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At many institutions of higher education in the United States, those in leadership positions are
of retirement age. In addition, public higher education, as a portion of the public sector, faces
additional scrutiny from external stakeholders who have far greater demands for
accountability, including institutional integrity, and transparency as the public questions the
value of higher education. The public has several concerns, among them that higher education
does not focus on seeing students through to degree completion, that many of those degrees
fail to prepare students adequately for the workforce, that student debt is skyrocketing, that
Title IX violations are inadequately addressed, and that the academy infringes upon freedom of
expression. This has led to what is commonly referred to as “A Crisis in Confidence in Higher
Ed.” The expected leadership turnover due to impending retirements, the greater external
stakeholder expectations, dwindling enrollments, demographic shifts, and reduced funding
combine to put the academy as a whole in what is commonly referred to as the “Higher
Education Leadership Crisis.” To address these two interrelated crises, higher education must

strengthen its “bench depth” by prioritizing the development of its next generation of leaders.
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Drawing on literature in the private sector, public sector at-large, and higher education in
general, this concurrent mixed methods research project is a case study of the extent to which
public academic universities in the State of Texas engage in formal succession planning and
formal leadership development programs. The study employs the usage of a survey, which is
supplemented by website reviews and unstructured interviews by the researcher, who is

herself a mid-career administrator at a Texas public university.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The American economy’s workforce constantly evolves. While some jobs become obsolete,
new jobs are created. Likewise, the ebb and flow continues as high school and college
graduates enter the job market, other workers retire, and some workers leave for career
advancement opportunities. Effective leaders, particularly those who can adapt to a constantly
changing workforce and evolving workplace needs, are crucial to provide continuity in an
organization’s lifespan. Thus, the need for human resource managers and executive teams to
address workforce changes, while still maintaining their organizations’ desired performance
level, has led to a host of umbrella processes including human capital management, strategic
human resource management, and talent management. Central to the success of these critical
functions are succession planning and leadership development.

Succession planning—described as “an ongoing, purposeful and systematic
identification of qualified and appropriate successors to leadership” (Jarrell and Pewitt 2007,
298) and as a “deliberate and systematic effort by an organization...[to] retain and develop
intellectual and knowledge capital for the future and [to] encourage individual advancement”
(Rothwell 2004, 29)—has long been a practice and topic of research in the private sector. Yet
formalized succession planning is far less prevalent in public sector research even though the
federal government, particularly military academies, have practiced succession planning and

leadership development for years. In addition, it is unusual because the private sector literature



often references workforce changes in the public sector and public higher education in
particular (Rothwell 2005). Although succession planning literature is expanding in higher
education, the majority of available information discusses a by-product of succession planning:
leadership development programs.

NEED FOR SUCCESSION PLANNING AND LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

The United States’ Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Occupational Outlook Handbook
projections have led to widespread discussion of the aging workforce and its implications for
the future of the U.S. economy. Stark are the forecasts indicating that more than 60% of future
national job openings, including one-fifth of the senior executive positions in Fortune 500
companies, will be open soon due to retirements (Rothwell, Jackson, Knight, and Lindholm
2005, xiii). Public higher education in particular is confronted with this evolving workforce
issue. In the most recent five-year study of American college presidents, their average age is 62,
and more than half reported that they expect to vacate their position in five years or less
(American Council on Education 2017). Further, over 80% of existing provosts, the position from
which a majority of presidencies is filled, reported no desire to assume the role of president
(Lederman and Jaschick 2019). The need for succession planning and leadership development
in higher education goes beyond just responding to a numbers gap, though. Its organizational
structure, historical model for promotion into academic administrative roles, and shifting
societal expectations all present additional challenges that require deliberate succession

planning and leadership development.



Organizational Structure of Higher Education

Higher education is a unigue context within which to discuss succession planning and
leadership development. It is not that the basic principles of leadership, leadership
development, and succession planning do not work within higher education, but they do need
to be adjusted to fit the academic construct. One of the biggest differences in higher education
from other sectors is the organizational structure. The most common ways that organizations
organize themselves has been with hierarchies. Within that hierarchy, “power or authority
increases as you move up the ranks, while numbers of people increase as you move down the
ranks,” and in that structure, the person at the top—whether the commander-in-chief in the
military or the chief executive officer in companies—has a tremendous amount of power and
authority (Buller and Cipriano 2019, 33). In higher education, while there is a reporting
structure that gives supervisory oversight in similar ways, the influence and the authority is
much more distributed, and institutional culture and values are driven more from the bottom-
up. Higher education institutions are, in this way, much more decentralized for the sake of
decision-making, relying more on shared governance and pure democratic principles (Buller and
Cipriano 2019; Leaf 2019).

Shared governance is another essential tenet of higher education that separates it from
other organizations. Shared governance is the notion that all stakeholders, and in particular
faculty, have a voice in administrative decisions and how the institution is governed and hence,
how it operates. For example, policies and curricular decisions are made at the faculty level,

and insofar as they have significant latitude to make decisions that impact a student’s degree



completion, staff advisors have consequential authority. Organizational performance depends
in large part on how entities organize themselves, but there is often an overemphasis on
organizational structure separate from social structure (Sherman 1968). Higher education,
unlike other sectors, relies then more on a strong social hierarchy that is not monolithic but
based instead on a “pyramid of pyramids;” no matter how high up in the organization one goes,
there is no top or end to the hierarchy. Faculty report to program heads, program heads report
to department chairs, department chairs report to the deans, deans report to the Provost, the
Provost is one of many Vice Presidents reporting to the president, the President reports to the
Board and is responsible to regional accreditation, the Board, appointed by governors, are
responsible to the state, and regional accreditors are responsible to the Department of
Education; all are responsible to the public (Buller and Cipriano 2019, 37).
Historical Model of Promotion into Administrative Ranks

In many cases, faculty culture actively works against succession planning and leadership
development because “taking an appointment as a department chair is seen as a demotion or
simply a temporary term of service” (Barden and Curry 2013, 36), and frequently those who do
accept a position are viewed by their peers as sacrificing themselves for the good of the
department. In fact, all too often, even junior faculty who have not yet reached tenure take on
an interim position of chair when senior colleagues go on sabbatical or retire. These interim
positions, expected to be for short durations, can sometimes drag on for years, and the
dynamics of leading a department and making decisions that might carry severe consequences

during tenure review make it nearly impossible to be effective, instead rendering a key role in



the organization into what effectively amounts to paper pushers. In no other industry does
someone with such stature get forced into a management role. Even permanent leaders in
higher education are often pulled from the faculty ranks against the faculty member’s wishes;
leading faculty “is often referred to as herding cats, and faculty training often does not provide
support for those thrust into leadership roles” (Hornsby 2012, 97). Although much of the
organizational structure discussed in the previous section details the faculty’s role in curricular
and policy matters, faculty are still often isolated from aspects of the institution that involve
fiscal realities; thus, many faculty view administrative accountabilities as a sort of proverbial
black box (Barden and Curry 2013).
Changing Public Expectations of Higher Education

Further complicating the issue is that the role of the academic leader has evolved and
continues to evolve, so simply forcing faculty into administrative roles without proper training
is not sustainable (Appadurai 2009). Leadership in the academy now demands “skills in conflict
negotiation and resolution, influencing without formal authority, coaching, problem-solving,
communication, change management, and community development” (Hornsby 2012, 97). The
change in leadership challenges is easiest examined in the reporting from university presidents.
In 2012, presidents cited their biggest challenges as relations with faculty, legislators, and
governing boards, while indicating that they spent most of their time on fundraising, budgeting,
community relations, and planning (American Council on Education 2012). In 2017, the Aspen
Institute, along with a task force of 35 university and community college presidents, released a

report entitled Renewal and Progress: Strengthening Higher Education Leadership in a Time of



Rapid Change that identified broader issues including alcohol abuse, sexual assaults, and
mental illness as the big issues that face presidents. That same year, respondents in the
American College President Study identified financial concerns as their top challenge, followed
by faculty resistance to change, and a lack of time to think; also included in their top ten
responses were problems inherited from the previous leadership and difficulty cultivating
leadership in others (American Council on Education 2017). Finally, Inside Higher Ed’s 2019
survey of college and university presidents indicates that presidents feel they were ill-prepared
in the areas of enrollment management, fundraising, and digital learning prior to assuming their
roles (Lederman and Jaschik 2019). This evolution of changes coincides with declining public
support for higher education.

In a Gallup survey released last year, public confidence for higher education dropped by
nine percent from 2015 to 2018 such that now less than half of Americans report they have a
great deal or quite a lot of confidence in higher education (Jones 2018). No other institution
(religion, military, etc.) saw a decline greater than five percent. The previous year, a report from
the Pew Research Center found that more than half of Republicans say colleges have a negative
impact on the direction of the United States (Doherty, Kiley, and Johnson 2017). The public is
concerned with access, affordability, and quality (Marken 2019). Similar concerns come from
within academia, as the 2018 Association of Governing Boards annual survey respondents rated
price as their top concern; interestingly, that same survey indicated that only 23% of board
members or trustees reported that they believe public perceptions of higher education are

negative (Association of Governing Boards 2018). Still, responding to what Gallup eventually



termed “A Crisis in Confidence in Higher Ed,” the Association of American Colleges and
Universities, in conjunction with the American Conference of Academic Deans, titled their
January 23-26, 2019 annual meeting, “Reclaiming the Narrative on the Value of Higher
Education” (Association of American Colleges and Universities 2019). Numerous sessions
detailed the need for a new commitment to academic leadership.

THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Because of this rich context within which to view succession planning and leadership
development, the purpose of this particular dissertation is to examine the state of succession
planning and leadership development implementation at Texas’ public universities. Thirty-
seven public universities in the state are included in the study. This research thus seeks to
answer the following two research questions:

R1: To what extent are formalized succession planning development initiatives implemented on
the campuses of Texas’ public universities?

R2: To what extent are formalized leadership development initiatives implemented on the
campuses of Texas public universities?

For the purpose of this dissertation, “formalized succession planning” refers to a
deliberate plan and procedure for identifying successors for leadership positions. “Formalized
leadership development” is defined as an organized program or initiative aimed at improving
the available “bench depth” of organizational leadership. On the other hand, “informal
leadership development” refers to the day-to-day activities that increase leadership skills

without defining a particular outcome or set of outcomes. The latter may include special



project assignments or committee memberships. Organizations need not have succession
planning in place to have a formal leadership development program; likewise, an organization
may have a formal succession plan but not a leadership development program. This dissertation
examines the presence of either or both succession planning and leadership development
programs in Texas public universities.

Given the limited research on this topic in public higher education, this research
includes elements of both basic and applied research. This research thus attempts to enhance
knowledge of succession planning in Texas’ public higher education institutions, while informing
institutional responses to changing workforce demographics. The research examines: (1) why
formal and informal succession planning initiatives and leadership development are important
to existing and future university administrators; (2) what barriers exist to formalized succession
planning at Texas’ public universities; (3) how formalized succession planning tactics are
implemented at four-year institutions in Texas; and, (4) how leadership development theories
inform formalized succession planning practices and leadership development programs at four-
year institutions in Texas.

Of the limited literature dedicated to higher education, much of the peer reviewed
research is specific to community colleges (Levin 1996; Wallin, Cameron, and Sharples 2005;
Luna 2010; Bumphus and Neal 2008; Cameron 2013; Eddy 2013), and in 2013, The Aspen
Institute released a comprehensive report entitled “Crisis and Opportunity: Aligning the
Community College Presidency with Student Success” that discussed a new paradigm needed

for executive leadership at community colleges (The Aspen Institute 2013). This dissertation



aims to expand information for four-year institutions, including other related dissertations
(Christie 2005; Richards 2009; Mercer 2009; Luzebetak 2010; Smith 2011; Keller 2018). Thus,
this study focuses exclusively on Texas’ public four-year institutions.

Although the literature suggests that few institutions of higher education actively
conduct formalized succession planning, the literature as detailed in the following chapter also
reveals several formal and informal leadership development activities. For example, national
leadership academies and institution-specific leadership development programs are designed
to provide individuals with requisite skills and abilities in preparation for middle and future
senior administration positions within higher education (Gonzalez 2010; Alcala et al 2007;
Lumby 2012, Academic Impressions 2011, 2018, 2019). Because of the aforementioned changes
in public expectations, better understanding of succession planning and leadership
development in higher education is necessary.

CONTRIBUTION TO PUBLIC AFFAIRS LITERATURE

Dwight Waldo wrote in The Enterprise of Public Administration that, “inevitably,
government will be asked to solve problems” (Waldo 2001, 171). As discussed in section four of
the fifth edition of Classics of Public Administration, editors Jay M. Shafritz, Albert C. Hyde, and
Sandra J. Parkes discuss how public management “emerged in the 1980s and 1990s as a
significant field in its own right in public administration” (Shafritz, Hyde, and Parkes 2004, 381).
Organizational performance, including movements such as Total Quality Management, or TQM,
influenced both private and public sector organizations. The passage of the Government

Performance Results Act, established in 1993, also contributed to a new level of thinking about



public sector performance. In essence, since then, the public sector, whether at the federal or
state levels, have sought to reinvent themselves as they respond to “the American critique”
(Shafritz, Hyde, and Parkes 2004, 383).

The American critique demands that governments and public sector agencies be held
accountable as “public reason, trust, and the common good are the three pillars of
contemporary democratic leadership” (Ruscio 2008, 12). The public expects only one type of
public leadership: good leadership. Hence, leadership cannot be neutral; it is instead “a moral
necessity” within which “its actions and achievements are measured by the supreme public
values that themselves are the profoundest expressions of human wants” (Burns 2003, 2).
Scholars assert that administrators in the public sector face a moral imperative and an ethical
obligation to be effective public managers that guard against administrative evil (Terry 2002;
Cohen and Emicke 2002; Cooper 2006; Newell, Reeher, and Ronayne 2008; Ruscio 2008; Adams
and Balfour 2009). The public expects public sector officials to safeguard the monetary and
social interests of the general public. Leonard D. White wrote in 1926 that “public
administration is, then, the execution of the public business” whose objective “is the most
efficient utilization of the resources at the disposal of officials and employees. These resources
include...human resources bound up in the hundreds of thousands of men and women who
work for the state” (White 1926, 58).

Public institutions of higher education face intense scrutiny from the public to respond
to societal expectations and hence are embedded within the public sector. Debate exists on the

extent to which institutions of higher education are responsive to these increasing
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expectations. Higher education trends are often driven by social and economic contexts “which
are closely related to changes in political contexts” (Brennan 2008, 383). Although this
dissertation recognizes public higher education as a subset of the public sector, it does not
intend to separate higher education from other state agencies. Rather, it wishes to highlight the
dynamic nuances of the academy.

The State of Texas serves as an appropriate setting for this study because of the
diversity of the state both in terms of its growing economy and its higher education options.
Yet, despite its vibrant economy, growing population, and proliferation of institutions of higher
education, the proportion of Texans enrolled in higher education is behind other states and is in
decline (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board 2013). In 1999, the state appointed a
committee to develop a statewide higher education strategic plan. That plan, termed Closing
the Gaps by 2015, outlined specific statewide goals for student participation, student success,
excellence, and research. While the state was successful in meeting some of its goals (success
and excellence), it fell short in areas of participation and research (Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board 2016). The state’s current strategic plan, 60x30TX, has four goals designed
to achieve the overarching goal that by 2030, at least 60% of Texans ages 25-34 will have either
a certificate or a degree (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board 2015). The continuity of
sustainable, effective leadership at Texas public universities is integral to the state’s ability to
reach its higher education goals.

Higher education funding accounted for $15.9 billion dollars in the state’s overall 2012-

2013 biennium budget; health-related institutions received over S8 billion dollars, general
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academic teaching institutions received nearly $5.9 billion dollars, and two-year institutions
received nearly $2 billion (Texas Legislative Budget Board 2012 and The University of Texas
System 2013). In the 2015 84th Legislative Session, the last session for which an impact
summary is available, the state’s leadership increased overall funding by 3.6%, and
appropriated $14.7 billion in General Revenue to support all of higher education (The University
of Texas System 2015).

The current and most recent three legislative sessions also saw several efforts to
increase public accountability, transparency, and efficiency among its higher education
institutions. In 2013, legislators filed 938 bills, 635 by the House and 303 by the Senate, aimed
at improving education—just fewer than 400 of those bills were specific to higher education
(Texas Legislature Online 2013). In 2015, more than 150 bills were passed that impacted higher
education, including 40 bills directly impacting academic issues (The University of Texas System
2015). In the current legislative session, significant attention has been paid to address student
transfer issues, freedom of expression on college campuses, and, of course, appropriation
funding. Hence, future leaders of Texas institutions of public higher education need to possess
the temperament and skills requisite to navigate this public policy environment.

METHODOLOGY

The research strategy includes a concurrent mixed methods approach (Creswell 2009) in
that it blends a combination of survey responses, web searches, and unstructured interviewing
and conversations that the researcher had over five years in the general course of performing

her professional duties as a mid-level administrator at a Texas public research university; this
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includes roles as a member of the Texas Council of Chief Academic Officers since 2008 and the
institutional leader primarily responsible for regional accreditation since September 2011
(officially designated as liaison in April 2015). Collectively, the group of Texas public universities
comprise a case study, and the results of the study indicate a baseline that could inform future
research.

ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

This study does not attempt to support a particular hypothesis rooted in one theoretical
base, but it does seek to answer research questions through a theoretical lens including the
evolution of various leadership theories to augment the notion that deliberate leadership
planning is needed as the higher education workforce evolves and as the environment of higher
education becomes more complex. Chapter 2, Literature Review, is divided into four
subsections: leadership theory, succession planning and leadership development in the private
sector, succession planning and leadership development in the public sector, and finally,
succession planning and leadership development in higher education. Chapter 3 details the
methodology and research design employed, a description of the survey instrument,
supplemental data points, and the results. Chapter 4 contains a discussion of the research
results and presents recommendations stemming from the key findings; Chapter 5 concludes
with future research suggestions and a call for public institutions to be even more deliberate in

their leadership development at all levels and across all organizational divisions.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

LEADERSHIP THEORY

Research on leadership is expansive partly because leadership is hard to define but easier to
categorize. Indeed leadership theory is vast, constantly evolving, and sometimes self-
contradictory, resulting in such titles as Leadership Can Be Taught: A Bold Approach for a
Complex World (Parks 2005), Leadership BS: Fixing Workplaces and Careers One Truth at a Time
(Pfeffer 2015), and The Dichotomy of Leadership (Willink and Babin 2018), each positing against
one another’s underlying premises. Numerous such examples exist because no one unifying
theory exists; instead, leadership theory is typically described in schools of thought. Scholars
David V. Day and Jon Antonakis describe this evolution in their text The Nature of Leadership
edited in 2012. The scholars divide leadership research into nine major schools of thought that
they label Biological/Evolutionary, Information-Processing, New Leadership, Relational,
Skeptics, Contextual, Contingency, Behavioral, or Trait. Within these categorical groups are
specific models of leadership defined by certain leadership styles, some of which are
prescriptive and others that are normative (Day and Antonakis 2012).

Leadership behaviors follow three main categories: transactional, transformational, and
laissez-faire. Leadership scholars Bruce Avolio and Bernard Bass recognized a model, which
they term Full Range Leadership, that incorporates each of these behaviors (Avolio and Bass

2002). Bass defined transformational leadership as leaders affecting followers, and asserts that
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charisma, insofar as it inspires influence, is necessary but insufficient on its own (Bass 1990).
Indeed, charisma, without competence, is dangerous, as Max Weber first warned (Weber 1946;
Lipman-Blumen 2006). The full range leadership model inspired authentic transformational
leadership. Authentic leadership is often said to be necessary in order to enact change. Because
public expectations require that institutions be responsive to changing needs and evolving
trends, change management leadership is critical for leaders in higher education.
Change Management

Change management literature is organized into two broad categories that Burke refers
to as revolutionary and evolutionary (Burke 2008). The former describes change that is sudden,
unplanned, and that significantly alters an organization’s mission and purpose, whereas the
latter refers to gradual, incremental change. While the distinction between the two is clear in
definition and theory, the difference in practice is not as easily distinguishable. Organizations’
environments are changing faster than the organizations themselves (Burke 2008); thus, the
need for change may be immediate and jarring, but the implementation of that change occurs
at a slower rate. This is particularly true with public sector organizations in which the
environment, political and social, can demand changes at such a rate that organizations are
unable to fully implement change initiatives before newer and quicker response is demanded
by their external stakeholders’ latest or deepened interests. This rapidly shifting environment
means that organizations do not have the opportunity to move through the traditional change

model of “unfreeze, change, freeze” prescribed by Lewin (Lewin 1947).
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While most of the change management literature focuses on the private sector, one
theoretical stream that suitably describes organizational change in the public sector emerges
from early institutional theory and its nuanced contemporary, neo-institutionalism (Ashworth,
Boyne and Delbridge 2009; Fernandez-Alles and Llamas-Sanchez 2008). Institutional theory
largely situates organizational change in efforts toward gaining legitimacy. Unlike other theories
that suggest organizational change is related to better performance, institutional theory asserts
that “organizations adapt their internal characteristics in order to conform to the expectations
of the key stakeholders and their environments” (Ashworth, Boyne and Delbridge 2009, 165).
The challenge, though, is that key stakeholders can exert varied, and sometimes conflicting,
expectations and pressures on public sector organizations. Public sector organizations,
particularly large bureaucratic institutions, often respond to this fast-changing environment
with merely incremental adjustments that “may produce excessive entropy and decrease an
organization’s alignment with its environment” (Kiel 1989, 547).

Old institutionalism is the sociological view that organizations face deterministic
institutional pressures that must be accepted in order to obtain and maintain the legitimacy
and financial and physical resources necessary to persist (Kondra and Hinings 1998). This
historic perspective prescribes to Weber’s “iron cage” notion that organizations, and thus
managers, are trapped by institutional conventions. The theory posits that individual firms are
restricted to established rules and norms that must be adhered to in order for the firm to
maintain its legitimacy. This legitimacy is perceived by stakeholders in relation to the firm’s

peers; thus, the concepts of competition and relevance are integral to institutional theory.
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Another tenet of institutional theory is the role isomorphic pressures play. These isomorphic
pressures determine an institution’s level of compliance with stakeholder demands (Ashworth,
Boyne, and Delbridge 2009; Fernandez-Alles and Llamas-Sanchez 2008; Kondra and Hinings
1998; Kaplan 1982).

Neoinstitutionalism, which mostly analyzes convergent (or evolutionary) change, builds
upon old institutionalism but provides a framework in which organizations take an active,
rather than reactive, role with strategic responses to institutional pressures (Fernandez-Alles
and Llamas-Sanchez 2008). Institutional theory asserts that institutions operating within a
socially responsible paradigm react passively and with unplanned changes whereas
neoinstitutional theorists contend that organizations’ responses to external pressures can be
measured and strategic. Neoinstitutionalism explains both competitive and institutional forces
and is particularly useful in describing change management in public organizations. Public
services face greater external pressure to be accountable and responsive; indeed, their
legitimacy, resources, and efficacy are often determined by public opinion (Fernandez-Alles and
Llamas-Sanchez 2008; Kee and Newcomer 2008; Kiel 1989; Robertson and Seneviratne 1995;
Salipante and Golden-Biddle 1995). Legitimacy is, therefore, more essential to demonstrate
than efficiency. Also, stakeholder intervention is more common with public service
organizations, thus subjecting them to increased regulations.

Christine Oliver’s work, including the five C’s: cause, constituents, contents, control, and
context, makes a direct contribution to the field of neoinstitutional theory and its relevance for

the public sector (Oliver 1991; Fernandez-Alles and Llamas-Sanchez 2008 ). According to Oliver,
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the ‘cause’ is the reasons why an organization is experiencing pressures to conform. These
reasons include demonstration of public good benefits, social responsiveness or legitimacy, or
productivity. Although more prevalent in private sector, public sector organizations are also
increasingly being asked to demonstrate their efficiency and effectiveness (Robertson and
Seneviratne 1995; Kee and Newcomer 2008). Such accountability measures have resulted in
isomorphism, which may have three origins: coercive, such as legally imposed regulations;
normative isomorphism from trades and unions; or mimetic pressures to imitate policies or
practices from other fields (Fernandez-Alles and Llamas-Sanchez 2008). Thus, an organization’s
‘cause’ can be their coercive isomorphic pressures.

Oliver states that there are five strategies organizations can use to respond to such
pressures: acquiescence, compromising, avoidance, defiance, and manipulation (Oliver 1991).
Fernandez-Alles and Llamas-Sanchez then build upon these five strategies by categorizing three
tactics within each. The tactics for acquiescence include habituation, imitation or compliance;
the tactics for compromising are balancing, pacifying, or bargaining; the tactics for avoidance
are concealment, shielding or escaping; the tactics for defiance include dismissal, challenge,
and attack; and the tactics for manipulation are cooption, influence, and control. Organizations
as a whole may not even consciously employ these strategies or tactics; in fact, the individual
change of employees and the organization change of an entire agency or institution may not be
employing the same strategies or tactics simultaneously. Sometimes, though, the responses are

deliberate, and the tactics employed are measured and planned.
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Higher education presents an interesting context within which the coercive isomorphic
pressures elicit varied strategies identified by Oliver. Just as the literature on change
management in public sector organizations is limited compared to the private sector
(Robertson and Seneviratne 1995; Ashworth, Boyne, and Delbridge 2009; Fernandez-Alles and
Llamas-Sanchez 2008; Kondra and Hinings 1998), change management research focused on
higher education is also scarce but growing (Scott 2010; Storberg-Walker 2004). In these few
exceptions, case studies have yielded contradictory findings providing either positive (Buller
2015; By, Diefenbach and Klarner 2008; Van Loon 2001; Newton 2000) and negative (Noumair,
Winderman, and Burke 2010) support of change theory.

Gender and Leadership

In addition to change management, gender provides another nuanced context within
which to examine leadership within higher education. Across all sectors, despite decades of
improvement, women remain underrepresented in professional leadership roles in comparison
to males (Carli and Eagly 2012; Ely, Insead, and Kolb 2011; Duehr and Bono 2006; Sczesny et al.
2004). Women are most underrepresented at senior level positions, and their representation
also varies by industry, with particularly low representation in technological industries (Adams
and Weiss 2011). Other scholars have found, though, that women are over-represented in glass
cliff, or precarious, leadership positions (Ryan and Haslam 2005; Sabharwal 2015; Pasquerella
and Clauss-Ehlers 2017). Currently, women represent only 2.2% of Fortune 500 chief executive
officers and 15% of those companies’ board members; the increases in leadership positions

that women saw in previous decades has now considerably slowed in recent years (Ely, Insead,
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and Kolb 2011). This is true despite that research demonstrates positive relationships between
female leadership at the board—as opposed to executive—level and female representation at
the managerial ranks (Skaggs, Stainback, and Duncan 2012). In addition, when other industries,
including philanthropic and education institutions, are accounted for, women still hold only
26% of all chief executive positions (Carli and Eagly 2012).

Early scholars and economists theorized that there was a pipeline problem, but this has
proven not to be the case as women hold 51% of managerial and professional specialty
positions, and since the early 2000s, have surpassed males in obtaining bachelor’s degrees
(Duehr and Bono 2006). Thus, other explanations must exist for the slow pace of women’s
senior leadership advancement.

In their chapter for an edited volume on the nature of leadership, eminent gender
leadership scholars Carli and Eagly summarize years of their research into five succinct
explanations: (1) human capital investments and family responsibilities, (2) leadership styles of
women and men, (3) evolutionary psychology—men are naturally dominant, (4) prejudice,
discrimination, and stereotypes, and (5) organizational barriers (Carli and Eagly 2012). Although
human capital theory posits that women’s greater domestic responsibilities undermine their
investment to obtain senior leadership roles, evidence does not support this. In fact, rather,
studies show that both men and women report little to no differences in career commitment;
however, human capital explanation does reflect that women devote more time to family than
career (Carli and Eagly 2012, 439). Women do take breaks for motherhood, and according to

the authors, there is ample evidence that women’s careers do suffer from this.
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The second explanation shows that early research on leadership styles of women and men was
conducted by experiments, scales, and instruments that were themselves gender-stereotypic
(Carli and Eagly 2012). General leadership theory grew to include transformational and laissez-
faire leadership style in addition to transactional leadership style, and Eagly conducted a meta-
analysis that revealed female leaders are more transformational than males (Carli and Eagly
2012). Women were more likely than males to be supportive and encouraging to their
subordinates. Transformational leadership theory does, though, attribute characteristics that
have been described as communal, or feminine, so even these theories and their experiments
are embedded in gender stereotypes.

The third explanation posits that males “possess biologically based attributes that
ideally suit them for leadership” (Carli and Eagly 2012, 447). Evolutionary psychologists believe
that biological gender differences lead to differences in behavior that in turn influence
leadership behavior. While research does support that sex difference results from socialization
and development, it does not necessarily follow that these sex differences positively influence
leadership behavior. Again, the notions here are grounded in gender stereotypes. Stereotypes
exist for a reason, of course, so that is not to say there is no merit in the assumption that males
are more aggressive than women and are more prone to asserting themselves over others; it is,
however, problematic to assume that these qualities provide men a leadership advantage.

The fifth explanation suggests that because men have historically created organizations,
the organizations are also designed for males. That is, men’s needs and experiences are

considered more than those of women. For example, Carli and Eagly note that organizations
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often reward those employees who are able to put in long hours and push aside outside
responsibilities, including family responsibilities. As a result, women who bear the primary
responsibility for the home and family are unable to provide demanding companies such
commitment. In addition to preventing women from spending extra hours at the office, these
home and family responsibilities prevent women from creating social capital in the workplace
(Carli and Eagly 2012). That is, rather than hit the bar with the boys, women must head home to
help the kids with their homework. Again, these barriers reflect a gender stereotype that
attributes certain responsibilities to women and other freedoms to men.

The fourth explanation is intentionally skipped because it is unclear how it was an
explanation on its own. Each of the other four explanations also have vestiges of gender
stereotypes. Gendered stereotypes are categorical beliefs that an individual ascribes to
behavioral characteristics due to his or her gender. Typically, women are stereotyped as
communal whereas men are stereotyped to be more agentic (Diekman and Eagly 2000; Carli
and Eagly 2001; Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt 2001; Duehr and Bono 2006). Communal
characteristics are those that are concerned with putting others before self and have more
collaborative attributes whereas agentic characteristics describe assertive, independent, and
confident attributes. In the literature, leadership roles have been aligned with agentic, or
masculine, characteristics (Diekman and Eagly 2000; Carli and Eagly 2001; Eagly and
Johannesen-Schmidt 2001; Duehr and Bono 2006).

Some critics argue that although de jure discrimination no longer exists, a de facto

discrimination based on gendered stereotypes remains. In the late 1990s and early 2000s, many

22



articles and books described management work as feminine (Sczesny et al. 2004; Duehr and
Bono 2006). And while many organizations enacted policies and practices to eliminate
deliberate gender discrimination, a “second-generation form of gender bias” that is a “powerful
yet invisible barrier to women’s advancement that arises from cultural beliefs about gender, as
well as workplace structures, practices and patterns of interactions that inadvertently favor
men” persists (Ely, Insead, and Kolb 2011). Further, scholars have found a remaining gap
between current colleagues and the next generation’s male leaders. In fact, studies show that
gender stereotypes held by male graduate management students more closely resemble those
of male managers from two decades ago than male managers now (Duehr and Bono 2006;
Sherman et al. 2010). Hence, gendered stereotypes, and the obstacles they present women in
the workplace, still exist, although they may no longer always take the form of blatant and
deliberate policies or practices.

Change management and gender and leadership were introduced here because those
remain two areas of concern when it comes to succession planning and leadership
development within higher education. Both are discussed again within the higher education
section, but first it is important to provide a brief explanation of how succession planning and
leadership development generally became important within the private sector, and then how
the public sector also employed and adapted strategies to fit within its context.

PRIVATE SECTOR SUCCESSION PLANNING AND LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

Succession planning and leadership development are key areas of concern in the private

sector. In 2010, in the United States alone, over $25 billion was spent on executive and
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management development (Goldman, Wesner, and Karnchanomai 2013, 63). According to a
survey conducted of 248 American companies in 2013, leadership development staff “increased

|II

by 12 percent overall” from the previous year which was the equivalent of “3.4 staffers for
every 100 leaders participating” (Meinert 2014, 14). Given the financial allocations, it is
important that these efforts are effective (Groves 2007; Day et al 2014).

Succession planning has been a topic of scholarly inquiry in the private sector literature
for years. While several attribute its beginnings to Walter Mahler’s dealings with General
Electric in the 1970s (Rothwell, Jackson, Knight, and Lindholm 2005), succession planning first
appeared in the literature in 1945 regarding New Jersey Bell Telephone Company’s Chief
Executive Officer, Chester Barnard, and his deliberations to replace his management team with
officers in other companies within Bell (Barnard 1945).

As mentioned in the introduction chapter, succession planning is not replacing people
with the next highest person in the organizational chart. If this were true, then companies
potentially could fill vacancies with unwilling and underprepared successors. Succession
planning novices do confuse it with this type of replacement planning. Replacement planning,
though, can be characterized as a reactive, narrow, restricted approach to risk management,
whereas succession planning is characterized as a proactive, organized, flexible approach to
planned future development (Wolfe 1996). Succession planning is more thorough and entails a
systematic, long-term approach to meeting the present and future talent needs of an

organization; adequate succession planning requires time, diligence, and periodic evaluation

(Wolfe 1996; Charan, Drotter, and Noel 2001; Rothwell, Jackson, Knight, and Lindholm 2005).
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Though more often described than defined, the most accurate meaning of succession planning
is a “defined program than an organization systemizes to ensure leadership continuity for all
key positions by developing activities that will build personnel talent from within” (Wolfe 1996,
4). When done effectively, succession planning presents organizations with a host of rewards.
Rothwell and his colleagues identify six specific benefits that succession planning yields its
organizations: enables organization to assess talent needs by establishing competency models;
allows leaders to identify and to tap key people to fill critical work functions; provides avenues
for discussions about how to develop talent; defines career pathways through the organization;
provides for a higher return on investment from employees; and leads to a clear and attainable
promotion process (Rothwell, Jackson, Knight, and Lindholm 2005).

Although there is no one size fits all model for succession planning, scholars suggest that
the systematic approach involve multiple stakeholder input and multiple phase implementation
(Goldsmith 2009; Wolfe 1996; Rothwell 2005; Berger and Berger 2004; Frisch 2001). While it is
true that the pool of stakeholders should be composed of primarily insiders, corporate boards
are an important source of external input (Ward 2000). After all, corporate boards are
responsible for hiring and firing chief executive officers. While the executive team may have a
better grasp of personnel, boards often have a deep knowledge of the company’s resources
(Ward 2000). The recommended phases include assessing and defining needs, benchmarking,
soliciting buy-in, developing strategic action plans, identifying leadership positions, determining
essential job and interpersonal skills, predicting future needs, and selecting evaluation metrics

(Wolfe 1996; Rothwell 2005; Rothwell, Jackson, Knight and Lindholm 2005; Mangiamele 2010).
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Rothwell, Jackson, Knight and Lindholm’s book was written in 2004 and many of the projections
used in the chapters were the Bureau of Labor Statistics 2004-2014 projections made well
before the economic recession had yet to peak. Thus, the number of job openings, retirements,
and available workers used throughout their study did not materialize as projected, but the
authors did address other circumstances that could adversely affect the American workforce.

In fact, one could add an economic recession to the list the scholars did identify: corporate
scandals, terrorist attacks, and sudden illnesses (Rothwell, Jackson, Knight and Lindholm 2005).
The fact that external influences greatly impact succession planning creates a need for
succession planning to evolve. The scholars assert that in order to understand fully the impact
that each of these external factors can have, a comprehensive integration of succession and
career planning is necessary, and the majority of their study discusses how that integration is
best accomplished. This integration of two program components is similar to the tenets of
talent management, which is a holistic approach to organization performance (Berger and
Berger 2004, Stevens 2001).

Career planning is best described as employee development. Although career planning
originated in the 1980s, it faded into the background before its latest emersion in a new form
(Rothwell, Jackson, Knight and Lindholm 2005). Current career planning is designed to assist
individual employees in recognizing their career goals, and it helps them keep their skills
current to stay competitive in the job market. It is influenced by individual characteristics of the
employee, such as educational status, physical and psychological abilities, and socioeconomic

status. Career planning is a process by which to develop or to enhance individual competencies.
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While succession planning focuses on the organization’s methods to meet its talent over time,
career plans assist individual employees in attaining their career goals by providing guidance on
the recommended methods to do so. Career planning is micro, or a bottom-up, development
program and succession planning is typically a macro top-down program, but they complement
one another in a crucial way. In fact, without succession planning, “career planning can be a
roadmap leading to an uncertain destination” whereas without career planning, “succession
planning is a wish list” (Rothwell, Jackson, Knight, and Lindholm 2005, 25).

Traditional practices of succession planning focused on chief executive officer
replacement (Charan 2005). Despite studies on the prevalence of succession planning in the
private sector, a 2009 survey conducted by the executive search firm Heidrick & Struggles and
Stanford University determined that 69% should be readily available to fill a vacant position,
but only 54% of those respondents were grooming internal candidates for those positions
(Minton-Eversole 2010, 22). Internal candidates, while they know they are in the talent pool, do
not regularly communicate with the sitting chief executive officer (CEO) about their
expectations of the necessary capabilities. Part of this may be attributed to the fallout from
2002 passage of Sarbanes-Oxley, which led to corporate boards seizing more control of the
succession plans rather than allowing the chief executive officers to control the process (Citrin
and Ogden 2010).

Scholars suggest that original succession planning “shrieks of outdated top-down
control philosophies” that are dangerous because if organizations do not “find out the real,

rather than the assumed, career expectations” then their succession plans may not be reliable
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(Stevens 2001, 3). Stevens further asserts that most of the succession planning in the late 1990s
“are based on the premise that ambitious people have and want only” to move upward in their
career (Stevens 2001, 3). This is not necessarily true. Despite popular opinion, not everyone is
driven primarily by promotion; instead, many employees desire lateral mobility (Stevens 2001).
Thus, Stevens suggests succession planning should resemble “a grid-like pattern” with possible
successors plotted “upwards, sideways, or downwards” (Stevens 2001, 5). Since succession
planning is more about establishing a resilient workforce, this bottom-up approach ensures
adaptability at more tiers within the organization chart.

Since succession planning has been a constant presence in practice and the literature of
private sector, it is easy to assume that the private sector has it all figured out. This is not
necessarily true, however. Many companies are concerned about their programs’ effectiveness
(Collins and Holton Il 2004; Goldman, Wesner, and Karnchanomai 2013). In fact, various survey
data suggest that only 14% of companies are satisfied that their succession plans are successful
to a high or very high degree (Ketter 2010). Large companies, in particular, “are weak in
succession planning, with successors identified for just 10 percent of their first-level leaders, 19
percent of their mid-level leaders, 24 percent of senior-level positions, and 36 percent of
executive positions” (Meinert 2014, 14). In 2007, the executive research company, Aberdeen
Group, surveyed 245 organizations to determine a best practices strategy to succession
planning (Martin 2007). The Aberdeen Group developed performance criteria related to
vacancies filled, successor performance increase, and increased bench strength and measured

each of the 245 companies according to those criteria (Martin 2007).
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The study compiled the data to determine best-in-class practices to showcase
succession planning tactics that succeeded—and failed. The data showed that the
organizational levels for best-in-class succession planning remains at the executive level with
72% of the respondents identifying that level as opposed to 67% upper-middle, 52% middle,
30% exempt, 29% clerical, 22% hourly, and 15% contract (Martin 2007, 9). The report produces
a comprehensive illustration of strategies used by the private sector. Lucent Technologies, for
example, has a division specifically devoted to developing strategies and collecting feedback on
their succession planning efforts (Vedpuriswar 2001, 26).

The Aberdeen report also offers a list of warnings on failures of succession planning. It
is difficult to isolate why a succession plan fails. It varies from organization. Sometimes the plan
is not the problem, but the person is. For example, in the late 90s, Coke’s CEO Roberto Goizueta
stepped down and replaced himself with his pre-determined successor, Douglas Ivester. Ivester
had proven himself to be an invaluable complement to Goizuetta; however, when Ivester
assumed the top duties, it was determined that he did not have the interpersonal skills needed
for the job (Vedpuriswar 2001). Thus, sometimes succession planning fails because the qualities
that made an employee an effective second-in-charge are not the same qualities needed for
the CEO position. The candidate should be able to develop those qualities. Thus, some scholars
suggest that the responsibility of the current CEO is not only about choosing the next CEO but

also about coaching, mentoring, or developing that successor (Goldsmith 2009).
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SUCCESSION PLANNING AND LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR

Although the literature on succession planning and leadership development in the
public sector is less abundant than literature in the private sector, succession planning and
leadership development has long received attention in the public sector (Robertson and
Senevirature 1995). In fact, two special issues of Public Personnel Management in 2004 and
2007 were devoted to succession planning (Kiyonaga 2004; Calo 2007). Still, much of the early
literature and practice occurred at the federal level rather than at the state and local levels.
Indeed, the earliest practices of succession planning and leadership development can be traced
to the federal government’s five military academies, the first founded in the early 1800s. These
service academies serve as the foundation for the undergraduate education and training of
future commissioned officers in the United States Armed Forces, and their programs include
not only military leadership training but also character, or ethical, leadership training. Further,
in the twentieth century, the National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA) determined
that succession planning in the government was necessary due to the projected retirements of
government workers (Schall 1997). Hence, the United States Government Accountability Office
(GAO) was the first non-military federal agency to undertake serious actions to develop and to
implement initiatives designed to prepare its workforce; the GAO and the Office of Inspector
General (OIG) later served as the evaluators of other federal agencies by offering suggestions
for their succession planning processes, including linking succession plans to strategic plans

(United States Government Accountability Office 2005).
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Specifically, the OIG and GAO evaluate succession planning efforts against seven key
principles for succession planning: a commitment and active support of top leadership; a direct
link between the organization’s mission, and its strategic plan and outcomes; identification of
the critical skills and competencies that will be needed to achieve current and programmatic
goals; development of strategies to address gaps in mission critical and other key positions;
leadership training programs that include formal and informal training for all levels of
supervisors, managers, and potential leaders; strategies to address specific human capital
challenges, such as diversity, leadership capacity, and retention; and a process for evaluating
the costs and succession planning efforts and the return on investment it provides for the
organization (United States Office of Inspector General 2007).

The public sector and private sector have distinct differences that necessitate
differences in their approach to succession planning. In the public sector, civil systems exist that
prohibit by law the naming of individuals to fill positions without competitive job searches
(Rothwell 2005). This impedes how a public organization can develop their talent management
pool. Also, the public sector leadership model involves merit, open competition, and seniority
that private sector leadership does require (Lynn 2001). Because an agency director is typically
a political appointee who carries out the will of an elected official, the goals and performance
expectations of an organization can intentionally change when the elected official vacates the
office. Hence, succession planning in public agencies is more often an integrated, holistic
approach, sometimes called “workforce planning or human capital management initiatives”

(Rothwell 2005, 51). Federal, state, and local agencies all differ among themselves as well as
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between each level, so, just as with private sector succession planning, there is no one-size-fits-
all succession planning model that works best in the public sector. Scholars agree, though, that
the basic process should involve planning, selection and training of staff, sustainability, and
evaluation (Jarrell and Pewitt 2007; Pynes 2004).

The literature includes studies about the effects of managerial succession on
organizational performance (Hill 2005). In addition, some scholars have taken the opposite
approach and studied the impact of public service performance on turnover on the top
management (Boyne, James, John, and Petrovsky 2010). These studies contribute to the
literature on how succession planning fits within the broader field of strategic human resource
management and organization theory. They also provide case studies that are informative to
public sector administrators. Case studies are, in fact, a way in which public agencies study the
implications of succession planning on public agencies.

Another prominent succession planning and leadership development initiative at the
federal level occurs within the Office of Personnel Management’s Center for Leadership
Development. The center dedicates itself to developing strong leaders within the Federal
Government by bringing in leadership development professionals who provide federal high-
performing aspiring leaders, managers, or executives with personalized services that help
propel those individuals’ performances. The center, which has existed for more than fifty years,
works to “create, share, and apply knowledge and skills to address the challenges faced by
public sector organizations; develop the values and competencies that are the foundation of

public service; offer state-of-the-art learning experiences” (United States Office of Personnel
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Management 2019). They approach leadership development with a multilevel program, and
their program for senior leaders—the Federal Executive Institute—has served more than
25,000 senior federal leaders since 1968.

The Federal Executive Institute (FEI) has a campus in Charlottesville, Virginia, not far
from the University of Virginia (UVA), where participants have access to UVA's research and
athletics facilities. FEI uses more than 150 faculty members from around the nation
representing universities such as Harvard University, Georgetown University, and Syracuse
University to deliver the program’s content. One critical component to the program is what
they term The Lab, which is both a space and a practice of human-centered design approaches
to innovation; to date, over 2,000 government employees were taught human-centered design
at the Lab, which provided those workers with the skills to blend strategy, design, qualitative
research, and entrepreneurial thinking to approach complex public sector or cross-sector
challenges (United States Office of Personnel Management 2019). As such, the program builds
learning communities of both participants as well as the faculty. The Center for Leadership
Development and the FEl serve as a resource for all public agencies.

The Office of Personnel Management also offers public agencies resources on
succession planning and models for their own workforce management needs. The state
government succession planning process of Georgia Merit’s System’s model of succession
planning is one such prominent example. Georgia’s flexible model of succession planning
involves seven steps: pre-planning; communicating the plan; identifying leadership

characteristics; assessing bench strength and other pre-measures; assessing talent; developing
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talent; and evaluating the succession plan (Brooks 2005). The pre-planning step involves
determining who the succession planning team will be, what the program objectives and
measures will be; communicating the plan involves informing stakeholders about determining
goals and measures. Step three, identifying the leadership characteristics, is a complex step
that begins with identifying the competency levels, competency scope of impact, and
leadership results of the program. Those three areas are then balanced against one another
and used to develop the essential characteristics of future leaders in the given positions.

Matrices are used to assess the existing talent, and that data is then used to inform
development strategies that will be used to aid the members of the succession planning pool.
The final step of the process, evaluation, is a mix of simple and sophisticated measures of
assessment, ranging from stakeholder satisfaction surveys to cost-benefit and return on
investment analyses (Brooks 2005). This process is both extensive and intensive; the rigor of the
process does position Georgia to handle effectively and efficiently any workforce issues they
are presented with whether by external or internal influences. Other problems of the Georgia
Merit System notwithstanding, the data-driven approach to succession planning has proven to
be effective for them.

The examples exemplify a more holistic approach to succession planning that is
common in the public sector. This is not unlike the integrated approach to succession and
workforce planning that Rothwell and his colleagues championed. In fact, in a contributing
article to the 2004 special issue of Public Personnel Management, Rothwell and Stan Poduch

take this integrated approach and apply it directly to public organizations. The authors contend
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that a unique feature of the public sector is the need for succession planning at virtually every
level of the organization. In addition to threats from the external factors, such as an aging
workforce, government organizations also face threats of massive employment loss due to
forms of terrorist attacks (Rothwell and Poduch 2004).

Unlike succession planning that only focuses on key positions, Rothwell and Poduch
argue for a need of technical succession planning in government workforces. Technical
succession planning focuses more on succession planning across the organization chart, much
like the grid-like succession plans called for in the private sector literature. Planning across the
institution entails ensuring that people with specialized knowledge share that knowledge with
other stakeholders within the organization. Unlike succession planning, technical succession
planning acknowledges, indeed rests upon, the fact that individuals carry tacit knowledge that
is essential to carrying out the government missions (Rothwell and Poduch 2004). Technical
succession planning preserves the institutional knowledge that resides within job experience
and not job descriptions. The authors outline seven steps to conducting technical succession
planning: making the commitment to capture specialized knowledge; clarifying what work
processes are key to an agency’s mission; clarifying who possesses specialized knowledge
gained from experience; clarifying how those processes are performed by those who have the
specialized knowledge; capturing the specialized knowledge about those work experiences;
maintaining and transmitting that specialized knowledge; and continuously assessing and

addressing knowledge gaps (Rothwell and Poduch 2004).
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The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s Department of Transportation (PennDOT) is one
public agency that has developed and implemented a technical succession plan. PennDOT uses
position analysis workbooks to transfer tacit knowledge from experienced employees to newer
employees; these workbooks are designed to capture tacit knowledge that needs to be
transmitted through cross training, formal courses, and on-the-job training (Rothwell and
Poduch 2004). The experienced workers are called to organized brainstorming sessions in which
they explain what they do on a daily basis, how they do it, what they must know to do it, and
how they learned it; that information is then put into a “job map” that is given to newcomers
via the training sessions (Rothwell and Poduch 2004, 414). PennDOT felt the position analysis
workbook sessions had a positive impact on the transmission of data from veteran employees;
it provided tangible documents that expressed knowledge otherwise left in the heads of the
most experienced employees. In addition, the process itself helped PennDOT “to uncover areas
in which the work process itself can be improved or even redesigned”; and in addition, the
technical succession planning process “slashed that unproductive breaking-in period of
newcomers” (Rothwell and Poduch 2004, 415).

Other states also produce succession planning reports for their agencies, such as
“Succession Planning: Ohio’s Talent for Tomorrow and Beyond” (Ohio Department of
Administrative Services 2011), “Workforce and Succession Plan: The Department’s
Commitment to the Development of Its Employees and Future Leaders” (California Department
of Consumer Affairs 2009) both of which heeded warnings discussed at the Council of State

Government’s plenary session entitled, “Who’s in Charge? Succession Planning Before the
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Crisis” at the 2009 annual Council of State Government’s conference (The Council of State
Government 2009). This session was in response to reports that two-fifths of local and state
government employees could retire within 15 years (Pynes 2004).

In their 2007 article in the Review of Public Personnel Administration, then-doctoral
students Karen M. Jarrell and Kyle Coby Pewitt discuss how the municipality of Plano, Texas
developed their succession plan, known as the Management Preparation Program of Plano.
According to Jarrell and Pewitt, the 2001-hired Director of Human Resources, LaShon Ross,
examined existing initiatives in both public and private sectors to determine effective strategies
to address the city’s problem that 46% of their senior management would be eligible for
retirement by 2005 and 70% would be eligible by 2009 (Jarrell and Pewitt 2007). Ross was
unable to locate examples from local governments, though. An article authored by a member of
the International City/County Management Association posits that the dearth of focus at the
local government level on succession planning, particularly after multiple warnings (Calo 2007),
could be due to the fact that the recession hit, and local governments had to shift their focus
from future concerns back to immediate concerns (International City/County Management
Association 2012).

Ross found much of the existing literature to focus on the private sector or federal
agencies. She reported that the majority of her research led to only “informal programs that
merely identified and selected persons to fill specific positions” rather than providing plans or
programs to develop the skill of the existing talent pool (Jarrell and Pewitt 2007, 303). Thus, the

Management Preparation Program of Plano was fairly innovative at the time of its
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implementation in 2002. The program is targeted to middle managers, and it uses a multitier,
12-month program designed to improve competencies in interpersonal skills, public speaking,
technical skills, and the ability to be flexible while problem solving (Jarrell and Pewitt 2007).
The program continues to evolve today, but several early participants were promoted within
the city’s workforce. Internal stakeholders assess the program periodically, but other
municipalities often use it as a benchmark for their own efforts. Thus, this pioneering
succession planning effort in Plano, Texas proved to be successful.

In addition to succession planning, public sector literature also addresses leadership and
leadership development in public service (Popovich 1998; Condrey 2005; Svara 2009; Van Wart
2011). Programs to train organizational leaders exist at all levels within the public sector,
including the Counsel of State Governments and International City/County Management
Association (Seidle, Fernandez, and Perry 2016). Further, studies found that public sector
leadership development programs are effective (Van Wart 2013; Seidle, Fernandez, and Perry
2016); in particular, leadership training programs that expose participants to both
transformational and transactional theory and that “combine coaching, classroom instruction,
feedback, and experiential training can improve the performance of leaders” (Seidle,
Fernandez, and Perry 2016). These programs all address the underlying dynamics of leadership
in public service (Van Wart 2011).

HIGHER EDUCATION SUCCESSION PLANNING AND LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

Higher education traditionally is slow to follow trends in the private sector due to the

unique nature of the academy. In fact, succession planning has only recently become an area of
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significant interest in higher education. In 2013, a search of the phrase ‘succession planning’ in
library power search databases returned less than 100 hits (BusinessSearch Premier 2013). At
that time, a search in the Journal of Higher Education resulted in only one primary source,
Columbia University’s Robert Birnbaum’s article on measuring institutional performance pre-
and post- presidential succession (Birnbaum 1989). In addition, at the 2008 annual conference
of the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, only three people—
including the organizer—attended a round table discussion on succession planning; the
following year, though, that same round table discussion drew 50 participants (Barden 2009).
Higher education, though, is confronted with the same dynamic, challenging, and evolving
workforce issues that private and public sectors face.
Pipeline

Higher education leadership has a pipeline problem (American Council on Education
2006). In 2007, the American Council on Education (ACE) reported that nearly half of all college
presidents were 61-years-old or older. Projections made then about the possible retirement of
these individuals, even just half of the individuals, caused concern among education
researchers and practitioners, particularly as the academy had come to realize it could quite
readily lose one-quarter of its existing presidential leadership (American Council on Education
2007, 2008). In addition, only 40% of the existing chief academic officers at the time, holding
titles such as provost or vice president for academic affairs, reported a desire to fill a
presidential position (American Council on Education 2008). In 2012, the situation worsened,

as the percentage of presidents aged 61 or older increased to 58% (American Council on
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Education 2012). In the most recent report, in which the average president age is 62 years old,
54% reported that they expected to leave their current post in five years or less (American
Council on Education 2017). In addition, the number of provosts willing to fulfill a presidency
dropped to just 19% in 2017 (Strikwerda 2017).

The role of provost has evolved. Provosts are now expected to be leaders in innovation
and student success (The Chronicle of Higher Education 2019). Emerging trends in higher
education have also changed the role of the provost to be more internally focused on
accreditation, compliance, risk management, and faculty retention such that provosts have
“become managers of processes...deans, by contrast...have become more like presidents”
advocating externally for support (Strikwerda 2017). This suggests, then, that attention must be
paid to the presidential pipeline, going further down into the organization chart to deans and
other positions. This is particularly important given that faculty and staff’s career paths are now
more fluid, leading to decreased institutional loyalty (Bisbee and Miller 2006). In the fall 2006
issue of The Presidency, ACE reported that succession planning works effectively at sub-
presidential levels, and that presidents should mentor lower in the ranks because “even if you
might not be grooming your immediate successor, you may be nurturing the person that will sit
in your chair a decade after you leave” (American Council on Education 2006). Even then, the
pipeline numbers lower in the ranks are still stark. For example, in 2012, the University of
Michigan reported that 39 percent of its faculty and 35 percent of its staff was eligible for
retirement by December 2017 (Woodhouse 2012). While the numbers alone are concerning,

examining them even more closely identify additional concerns.
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Gender and Higher Education Leadership

Succession planning and leadership development needs are not specific to just aging
workforce issues. As discussed in the previous private and public sector sections, succession
planning is not merely replacement hiring, and a person performing satisfactorily at one level in
an organization may not perform well after progression to the next organizational level
(Gonzalez 2010; Rothwell 2005). There are, then, other factors to consider than simply filling a
vacated position. Diversity is one such important driver for succession planning and leadership
development in academia. ACE reports that women and minorities are underrepresented as
presidents and chief academic officers, particularly at doctorate-granting institutions, at which
not a single Hispanic served as provost or vice president of academic affairs at institutions
responding to the 2008 ACE survey (American Council of Education 2007, 2008). In fact, the
report revealed that “the numbers of women and minorities in presidential positions at colleges
and universities have not increased significantly since 1998” (Gonzalez 2010, 1). From 2006-
2011, the percentage of women presidents rose just three percent to 26% whereas the number
of minority presidents actually declined from 14 to 13 percent (American Council of Education
2012). Five years later, the percentage of women presidents had risen to just 30% and the
number of racial/ethnic minority presidents rose to 17% (American Council of Education 2017).
The gains, though, in women presidencies have largely been made at the community college
level, where 34% of presidents are women compared to just 22% at doctoral-granting

institutions (Pasquerella and Clauss-Ehlers 2017).
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Historically, the lack of female leaders had been blamed on an educational attainment
pipeline issue, specifically that there were just too few qualified women among the ranks of the
bench-depth. This is no longer true, as data on “educational attainment show that women
make up more than 50 percent of students in all degree programs; since 2006, the majority of
doctoral degrees have been awarded to women” (Gangone 2016). Instead of educational
attainment serving as the pipeline barrier, it appears that the pipeline issue is instead one of
professional promotion. Specifically, women are disproportionality represented at lower ranks
of faculty rather than among full professors or administration (Sherman et al. 2010; Behr and
Schneider 2015, 20).

Higher education, with its blended hierarchy that includes several leadership positions
at all levels within that hierarchy, provides a rich context within which to examine female
leadership. One such study, “Gender and the Ladder to Deanship,” surveyed more than 700
sitting deans within the Council of Colleges of Arts and Sciences; 212 individuals responded to
the survey, of which 39% were women. Results of the survey indicate that women were
overrepresented at master-granting institutions relative to men but were underrepresented
almost two-to-one at doctoral-granting institutions. Notably, more than half of the women who
responded had become dean since 2010 (Behr and Schneider 2015, 20). These results are
similar to many examined in a two-volume edited set of research studies, scholarly essays, and
personal narratives on the challenges women leaders in higher education face (Dean et al.

2009).
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One telling narrative about a female education leader is that of Delta Kappa Gamma
(DKG) Society’s founder Annie Webb Blanton. Blanton, an early suffragist who was born in 1870
and died in 1945, founded DKG in 1929 (Tang 2011). Blanton’s story is remarkable in that she
lived during the historical period when many women were excluded from education and
employment as well as not having the right to vote. Thus, she led during a period in which
discrimination against women not only existed but also was intentionally institutionalized.
Blanton led both social and political movements to give women equal opportunities to
education, employment, and politics, but “equality in opportunities does not necessarily
translate to equality in outcomes” (Tang 2011, 46). Serving as the first woman to be elected
president of the Texas State Teacher’s Association, Blanton ran for state office. Like many
women leaders of that time, Blanton was accused of being ungodly for her social and political
activism and was attacked by her opposition as an atheist and a witch (Cottrell 2011; Tang
2011). Despite her opposition’s slander, Blanton became the first woman in Texas elected to a
statewide office as state superintendent of public instruction in 1918 (Cottrell 2011).

After years of teaching at both secondary and post-secondary institutions, Blanton
founded DKG at age 58. By this time, she had enough political, social, and cultural capital to
build such an organization, but Blanton knew that in order for DKG to be successful, it could not
merely be a sorority for women educators “but a professional honorary Society of women
educators with an emphasis on promoting professional and personal growth of its members
and excellence in education” (Tang 2011, 48). Blanton’s DKG co-founders helped focus on

expansion throughout Texas, but Blanton spent her time focusing on organizing other state
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chapters. In addition to her network outside of Texas and her own organizational skills, Blanton
was able to build DKG nationally by the way in which she framed DKG’s role and purpose.
Blanton gave DKG “cognitive legitimacy” via its mission statement and “sociopolitical
legitimacy” by labeling it an honor and professional organization (Tang 2011, 49). Although DKG
faced early opposition by males and even female educators themselves, the initiative overall
was a success, and DKG, which expanded internationally seven years after Blanton’s death, now
has “more than 100,000 members in 17 countries” (Tang 2011, 47).

DKG provides women with a network of mentors and mentees. Research has shown that
mentors have a “critical effect on the career paths of women who aspire to advance in higher
education administration” (Brown 2005, 659). Many women in higher education report
mentorship as a top need for their professional development (Brown 2005, Sherman et al.
2010, Tessens, White, and Webb 2011). The college presidency still remains numerically
dominated by males (Brown 2005, Isaac et al. 2009, Longman and Anderson 2011; American
Council on Education 2008, 2012, 2017) and is an area in which having a mentor is crucial
because “even women with outstanding credentials” must be “vouched for by powerful
individuals in leadership positions” (Brown 2005, 659; Moore 1982). In a 2005 study of 91
female presidents about their mentor and mentee relationships, 64% of the women reported
serving as mentors and 58% reported having primary mentors; nearly 67% of those mentors
were male, which supports that cross-gender mentor relationships are just as vital to women’s
advancement in higher education as same-gender mentor relationships (Brown 2005). Of

course, since the top position is still dominated by males, it follows that these women would
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have male mentors; the responsibility now lies with these current female leaders to mentor the
next generation of female leaders.

Women leaders seem to be aware of this responsibility; in 2009, Anny Morrobel-Sosa,
Dean of the College of Science at The University of Texas at El Paso noted that many times in
her career, she was the only woman in her position, and “l became pretty tired of being that
single person. | thought it was incumbent on me that | not be the last” (Morrobel-Sosa 2009, 3).
Blanton and Morrobel-Sosa are examples of “pioneering women” who “didn’t have a set of
recipes to follow. They worked to find the right ingredients and the right combinations to lead”
(Gangone 2016, 22). Indeed, these women, like many senior women in higher education now,
got to their position without “leadership development programs or book on effective
leadership, on how to lean in, or how to be more confident. There were no apparent
mentorships or sponsorships,” and instead these women “intuited, and they practiced, and
they intuited, and they practiced, and they did that with their leadership over and over again”
(Gangone 2016, 22).

A 2009 study by Isaac, Behar-Horenstein, and Koro-Ljungberg examines a small sample
of a group of potential female presidents in an attempt to illustrate that because power is
multidimensional, the usual binary approach (male/female) to gender and leadership research
does not account for how women use power to their advantage. The typical binary opposition
of women and men in leadership gives a hierarchal edge to agentic, described in masculine
discourse, over communal, ascribed to feminine characteristics, traits (Eagly et al. 2002; Issac et

al. 2009). This gendered and societal norm dichotomy positions more women in “glass cliff”
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leadership roles; that is, women are selected to lead an organization already in crisis (Ryan and
Haslam 2005; Sabharwal 2015; Pasquerella and Clauss-Ehlers 2017). The goal of the authors is
to deconstruct the male/female binary opposition by illustrating how women actually use their
power. A group of ten administrators from one university were selected for the study. Five
associate deans and five deans representing five male-dominated (majority of faculty are men)
and five female-dominated (majority of faculty are women) colleges were interviewed via semi-
structured interviews about their background, leadership, and power (Issac et al. 2009).

The textual data revealed that the women deans credited their fathers as being their
first mentors and role models. A woman by the pseudonym Dean Sasser said that although her
father supported her, he did so by tying gender roles to her career by remarking that education
is a good profession for women (Isaac et al. 2009). The textual data also illustrated that the
women’s identities were not either/or but rather the women’s “identities swayed between the
masculine and feminine, between becoming their fathers yet becoming their own quintessence,
the purest part of themselves” (Isaac et al. 2009, 139). Indeed, the language the women used
evoked both traditional masculine (agentic) and feminine (communal) descriptions.

A woman by the pseudonym of Dean Highe also revealed that she never aspired to be a
leader: “l just got an idea in my mind about how | wanted to live my life...how | wanted to relate
to [others], and people tell me ‘you are a leader’...but it isn’t because | set out to become ‘a

27

leader’” (Isaac et al. 2009, 140). When the women were asked to define leadership, the results
varied by male-dominated and female-dominated colleges as well as by position (dean or

associate dean). Even so, overall, the language the women used exemplified a “patriarchal
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discourse” (Isaac et al. 2009, 142). In addition to helping the authors achieve their goal of
deconstructing the male/female binary opposition, the study also reveals that the relics of
gendered stereotypes are employed, even if unconsciously, by female leaders as well as men.
This creates paradoxes and conflicts for women leaders, and it reveals a gap in leadership
development that still exists for females.

In an attempt to address that gap at one institution, The Ohio State University created
the Presidents and Provost’s Leadership Institute (PPLI) in 2005. PPLI is a two-year leadership
program for tenure or clinical-track faculty designed to develop a pool of women and
underrepresented minority faculty who might move into leadership programs. The Ohio State
University had been attentive to gender issues since 1999, when it established The Women’s
Place (TWP) “to serve as a catalyst for institutional change to expand opportunities for
women’s growth, leadership, and power in an inclusive, supportive, and safe university
environment” (Hornsby 2012, 98). One of the first project’s in which TWP engaged was to
determine why more women than men left the university; after collecting data on this project,
the university noticed that while the numbers of women faculty had increased, the number of
women administrators had declined. After conducting a campus-wide needs assessment, TWP
partnered with the university’s Human Resources department to launch the program. At the
time it began, it was a unique program because it provided faculty with formal development
prior to assuming leadership developments rather than after they had been appointed into

their roles; in this way, “it serves as a quasi-succession planning program” (Hornsby 2012, 99).
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Authors Sherman, Beaty, Crum, and Peters wrote another study that uses biographical
narrative inquiry to recognize emerging themes in gender and higher education leadership
(2010). These four women—three of whom represent departments of educational leadership,
one of whom represents a department of lifelong education, and all of whom were, at the time
of the article, young professors—have dedicated their professional lives to advancing women
leaders in education; however, they realized they had neglected their own voice and have left
their story, as the lyrics from the Natasha Bedingfield song used throughout their article
indicates, ‘unwritten.” The four authors questioned why they spent “enormous amounts of time
pushing limits for other women and fail to do the same for ourselves” (Sherman et al. 2010).
The authors individually wrote their narratives and then shared them with one another to
analyze how gender has influenced their professional lives. The narratives included blatant
discrimination and disrespect, such as male students insisting on calling the women by their
first names, to subtle second-generation gender bias such as tenure policies and their disregard
for maternity leave.

The article presents each woman'’s story in total and then concludes with four emerging
themes found in all of the narratives. The first theme is what they term action-oriented
mentoring, and the authors implore senior women to pay it forward by matching themselves
with young faculty or, even better, female graduate students (Sherman et al. 2010). The
second theme is valuing home and person in which the authors suggest ways in which
institutions can provide opportunities for women “to move seamlessly between their

competing home and professional roles” (Sherman et al. 2010, 750). Although all four women
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were granted tenure within the traditional time period, they did suggest that tenure is one
particular area in which institutions could review policies to ensure they are no longer
discriminatory.

The third theme is called living within gender, age, and skin, and here the authors
advocate for mandatory gender and cultural sensitivity training not only for faculty and staff
but also for students as well. The women felt this to be particularly important in cases in which
male graduate students are much older than the female professors because those students
were more likely to make discriminatory comments than colleagues. The final theme is termed
celebration of youth and womanhood, in which the authors provide advice for aspiring women
leaders. Acknowledging that they are but four voices, the authors primarily encourage other
women to begin discussions and action oriented-behaviors on their campuses.

Examining issues in gendered terms can sometimes be viewed as controversial. This is
especially true now in a time in which “the very concept of gender has gained nuance and
fluidity...with important implications for transgender, gender nonconforming, and cisgender
students, faculty, and staff” (Campbell 2015, 3). Yet, research shows that “men are judged on

|lI

their potential” whereas “women are evaluated on past performance” (Pasquerella and Clauss-
Ehlers 2017, 8). Further, more and more institutions are faced with gender disparity issues that
continue to plague them publicly, such as increasing sexual assaults, wage gaps, and gender-

biased hiring practices or “opportunity hoarding” that can impact their reputation (Campbell

2015; Skaggs 2018). Hence, leveraging succession planning and leadership development
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programs to account for gender disparity in leadership roles will help those institutions be
responsive to these issues.
The Rise of Nontraditional Leaders and External vs. Internal Candidates

Traditional paths to leadership positions in the academy have worked their way from
faculty ranks (Cavanaugh 2017). Historically, there was a value placed on discipline excellence
and scholarly achievements (Davis 2008); that is, an institution’s star instructors or star
researchers were typically promoted with administrative titles and duties. These individuals
rarely have had access to leadership theory or leadership development. As was discussed in
Chapter 1, not all faculty are willing administrators, and many do not consider these
appointments to be promotions (Buller and Cipriano 2019). This, combined with external
pressures from boards, is causing more institutions to recognize that in addition to encouraging
faculty to take on more administrative roles, institutions also need to recognize and develop
potential institutional leaders without faculty status; indeed, “the way to the top need not
begin with tenure” (American Council on Education 2006, 40). This approach, though, is not
always well received, particularly among the most senior-level faculty (Flaherty 2017).

In some cases, this nontraditional pathway is extended even beyond the difference
between an administrative staff person or nontenure track faculty member assuming the
presidency. In many cases, there is also an increasing number of presidents who are coming
from the private sector or other areas of the public sector, such as the military or government
(Beardsley 2017; Toppo 2018). Although the 2017 ACE study indicates that the share of

presidents coming from outside higher education dropped to 15% in 2016 (American Council on
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Education 2017), others have noted that the ACE survey asks presidents about their most
recent previous position but fails to take a deeper look at their full career path. Doing so reveals
that as many as “46% of university presidents began their careers” in nontraditional career
paths (Toppo 2018).

Another nuance to the pathway is the requirement for national searches and the
consideration of external candidates. Hiring trends constantly swing back and forth from
majority of external hires to majority of internal hires. In some decades, a long devotion and
lengthy career at one institution was not uncommon; in fact, in the 1970s, the majority of
senior executives had only been at one or two institutions, making the traditional pathway to
administration: faculty, department head, dean, vice provost, provost, president all within one
institution (Bisbee and Miller 2006). But by the 1980s, 75% of successful administrative
candidates were external hires; again, in the 1990s, this shift returned to 60% of successful
candidates being hired from within (Bisbee and Miller 2006).

It is not known what causes the constant shift, but there does continue to be debate on
which set of candidates, internal or external, are the most value-added for the crucial positions
determined by succession plans. Some benefits of having internal hires are that the individuals
are familiar with the culture and already possess an understanding of the institution’s goals.
Effective networks and personal relationships built on trust and reciprocity are already in place
in order for the successor to handle the new responsibilities easier (Bisbee and Miller 2006). On
the other hand, external candidates present an organization with an opportunity to develop

different ideas, methodologies, and philosophies (American Council on Education 2006). In fact,
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executive search firm leaders suggest that the reason succession planning is little used in higher
education is because “transition is a time for fresh energy, innovative ideas, and new
directions” that are not likely to materialize if the successor is a product of the existing system
(American Council on Education 2006). In some cases, the external president is viewed “as a
symbol of hope” versus a former president who was viewed “as a symbol of despair” (Levin
1996, 30).

Leading Change to Respond to Public Concerns

Succession planning and leadership development, as previously discussed, alleviate
stakeholder anxiety because they communicate deliberate, strategic, and future-focused
decision-making. Like its private and public sector counterparts, higher education also has
multiple stakeholders—including the parents, current and potential students, and legislators
who are investors of a sort—who also value certainty and continuity, so the relative paucity of
succession planning discussion and implementation in higher education appears to be an
oversight of the academy (American Council on Education 2006).

As noted in Chapter 1, institutions and their leadership teams are facing new challenges,
including external factors that force institutions to “develop unique responses to emerging
trends in funding, shifts in enrollment patterns, and unexpected events” (Parkman and Beard
2008, 29). This external pressure to increase accountability and responsibility has reshaped how
the academy views its leadership. Leadership styles in academia, such as those described by
Clark Kerr as “the shrewd fox” and “the visionary hedgehog,” can impact a university’s success

(Gonzalez 2007, 3). Kerr, the first chancellor of the University of California Berkeley and the
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twelfth president of the University of California system, is referred to as “one of the fathers of
higher education” (Gonzalez 2011, ix). He was a strong proponent of succession planning and
leadership, although his famous speech given at Harvard University in 1963 about the
university’s role, now published as The Uses of the University, is controversial (Kerr 2001).
Despite how some may view his particular points, which essentially argued that the research
universities were a multiversity with multiple communities, he is inarguably one of the most
outspoken higher education leaders who recognized early that the academy needed to change,
it needed more visionary hedgehogs, in order to have a viable future. Although his speech was
nearly more than fifty years ago, academic institutions are still facing an academic reform
movement in which they must again adapt; except now, the change is constant (Diamond 2002,
2017; Buller 2015).

Since the pipeline issue is well known and well-documented, and an ensuing need for
succession planning and leadership development is well understood within the academy, it is
important to understand better why institutions are slow to engage in them. In order to
understand this, in 2008, higher education search firm consultants Witt/Kieffer conducted a
survey of college and university presidents and board members asking them about their
approach to formal succession planning for their executive leadership. The preliminary results
of the survey were presented at the 2008 Association of Governing Board’s annual meeting.
The search firm subsequently released a summary entitled “Succession Planning Takes Hold in
Higher Education,” in which they stated that 76% of institutions “practice succession planning in

some capacity” (Witt/Kieffer 2008). The summary included a couple of supportive quotations as
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well, sharing that one respondent’s institution had discovered in the previous year that “almost
all of our key positions would be eligible for retirement and could walk out on the same day if
they chose...that really alarmed us and [sic] started our development of a comprehensive
leadership development program across the university” (Witt/Kieffer 2008).

The researcher of this dissertation first encountered that summary as she was
researching a final paper in one of her doctoral courses in 2010; she was skeptical of the
assertions, so much so that not only did it lead to her research topic for this dissertation but
also caused her to reach out to Witt/Kieffer to ask follow up questions, and they generously
provided the author of this dissertation with the complete raw data from their respondents.
The survey had 135 responses for an 8.4% response rate, which suggests that a far greater
number of institutions that did not respond were not engaging in succession planning or
leadership development.

Upon a closer look at the survey instrument, it is clear that the headline is somewhat
misleading: the question to which 76% of the respondents answered ‘yes’ was: “Does your
institution practice succession planning—however informal” (Witt/Kieffer 2008). Respondents
have broad latitude to interpret the phrase “however informal.” Even so, the full-text data was
encouraging. When asked which aspects of succession planning respondents anticipated
various constituents at their institutions would be willing to undertake, 90% of the respondents
answered, “identifying and nurturing talent within the organization to cultivate future

leadership.”
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The final question allowed for free-form answers: “Please share any thoughts you have
about succession planning, including any barriers that you perceive at your institution (e.g.,
tradition, issues of shared governance, scale of institution, financial considerations, etc).” The
responses had emerging themes noted as barriers: affirmative action concerns, faculty
resistance, requirements for open searches, a limited understanding of the concept, and shared
governance. This prompted the author of this dissertation to explore this further with her own

project described in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The objective of this research is to describe the state of formal succession planning and formal
leadership development in Texas public universities. It is an applied research project that seeks
to address a conceptual problem—higher education leadership preparedness, effectiveness,
and adaptability—and to understand how prevalent succession planning and deliberate
leadership development programs are at each of the 37 Texas public universities (Booth,
Colomb and Williams 2008). The 37 public institutions include four independent institutions,
and 33 institutions that comprise six university systems.

The research began with a survey distributed in March 2014 and concluded in April
2019. The study was lengthened due to the researcher’s professional responsibilities and part-
time student status, and the extension allowed the researcher more time for reflection and for
developing her own professional experiences (e.g., attending conferences and having more
conversations with public university senior leaders across the state of Texas) that enriched her
understanding of the research topic. Although the total number of institutions remains the
same at 37, the specific list of public institutions has changed during the five-year span due to a
consolidation of two institutions and to the addition of an upper-level institution; the complete
list is included as Appendix A. The research presented here seeks to answer the following two

research questions:
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R1: To what extent are formalized succession planning development initiatives implemented on
the campuses of Texas’ public universities?

R2: To what extent are formalized leadership development initiatives implemented on the
campuses of Texas public universities?

As mentioned in the introduction section, for the purposes of this dissertation,
formalized succession planning refers to a deliberate plan and procedure for identifying
successors for leadership positions. Formalized leadership development is defined as an
organized program or initiative aimed at improving the available “bench-depth” of
organizational leadership. Public academic universities in Texas were selected because Texas
has one of the largest and most diverse higher education systems in the nation and because,
when the literature review began for this research project, much of the existing research
focused on community colleges. Thus, the intent is to fill a gap by determining what public
universities have implemented. Although a particular hypothesis was not articulated, the
researcher’s underlying premise is that Texas public institutions were not actively participating
in formalized succession planning despite the assertions of the 2008 national survey conducted
by Witt/Kiefer discussed in the previous chapter. Due to her familiarity with Texas public
institutions through her membership in the Texas Council of Chief Academic Officers, which is
an organization comprised of the state’s provosts, vice provosts, or associate provosts, and due
to the reactions she often received when she mentioned a need for more leadership
development in higher education, the researcher also surmised that formalized leadership

development programs were uncommon at Texas public universities.
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This study employs a concurrent mixed methods research design, a concept that
originated in 1959 when Campbell and Fisk used multi-methods to study psychological traits
(Creswell 2007). Concurrent mixed methods are procedures used when a researcher “merges
guantitative and qualitative data in order to provide a comprehensive analysis of the research
problem” (Creswell 2007, 14). This enabled the researcher to understand how succession
planning and leadership development programs are implemented on campuses.

Qualitative research, which emphasizes process and meaning rather than outcomes,
uses inductive reasoning to provide rich situational context (Creswell 2007, Trochim and
Donnelly 2008, Hatch 2002). This dissertation is exploratory in nature and relies on the
participants’ views. Although succession planning and leadership theories inform the
researcher’s understanding of why succession planning is needed in higher education, in this
context, they are not intended to frame deductive research. Rather, the qualitative process of
gathering data from individuals allowed inductive trends to emerge from the data. The
researcher used a survey, which was supplemented with matrices developed from web
searches of each institutions’ websites in 2016 and again in 2019, and participated in numerous
unstructured interviews with eighteen colleagues, including leaders in the senior ranks, at her
own institution as well as those elsewhere in the state.

Collectively, the sample of 37 public universities represent a case study of Texas public
universities. Case studies, bound by activity and time, are chosen when a researcher intends to
explore an in-depth process within the context of real-life (Stake 1995; Yin 2009). According to

Yin (2009), case studies are particularly suited for instances in which multiple factors impact the
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ability to understand the phenomenon under investigation. Merriam (1998) contends that case
studies are useful as means to inform policy, to evaluate programs or processes, or to study
educational innovations.

Some other scholars who have examined succession planning and higher education
chose the case study method (Christie 2005; Richards 2009; Mercer 2009; Luzebetak 2010;
Smith 2011). Mercer found that the case study method “was an effective method of gaining a
holistic perspective of leadership succession planning in a higher education context” (Mercer
2009, 96). The case study method in particular is suited for those who have an interpretive or
constructivist worldview because it allows for the data to stand as a function of interpretation
and personal interaction (Merriam 1998).

SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND SAMPLE

The researcher developed and, upon Institutional Review Board approval, distributed a
survey that included both quantitative closed-ended and qualitative open-ended questions. The
survey, recreated as Appendix B, included 32 questions, but skip logic was used, so no
respondent would have had to answer every question. In March 2014, the questionnaire was
distributed to each of the 37 public institutions in Texas using the online survey tool, Qualtrics.
Surveys were sent to presidents, with a copy to Human Resources, and recipients were asked to
forward the survey to the most appropriate person to complete the survey for that institution.
Of the 37 institutions that received the survey in 2014, ten institutions began the survey, with
several questions answered by nine institutions, but only eight surveys were completed for a

completion rate of 80% and a response rate of 22%.
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Due to statistical conclusion validity issues with the sample, statistical analysis was not
conducted on the quantitative data. In addition, the researcher’s institutional review board
approval guaranteed that data would only be presented in the aggregate without identifiable
information; hence, the researcher was unable to provide cross-tabulations of the limited data
because the tables, if cross referenced with publicly available data, could be used to identify
specific institutions’ responses. Instead, qualitative analysis was used to analyze the qualitative
answers for keywords and the emergence of themes. The survey asked participants if they
would agree to an on-site semi-structured interview as a follow-up, but only one of the
respondents elected to be contacted. This particular individual also happened to be one of the
researcher’s closest colleagues who stepped down from his position as a university president
just a couple of months after he completed the survey. Thus, he, like eighteen of the
researcher’s internal and external colleagues, provided information more through unstructured
interviews. Unstructured interviews use probing, and the researcher used the silent probe, the
echo probe, and the phased-assertion probe during her interactions with colleagues at
conferences, quarterly meetings, and typical workplace interactions (Bernard 2006). Finally, the
researcher developed a matrix to supplement the eight responding institutions’ answers in
2016, and the researcher updated this matrix in 2019 (see Table 4.1) by evaluating institutions’
websites for publicly available leadership development or succession planning information for
all institutions, including those that elected not to respond to the survey.

Reliability and validity in mixed methods research differ from that in quantitative

research (Merriam 1998; Gibbs 2008; Yin 2009; Creswell 2009). To maintain validity, the
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researcher employed triangulation which includes participant checking tactics, peer debriefing
and presenting negative or discrepant (Merriam 1998; Creswell 2009). In addition, the
researcher fully discloses that her position as a mid-level administrator—assistant provost and
associate provost as of November 2018 —at one institution within The University of Texas
System—in addition to her gender, culture, and background—presents biases that another
researcher without the same position, gender, culture, and background may not have. The
researcher’s network includes mentors who are in senior leadership positions across the state
of Texas and beyond. This includes multiple presidents, provosts, deans, vice provosts, and
other administrators in the academy; thus, it was not uncommon for a typical dinner, meeting,
or conference conversation to become an unstructured interview about this research topic. The
researcher had informed these individuals of her project, and the conversations were
intentional with the individuals understanding that their feedback could be quoted. In addition,
the researcher was provided countless opportunities throughout the years to first-hand
observe participants discussing succession planning and/or leadership development in a higher
education setting.
RESULTS

The survey began with a series of quantitative, close-ended questions. The first question
asked participants if their institution was part of a university system; if they answered yes, they
were directed to a question, reflected in Table 3.1 University System Affiliation, that asked
respondents to select their affiliated System. The University of Texas System (UT System)

institutions account for 56% of the limited respondents. At the time the survey was distributed,
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UT System included nine academic institutions, so five responses from that System also
accounts for 56% of all UT System institutions. This large number of responses could be due to
the fact that the researcher is a member of the UT System and was relatively known at many of
those institutions in 2014, or it could reflect the UT System’s attention to leadership
development, or both. Regardless of factors, it biases the sample with overrepresentation from
one system. Texas A&M System accounted for 22% of the respondents, but the two A&M
System universities that responded represent only 17% of that system’s number of institutions.
Table 3.1. University System Affiliation

Please select your university system.

System Count

Texas A&M System

Texas State System

2
0
Texas Tech System 0
The University of Texas System 5
1
1
9

University of North Texas System
University of Houston System
Total

In an effort to determine if institutional size mattered, the survey then asked
respondents to approximate their total headcount, their total number of full-time employees,
and their annual budget. Table 3.2 Size of Institution-Enrollment indicates that two-thirds of the

respondents were at large institutions.
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Table 3.2. Size of Institution-Enrollment
What is the approximate total enrollment at
your institution?

Answer Choice Count
Less than 10,000 headcount 1
10,000-20,000 headcount 2
More than 20,000 headcount 6
Total 9

Again, this is influenced by sample size and overrepresentation from UT System, whose
institutions have the highest total enrollments of any in the state (The University of Texas
System 2019).

Table 3.3 Number of Full-Time Employees indicates that whereas six of the nine
institutions reported that they had more than 20,000 headcount enrollment, seven of the nine
institutions reported an FTE of 5000 or fewer. Again, the representation by UT System
institutions, which are some of the fastest growing in the nation let alone the state and whose
infrastructure has not kept pace with their enroliment, can partially explain that inverse
relationship.

Table 3.3. Number of Full-Time Employees
What is the approximate number of full-
time employees at your institution?
Answer Choice Count
Less than 2,500 FTE 3
2,500-5,000 FTE
5,000-7,500 FTE

More than 7,500 FTE
Total

ON O B
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Finally, Table 3.4 Annual Budget indicates that only seven respondents answered the
guestion. This might be due to a desire not to disclose this information, or the answer was
unknown. The responses indicate that their median estimated annual budget was $270 million.
Table 3.4. Annual Budget

What is the approximate annual budget of
your institution?

Responses

$2.4 billion

$550 million
$500 million
$270 million
$170 million
$160 million
$85 million

In an effort to understand more about the institution’s culture and mission, the survey
asked respondents an attribute question regarding their admissions policy and their student
demographics. Table 3.5 Other Attributes reflects the answers, which indicate response error.
Only nine responses were received, but the total number of either open enrollment or selective
enrollment adds to ten. This was an oversight of the researcher who neither provided
definitions nor made the responses conditionally dependent upon one another.

Table 3.5. Other Attributes
Select all that apply to your institution.
Answer Choice Count
Open enroliment 2
Selective enrollment
Hispanic-serving
Historically Black College and University

o ~ 0
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After the quantitative institutional demographic questions, two yes/no binary questions
about succession planning were presented. Table 3.6 Succession Planning Binary Responses

illustrates the answers to each question from nine respondents.

Table 3.6. Succession Planning Binary Responses

Question Yes No

Formal succession planning refers to a deliberate plan or procedure for
identifying successors for leadership positions. Does your institution practice 0 9
formal succession planning?

Has succession planning been discussed at your campus for possible future
implementation?

The researcher’s underlying premise going into this research project was that public academic
institutions in Texas were not participating in formalized succession planning, and 100% of the
responses indicated that her premise was correct. The researcher was surprised, though, that
78% of the institutions answered that succession planning had been discussed at their campus
for possible future implementation.

Table 3.7 Succession Planning Barriers includes the seven free-form text responses from
those 78% respondents, although two of the responses had identifying words removed as
denoted with an ellipsis so that the respondents could remain anonymous.

Table 3.7. Succession Planning Barriers

What barriers to formal succession planning exist on your campus and how have they
hindered discussions or efforts to develop a succession plan?

Responses

Limited understanding of how senior leader development and succession planning can
benefit educational institutions.
It was never attempted before.
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Affirmative action and EEO requirements, supported by statute and policy, require open
searches for most professional positions on campus. Consequently, it is difficult to "groom"
talented faculty and staff for leadership positions knowing that they will have to compete in a
national search for the position for which they are being prepared. Shared governance can
also be an impediment in an academic environment. Faculty-based search committees are
not always in alignment with administrative strategies regarding talent acquisition and
development.

Tenure process keeps faculty in one place too long not affording others opportunities and
lessens their accountability. Lack of understanding by leadership of the need or concept of
succession planning for faculty and staff. Staff not considered essential enough by the
academics to commit to programs and opportunities that would promote growth.

We discuss this informally all the time. Which departments or divisions have in place logical
successors to their heads or chairmen? Most do. When you say "succession plan," you surely
don't mean a chart which tells everyone what will happen in case he or she dies, is fired, or
resigns. The circumstance surrounding a vacancy and the timing often dictate the succession
strategy. What makes this difficult is the extreme challenge one faces in putting together the
right upper-management team. ... In some cases, | had to get rid of long-standing and poorly
placed leaders. In other cases, | myself made bad hires in my first years. Hard to discuss
"succession" if you are not satisfied with what is in place. Thoughts of succession come, |
think, after one is satisfied that the existing positions are in fact well filled.

...System is changing all the processes for appointments. The System has to approve
everything; therefore, a succession plan is impossible.

External searches are required for administrative and executive leadership positions.
Generally, interims are excluded from applying.

Commonalities exist among these responses. Two respondents noted a “lack of understanding”
and a “limited understanding” of succession planning and its benefits. Three respondents noted
open and external search requirements, and one respondent explicitly identified affirmative
action and equal employment opportunities requirements whereas another respondent alluded
to those requirements being put into place at their System level. Two of the respondents
indicated that a disconnect exists between faculty-based practices, such as tenure and shared
governance, and the ability to engage in succession planning. These themes echo the themes of

the 2008 Witt/Kiefer survey discussed in Chapter 2. One respondent describes a challenge often
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discussed by practitioners in higher education but not readily found in the literature: how a
new senior leader handles leaders he or she inherited at the middle ranks. The response
suggests, though, that individuals had obtained leadership positions without being fully
prepared for them, thus underscoring the need for leadership development programs.

The next question, summarized in Table 3.8 Formal Leadership Development Yes/No
Responses, asked respondents about the prevalence of such a formalized leadership
development program on their campus. Eight respondents, or 89%, reported that they do offer
formalized leadership programs.

Table 3.8. Formal Leadership Development Yes/No Responses

Question Yes No

For purposes of this study, formal leadership development refers to an
organized program or initiative in which increased leadership capability is an
intended outcome. Are there other formal leadership development initiatives
other than succession planning that do occur on your campus?

The eight respondents were then asked a series of questions about their leadership
development programs, and this is the point at which one of the respondents stopped
answering questions and did not complete the rest of the survey.

The first question asked respondents about their leadership’s targeted participants. This
guestion, illustrated by Table 3.9 Formal Leadership Development Targeted Participants, was
asked to determine if there were limitations, such as faculty only, or just one particular division,
such as Academic Affairs but not Student Affairs, as well as if it was limited to certain tiers

within the organization’s hierarchy.
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Table 3.9. Formal Leadership Development Targeted Participants

Who are the targeted participants for formal leadership development initiatives on your
campus?

Responses

Primarily first-level supervisors and mid-management levels.

Directors, faculty and staff with leadership potential and interest

None specifically.

In general, they are front-line administrators, both faculty and professional staff, who show
potential for leadership development.

Middle management, senior management, staff wanting to move up, young people just
hired. We have a very active and many-layered leadership development program, distinct
from a "succession plan."

We have two initiatives. One is for Hispanic women--an NSF ADVANCE grant. We have
expanded it to all corners. We also have a LEAP program for department chairs, directors,
and above.

Department chairs, directors, deans, VPs, faculty and staff leadership.

The seven responses indicate that none of the institutions restrict participation to faculty, nor
do they restrict participation to only the highest levels of the organizational structure.

The next question asked respondents who had the responsibility for identifying
participants in the program. This question, summarized in Table 3.10 Formal Leadership
Development Selection, was asked to understand better the selection process as well as to
determine how many institutions allowed for self-selection into the program. To the extent
that institutions embrace the notion that not every person who wants to lead can lead, the

researcher wondered if institutions had screening processes.
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Table 3.10. Formal Leadership Development Selection

Who identifies the participants for formal leadership development initiatives on your
campus?

Responses

Self-enrollment requests with manager approval.

Varies

N/A

Senior leadership (deans, VPs, president)

Participants may be nominated by their supervisors, or they may self-select.

The Provost, Vice Provost, Vice President for Business Affairs, Vice President for Student
Affairs, Presidential Fellow, President.

They are nominated by their direct supervisor or by colleagues.

Two of the seven responses explicitly stated that participants could self-identify for the
program whereas two responses, “varies” and “N/A,” are unclear if they include self-selection.
This is a limitation of the structure of the question; the researcher should have explicitly asked
if self-selection was allowed, and then asked who else identified participants.

The next question, captured in Table 3.11 Formal Leadership Development Intended
Outcomes, asked respondents to share the intended outcomes of the formal leadership
development program. This question sought clarification on whether intended outcomes were
stated in general terms, such as objectives, or with measurable outcomes that could be
evaluated to determine the program’s effectiveness and value.

Table 3.11. Formal Leadership Development Intended Outcomes

What are the intended outcomes of the formal leadership development initiatives on your
campus?

Responses

Improve overall leadership and management engagement.

develop mid-management capabilities

N/A

Cultivation and development of future campus leaders; "grow your own."
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We/I want each person who works at this university to think carefully about the trajectory of
his or her career. Where is it heading? Is more education or academic preparation required?
If so, when can it begin? And no one should assume that the job he or she holds today is the
final professional iteration.

We are trying to generate the next generation of leaders.

To familiarize and involve the identified candidates with decision making process, particularly
budget allocation. We also pay for prospective leaders to attend national leadership
development programs such as ACE, MLI, etc.

None of the six narrative responses stated outcomes in measurable terms. It is uncertain,
though, whether the question was clear enough that respondents understood that more
formal, measurable outcomes could be listed here or whether they existed.

The respondents then were asked what the program duration was. The answers to this
guestion included vague responses such as “short-term” and “not sure” as well as “several
different programs. Might be one semester, one year, or several weeks” (King 2014). Of the
responses provided, only the “one-year” duration was stated by more than one respondent.
Hence, the responses do not identify a particular commonly used program length. This indicates
that program duration may vary depending on goals, audience, and interest.

The next question asked respondents who manages the formal leadership program, and
Table 3.12 Formal Leadership Development Coordinator illustrates the responses.

Table 3.12. Formal Leadership Development Coordinator
Who leads the formal leadership development initiatives on your campus?
Responses
System HR - Talent Management group, with campus partners.
Provost's office

N/A
Mostly outsourced.
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Spread throughout the colleges. Our Student Affairs division, especially aggressive and
effective on this campus, has led the way in setting up leadership programs for students and
for administrators/staff.

Vice Provost for Academic Affairs (ADVANCE grant) and Presidential Fellow (LEAP)

Usually a VP, but | have led one as president.

Again, the answers to this question do not indicate that programs are typically run out
of any one office, but the Provost’s Office was identified in two of the responses. One answer
specifically identified the Talent Management group within human resources, and two answers
suggested that multiple divisions run the various programs. Hence, no consistent “ownership”
of the programs appears across the sample. This question was asked in part to determine if
there were any underlying assumptions about who the leader of such development programs
should be. If the Provost’s Office consistently administered the programs, was there a signal
that the facilitator or leader should be someone with an academic affairs background, or if
Human Resources led the majority of the programs, could that signal that the content was
more on leadership theory or general organizational behavior concepts. Absent a consistent
answer to this question, though, there are fewer inferences that can be drawn on who the
leader of the leadership development program typically is.

The final question about the institution’s leadership development support was a binary
guestion on whether institutions identified participants for external formal leadership
development initiatives and included as examples System-wide based programs in addition to a
national program such as ACE. Seventy-five percent of the respondents answered that their

institution does identify participants for external formal leadership development programs.
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The final set of four questions focused on the respondents themselves. The first of these
four questions asked respondents to provide their title. Five of the eight respondents were
presidents, one was a Human Resource Manager, one was a Human Resource Director, and one
was a Provost. The next question asked whether the respondents had attained their position as
an external hire or whether they were promoted within the organization. Seventy-five percent
of the respondents were external hires. The next two questions, illustrated by Table 3.13
Succession Planning Comparison and Table 3.14 Formal Leadership Development Comparison,
asked the respondents to compare their current institutions with their most recent previous
institutions with respect to active participation in succession planning and in leadership
development programs.

Table 3.13. Succession Planning Comparison
How does succession planning at your current university compare to succession

planning at your most recent previous institution?
Answer Choice Count

Current organization more actively participates in succession planning 3
Current organization less actively participates in succession planning
Both organizations participated in succession planning equally
Neither organization participated in succession planning

| have not worked for another university

Total

00O r -k W

All of the respondents had worked at more than one institution, so the answer was
relevant for all of them. The same number of responses indicated that their current
organization was more active than those who responded that their current organization was

less active. Only one response answered that neither organization participated in succession
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planning. Because all of the responses to the question asking whether current institutions
practiced succession planning was “no,” the researcher infers that the participation referred to
in this answer is related to discussion of succession planning rather than implementation of it.

Table 3.14. Formal Leadership Development Comparison
How do formal leadership development programs, excluding succession planning, at
your current university compare to formal leadership development programs
offered at your most recent previous institution?

Answer Choice Count
Current organization more actively participates in formal leadership

development programs 3
Current organization less actively participates in formal leadership 3
development programs

Both organizations participate in formal leadership development 1
programs equally

Neither organization participates in formal leadership development 1
programs

| have not worked for another university 0
Total 8

The answers to this question are identical to the previous answers; a limitation of this
guestion is how long ago the respondents were at their previous institution. That information,
and a more sufficient sample size, might help identify whether there were increases or
decreases over certain time periods, or if it was just random.

In fall 2014, the researcher was disappointed with the number of non-responses to the
survey, although she is aware that nonresponse in social science surveys were, and are, a
problem in that response rates have been declining for decades (Tourangeau and Plewes 2013).
After discussing the results of the survey with peers, including her advisor, the researcher

decided to supplement the responses with a review of the websites at institutions for which no
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survey response was received. The researcher did basic web searches from the institutions’
main home page. The researcher used the same set of keyword searches to search for
succession plans, succession planning, and leadership development programs. The researcher
ignored hits that discussed succession planning as an area of research for faculty members and
only considered succession planning related to organizational employment. The researcher
started this in 2015 but did not complete it; hence, the researcher conducted the searches
again in 2016 but rather than only researching the institutions that had not completed the
survey, the researcher examined each of the 37 institutions. Differences from the time of
survey distribution include that The University of Texas Pan American and The University of
Texas Brownsville consolidated into The University of Texas Rio Grande Valley in 2015, and Sul
Ross Rio Grande College is now included in the THECB's public universities listing. The
researcher performed the same web searches in April 2019.

The researcher is aware that there are limitations to this tactic. These limitations include
the choice of keyword searches, the optimization of results on the institutions’ websites, and
whether or not initiatives have a web presence. In other words, just because an institution’s
leadership development program could not be found online does not necessarily mean that an
institution did not have one. In addition, as scholar Karl Weick asserts, many organizations
undergo on-going, continuous, cumulative change, so a website search could have different
results within a day (Weick and Quinn 1999). The complete results of the 2016 and 2019
searches are contained in Appendix C, but with respect to changes, there were no changes to

the number of institutions (zero) that had succession plans posted; in 2016, twelve institutions
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included information about succession planning on their websites, but this decreased to eleven
in 2019.

The number of institutions that had leadership development program information on
their website in 2016 was nine compared to 16 in 2019. According to the Texas Women in
Higher Education network, twelve Texas public universities have female presidents, and of the
16 institutions that have leadership development programes, six are led by female presidents
(McGuire 2017). Two institutions that did have leadership development information on their
website in 2016 no longer do; it is unclear whether their programs terminated, but both are
coastal universities that may have had their budgets impacted by Hurricane Harvey, which hit in

2017.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of the surveys reveal data on where Texas public institutions were with respect to
formalized succession planning and formalized leadership development programs in 2014; the
two in-depth website reviews, in 2016 and then again in 2019, highlight an increase in
participation in such initiatives. Together this information, combined with the researcher’s
professional experience, inform ideas for possible additional research as well as inform the
proposal to launch a new program at an institution that has not yet implemented their
formalized leadership development program.
DISCUSSION

The findings of this research study provide an interesting reference point with respect to
the current state of succession planning and leadership development programs in Texas public
universities. Because of the researcher’s professional position at the time of this study, she was
not surprised by the results that no public institution in Texas has a formal succession plan. It is
encouraging, though, that a few institutions have begun having succession planning
conversations, mostly led by Talent Management teams within the Human Resources
department, with mid-level staff in all divisions or with senior-level administrators in non-
academic affairs areas, to discuss the need for succession planning. This suggests that
institutions are aware that disruption from constant employee turnover can have a negative

impact on unit or institutional performance; it also suggests an awareness that employees need
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and want to be engaged. Further, the results of the website searches conducted three years
apart indicate an overall increase in formalized leadership development offerings. This is
encouraging. While it us unknown without further analysis whether perceptions have changed
about the value of these programs, their proliferation does suggest an awareness that the
academy as a whole needs to prepare the next generation of leaders, whether those leaders
will be within the same institution or just other institutions within a particular state or the
academy as a whole. The question, then, becomes, how do institutions make these programs
worthwhile and reach their primary purpose.

As with the 2008 Witt/Kiefer survey, the respondents in this research project suggest
that shared governance, diversity initiatives, perceived values of external searches, and faculty
tenure serve as barriers to formalized succession planning procedures. However, although none
of the respondents reported any sort of plan or process for deliberate succession planning,
eight of the nine respondents reported that their institutions offered an organized program or
initiative in which increased leadership capability is an intended outcome of the program, and
responses to the intended outcomes of the leadership development programs include “grow
your own” attempts at cultivating future campus leaders (King 2014). This is, in and of itself, a
type of succession planning process. It may just be that the framework for having the
conversations in higher education at the time of survey distribution was still too nuanced, or it
might be that the “succession plan” phrase elicited connotations more of a continuity plan
flowchart as reflected by the respondent who answered “...you surely don’t mean a chart which

tells everyone what will happen in case he or she dies, is fired, or resigns” (King 2014).
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One of the most interesting paradoxes of this research topic is that whereas higher
education is typically the entity to develop theory but be silent on practice, and industry is
often skeptical of theory but a staunch supporter of practical applications, succession planning
seems to be an area in which higher education is more accepting of the practical elements but
does not embrace the underlying principles. Still, a basic tenet of higher education is that the
academy essentially takes what works for them—where “them” can be private industry, other
institutions, faculty, staff, Administration, faculty in other disciplines, students, or the public,
depending on what is being considered—and completely mold it into what makes sense for
us—where “us” again varies depending upon the topic under consideration. Thus, the research
presented in this study suggests encouraging signs that the academy is evolving, and that more
institutions are realizing the need for formalized succession planning processes including
formalized leadership development programs. This is underscored by a respondent’s
supplemental comment made to the 2014 survey:

“Your question about the degree of leadership/succession planning, whether more or

less now, is perhaps not quite the right one. Intentional discussions of leadership and

leadership training are relatively new in higher education. Traditionally, we have filled
the top posts with faculty who have volunteered, been drafted, or simply wanted to try
running the zoo. That is no longer the case. We study leadership, and we talk about how
it is not a question of who wants or becomes the boss, but rather how we together
achieve the goals and aspirations of our institutions and of our hearts. That is a new
discussion. | would expect that any administrator at the job as long as | have been will
tell you what | am saying: Insofar as this discussion breaks beyond the somewhat

pointless ruminations about ‘what will happen if | die or quit,” it is a new one” (King
2014).
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This shift is certainly underscored not only by the literature review and with what has occurred
in Texas public universities over the past five years, but it also reflected in the responses to the
researcher when her colleagues throughout the years have inquired about her dissertation
topic.

As stated previously, the researcher’s professional role has allowed her to supplement
her scholarly interests with first-hand professional experience in higher education leadership
development; while this professional role has largely been beneficial to the researcher, it has
on occasion also proved to be a challenge. Early encounters with respected senior colleagues,
all of them themselves in leadership positions, at both the researcher’s own institution as well
as other institutions in the state occasionally devolved into debate about the validity of the
topic. Whereas the intensity of the scrutiny varied depending upon who was providing it, the
general doubtfulness was all too common in the first several years of the researcher’s work.
Examples of early anecdotal comments include, “leaders cannot be developed,” to “no one who
is actually any good wants to go into administration,” to “no one who is sane wants to go into a
position that lacks authority but carries a huge burden of responsibility,” to “power changes
people; how they act before they actually get promoted is different from how they behave
once they have assumed the role,” to “only people who are bought and paid for can be pulled
from the classroom to the ivory tower; to do so, goes against their very fabric of teaching,
research, and service in the first place” and to the lesser informative, “that’s nutty.” Multiple
colleagues internal and external to the researcher’s institution commented on a phenomenon

of “failing upward” in which some faculty members or managers who were ineffective at lower
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level positions were removed from those positions only to be placed in other positions that
were higher in the organization chart. This further eroded those colleagues’ respect for
administrative roles, questioning their own senior leadership’s views of the positions. It also
caused a portion of these colleagues to question when senior administrators showed an
interest in supporting the colleagues’ career paths into administration if that was a genuine
interest in their aptitude for leadership, or if it was instead sending a message that they were
ineffective in their current position. This mixed or at least inconsistent messaging also
contributed to a deterioration of the perceived value of leadership.

These early conversations surrounding the point of the researcher spending her time
investigating this topic seemed to reflect more on why would or should institutions of higher
education engage in succession planning or leadership development. The comments, more
prevalent than may come across in the few examples provided, seemed to indicate a
fundamental disagreement that succession planning and leadership development was
necessary or important for higher education institutions. The “administrators come and go, but
faculty are forever” type comments, made with literal shrugs of the shoulders, seemed to
indicate leadership development was more of a concern for the top levels of the organization
only, and that the institution would outlast any damages done from destructive or at least
ineffective leadership.

The researcher deliberately chose public institutions to comprise her sample because it
is her belief that one of the chief reasons that higher education institutions should engage in

leadership development is that public higher education is a public good. This was first discussed
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in the introduction section as well as the literature review section. As public universities are
public bureaucracies, leaders of such entities have external pressures from the public for
accountability and transparency, and hence public leaders have an ethical obligation to uphold
the institutional integrity of their organizations (Selznick 1949; Terry 2002). As Larry Terry, Sr.
argues in his 2002 text, Leadership of Public Bureaucracies: The Administrator as Conservator,
public leaders can “properly be regarded as legitimate stewards of public trust” only after they
are successful in all three legal, managerial, and institutional constructs of effective
organizations (Terry 2002, xi).

The American Society for Public Administration’s Code of Ethics, originally developed in
1984 and revised in 2013, include eight principle statements, recreated in Appendix D, that
commit public service workers in all sectors to responsible professionalism. As public
universities are themselves public service organizations, it is interesting to the researcher how
few of her colleagues consider themselves public employees. On multiple occasions throughout
the years, the researcher has heard both first- and second-hand accounts of colleagues
statewide feeling as though they are not State of Texas employees. While state law does allow
for some exceptions, such as holiday closings and retirement systems, for higher education
institutions, state institutions are still generally considered state agencies. Hence, the
researcher feels as though leaders in public institutions would benefit from membership in
ASPA and subsequently adhering to ASPA’s code of ethics. Regardless of membership status,
the principles in the code of ethics can be used to inform the leadership development

programs.
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As time passed on this study, the researcher observed a second, increasingly common,
strand of conversations surrounding the topic. Whereas the early conversations focused mostly
on why, or even if, there was a legitimate need for such programs, there was a gradual shift in
conversations to how should such programs be structured and implemented. Some of the
researcher’s close colleagues had also been participants in external, national leadership
development programs described in the literature review section from ACE or Harvard, and
there was even concern for how relevant those sessions were at the local level. Comments
included “that’s great, but [these leadership strategies] would never work on my campus,” or
“that [program] is impractical” or “none of us know what we are doing; we are just learning
from one another’s mistakes or rare successes.” Hence, the questions and conversations were
no longer stuck on “why” institutions should engage in leadership development but rather
“how” they could design leadership development programs that worked for their institutions.

BEST PRACTICES

One entity keenly aware of this shift was Academic Impressions, the leading higher
education professional development organization in the nation. Based in Denver, Colorado,
Academic Impressions hosts 80+ workshops or conferences each year on topics specific to six
general elements of higher education: academic affairs, advancement/alumni relations,
business affairs, enrollment management, leadership, and student affairs. The organization has
existed for 16 years; during that time, they have trained over 50,000 faculty and staff at more
than 3,500 institutions through either online or in-person in-depth learning experiences

(Academic Impressions 2019). Using their network of more than 500 higher education experts,
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combined with the research done by their own staff, they offer practitioners a mix of
theoretical perspectives combined with multiple case studies.

In April 2010, Academic Impressions conducted a survey of senior and mid-level higher
education managers at both public and private institutions. They received 176 responses, and
48% of those graded their institutions with a C, D, or F letter grade when assessing the level of
commitment the respondents felt their institution had toward the individual’s development as
a leader; fewer than 20% of the respondents indicated that their institutions offered a formal
mentoring or coaching program; and only one-third offered any kind of formal internal
leadership development program (Academic Impressions 2011). Respondents also answered
the open-ended “How is your institution responding to the waves of faculty and administrators

who will be retiring in the next five years?” with responses such as “no institution-wide

n u ” u

strategy,” “not doing anything,” “seat-of-pants approach,” and “hoping problem goes away,”
reinforcing the comments in the literature review section that higher education faced a
leadership crisis ten years ago (Academic Impressions 2011). Fast forward to 2017, in which the
advertisement for their Phoenix, Arizona conference entitled “Building a High-Impact
Leadership Development Program in Higher Education” stated “over 70% of institutions are
currently planning to invest in an in-house leadership development program” (Academic
Impressions 2017). The information suggests that in just six years, there was a 40% national
increase in the number of institutions actively participating in formalized leadership

development. An increase is also realized in the Texas public universities as reflected in the web

search results in 2016 versus 2019.
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Although there does not appear to be a definitive study on why institutions made such a
deliberate shift over the past few years, the literature review section highlighted many higher
education surveys that illustrated a colloquial doom and gloom situation with respect to
anticipated retirements and ensuing pipeline issues. Further, the increasing external pressures
for accountability and transparency—from not only governing agencies, including regional
accreditors, but also from parents, students, and politicians—combined with the public’s
declining perception that higher education was a valuable commodity, may have underscored
that the next wave of leadership could not rely on traditional leadership styles. Regardless of
which particular factor weighed heaviest on individual institutional decisions, it is clear that as a
whole, the academy has at least acquiesced to the idea that the problem should be addressed.

The fact that it has done so and that the trend continues may exemplify efforts, whether
conscious or sub-conscious, to bridge the knowing-doing gap. Stanford professors Jeffrey
Pfeffer and Robert I. Sutton authored The Knowing-Doing Gap: How Smart Companies Turn
Knowledge into Action in 2000 in an effort to answer the question: if so many managers know
the path to improved organizational performance, why is it so difficult to get there? (Pfeffer
and Sutton, 2000). Pfeffer and Sutton argue that the answer is less with the managers
themselves and more with the embedded forces that prevent organizations from being able to
transition from knowledge into action. Said another way, they argue that the gap has less to do
with the human capital elements of an organization and more to do with the culture that

prevents organizations from being able to transition from theory to practical applications.
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Academic Impressions understands this. The author of this dissertation attended their
November 2018 two-day, intensive, conference in Chicago, lllinois entitled Building an In-House
Leadership Development Program in Higher Education. The philosophy of that conference, and
similar conferences that they offer semi-annually, is that a leadership development program
will only be successful if its participants find it relevant to their situation. The author of this
dissertation, a native Texan, often repeats a common Texas saying: the only thing worse than
not having a football team in the State of Texas is having a losing football team; in that similar
vein, the main takeaway from this conference was that the only thing worse than not offering a
leadership development program was offering one that is completely ineffectual. The
experienced facilitators represented three established leadership development programs:
Clemson University, Marquette University, and The University of Alabama. In addition, Patrick
Sanaghan, President of the Sanaghan Group, an organizational firm specializing in leadership
development, executive coaching, strategic planning, and leadership transitions facilitated the
two-day conference. Dr. Sanaghan has 25 years of experience in which he has worked with over
200 campuses.

The focus of the two-day conference was to enable attendees to understand what,
according to Academic Impressions, a High-Impact Leadership Program (Al HILP) involves and
how one can be implemented back on the attendees’ campuses (Academic Impressions 2018).
Academic Impressions’ approach to leadership development is that the humanity of the leader,
rather than their intelligence, is essential to the success of a program. Specifically, Al HILP

teaches that leaders must have people skills, humane values, and self-awareness in order to
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lead effectively; without those skills, they believe higher education “leaders, no matter how
bright or technically competent, are dead in the water as are their organizations” (Academic
Impressions 2018). Sanaghan underscores this in what the author of this dissertation believes
to be perhaps the most salient book on higher education leadership, How Higher-Ed Leaders
Derail: A Survival Guide for Leaders, by describing what he terms the peril of smartship thusly:

In higher ed, there is a widely-held myth that the smartest person in the room should

lead; Therefore, we often take for granted that someone who is smart can lead, and we

don’t take steps to develop or prepare our people for leadership positions. Many mid-

career leaders in academia are placed in leadership positions too quickly and without

adequate support. They may rely too heavily on a mentor, or freeze in the face of
difficult decisions, finding themselves in over their heads, and find themselves isolated
and derailing. All leaders are smart, but not all smart people are leaders. Too much
focus on 1Q and not enough on EQ (emotional intelligence) creates the conditions for
toxic leadership. Things are moving too fast and are too complex for one person to
figure it out, no matter how smart. Effective leaders trust their people, convene
appropriate stakeholders to help make sense of the path ahead, and seek regular and
open feedback. There is a humility and creativity needed in leadership, especially in an

industry changing as rapidly as higher education” (Sanaghan 2018, 1-2).

Sanaghan’s text continues to address four leadership dynamics that are especially hard
to identify and correct in higher education: derailment, seduction of the leader, arrogant
leadership, and micromanagement. The strategies to overcome these four dynamics underlie
the Al HILP, namely “a high-impact program focuses on the applied social psychology of the
leader’s role and who the leader is; The HILP helps reveal what the leader brings to the role as a
person and how she or he may best use who they are as a leader to bring people along to

achieve important goals” (Academic Impressions 2018). Among the goals of a HILP is to build

participants self-awareness and ability to develop themselves. The format of the conference
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allowed participants to experience this through several engaging activities that allowed for
interactive networking with peers who were also about to begin, or who had just begun, their
in-house program, as well with the experienced practitioners representing some of the more
established programs.

Equally important, the experienced facilitators and Academic Impressions staff imparted
to conference attendees which leadership development programs are not considered high-
impact programs. Although these sample programs still can be useful, they represent more of a
portion of a high-impact leadership program than a substitution of one: a program that focuses
on only one particular role (such as department chairs only), a program that focuses only on
one particular aspect of the institution (e.g., academic affairs versus university-wide), a
program that addresses only current issues in higher education (i.e., enrollment management,
Title IX, technology in the classroom, etc.), a program that deals only with policy or procedure
(i.e., tenure and promotion, hiring, etc.), and a program that engages only the cognitive aspects
of learning (lecture, discussion) rather than engaging participants in activities (Academic
Impressions 2018).

The information shared at the conference reinforces other best practices from
established programs. Tufts University employees Mary Y. Lee and Regina Corrao shared their
viewpoint in an article written for University Business Magazine entitled “Creating a Community
of Leadership: Lessons Learned from Managing an Academic Leadership Development
Program,” in which they underscored their three-year experience with their program (Corrao

and Lee 2011). Their recommendations include leveraging existing human resources expertise
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and partnerships because it is “not just fiscally smart, it’s effective” (Corroa and Lee 2011, 20).
Leadership aspects that are areas of shared concern include managing conflicts and
underperformers, communicating effectively, managing change, and mentoring and coaching
effectively. They suggest supplementing this with faculty-specific real-life scenarios using issues
faculty confront in their day-to-day work. This underscores what both Sanaghan and Academic
Impressions communicate: participants must be engaged in order for the program to have
relevance.

PROPOSAL FOR HIGH-IMPACT LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Combining the information from the researcher’s survey, the supplemental web
searches, the literature review, and the lived professional experiences of the researcher, the
following section is the researcher’s proposal for an in-house high-impact leadership
development program at her own institution. The section is consistent with the results of this
project’s survey and web searches about how perceptions of leadership development has
evolved in higher education; specifically, and in the interest of full disclosure, this exercise was
first undertaken by the researcher as a student in November 2011 for her organized leadership
course, PA 7305. To illustrate how the researcher herself has evolved as a leader, the
researcher will leave the original 2011 text but then provide any relevant updates to each
section with additional current commentary.

Overview and Objectives
Original 2011 text: The entire president’s cabinet will be responsible for the final

development of the program, nominating candidates, the selection of each cohort, and
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evaluating final projects. The program should be administered, or “taught,” by faculty who
understand both the literature and the practice of leadership. Qualified individuals are
currently employed, and their expertise should be used and compensated. While the
curriculum will include literature on theories and recent leadership scholarship, the program
ideally will prepare students for existing leadership positions within the university. Thus,
various university stakeholders (Academic Senate, Staff Council, etc.) will be able to provide
input on what the leadership program should include, what some of the initial goals should be,
and they should be provided an annual report on the effectiveness of the program. In fact, this
opportunity to begin a leadership development program should be linked to a broader strategic
succession planning initiative. It is recommended that the university identify the leadership
positions at all levels of the university and reevaluate the corresponding job descriptions,
including ideal skill sets and qualities individuals should have. Then, using that information, the
university can make more informed goals for the leadership development program. The
university should allow one year for review of positions and the formation of the program’s
objectives and curriculum. The leadership development program will be a one-year program.
Although specific program objectives will be created through the stakeholder input
process, some broad objectives are to (1) increase one’s awareness of their individual
leadership styles and traits, (2) to improve one’s efficacy in existing leadership roles (3) create
alignment between an individual’s role, position, and the university’s vision and values, and (4)
provide opportunities for “action-learning initiatives” that result in real organizational change

or improvements (Day and Antonakis 2012, 125).
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2019 update: The most glaring change that the researcher would make to this is that the
president’s cabinet would no longer be responsible for selecting the cohort. One person should
have administrative oversight of the program but should receive nominations from all vice
presidents, deans, and other appropriate managers. Particular attention should be paid to
striving for a gender and ethnic parity among the nominee pool. Further, the person
administering the program need not be a faculty member him/herself, but that s/he should
partner with existing faculty with expertise in the area for guest lectures. Gathering feedback
from multiple stakeholders on the goals and content of the program should remain a bottom-
up exercise to foster ownership and buy-in of the program.

Leader Identification Process

Original 2011 text: Traditional paths to leadership positions in the academy have
worked their way through faculty ranks. Historically, there was a value placed on discipline
excellence; that is, an institution’s star teachers or leading researchers were promoted with
administrative titles and duties. Faculty in research areas that demand little collaboration
report lacking the adequate interpersonal skills necessary for some key leadership positions,
and this contributes to low efficacy. Many institutions, though, are also recognizing a need to
develop potential institutional leaders without faculty status because, more frequently, “the
way to the top need not begin with tenure” (American Council on Education 2006, 40). Thus,
this leadership program is neither limited to any one division (academic affairs, student affairs,
business affairs, research, etc.) nor is it limited to any one level of employee. Faculty program

heads who aspire to be deans are welcomed alongside an advisor who wishes to be a director.
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This approach provides benefits as well as additional challenges, but it reflects an intrinsic value
of The University of Texas at Dallas: a collaborative, multi-disciplinary approach to innovative
ideas.

Each member of the president’s cabinet may submit nominations. These nominations
can either be solicited from a vice president’s direct reports or from the vice president’s own
assessments. While a minimum number will not be specified, a maximum of 20 nominations
for any one cohort will be enforced. Nominations will be solicited in an online system, and the
system will lock once 20 non-duplicated names have been provided.

Updated 2019 text: The researcher has had these early ideas reinforced by this
dissertation study as well as the information learned as a practitioner, including that from being
exposed to existing programs through Academic Impressions. No changes to this section.
Leader Selection Process

Original 2011 text: The selection process includes four steps. The first step, and perhaps
the most important, is a nominee’s acceptance of their nomination to the program. The second
step includes a readiness self-assessment. Although instruments exist to measure leadership
aptitudes and leadership readiness assessment (Kouzes and Posner 2002), the goal hereis to
measure one’s motivation for assuming a leadership role. Leadership traits and states matter
little if an individual does not aspire to be in a leadership role. Several leadership motivation
assessments exist and DuBrin’s is recommended, but the program’s administrators could also

develop their own (DuBrin 1998).
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The third step in the selection process is a personal essay that gives qualitative evidence
to supplement the quantitative measures indicating a nominee’s ambition to be a leader and
thus interest in participating in the program. These qualitative factors lend themselves to
subjectivity, but the program’s administrators should develop a rubric for scoring the essays.

The fourth step in the selection process is the deliberation of the candidates. Using the
essays and DuBrin’s leadership motivation assessment instrument, each member of the
president’s cabinet should privately score and rank participants. The cabinet should then meet
to deliberate and discuss the candidates’ composite rankings until they agree on the number of
participants. A minimum number will not be specified because the quality of nominations may
not warrant a specific number; however, a maximum of eight individuals will be selected to
participate in the program.

2019 update: The researcher still believes in the value of understanding leadership
motivations but has learned from existing programs that this might be best done while a
participant in the program. Hence, rather than having the motivations completed prior to
selection, this would instead be one of the activities in the program itself. Further, as indicated
previously, the cabinet would no longer review the nominees’ materials but rather the program
administrator would assume this responsibility.

Curriculum and Timeline

Original 2011 text: As alluded to in the rationale discussion of this leadership

development plan proposal, the leadership program must be relevant to The University of

Texas at Dallas. Participants, particularly faculty, will not support a program that is not useful.
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The program cannot be too heavy-handed with theory and instruments. The program must
strike a balance between pedagogy and practice; that is, the program must allow participants to
translate “ideas into action and science into sound practice” (Day and Antonakis 2012, 133).
Thus, the curriculum here will include a mix of instruments, theory, and practice. The following

calendar will be used:

Table 4.1. Leadership Development Plan Curriculum 2011

Month Meeting Times Topics Assignment/Instruments
Two-hour meetings in . . Big Five Personality Test
One week 1 and week 3 SRR FEHEE Individual goals of program
Authentic Leadership
Two-hour meetings in Questionnaire for
Two week 1 and weekg3> Leadership Theories Assessment and
Development (ALQ) Self-
Only
.. Well-Being, Emotional FuleIEhE] Intglllger.\ce,
Two-hour meetings in . PsyCap Questionnaire,
Three Intelligence, .
week 1 and week 3 . ) Five-Factor Wellness
Psychological Capital
Inventory
Two-hour meetings in
week 1and 3 . Mentor- . Multifactor Leadership
Four  One-hour meeting Transformational Questionnaire
with selected mentor  Models
in week 1 and 3
Two-hour meetings in  Mentor-Shared
week 1 and 3 Leadership,
Five One-hour meetings Governance Leader Sociograms
with selected mentor  Structures, Advisory
in week 1 and 3 Boards, Donors
Two-h tings i
Six W\ZZk f:;?:e ngs In Follower-Relational Leader-Member Exchange
and Followership Theory Models
Two-hour meetings in
week 1 and 3 . . Leader-Behavior Description
Seven Follower-Situational

Meetings with
followers
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Month Meeting Times Topics Assignment/Instruments
Topic from list or create own

Eight  No formal meetings Project Selection .

with mentor approval
Nine  No formal meetings Project Work Include research

One hour presentation
Ten Presentation (including 15 minutes of

Q&A)

Cohort conducts evaluation
survey of program; conducts
a narrative (no instrument)
evaluation of self based on

Cabinet Reviews
Presentations;
Participants Review

No formal meetings of
Eleven participants; Cabinet
2-hour luncheon

Program ,
week’s one goals
Hour dinner . Two projects highlighted at
Twelve Graduation Ceremony proj ghile
ceremony ceremony

In the first month, the cohort will meet for two hours in weeks one and three. The instructor
will give a broad-based overview of leadership and leadership research. Participants will be
asked to write and provide a brief narrative of their individual goals. The participants will take a
Big-Five Personality Test and will discuss the results of those tests as a class. In month two,
basic leadership theories (schools of thought per Day and Antonakis 2012) will be discussed.
Participants will take the Authentic Leadership Questionnaire for Assessment and Development
(ALQ). The ALQ was chosen because it provides a baseline that participants can use to develop a
plan to enhance their leadership effectiveness in four general areas: self-awareness,
transparency, ethical/moral, and balanced processing (Mind Garden, Inc.). The self-only
instrument is selected rather than the 360 because it is early in the program.

In month three, the instructor will provide information on emotional intelligence,
psychological capital, and human well-being. Participants will take the PsyCap Questionnaire

instrument (Luthans, Youssef and Avolio 2007), the Five-Factor Wellness Inventory (Mind
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Garden, Inc.), and an emotional intelligence scale that The University of Texas at Dallas Human
Resources Management program currently offers its employees through Employee Relations
Training. These instruments were chosen because they increase awareness of psychological and
physical wellness that impact decision-making and leadership styles.

In months four and five, participants will select a mentor who is a member of the
president’s cabinet. They will meet with these individuals to determine what are some of the
key administrative issues that demand the mentor’s attention and brainpower. During month
four, the instructor will discuss Transformational Leadership Models, and participants will take
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Mind Garden, Inc.) This test is selected because it
was developed by top scholars in the field, Bernard M. Bass and Bruce J. Avolio, as the best
assessment instrument that identifies characteristics of a transformational leader. It also
contains a retesting program so that participants can evaluate their progress. In month five, the
instructor will discuss shared leadership. Participants will be asked to complete a leader
sociogram (Pearce 2002) that illustrates their networks at The University of Texas at Dallas. In
addition, participants are asked to review the UT System Board of Regents and the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board websites and discuss these governance structures, as well as
relationships with advisory board and donors, with their mentors.

Months six and seven include instruction on Relational and Followership and Situational
Leadership theories. As a member of the president’s cabinet once said in a meeting, “everyone
is a follower. Students follow faculty, who follow program heads, who follow deans, who follow

the provost, who follows the president, who follows system, who follows the board, who
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follows the governor, who follows the public, who is the student who follows their peers...” It is
essential that aspiring leaders understand the leader-member exchange, and thus, they will be
instructed on those models as well as be asked to complete the leader-behavior description
guestionnaire (Fisher College of Business The Ohio State University). Participants and at least
two subordinates, to ensure the subordinates feel at ease, will meet to discuss the LBDQ.

In month eight, the instructor is relieved of his duties. Participants will be asked to select
a topic from a prescribed list of action-learning projects developed by members of the
president’s cabinet. Participants may, with mentor approval, create their own project. These
projects could include topics such as plans to increase student retention, plans to improve
academic advising, plans to improve dining hall services, plans to increase campus safety, plans
to increase student diversity, plans to expand the athletics offerings, or plans to increase
physical infrastructures.

In month nine, the participants will continue work on their projects. Participants will
being their projects in month eight and continue through month nine. In month ten,
participants will give to the president’s cabinet a one-hour presentation of their project and
plan. The project should include a reference list of either literature read or other institutions
consulted for their project. The presentation should be 45 minutes with a 15-minute period for
guestions and answers. The results of the project should have enacted actual processes at The
University of Texas at Dallas and should not be theoretical in nature.

In month eleven, the cabinet will rank the presentations with a prescribed rubric

developed by the cabinet. The rubric should include scoring for collaboration. Also in month
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eleven, the cohort will conduct a narrative evaluation based on their stated goals in week one.
Rather than shared with the instructor only, though, these narratives will be shared with the
president’s cabinet. In the final two months, the cabinet will also identify and select the next
round of participants. In month twelve, a dinner graduation ceremony will take place in which
two participants who had the most impressive action-learning project will be highlighted. At
this ceremony, it is inevitable but not prescribed that informal evaluations and assessments will
occur during the mingling. More formalized follow-up evaluations will be conducted six-months
post-graduation, as described in the following section.

2019 update: This is the section of the proposal that the researcher would alter the
most. It is possible that in 2011 the researcher suffered from an overconfidence bias and the
peril of smartship herself, but now the researcher suggests that a hybrid approach to content
will be the most valuable. Namely, the program should be constructed such that participants
have more real-life scenarios. General introductions to leadership theory and change
management theory (Burke 2008) should be included, as should deliberate discussions of
emotional intelligence conceptual models (Goleman 1995, Sidle 2019, Hay/McBer 1999),
negotiations (Lewicki, Saunders, and Barry, 2010), decision science (Beach and Connolly 2005,
Bazerman and Moore 2009) and various instruments, but as has been learned, each meeting of
the program needs to include engaging discussion of real-life, practical applications of
leadership issues. Hence, the focus would be more on case studies. Journaling and reflective
essays should also be incorporated into the program. Further, a 12-month program is too long,

and the researcher instead suggests eight half-day or 3-hour meetings in the months of
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September, October, November, January, February, March, April, and May. December is
skipped due to an abbreviated month from winter break combined with semester-end duties,
such as final grading and commencement activities.
Success Assessment Measures

Original 2011 text: The program’s success will be measured in both long-term and short-
term criteria. The long-term success measures include career advancement: that graduates of
the program advance in leadership roles either within The University of Texas at Dallas or at
other higher education institutions. The other is that efficacy, as reported by self and others,
increases in current roles. It is expected that this efficacy will take time to materialize, and thus,
these criteria would not be measured until at least six months post-graduation. The short-term
success criteria include graduates’ satisfaction with the program as measured by the evaluation
survey, and progress toward individual’s goals as measured by the self-study in month eleven.
Subordinates, peers, and supervisors should be able to detect improvements in graduates as
well.

2019 update: The change made here would be the self-study would not be in any
particular month but rather iterative and on-going from the reflective writing exercises.
Budget

Original 2011 text: The Leadership Development Plan, and the overall strategic

succession planning initiatives, would include both indirect and direct costs. The latter can be

more accurately estimated:
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Direct Costs:

Instruments: $500 (8 students x five proprietary* instruments at an avg. cost of $125)
Copyright Fees: $1000 (for non-proprietary instruments)

Instructor Compensation: $2500 (4 hours a month for seven months)

Dinner: $1200 (8 students plus significant other, cabinet, president, invited guests)
Certificates/Distinctions: $500

Total: $10,200

Indirect Costs with no estimated monetary amounts:

Human Resources time for initial job description revision process

Mentors’ time

Followers’ time

Cabinet’s time

President’s time for ceremony

Promotions and/or raises for successful graduates

*Although Mind Garden Inc. is cited in this proposal, there are various means to acquire
instruments. Budget evaluation should be included in the overall program review, and cost-
efficient means to acquire instruments should be explored, and no one company/website may
be the best solution.

2019 update: The initial proposal would not include a budget, other than an estimated
salary proportionate to the time allocated for the administrator leading the program. According
to several participants at the Academic Impressions conference, pinpointing the budget for a
leadership development program is difficult to do, as some of the costs are just reallocations
and indirect costs. Also, start-up costs can vary depending on space and equipment needs to
refreshments. Hence, it is not unusual to wait until year three or four before realizing what the
annual allocations to sustain an internal leadership development program are. Rather than

propose a budget, the researcher instead encourages all senior leadership at the institution to

be mindful of the cost of not having a program.
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ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS

A leadership development program that begins in 2019 should focus less on what any
one person or group thinks should be included in the program and instead focus on what the
needs and wants from the institution’s stakeholders are. This turns shared governance from a
barrier to leadership development programs into a strength. Rather than launch a high-impact
leadership development program immediately, an institution could instead start with various
components of the comprehensive program, particularly at an institution that does not have
any formal sub-component program, such as those only for faculty chairs or only focusing on a
particular aspect of the academy. In other words, instead of having a top-down approach to the
leadership development program, the program could be organic from the bottom up and
reflect the aspirations of the larger community.

The targeted participant pool for a high-impact leadership development program ideally
would focus on what participants have in common rather than on what professional aspects
separate them from one another. The notion that an academic dean could not learn from a
staff program coordinator, or that an experienced mid-level staff administrator could not learn
from an inexperienced faculty member perpetuates the inability of developing leaders to
enhance one of their most important skills: working with those across campus who have
different expertise than themselves. To further encourage collaboration, effective
communication, and institutional identity, best practices suggest that the leadership
development program should provide access to as many components of the institution as

possible; that is, rather than one person facilitating every meeting, those with specialized
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expertise should be invited guests to participate in relevant conversations. The real-life
scenarios that are presented to the participants for deliberation need to address challenges
from multiple areas of the university. While traditional chain-of-command interactions still have
their place in modern higher education, and certainly reporting lines need to be respected, the
benefits of collective insights gleaned from expanding those who have a voice should not be
diminished. Said another way, leaders must bring in those off the bench more frequently.
While the researcher concedes that some real barriers to formalized succession
planning for certain positions may exist in higher education, many of those barriers could be
overcome if the academy as a whole agreed to a culture shift. First, leaders need to self-
educate themselves on succession planning. It need not just be with employment; succession
planning could be beneficial in an academic institution for committees. Build succession into
governing committees with vice chair(s) where appropriate. Shared governance, insofar as it
provides an opportunity to increase communication, transparency, and stakeholder input, can
then be leveraged as a strength rather than be viewed as an obstacle as indicated by the survey
respondents. Healthy tensions among various dichotomies within higher education (faculty-
staff; faculty-administration; faculty-students; administration-governing entities; faculty-other
faculty) can lead to critical introspection of the organization. Dissent and non-conformity are
critically important to guard against mediocrity. Thus those tensions, when still grounded in
mutual respect with a Kantian ethical principle of reciprocity, can provide a healthy leadership
culture (Paton 1964). Knowing though that incivility on college campuses is on the rise, higher

education leaders must prioritize collegiality; when poor leadership can cause relationships to

101



deteriorate, and when there is a break in trust and respect, employee engagement and
employee morale decline (Cipriano and Buller 2019).

To overcome this, leaders need to understand that they themselves are human, that
they lead humans, and that humans are imperfect. Hence, emotional intelligence must be a
component of any modern leadership development program. As noted by Academic
Impressions, in “an enterprise like higher education, where all leaders are
intelligent...emotional intelligence accounts for more than twice the difference in effective
leadership over cognitive abilities” (Academic Impressions 2019). Recognizing the importance
of emotional intelligence across all sectors, the Harvard Business Review released their
Emotional Intelligence Series in 2018, a six-book series that features “essential reading on the
human side of professional life” on Authentic Leadership (George et al 2018), Happiness
(Gilbert et al 2017), Influence and Persuasion (Morgan et al 2018), Empathy (Goleman, McKee,
and Waytz 2017), Resilience (Goleman, Sonnenfeld, and Achor 2017), and Mindfulness
(Goleman, Lange, and David 2017). These books provide practical, short, readings that can be
provided to program participants.

Emotional intelligence is important because it helps guard against what Sanaghan refers
to as the Seduction of the Leader, which is a phenomenon in higher education that results from
leaders believing that they are receiving honest and thoughtful feedback but in reality, many
followers do not speak truth to power and do not provide frank, honest feedback to leaders;
this in turn leaves the leaders isolated and uninformed, or occasionally, deliberately

misinformed through good intentions (Sanaghan 2018). Both leaders and followers who have
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high emotional intelligence create dynamics that foster more direct feedback. This candor is
critical to establish trustworthiness. When leaders lack emotional intelligence, or when
frustrations mount and their emotional intelligence wanes, it can cause them to breach their
own standards of professionalism. As was illustrated by several comments made to the
researcher during the course of this study that were shared in the previous chapter, cynicism
can take hold of leaders and impact their ability to be effective.

This cynicism can be contagious, and anyone can be damaged by it. The researcher
attended a March 4-5, 2019 Emotional Intelligence Workshop for Higher Ed Leaders hosted by
Academic Impressions in Denver, Colorado; at this conference, the researcher received results
of the EQ-I 2.0—which is an assessment that measures four areas: stress management, which
includes flexibility, stress tolerance, and optimism; self-expression, which includes emotional
expression, assertiveness, and independence; decision making, which includes problem solving,
reality testing, and impulse control; and interpersonal, which includes interpersonal
relationships, empathy, and social responsibility—that she and other participants had
completed prior to arrival in Colorado (Multi-Health Systems 2011). The researcher’s score for
optimism was not only in the low range, but it was more than 30 points lower than a score the
researcher had received on the same test six years earlier.

Much of the literature and the results from the research suggest that there is a focus on
emerging leaders, which is incredibly important. Some of the leadership development programs
discussed at the Academic Impressions conference suggest that a high-impact leadership

development program is one in which even senior leaders who have been in their positions or
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similar positions for several years avail themselves of this training. This is particularly important
for senior leaders, including presidents and vice presidents, with respect to how they lead
through a crisis. In 2018, the Chronicle of Higher Education’s Leadership Insights series included
an issue entitled Managing a Crisis: What Every College Leader Needs to Know. In addition to
sections on preparing leaders to handle a crisis and on dealing with the aftermath of a crisis,
there is a section of case studies on how to handle crises. The goal of every leader—every
institution—should be not to become a case study for poor leadership in that series or in Higher
Education Administration or Public Affairs/Public Administration graduate degree programs
across the country.

This dissertation topic provides a point-in-time case study of the state of formalized
succession planning and formalized leadership development programs at public universities in
Texas. It is informed by a 2014 survey completed by eight institutions, a 2016 web page search,
a 2019 web page search, and the researcher’s lived experiences as a 19-year practitioner in
higher education. It is not without limitations, but rather than focusing on what is not, the value
of this dissertation is that it provides a baseline for additional research, of which many

opportunities abound. Those and final thoughts follow in the concluding chapter.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

FUTURE RESEARCH

Numerous possibilities exist for future research building upon the information provided in this
study. First, further analysis through surveys or in-depth interviews with current directors or
facilitators of these Texas public universities’ leadership development programs could take
place to determine best practices for program curriculum, nomination/selection processes, size
and composition of cohort, program duration, and budget. A survey could also be given to
participants to determine how leadership programs are assessed/evaluated. For example, what
are the stated outcomes of each program, what are the indirect and direct measures of those
outcomes, and what are the results? Researchers could also examine evaluation data from the
perspective of the directors/facilitators of the programs, the perspective of the supervisors of
participants in the programs, or the perspective of participants’ views of the program itself and
of their efficacy as leaders as a result of participation in such programs. Further, the sample
could be expanded to include Texas community colleges, and the potential for comparison
between two-year and four-year institutions could help provide additional insights. In addition,
an analysis of senior leadership’s support of and involvement in the program to determine any
impact on organizational buy-in could be an interesting nuance as well.

In addition, an oversight of the researcher’s survey was not including a question about

the respondents’ gender. Due to limited responses, the researcher knows the gender of the
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survey respondents, but did not present this information in order to not make the responses
identifiable. Comparing how Texas’ results compare to other states, including the California
system, with respect to the usage of leadership development programs and succession planning
also could be of particular interest. Although there are several opportunities to learn from the
institutions that have implemented programs, perhaps the most interesting future research
guestion now is why, after the practice has grown in prevalence, are some institutions still
failing to implement programs?

With respect to these opportunities for future research, the information in this study
provides a point-in-time baseline. The challenge, as previously noted, is that this is a fluid topic,
and despite perceptions that higher education is slow to adapt, abrupt changes to institutional
culture can occur with the loss of an advocate/champion of intentional leadership
development, a presidential change, and/or funding cuts. More likely, though, iterative changes
to existing programs occur each year, as just with the participants, the leadership development
programs themselves are in a constant state of growth and adaptation in order to be value-
added for participants, supervisors, institutions, and the academy in general.

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

A combination of the research for this dissertation as well as the lived experiences of
the researcher leads to several conclusions. Although the researcher is encouraged that there
has been an increase in the number of Texas public institutions that are now participating in
formalized leadership development programs, the fact remains that only two institutions

engage in succession planning, and it appears that 57% of the 37 public universities still do not

106



have a formal leadership development program. To help address this gap, the Texas Council of
Chief Academic Officers (TCCAO) last year launched the Texas Academic Leadership Academy,
hosted by Sam Houston State University, which is “an intensive, year-long leadership
experience for faculty and staff looking to enhance their leadership capacities in academic
affairs” (Texas Council of Chief Academic Officers 2018). This is a great starting point, but it is a
program currently with capacity limitations and restricted to only academic leaders. In a state
as large as Texas, this program cannot be as effective if it were scaled up to meet the statewide
demand without a commiserate scaling up in funding to support it.

Because the State of Texas does have such a large complex higher education system,
particularly when one includes community colleges, and because the Texas Legislature and
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board are heavily involved in regulating that system, then
a state-specific, state-based, and state-funded higher education leadership development
program should be developed to augment the national programs offered by the Aspen
Institute, ACE, and Harvard. Likewise, all state higher education Systems and independent
institutions should prioritize funding for leadership development programs on their own
campuses as well as supplement those programs with access to national best practices, similar
to how the University of California Santa Cruz has invested in a university-wide membership for
Academic Impressions, granting all staff and faculty a Pro level membership which provides
access to hours of training (University of California Santa Cruz 2019). This funding should not be
considered a perk or a fringe benefit but rather should be considered as integral to a

university’s operations as advising students. The University of Texas System, under former
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Chancellor and Navy Admiral William McRaven, did intend to engage in a System-wide
leadership program to augment what each institution was offering at the campus level, but the
momentum for that initiative slowed. Texas A&M System does offer a Faculty Fellows program
that enables their faculty to be involved in System-level leadership opportunities, but they have
no such opportunity for staff. As the two largest systems with the state’s flagships, it is
incumbent upon them to serve as examples for the rest of the state. Instead, they are lagging
behind their peers, such as The University of North Texas’ System-wide talent management and
leadership development program (University of North Texas System 2019).

Higher education can no longer afford to be reactionary with respect to leadership
development and succession planning. Rather than view succession planning strategies through
the private sector lens, public higher education, as a public entity, would be better served to
examine how the public sector—Ilocal, state, and federal governments—have adopted
succession planning practices to overcome some of the affirmative action and open search
concerns and adapt those accordingly. The GAQO’s seven principles of succession planning can
be used as a framework from which to build. Just as all institutions have an obligation to
educate their students, they also have an obligation to proactively invest in the development of
their employees. Because employees at all levels of the hierarchy can lead, and because the
most important need in leadership development right now is developing the pipeline or bench
depth, employees at all levels should have access to this leadership development, irrespective
of their position in the institutional hierarchy. Likewise, to the extent that an institution of

higher education has not yet embraced a flatter, more matrix-like organizational structure, it
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needs to do so because the complexities of issues that face higher education now and in the
future in the face of intense public scrutiny require a comprehensive, university-wide, response
that traditional siloed organizations are ill-equipped to address.

Although instituting organizational changes that require a shift in culture can be
difficult, change management requires that members of an organization understand and buy in
to the process (Kotter 2012; Buller 2015). One way to garner buy-in is to involve constituents in
the development of the leadership development programs and in the succession planning
processes. Existing succession planning efforts among the Human Resources staffs can be
expanded beyond those areas to a university-wide conversation about deliberate identification
of crucial positions. Another way is to share successful models, which do exist (Academic
Impressions 2018). Leadership development programs at institutions such as The Ohio State
University, Clemson University, Cornell University, Marquette University, The University of
Alabama, and Tufts University, among others, provide models on how to establish programs
that fit within institutional culture and context. In addition, strong models exist for a System-
wide program, such as those at the University of California system and at the University of
Minnesota system. A further examination of two of these programs—Clemson’s university-wide
program administered through the president’s office and Alabama’s university-wide program
administered by the Provost’s Office—provides a foundation upon which to build a new
program. Both of these programs were highlighted at the Academic Impressions November

conference the researcher attended.
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Clemson’s President’s Leadership Institute is “a nine-month leadership development
program that is designed to support and develop professional and personal leadership within a
diverse and inclusive community of faculty and staff” that is currently in its second year
(Clemson University 2019). The Clemson program consists of a cohort of 25 faculty and staff
that were nominated into the program by University leadership; faculty are nominated by the
deans or by the Provosts and staff are nominated by Vice Presidents or other senior
administrators. The program runs August through May with seven all-day meetings as well as
an overnight trip. The program articulates nine goals: (1) enable personal and professional
growth for every participant; (2) ensure high levels of familiarity and interaction among faculty
and staff from all areas of the university; (3) offer opportunities for dialogue and discussion on
topics important to the state of [the] university and its environment and constituents; (4)
provide an in-depth, clearer understanding of the internal structure and unique characteristics
of [the] university landscape; (5) create dialogue and discussion on topics important to the
state of [the] university and its constituents; (6) explore issues and opportunities facing higher
education in general and those specific to Clemson such as [the] mission, strategies, priorities,
governance, stakeholders, and internal/external relations; (7) broaden perspectives of
Clemson’s impact at a state, regional, national, and international level; (8) ensure strong
university leadership for the future; and (9) improve the university’s overall performance
(Clemson University 2019).

In order to achieve these goals, the program’s curriculum covers Clemson’s history and

character; Clemson’s impact across the state, including its public service activities; personal
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leadership skills/leadership styles; conflict resolution; diversity and inclusion; governmental and
other external relations; opportunities and challenges in higher education; strategic planning
and university priorities; Clemson as a business, the financial and physical infrastructure
priorities; and athletics. An important element of this particular leadership program is the
President’s involvement. He meets with the cohort as a group, participates in the program’s
graduation ceremony, and makes himself available for follow-up with previous cohorts
(Academic Impressions 2018). This may prove more difficult to sustain as the number of alumni
grows, but the presence of and engagement in the program from the University president gives
the program legitimacy in its early stages.

Alabama’s program is more established, beginning in 2010-2011, with the intention to
prepare faculty and staff leaders, which again are nominated by deans and vice presidents and
selected by the Office of Academic Affairs, to face the challenges and opportunities of today
and tomorrow through the university’s capstone competencies of “adaptability/flexibility;
collaboration/building relationships; ethics/integrity; self-development; and student/customer-
focused” (The University of Alabama 2019). To help achieve the values of the capstone
competencies, the curriculum is designed to broaden participants’ perspectives on how the
vision and mission of the university is realized; enhance participants’ capacity for collaboration
and relationship building; strengthen practice skills essential to effective leadership; sensitize
participants to the influence of culture in the academic setting; and encourage participants to
think critically about higher education and the university in a dynamic environment (The

University of Alabama 2019). Cohort size varies, but at least ten faculty and staff participate in
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the year-long program which runs September through August. The faculty who participate in
this program also are a part of the Southeastern Conference’s Academic Leadership
Development Program, thereby reinforcing their internal and external development with one
another simultaneously (The University of Alabama 2019).

Both of these programs demonstrate a close connection to their specific university’s
mission and values; hence, whereas external leadership programs may help participants
develop their personal skills, the internal programs allow for development of the institution’s
leadership culture. They also exemplify how impactful good leadership development programs
are at those institutions; facilitators report that their employees feel more engaged (Academic
Impressions 2018). Engaged faculty and staff are generally more positive in their interactions
with students. Positive interactions with faculty and staff increase student engagement;
engaged students are retained students. When student retention rates increase, so, too, do
graduation rates. Graduation rates are a quality indicator by which the public evaluates higher
education.

The rapidly changing world of higher education demands that each level of that
hierarchy is well-prepared and well-developed for the newer complexities that are confronting
institutions now, as well as to be able to adapt to changes on the horizon, such as generational
differences (senior faculty are no longer just educating millennials; they are now working along
beside them), the next technological advances, changes in employers’ expectations of
marketable skills of college graduates, increased competition for international students, shifts

in domestic college-going demographics, and decreased revenues, including those from
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dwindling endowments. University leaders must confront these challenges as well as adapt to
the realities that they need to do so in a way that is more and more acceptable to the general
public.

Transformational leaders that embrace an adaptive, full scale, authentic approach to
leadership will be better positioned to respond to these challenges. Nothing in the current
model of higher education career progression, particularly within the academic ranks, provides
access to that type of leadership development without a formalized program. As the next wave
of Provosts and Presidents, including those of gender and ethnic minorities, fill the vacancies
across the nation, they must receive this training earlier in their careers in order to be
successful at their job. Their constituents—internal and external—expect it of them. Public
universities in particular are as responsible for engaging in best practices in management,
including succession planning and leadership development, as are large private corporations
and their public sector counterparts; arguably, they are more responsible to do so because they
produce a public good: an educated population upon which democracy relies (Brennan 2008;

Leaf 2019).
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APPENDIX A

LIST OF TEXAS PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES AND SYSTEM AFFLIATIONS

The University of Texas
The University of Texas
The University of Texas
The University of Texas
The University of Texas
The University of Texas

The University of Texas
The University of Texas
Texas A&M
Texas A&M
Texas A&M
Texas A&M
Texas A&M
Texas A&M
Texas A&M
Texas A&M
Texas A&M
Texas A&M
Texas A&M
Texas A&M
Texas State
Texas State
Texas State

Texas State

University of Houston
University of Houston
University of Houston
University of Houston
Texas Tech

Texas Tech

University of North Texas
University of North Texas

UT Arlington

UT Austin

UT Dallas

UT El Paso

UT Permian Basin

UT Rio Grande Valley established 2015
Consolidated from UT Pan American and UT
Brownsville, which received 2014 survey
UT San Antonio

UT Tyler

Texas A&M

Prairie View A&M

Tarleton State

Texas A&M International
TAMU-Corpus Christi

TAMU-Kingsville

TAMU-Commerce

TAMU-Texarkana

TAMU-Central Texas

TAMU-San Antonio

TAMU-Galveston

West Texas A&M

Lamar

Sam Houston State

Sul Ross State

Sul Ross Rio Grande College not included in
2014 survey

Texas State

UH

UH-Downtown

UH-Clear Lake

UH-Victoria

Texas Tech

Angelo State

UNT

UNT-Dallas
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None
None
None
None

TWU
Midwestern State
Stephen F. Austin
Texas Southern
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APPENDIX B

SURVEY INSTRUMENT

This study is being conducted by Serenity King of The University of Texas at Dallas, and it has
been approved by The University of Texas at Dallas’ Institutional Review Board. No deception is
involved, and the study involves no more than minimal risk to participants (i.e., the level of risk
encountered in daily life). Participation in the study typically takes less than 30 minutes and
results will be published only in aggregate form. All responses are treated as confidential, and
in no case will responses from individual participants be identified. Rather, all data will be
pooled and published in aggregate form only. Participants should be aware, however, that the
experiment is not being run from a "secure" https server of the kind typically used to handle
credit card transactions, so there is a small possibility that responses could be viewed by
unauthorized third parties (e.g., computer hackers). Many individuals find participation in this
study enjoyable, and no adverse reactions have been reported thus far. Participation is
voluntary, refusal to take part in the study involves no penalty or loss of benefits to which
participants are otherwise entitled, and participants may withdraw from the study at any time
without penalty or loss of benefits to which they are otherwise entitled. If participants have
further questions about this study, they may contact the principal investigator, Serenity King
(972) 883-6749; Participants who want more information about their rights as a participant or
who want to report a research related injury may contact Sanaz Okhovat, Senior Director of the
Office of Research Integrity, at (972) 883-4579. Participation in this study is voluntary, refusal
to take part in the study involves no penalty or loss of benefits to which participants are
otherwise entitled, and participants may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty
or loss of benefits to which they are otherwise entitled. If you freely consent to participate in
the study, select "Yes | have read the consent information and agree to participate" to begin
the survey.

o Yes, | have read the consent information and agree to participate.

o |do not agree to participate.

Is your institution a member of a university system?
o Yes
o No

Please select your university system.
o Texas A&M System

Texas State System

Texas Tech System

The University of Texas System

0
0
0
o University of North Texas System
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o University of Houston System

What is the approximate total enrollment at your institution?
o Less than 10,000 headcount
o 10,000-20,000 headcount
o More than 20,000 headcount

Select all that apply to your institution.
o Open enrollment
o Selective enroliment
o Hispanic-serving
o Historically Black College and University

What is the approximate number of full-time employees at your institution?
o Lessthan 2,500 FTE
o 2,500-5,000 FTE
o 5,000-7,500 FTE
o More than 7,500 FTE

What is the approximate annual budget of your institution?

Formal succession planning refers to a deliberate plan or procedure for identifying successors
for leadership positions. Does your institution practice formal succession planning?

o Yes

o No

Has succession planning been discussed at your campus for possible future implementation?
o Yes
o No

What barriers to formal succession planning exist on your campus and how have they hindered
discussions or efforts to develop a succession plan?

For purposes of this study, formal leadership development refers to an organized program or
initiative in which increased leadership capability is an intended outcome. Are there other
formal leadership development initiatives other than succession planning that do occur on your
campus?

o Yes

o No

How long has your succession plan been in practice?
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O O O O O

Less than one year
1-3 years

3-5 years

5-7 years

7 or more years

For which positions does your succession plan identify successors? Check all that apply.

(@)

@)
@)
O

President

Administrative (vice presidents) positions
Academic (deans or department chair) positions
Other staff (student affairs, business affairs, etc.)

Who selects which positions are included in the succession plan?

Why is succession planning valued at your institution?

Explain how your succession plan has been implemented.

How frequently is your succession plan updated or revised?

Will you provide a copy of your institution's succession planning document?

@)
(@)

Yes
No

o Our succession plan is available online at the following URL:

For purposes of this study, formal leadership development refers to an organized program or
initiative in which increased leadership capability is an intended outcome. Do formal leadership

development initiatives exist on your campus?
o Yes
o No

Who are the targeted participants for formal leadership development initiatives on your
campus?

Who identifies the participants for formal leadership development initiatives on your campus?
Do your formal leadership development initiatives have a curriculum/outline of topics that you

are willing to share?
o Yes
o No
o The curriculum may be found online at the following URL:
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What are the intended outcomes of the formal leadership development initiatives on your
campus?

What is the duration of the formal leadership development initiatives on your campus?
Who leads the formal leadership development initiatives on your campus?

Which of the following theoretical perspectives guides your formal leadership development
initiatives? Check all that apply.
o Individual Differences
Contingency
Transformational
Relational
Follower-Centric
Shared
Not sure

O O O O O O

Does your institution identify participants for external formal leadership development
initiatives (i.e., a System-based program or ACE)?

o Yes

o No

What is your title?

Did you reach your current position from within the organization or are you an external hire?
o Within the organization
o External hire

How does succession planning at your current university compare to succession planning at
your most recent previous institution?

o Current organization more actively participates in succession planning

o Current organization less actively participates in succession planning

o Both organizations participated in succession planning equally

o Neither organization participated in succession planning

o | have not worked for another university
How do formal leadership development programs, excluding succession planning, at your
current university compare to formal leadership development programs offered at your most
recent previous institution?

o Current organization more actively participates in formal leadership development

programs
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@)
@)
@)

Current organization less actively participates in formal leadership development
programs

Both organizations participate in formal leadership development programs equally
Neither organization participates in formal leadership development programs

| have not worked for another university

If you indicated you would be willing to provide a copy of your succession plan or leadership
development curriculum and did not provide a URL to an online document, please provide your
contact information for follow-up. If you did not indicate you had a document but are willing to
be contacted for follow-up questions, please also include your contact information here.
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APPENDIX C

RESULTS OF INSTITUTIONAL WEB SEARCHES

Succession  Succession Leadership

System Affiliation University Plan Planning  Development
2016 2019 2016 2019 2016 2019
The University of Texas UT Arlington No No No No No Yes
The University of Texas UT Austin No No Yes Yes No Yes
The University of Texas UT Dallas No No No No No No
The University of Texas UT El Paso No No No No No Yes
The University of Texas UT Permian Basin No No No No No No
The University of Texas UT Rio Grande No No No No Yes Yes
Valley
The University of Texas  UT San Antonio No No Yes No No Yes
The University of Texas  UT Tyler No No No No Yes Yes
Texas A&M Texas A&M No No No No Yes Yes
Texas A&M Prairie View A&M No No No No Yes Yes
Texas A&M Tarleton State No No No No No No
Texas A&M Texas A&M No No No No No No
International
Texas A&M TAI\(IL{-Corpus No No No No Yes No
Christi
Texas A&M TAMU-Kingsville No No Yes Yes No No
Texas A&M TAMU-Commerce No No No No No No
Texas A&M TAMU-Texarkana No No No No No No
Texas A&M TAMU-Central No No No No No No
Texas
Texas A&M TAI\/IU.—San No No Yes Yes No No
Antonio
Texas A&M TAMU-Galveston No No No No Yes No
Texas A&M West Texas A&M No No No No No Yes
Texas State Lamar No No No No No No
Texas State >am Houston No No No No Yes Yes
State
Texas State Sul Ross State No No Yes Yes No No
Texas State Texas State Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
University of Houston UH No No Yes  Yes Yes Yes
University of Houston UH-Downtown No No No No No No
University of Houston UH-Clear Lake No No No No Yes Yes
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Succession  Succession Leadership

System Affiliation University Plan Planning  Development
2016 2019 2016 2019 2016 2019
University of Houston UH-Victoria No No No No No No
Texas Tech Texas Tech No No Yes  Yes No Yes
Texas Tech Angelo State Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
University of North UNT No No Yes Yes No VYes
Texas
University of North UNT-Dallas No No Yes  Yes No No
Texas
None TWU No No Yes Yes No No
None Midwestern State No No No No No No
None Stephen F. Austin No No No No No No
None Texas Southern No No No No No Yes
System Agency Texas A&M No No No No No Yes
System Agency University of Texas No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
University of
A N N N N N N
System Agency Houston o] o] o] o] o] o]

System Agency Texas State No No No No No No
University of
North Texas
System Agency Texas Tech No No No No No No

System Agency No No Yes Yes No No

Note: In the 2019 sample, Sul Ross Rio Grande College, an upper division institution, is classified
as a public university; however, it shares administration with Sul Ross State and so no separate
programs for succession planning or leadership development take place at that institution.
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APPENDIX D

AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION’S CODE OF ETHICS

The American Society for Public Administration (ASPA) advances the science, art, and practice
of public administration. The Society affirms its responsibility to develop the spirit of
responsible professionalism within its membership and to increase awareness and commitment
to ethical principles and standards among all those who work in public service in all sectors. To

this end, we, the members of the Society, commit ourselves to uphold the following principles:

1. Advance the Public Interest. Promote the interests of the public and put service to the public
above service to oneself.

2. Uphold the Constitution and the Law. Respect and support government constitutions and
laws, while seeking to improve laws and policies to promote the public good.

3. Promote democratic participation. Inform the public and encourage active engagement in
governance. Be open, transparent and responsive, and respect and assist all

persons in their dealings with public organizations.

4. Strengthen social equity. Treat all persons with fairness, justice, and equality and respect
individual differences, rights, and freedoms. Promote affirmative action and other initiatives to
reduce unfairness, injustice, and inequality in society.

5. Fully Inform and Advise. Provide accurate, honest, comprehensive, and timely information
and advice to elected and appointed officials and governing board members, and to staff

members in your organization.
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6. Demonstrate personal integrity. Adhere to the highest standards of conduct to inspire public
confidence and trust in public service.

7. Promote Ethical Organizations: Strive to attain the highest standards of ethics, stewardship,
and public service in organizations that serve the public.

8. Advance Professional Excellence: Strengthen personal capabilities to act competently and

ethically and encourage the professional development of others.
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