were involved in the workgroups. Table 

4.11 provides a side-by-side illustration. Missouri faculty who were not involved were 

satisfied with their level of involvement, as long as they felt that their constituent groups 
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were represented. Connecticut faculty were highly aware of the legislation and the 

implementation timelines. Missouri faculty had less awareness of the parameters of the 

legislation, as a whole, and were typically unaware of timelines. Adjunct faculty were not 

involved in workgroups. No information was available regarding adjunct perceptions at 

the Connecticut institution; adjunct faculty at the Missouri institution were disappointed 

that they were not asked to participate. Table 4.8 illustrates the side-by-side comparisons.    

Table 4.8. 

Tactical Power Comparisons 

Tummers’ 

Sub-

dimension 

Connecticut Missouri 

Tactical 

Power 

Faculty were well represented on statewide 

workgroups.   
Faculty who were involved with MoDEC 

were also involved with the drafting of the 

CBHE policy document that interpreted the 

legislation.   

Faculty perceived level of workgroup 

influence varied, from high to low.  
Those who were not involved with MoDEC 

were not concerned about their own lack of 

involvement but were concerned that their 

departmental or discipline constituent group 

had representation. 

Faculty were highly aware of the 

implementation timelines and changes.  
Most faculty were unaware of any 

implementation timelines.   

Based upon anecdotal information, adjunct 

faculty were not involved in the policy 

development discussions. No information 

was available to gauge adjunct faculty 

feelings regarding their level of 

involvement. 

Adjunct faculty were not involved in policy 

discussions and expressed disappointment at 

not being included.   

 

Operational power. In the operational power sub-dimension, themes again varied, 

though not as much as in the tactical power sub-dimension. Faculty at the Connecticut 

institution felt highly involved in the implementation processes at their institution and 

enjoyed a high level of autonomy and institutional support. Those who were not involved 

were satisfied with their level of involvement and praised their colleagues for their work.  

Anecdotally, adjunct faculty had limited involvement in any decision-making. At the 
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Missouri institution, faculty who were involved in the institutional implementation were 

pleased with their involvement and felt valued and supported by administration. Full-time 

faculty who were not involved expressed disappointment with their lack of involvement, 

as did adjunct faculty, who were likewise not involved. Table 4.9 provides a side-by-side 

illustration.  

Table 4.9. 

Operational Power Comparisons 

Tummers’ 

Sub-

dimension 

Connecticut Missouri 

Operational 

Power 

Nearly all faculty were highly involved in 

the implementation processes at their 

institution and expressed clear engagement 

and satisfaction with their involvement.  

Most faculty were involved in the 

institutional implementation processes and 

expressed satisfaction with their 

involvement.  

Faculty who were not involved were 

satisfied with their level of involvement.   
Faculty who were not involved expressed 

disappointment at their level of 

involvement.   

Faculty experienced high autonomy and 

institutional support in decision-making, as 

well as administration support.   

Faculty who were involved in the 

institutional implementation processes felt 

that their input was valued and that they 

were supported by administration.   

Anecdotally, adjunct faculty had limited 

input during institutional implementation 

processes. No information was available to 

gauge adjunct faculty feelings regarding 

their level of involvement. 

Adjunct faculty were not involved in the 

institutional implementation processes and 

expressed disappointment at not being 

included.   

 

Societal Meaning. In the societal meaning sub-dimension, themes across the two 

institutions varied considerably. Faculty at the Connecticut institution identified 

numerous benefits to developmental education in their state. The Missouri faculty were 

uncertain what effect the legislation might have on developmental education in their 

state. Two exceptions did emerge—the threshold, which they found highly beneficial, 

and the increased emphasis on K-12 college readiness alignment. They also noted that the 



154 
 

legislation had increased discussion regarding developmental education in their state.  

Table 4.10 provides a side-by-side illustration.  

Table 4.10. 

Societal Meaning Comparisons 

Tummers’ 

Sub-

dimension 

Connecticut Missouri 

Societal 

Meaning 

Increased professional development for all 

faculty – beneficial 

Faculty were uncertain how the policy 

mandates would affect developmental 

education in Missouri, stating that more 

time is needed, as well as improved clarity 

in placement measures. 

Improved instructional consistency – 

beneficial 

Establishment of a “threshold” (minimum 

standards of academic competence) would 

be beneficial. 

Increased adjunct turnover, resulting in 

“new blood” – beneficial 

K-12 alignment will be beneficial.  

Paid professional development for adjunct 

faculty – beneficial 

Legislation has brought discussion 

regarding developmental education to the 

forefront in Missouri. Additional instructional resources - benefit 

Improved completion rates – beneficial 

Increased funding – beneficial 

Improved college readiness alignment with 

the high schools – beneficial 

 

Client Meaning. In the client meaning sub-dimension, faculty perceptions again 

varied considerably across the two institutions. The Connecticut faculty indicated that the 

legislation would benefit their students in several ways. Acceleration for the lowest level 

students, which the faculty found to be detrimental, was the exception. Missouri faculty 

perceptions of client meaning were mixed, but they did clearly feel that the threshold, 

which would affect the lowest level students, would be beneficial. English faculty felt 

that the multiple measures and placement areas of the policy would be detrimental to 

their writing students. Table 4.11 provides a side-by-side illustration.  
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Table 4.11. 

Client Meaning Comparisons 

Tummers’ 

Sub-

dimension 

Connecticut Missouri 

Client 

Meaning 

Acceleration - benefit to most students Faculty perceptions were mixed (positive, 

neutral, negative) in terms of how the 

legislation and accompanying MDHE 

policies would affect their students.   

Acceleration - detriment to lowest-level 

students 

Lack of clarity in the multiple measures area 

of the policy – detrimental to writing 

students. 
Increased student support services - benefit Placement measures – detrimental to writing 

students  

Improved faculty-student engagement - 

benefit  

Threshold - benefit to students 

 
Student trust/empowerment – benefit  

 

Second cycle findings/comparisons. In the second cycle, data were coded in two 

provisional categories: Change Willingness and Change Resistance. Faculty willingness 

to change in response to the legislative mandates was identical across the institutions in 

all five of Tummers’ sub-dimensions. Table 4.12 illustrates the comparisons.  

Table 4.12.  

Change Willingness Comparisons 

Willingness 

(Tummers’  

Sub-

dimensions) 

Connecticut Missouri 

Strategic Power Compliance with the mandates was not 

optional (Strategic Powerlessness). 

Compliance with the mandates was not 

optional (Strategic Powerlessness).    

Tactical Power Faculty who participated experienced 

high levels of influence during the state 

workgroup meetings.  

Faculty who directly participated 

experienced high levels of influence during 

the state workgroup meetings. 

Operational 

Power 

Faculty experienced high levels of 

influence, autonomy, and support in 

implementing the changes at their 

institution. 

Faculty experienced high levels of 

influence, autonomy, and support in 

implementing the changes at their 

institution.  

Societal Meaning The changes would reap benefits to 

higher education in their state. 

The changes would reap benefits to higher 

education in their state. 

Client Meaning The changes would reap benefits to their 

students. 

The changes would reap benefits to their 

students.  
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In the Change Resistance category, however, clear differences in faculty 

demonstrations of resistance to change emerged. The Connecticut faculty demonstrated 

resistance to change in all but two sub-dimensions, Tactical Powerlessness and 

Operational Powerlessness. However, anecdotally, based upon full-time faculty 

narratives, adjunct faculty at the Connecticut institution experienced operational 

powerlessness. The Missouri faculty, on the other hand, demonstrated resistance to 

change in only one sub-dimension, Client Meaninglessness. Table 4.13 illustrates the 

comparisons.  

Table 4.13. 

Change Resistance Comparisons 

 
Resistance 

(Tummers’  

Sub-

dimensions) 

Connecticut Missouri 

Strategic 

Powerlessness 

Faculty had little or no influence on the 

development of the legislation.    

No indicators of resistance in this sub-

dimension. 

Tactical 

Powerlessness 

No indicators of resistance in this sub-

dimension. 

No indicators of resistance in this sub-

dimension. 

Operational 

Powerlessness 

Adjunct faculty, only, experienced low 

levels of influence and autonomy in 

implementing the changes at their 

institution. This information is based 

upon full-time faculty narratives. 

No indicators of resistance in this sub-

dimension. 

Societal 

Meaninglessness 

The changes would have negative effects 

on higher education in their state.  

No indicators of resistance in this sub-

dimension. 

Client 

Meaninglessness 

The changes would have negative effects 

on their students.  

Faculty perceived that the changes might 

have negative effects on their students.  

 

 When Change Willingness and Change Resistance indicators are combined, a 

clear picture emerges of the sub-dimensions in which faculty are most open to or resistant 

to change brought about by the developmental education legislation in their respective 

states.  Table 4.14 provides this illustration.  
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Table 4.14. 

Change Willingness/Resistance, Summary Comparisons 

Change Willingness 

Connecticut  Missouri  

Strategic Powerlessness 

(Rules/Legal Compliance 

Willingness) 

Strategic Powerlessness 

(Rules/Legal Compliance 

Willingness)  

Tactical Power Tactical Power 

Operational Power Operational Power 

Societal Meaning Societal Meaning 

Client Meaning Client Meaning 

Change Resistance 

Connecticut  Missouri 

Strategic Powerlessness        --------------------------- 

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

Operational Powerlessness 

(Adjunct Faculty) 

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

Societal Meaninglessness        --------------------------- 

Client Meaninglessness Client Meaninglessness 

 

The faculty exhibited consistent change willingness across both institutions, but the 

Missouri faculty exhibited much less change resistance than the Connecticut faculty. The 

Missouri faculty demonstrated change resistance in one area, only: client 

meaninglessness. Chapter 5 discusses the case disparities within the resistance area.  
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Chapter 5: Analysis 

Discussion 

Although Tummers’ later studies reference change resistance (Tummers, 2012; 

Tummers, 2013), his 2010 policy alienation framework provided the framework for this 

qualitative study. Tummers’ 2010 quantitative study examined change willingness from 

an inverse perspective, finding that change willingness increased when operational 

powerlessness, societal meaninglessness, and client meaninglessness decreased.  This 

study examined both change willingness and change resistance and their relationship to 

faculty perceptions of their level of involvement in the policy implementation and of the 

policies themselves. However, it examined change willingness correlations using 

modified versions of Tummers’ five sub-dimensions: strategic power (rather than 

strategic powerlessness), tactical power (rather than tactical powerlessness), operational 

power (rather than operational powerlessness), societal meaning (rather than societal 

meaninglessness), and client meaning (rather than client meaninglessness). In the change 

resistance correlations, the study used Tummers’ original five sub-dimensions: strategic 

powerlessness, tactical powerlessness, operational powerlessness, societal 

meaninglessness, and client meaninglessness.  

This study’s findings show that change willingness increases when strategic 

power decreases when faculty comply primarily to conform to legal mandates that they 

were unable to influence. Change willingness also increases when tactical power, 

operational power, societal meaning, and client meaning increase. These findings were 

consistent across both institutions. Change resistance correlations, however, varied 

significantly across the two case institutions. In Connecticut, change resistance occurred 

when strategic powerlessness, operational powerlessness (adjunct faculty, only), societal 
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meaninglessness, and client meaninglessness increased. At the Missouri institution, 

change resistance occurred only when client meaninglessness increased. 

Tummers’ 2010 study did not examine change resistance; therefore, any change 

resistance comparisons to any of Tummers’ later findings are not applicable in this study, 

the framework for which is based upon his 2010 study. Table 5.1 illustrates the 

comparisons across the two institutions and Tummers’ 2010 findings. 

Table 5.1. 

Change Willingness/Resistance, Summary Comparisons with Tummers (2010) 

Change Willingness 

Connecticut  Missouri  Tummers (2010)  

Strategic Powerlessness 

(Rules/Legal Compliance) 

Strategic Powerlessness 

(Rules/Legal Compliance) 

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

Tactical Power Tactical Power --------------------------- 

Operational Power Operational Power Operational Power 

Societal Meaning Societal Meaning Societal Meaning 

Client Meaning Client Meaning Client Meaning 

Change Resistance 

Strategic Powerlessness -------------------------- N/A 

--------------------------- -------------------------- N/A 

Operational Powerlessness 

(Adjunct Faculty) 

-------------------------- N/A 

Societal Meaninglessness -------------------------- N/A 

Client Meaninglessness Client Meaninglessness N/A 
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Punishment-centered compliance vs. change willingness. In the strategic power sub-

dimension, faculty at both institutions exhibited willingness to make changes associated 

with the legislative mandates in their respective states when they perceived that 

compliance was not optional. Although the faculty in both cases demonstrated 

willingness to change in the strategic power sub-dimension, their language indicated that 

it was not necessarily of their own volition. They said they had to “abide by the law,” or 

“meet the law,” or that they did not want to be in “jeopardy of violating laws.” Therefore, 

this researcher found that the faculty actually demonstrated strategic powerlessness in 

this area, as they were not willing to make the change of their own accord and were 

unable to exert influence during the policy-making process.  

Tummers (2013) stated that “highly rule-compliant public professionals are less 

resistant to implementing new governmental policies, irrespective of their content” (p. 

108). Birnbaum (1988) explains that community colleges are bureaucratic structures that 

are heavily reliant upon rules and rule compliance for effectiveness, which may help 

explain why the faculty emphasized meeting the parameters of the laws. Although faculty 

may comply with rules, Bastedo (2007) notes that higher education participants can 

control their workplace surroundings through “ostensibly nonoptimal” behaviors 

(Bastedo, 2007, p. 303). Similarly, Fowler (2004) suggests that institutional implementers 

who oppose educational policies may exhibit token compliance or quietly sabotage 

implementation efforts through such behaviors.  

In his study, Gouldner (1954) introduced the pattern of Mock Bureaucracy, 

building upon Weber’s previous work, which contrasted representative bureaucracy 

versus punishment-centered bureaucracy (Weber, 1947/2012). Gouldner maintained that 
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in order for bureaucratic rules to be effective, they should be achieved through 

implementer buy-in. He further emphasized that legitimacy of the policy goals from the 

stakeholder perspective is important; for example, a goal embraced by administration as 

rational and expedient might be rejected by the front-line implementing professionals 

who see it as neither rational nor expedient (Gouldner, 1954).   

Strategic powerlessness as expressed by the faculty in this study conforms to two 

of the factors identified by Gouldner as representative of Mock Bureaucracy: 1) “The 

rules are imposed on the group by some ‘outside’ agency. Neither workers nor 

management, neither superiors nor subordinates, identify themselves with or participate 

in the establishment of the rules or view them as their own,” and 2) “Neither superiors 

nor subordinates can, ordinarily, legitimate the rule in terms of their own values” 

(Gouldner, 1954, p. 216). Although the faculty at both institutions were committed to 

carrying out the letter of the law, in some instances, they did so with regret because the 

laws were not consistent with their values or perceptions of student benefit. Diane, in 

referring to the lowest level developmental students at her institution, explained this 

regret, saying that she felt “sad” that she couldn’t meet the needs of those students and 

meet the law, but added that she “did an awesome job of meeting the law.” Diane was 

compliant in this instance but clearly not engaged.   

In order for change to be successful, it should be transformative, influencing not 

only stakeholder actions but their attitudes, as well (Cejda & Leist, 2013). Because the 

changes within the Strategic Power sub-dimension were not executed of the faculty 

members’ own volition nor are they necessarily representative of the faculty members’ 

own values, the faculty change willingness comes with a caveat. In such instances, the 
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faculty may perceive themselves as subject to punishment-centered bureaucracy 

(Gouldner, 1954) and thus fear deviation from the rules. This study finds that such 

punishment-centered expressions of change willingness are not associated with power but 

powerlessness and therefore are not true examples of change willingness. 

Policy development exclusion and faculty change resistance. Change resistance 

in Tummers’ strategic powerlessness sub-dimension was indicated at the Connecticut 

institution when faculty demonstrated resistance to full participation within a workgroup, 

stating that it was “hard to get down to business” because of the anger they felt at not 

being asked for input when the legislation was being developed. Although the faculty had 

been made aware of the legislation at some point, as Diane said, “it was too far past” 

when they learned of it. Because they were not made aware of the legislation early in its 

development nor allowed to give input, it’s likely that the faculty did not “identify 

themselves with or participate in the establishment of the rules or view them as their 

own” (Gouldner, 1954, p. 216). As a result, they were initially resistant to working on 

implementation solutions because they could not accept that the legislation was 

developed without their input, and they were “not happy about it.” At the strategic level, 

then, change resistance is related to the exclusion of subject-matter experts (faculty) from 

the educational policy development process.  

The Missouri faculty did not express clear indicators of change resistance in the 

strategic powerlessness sub-dimension. However, the absence of expressions of change 

resistance does not necessarily indicate that no resistance exists. Two faculty indicated 

that they communicated through the MoDEC group during the very early discussions 

regarding the legislation. Donna stated that through her involvement with MoDEC, she 
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knew about the legislation approximately six months before it was passed. She did not 

indicate having given input to the legislation itself but did indicate having given input 

later in the process during the drafting of the “rule-making” document that resulted from 

the legislation. Donna stated that the Assistant Commissioner for Academic Affairs 

brought the initial draft of that document to MoDEC for comments. She added that the 

draft then went through several iterations, was also vetted through the Chief Academic 

Officers across the state, and “came back for a final run through all of us to see what 

comments we wanted to make. Many of us on MoDEC made extensive comments and 

many of our comments and perspectives found their way into…[the] policy.” It is 

possible that Donna may have expressed some resistance to the initial rule-making 

document, and her concerns were addressed by the Missouri Department of Higher 

Education during the vetting process that she described. If so, her change resistance may 

have been resolved by the time the interviews were conducted. 

Bryn stated that she worked with her institution’s representative on campus “to 

provide feedback to the proposed bill before it went through legislation” but later 

indicated that she didn’t hear anything back and didn’t “feel good” about the lack of 

response. She did not indicate the nature of the feedback that she gave, the content of 

which may have indicated resistance that may have been addressed through the vetting 

process. Bryn did indicate that she stayed informed through the MoDEC listserve during 

the workgroup discussions but was comfortable with constituent representation there. 

However, if she had expressed objections that were addressed at the policy development 

stage, that could account for absence of resistance in her interview narratives. It is 
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likewise possible that Missouri faculty resistance simply did not exist within the strategic 

and tactical sub-dimensions.   

Instructional impact of policy changes and faculty change resistance. Themes 

that emerged from the first-cycle Missouri data did indicate that the Missouri faculty 

believed that they were already in compliance with the mandates, and, in fact, out in front 

of them. They felt that the legislation and MDHE policy document left room for 

interpretation and that “best practices” and “multiple measures” were not clearly defined. 

Faculty either saw it as “just another initiative coming down the pike” or didn’t see the 

mandates as representing significant change. From their perspectives and interpretation of 

the law, they were already incorporating best practices.   

Because the Connecticut legislation had an almost immediate and very significant 

impact upon the delivery of developmental education in the state, the Connecticut faculty 

appeared to have been stunned when they realized the extent of the effects that the 

legislatively-mandated curriculum and teaching methodology changes would have at 

their own institution, within their own departments and classrooms. Fernandez and 

Rainey (2006) contend that because humans “are highly adaptable to gradually emerging 

conditions, a shock or stimulus of significant magnitude is typically required for them to 

accept change as inevitable” (2006, p. 170). The Connecticut faculty clearly experienced 

a significant shock, stating that their “jaws dropped” when they first learned of the 

prescriptive legislation.  

The Missouri House Bill 1042 “best practices” legislation, on the other hand, 

allows for broader interpretation. Therefore, it is possible that the faculty at the Missouri 

institution believed the legislation itself did not represent change and did not demonstrate 
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resistance as a result, or they were able to adapt to the conditions that gradually emerged 

as the MDHE rule-making document for the legislation was developed, with their direct 

or indirect input. Change resistance, therefore, may be linked to the extent of the policy 

changes and the significance of their impact upon current practices. Again, it is also 

possible that the faculty demonstrated change resistance during the early phases of the 

policy development and that resistance was resolved by the time the interviews were 

conducted. 

Policy workgroup influence and faculty change willingness. Connecticut State 

Colleges and Universities Board of Regents Faculty Advisory Committee minutes from 

September 2012 state that “4 task forces, based in four regions, have been formed to 

begin considering the implementation of PA 12-40” (CSC & U BOR FAC minutes, 

September 14, 2012, p. 3). Despite some change resistance that arose during early 

workgroup discussions in Connecticut, faculty at both institutions who participated in 

statewide workgroups demonstrated overall change willingness, with Connecticut faculty 

stating that they eventually were not only comfortable with change but saw their 

participation as an opportunity “do something better,” “charge ahead,” and “take the 

lead.” Those who did not participate directly were comfortable with the representation 

they experienced through constituent group involvement.  

Missouri faculty who participated in workgroups felt that they exerted significant 

influence, especially in the threshold discussions, and that MDHE had done a good job 

with the process and exhibited change willingness. The majority of the faculty at both 

institutions were not involved with the workgroups but felt comfortable with being 

uninvolved, as long as they were represented by constituent groups. However, they did 
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indicate that they wanted the “right” people and constituent associations to represent 

them. Neither faculty group demonstrated change resistance in Tummers’ tactical 

powerlessness sub-dimension.  

Bastedo (2007) emphasized the importance of including instructional leadership 

constituent groups during the legislation implementation process, especially the faculty 

themselves, who are the front-line implementers in the classroom. Fowler (2004) 

suggests that leaders who are planning an educational policy implementation include 

teachers in the planning process, stating that “More than any other participants, they will 

understand both the opportunities and potential difficulties the policy change brings with 

it” (p. 282). She adds that a “representative sample” (p. 282) of the teachers may be 

included in the planning process (Fowler, 2004). Implementation and rule-making 

processes in both states utilized faculty as subject matter expert resources and involved 

them in decision-making, research and development. Faculty in Missouri who did not 

participate themselves did want representation from departmental colleagues, as well as 

broad constituent organization representation from a variety of developmental education 

and discipline-specific organizations. Connecticut faculty were satisfied with the 

representation from their departmental colleagues, most of whom appeared to be involved 

in discipline-specific and developmental education organizations.  

This involvement of faculty and acknowledgement of their voices accounts for the 

faculty buy-in and engagement in the processes. Faculty who were not directly involved 

at both institutions indicated that they relied upon their constituent groups, whether 

faculty from their department or constituent organizations, to represent them within the 

workgroups, indicating a level of trust in indirect representation. Again, Tummers (2011) 
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notes that individuals who are comfortable with representation from their professional 

associations may not feel the need to be directly involved in policy development. 

Therefore, change willingness at the tactical level is associated with faculty inclusion, 

directly or through peer group representation, in policy implementation planning 

workgroups established by governing bodies.  

Autonomy, trust, and support and faculty change willingness. Faculty at both 

institutions demonstrated change willingness in Tummers’ operational power sub-

dimension. When discussing the implementation processes at their institutions, the 

Connecticut faculty demonstrated clear engagement and enthusiasm as they noted that 

they were ahead of many community colleges in the state in terms of developing and 

implementing pilot programs in response to the legislation. They expounded upon the 

“good work” that they and their colleagues had been engaged in and voluntarily shared 

detailed information on their new strategies and curriculum. This enthusiasm contrasted 

strongly with the muted demeanor of the participants during the early part of the 

interviews when the focus was upon the legislation and their level of participation and 

awareness.   

Connecticut faculty were highly engaged in the change process at their institution 

and expressed pride in their departments, their colleagues’ work, and their own research 

and curriculum development. They felt that the response at their institution to the 

mandates was a team effort. Some faculty shared that they had already begun to research 

co-requisite initiatives and felt they were out-in-front of the legislation in that regard.  

Faculty enjoyed the research and development processes, indicating that they experienced 

the opportunity to be creative, make decisions, and employ innovation—knowing that 
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they were supported while doing so. The Connecticut faculty repeatedly noted that they 

felt trusted and supported by their institution and its administration, even to the level of 

the president. They stated that their immediate supervisors and the administration trusted 

them to do their jobs and appreciated their work during the change process. Indicating 

that the faculty experienced a high level of autonomy, one participant said that they were 

“really free to just run with our ideas, which feels really good—to know that you are 

trusted.” Kouzes and Posner (2007) found that trust is vital to organizational change and 

innovation, noting that top-performing organizations “trust empowered individuals to 

turn strategic aims into reality” (p. 225) and adding that “The more trusted people feel, 

the better they innovate” (p. 225).   

This high level of trust and autonomy, the latter of which Tummers notes as the 

“defining characteristic of professional work,” (2013, p. 142) allowed the faculty to 

experience operational power at their institution, making them feel that they and their 

contributions were valued. This perceived level of trust, autonomy, and valuing can also 

account for the forward movement at the Connecticut institution in implementation of the 

policy at their school. The faculty noted that they were ahead of many community 

colleges in the state in terms of developing and implementing pilot programs in response 

to the legislation. Despite their reports that the process was nothing less than “grueling” 

and “exhausting” in terms of the amount of time and effort they expended, they not only 

persisted in developing innovations at their institution, but expressed clear excitement 

and pride in their work and the work of their colleagues. Fowler (2004) notes that it is not 

unusual for frontline implementers to feel “overloaded, tired, anxious, and confused” (p. 

287) during the early phases of an implementation. However, during the late stage of a 
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successful implementation, the implementers will begin to “feel in control and proud of 

their accomplishments” (Fowler, 2004, p. 288).  

The Missouri faculty expressed change willingness in Tummers’ operational 

power dimension, as well, particularly in the areas of pro-active change, research and 

creativity, team-work, and institutional support. Missouri faculty felt that they were 

“ahead of the curve” in response to the legislation and had been working on best practices 

for several years. They, too, mentioned the value of having the support of administration 

and of team work—working with a “like-minded” group of people who had done their 

research—when the necessity for making expeditious changes arose. The Missouri 

faculty exhibited a “matter-of-fact” demeanor when discussing the implementation at 

their institution, as they displayed confidence that they were already in compliance with 

the legislation before it was passed. Although they outlined some changes that had 

occurred in response to the legislation (e.g., the “splitting” of the math department into 

developmental/non-developmental), it was difficult in some instances to ascertain 

whether those changes were actually initiated in direct response to the legislation or as 

departmental planning strategies that met the best practices definition but were 

implemented as part of a broader departmental/institutional initiative. In either case, the 

initiatives appear to have addressed the parameters of the mandates. In conclusion, 

change willingness at the institutional operations level is associated with autonomy, trust 

and support granted to front-line faculty implementers by institutional leadership.  

Instructional planning exclusion and adjunct faculty change resistance. Change 

resistance appeared in Tummers’ Operational Power sub-dimension with adjunct faculty, 

only, and at the Connecticut institution, only. Although an adjunct faculty member was 
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interviewed at the Missouri institution, she did not express change willingness or 

resistance to the legislation, likely because she was completely uninformed regarding it. 

Adjunct faculty were not interviewed at the Connecticut institution; therefore, any 

conclusions of adjunct change resistance there are purely anecdotal. However, faculty 

narratives indicate that some adjunct faculty did not want to “deal with the changes” and 

chose not to teach the classes, rather than adjust to the curricular updates.  

Fowler (2004) emphasizes the importance of bringing “grassroots implementers” 

(p. 282) into the educational policy implementation planning process, as “their input is 

essential” (p. 282). She notes that teachers are one of those primary stakeholder groups. 

Her discussion focuses upon the P-12 setting. She does not mention substitute teachers, 

likely because they are, in a sense, transient workers who fill short-term assignments. At 

the community college, however, adjunct faculty represent a significant percentage of the 

faculty at large. They are typically hired for semester-long assignments and are 

responsible for the same curriculum delivery and achievement of student outcomes as the 

full-time faculty. As such, they may expect to be included in planning processes when 

significant instructional change is in the offing.  

While the faculty concur that adjuncts at the Connecticut institution were well-

informed, the adjuncts themselves appear to have had little input during the decision-

making processes. The adjunct faculty member who was interviewed at the Missouri 

institution was neither informed nor involved. Though she did repeatedly mention that “it 

would have been nice” to have been informed and included, she did not express clear 

resistance. Similarly, one full-time faculty member at the Connecticut institution who 
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was still serving as an adjunct during the very early phases of the implementation stated 

that she was not involved but would have liked to have been involved at that time. 

Rifkin (2000) notes the growing community college practice of employing 

adjunct faculty. While the percentages of adjunct faculty employed at community 

colleges is increasing, it is also not uncommon for community colleges to hire adjunct 

faculty for full-time positions. In fact, 12 of the 15 full-time faculty participants in this 

study had previously served in an adjunct capacity at a higher education institution, 

typically at a community college. Some had been employed as adjunct faculty at their 

current institution. Rifkin (2000) found that “full-time faculty are more involved in the 

academic and disciplinary concerns and responsibilities of the educational community 

than are part-time faculty” (Rifkin, 2000, Professionalism section, para. 4). Because 7 of 

the 8 Connecticut faculty had previously served as adjunct faculty, their perspectives 

regarding the part-time instructors could be influenced by their own experiences as 

adjunct faculty, during which they were not involved in “the academic and disciplinary 

concerns” of the institution.  

Full-time faculty at both institutions appreciated being given autonomy and 

freedom in decision-making processes at the institutional level. One faculty member at 

the Connecticut institution said she tried to bring some of the adjuncts into the early 

discussions. However, on the whole, the full-time faculty and/or their supervisors at both 

institutions failed to involve adjunct faculty in their departments in the decision-making 

processes. This lack of involvement and concomitant operational powerlessness could 

account for the change resistance expressed by the adjunct faculty at the Connecticut 

institution. Tummers (2013) found that operational powerlessness has “an average-to-
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strong influence on resistance to implementing policies” (p. 142), supporting Fowler’s 

(2004) contention that front-line implementers should be brought into planning processes. 

Lack of influence and involvement may explain why some adjunct faculty at the 

Connecticut institution refused to adopt the changes and chose, instead, to forgo future 

assignments. Adjunct faculty change resistance is therefore associated with their 

exclusion by full-time faculty and/or instructional leaders from policy-related 

instructional and curricular change planning at the institutional level.  

Funding support and faculty change willingness. Faculty at both institutions 

demonstrated change willingness in Tummers’ societal meaning sub-dimension. Faculty 

at the Connecticut institution saw the mandated changes and correlating adjunct 

resistance as a means of doing “some weeding” that they felt needed to occur, enabling 

them to bring in new adjunct faculty or “fresh blood,” which also helped improve 

instructional quality and consistency. Further, they were also very willing to adopt 

changes that brought increased funding for developmental education initiatives. Funding 

was the clearest indicator of change willingness in the societal meaning sub-dimension at 

the Connecticut institution. Fowler (2004) states that one of the most effective uses of 

financial resources is not to provide stipends pay increases but to provide support for the 

front-line implementers. At the Connecticut institution, faculty change willingness was 

directly associated with the extra state and grant funding made available for carrying out 

the new initiatives during the implementation process.  

The Missouri faculty demonstrated change willingness in the societal meaning 

sub-dimension in response to the legislation, but only in regards to the threshold, for 

which they demonstrated consensus support. However, since some faculty indicated that 
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their institution already has a “very basic” threshold in place, it is unclear whether their 

willingness to support that initiative is directly tied to the mandates. Their institution has 

made developmental education changes, but, as one faculty member stated, “[The 

legislation] wasn’t our motivation to change. We were doing it anyway.”   

Policy efficacy and faculty change resistance. The Connecticut faculty exhibited 

change resistance only when they perceived that implementation of the policies might not 

be feasible “on the ground level,” due to the rushed nature of the implementation. 

Gouldner (1954) found that for bureaucratic rules to be effectively implemented, they 

must be judged “capable of achieving the desired results” (p. 234), by the implementers. 

In a discussion of performance management systems for policy implementation, 

Tummers (2012) noted that some “undesirable effects” can occur “when output criteria 

become more important than societal outcomes” (p. 69). In some cases, the faculty in this 

study felt that output criteria, such as financial and expediency considerations, were being 

given more consideration in the policy implementation discussions than benefits to their 

students. Tummers (2013) found a stronger connection exists between societal/client 

meaninglessness and change resistance than exists between strategic/tactical 

powerlessness and change resistance. Tummers (2013) contends that this is because 

professionals are invested in engaging in and implementing meaningful initiatives and 

need to understand the logical foundation for those initiatives. Because certain 

Connecticut faculty felt that the policy implementation was too rushed, they would have 

been unable review and research the initiatives before implementing them, resulting in 

their expression of resistance because they could not, with certainty, attach value to them. 

Fowler (2004) found that in order for a policy to be deemed appropriate, adequate 
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resources for carrying it out should be identified. These resources are not limited to funds 

but also to space, personnel, and time. When front-line faculty implementers perceive 

that adequate resources have not been established prior to the implementation, they are 

likely to resist the changes.  

Institutional culture and faculty change resistance. The Missouri faculty 

demonstrated no resistance to change in the Societal Meaning sub-dimension. This 

phenomenon can be explained by the faculty members’ assumption that they were 

already in compliance with the policies and had been implementing best practices for 

years; therefore, they did not view the legislative policies as representing significant 

change. For instance, they may have readily accepted the threshold initiative—one of the 

most controversial initiatives arising from the workgroup rule-making process—because 

they had already instituted a basic version of a threshold at their institution and it was an 

accepted part of their culture. Keup, Walker, Astin, and Lindholm (2001) note that 

“faculty are the gatekeepers of culture and tradition on the campus. When long-held 

cultural beliefs are challenged by change efforts, faculty naturally perceive the change 

initiative as threatening...[and] resistance will be the usual response to any transformation 

effort” (p. 4). This study found that change resistance is inversely associated with policy 

challenges to existing institutional culture. Because the institution of a threshold does not 

challenge the cultural beliefs of the faculty at the Missouri institution, they did not resist 

it, as other faculty might whose institutions have not had any type of threshold in place.  

Community college student benefit and faculty change willingness. Faculty at 

both institutions demonstrated change willingness and change resistance in Tummers’ 

Client Meaning sub-dimension. In Connecticut, faculty demonstrated a propensity to 
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change when discussing the additional student academic support brought about by the 

increased developmental education funding resulting from the legislation. The Missouri 

faculty exhibited change willingness, again, in regards to the threshold, but this time as it 

applied to student benefit. They felt that students who lack the ability to benefit from 

college coursework, even at the developmental level, can be more successful with a 

threshold in place because they can be guided to more appropriate education and 

training—whereas, without a threshold, those students are being “set-up” for failure.   

Again, it should be noted that Tummers (2013) found a stronger connection 

between the meaning of a policy to a public professional and his or her willingness to 

change than to that individual’s ability to provide input regarding a policy. When the 

faculty determined that some of the policy provisions were beneficial to their students, 

they attached value to the policy, even if the benefits, such as funding for student support 

initiatives, were derived indirectly as a result of the policy implementation, rather than as 

part of the policy itself.   

Tummers (2010) cites Brewer and Selden (1998) who note that Public Service 

Motivation (PSM) is associated in part with compassion (as cited in Tummers, 2010). 

Tummers (2010), in turn, relates compassion to client meaninglessness (in this study, 

client meaning). When faculty at both institutions discussed benefits to their students, 

they referenced the unique characteristics of their student population at their individual 

institutions. Faculty at both institutions described students who require remediation as 

those who often experience hardships, not only in terms of the low level academic skills 

that they possess, but also in terms of poverty, lack of family support, and other types of 

social disenfranchisement.  The faculty identified these and other non-cognitive issues, 
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such as poor study skills, as barriers to their students’ academic success. Their 

expressions of empathy for these students extended beyond a superficial understanding of 

the students’ situations and well into an arena of compassion and a strong desire to 

provide whatever support is necessary to assist their students in overcoming these 

barriers, thereby providing the impetus for change willingness. Consequently, community 

college faculty implementer change willingness is directly associated with their 

compassion for their particular student population and the benefits the changes provide 

thereto.  

Community college student success barriers and faculty change resistance. The 

Connecticut faculty demonstrated change resistance when discussing the regional 

developmental education centers, an idea that was proposed during workgroup meetings 

but later abandoned due to the unfeasibility of the project. Connecticut Board of Regents 

minutes note that PA 12-40 language indicated that the Faculty Advisory Committee 

would be consulted in developing “options for an intensive college readiness program” 

(CSC & U BOR FAC minutes, September 14, 2012, p. 3). The minutes further note that 

“The Faculty Advisory Committee was not informed of the regional task forces, nor of 

the proposed regional remedial support centers” (CSC & U BOR FAC minutes, 

September 14, 2012, p. 3). However, when discussing the regional centers proposal, the 

faculty did not demonstrate resistance because they were initially uninformed about the 

regional centers, but exhibited resistance in the client meaning sub-dimension because 

they felt that the centers would not have served their student population well. They stated 

that the regional centers that had been proposed would have made their students feel 

disconnected from the college community, created transportation difficulties for the 
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students, and significantly diminished instructional effectiveness/student learning. As a 

result, the faculty stated that they “were really against” the idea and said that they gave 

“pushback” to the initiative, which was ultimately discarded. Although they exhibited 

resistance here in the client meaning sub-dimension, they also exerted influence in the 

tactical power sub-dimension, wherein public professionals are able to exert influence on 

the way a policy is implemented at their organization (Tummers, 2010). In this study, the 

collective colleges and universities across the state represented the organization. The 

faculty across the state banded together, fought the regional centers concept, and won the 

battle within their larger state organization to protect their students’ interests.   

In addition, the Connecticut faculty had concerns that no “safety net” had been 

established for the lowest-level students who were unable to meet the remediation 

standards outlined in the legislation. Because their open-access community college 

culture had provided instruction for the lowest level students, the faculty were resistant to 

the changes that limited access, particularly since, from their perspective, no viable 

alternatives had been discussed for those lowest level students. From the faculty 

perspective, these students would be left with no educational options since Adult Basic 

Education (ABE) classes, one alternative that the faculty said had been suggested, would 

not appropriately serve the needs of those students. Their compassion for these lower-

level students exhibited itself in change resistance in the client meaninglessness sub-

dimension.  

Missouri English faculty demonstrated change resistance when discussing the 

areas of the Best Practices document that they felt would negatively affect their writing 

students, saying they “felt protective” of their methodology and that any bill that 
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“mandates uniformity and standardization” is not fair because of each school’s unique 

issues and student demographic, adding, “It’s this idea that standardization is fair that is a 

bad idea. Standardization is not necessarily fair.” Fairness from a social justice 

perspective could be associated with compassion, and faculty compassion for their 

students within their demographic could be associated with their change resistance.  

The faculty at the Missouri institution, as a whole, embraced the threshold 

initiative as a best practice. Though, contrary to the community college mission, the 

threshold may prevent the lowest level students from enrolling in remedial coursework, 

the faculty felt that it is the most ethical approach. They concurred that it is unethical to 

expend the lowest level students’ time and money by allowing them to enroll (sometimes 

repeatedly) in coursework in which they can never succeed. They also felt that providing 

alternative pathways for those students is a more morally ethical and, thus, compassionate 

approach. This view differs from that of the Connecticut faculty, who not only valued 

open access but questioned whether any alternate “safety net” routes would be made 

available to the lowest level students. At both institutions, the faculty were primarily 

concerned about the best interests of the students, regardless of their open access 

philosophies. Subsequently, change resistance increased when the community college 

faculty associated the policy changes with increased barriers to success for their 

particular student population.  

Change resistance disparities between cases. As previously noted, Connecticut 

faculty exhibited change resistance in four of Tummers’ five sub-dimensions— strategic 

powerlessness, operational powerlessness, societal meaninglessness, and client 

meaninglessness. However, Missouri faculty exhibited change resistance in the client 
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meaninglessness sub-dimension, only. In the strategic powerlessness sub-dimension, 

Connecticut faculty were highly engaged and energized due to the very prescriptive 

nature of that legislation and the fact that the first iteration of that legislation—which was 

later “softened” (Diane)—virtually eliminated developmental education in the state, 

according to faculty narratives. The legislation itself delineated the coursework models 

that institutions would be able to offer. Being accustomed to making those types of 

decisions themselves, the faculty were stunned that, as the subject matter experts and 

front-line implementers, they were not involved in the legislative decision-making 

process. In fact, it took them some time to process that these mandates changes were 

actually happening.  

Missouri legislation was less specific and left much more room for interpretation.  

Faculty concerns centered upon multiple measures and placement instruments, rather 

than pedagogy (directly) or access. Thresholds are included in MDHE Principles of Best 

Practices in Remediation policy document but had not been implemented across Missouri 

at the time of this study. However, faculty at the Missouri case institution indicated that a 

very basic version of a threshold was already in use at their school. Again, because a type 

of threshold was part of their institutional culture, faculty readily accepted the state-

mandated threshold that may have created controversy at other institutions in Missouri.   

Connecticut faculty were given opportunities to participate in statewide decision-

making at the tactical level; however, at this point, the rule-making process was 

completed, for the most part, through the legislation, and the workgroup discussions 

centered upon implementation processes. In Missouri, the legislation itself was relatively 

vague by comparison, and faculty and their constituent groups participated in the rule-



180 
 

making process as the Missouri Department of Higher Education Task Force on College 

and Career Readiness, in coordination with the Assistant Commissioner of Academic 

Affairs and the Missouri Developmental Education Consortium (MoDEC), developed the 

Principles of Best Practices in Remediation rule-making document for identifying and 

implementing initiatives in response to the legislation. As such, Missouri faculty were 

able to participate, either directly or indirectly (through their constituent groups) in the 

rule-making process, whereas Connecticut faculty participated only in the 

implementation processes for rules that had been established.   

Tummers (2013) explains the significance of these differences, in terms of the 

meaningfulness of the workgroup participation to public professionals:  

Being offered participation if you feel that the policy rules and regulations 

are already set in stone does not offer much. If participation is to be 

practiced, it should be a means to enhance the meaningfulness of a policy, 

not a goal in itself. For example, policy makers and managers could 

arrange work sessions with professionals or professional associations to 

discuss a new policy before it is fully defined, enabling it to be adapted 

based on the outcomes of these discussions. In this way, participation can 

help to draft a better policy, which will enhance its meaningfulness (p. 

147).  

In Missouri, faculty were allowed to discuss the policy through the rule-making 

document development process and, therefore, found the policies more meaningful. As a 

result, they demonstrated less resistance to the policies themselves than did the 

Connecticut faculty, whose workgroups were charged with carrying out implementation 
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of policies that were relatively “set in stone” (Tummers, 2013, p. 147) by the time the 

faculty were brought into the discussions.  

Operational powerlessness was demonstrated only at the Connecticut institution 

and then only by adjunct faculty. Evidence to support adjunct faculty resistance at the 

Connecticut institution is anecdotal, collected from the faculty narratives and their 

descriptions of the adjunct faculty reactions to the changes. It is possible that the adjunct 

faculty resistance was not related to their lack of influence during the process but to other 

factors. The adjunct faculty member at the Missouri institution who was interviewed 

knew so little about the legislation and the Best Practices in Remediation policy 

document that she was unable to fully understand the context of many of the interview 

questions; this may explain why she demonstrated no clear resistance.  

The Connecticut faculty demonstrated change resistance in the societal 

meaninglessness sub-dimension because they felt that the entire implementation process 

was “rushed” and, therefore, questioned the feasibility of it. From their perspective, there 

had not been time to fully assess the appropriateness of the initiatives in terms of societal 

outcomes. The Missouri faculty considered their departments and institution to be out-in-

front of the legislation in their state and saw the threshold as a positive societal outcome.  

Again, relative to the Connecticut legislation, the Missouri legislation, and even the 

MDHE rule-making Principles of Best Practices in Remediation document, is not 

particularly prescriptive.   

 Comparisons to Tummers.  Professional associations can have substantial 

influence upon policies, as they assume an important negotiating or representative role in 

interactions with regulatory bodies, such as the state (Greenwood, Suddaby, & Hinings, 
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2002; Tummers, 2011). Tummers (2011) notes, however, that the extent of their 

influence is limited by the perceived power of the association by the policy developers—

in the case of Missouri and Connecticut, the state legislatures. As a result, professional 

associations, when perceived as strong, may be able to significantly increase the indirect 

power of the constituent group that they represent, in this study, the faculty at community 

colleges in each state. In Missouri, the faculty were represented by the Missouri 

Developmental Education Consortium (MoDEC). This influence may account for a less 

prescriptive policy that was ultimately issued by the Missouri Department of Higher 

Education.   

Tummers (2011) further suggests that the perceived status of a profession can also 

affect the extent to which a public professional experiences policy alienation and 

resultant willingness or resistance to change. Tummers uses school teachers and social 

workers as examples of low-status professions that may experience less discretion in 

policy implementation. Tummers correlates high-status professions with “autonomy and 

influence” (2011, p. 10). The college professorship, even at the community college level, 

is generally considered a high-status profession. In addition, unlike P-12 teachers in the 

United States, college faculty are accustomed to exerting influence and to experiencing 

significant autonomy, particularly in curricular matters (Birnbaum, 1988). Birnbaum 

states that faculty became “more professionalized” during the early twentieth century and 

have since “tend[ed] to think of themselves as the university” to the point, even, of 

usurping some of the power previously held by boards of trustees (1988, p. 5). This 

perception of professional influence over curricular matters and expectation of autonomy 
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is not limited to university professors but extends to community college faculty, as well 

(Rifkin, 2000).  

Tummers (2011) does make a significant distinction between discretion and 

operational powerlessness, stating that if plotted, they would be at opposite ends of a 

continuum. The professional status (influence and autonomy) that faculty are accustomed 

to experiencing as operational power at their institution, then, may not transfer directly to 

strategic power at the state level, where professional status “is accorded the competence 

to define problems, determine solutions and monitor the functioning of the system” 

(Bucher and Stelling, 1969, as cited by Tummers, 2011, p. 10). Legislative bodies, 

through higher education committees or subcommittees, may expect to exercise the 

strategic power needed to identify educational issues, discover solutions and assess the 

implementation of the solutions. This legislator expectation of discretion can create a 

disconnect with faculty, who are accustomed to such discretion within their own 

profession, as the subject-matter experts. Diane, a Connecticut participant, experienced 

this disconnect, realizing the significance of such committees after learning about the 

developmental education bill that was about to be voted on in her state: 

[The bill] came out of the Higher Education Committee, so had anyone 

been reading the minutes of [that committee], we would have learned what 

I learned only right at the very end....And again, had we been reading the 

minutes of just that higher ed subcommittee, we would have been more 

fully involved....I’m in a profession, and I’m not keeping track of the law. 

I didn’t even know there was a Higher Education Committee. So I don’t 
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really feel like that was their fault.  I feel like that was my fault, as a 

consumer. 

 Tummers notes that “everyday professionals are different and disconnected from 

professional elites, who represent them in their associations” (2011, p. 11). Because of 

this disconnect, information regarding the legislation may not have reached faculty in a 

timely fashion.  

However, Connecticut State Colleges and Universities Board of Regents Faculty 

Advisory Committee minutes from April 2012 indicate that the Board of Regents (BOR) 

had little notice about the bill, as well. When faculty at the Faculty Advisory Committee 

meeting asked about the BOR’s position on the legislation, a BOR representative 

responded that “the bill surfaced publicly without prior notice, and so there was no time 

to engage the BOR in its complexities and develop a cohesive position” (CSC & U BOR 

FAC minutes, April 13, 2012, p. 1). In this instance, the higher level representation 

associations likewise may not have been well-informed in the early stages and, therefore, 

would not have disseminated the information outward.  

Study relationship to policy implementation frameworks. Tummers (2010) 

policy alienation framework formed the framework for this study. In his 2010 study, 

Tummers examined public professionals’ willingness to change in regards to new 

policies. However, his study participants were mental healthcare professionals. Fowler 

(2004) gives a comprehensive overview of the policy implementation process from an 

educational perspective; however, her discussion centers upon P-12 schools, often 

referencing leaders as “principals.” This study is unique in that it examines change 

willingness from the perspective of community college faculty who teach developmental 
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education and examines their willingness to change in the context of higher education 

policies that address developmental education practices. All of the aforementioned 

professional groups can be considered public professionals. Birnbaum (1988) notes that 

higher education has its own, distinctive culture, and community colleges are represented 

within that culture.  

The particularistic higher education culture presents its own challenges in 

implementation of change. One factor that sets community college faculty apart from 

mental health professionals is the concept of shared governance, which carries with it 

faculty expectations of autonomy and participation, particularly in issues surrounding 

curriculum, instruction and assessment. These expectations may account for some of the 

differences in findings between this study and Tummers’ (2010) study. The educational 

environment described in Fowler’s (2004) text may likewise explain some of the 

similarities between the findings contained herein and her explanations of the 

implementation process and suggestions for coping with opposition to it. Although higher 

education culture does differ somewhat from P-12 culture, some aspects of the 

educational environment are universal.  

Several findings in this study provide additional insights to Tummers (2010) 

study and Fowler’s (2004) reference work. First, Tummers (2010) found that public 

professionals’ change willingness was driven more by values (societal meaning, client 

meaning) than influence (strategic power, tactical power). While the findings for this 

study agree with Tummers’ findings for the operational power, societal meaning, and 

client meaning sub-dimensions, this study found that the faculty also exhibited change 

willingness in the tactical power sub-dimension, which Tummers explains as “the 
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professionals’ perceived influence on decisions concerning the way the policy is 

implemented within their own organisation [sic]” (2010, p. 7). Because community 

college faculty are accustomed to participative governance, particularly in matters of 

instruction, they are invested in how the policy will be implemented—in this case, 

statewide. Fowler (2004) recognizes the importance of participative implementation, 

stating that “it must include representatives of two key stakeholder groups: building 

principals and teachers. Because they will be the grassroots implementers, their input is 

essential” (p. 282).  

This study also found that the faculty exhibited change willingness in the strategic 

power sub-dimension, but because that willingness was based upon pressure to comply 

with mandates and not internal motivation, this researcher found that the faculty 

willingness was not an expression of strategic power but of powerlessness. Tummers 

(2010) makes no change willingness differentiation between internally motivated 

compliance (values or self-interest) and externally motivated compliance (fear of 

consequences related to non-compliance). In a later study, Tummers (2013) suggested 

that “highly rule-compliant public professionals are less resistant to implementing new 

governmental policies, irrespective of their content” (p. 108). However, Fowler’s (2004) 

study warns of potential consequences when individuals (in her study, educational 

professionals) exhibit token compliance, as they can sabotage an implementation through 

what Bastedo calls “ostensibly nonoptimal” behaviors (2007, p. 303). Although the 

faculty in this study complied with the mandates, they suggested that their compliance 

was based upon fear of punitive measures, which Gouldner (1954) notes as an 

undesirable basis for eliciting cooperation.  
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Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations 

Analysis of the findings produced the following conclusions, implications and 

recommendations.    

Conclusion #1. Faculty demonstrate change resistance when they are not brought 

into the discussions during the policy development stage.  

Implications. Because college faculty are accustomed to exercising a high level of 

autonomy and freedom of expression and are highly-regarded professionals, subject-

matter experts, and front-line implementers, they expect to be allowed to participate in 

policy discussions related to instruction and assessment. Faculty are generally 

comfortable with being represented by their constituent groups, particularly their 

discipline-specific constituent groups.  

In the Missouri model, the legislation itself left room for interpretation. That 

interpretation took place during the development of the rule-making policy document.  

Faculty were allowed to provide input and influence during the rule-making process by 

participating directly or indirectly (through constituent representation) in policy 

document development. In the Connecticut model, the legislation itself was prescriptive, 

and faculty were allowed input during the implementation of the rules, only. As a result, 

Connecticut faculty exhibited change resistance to the legislation and Missouri faculty 

did not. This has implications for lawmakers, state higher education governing boards, 

and instructional administration, as well as faculty. As Tummers (2013) noted, being 

allowed input during the rule-making process makes the rules more meaningful to the 

participants. Tummers further found that it is the meaningfulness of the policies 

themselves, not the influence that public professionals exert during the policy-making 
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process, that affects their willingness to change. However, since according to Tummers 

(2013) being allowed input increases perceived meaningfulness of a policy, leaders—

from legislators to academic administrators—should consider that involving faculty in 

true decision-making at the policy development level can increase buy-in and 

engagement with the policies, effecting transformational change. Connecticut faculty 

member Lauren summed this up, saying, “I think that...had there been more collaboration 

from the beginning, it might have sparked effective change more globally.” 

 Recommendations. State legislatures should consider providing a clear venue for 

faculty input during development of legislation that affects instruction and/or assessment.  

Because of the logistical difficulties associated with involving all faculty, involvement of 

higher education constituent groups, particularly discipline-specific groups, could be 

considered. Alternatively, legislation could be developed that is somewhat broad in 

nature, and faculty could be given input to the rule-making process during the 

development of a policy document to interpret and implement the laws. Broad language 

in the legislation would also allow for policies to be revisited by governing boards and 

revised with input from faculty professionals as new best practices and research emerge. 

Workgroups should provide an avenue for faculty participation in policy decision-

making, not just allowing participation in implementation decisions for policies and rules 

that are already “set in stone.”  

Conclusion #2. Faculty are more likely to fully engage in instructional change 

initiatives at the institutional level, even if the changes are externally mandated, if they 

experience a climate of trust and support at their institution.    
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Implications. Faculty at both institutions were engaged in changes at their 

institutions and said they felt supported by their administration. Despite heavy workloads 

during the implementation process and being asked to implement policies that they had 

had virtually no opportunity to influence, the Connecticut faculty were highly motivated 

and reported enjoying the scholarly and creative processes they engaged in during the 

policy implementation at their institution. They indicated that they experienced support 

from across the institution and a high level of trust from their administration. The faculty 

translated this trust and support as autonomy—the freedom to “run with their ideas.”  

They not only felt respected as professionals but noted that they experienced 

administration support when it was most needed.   

This conclusion has implications for instructional administrators, as well as other 

instructional stakeholders across campus that can provide support for faculty involved in 

developing innovative instructional initiatives. Kouzes and Posner (2007) advise current 

or prospective leaders that “Without trust, you cannot get extraordinary things done” (p. 

224). The massive overhaul of the developmental education curriculum and assessments 

that took place at the Connecticut institution in response to the legislation certainly 

qualifies as “extraordinary.” Keup, Walker, Astin, and Lindholm (2001) indicate that 

“trust is enhanced” (p. 3) when decision-making takes institutional culture into account. 

The administrators at both institutions provide models of acknowledging faculty 

autonomy and creating an atmosphere of trust to accomplish instructional change goals.  

Recommendations. Administration should strive to create an atmosphere of trust, 

supporting faculty and allowing them autonomy to make course development and 

program decisions during the change process.   
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Conclusion #3.  When adjunct faculty are not included in change discussions and 

allowed to give input, even at the institutional, operational level, they may experience the 

same resistance to change that full-time faculty experience if they are not included at the 

strategic level.   

Implications. Adjunct faculty, like full-time faculty, view themselves as the front-

line implementers who are “in the trenches every day.” Again like full-time faculty, they 

see themselves as subject-matter experts and, as such, would like to have some input in 

instructional decisions. When they are given information but no input, they may resist 

change. To adjunct faculty, the operational level may appear like the strategic level does 

to full-time faculty, where rules are often made without their input. This conclusion has 

implications for full-time and adjunct faculty, but, more importantly, for instructional 

administrators, primarily at the dean or department chair level. Again, citing Tummers, 

when rules are meaningful to a public professional, he or she is more likely to be open to 

change (2010), and meaningfulness can be achieved by allowing the professional input in 

the rule-making process (Tummers, 2013).  

While adjunct faculty don’t hold the same rank as full-time faculty, they are still 

front-line implementers and subject-matter experts. Because they often teach at more than 

one institution, they may even have knowledge regarding different instructional 

approaches that a long-time full-time faculty member may not be aware of. As such, they 

have much to bring to discussions. Further, because adjunct faculty generally teach as 

large or a larger percentage of the overall curriculum at a community college than the 

full-time faculty do, having their buy-in can be important to instructional consistency. 

When adjunct faculty find rules less than meaningful because they are “imposed on the 
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group by some ‘outside’ agency” (Gouldner, 1954, p. 216) (i.e., the full-time faculty 

and/or administration), they may comply in order to keep their assignments but may not 

be fully engaged, which could have a negative impact on instructional consistency.  

Recommendations. Communication and engagement should be consistently 

applied across faculty rank to guarantee buy-in and instructional consistency and reduce 

change resistance among adjunct faculty. Adjunct faculty should be brought into the 

change process early, either through departmental participation or as part of a 

developmental education advisory board, which might also include constituent group 

representation from student support, advising, or other instruction and assessment 

stakeholders. In either case, adjuncts should not only receive communication but should 

be allowed to participate in decision-making processes. As with full-time faculty, it is not 

necessary to involve all adjunct instructors, but their constituent group should have 

representation.  

Conclusion #4. Faculty are more likely to embrace statewide change initiatives if 

they believe that they have societal value, including feasibility of implementation.  

Implications. The findings of this study are consistent with Tummers’ (2010) 

findings that “change willingness of implementing professionals is more dependent on 

the perceived value of the policy for society and their own clients, than on their perceived 

influence on a strategic or tactical level” (p. 17). Gouldner (1954) found that bureaucratic 

rules are more likely to be effective if the front-line implementers consider the policies 

both capable of achieving the desired results and morally appropriate. Although the two 

case institutions identified different benefits to society in the change willingness themes, 

faculty at both institutions exhibited change willingness when they perceived that the 



192 
 

policies would have positive effects on developmental education outcomes in their state. 

The Missouri faculty change willingness centered upon the benefits of a threshold. 

Connecticut faculty change willingness surrounded improved instructional consistency 

and increased student support, made available through additional funding that resulted 

from the legislation in their state. Connecticut faculty demonstrated change resistance 

when they perceived that the implementation of the policies was too rushed and, 

therefore, not feasible. These conclusions have implications for legislators and governing 

boards, as well as instructional administrators, other instructional stakeholders (such as 

academic advising), and faculty. Poor feasibility can result in costs to institutions, states, 

and society in general, in terms of wasted resources, whether human capital and/or funds.  

Recommendations. 1) Faculty should be involved in discussions that challenge the 

community college mission of open access and allowed to provide input regarding 

limiting/expanding student access. 2) Faculty should be involved in the early phases of 

implementation discussions and sufficient time should be available to allow faculty to 

conduct research on initiatives before the implementation of pilots. 3) Legislative 

mandates should be accompanied by funding to support instructional innovations and 

provide student support services, which also provide benefits to faculty in the classroom 

when students are able to get outside assistance. Again, faculty are more likely to adopt 

policy changes if they find those changes meaningful (Tummers, 2010).  

Conclusion #5. Faculty are more likely to embrace instructional change initiatives 

if they believe that they will benefit their students. Faculty are more likely to resist 

change initiatives if they believe that those initiatives will be detrimental to their students.  
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Implications. Findings in the client meaning sub-dimension are very similar to 

those in societal sub-dimension. Faculty felt that some of the same initiatives that are 

beneficial to developmental education outcomes across the state are also beneficial to the 

individual students in their classes. Connecticut faculty again showed willingness to 

change when increased funding as a result of the legislation provided additional student 

support. The Missouri faculty change willingness again centered upon the benefits of a 

threshold. Conversely, the Connecticut faculty demonstrated change resistance related to 

limiting access to the lowest level students. In both cases, faculty demonstrated empathy 

and compassion for the lowest level students, who they perceived to be “caught in the 

middle.”   

Connecticut faculty also demonstrated change resistance to the proposed regional 

centers because they would be detrimental to the students academically, socially (in terms 

of their feeling disconnected from the college community, etc.), and physically (in terms 

of creating barriers to transportation and, therefore, access to services). This may also 

account for the Connecticut faculty’s resistance to change in the societal value area due to 

lack of feasibility of initiatives. Missouri faculty demonstrated change resistance in the 

client meaning area when they perceived that placement instruments and multiple 

measures initiatives may affect whether or not their students are appropriately placed in 

coursework.  

Client meaning is, in fact, the only area in which faculty at both institutions 

demonstrated change resistance. This is highly significant and has implications for 

legislatures, state governing boards, and instructional administrators, as it suggests that 

faculty may resist an initiative, regardless of its benefits to themselves or to society as a 
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whole, if they perceive it to be detrimental to their students—whether academically, 

socially, or in terms of logistical feasibility and access to instructional services.  

Tummers (2010) provides insight as to why this may be true. Citing Brewer and Selden 

(1998), Tummers (2010) explains that compassion is one of the four dimensions that 

contribute to the concept of Public Service Motivation (PSM) (as cited in Tummers, 

2010). Tummers relates compassion to client meaninglessness (2010); in other words, 

compassion in this study might be correlated to client meaning. In their interview 

narratives, the faculty (public servants) at both institutions clearly demonstrated 

compassion for their students, providing many anecdotes about students who struggled 

and succeeded (and sometimes did not succeed) and the barriers that they faced, whether 

external or self-imposed.  

Recommendations. Policies should be flexible enough to allow faculty to apply 

the policy “standards” to meet the academic, social, and physical access needs of their 

particular student populations and the placement and assessment instruments appropriate 

to their particular discipline.  

Limitations  

 This study has several limitations, including the following.  

Methodology.  Tummers’ 2010 policy alienation concept provided the framework 

for this study, which also addressed change resistance. Tummers included change 

resistance in later studies (2013), but it was not addressed in his 2010 study.  Therefore, 

change resistance findings in this study do not have correlative findings in Tummers’ 

framework.   
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One adjunct faculty member was interviewed at the Missouri institution. No 

adjunct faculty were interviewed at the Connecticut institution. Therefore, adjunct faculty 

data gathered from that institution were anecdotal, taken from full-time faculty 

accountings of adjunct faculty behaviors.  

One question was omitted during each of two participant interviews at the 

Connecticut institution and one question during one interview at the Missouri institution 

through researcher oversight. However, one of the Connecticut participants did cover the 

context of the omitted question within her interview narratives.  

Researcher reflexivity. Merriam (2009) cites Lincoln and Guba (2000), who 

explain that researcher reflexivity allows the researcher to engage in “the process of 

reflecting critically on the self as researcher, the ‘human as instrument’” (p. 183, as cited 

in Merriam, 2009). This researcher has 20 years of experience teaching developmental 

English coursework at a Missouri community college, in both independent study learning 

center and classroom environments. I began teaching developmental coursework as a 

learning center tutor, then as an English adjunct faculty member, and finally, as a full-

time, tenured English faculty member.  

In August 2007, my last year as a full-time faculty member, the State of Missouri 

passed Senate Bill 389, which required that Missouri Higher Education institutions 

publicly post faculty academic credentials, course schedules, class assignments, and 

instructor ratings by students. These policies were created to provide potential and 

current students with “consumer information.” During the following year, I was involved 

in some discussions regarding how to implement the instructor ratings piece of the policy, 

which was controversial among some faculty. My role changed from faculty to division 
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chair during the implementation process, allowing me to experience the implementation 

from both perspectives. 

For the past eight years I have served as an instructional administrator. During my 

four years as Division Chair of Communication & Fine Arts, I supervised faculty and 

helped administer developmental education coursework in English and reading. In my 

current role as Dean of Arts and Science Education, developmental mathematics also 

falls within my purview. I have attended the Missouri Developmental Education 

Consortium (MoDEC) general assembly meetings in the past, but I have not served as a 

campus representative to MoDEC, nor was I directly involved in providing input to the 

MDHE Best Practices in Remediation policy document. I did provide indirect input 

through requests for feedback that were distributed by our institution’s Chief Academic 

Officer. I have since worked with the faculty and division chairs at my institution to 

implement the standards outlined in that document and have championed best practices 

developmental education instructional approaches on our campus, including accelerated 

coursework and co-requisite models.  

In addition, in 2014-2015, I served on a statewide task force that was charged 

with revising the dual credit policies for Missouri. The resulting policies were approved 

by the Coordinating Board for Higher Education in June 2015. Over the past months, I 

have been involved in implementing the new policies at our institution and high school 

partner sites. This collaborative experience has provided me with an understanding of a 

policy change process from the development level through the institutional 

implementation level and empathy for all stakeholders along the way. 
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Throughout my study, I have made a concerted effort to objectively portray the 

faculty experiences and perceptions as genuinely as possible, by careful analysis and 

interpretation of the data. In addition, I used member checking to help verify my initial 

findings and utilized both first and second cycle coding methods. The variety of roles that 

I have experienced while working at a community college has also helped broaden my 

perspectives and enabled me to view implementation situations through the lens of 

adjunct faculty member; full-time, tenured faculty member; division chair; and 

administrator. As a former first-generation community college student, I can also 

empathize with the community college student point of view, as I understand first-hand 

the non-cognitive challenges that these students often face as they work toward degree 

completion. Each role likely brings with it some bias, but I believe that these roles in 

combination, along with verification strategies, have helped to minimize that bias and 

bring a balanced perspective to my study.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

A review of the findings and implications of this study presented several possible 

avenues for future research, as follows.  

Because academic organizations and culture differ from other organizations, even 

other not-for-profit organizations, future research might attempt to more closely replicate 

Tummers’ research, using as a framework one of his later studies that do address change 

resistance. Such research might apply a quantitative approach and larger sample size, 

similar to that in Tummers’ 2010 study, applying that methodology to the higher 

education professorship as a type of public professional.  

An additional recommendation for future research would be to apply Tummers’ 

change willingness concepts in a study of community college and/or four-year college 
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adjunct faculty to determine how their willingness to change affects how they comply 

with differing instructional approaches when teaching the same coursework at two or 

more institutions.  

Future researchers might also examine how the experiences of full-time faculty 

who have previously served as adjunct faculty affect their attitudes toward inclusion of 

part-time instructors in curricular and instructional decision-making. 

Further, faculty responses to questions regarding the effect of the mandates on 

developmental education outcomes were often phrased in uncertainty, with some faculty 

noting that time is needed to allow the new initiatives to take full effect and then to 

measure the outcomes. To address the question of outcomes, a longitudinal study could 

be conducted in both states to measure the effectiveness of the mandated developmental 

education initiatives over time.  

Finally, a study could be conducted to determine the best approach to serving the 

needs of students who need the lowest level of remediation. This study might include 

investigation of the feasibility of statewide thresholds for student placement into college 

coursework, including remedial coursework. The study might also examine the relevancy 

of the widely-held view of the community college mission in terms of open access. 

Similarly, it might help establish a clear definition of student success, including whether 

or not that definition should hinge upon the student’s achievement of a credential.   

Conclusion 

Ultimately, the faculty embraced the legislative changes imposed by their states, 

primarily because, in the final analysis, they believed that the changes brought benefits to 

developmental education in their respective states and to students in their classrooms.  
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However, much angst could have been avoided and perhaps even more transformative, 

global change effected if faculty had been allowed to provide input—as the subject-

matter experts and professionals in their fields—from the inception of the legislation. As 

Alan, a Connecticut faculty member, said, “So, overall, it’s good. It’s the way it got 

there.” Hopefully, future developmental and other state-legislated instructional change 

initiatives will invite the faculty professionals in at the outset of the change journey, 

rather than waiting until the course has been determined.  
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 Appendix A. 

Connecticut and Missouri Legislation, Side-by-Side Comparisons 

Connecticut—Substitute Senate Bill No. 40,  

Public Act No. 12-40 (PA 12-40) 

 

Missouri—House Bill No. 1042,  

96th General Assembly, 2012, An Act  

 “Not later than the start of the fall semester of 2014 and 

for each semester thereafter, if a public institution of higher 

education determines, by use of multiple commonly 

accepted measures of skill level, that a student is likely to 

succeed in college level work with supplemental support, 

the public institution of higher education shall offer such 

student remedial support that is embedded with the 

corresponding entry level course in a college level 

program. Such embedded support shall be offered during 

the same semester as and in conjunction with the entry 

level course for purposes of providing the student with 

supplemental support in the entry level course” 

(Connecticut State Senate, 2012, Section 1. (b). 

“Not later than the start of the fall semester of 2014 and for 

each semester thereafter, if a public institution of higher 

education determines, by use of multiple commonly 

accepted measures of skill level, that a student is below the 

skill level required for success in college level work, the 

public institution of higher education shall offer such 

student the opportunity to participate in an intensive 

college readiness program before the start of the next 

semester. Such student shall complete such intensive 

college readiness program prior to receiving embedded 

remedial support, as provided in subsection (b) of this 

section. The Board of Regents for Higher Education, in 

consultation with Connecticut's P-20 Council and the 

faculty advisory committee to the Board of Regents for 

Higher Education, shall develop options for an intensive 

college readiness program” (Connecticut State Senate, 

2012, Section 1. (c).).   

“Not later than the start of the fall semester of 2014 and for 

each semester thereafter, no public institution of higher 

education shall offer any remedial support, including 

remedial courses, that is not embedded with the 

corresponding entry level course, as required pursuant to 

subsection (b) of this section, or offered as part of an 

intensive college readiness program, except such institution 

may offer a student a maximum of one semester of 

remedial support that is not embedded, provided (1) such 

support is intended to advance such student toward earning 

a degree, and (2) the program of remedial support is 

approved by the Board of Regents for Higher Education”  

(Connecticut State Senate, 2012, Section 1. (d).).   

 

“The coordinating board for higher 

education shall require all public two-year 

and four-year higher education 

institutions to replicate best practices in 

remediation identified by the coordinating 

board and institutions from research 

undertaken by regional educational 

laboratories, higher education research 

organizations, and similar organizations 

with expertise in the subject, and identify 

and reduce methods that have been found 

to be ineffective in preparing or retaining 

students or that delay students from 

enrollment in college-level courses.” 

(Missouri House of Representatives, 

2012, HB1042, 173.005.1.(6), lines 53-

59). 

 

 

  

 

 



215 
 

Appendix B. 

            Interview Questions 

1. To what degree were you aware of what was happening in state policy related to 

 developmental education prior to the implementation? 

(Probes: If you were aware, how did you become aware of what was happening? 

How do you feel about how you were/were not aware of what was happening?) 

2. How were you involved in drafting the developmental education policies resulting 

 from the passage of HB1042/SB40? 

(Probes: How do you feel about how you were/were not involved? If you were 

involved, how do you feel about the manner in which the statewide policy 

development process was conducted?) 

3. How were you involved in drafting the developmental education policy 

implementation process resulting from the passage of HB1042/SB40? 

(Probes: How do you feel about how you were/were not involved? If you were 

involved, how do you feel about the manner in which the implementation process 

was drafted?) 

4. What was the timeline for the institutional implementation process? 

5. Can you describe for me your involvement in the institutional implementation 

process?  

6. How do you feel about your role in the institutional implementation process? 

7. Please share with me how the 2012 developmental education legislation changes 

the delivery of developmental education in your state.  
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8. How do you think these changes will affect developmental education outcomes in 

your state?  

9. How do you think the policy changes will affect students in your developmental 

education courses?  

10. Are you a full-time or part-time faculty member?  

11. How long have you been teaching developmental education students in (Math. 

Writing/Reading, Writing, or Reading) relative in time to when the policies took 

effect?                     

12. Tell me about your prior developmental education teaching experience.  

13. Whom else should I speak with?   
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Appendix C. 

Faculty Interview Protocol 

Institution:   _____________________________________________________ 

Interviewee (Title and Name): ______________________________________ 

Interviewer: _____________________________________________________ 

Introductory Protocol 

____Review of Informed Consent Document 

____Participant Checked Audiotaping Box 

____Participant Given Copy of Informed Consent Form 

Introduction 

The purpose of this research study is to describe and interpret developmental education faculty 

perceptions of their level of involvement in developmental education legislation implementation 

processes in their states, either Connecticut or Missouri.  Further, the study will examine how 

perceived level of involvement may affect faculty willingness to implement instructional change.  

You have been invited to participate in this study because you are a faculty member who has 

taught developmental education coursework at your institution prior to the implementation of 

2012 developmental education legislation.  

Other Topics Discussed:____________________________________________________ 

Documents Obtained: 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Post Interview Comments or Leads: 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix D. 

     IRB Approval Letter 

 

 

January 13, 2015  

 

Shirley Davenport 

Department of Educational Administration 

10212 Huntington Rdg Festus, MO 63028  

 

Richard Torraco 

Department of Educational Administration 

120 TEAC, UNL, 68588-0360  

 

IRB Number: 20150114835EX 

Project ID: 14835 

Project Title: Implementation of State Developmental Education Policy: A Comparative 

Case Study of Faculty Perceptions of Involvement 

 

Dear Shirley: 

 

This letter is to officially notify you of the certification of exemption of your project. 

Your proposal is in compliance with this institution's Federal Wide Assurance 00002258 

and the DHHS Regulations for the Protection of Human Subjects (45 CFR 46) and has 

been classified as exempt, category 2. 

 

You are authorized to implement this study as of the Date of Exemption Determination: 

01/13/2015. 

 

We wish to remind you that the principal investigator is responsible for reporting to this 

Board any of the following events within 48 hours of the event: 

* Any serious event (including on-site and off-site adverse events, injuries, side effects, 

deaths, or other problems) which in the opinion of the local investigator was 

unanticipated, involved risk to subjects or others, and was possibly related to the research 

procedures; 

* Any serious accidental or unintentional change to the IRB-approved protocol that 

involves risk or has the potential to recur; 

* Any publication in the literature, safety monitoring report, interim result or other 

finding that indicates an unexpected change to the risk/benefit ratio of the research; 

* Any breach in confidentiality or compromise in data privacy related to the subject or 



219 
 

others; or 

* Any complaint of a subject that indicates an unanticipated risk or that cannot be 

resolved by the research staff. 

 

This project should be conducted in full accordance with all applicable sections of the 

IRB Guidelines and you should notify the IRB immediately of any proposed changes that 

may affect the exempt status of your research project. You should report any 

unanticipated problems involving risks to the participants or others to the Board.  

 

If you have any questions, please contact the IRB office at 472-6965. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Becky R. Freeman, CIP 

for the IRB 
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Appendix E. 

   Connecticut Informed Consent Form 

 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

IRB# 20150114835EX 

Identification of Project:  

Implementation of State Developmental Education Policy: A Multiple Case Study of Faculty 

Perceptions of Involvement 

Purpose of the Research: 

The purpose of this research study is to describe and interpret developmental education faculty 

perceptions of their level of involvement in developmental education legislation implementation 

processes in their states.  Further, the study will examine how perceived level of involvement 

may affect faculty willingness to implement instructional change.  You must be 19 years of age or 

older to participate. You are invited to participate in this study because you are a faculty member 

who has taught developmental education coursework in your state.  

Procedures: 

Participation in this study will require approximately 45-60 minutes of your time. You will be 

asked to respond to 12 interview questions: 8 questions regarding your perceptions of your level 

of participation in state-legislated developmental education policies and policy processes and 4 

demographic questions.  The study will use a reflexive interview model that may include follow-

up questions, as needed.  The interview will take place in your faculty office and will be digitally 

audio-taped, with your permission.  

Risks and/or Discomforts: 

There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this research. In the event of problems 

resulting from participation in the study, psychological treatment is available on a sliding fee 

scale at the UNL Psychological Consultation Center, telephone (402) 472-2351. 

Benefits: 

There are no direct benefits to the participants. Participation in this study may benefit participants 

indirectly by providing an opportunity for reflection upon their engagement with the curricular 

and/or pedagogical changes mandated by the legislation, as well as any associated effects upon 

student outcomes.  
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Confidentiality:  

Any information obtained during this study that could identify you will be kept strictly 

confidential. The data will be stored in a locked cabinet in the investigator’s office and will be 

seen by the investigator, only, during the study and for one year after the study is complete. The 

information obtained in this study will be published in a qualitative doctoral dissertation, but 

pseudonyms will be used to identify participants, and institutions will be identified only as “a 

Missouri community college” or “a Connecticut community college”. The transcriptionist has 

signed a confidentiality agreement, and the audiotapes will be erased after transcription. 

Compensation: 

There will be no compensation for participating in this research. 

Opportunity to Ask Questions: 

You may ask any questions concerning this research and have those questions answered before 

agreeing to participate in the study or during the study. You may also call the investigator at any 

time at her office phone, (636) 481-3333, or after hours, (573) 705-2935. If you have questions 

concerning your rights as a research subject that have not been answered by the investigator or to 

report any concerns about the study, you may contact the University of Nebraska-Lincoln 

Institutional Review Board, telephone (402) 472-6965. 

Freedom to Withdraw: 

You are free to decide not to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time without adversely 

affecting your relationship with the investigators, the University of Nebraska, or your institution. 

Your decision will not result in any loss or benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 

Consent, Right to Receive a Copy: 

You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participate in this research study. Your 

signature certifies that you have decided to participate having read and understood the 

information presented. You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep. 

___________        Check if you agree to be audio taped during the interview. 

Signature of Participant: 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Signature of Research Participant      Date 

 

Name and Phone number of investigator(s): 

Shirley Davenport, Doctoral Candidate, Principal Investigator  Office: (636) 481-3333 

Dr. Richard Torraco, Ph.D., Secondary Investigator   Office: (402) 472-3853 
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Appendix F.  

Missouri Informed Consent Form 

 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

IRB# 20150114835EX 

Identification of Project:  

Implementation of State Developmental Education Policy: A Multiple Case Study of Faculty 

Perceptions of Involvement 

Purpose of the Research: 

The purpose of this research study is to describe and interpret developmental education faculty 

perceptions of their level of involvement in developmental education legislation implementation 

processes in their states.  Further, the study will examine how perceived level of involvement 

may affect faculty willingness to implement instructional change.  You must be 19 years of age or 

older to participate. You are invited to participate in this study because you are a faculty member 

who has taught developmental education coursework in your state.  

Procedures: 

Participation in this study will require approximately 45 minutes of your time. You will be asked 

to respond to 12 interview questions: 8 questions regarding your perceptions of your level of 

participation in state-legislated developmental education policies and policy processes and 4 

demographic questions.  The study will use a reflexive interview model that may include follow-

up questions, as needed.  The interview will take place in your faculty office or by telephone and 

will be digitally audio-taped, with your permission.  

Risks and/or Discomforts: 

There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this research. In the event of problems 

resulting from participation in the study, psychological treatment is available on a sliding fee 

scale at the UNL Psychological Consultation Center, telephone (402) 472-2351. 

Benefits: 

There are no direct benefits to the participants. Participation in this study may benefit participants 

indirectly by providing an opportunity for reflection upon their engagement with the curricular 

and/or pedagogical changes mandated by the legislation, as well as any associated effects upon 

student outcomes. 
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Confidentiality:  

Any information obtained during this study that could identify you will be kept strictly 

confidential. The data will be stored in a locked cabinet in the investigator’s office and will be 

seen by the investigator, only, during the study and for one year after the study is complete. The 

information obtained in this study will be published in a qualitative doctoral dissertation, but 

pseudonyms will used to identify participants, and institutions will be identified only as “a 

Missouri community college” or “a Connecticut community college”. The transcriptionist has 

signed a confidentiality agreement, and the audiotapes will be erased after transcription. 

Compensation: 

There will be no compensation for participating in this research. 

Opportunity to Ask Questions: 

You may ask any questions concerning this research and have those questions answered before 

agreeing to participate in the study or during the study. You may also call the investigator at any 

time at her office phone, (636) 481-3333, or after hours, (573) 705-2935. If you have questions 

concerning your rights as a research subject that have not been answered by the investigator or to 

report any concerns about the study, you may contact the University of Nebraska-Lincoln 

Institutional Review Board, telephone (402) 472-6965. 

Freedom to Withdraw: 

You are free to decide not to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time without adversely 

affecting your relationship with the investigators, the University of Nebraska, or your institution. 

Your decision will not result in any loss or benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 

Consent, Right to Receive a Copy: 

You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participate in this research study. Your 

signature certifies that you have decided to participate having read and understood the 

information presented. You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep. 

___________        Check if you agree to be audio taped during the interview. 

Signature of Participant: 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Signature of Research Participant      Date 

 

Name and Phone number of investigator(s): 

Shirley Davenport, Doctoral Candidate, Principal Investigator  Office: (636) 481-3333 

Dr. Richard Torraco, Ph.D., Secondary Investigator   Office: (402) 472-3853 
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Appendix G. 

            Transcriptionist Confidentiality Agreement/Conflict of Interest Form 

 

Transcriptionist Confidentiality Statement 

I        name of transcriptionist) agree to hold all information contained on audio recorded 

tapes/ and in interviews received from   Shirley Davenport (Name of PI), primary 

investigator for Implementation of State Developmental Education Policy: A Multiple 

Case Study of Faculty Perceptions of Involvement, (Name of the project) in confidence 

with regard to the individual and institutions involved in the research study. I understand 

that to violate this agreement would constitute a serious and unethical infringement on 

the informant’s right to privacy. 

I also certify that I have completed the CITI Limited Research Worker training in Human 

Research Protections. 

______________________________________ ____________________ 

Signature of Transcriptionist         Date 

 

 

______________________________________ ____________________ 

Signature of Principal Investigator                       Date 

 

 


